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Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument Using       

Factor And Rasch Model 

Abstract. Many researches have developed Instruments to measure one of the environmental 

characteristics such as attitudes, values and knowledge. However, there has not been any 

instrument that can be used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. 

This study is meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals 

student behavior and awareness of the environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement 

items consisting of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, public pro-

environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental 

attitudes. It was implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The 

instrument content validation was conducted by 3 experts who were then analyzed using the 

content validity index (CVI). The construct validity was analyzed using exploratory factor 

analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and RASCH. The content validity results obtained CVI 

scores ranging between 0.8 and 0.9 with a good category, while item reliability was in a fairly 

good category with a high level of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items 

(4 items were eliminated from EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated from RASCH) 

spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, 

environmental values, environmental attitudes, and environmental habits. The resulting 

instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set which can 

be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to measure 

the students’ green character on both male and female. 

Keywords: green character, instrument, factor and RASCH. 
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Introduction 

Character is part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009). Character can be in the form of values, 

beliefs, behavior, and morality (Hidayati et al., 2021). Even doing something right can also be 

called character (Pradhan, 2009). Character is related to habits, ways to act and is a picture of 

actual behavior (Ryan, 2013). Character is defined as a personality which is formed from 

virtue and is used to think and act (Maisardi, 2017)(Rahman et al., 2020). Character consists 

of good and bad habits (Ryan, 2013), mental and behavior (Rahman et al., 2020). Character 

need to be formed as it cannot spontaneously arise (Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, 

character needs to be familiarized to the younger generation through continuous learning, 

examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). People with character will have good 

morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls every action and behavior (Maisardi, 

2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good 

character to the environment is implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment 

(Sanjaya, 2021)(Pane & Patriana, 2016). The character of caring for the environment must 

also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020)(Ridlo, 2020), and it is important to be 

developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). 

Environmental care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Sukri, 

Rizka, et al., 2020)(Asrial et al., 2021), and reduce the negative impact of human behavior on 

the environment (Sukri, Efendi, et al., 2020)(Palupi & Sawitri, 2018). In addition, concerning 

for the environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by 

human behavior (Sukri et al., 2018)(Faisal et al., 2014).  

The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of 

the environment. Behavior refers to human activities to protect the environment or what is 

called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while awareness refers to knowledge 

(Raymond et al., 2010), values (Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the environment (Dunlap et al., 
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2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green character. The term 

green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and awareness of the 

environment. Frasz (Frasz, 2016) mentions environmental character as feelings, sentiments 

and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also used by Chankrajang 

(Chankrajang & Muttarak, 2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment 

which is pro-environmental behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, 

attitudes, knowledge, values, and all things with a positive impact on the environment can be 

covered which makes this term more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of 

behavior and environmental awareness. The research conducted by Stern (Stern, 2000) only 

developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental behavior, while Raymond et al 

(Raymond et al., 2010) focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson & Borton 

(Barton, 1994) and Dunlap et al (Dunlap et al., 2000) only focused on values and attitudes 

aspects. The only similar research has been conducted by Fu et al (Fu et al., 2018), which 

unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited to the behavior and awareness of the 

campus academic community and not generally applicable to the wider community, and (2) 

statement items developed in the instruments are mostly not in accordance with the 

conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many countries, such as in Indonesia. 

Whereas according to Chwialkowska et al (Chwialkowska et al., 2020) and He & Filimonau 

(He & Filimonau, 2020), a person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior 

towards the environment. For example, the statement item “I believe I know environmental 

issues well' presented by Fu et al (Fu et al., 2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement 

because it is not in accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the 

same culture and conditions, especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable 

if it is transformed into real environmental issues occuring in the community, for example 
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“Illegal logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural disasters” and 

“Throwing garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument 

that can accommodate all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting 

instrument can used to measure not only the knowledge, values and attitudes towards the 

environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. The 

results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries 

which have similar or even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, 

which will make this instrument will be more contextual and precise to measure the "green 

character" of students. 

Contribution to the literature 

 Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects 

and did not cover all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

 Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been 

validated, especially in Indonesia 

 Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character 

precisely because it is contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by 

students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The 

development is conducted through three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and 

arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct validation through Exploratory Factor 

Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 2020).  

Literatur review and item arrangement  
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Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character 

instrument. Literature analysis is based on studies or research results that have been published 

in reputable international journals such as research by Stern (Stern, 2000), Raymond et al 

(Raymond et al., 2010), Thompson & Borton (Barton, 1994), and Dunlap et al (Dunlap et al., 

2000). Based on the results of the review, a draft of a green character instrument was prepared 

which includes 40 items. The green character instrument draft consists of private pro-

environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) covering 11 items; public pro-environmental 

behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects 

(Raymond et al., 2010) with 6 items; environmental value aspects (Barton, 1994) with 8 

items; and environmental attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. 

The student's response consisted of five answer choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 

= indifferent, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument 

are relevant and represent a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective 

(Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four criteria; relevance, clarity, 

simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the  green character 

questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental 

field as experts in their respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the 

assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = 

somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 aspects of 

content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to 

measure content validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with 

the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and 

CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007). The results of CVI analysis on 40 green 
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character instrument items show that the CVI values range from 0.8-0.9 for all aspects. Based 

on these results, all items in the instrument have met the valid criteria which were reviewed 

based on relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.    

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through 

random sampling (Endo et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 

men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 22 years old. Respondents came from various 

regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia from various different 

majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and 

business. The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis 

(Williams et al., 2010). Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA (Chan, L. L., & Idris, 2017). 

Furthermore, EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong, A. G., 

& Pearce, 2013), and a minimum loading factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, M., & 

Sunawan, 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the EFA results with model fit criteria based 

on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 

0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 0.95), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 

(Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the validity of the instrument's construct in terms 

of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 2016). Since the sample used is > 500 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria are seen based on the mean-square infit 
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and outfit values (MNSQs, between 0.6 to 1.5), and the point-measure correlation coefficient 

(PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7)(Linacre, 2018). Items that meet one of these criteria are 

designated as valid items, while items that do not meet the criteria will be deleted from the 

instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 

2020). In addition to reliability, Wright map analysis was also performed to determine the 

items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) followed by rating scale analysis to evaluate 

the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 

2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis 

was conducted to determine the responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Result and Discussion 

Exploratory Factor Analyis (EFA) 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded 

from A1 to A40. The first step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is 

performing factor analysis. Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by 

several factors which summarize the relationship between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 

2006). The initial assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in the analysis 

(Hadia et al., 2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value 

which must be greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, 

the assumption that must be met in the EFA is that there should be relationship between 

variables in the factors (Mohd Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the value of Bartlett's 

Test of Sphericity (BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan, L. L., & Idris, 2017). The 

results of the KMO and BTS analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value 

is 0.917 and is in the very good category (Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 
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which indicates that both EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for further analysis (Field, 

2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS Analysis Result 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Overall MSA X2 df p 
0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 

 

After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 

instrument items using the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the number of factors being formed, 

the parallel analysis method was used (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can be seen in 

Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 5 

constructs which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed 

factor has a loading factor of more than 0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this 

study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, 

M., & Sunawan, 2019). The loading factor and the variance that were formed are shown in 

Table  2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Scree plot Result of factor Analysis 

 
Table 2. Loading factor and variants formed from factor analysis 
Item
s  

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

A1  0.362      
A2  0.344      
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A3  0.344      
A4  0.314      
A5  0.509      
A6  0.654      
A12  0.645      
A13  0.730      
A14  0.555      
A15  0.637      
A16  0.593      
A17  0.651      
A18  0.614      
A19  0.507      
A20   0.649     
A21   0.649     
A22   0.755     
A23   0.758     
A24   0.758     
A25   0.655     
A26    0.422    
A27    0.772    
A28    0.755    
A30    0.762    
A32    0.508   
A37    0.464    
A38    0.523    
A29     0.499  
A31     0.390  
A33    0.502   
A35    0.453   
A36    0.464   
A39    0.571   
A40    0.514   
A9      0.537  
A10      0.721  

 
Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the 

analysis because they had a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items 

were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed factors were then grouped and named 

according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow factor 1, 

environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; 

factor 4, environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are 

strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value 

which are presented in Table 3.  



Table 3. Characteristics of the formed factors 
Construct  Initial 

Eigen 
values 

% of 
var. 

Cumula
-tive % 

Average 
interitem 
correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Alpha 
Cronbach 

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge 
(EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a 

measure used to determine the number of factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). 

Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed constructs are fit. This is in accordance with Yong & 

Pearce (Yong, A. G., & Pearce, 2013) opinion which say that the Eigenvalue value of more 

than 1 indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit criteria. Table 3 also shows 

the value of the variance formed on each factor (ranging from 3.80 to 11.90) with a 

cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is relatively small as usually 

the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-60% (Pett et al., 2011). 

However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other criteria have been met in 

the EFA analysis. The low value of this variance is thought to be caused by the maximum 

likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello & Osborne (Costello & Osborne, 

2005), the principle component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater 

variance than the maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not 

divide the unique variance from communalities so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, 

whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged from 0.39 to 

0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). 

This indicates that there is a strong relationship between each item in the same factor. 



According to Tabachnick et al (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014), the interitem correlation value 

that exceeds 0.3 meets good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average 

value of interfactor correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in 

factors that range from 0.02 to 0.07. This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The 

intended specificity is the instrument's ability to distinguish the specificity of each factor 

based on its correlation value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha 

analysis in Table 3 reveal that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that 

the instrument has good reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument 

is reliable and acceptable (Yu & Richardson, 2015).  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed 

(Tomé-Fernández et al., 2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are 

Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value 

(EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. The fit 

model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 

Goodness of fit index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and 

X2/df (Sun, 2005). The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least 

Squares (DWLS), which is considered as the most suitable for not normally distributed data 

compared to the maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). The results of the CFA 

fit model analysis are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4. Goodness of fit index confirmatory factor analysis 
Index Value  Cut off 

value 
criteria  

X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good   
Root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA)  

0.036 ≤0.06 
Good    

Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good   
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good   
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 



The results of the CFA analysis in Table 3 show that all fit criteria have been met by the 

model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI = 0.957, and 

x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Nye & Drasgow, 

2011)(Prudon, 2014)(Hidayat et al., 2018). Therefore, the final measurement model which 

shows the structure of the green character instrument is shown in Figure 2. The results of this 

final measurement are then used for the validity and reliability of items using the RASCH 

model (Susongko, 2016). 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA final measurement model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to 

determine the validity and reliability of the instrument following the Messick validity which 

includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, external and consequential 

(Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. The 

following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

Green Character Instruments Reliability  

Reliability analysis was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, 

knowledge, values, attitudes, and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item 

reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-1.00 with the item separation values 
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ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the instrument's 

reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 

indicates that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several 

different groups or domains (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person 

reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty good category 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. 

These results indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' 

abilities, respondents with high and low performance (Ismail et al., 2020). The results of the 

measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of the instrument are 

shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and Separation Index of Green Character Instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental 
Behavior 

EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 

Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental 
Attitude 

EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 

Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 
 
Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how 

accurately the data fits the model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this 

study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while the ZSTD infit/outfit value is 

ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 

The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et 

al., 2020), while the PTMEA is performed to determine whether the instrument can 

distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi et al., 2020). The following 

describes the results of the item fit analysis for each construct shown in the Table 6. 



Table 6. Item Fit Analysis Resultd of Green Character Instruments. 

FACTOR 
Item  Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home 
when traveling  

1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 

I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 

I ride bicycle or walk for short 
distance traveling. 

0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 

I use public transportation for long 
distance traveling. 

1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 

I keep my waste in my pocket or my 
bag when there is no trash can nearby 
and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to 
reduce plastic waste when I go 
shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to save resources 

1.1317 1.0298 0.47 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to plan trees. 

1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 

I support family members or 
colleagues activities in protecting the 
environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with 
family members and colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 

I often involve in environmental 
cleaning activities.  

0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 

I often pick up trash which scatter 
around public areas.  

0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 

I remind family or colleagues who 
litter everywhere.  

0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 

I throw waste from food and drinks in 
the right place when gathering with 
friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the 
sea ecosystem  

0.6313 0.701 0.4039 

Using air conditioner can cause 
damage to the Ozon layers 

0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 

Waste from motor vehicles can cause 
air pollution and climate change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can 
cause death for water creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the 
disappearance of clean water sources 
and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 



Too many inhabitants can cause 
damage many places for housing   

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to 
seeing them in the wild.  

0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 

I do not need to worry about the 
environment damage as technology 
can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to 
survive.  

1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 

Let the environmental problem happen 
as it will be solved by itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land 
slide, and drought do not have 
anything to do with environmental 
damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues 
nowadays have been exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole 
world.  

1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 

Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with 
nature 

1.3965 1.5706 0.292 

The most important reason to protect 
the environment if to preserve the 
human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just 
like animal.  

1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 

Disturbing the nature will resulted in 
the damaging consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right 
to live as how human does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very 
sensitive and easily disturbed.  

1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 

We will experience huge ecological 
disaster if everything continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not 
in use.  

1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 

I always turn off the tab when it is not 
in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet 

the fit index criteria. One item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the 

environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each 

of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007)(Linacre, 2018). 



In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit 

MNSQ, outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index 

criteria, then the item in the instrument can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This 

result is different from the result of factor analysis and confirmatory factor. Based on these 

results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, respectively 

(Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, M., 

& Sunawan, 2019), but based on the results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do 

not meet the criteria and are declared as invalid items. This study found that there was a 

discrepancy between the results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to 

Scoulas et al (Scoulas et al., 2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement 

problems such as item bias or local item dependencies that may arise when measuring using 

classical validation methods such as factor analysis. Based on this assumption, researchers 

tend to eliminate both items which are considered as invalid items.  

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items 

(Saefi et al., 2020)(Scoulas et al., 2021) which is shown in Figure 2. The results of the 

analysis in Figure 2 show that only 4 items namely EnB9, EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are 

considered difficult by respondents in understanding green character instruments. There were 

no items that were categorized as difficult to be understood by the respondents in the 

environmental knowledge component. Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily 

understood by the respondent. This shows that the green character instrument has met the 

criteria for a good item difficulty level.   
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Figure 2. Wright Map respondent’s perception toward the Green Character instrument 
 

Rating scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is 

used to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument 

(Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 3 shows the 

probability of the response category in the green character instrument according to the 

recommended pattern. Each category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as 

expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument 

response series is functioning properly (Saefi et al., 2020).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Figure 3. Probability Category curve of The green character Instrument 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, 

responded to items differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). In this study, DIF analysis was specifically 

used to reveal the ability to answer between male and female students to find out whether 

there was a bias from the items given. Question items that have a bias are indicated by 

differences in the ability to answer between male and female students. To overcome the bias 

in the items, Isepi et al (Iseppi et al., 2021) suggested to make two separate items, one item 

for men and another for women. The results of the DIF analysis of the green character 

instrument shown in Figure 4 show that there is no bias as evidenced by the graph of male and 

female responses approaching the normal line (green). This proves that the items in the 

instrument are free from bias and can be used to reveal green character for both male and 

female respondents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Graph of Person DIF of the Green Character Instrument 



The result of factor analysis of 40 items of green character instrument resulted in five 

constructs with a total of 34 items (4 items were eliminated from EFA and CFA, and 2 items 

were eliminated from RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely Environmental Behavior 

(EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental 

Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met 

the criteria for the Goodness of fit index (Table 4 ). These results indicate that the construct 

validity of the instrument has been met. This finding is in line with the theory that underlies 

this research such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (Stern, 2000) regarding 

Environmental Behavior, environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental 

values (Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on 

the results of the content validity analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, 

and diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity which includes the DIF analysis, 

the green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria that have 

been determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental 

Habits (EnH), experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these 

findings, the researcher believes that there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items 

used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the results of the EFA, CFA and 

RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be used 

to measure the students’ green character.     

Conclusion 

This study shows that the green character instrument series has met the criteria for item 

validity and reliability using the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The final result of this 

measurement produces 34 items which have met the item fit criteria. This questionnaire can 

reveal knowledge, behavior, values, attitudes and habits towards the environment. Although it 

was found that there were discrepancies in the results of measurements using factors and 
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RASCH, these three types of validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that 

they can complement one another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been 

produced in revealing the students’ green character in various demographic conditions.  In 

addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, further research can be carried out at lower 

levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. 

 

 

Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing 

in the data. Therefore, further research can arrange more items so that they can represent 

constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 
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Abstract. Many researches have developed Instruments to measure one of the environmental 

characteristics such as attitudes, values and knowledge. However, there has not been any 

instrument that can be used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. 

This study is meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals 

student behavior and awareness of the environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement 

items consisting of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, public pro-

environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental 

attitudes. It was implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The 

instrument content validation was conducted by 3 experts who were then analyzed using the 

content validity index (CVI). The construct validity was analyzed using exploratory factor 

analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and RASCH. The content validity results obtained CVI 

scores ranging between 0.8 and 0.9 with a good category, while item reliability was in a fairly 

good category with a high level of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items 

(4 items were eliminated from EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated from RASCH) 

spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, 

environmental values, environmental attitudes, and environmental habits. The resulting 

instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set which can 

be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to measure 

the students’ green character on both male and female. 

Keywords: green character, instrument, factor and RASCH. 
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Introduction 

Character is part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009). Character can be in the form of values, 

beliefs, behavior, and morality (Hidayati et al., 2021). Even doing something right can also be 

called character (Pradhan, 2009). Character is related to habits, ways to act and is a picture of 

actual behavior (Ryan, 2013). Character is defined as a personality which is formed from 

virtue and is used to think and act (Maisardi, 2017)(Rahman et al., 2020). Character consists 

of good and bad habits (Ryan, 2013), mental and behavior (Rahman et al., 2020). Character 

need to be formed as it cannot spontaneously arise (Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, 

character needs to be familiarized to the younger generation through continuous learning, 

examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). People with character will have good 

morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls every action and behavior (Maisardi, 

2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good 

character to the environment is implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment 

(Sanjaya, 2021)(Pane & Patriana, 2016). The character of caring for the environment must 

also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020)(Ridlo, 2020), and it is important to be 

developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). 

Environmental care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Sukri, 

Rizka, et al., 2020)(Asrial et al., 2021), and reduce the negative impact of human behavior on 

the environment (Sukri, Efendi, et al., 2020)(Palupi & Sawitri, 2018). In addition, concerning 

for the environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by 

human behavior (Sukri et al., 2018)(Faisal et al., 2014).  

The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of 

the environment. Behavior refers to human activities to protect the environment or what is 

called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while awareness refers to knowledge 

(Raymond et al., 2010), values (Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the environment (Dunlap et al., 
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2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green character. The term 

green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and awareness of the 

environment. Frasz (Frasz, 2016) mentions environmental character as feelings, sentiments 

and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also used by Chankrajang 

(Chankrajang & Muttarak, 2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment 

which is pro-environmental behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, 

attitudes, knowledge, values, and all things with a positive impact on the environment can be 

covered which makes this term more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of 

behavior and environmental awareness. The research conducted by Stern (Stern, 2000) only 

developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental behavior, while Raymond et al 

(Raymond et al., 2010) focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson & Borton 

(Barton, 1994) and Dunlap et al (Dunlap et al., 2000) only focused on values and attitudes 

aspects. The only similar research has been conducted by Fu et al (Fu et al., 2018), which 

unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited to the behavior and awareness of the 

campus academic community and not generally applicable to the wider community, and (2) 

statement items developed in the instruments are mostly not in accordance with the 

conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many countries, such as in Indonesia. 

Whereas according to Chwialkowska et al (Chwialkowska et al., 2020) and He & Filimonau 

(He & Filimonau, 2020), a person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior 

towards the environment. For example, the statement item “I believe I know environmental 

issues well' presented by Fu et al (Fu et al., 2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement 

because it is not in accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the 

same culture and conditions, especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable 

if it is transformed into real environmental issues occuring in the community, for example 
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“Illegal logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural disasters” and 

“Throwing garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument 

that can accommodate all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting 

instrument can used to measure not only the knowledge, values and attitudes towards the 

environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. The 

results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries 

which have similar or even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, 

which will make this instrument will be more contextual and precise to measure the "green 

character" of students. 

Contribution to the literature 

 Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects 

and did not cover all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

 Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been 

validated, especially in Indonesia 

 Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character 

precisely because it is contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by 

students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The 

development is conducted through three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and 

arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct validation through Exploratory Factor 

Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 2020).  

Literatur review and item arrangement  
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Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character 

instrument. Literature analysis is based on studies or research results that have been published 

in reputable international journals such as research by Stern (Stern, 2000), Raymond et al 

(Raymond et al., 2010), Thompson & Borton (Barton, 1994), and Dunlap et al (Dunlap et al., 

2000). Based on the results of the review, a draft of a green character instrument was prepared 

which includes 40 items. The green character instrument draft consists of private pro-

environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) covering 11 items; public pro-environmental 

behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects 

(Raymond et al., 2010) with 6 items; environmental value aspects (Barton, 1994) with 8 

items; and environmental attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. 

The student's response consisted of five answer choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 

= indifferent, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument 

are relevant and represent a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective 

(Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four criteria; relevance, clarity, 

simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the  green character 

questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental 

field as experts in their respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the 

assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = 

somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 aspects of 

content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to 

measure content validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with 

the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and 

CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007). The results of CVI analysis on 40 green 
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character instrument items show that the CVI values range from 0.8-0.9 for all aspects. Based 

on these results, all items in the instrument have met the valid criteria which were reviewed 

based on relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.    

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through 

random sampling (Endo et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 

men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 22 years old. Respondents came from various 

regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia from various different 

majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and 

business. The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis 

(Williams et al., 2010). Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA (Chan, L. L., & Idris, 2017). 

Furthermore, EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong, A. G., 

& Pearce, 2013), and a minimum loading factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, M., & 

Sunawan, 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the EFA results with model fit criteria based 

on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 

0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 0.95), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 

(Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the validity of the instrument's construct in terms 

of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 2016). Since the sample used is > 500 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria are seen based on the mean-square infit 
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and outfit values (MNSQs, between 0.6 to 1.5), and the point-measure correlation coefficient 

(PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7)(Linacre, 2018). Items that meet one of these criteria are 

designated as valid items, while items that do not meet the criteria will be deleted from the 

instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 

2020). In addition to reliability, Wright map analysis was also performed to determine the 

items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) followed by rating scale analysis to evaluate 

the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 

2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis 

was conducted to determine the responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Result and Discussion 

Exploratory Factor Analyis (EFA) 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded 

from A1 to A40. The first step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is 

performing factor analysis. Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by 

several factors which summarize the relationship between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 

2006). The initial assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in the analysis 

(Hadia et al., 2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value 

which must be greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, 

the assumption that must be met in the EFA is that there should be relationship between 

variables in the factors (Mohd Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the value of Bartlett's 

Test of Sphericity (BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan, L. L., & Idris, 2017). The 

results of the KMO and BTS analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value 

is 0.917 and is in the very good category (Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 
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which indicates that both EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for further analysis (Field, 

2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS Analysis Result 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Overall MSA X2 df p 
0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 

 

After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 

instrument items using the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the number of factors being formed, 

the parallel analysis method was used (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can be seen in 

Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 5 

constructs which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed 

factor has a loading factor of more than 0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this 

study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, 

M., & Sunawan, 2019). The loading factor and the variance that were formed are shown in 

Table  2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Scree plot Result of factor Analysis 

 
Table 2. Loading factor and variants formed from factor analysis 
Item
s  

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

A1  0.362      
A2  0.344      
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A3  0.344      
A4  0.314      
A5  0.509      
A6  0.654      
A12  0.645      
A13  0.730      
A14  0.555      
A15  0.637      
A16  0.593      
A17  0.651      
A18  0.614      
A19  0.507      
A20   0.649     
A21   0.649     
A22   0.755     
A23   0.758     
A24   0.758     
A25   0.655     
A26    0.422    
A27    0.772    
A28    0.755    
A30    0.762    
A32    0.508   
A37    0.464    
A38    0.523    
A29     0.499  
A31     0.390  
A33    0.502   
A35    0.453   
A36    0.464   
A39    0.571   
A40    0.514   
A9      0.537  
A10      0.721  

 
Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the 

analysis because they had a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items 

were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed factors were then grouped and named 

according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow factor 1, 

environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; 

factor 4, environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are 

strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value 

which are presented in Table 3.  



Table 3. Characteristics of the formed factors 
Construct  Initial 

Eigen 
values 

% of 
var. 

Cumula
-tive % 

Average 
interitem 
correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Alpha 
Cronbach 

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge 
(EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a 

measure used to determine the number of factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). 

Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed constructs are fit. This is in accordance with Yong & 

Pearce (Yong, A. G., & Pearce, 2013) opinion which say that the Eigenvalue value of more 

than 1 indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit criteria. Table 3 also shows 

the value of the variance formed on each factor (ranging from 3.80 to 11.90) with a 

cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is relatively small as usually 

the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-60% (Pett et al., 2011). 

However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other criteria have been met in 

the EFA analysis. The low value of this variance is thought to be caused by the maximum 

likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello & Osborne (Costello & Osborne, 

2005), the principle component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater 

variance than the maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not 

divide the unique variance from communalities so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, 

whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged from 0.39 to 

0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). 

This indicates that there is a strong relationship between each item in the same factor. 



According to Tabachnick et al (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014), the interitem correlation value 

that exceeds 0.3 meets good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average 

value of interfactor correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in 

factors that range from 0.02 to 0.07. This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The 

intended specificity is the instrument's ability to distinguish the specificity of each factor 

based on its correlation value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha 

analysis in Table 3 reveal that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that 

the instrument has good reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument 

is reliable and acceptable (Yu & Richardson, 2015).  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed 

(Tomé-Fernández et al., 2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are 

Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value 

(EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. The fit 

model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 

Goodness of fit index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and 

X2/df (Sun, 2005). The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least 

Squares (DWLS), which is considered as the most suitable for not normally distributed data 

compared to the maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). The results of the CFA 

fit model analysis are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4. Goodness of fit index confirmatory factor analysis 
Index Value  Cut off 

value 
criteria  

X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good   
Root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA)  

0.036 ≤0.06 
Good    

Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good   
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good   
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 



The results of the CFA analysis in Table 3 show that all fit criteria have been met by the 

model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI = 0.957, and 

x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Nye & Drasgow, 

2011)(Prudon, 2014)(Hidayat et al., 2018). Therefore, the final measurement model which 

shows the structure of the green character instrument is shown in Figure 2. The results of this 

final measurement are then used for the validity and reliability of items using the RASCH 

model (Susongko, 2016). 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA final measurement model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to 

determine the validity and reliability of the instrument following the Messick validity which 

includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, external and consequential 

(Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. The 

following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

Green Character Instruments Reliability  

Reliability analysis was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, 

knowledge, values, attitudes, and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item 

reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-1.00 with the item separation values 

Comment [A31]: Please enlarge the 
figure so that the values become 
recognizable. 



ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the instrument's 

reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 

indicates that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several 

different groups or domains (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person 

reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty good category 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. 

These results indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' 

abilities, respondents with high and low performance (Ismail et al., 2020). The results of the 

measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of the instrument are 

shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and Separation Index of Green Character Instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental 
Behavior 

EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 

Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental 
Attitude 

EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 

Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 
 
Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how 

accurately the data fits the model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this 

study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while the ZSTD infit/outfit value is 

ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 

The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et 

al., 2020), while the PTMEA is performed to determine whether the instrument can 

distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi et al., 2020). The following 

describes the results of the item fit analysis for each construct shown in the Table 6. 



Table 6. Item Fit Analysis Resultd of Green Character Instruments. 

FACTOR 
Item  Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home 
when traveling  

1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 

I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 

I ride bicycle or walk for short 
distance traveling. 

0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 

I use public transportation for long 
distance traveling. 

1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 

I keep my waste in my pocket or my 
bag when there is no trash can nearby 
and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to 
reduce plastic waste when I go 
shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to save resources 

1.1317 1.0298 0.47 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to plan trees. 

1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 

I support family members or 
colleagues activities in protecting the 
environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with 
family members and colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 

I often involve in environmental 
cleaning activities.  

0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 

I often pick up trash which scatter 
around public areas.  

0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 

I remind family or colleagues who 
litter everywhere.  

0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 

I throw waste from food and drinks in 
the right place when gathering with 
friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the 
sea ecosystem  

0.6313 0.701 0.4039 

Using air conditioner can cause 
damage to the Ozon layers 

0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 

Waste from motor vehicles can cause 
air pollution and climate change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can 
cause death for water creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the 
disappearance of clean water sources 
and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 



Too many inhabitants can cause 
damage many places for housing   

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to 
seeing them in the wild.  

0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 

I do not need to worry about the 
environment damage as technology 
can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to 
survive.  

1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 

Let the environmental problem happen 
as it will be solved by itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land 
slide, and drought do not have 
anything to do with environmental 
damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues 
nowadays have been exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole 
world.  

1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 

Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with 
nature 

1.3965 1.5706 0.292 

The most important reason to protect 
the environment if to preserve the 
human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just 
like animal.  

1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 

Disturbing the nature will resulted in 
the damaging consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right 
to live as how human does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very 
sensitive and easily disturbed.  

1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 

We will experience huge ecological 
disaster if everything continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not 
in use.  

1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 

I always turn off the tab when it is not 
in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet 

the fit index criteria. One item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the 

environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each 

of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007)(Linacre, 2018). 



In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit 

MNSQ, outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index 

criteria, then the item in the instrument can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This 

result is different from the result of factor analysis and confirmatory factor. Based on these 

results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, respectively 

(Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, M., 

& Sunawan, 2019), but based on the results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do 

not meet the criteria and are declared as invalid items. This study found that there was a 

discrepancy between the results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to 

Scoulas et al (Scoulas et al., 2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement 

problems such as item bias or local item dependencies that may arise when measuring using 

classical validation methods such as factor analysis. Based on this assumption, researchers 

tend to eliminate both items which are considered as invalid items.  

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items 

(Saefi et al., 2020)(Scoulas et al., 2021) which is shown in Figure 2. The results of the 

analysis in Figure 2 show that only 4 items namely EnB9, EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are 

considered difficult by respondents in understanding green character instruments. There were 

no items that were categorized as difficult to be understood by the respondents in the 

environmental knowledge component. Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily 

understood by the respondent. This shows that the green character instrument has met the 

criteria for a good item difficulty level.   
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Figure 2. Wright Map respondent’s perception toward the Green Character instrument 
 

Rating scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is 

used to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument 

(Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 3 shows the 

probability of the response category in the green character instrument according to the 

recommended pattern. Each category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as 

expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument 

response series is functioning properly (Saefi et al., 2020).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Figure 3. Probability Category curve of The green character Instrument 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, 

responded to items differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). In this study, DIF analysis was specifically 

used to reveal the ability to answer between male and female students to find out whether 

there was a bias from the items given. Question items that have a bias are indicated by 

differences in the ability to answer between male and female students. To overcome the bias 

in the items, Isepi et al (Iseppi et al., 2021) suggested to make two separate items, one item 

for men and another for women. The results of the DIF analysis of the green character 

instrument shown in Figure 4 show that there is no bias as evidenced by the graph of male and 

female responses approaching the normal line (green). This proves that the items in the 

instrument are free from bias and can be used to reveal green character for both male and 

female respondents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Graph of Person DIF of the Green Character Instrument 



The result of factor analysis of 40 items of green character instrument resulted in five 

constructs with a total of 34 items (4 items were eliminated from EFA and CFA, and 2 items 

were eliminated from RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely Environmental Behavior 

(EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental 

Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met 

the criteria for the Goodness of fit index (Table 4 ). These results indicate that the construct 

validity of the instrument has been met. This finding is in line with the theory that underlies 

this research such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (Stern, 2000) regarding 

Environmental Behavior, environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental 

values (Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on 

the results of the content validity analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, 

and diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity which includes the DIF analysis, 

the green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria that have 

been determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental 

Habits (EnH), experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these 

findings, the researcher believes that there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items 

used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the results of the EFA, CFA and 

RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be used 

to measure the students’ green character.     

Conclusion 

This study shows that the green character instrument series has met the criteria for item 

validity and reliability using the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The final result of this 

measurement produces 34 items which have met the item fit criteria. This questionnaire can 

reveal knowledge, behavior, values, attitudes and habits towards the environment. Although it 

was found that there were discrepancies in the results of measurements using factors and 
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RASCH, these three types of validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that 

they can complement one another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been 

produced in revealing the students’ green character in various demographic conditions.  In 

addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, further research can be carried out at lower 

levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. 

 

 

Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing 

in the data. Therefore, further research can arrange more items so that they can represent 

constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 
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Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument Using       

Factor and Rasch Model 

 

Abstract. Many researchers have separately developed instruments to measure  

environmental characteristics such as attitudes, values, and knowledge. However, there is no 

instrument used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. This study is 

meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals student behavior 

and awareness of the environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement items consisting 

of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, public pro-environmental behavior, 

environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental attitudes. It was 

implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The instrument content 

validation was analyzed by three experts using content validity index (CVI). The construct 

validity was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and 

RASCH analysis. The content validity results obtained CVI scores ranging between 0.8 and 

0.9 with a good category, while item reliability was in a fairly good category with a high level 

of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items (4 items were eliminated after 

Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH 

analysis) spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental 

knowledge, environmental values, environmental attitudes, and environmental habits. The 

resulting instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set 

which can be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to 

measure the students’ green character on both male and female. 

Keywords: green character, instrument, factor and RASCH Analysis. 

 

 



Introduction 

Character as a part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009) in the form of values, beliefs, good 

and bad behavior (Ryan, 2013; Rahman et al., 2020), and morality (Sari et al., 2021) is used 

to think and behave (Maisardi, 2017). It needs to be formed as it cannot spontaneously arise 

(Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, character needs to be familiarized to the younger 

generation through continuous learning, examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). 

People with character will have good morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls 

every action and behavior (Maisardi, 2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good 

character to the environment is implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment          

(Pane & Patriana, 2016; Sanjaya, 2020). The character of caring for the environment must 

also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020; Masturoh & Ridlo, 2020), and it is important to 

be developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). 

Environmental care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Sukri et 

al., 2020; Asrial et al., 2021), and reduce the negative impact of human behavior on the 

environment (Palupi & Sawitri, 2018; Sukri et al., 2020). In addition, concerning for the 

environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by human 

behavior (Faisal et al., 2014; Sukri et al., 2018).  

The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of 

the environment. Behavior refers to human activities to protect the environment or what is 

called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while awareness refers to knowledge 

(Raymond et al., 2010), values (Thompson & Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the environment 

(Dunlap et al., 2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green 

character. The term green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and 

awareness of the environment. Frasz (2016) mentions environmental character as feelings, 

sentiments and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also used by Chankrajang 



(2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment which is pro-environmental 

behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, values, and 

all things with a positive impact on the environment can be covered which makes this term 

more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of 

behavior and environmental awareness. The research conducted by Stern (2000) only 

developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental behavior, while Raymond et al (2010) 

focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson & Barton (1994) and Dunlap et al 

(2000) only focused on values and attitudes aspects. The only similar research has been 

conducted by Fu et al (2018), which unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited 

to the behavior and awareness of the campus academic community and not generally 

applicable to the wider community, and (2) statement items developed in the instruments are 

mostly not in accordance with the conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many 

countries, such as in Indonesia. Whereas according to Chwialkowska et al (2020) and He & 

Filimonau (2020), a person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior towards the 

environment. For example, the statement item “I believe I know environmental issues well' 

presented by Fu et al (2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement because it is not in 

accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the same culture and 

conditions, especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable if it is 

transformed into real environmental issues occuring in the community, for example “Illegal 

logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural disasters” and “Throwing 

garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument 

that can accommodate all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting 

instrument can be used to measure not only the knowledge, values and attitudes towards the 



environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. The 

results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries 

which have similar or even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, 

which will make this instrument will be more contextual and precise to measure the "green 

character" of students. 

Contribution to the literature 

 Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects 

and did not cover all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

 Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been 

validated, especially in Indonesia 

 Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character 

precisely because it is contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by 

students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The 

development is conducted through three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and 

arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct validation through Exploratory Factor 

Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 2020).  

Literatur review and item arrangement  

Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character 

instrument. Literature analysis is based on studies or research results that have been published 

in reputable international journals such as research by Stern (2000), Raymond et al (2010), 

Thompson & Barton (1994), and Dunlap et al (2000). Based on the results of the review, a 

draft of a green character instrument was prepared which includes 40 items. The green 

character instrument draft consists of private pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 



2000) covering 11 items; public pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which 

consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects (Raymond et al., 2010) with 6 items; 

environmental value aspects (Thompson & Barton, 1994) with 8 items; and environmental 

attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. The student's response 

consisted of five answer choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = indifferent, 4 = 

agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument 

are relevant and represent a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective 

(Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four criteria; relevance, clarity, 

simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the  green character 

questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental 

field as experts in their respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the 

assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = 

somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 aspects of 

content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to 

measure content validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with 

the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and 

CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007).  

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through 

random sampling (Endo et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 

men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 22 years old. Respondents came from various 

regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia from various different 



majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and 

business. The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis 

(Williams et al., 2010). Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA (Chan & Idris, 2017). Furthermore, 

EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood estimation 

(Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong & Pearce, 2013), and a 

minimum loading factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo et al., 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the 

EFA results with model fit criteria based on the Root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 0.95), Tucker-

Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 (Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the 

validity of the instrument's construct in terms of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 

2016). Since the sample used is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria 

are seen based on the mean-square infit and outfit values (MNSQs, between 0.6 to 1.5), and 

the point-measure correlation coefficient (PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7)(Linacre, 

2018). Items that meet one of these criteria are designated as valid items, while items that do 

not meet the criteria will be deleted from the instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of 

the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a 

separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition to reliability, Wright map 

analysis was also performed to determine the items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) 

followed by rating scale analysis to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the 

response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the 



instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis was conducted to determine the 

responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Results  

Content validation 

The results of CVI analysis on 40 green character instrument items show that the CVI values 

range from 0.8-0.9 for all aspects. Based on these results, all items in the instrument have met 

the valid criteria which were reviewed based on relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.    

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by several factors which 

summarize the relationship between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 2006). The initial 

assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in the analysis (UI Hadia et al., 

2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value which must be 

greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, the assumption 

that must be met in the EFA is that there should be relationship between variables in the 

factors (Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

(BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan & Idris, 2017). The results of the KMO and BTS 

analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value is 0.917 and is in the very 

good category (UI Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 which indicates that both 

EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for further analysis (Field, 2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS analysis result 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Overall MSA X2 df p 
0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 

 

After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 

instrument items using the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the number of factors being formed, 



the parallel analysis method was conducted (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can be seen 

in Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 

5 constructs which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed 

factor has a loading factor of more than 0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this 

study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria (Prasetyo et al., 2019). 

The loading factor that were formed are shown in Table  2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Scree plot result of factor analysis 
 

Table 2. Loading factor formed from factor analysis 
Items  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
A1  0.362      
A2  0.344      
A3  0.344      
A4  0.314      
A5  0.509      
A6  0.654      
A12  0.645      
A13  0.730      
A14  0.555      
A15  0.637      
A16  0.593      
A17  0.651      
A18  0.614      
A19  0.507      
A20   0.649     
A21   0.649     
A22   0.755     
A23   0.758     
A24   0.758     
A25   0.655     
A26    0.422    



A27    0.772    
A28    0.755    
A30    0.762    
A32    0.508   
A37    0.464    
A38    0.523    
A29     0.499  
A31     0.390  
A33    0.502   
A35    0.453   
A36    0.464   
A39    0.571   
A40    0.514   
A9      0.537  
A10      0.721  

 
Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the 

analysis because they had a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items 

were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed factors were then grouped and named 

according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow factor 1, 

environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; 

factor 4, environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are 

strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value 

which are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3. Characteristics of the formed factors 
Construct  Initial 

Eigen 
values 

% of 
var. 

Cumula
-tive % 

Average 
interitem 
correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Alpha 
Cronbach 

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge 
(EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

  

 



Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS), 

which is considered as the most suitable for not normally distributed data compared to the 

maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). The results of the CFA fit model and 

final measurement model are shown in Table 4 and Figure 2.  

Table 4. Goodness of fit index confirmatory factor analysis 
Index Value  Cut off 

value 
criteria  

X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good   
Root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA)  

0.036 ≤0.06 
Good    

Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good   
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good   
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA final measurement model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to 

determine the validity and reliability of the instrument following the Messick validity which 

includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, external and consequential 

(Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. The 

following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

 

 



Green Character Instruments Reliability  

The results of the measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of 

the instrument are shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and separation index of green character instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental 
Behavior 

EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 

Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental 
Attitude 

EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 

Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 
 
Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The results of the item fit analysis of the green character instrument are shown in Table 6.  

Table 6. Item fit analysis result of green character instruments 

FACTOR 
Item  Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home 
when traveling  

1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 

I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 

I ride bicycle or walk for short 
distance traveling. 

0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 

I use public transportation for long 
distance traveling. 

1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 

I keep my waste in my pocket or my 
bag when there is no trash can nearby 
and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to 
reduce plastic waste when I go 
shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to save resources 

1.1317 1.0298 0.47 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to plan trees. 

1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 

I support family members or 
colleagues activities in protecting the 
environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with 
family members and colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 



I often involve in environmental 
cleaning activities.  

0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 

I often pick up trash which scatter 
around public areas.  

0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 

I remind family or colleagues who 
litter everywhere.  

0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 

I throw waste from food and drinks in 
the right place when gathering with 
friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the 
sea ecosystem  

0.6313 0.701 0.4039 

Using air conditioner can cause 
damage to the Ozon layers 

0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 

Waste from motor vehicles can cause 
air pollution and climate change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can 
cause death for water creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the 
disappearance of clean water sources 
and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 

Too many inhabitants can cause 
damage many places for housing   

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to 
seeing them in the wild.  

0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 

I do not need to worry about the 
environment damage as technology 
can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to 
survive.  

1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 

Let the environmental problem happen 
as it will be solved by itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land 
slide, and drought do not have 
anything to do with environmental 
damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues 
nowadays have been exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole 
world.  

1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 

Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with 
nature 

1.3965 1.5706 0.292 

The most important reason to protect 
the environment if to preserve the 
human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just 
like animal.  

1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 



Disturbing the nature will resulted in 
the damaging consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right 
to live as how human does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very 
sensitive and easily disturbed.  

1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 

We will experience huge ecological 
disaster if everything continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not 
in use.  

1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 

I always turn off the tab when it is not 
in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

 

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items 

(Saefi et al., 2020; Scoulas et al., 2021). Wright map analysis is shown in Figure 3.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Wright map respondent’s perception toward the green character instrument 
 

 

 

 



Rating Scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is 

used to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument 

(Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The results of the diagnostic scale rating are shown in Figure 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Probability category curve of the green character instrument 

 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, 

responded to items differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). The results of the DIF analysis are shown 

in Figure 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Graph of person DIF of the green character instrument 

 
Discussion 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded 

from A1 to A40. The first step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is 

performing factor analysis. EFA analysis results on Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more 

than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a measure used to determine the number of 

factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed 

constructs are fit. This is in accordance with Yong & Pearce (2013) opinion which say that the 

Eigenvalue value of more than 1 indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit 

criteria. Table 3 also shows the value of the variance formed on each factor (ranging from 

3.80 to 11.90) with a cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is 

relatively small as usually the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-

60% (Pett et al., 2011). However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other 

criteria have been met in the EFA analysis. The low value of this variance is thought to be 

caused by the maximum likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello & Osborne 

(2005), the principle component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater 

variance than the maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not 



divide the unique variance from communalities so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, 

whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged from 0.39 to 

0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). 

This indicates that there is a strong relationship between each item in the same factor. 

According to Tabachnick et al (2014), the interitem correlation value that exceeds 0.3 meets 

good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average value of interfactor 

correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in factors that range from 

0.02 to 0.07. This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The intended specificity is 

the instrument's ability to distinguish the specificity of each factor based on its correlation 

value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha analysis in Table 3 reveal 

that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that the instrument has good 

reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument is reliable and acceptable 

(Yu & Richardson, 2015). 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed 

(Tomé-Fernández et al., 2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are 

Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value 

(EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. The fit 

model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 

Goodness of fit index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and 

X2/df (Sun, 2005). The results of the CFA analysis in Table 4 show that all fit criteria have 

been met by the model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI 

= 0.957, and x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Nye & 

Drasgow, 2011; Prudon, 2014; Hidayat et al., 2018). The results of this final measurement are 

then used for the validity and reliability of items using the RASCH model (Susongko, 2016). 



The analysis using the RASCH model includes (1) instrument reliability, (2) instrument item 

quality, (3) level of difficulty of the items, (4) evaluate the clarity of items, and (5) items bias. 

Instrument reliability was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, 

knowledge, values, attitudes, and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item 

reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-1.00 with the item separation values 

ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the instrument's 

reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 

indicates that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several 

different groups or domains (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person 

reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty good category 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. 

These results indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' 

abilities, respondents with high and low performance (Ismail et al., 2020). 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how 

accurately the data fits the model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this 

study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while the ZSTD infit/outfit value is 

ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 

The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et 

al., 2020), while the PTMEA is performed to determine whether the instrument can 

distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi et al., 2020). 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet 

the fit index criteria. One item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the 

environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each 

of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007; Linacre, 2018). 



In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit 

MNSQ, outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index 

criteria, then the item in the instrument can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This 

result is different from the result of factor analysis and confirmatory factor. Based on these 

results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, respectively 

(Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo et al., 2019), but 

based on the results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do not meet the criteria and 

are declared as invalid items. This study found that there was a discrepancy between the 

results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to Scoulas et al (Scoulas et al., 

2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement problems such as item bias or 

local item dependencies that may arise when measuring using classical validation methods 

such as factor analysis. Based on this assumption, researchers tend to eliminate both items 

which are considered as invalid items.  

The analysis of the items difficulty level through the wright map in Figure 3 showed that only 

4 items namely EnB9, EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are considered difficult by respondents in 

understanding green character instruments. There were no items that were categorized as 

difficult to be understood by the respondents in the environmental knowledge component. 

Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily understood by the respondent. This 

shows that the green character instrument has met the criteria for a good item difficulty level.   

The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 4 shows the probability of the response 

category in the green character instrument according to the recommended pattern. Each 

category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). 

Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument response series is functioning 

properly (Saefi et al., 2020). The final stage of testing items used the DIF test to determine the 

instrument items bias. DIF analysis was specifically used to reveal the ability to answer 



between male and female students to find out whether there was a bias from the items given. 

Question items that have a bias are indicated by differences in the ability to answer between 

male and female students. To overcome the bias in the items, Isepi et al (2021) suggested to 

make two separate items, one item for men and another for women. The results of the DIF 

analysis of the green character instrument shown in Figure 5 show that there is no bias as 

evidenced by the graph of male and female responses approaching the normal line (green). 

This proves that the items in the instrument are free from bias and can be used to reveal green 

character for both male and female respondents. 

The final result of the green character instrument found in five constructs with a total of 34 

items (4 items were eliminated after EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated after 

RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental 

Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and 

Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met the criteria for the 

Goodness of fit index (Table 4 ). These results indicate that the construct validity of the 

instrument has been met. This finding is in line with the theory that underlies this research 

such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (2000) regarding Environmental Behavior, 

environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental values (Thompson & 

Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on the 

results of the content validity analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, and 

diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity which includes the DIF analysis, the 

green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria that have been 

determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental Habits 

(EnH), experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these 

findings, the researcher believes that there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items 

used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the results of the EFA, CFA and 



RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be used 

to measure the students’ green character.     

Conclusion 

This study showed that the green character instrument series had met the criteria for item 

validity and reliability using the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The EFA showed the 

loading factor was approximately on 0.314-0.772 with the initial eigenvalues in the interval of 

1.54-4.77. It had  a good goodness of fit index with X2/df, RMSEA, GFI, CFI and TLI in the 

category of good after confirmed through CFA. The EFA and CFA analysis resulted 36 items 

after eliminating 4 unstandardised items. A further analysis using RASCH on 36 items 

remained 34, 2 out of 36 was deleted due to not reach the standard value of MNSQ and 

PTMEA infit/outfit. The final result of this measurement found that the 34 items reached a fit 

model of EFA, CFA, and RASCH. This instrument can reveal knowledge, behavior, values, 

attitudes and habits towards the environment. Although it was found that there were 

discrepancies in the results of measurements using factors and RASCH, these three types of 

validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that they can complement one 

another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been 

produced in revealing the students’ green character in various demographic conditions.          

In addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, further research can be carried out at lower 

levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. For teachers, the green 

character instrument can be applied through a modified instrument for suitable materials and 

topics. 

 



Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing 

in the data. Therefore, further research can arrange more items so that they can represent 

constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 
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Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument Using       

Factor and Rasch Model 

 

Abstract. Many researchers have separately developed instruments to measure  

environmental characteristics such as attitudes, values, and knowledge. However, there is no 

instrument used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. This study is 

meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals student behavior 

and awareness of the environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement items consisting 

of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, public pro-environmental behavior, 

environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental attitudes. It was 

implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The instrument content 

validation was analyzed by three experts using content validity index (CVI). The construct 

validity was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and 

RASCH analysis. The content validity results obtained CVI scores ranging between 0.8 and 

0.9 with a good category, while item reliability was in a fairly good category with a high level 

of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items (4 items were eliminated after 

Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH 

analysis) spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental 

knowledge, environmental values, environmental attitudes, and environmental habits. The 

resulting instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set 

which can be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to 

measure the students’ green character on both male and female. 

Keywords: green character, instrument, factor and RASCH Analysis. 

 

 



Introduction 

Character as a part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009) in the form of values, beliefs, good 

and bad behavior (Ryan, 2013; Rahman et al., 2020), and morality (Sari et al., 2021) is used 

to think and behave (Maisardi, 2017). It needs to be formed as it cannot spontaneously arise 

(Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, character needs to be familiarized to the younger 

generation through continuous learning, examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). 

People with character will have good morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls 

every action and behavior (Maisardi, 2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good 

character to the environment is implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment          

(Pane & Patriana, 2016; Sanjaya, 2020). The character of caring for the environment must 

also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020; Masturoh & Ridlo, 2020), and it is important to 

be developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). 

Environmental care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Sukri et 

al., 2020; Asrial et al., 2021), and reduce the negative impact of human behavior on the 

environment (Palupi & Sawitri, 2018; Sukri et al., 2020). In addition, concerning for the 

environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by human 

behavior (Faisal et al., 2014; Sukri et al., 2018).  

The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of 

the environment. Behavior refers to human activities to protect the environment or what is 

called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while awareness refers to knowledge 

(Raymond et al., 2010), values (Thompson & Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the environment 

(Dunlap et al., 2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green 

character. The term green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and 

awareness of the environment. Frasz (2016) mentions environmental character as feelings, 

sentiments and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also used by Chankrajang 



(2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment which is pro-environmental 

behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, values, and 

all things with a positive impact on the environment can be covered which makes this term 

more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of 

behavior and environmental awareness. The research conducted by Stern (2000) only 

developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental behavior, while Raymond et al (2010) 

focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson & Barton (1994) and Dunlap et al 

(2000) only focused on values and attitudes aspects. The only similar research has been 

conducted by Fu et al (2018), which unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited 

to the behavior and awareness of the campus academic community and not generally 

applicable to the wider community, and (2) statement items developed in the instruments are 

mostly not in accordance with the conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many 

countries, such as in Indonesia. Whereas according to Chwialkowska et al (2020) and He & 

Filimonau (2020), a person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior towards the 

environment. For example, the statement item “I believe I know environmental issues well' 

presented by Fu et al (2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement because it is not in 

accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the same culture and 

conditions, especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable if it is 

transformed into real environmental issues occuring in the community, for example “Illegal 

logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural disasters” and “Throwing 

garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument 

that can accommodate all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting 

instrument can be used to measure not only the knowledge, values and attitudes towards the 



environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. The 

results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries 

which have similar or even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, 

which will make this instrument will be more contextual and precise to measure the "green 

character" of students. 

Contribution to the literature 

 Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects 

and did not cover all aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

 Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been 

validated, especially in Indonesia 

 Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character 

precisely because it is contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by 

students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The 

development is conducted through three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and 

arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct validation through Exploratory Factor 

Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 2020).  

Literatur review and item arrangement  

Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character 

instrument. Literature analysis is based on studies or research results that have been published 

in reputable international journals such as research by Stern (2000), Raymond et al (2010), 

Thompson & Barton (1994), and Dunlap et al (2000). Based on the results of the review, a 

draft of a green character instrument was prepared which includes 40 items. The green 

character instrument draft consists of private pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 



2000) covering 11 items; public pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which 

consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects (Raymond et al., 2010) with 6 items; 

environmental value aspects (Thompson & Barton, 1994) with 8 items; and environmental 

attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. The student's response 

consisted of five answer choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = indifferent, 4 = 

agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument 

are relevant and represent a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective 

(Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four criteria; relevance, clarity, 

simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the  green character 

questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental 

field as experts in their respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the 

assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = 

somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 aspects of 

content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to 

measure content validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with 

the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and 

CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007).  

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through 

random sampling (Endo et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 

men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 22 years old. Respondents came from various 

regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia from various different 



majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and 

business. The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis 

(Williams et al., 2010). Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA (Chan & Idris, 2017). Furthermore, 

EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood estimation 

(Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong & Pearce, 2013), and a 

minimum loading factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo et al., 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the 

EFA results with model fit criteria based on the Root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 0.95), Tucker-

Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 (Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the 

validity of the instrument's construct in terms of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 

2016). Since the sample used is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria 

are seen based on the mean-square infit and outfit values (MNSQs, between 0.6 to 1.5), and 

the point-measure correlation coefficient (PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7)(Linacre, 

2018). Items that meet one of these criteria are designated as valid items, while items that do 

not meet the criteria will be deleted from the instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of 

the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a 

separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition to reliability, Wright map 

analysis was also performed to determine the items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) 

followed by rating scale analysis to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the 

response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the 



instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis was conducted to determine the 

responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Results  

Content validation 

The results of CVI analysis on 40 green character instrument items show that the CVI values 

range from 0.8-0.9 for all aspects. Based on these results, all items in the instrument have met 

the valid criteria which were reviewed based on relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.    

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by several factors which 

summarize the relationship between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 2006). The initial 

assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in the analysis (UI Hadia et al., 

2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value which must be 

greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, the assumption 

that must be met in the EFA is that there should be relationship between variables in the 

factors (Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 

(BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan & Idris, 2017). The results of the KMO and BTS 

analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value is 0.917 and is in the very 

good category (UI Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 which indicates that both 

EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for further analysis (Field, 2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS analysis result 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 

Overall MSA X2 df p 
0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 

 

After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 

instrument items using the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum 

likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the number of factors being formed, 



the parallel analysis method was conducted (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can be seen 

in Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 

5 constructs which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed 

factor has a loading factor of more than 0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this 

study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria (Prasetyo et al., 2019). 

The loading factor that were formed are shown in Table  2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Scree plot result of factor analysis 
 

Table 2. Loading factor formed from factor analysis 
Items  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
A1  0.362      
A2  0.344      
A3  0.344      
A4  0.314      
A5  0.509      
A6  0.654      
A12  0.645      
A13  0.730      
A14  0.555      
A15  0.637      
A16  0.593      
A17  0.651      
A18  0.614      
A19  0.507      
A20   0.649     
A21   0.649     
A22   0.755     
A23   0.758     
A24   0.758     
A25   0.655     
A26    0.422    



A27    0.772    
A28    0.755    
A30    0.762    
A32    0.508   
A37    0.464    
A38    0.523    
A29     0.499  
A31     0.390  
A33    0.502   
A35    0.453   
A36    0.464   
A39    0.571   
A40    0.514   
A9      0.537  
A10      0.721  

 
Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the 

analysis because they had a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items 

were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed factors were then grouped and named 

according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow factor 1, 

environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; 

factor 4, environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are 

strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value 

which are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3. Characteristics of the formed factors 
Construct  Initial 

Eigen 
values 

% of 
var. 

Cumula
-tive % 

Average 
interitem 
correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Alpha 
Cronbach 

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge 
(EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

  

 



Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS), 

which is considered as the most suitable for not normally distributed data compared to the 

maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). The results of the CFA fit model and 

final measurement model are shown in Table 4 and Figure 2.  

Table 4. Goodness of fit index confirmatory factor analysis 
Index Value  Cut off 

value 
criteria  

X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good   
Root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA)  

0.036 ≤0.06 
Good    

Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good   
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good   
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA final measurement model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to 

determine the validity and reliability of the instrument following the Messick validity which 

includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, external and consequential 

(Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. The 

following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

 

 



Green Character Instruments Reliability  

The results of the measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of 

the instrument are shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and separation index of green character instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental 
Behavior 

EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 

Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental 
Attitude 

EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 

Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 
 
Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The results of the item fit analysis of the green character instrument are shown in Table 6.  

Table 6. Item fit analysis result of green character instruments 

FACTOR 
Item  Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home 
when traveling  

1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 

I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 

I ride bicycle or walk for short 
distance traveling. 

0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 

I use public transportation for long 
distance traveling. 

1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 

I keep my waste in my pocket or my 
bag when there is no trash can nearby 
and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to 
reduce plastic waste when I go 
shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to save resources 

1.1317 1.0298 0.47 

I encourage my family and my 
colleagues to plan trees. 

1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 

I support family members or 
colleagues activities in protecting the 
environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with 
family members and colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 



I often involve in environmental 
cleaning activities.  

0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 

I often pick up trash which scatter 
around public areas.  

0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 

I remind family or colleagues who 
litter everywhere.  

0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 

I throw waste from food and drinks in 
the right place when gathering with 
friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the 
sea ecosystem  

0.6313 0.701 0.4039 

Using air conditioner can cause 
damage to the Ozon layers 

0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 

Waste from motor vehicles can cause 
air pollution and climate change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can 
cause death for water creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the 
disappearance of clean water sources 
and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 

Too many inhabitants can cause 
damage many places for housing   

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to 
seeing them in the wild.  

0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 

I do not need to worry about the 
environment damage as technology 
can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to 
survive.  

1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 

Let the environmental problem happen 
as it will be solved by itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land 
slide, and drought do not have 
anything to do with environmental 
damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues 
nowadays have been exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole 
world.  

1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 

Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with 
nature 

1.3965 1.5706 0.292 

The most important reason to protect 
the environment if to preserve the 
human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just 
like animal.  

1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 



Disturbing the nature will resulted in 
the damaging consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right 
to live as how human does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very 
sensitive and easily disturbed.  

1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 

We will experience huge ecological 
disaster if everything continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not 
in use.  

1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 

I always turn off the tab when it is not 
in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

 

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items 

(Saefi et al., 2020; Scoulas et al., 2021). Wright map analysis is shown in Figure 3.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Wright map respondent’s perception toward the green character instrument 
 

 

 

 



Rating Scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is 

used to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument 

(Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The results of the diagnostic scale rating are shown in Figure 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Probability category curve of the green character instrument 

 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, 

responded to items differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). The results of the DIF analysis are shown 

in Figure 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Graph of person DIF of the green character instrument 

 
Discussion 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded 

from A1 to A40. The first step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is 

performing factor analysis. EFA analysis results on Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more 

than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a measure used to determine the number of 

factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed 

constructs are fit. This is in accordance with Yong & Pearce (2013) opinion which say that the 

Eigenvalue value of more than 1 indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit 

criteria. Table 3 also shows the value of the variance formed on each factor (ranging from 

3.80 to 11.90) with a cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is 

relatively small as usually the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-

60% (Pett et al., 2011). However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other 

criteria have been met in the EFA analysis. The low value of this variance is thought to be 

caused by the maximum likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello & Osborne 

(2005), the principle component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater 

variance than the maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not 



divide the unique variance from communalities so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, 

whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged from 0.39 to 

0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). 

This indicates that there is a strong relationship between each item in the same factor. 

According to Tabachnick et al (2014), the interitem correlation value that exceeds 0.3 meets 

good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average value of interfactor 

correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in factors that range from 

0.02 to 0.07. This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The intended specificity is 

the instrument's ability to distinguish the specificity of each factor based on its correlation 

value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha analysis in Table 3 reveal 

that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that the instrument has good 

reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument is reliable and acceptable 

(Yu & Richardson, 2015). 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed 

(Tomé-Fernández et al., 2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are 

Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value 

(EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. The fit 

model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 

Goodness of fit index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and 

X2/df (Sun, 2005). The results of the CFA analysis in Table 4 show that all fit criteria have 

been met by the model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI 

= 0.957, and x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Nye & 

Drasgow, 2011; Prudon, 2014; Hidayat et al., 2018). The results of this final measurement are 

then used for the validity and reliability of items using the RASCH model (Susongko, 2016). 



The analysis using the RASCH model includes (1) instrument reliability, (2) instrument item 

quality, (3) level of difficulty of the items, (4) evaluate the clarity of items, and (5) items bias. 

Instrument reliability was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, 

knowledge, values, attitudes, and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item 

reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-1.00 with the item separation values 

ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the instrument's 

reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 

indicates that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several 

different groups or domains (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person 

reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty good category 

(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. 

These results indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' 

abilities, respondents with high and low performance (Ismail et al., 2020). 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how 

accurately the data fits the model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this 

study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while the ZSTD infit/outfit value is 

ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 

The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et 

al., 2020), while the PTMEA is performed to determine whether the instrument can 

distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi et al., 2020). 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet 

the fit index criteria. One item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the 

environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each 

of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007; Linacre, 2018). 



In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit 

MNSQ, outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index 

criteria, then the item in the instrument can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This 

result is different from the result of factor analysis and confirmatory factor. Based on these 

results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, respectively 

(Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo et al., 2019), but 

based on the results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do not meet the criteria and 

are declared as invalid items. This study found that there was a discrepancy between the 

results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to Scoulas et al (Scoulas et al., 

2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement problems such as item bias or 

local item dependencies that may arise when measuring using classical validation methods 

such as factor analysis. Based on this assumption, researchers tend to eliminate both items 

which are considered as invalid items.  

The analysis of the items difficulty level through the wright map in Figure 3 showed that only 

4 items namely EnB9, EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are considered difficult by respondents in 

understanding green character instruments. There were no items that were categorized as 

difficult to be understood by the respondents in the environmental knowledge component. 

Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily understood by the respondent. This 

shows that the green character instrument has met the criteria for a good item difficulty level.   

The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 4 shows the probability of the response 

category in the green character instrument according to the recommended pattern. Each 

category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). 

Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument response series is functioning 

properly (Saefi et al., 2020). The final stage of testing items used the DIF test to determine the 

instrument items bias. DIF analysis was specifically used to reveal the ability to answer 



between male and female students to find out whether there was a bias from the items given. 

Question items that have a bias are indicated by differences in the ability to answer between 

male and female students. To overcome the bias in the items, Isepi et al (2021) suggested to 

make two separate items, one item for men and another for women. The results of the DIF 

analysis of the green character instrument shown in Figure 5 show that there is no bias as 

evidenced by the graph of male and female responses approaching the normal line (green). 

This proves that the items in the instrument are free from bias and can be used to reveal green 

character for both male and female respondents. 

The final result of the green character instrument found in five constructs with a total of 34 

items (4 items were eliminated after EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated after 

RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental 

Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and 

Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met the criteria for the 

Goodness of fit index (Table 4 ). These results indicate that the construct validity of the 

instrument has been met. This finding is in line with the theory that underlies this research 

such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (2000) regarding Environmental Behavior, 

environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental values (Thompson & 

Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on the 

results of the content validity analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, and 

diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity which includes the DIF analysis, the 

green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria that have been 

determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental Habits 

(EnH), experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these 

findings, the researcher believes that there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items 

used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the results of the EFA, CFA and 



RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be used 

to measure the students’ green character.     

Conclusion 

This study showed that the green character instrument series had met the criteria for item 

validity and reliability using the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The EFA showed the 

loading factor was approximately on 0.314-0.772 with the initial eigenvalues in the interval of 

1.54-4.77. It had  a good goodness of fit index with X2/df, RMSEA, GFI, CFI and TLI in the 

category of good after confirmed through CFA. The EFA and CFA analysis resulted 36 items 

after eliminating 4 unstandardised items. A further analysis using RASCH on 36 items 

remained 34, 2 out of 36 was deleted due to not reach the standard value of MNSQ and 

PTMEA infit/outfit. The final result of this measurement found that the 34 items reached a fit 

model of EFA, CFA, and RASCH. This instrument can reveal knowledge, behavior, values, 

attitudes and habits towards the environment. Although it was found that there were 

discrepancies in the results of measurements using factors and RASCH, these three types of 

validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that they can complement one 

another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been 

produced in revealing the students’ green character in various demographic conditions.          

In addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, further research can be carried out at lower 

levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. For teachers, the green 

character instrument can be applied through a modified instrument for suitable materials and 

topics. 

 



Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing 

in the data. Therefore, further research can arrange more items so that they can represent 

constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 
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and meets the fit criteria as the results 
obtained in the previous analysis. We also 
tried to carry out further analysis after one 
of the items in the 'environmetal habbits' 
construct was eliminated. The results show 
the same pattern of factors as the previous 
analysis. Based on these findings, we 
consider it unnecessary to present this final 
result because it has the same pattern as the 
results of the previous analysis. 
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Abstract: Many researchers have separately developed instruments to measure environmental characteristics such as attitudes, 
values, and knowledge. However, there is no instrument used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. This 
study is meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals student behavior and awareness of the 
environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement items consisting of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, 
public pro-environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental attitudes. It was 
implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The instrument content validation was analyzed by three experts 
using content validity index (CVI). The construct validity was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor 
analysis, and RASCH analysis. The content validity results obtained CVI scores ranging between 0.8 and 0.9 with a good category, 
while item reliability was in a fairly good category with a high level of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items (4 
items were eliminated after Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH analysis) 
spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, environmental 
attitudes, and environmental habits. The resulting instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set 
which can be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to measure the students’ green character 
on both male and female. 
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Introduction 

Character as a part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009) in the form of values, beliefs, good and bad behavior (Rahman et al., 
2020; Ryan, 2013), and morality (Sari et al., 2021) is used to think and behave (Maisardi, 2017). It needs to be formed 
as it cannot spontaneously arise (Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, character needs to be familiarized to the younger 
generation through continuous learning, examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). People with character will 
have good morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls every action and behavior (Maisardi, 2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good character to the environment is 
implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment (Pane & Patriana, 2016; Sanjaya, 2021). The character of 
caring for the environment must also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020; Masturoh & Ridlo, 2020), and it is 
important to be developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). Environmental 
care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Asrial et al., 2021; Sukri et al., 2020a), and 
reduce the negative impact of human behavior on the environment (Palupi & Sawitri, 2018; Sukri et al., 2020b). In 
addition, concerning for the environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by human 
behavior (El Faisal et al., 2018; Sukri et al., 2018).  
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The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of the environment. Behavior refers 
to human activities to protect the environment or what is called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while 
awareness refers to knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), values (Thompson & Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the 
environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green character. The term 
green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and awareness of the environment. Frasz (2016) 
mentions environmental character as feelings, sentiments and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also 
used by Chankrajang and Muttarak (2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment which is pro-
environmental behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, values, and all things 
with a positive impact on the environment can be covered which makes this term more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of behavior and environmental 
awareness. The research conducted by Stern (2000) only developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental 
behavior, while Raymond et al. (2010) focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson and Barton (1994) and 
Dunlap et al. (2000) only focused on values and attitudes aspects. The only similar research has been conducted by Fu 
et al. (2018), which unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited to the behavior and awareness of the 
campus academic community and not generally applicable to the wider community, and (2) statement items developed 
in the instruments are mostly not in accordance with the conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many 
countries, such as in Indonesia. Whereas according to He and Filimonau (2020) and Chwialkowska et al. (2020), a 
person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior towards the environment. For example, the statement item 
“I believe I know environmental issues well' presented by Fu et al. (2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement 
because it is not in accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the same culture and conditions, 
especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable if it is transformed into real environmental issues 
occuring in the community, for example “Illegal logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural 
disasters” and “Throwing garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument that can accommodate all aspects 
of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting instrument can be used to measure not only the knowledge, 
values and attitudes towards the environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. 
The results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries which have similar or 
even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, which will make this instrument will be more 
contextual and precise to measure the "green character" of students. 

Contribution to the Literature 

• Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects and did not cover all 
aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

• Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been validated, especially in 
Indonesia 

• Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character precisely because it is 
contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The development is conducted through 
three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct 
validation through Exploratory Factor Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 
2020).  

Literatur Review and Item Arrangement  

Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character instrument. Literature analysis 
is based on studies or research results that have been published in reputable international journals such as research by 
Stern (2000), Raymond et al. (2010), Thompson and Barton (1994), and Dunlap et al. (2000). Based on the results of 
the review, a draft of a green character instrument was prepared which includes 40 items. The green character 
instrument draft consists of private pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) covering 11 items; public pro-
environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects (Raymond 
et al., 2010) with 6 items; environmental value aspects (Thompson & Barton, 1994) with 8 items; and environmental 
attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. The student's response consisted of five answer 
choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = indifferent, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content Validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument are relevant and represent 
a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective (Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four 
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criteria; relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the green character 
questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental field as experts in their 
respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four 
criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 
aspects of content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to measure content 
validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were 
accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007).  

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research Sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through random sampling (Endo 
et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 
22 years old. Respondents came from various regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia 
from various different majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and business. 
The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH 
analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis (Williams et al., 2010). 
Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA 
(Chan & Idris, 2017). Furthermore, EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood 
estimation (Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong & Pearce, 2013), and a minimum loading 
factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo et al., 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the EFA results with model fit criteria based on the 
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 
0.95), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 (Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the validity of the 
instrument's construct in terms of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 2016). Since the sample used is > 500 
(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria are seen based on the mean-square infit and outfit values (MNSQs, 
between 0.6 to 1.5), and the point-measure correlation coefficient (PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7) (Linacre, 2018). 
Items that meet one of these criteria are designated as valid items, while items that do not meet the criteria will be 
deleted from the instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 
(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition to reliability, 
Wright map analysis was also performed to determine the items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) followed by 
rating scale analysis to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & 
Kyllonen, 2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis was conducted 
to determine the responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Results  
Content Validation 

The results of CVI analysis on 40 green character instrument items show that the CVI values range from 0.8-0.9 for all 
aspects. Based on these results, all items in the instrument have met the valid criteria which were reviewed based on 
relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by several factors which summarize the relationship 
between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 2006). The initial assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in 
the analysis (UI Hadia et al., 2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value which must 
be greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, the assumption that must be met in the 
EFA is that there should be relationship between variables in the factors (Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the 
value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan & Idris, 2017). The results of the KMO 
and BTS analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value is 0.917 and is in the very good category (UI 
Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 which indicates that both EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for 
further analysis (Field, 2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS Analysis Result 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Overall MSA X2 df p 

0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 
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After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 instrument items using the 
varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the 
number of factors being formed, the parallel analysis method was conducted (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can 
be seen in Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 5 constructs 
which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed factor has a loading factor of more than 
0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria 
(Prasetyo et al., 2019). The loading factor that were formed are shown in Table 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Scree Plot Result of Factor Analysis 

Table 2. Loading Factor Formed from Factor Analysis 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
A1 0.362     
A2 0.344     
A3 0.344     
A4 0.314     
A5 0.509     
A6 0.654     

A12 0.645     
A13 0.730     
A14 0.555     
A15 0.637     
A16 0.593     
A17 0.651     
A18 0.614     
A19 0.507     
A20  0.649    
A21  0.649    
A22  0.755    
A23  0.758    
A24  0.758    
A25  0.655    
A26   0.422   
A27   0.772   
A28   0.755   
A30   0.762   
A32   0.508   
A37   0.464   
A38   0.523   
A29    0.499  
A31    0.390  
A33    0.502  
A35    0.453  
A36    0.464  
A39    0.571  
A40    0.514  
A9     0.537 

A10     0.721 
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Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the analysis because they had 
a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed 
factors were then grouped and named according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow 
factor 1, environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; factor 4, 
environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, 
interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value which are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3. Characteristics of the Formed Factors 

Construct  Initial Eigen 
values 

% of var. Cumulative 
% 

Average 
interitem 

correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha  

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge (EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS), which is considered as the 
most suitable for not normally distributed data compared to the maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). 
The results of the CFA fit model and final measurement model are shown in Table 4 and Figure 2.  

Table 4. Goodness of Fit Index Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Index Value Cut off value criteria  
X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good  
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)  0.036 ≤0.06 Good  
Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good  
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good  
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA Final Measurement Model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to determine the validity and reliability 
of the instrument following the Messick validity which includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, 
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external and consequential (Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. 
The following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

Green Character Instruments Reliability  

The results of the measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of the instrument are 
shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and Separation Index of Green Character Instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental Behavior EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 
Environmental Knowledge EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 
Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental Attitude EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 
Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 

Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The results of the item fit analysis of the green character instrument are shown in Table 6.  

Table 6. Item Fit Analysis Result of Green Character Instruments 

FACTOR Item 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home when traveling  1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 
I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 
I ride bicycle or walk for short distance traveling. 0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 
I use public transportation for long distance traveling. 1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 
I keep my waste in my pocket or my bag when there is no trash 
can nearby and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to reduce plastic waste when I 
go shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my colleagues to save resources 1.1317 1.0298 0.47 
I encourage my family and my colleagues to plan trees. 1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 
I support family members or colleagues activities in protecting 
the environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with family members and 
colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 

I often involve in environmental cleaning activities.  0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 
I often pick up trash which scatter around public areas.  0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 
I remind family or colleagues who litter everywhere.  0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 
I throw waste from food and drinks in the right place when 
gathering with friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the sea ecosystem  0.6313 0.701 0.4039 
Using air conditioner can cause damage to the Ozon layers 0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 
Waste from motor vehicles can cause air pollution and climate 
change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can cause death for water 
creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the disappearance of clean water 
sources and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 

Too many inhabitants can cause damage many places for 
housing  

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 
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Table 6. Continued 

FACTOR Item 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to seeing them in the wild.  0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 
I do not need to worry about the environment damage as 
technology can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to survive.  1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 
Let the environmental problem happen as it will be solved by 
itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land slide, and drought do not 
have anything to do with environmental damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues nowadays have been 
exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole world.  1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 
Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with nature 1.3965 1.5706 0.292 
The most important reason to protect the environment if to 
preserve the human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just like animal.  1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 
Disturbing the nature will resulted in the damaging 
consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right to live as how human 
does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very sensitive and easily disturbed.  1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 
We will experience huge ecological disaster if everything 
continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not in use.  1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 
I always turn off the tab when it is not in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items (Saefi et al., 2020; Scoulas et al., 
2021). Wright map analysis is shown in Figure 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Wright Map Respondent’s Perception Toward the Green Character Instrument 
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Rating Scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is used to evaluate the 
clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The results of the 
diagnostic scale rating are shown in Figure 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Probability Category Curve of The Green Character Instrument 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, responded to items 
differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). The results of the DIF analysis are shown in Figure 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Graph of Person DIF of The Green Character Instrument 

Discussion 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded from A1 to A40. The first 
step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is performing factor analysis. EFA analysis results on 
Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a measure used to determine 
the number of factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed constructs are fit. 
This is in accordance with Yong and Pearce (2013) opinion which say that the Eigenvalue value of more than 1 
indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit criteria. Table 3 also shows the value of the variance formed 
on each factor (ranging from 3.80 to 11.90) with a cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is 
relatively small as usually the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-60% (Pett et al., 2011). 
However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other criteria have been met in the EFA analysis. The low 
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value of this variance is thought to be caused by the maximum likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello 
and Osborne (2005), the principal component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater variance than the 
maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not divide the unique variance from communalities 
so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged 
from 0.39 to 0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). This indicates that there is a 
strong relationship between each item in the same factor. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2014), the interitem 
correlation value that exceeds 0.3 meets good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average value of 
interfactor correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in factors that range from 0.02 to 0.07. 
This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The intended specificity is the instrument's ability to distinguish 
the specificity of each factor based on its correlation value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha 
analysis in Table 3 reveal that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that the instrument has good 
reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument is reliable and acceptable (Yu & Richardson, 
2015). 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed (Tomé-Fernández et al., 
2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental 
Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. 
The fit model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), Goodness of fit index (GFI), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and X2/df (Sun, 2005). The results of the CFA analysis in Table 
4 show that all fit criteria have been met by the model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI 
= 0.957, and x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Hidayat et al., 2018; Nye & Drasgow, 
2011; Prudon, 2014). The results of this final measurement are then used for the validity and reliability of items using 
the RASCH model (Susongko, 2016). The analysis using the RASCH model includes (1) instrument reliability, (2) 
instrument item quality, (3) level of difficulty of the items, (4) evaluate the clarity of items, and (5) items bias. 

Instrument reliability was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, knowledge, values, attitudes, 
and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-
1.00 with the item separation values ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the 
instrument's reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 indicates 
that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several different groups or domains (Ismail et 
al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty 
good category (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. These results 
indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' abilities, respondents with high and low 
performance (Ismail et al., 2020). 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how accurately the data fits the 
model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while 
the ZSTD infit/outfit value is ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 
The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et al., 2020), while the PTMEA 
is performed to determine whether the instrument can distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi 
et al., 2020). 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet the fit index criteria. One 
item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ 
and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007; 
Linacre, 2018). In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit MNSQ, 
outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index criteria, then the item in the instrument 
can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This result is different from the result of factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor. Based on these results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, 
respectively (Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo et al., 2019), but based on the 
results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do not meet the criteria and are declared as invalid items. This 
study found that there was a discrepancy between the results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to 
Scoulas et al. (2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement problems such as item bias or local item 
dependencies that may arise when measuring using classical validation methods such as factor analysis. Based on this 
assumption, researchers tend to eliminate both items which are considered as invalid items.  

The analysis of the items difficulty level through the wright map in Figure 3 showed that only 4 items namely EnB9, 
EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are considered difficult by respondents in understanding green character instruments. There 
were no items that were categorized as difficult to be understood by the respondents in the environmental knowledge 
component. Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily understood by the respondent. This shows that the 
green character instrument has met the criteria for a good item difficulty level.  
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The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 4 shows the probability of the response category in the green character 
instrument according to the recommended pattern. Each category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as 
expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument response series is 
functioning properly (Saefi et al., 2020). The final stage of testing items used the DIF test to determine the instrument 
items bias. DIF analysis was specifically used to reveal the ability to answer between male and female students to find 
out whether there was a bias from the items given. Question items that have a bias are indicated by differences in the 
ability to answer between male and female students. To overcome the bias in the items, Iseppi et al. (2021) suggested 
to make two separate items, one item for men and another for women. The results of the DIF analysis of the green 
character instrument shown in Figure 5 show that there is no bias as evidenced by the graph of male and female 
responses approaching the normal line (green). This proves that the items in the instrument are free from bias and can 
be used to reveal green character for both male and female respondents. 

The final result of the green character instrument found in five constructs with a total of 34 items (4 items were 
eliminated after EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely 
Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude 
(EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met the criteria for the Goodness of fit 
index (Table 4). These results indicate that the construct validity of the instrument has been met. This finding is in line 
with the theory that underlies this research such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (2000) regarding 
Environmental Behavior, environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental values (Thompson & 
Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on the results of the content validity 
analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, and diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity 
which includes the DIF analysis, the green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria 
that have been determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental Habits (EnH), 
experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these findings, the researcher believes that 
there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the 
results of the EFA, CFA and RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be 
used to measure the students’ green character.  

Conclusion 

This study showed that the green character instrument series had met the criteria for item validity and reliability using 
the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The EFA showed the loading factor was approximately on 0.314-0.772 with the initial 
eigenvalues in the interval of 1.54-4.77. It had a good goodness of fit index with X2/df, RMSEA, GFI, CFI and TLI in the 
category of good after confirmed through CFA. The EFA and CFA analysis resulted 36 items after eliminating 4 
unstandardised items. A further analysis using RASCH on 36 items remained 34, 2 out of 36 was deleted due to not 
reach the standard value of MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit. The final result of this measurement found that the 34 items 
reached a fit model of EFA, CFA, and RASCH. This instrument can reveal knowledge, behavior, values, attitudes and 
habits towards the environment. Although it was found that there were discrepancies in the results of measurements 
using factors and RASCH, these three types of validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that they can 
complement one another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been produced in revealing the 
students’ green character in various demographic conditions. In addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, 
further research can be carried out at lower levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. For 
teachers, the green character instrument can be applied through a modified instrument for suitable materials and 
topics. 

Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing in the data. Therefore, 
further research can arrange more items so that they can represent constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 

Acknowledgment 

The researcher would like to thank the Kemendikbud-Ristek of Republic Indonesia for support this research. 

Authorship Contribution Statement  

Sukri: Conceptualization, data analysis, writing. Rizka: design and data analysis. Purwanti: data acquisition. Siti 
Ramdiah: reviewing, technical or material support. Lukitasari: Editing, supervision and final approval. 

  



 European Journal of Educational Research 869 
 

References  

Almanasreh, E., Moles, R., & Chen, T. F. (2019). Evaluation of methods used for estimating content validity. Research in 
Social and Administrative Pharmacy, 15(2), 214–221. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sapharm.2018.03.066  

Arent, E., Sumarmi, S., Utomo, D. H., & Ruja, I. (2020). Improving students’ environmental care character through 
positive character camp (pcc) program. Journal for the Education of Gifted Young Scientists, 8(4), 1329–1343. 
https://doi.org/10.17478/jegys.771681  

Asrial, A., Syahrial, S., Maison, M., Kurniawan, D. A., & Putri, E. (2021). Fostering students’ environmental care 
characters through local wisdom-based teaching materials. Jurnal Pendidikan Indonesia, 10(1), 152–162. 
https://doi.org/10.23887/jpi-undiksha.v10i1.27744  

Bond, T. G., & Fox, C. M. (2007). Applying the rasch model: Fundamental measurement in the human sciences: Second 
edition. Routledge Taylor & Francis Group. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410614575  

Chan, L. L., & Idris, N. (2017). Validity and reliability of the instrument using exploratory factor analysis and Cronbach’s 
alpha. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, 7(10), 400–410. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.6007/ijarbss/v7-i10/3387  

Chankrajang, T., & Muttarak, R. (2017). Green returns to education: Does schooling contribute to pro-environmental 
behaviours? Evidence from Thailand. Ecological Economics, 131, 434–448. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.09.015  

Chwialkowska, A., Bhatti, W. A., & Glowik, M. (2020). The influence of cultural values on pro-environmental behavior. 
Journal of Cleaner Production, 268, 122305. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122305  

Çokluk, Ö., & Koçak, D. (2016). Using Horn’s parallel analysis method in exploratory factor analysis for determining the 
number of factors. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice/ Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri, 16(2), 537–
551. https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2016.2.0328  

Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. W. (2005). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four recommendations for getting 
the most from your analysis. Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation, 10(7), 1–9. 
https://doi.org/10.7275/jyj1-4868  

Devon, H. A., Block, M. E., Moyle-Wright, P., Ernst, D. M., Hayden, S. J., Lazzara, D. J., Savoy, S. M., & Kostas-Polston, E. 
(2007). A psychometric toolbox for testing validity and reliability. Journal of Nursing Scholarship, 39(2), 155–164. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2007.00161.x  

Dunlap, R. E., Van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. G., & Jones, R. E. (2000). Measuring endorsement of the new ecological 
paradigm: A revised NEP scale. Journal of Social Issues, 56(3), 425–442. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-
4537.00176  

El Faisal, E., Chotimah, U., & Sulkipani. (2018). Building students’ environmental caring character through social science 
education. In Proceedings of 3rd Sriwijaya University Learning and Education International Conference 3rd-SULE-IC 
(pp. 194–198). Sriwijaya University. https://bit.ly/3IN5mIV  

Endo, T., Yamamoto, A., & Watanabe, T. (2016). Bias factor method using random sampling technique. Journal of 
Nuclear Science and Technology, 53(10), 1494–1501. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223131.2015.1126541  

Field, A. P. (2000). Discovering statistics using SPSS for Windows: Advanced techniques for the beginner. Sage 
publications. 

Frasz, G. (2016). Environmental character: environmental feelings, sentiments and virtues. Ethics in Progress, 7(1), 32–
43. https://doi.org/10.14746/eip.2016.1.3  

Fu, L., Zhang, Y., Xiong, X., & Bai, Y. (2018). Pro-environmental awareness and behaviors on campus: Evidence from 
Tianjin, China. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 14(1), 427–445. 
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/77953  

Goldberg, L. R., & Velicer, W. F. (2006). Principles of exploratory factor analysis. In S. Starck (Ed.), Differentiating normal 
and abnormal personality (2nd ed., pp. 209–237). Springer. 

Hagell, P., & Westergren, A. (2016). Sample size and statistical conclusions from tests of fit to the rasch model according 
to the rasch unidimensional measurement model (rumm) program in health outcome measurement. Journal of 
Applied Measurement, 17(4), 416–431. https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28009589/  

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2010). Multivariate data analysis: A global perspective (7th ed.). Pearson. 

He, L., & Filimonau, V. (2020). The effect of national culture on pro-environmental behavioural intentions of tourists in 
the UK and China. Tourism Management Perspectives, 35, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100716  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sapharm.2018.03.066
https://doi.org/10.17478/jegys.771681
https://doi.org/10.23887/jpi-undiksha.v10i1.27744
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410614575
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.6007/ijarbss/v7-i10/3387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2016.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122305
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2016.2.0328
https://doi.org/10.7275/jyj1-4868
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1547-5069.2007.00161.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00176
https://bit.ly/3IN5mIV
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223131.2015.1126541
https://doi.org/10.14746/eip.2016.1.3
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/77953
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/28009589/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100716


870  SUKRI ET AL. / Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument 
 

Hidayat, R., Syed Zamri, S. N. A., & Zulnaidi, H. (2018). Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis of achievement 
goals for indonesian students in mathematics education programmes. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, Science and 
Technology Education, 14(12), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/99173  

Iseppi, L., Rizzo, M., Gori, E., Nassivera, F., Bassi, I., & Scuderi, A. (2021). Rasch model for assessing propensity to 
entomophagy. Sustainability, 13(8), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13084346  

Ismail, N. E., Jimam, N. S., Dapar, M. L. P., & Ahmad, S. (2020). Validation and reliability of healthcare workers’ 
knowledge, attitude, and practice instrument for uncomplicated malaria by rasch measurement model. Frontiers in 
Pharmacology, 10(1521), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2019.01521  

Kassim, S., Hasan, H., Mohd Ismon, A., & Muhammad Asri, F. (2013). Parameter estimation in factor analysis: Maximum 
likelihood versus principal component. AIP Conference Proceedings, 1522 (1), 1293–1299. 
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4801279  

Kim, S., & Kyllonen, P. C. (2006). RASCH rating scale modeling of data from the standardized letter of recommendation. 
ETS Research Report Series, 2006(2), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.2006.tb02038.x  

Larsen, R., & Warne, R. T. (2010). Estimating confidence intervals for eigenvalues in exploratory factor analysis. 
Behavior Research Methods, 42(3), 871–876. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.3.871  

Linacre, J. M. (2018). A User’s Guide to WINSTEPS MINISTEP. Winsteps. https://www.winsteps.com/a/Winsteps-
Manual.pdf 

Maisardi, M. (2017). Development learning device model of environmental education in the character of environmental 
care at senior high school in Solok Selatan regency. Sumatra Journal of Disaster, Geography and Geography 
Education, 1(2), 269–279. https://doi.org/10.24036/sjdgge.v1i2.52  

Masturoh, & Ridlo, S. (2020). Character building of environmental care on students in Sekolah Indonesia Kota Kinabalu 
(SIKK) Malaysia. Journal of Biology Education, 9(2), 193–201. https://bit.ly/3tYyhW8  

Matore, M. E. E. M., Khairani, A. Z., & Adnan, R. (2019). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for adversity quotient (AQ) 
instrument among youth. Journal of Critical Reviews, 6(6), 234-242  

Muharlisiani, L. T., Soesatyo, Y., Karwanto, Khamidi, A., Noerhartati, E., Karjati, P. D., Dewira, R. F., & Setyowati, S. 
(2019). Environmental care imaging: Basic school students through character education by information 
communication technology (ICT) based learning. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change, 9(11), 
128–136. https://tinyurl.com/6xn84prd  

Nye, C. D., & Drasgow, F. (2011). Assessing goodness of fit: Simple rules of thumb simply do not work. Organizational 
Research Methods, 14(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428110368562  

Osborne, J. W. (2015). What is rotating in exploratory factor analysis? Practical Assessment, Research and Evaluation, 
20(2). https://doi.org/10.7275/hb2g-m060  

Palupi, T., & Sawitri, D. R. (2018). The importance of pro-environmental behavior in adolescent. E3S Web of Conferences, 
31, 2–5. https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/20183109031  

Pane, M. M., & Patriana, R. (2016). The significance of environmental contents in character education for quality of life. 
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 222, 244–252. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.153  

Pett, M., Lackey, N., & Sullivan, J. (2011). Making Sense of Factor Analysis. SAGE Publications, Inc. 
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412984898  

Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2006). The content validity index: Are you sure you know what’s being reported? Critique and 
recommendations. Research in Nursing and Health, 29(5), 489–497. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20147  

Pradhan, R. K. (2009). Character, personality and professionalism. Social Science International, 25(2), 3–23. 
https://tinyurl.com/5n7y9n8r  

Prasetyo, K., Masrukan, M., & Sunawan, S. (2019). The development of mathematical literation instruments based on 
class IV geometry material conservation. Journal of Research and Educational Research Evaluation, 8(1), 1–13. 
https://bit.ly/3H47lrP  

Prudon, P. (2014). Confirmatory factor analysis: a brief introduction and critique. Qualtrics, P. 

Rahman, N., Purwoko, A. A., Muntari, & Haifaturrahmah. (2020). Development of subjects specific pedagogy to build 
environmental awareness character on students in mining areas. IOP Conference Series: Earth and Environmental 
Science, 413(1), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/413/1/012033  

Rahmawati, L. E., Niasih, A., Kusmanto, H., & Prayitno, H. J. (2020). Environmental awareness content for character 
education in grade 10 in Indonesian language student textbooks. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and 

https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/99173
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13084346
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2019.01521
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4801279
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2333-8504.2006.tb02038.x
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.3.871
https://www.winsteps.com/a/Winsteps-Manual.pdf
https://www.winsteps.com/a/Winsteps-Manual.pdf
https://doi.org/10.24036/sjdgge.v1i2.52
https://bit.ly/3tYyhW8
https://tinyurl.com/6xn84prd
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428110368562
https://doi.org/10.7275/hb2g-m060
https://doi.org/10.1051/e3sconf/20183109031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.153
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412984898
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.20147
https://tinyurl.com/5n7y9n8r
https://bit.ly/3H47lrP
https://doi.org/10.1088/1755-1315/413/1/012033


 European Journal of Educational Research 871 
 

Change, 11(4), 161–174. https://tinyurl.com/2eepuw25   

Raymond, C. M., Fazey, I., Reed, M. S., Stringer, L. C., Robinson, G. M., & Evely, A. C. (2010). Integrating local and scientific 
knowledge for environmental management. Journal of Environmental Management, 91(8), 1766–1777. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.03.023  

Ryan, K. (2013). The failure of modern character education. Revista Espanola de Pedagogia, 71(254), 141–146. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23766855  

Saefi, M., Fauzi, A., Kristiana, E., Adi, W. C., Muchson, M., Setiawan, M. E., Islami, N. N., Fitria Ningrum, D. E. A., Ikhsan, M. 
A., & Ramadhani, M. (2020). Validating of knowledge, attitudes, and practices questionnaire for prevention of 
covid-19 infections among undergraduate students: a rasch and factor analysis. Eurasia Journal of Mathematics, 
Science and Technology Education, 16(12), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/9352  

Sanjaya, R. (2021). Headmaster’s strategy in developing environmental care character at SMA Negeri 9 Rejang Lebong. 
International Journal of Education Research and Development, 1(1), 16–30. https://doi.org/10.52760/ijerd.v1i1.5  

Sari, N. H. P., Susilowati, S. M. E., & Rudyatmi, E. (2021). The environmental caring character through biology learning in 
senior and junior high school. Journal of Biology Education, 10(1), 1–8. https://bit.ly/3IElVXj  

Scoulas, J. M., Aksu Dunya, B., & De Groote, S. L. (2021). Validating students’ library experience survey using rasch 
model. Library and Information Science Research, 43(1), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2021.101071  

Stern, P. C. (2000). Toward a coherent theory of environmentally significant behavior. Journal of Social Issues, 56(3), 
407–424. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2018.10.042  

Sukri, A., Efendi, I., Hastuti, R., Ramdani, A., & Lukitasari, M. (2020a). The effect of coral reef comic media 
implementation on students’ environmental care attitude in Indonesia. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 
1464(1), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1464/1/012028  

Sukri, A., Rizka, M. A., Sakti, H. G., Harisanti, B. M., & Muti’Ah, A. (2020b). The effect of local primacy-based comic media 
on students’ conservation attitudes. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 1521(4), 1–5. 
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1521/4/042004  

Sukri, A., Rizka, M. A., Sakti, H. G., Maududy, K. U., & Hadiprayitno, G. (2018). Designing an integrated curriculum based 
on local primacy and social reconstruction perspectives of West Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia. Jurnal Pendidikan IPA 
Indonesia, 7(4), 467–475. https://doi.org/10.15294/jpii.v7i4.15272  

Sumintono, B., & Widhiarso, W. (2015). Aplikasi pemodelan RASCH pada assessment pendidikan [Application of RASCH 
modeling in educational assessment]. Trim komunikata. 

Sun, J. (2005). Assessing goodness of fit in confirmatory factor analysis. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and 
Development, 37(4), 240–256. https://doi.org/10.1080/07481756.2005.11909764  

Susongko, P. (2016). Validation of science achievement test with the Rasch model. Jurnal Pendidikan IPA Indonesia, 5(2), 
268–277. https://bit.ly/3nZ9vBk  

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2014). Principal Components and Factor Analysis - General Purpose and Description. In 
Using Multivariate Statistics (pp. 659–675). Allyn & Bacon. 

Thompson, S. C. G., & Barton, M. A. (1994). Ecocentric and anthropocentric attitudes toward the environment. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 14(2), 149–157. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511845260.004  

Tomé-Fernández, M., Fernández-Leyva, C., & Olmedo-Moreno, E. M. (2020). Exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis of the social skills scale for young immigrants. Sustainability (Switzerland), 12(17), 1–20. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/SU12176897  

Trumpower, D. L., Sharara, H., & Goldsmith, T. E. (2010). Specificity of structural assessment of knowledge. Journal of 
Technology, Learning, and Assessment, 8(5), 1–32. https://tinyurl.com/yc5yukd3  

UI Hadia, N., Abdullah, N., & Sentosa, I. (2016). An easy approach to exploratory factor analysis: marketing perspective. 
Journal of Educational and Social Research, 6(1), 215–223. https://doi.org/10.5901/jesr.2016.v6n1p215  

Williams, B., Onsman, A., & Brown, T. (2010). Exploratory factor analysis: A five-step guide for novices. Journal of 
Emergency Primary Health Care, 8(3), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.33151/ajp.8.3.93  

Yaghmaei, F. (2003). Content validity and its estimation. Journal of Medical Education, 3(1), 25–27. 
https://brief.land/jme/articles/105015.html  

Yong, A. G., & Pearce, S. (2013). A beginner’s guide to factor analysis: Focusing on exploratory factor analysis. Tutorials 
in Quantitative Methods for Psychology, 9(2), 79–94. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.09.2.p079  

https://tinyurl.com/2eepuw25
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2010.03.023
https://www.jstor.org/stable/23766855
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/9352
https://doi.org/10.52760/ijerd.v1i1.5
https://bit.ly/3IElVXj
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lisr.2021.101071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2018.10.042
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1464/1/012028
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1521/4/042004
https://doi.org/10.15294/jpii.v7i4.15272
https://doi.org/10.1080/07481756.2005.11909764
https://bit.ly/3nZ9vBk
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511845260.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/SU12176897
https://tinyurl.com/yc5yukd3
https://doi.org/10.5901/jesr.2016.v6n1p215
https://doi.org/10.33151/ajp.8.3.93
https://brief.land/jme/articles/105015.html
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.20982/tqmp.09.2.p079


872  SUKRI ET AL. / Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument 
 

Yu, T., & Richardson, J. C. (2015). An exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis of the student online learning 
readiness (SOLR) instrument. Online Learning Journal, 19(5), 120–141. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v19i5.593  

Yunesa, V. (2019). Students environmental care character building at islamic junior high school Diniyyah Al-azhar 
Muara Bungo. International Journal of Educational Dynamics, 1(1), 278–285. 
https://doi.org/10.24036/ijeds.v1i1.61 

 

View publication stats

https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v19i5.593
https://doi.org/10.24036/ijeds.v1i1.61
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/358339542
































    Research Article   https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.11.2.859  

 

European Journal of Educational Research 
Volume 11, Issue 2, 859 - 872. 

ISSN: 2165-8714 
http://www.eu-jer.com/ 

Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument Using Factor and Rasch 
Model  

Akhmad Sukri*  
Universitas Pendidikan Mandalika, 

INDONESIA 

Muhammad Arief Rizka   
Universitas Pendidikan Mandalika, 

INDONESIA 

Elly Purwanti  
Universitas Muhammadiyah Malang, 

INDONESIA 

 

Siti Ramdiah  
STKIP PGRI Banjarmasin, INDONESIA 

 

Marheny Lukitasari  
Universitas PGRI Madiun, INDONESIA 

 

Received: October 11, 2021 ▪ Revised: December 8, 2021 ▪ Accepted: January 26, 2022 

Abstract: Many researchers have separately developed instruments to measure environmental characteristics such as attitudes, 
values, and knowledge. However, there is no instrument used to measure all these aspects in one comprehensive instrument. This 
study is meant to develop and validate a green character instrument which reveals student behavior and awareness of the 
environment. The instrument consists of 40 statement items consisting of 5 aspects, namely private pro-environmental behavior, 
public pro-environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, and environmental attitudes. It was 
implemented on 1,398 students from 15 universities in Indonesia. The instrument content validation was analyzed by three experts 
using content validity index (CVI). The construct validity was analyzed using exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor 
analysis, and RASCH analysis. The content validity results obtained CVI scores ranging between 0.8 and 0.9 with a good category, 
while item reliability was in a fairly good category with a high level of separation index. Construct validation resulted in 34 items (4 
items were eliminated after Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH analysis) 
spread over five constructs, namely environmental behavior, environmental knowledge, environmental values, environmental 
attitudes, and environmental habits. The resulting instrument has a good level of item difficulty, with a well understood response set 
which can be understood easily by respondents, and without bias. Therefore, it can be used to measure the students’ green character 
on both male and female. 
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Introduction 

Character as a part of humanity (Pradhan, 2009) in the form of values, beliefs, good and bad behavior (Rahman et al., 
2020; Ryan, 2013), and morality (Sari et al., 2021) is used to think and behave (Maisardi, 2017). It needs to be formed 
as it cannot spontaneously arise (Muharlisiani et al., 2019). Therefore, character needs to be familiarized to the younger 
generation through continuous learning, examples, and practices (Rahmawati et al., 2020). People with character will 
have good morals (Asrial et al., 2021), who consciously controls every action and behavior (Maisardi, 2017). 

Good character is needed in all aspects, such as in environment. Example of good character to the environment is 
implemented in an attitude of caring for the environment (Pane & Patriana, 2016; Sanjaya, 2021). The character of 
caring for the environment must also be made accustomed (Arent et al., 2020; Masturoh & Ridlo, 2020), and it is 
important to be developed as the environment will have an impact on human existence (Yunesa, 2019). Environmental 
care character will create positive behavior towards the environment (Asrial et al., 2021; Sukri et al., 2020a), and 
reduce the negative impact of human behavior on the environment (Palupi & Sawitri, 2018; Sukri et al., 2020b). In 
addition, concerning for the environment is very important as most of the environmental damage is caused by human 
behavior (El Faisal et al., 2018; Sukri et al., 2018).  
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The term green character in this study refers to a person's behavior and awareness of the environment. Behavior refers 
to human activities to protect the environment or what is called pro-environmental behavior (Stern, 2000), while 
awareness refers to knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), values (Thompson & Barton, 1994) and attitudes to the 
environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Therefore, caring for the environment attitude is part of a green character. The term 
green character was chosen to describe all positive behaviors and awareness of the environment. Frasz (2016) 
mentions environmental character as feelings, sentiments and virtues towards the environment. The term green is also 
used by Chankrajang and Muttarak (2017) to describe one aspect of attitude towards the environment which is pro-
environmental behavior. By using the term green character, all behaviors, attitudes, knowledge, values, and all things 
with a positive impact on the environment can be covered which makes this term more universal. 

Currently, it is difficult to find an instrument that can fully accommodate all aspects of behavior and environmental 
awareness. The research conducted by Stern (2000) only developed an instrument to measure pro-environmental 
behavior, while Raymond et al. (2010) focused on the knowledge aspect. In addition, Thompson and Barton (1994) and 
Dunlap et al. (2000) only focused on values and attitudes aspects. The only similar research has been conducted by Fu 
et al. (2018), which unfortunately has some weaknesses, namely (1) limited to the behavior and awareness of the 
campus academic community and not generally applicable to the wider community, and (2) statement items developed 
in the instruments are mostly not in accordance with the conditions, context, and socio-cultural prevailing in many 
countries, such as in Indonesia. Whereas according to He and Filimonau (2020) and Chwialkowska et al. (2020), a 
person's socio-cultural background influences his behavior towards the environment. For example, the statement item 
“I believe I know environmental issues well' presented by Fu et al. (2018) cannot be reduced to a concrete statement 
because it is not in accordance with the conditions of society in several countries with the same culture and conditions, 
especially Indonesia. The statement will become understandable if it is transformed into real environmental issues 
occuring in the community, for example “Illegal logging can result in the loss of clean water sources and natural 
disasters” and “Throwing garbage in rivers can cause damage to marine ecosystems”. 

Therefore, this research is very important to be conducted to produce an instrument that can accommodate all aspects 
of environmental behavior and awareness. The resulting instrument can be used to measure not only the knowledge, 
values and attitudes towards the environment, but also to measure behavior reflected in pro-environmental attitudes. 
The results of this study can be used as a reference for other researchers in different countries which have similar or 
even the same cultural and socioeconomic conditions to Indonesia, which will make this instrument will be more 
contextual and precise to measure the "green character" of students. 

Contribution to the Literature 

• Some of the instruments developed by previous researchers were limited to certain aspects and did not cover all 
aspects of environmental behavior and awareness 

• Instruments to measure green character have not been disclosed and have not been validated, especially in 
Indonesia 

• Instruments validated of this study can be used to measure students' green character precisely because it is 
contextual and in accordance with the conditions experienced by students. 

Methodology 

This research is meant to develop and validate the green character instrument. The development is conducted through 
three steps; 1) analyzing the supporting literature and arranging the items, 2) content validation, 3) construct 
validation through Exploratory Factor Analyis (EFA), Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), and RASCH (Saefi et al., 
2020).  

Literatur Review and Item Arrangement  

Literature review is done to determine the representative variables for green character instrument. Literature analysis 
is based on studies or research results that have been published in reputable international journals such as research by 
Stern (2000), Raymond et al. (2010), Thompson and Barton (1994), and Dunlap et al. (2000). Based on the results of 
the review, a draft of a green character instrument was prepared which includes 40 items. The green character 
instrument draft consists of private pro-environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) covering 11 items; public pro-
environmental behavior aspects (Stern, 2000) which consists of 8 items; environmental knowledge aspects (Raymond 
et al., 2010) with 6 items; environmental value aspects (Thompson & Barton, 1994) with 8 items; and environmental 
attitudes aspects (Dunlap et al., 2000) which consists of 7 items. The student's response consisted of five answer 
choices; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = indifferent, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

Content Validation 

Content validity is evidence of the extent to which the elements of an assessment instrument are relevant and represent 
a construct targeted for a particular assessment objective (Almanasreh et al., 2019). Content validity includes four 



 European Journal of Educational Research 861 
 

criteria; relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity (Yaghmaei, 2003). The validity of the green character 
questionnaire content is done by lecturers, practitioners and researchers in the environmental field as experts in their 
respective fields to obtain acceptable assessment. In conducting the assessment, the validator was asked to fill in four 
criteria which are, 1 = not relevant, 2 = somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = very relevant which was adjusted to 4 
aspects of content validation. Furthermore, from the four criteria, dichotomous data was made to measure content 
validation using the content validity index method (Polit & Beck, 2006) with the provisions that CVI values > 0.79 were 
accepted, CVI values 0.70-0.79 were revised, and CVI < 0.70 were rejected (Devon et al., 2007).  

EFA, CFA, and RASCH Analysis 

Research Sample 

This study involved 1,398 students as respondents from 15 universities in Indonesia through random sampling (Endo 
et al., 2016). Respondents consisted of 972 women (69.53%) and 426 men (30.47%) with the age ranging from 19 to 
22 years old. Respondents came from various regions in Indonesia including western, central and eastern Indonesia 
from various different majors such as social science, science, science education, engineering, humanities and business. 
The number of samples, 1,398 people, met the ideal limits for factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014) and RASCH 
analysis (Hagell & Westergren, 2016).  

Data Analysis 

The initial stage of the analysis was performed through an exploratory factor analysis (Williams et al., 2010). 
Prerequisite analyzes such as Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity were performed prior to EFA 
(Chan & Idris, 2017). Furthermore, EFA uses the varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood 
estimation (Kassim et al., 2013) with the criteria of Eigenvalue > 1 (Yong & Pearce, 2013), and a minimum loading 
factor of 0.3 (Prasetyo et al., 2019). CFA was conducted to confirm the EFA results with model fit criteria based on the 
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA 0.06), Goodness of fit index (GFI 0.95), Comparative Fit Index (CFI 
0.95), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI 0.95), and X2/df < 3.00 (Sun, 2005). The RASCH analysis measures the validity of the 
instrument's construct in terms of content and consequential aspects (Susongko, 2016). Since the sample used is > 500 
(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015), the item fit criteria are seen based on the mean-square infit and outfit values (MNSQs, 
between 0.6 to 1.5), and the point-measure correlation coefficient (PTMEA Corr, between 0.3 up to 0.7) (Linacre, 2018). 
Items that meet one of these criteria are designated as valid items, while items that do not meet the criteria will be 
deleted from the instrument. Furthermore, the reliability value of the items received is between 0.65 and 0.83 
(Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value of 1 and > 2 (Ismail et al., 2020). In addition to reliability, 
Wright map analysis was also performed to determine the items’ level of difficulty (Scoulas et al., 2021) followed by 
rating scale analysis to evaluate the clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & 
Kyllonen, 2006). Finally, to avoid bias in the instrument, a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analysis was conducted 
to determine the responses of male and female students (Iseppi et al., 2021).  

Results  
Content Validation 

The results of CVI analysis on 40 green character instrument items show that the CVI values range from 0.8-0.9 for all 
aspects. Based on these results, all items in the instrument have met the valid criteria which were reviewed based on 
relevance, clarity, simplicity, and ambiguity.  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

Factor analysis serves to reduce variables that are replaced by several factors which summarize the relationship 
between variables (Goldberg & Velicer, 2006). The initial assumption in factor analysis is the adequacy of the sample in 
the analysis (UI Hadia et al., 2016). Sample adequacy is measured by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value which must 
be greater than 0.5 (Hair et al., 2010). In addition to the adequacy of the sample, the assumption that must be met in the 
EFA is that there should be relationship between variables in the factors (Matore et al., 2019) which is indicated by the 
value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (BTS) which must be less than 0.05 (Chan & Idris, 2017). The results of the KMO 
and BTS analysis are shown in Table 1 which shows that the KMO value is 0.917 and is in the very good category (UI 
Hadia et al., 2016), while the BTS value is <.001 which indicates that both EFA assumptions are met and acceptable for 
further analysis (Field, 2000).  

Table 1. KMO and BTS Analysis Result 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 
Overall MSA X2 df p 

0.917 18800.609 780.000 <.001 
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After the EFA assumption test is met, the next step is to perform a factor analysis of 40 instrument items using the 
varimax rotation method (Osborne, 2015) and maximum likelihood estimation (Kassim et al., 2013). To determine the 
number of factors being formed, the parallel analysis method was conducted (Çokluk & Koçak, 2016). The results can 
be seen in Figure 1 which shows that the implementation point is formed after five factors resulted in 5 constructs 
which were formed from the results of factor analysis. Each item in the formed factor has a loading factor of more than 
0.3. The minimum factor loading value used in this study is 0.3 to indicate that the formed factor has met the fit criteria 
(Prasetyo et al., 2019). The loading factor that were formed are shown in Table 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Scree Plot Result of Factor Analysis 

Table 2. Loading Factor Formed from Factor Analysis 

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
A1 0.362     
A2 0.344     
A3 0.344     
A4 0.314     
A5 0.509     
A6 0.654     

A12 0.645     
A13 0.730     
A14 0.555     
A15 0.637     
A16 0.593     
A17 0.651     
A18 0.614     
A19 0.507     
A20  0.649    
A21  0.649    
A22  0.755    
A23  0.758    
A24  0.758    
A25  0.655    
A26   0.422   
A27   0.772   
A28   0.755   
A30   0.762   
A32   0.508   
A37   0.464   
A38   0.523   
A29    0.499  
A31    0.390  
A33    0.502  
A35    0.453  
A36    0.464  
A39    0.571  
A40    0.514  
A9     0.537 

A10     0.721 
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Based on Table 2, several items such as items A7, A8, A11 and A34 were eliminated from the analysis because they had 
a loading factor of less than 0.3. Based on these results, 40 items were analyzed resulting in 5 factors. The five formed 
factors were then grouped and named according to the similarity of characteristics possessed by each item as follow 
factor 1, environmental behavior; factor 2, environmental knowledge; factor 3, environmental value; factor 4, 
environmental attitude; and factor 5, environmental habits. The results are strengthened by the Eigenvalue, variance, 
interitem correlation and Cronbach's alpha value which are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3. Characteristics of the Formed Factors 

Construct  Initial Eigen 
values 

% of var. Cumulative 
% 

Average 
interitem 

correlation 

Average 
interfactor 
correlation 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha  

N 

Environmental 
Behavior (EnB) 

4.77 11.90 11.90 0.31 0.03 0.85 14 

Environmental 
Knowledge (EnK) 

3.63 9.10 21.00 0.57 0.05 0.89 6 

Environmental 
Value (EnV) 

3.04 7.60 28.60 0.36 0.02 0.79 7 

Environmental 
Attitude (EnA) 

2.27 5.70 34.30 0.30 0.07 0.75 7 

Environmental 
Habits (EnH) 

1.54 3.80 38.10 0.60 0.06 0.74 2 

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

The interpretation of the CFA fit model uses Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS), which is considered as the 
most suitable for not normally distributed data compared to the maximum likelihood model (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). 
The results of the CFA fit model and final measurement model are shown in Table 4 and Figure 2.  

Table 4. Goodness of Fit Index Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Index Value Cut off value criteria  
X2/df 2.802 <3.00 Good  
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)  0.036 ≤0.06 Good  
Goodness of fit index (GFI)  0.957 ≥0.95 Good  
Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  0.952 ≥0.95 Good  
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)  0.948 ≥0.95 Good  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. CFA Final Measurement Model 

To strengthen the results of the EFA and CFA, a RASCH analysis was performed to determine the validity and reliability 
of the instrument following the Messick validity which includes several aspects namely content, substance, structure, 



864  SUKRI ET AL. / Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument 
 

external and consequential (Susongko, 2016). This research is only limited to the content and consequential aspects. 
The following describes the results of the RASCH analysis on the green character instrument. 

Green Character Instruments Reliability  

The results of the measurement of reliability and separation of the item and person indices of the instrument are 
shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Reliability and Separation Index of Green Character Instrument 

Construct  ID item 
Item Measure Person Measure 

Reliability Separation Reliability Separation 
Environmental Behavior EnB1-EnB14 1.00 16.88 0.83 2.18 
Environmental Knowledge EnK1-EnK6 0.99 9.63 0.78 1.89 
Environmental Value EnV1-EnV7 1.00 16.56 0.72 1.62 
Environmental Attitude EnA1-EnA7 1.00 23.52 0.65 1.35 
Environmental Habits EnH1-EnH2 1.00 24.44 0.66 1.40 

Fit Analysis of Green Character Statistic Instrument 

The results of the item fit analysis of the green character instrument are shown in Table 6.  

Table 6. Item Fit Analysis Result of Green Character Instruments 

FACTOR Item 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Behaviors 

I bring my water bottle from home when traveling  1.0255 1.1764 0.3397 
I throw rubbish in the right place.  1.4535 1.2149 0.3775 
I ride bicycle or walk for short distance traveling. 0.8825 0.9661 0.3903 
I use public transportation for long distance traveling. 1.3165 1.6078 0.1784 
I keep my waste in my pocket or my bag when there is no trash 
can nearby and carry them until I find trash can.  

0.8848 0.8299 0.4753 

I bring my own bag from home to reduce plastic waste when I 
go shopping.  

0.8234 0.8759 0.4323 

I encourage my family and my colleagues to save resources 1.1317 1.0298 0.47 
I encourage my family and my colleagues to plan trees. 1.0375 0.9918 0.4587 
I support family members or colleagues activities in protecting 
the environment.  

1.275 1.4922 0.2375 

I discuss environmental issues with family members and 
colleagues.  

0.5566 0.6486 0.463 

I often involve in environmental cleaning activities.  0.7253 0.8411 0.4334 
I often pick up trash which scatter around public areas.  0.7584 0.7024 0.5311 
I remind family or colleagues who litter everywhere.  0.5751 0.6478 0.4271 
I throw waste from food and drinks in the right place when 
gathering with friends and families.  

0.6102 0.6693 0.4198 

Environmental 
Knowledge 

Littering in the river can damage the sea ecosystem  0.6313 0.701 0.4039 
Using air conditioner can cause damage to the Ozon layers 0.7125 0.7815 0.4107 
Waste from motor vehicles can cause air pollution and climate 
change.  

0.7462 0.7672 0.4929 

The extensive use of detergent can cause death for water 
creatures.  

1.4783 1.2842 0.4844 

Illegal logging cam cause the disappearance of clean water 
sources and natural disaster.  

0.8591 0.9089 0.4809 

Too many inhabitants can cause damage many places for 
housing  

0.8618 0.8013 0.5501 
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Table 6. Continued 

FACTOR Item 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
MNSQ 

PTMEA 

Environmental 
Value 

I prefer to see animal in the zoo to seeing them in the wild.  0.8494 0.7944 0.5503 
I do not need to worry about the environment damage as 
technology can solve that problem.  

0.856 0.8029 0.5449 

Human does not always need nature to survive.  1.0492 1.0805 0.4782 
Let the environmental problem happen as it will be solved by 
itself.  

1.0668 1.1274 0.4061 

Natural disaster such as flood, land slide, and drought do not 
have anything to do with environmental damage.  

1.1545 1.3173 0.3169 

The environmental damage issues nowadays have been 
exaggerated.  

0.8599 0.9589 0.404 

Human are here to rule the whole world.  1.2401 1.4703 0.1956 
Environmental 
Attitude 

I feel happy and pleased to be with nature 1.3965 1.5706 0.292 
The most important reason to protect the environment if to 
preserve the human sustainability.  

1.554 1.5556 0.4062 

Human are part of the ecosystem just like animal.  1.4713 1.3966 0.4581 
Disturbing the nature will resulted in the damaging 
consequences.  

1.3273 1.6123 0.316 

Plants and animals have the same right to live as how human 
does.  

1.9292 2.2336 0.3304 

The balance of the nature is very sensitive and easily disturbed.  1.0766 1.2402 0.3712 
We will experience huge ecological disaster if everything 
continues as it is.  

0.7641 0.8031 0.4858 

Environmental 
Habits 

I turn of the electricity when it is not in use.  1.1692 1.2962 0.3878 
I always turn off the tab when it is not in use.  1.6487 1.9841 0.0954 

Wright Map 

Wright map analysis was performed to determine the level of difficulty of the items (Saefi et al., 2020; Scoulas et al., 
2021). Wright map analysis is shown in Figure 3.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Wright Map Respondent’s Perception Toward the Green Character Instrument 



866  SUKRI ET AL. / Validating Student’s Green Character Instrument 
 

Rating Scale Diagnostic  

The next stage in instrument testing is done through rating scale diagnostics. This measure is used to evaluate the 
clarity and ease of interpretation of the response set in the instrument (Kim & Kyllonen, 2006). The results of the 
diagnostic scale rating are shown in Figure 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Probability Category Curve of The Green Character Instrument 

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 

DIF analysis was conducted to determine whether different subgroups, in this case gender, responded to items 
differently (Iseppi et al., 2021). The results of the DIF analysis are shown in Figure 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Graph of Person DIF of The Green Character Instrument 

Discussion 

This study will test the green character instrument consisting of 40 items which are coded from A1 to A40. The first 
step to test the relationship between variables in the instrument is performing factor analysis. EFA analysis results on 
Table 3 shows that the Eigenvalue is more than 1 (range from 1.54 to 4.77). Eigenvalue is a measure used to determine 
the number of factors being formed (Larsen & Warne, 2010). Based on the Eigenvalue, the 5 formed constructs are fit. 
This is in accordance with Yong and Pearce (2013) opinion which say that the Eigenvalue value of more than 1 
indicates that the factor has met the assumption of the fit criteria. Table 3 also shows the value of the variance formed 
on each factor (ranging from 3.80 to 11.90) with a cumulative variance of 38.10%. The cumulative variance value is 
relatively small as usually the cumulative variance for humanities research ranges from 50-60% (Pett et al., 2011). 
However, the resulting variance value is still acceptable as the other criteria have been met in the EFA analysis. The low 
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value of this variance is thought to be caused by the maximum likelihood extraction method used. According to Costello 
and Osborne (2005), the principal component analysis (PCA) method in extraction produces a greater variance than the 
maximum likelihood (ML) method. This happens because PCA does not divide the unique variance from communalities 
so it sets all item communalities at 1.0, whereas ML estimates the level of shared variance for the items, which ranged 
from 0.39 to 0.70.  

The range of the average interitem correlation values in the factors is 0.31 to 0.6 (Table 3). This indicates that there is a 
strong relationship between each item in the same factor. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2014), the interitem 
correlation value that exceeds 0.3 meets good factorability in the EFA. Table 3 also shows that the average value of 
interfactor correlation is smaller than the average value of interitem correlation in factors that range from 0.02 to 0.07. 
This proves that the instrument has good specificity. The intended specificity is the instrument's ability to distinguish 
the specificity of each factor based on its correlation value (Trumpower et al., 2010). The results of Cronbach's alpha 
analysis in Table 3 reveal that the reliability value ranges from 0.74 to 0.85. This shows that the instrument has good 
reliability. The reliability value above 0.7 proves that the instrument is reliable and acceptable (Yu & Richardson, 
2015). 

To test the consistency of the formed factors, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed (Tomé-Fernández et al., 
2020). CFA was conducted on 5 factors and 36 items. They are Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental 
Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude (EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) factors. 
The fit model criteria are based on the Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), Goodness of fit index (GFI), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and X2/df (Sun, 2005). The results of the CFA analysis in Table 
4 show that all fit criteria have been met by the model. The obtained RMSEA value is 0.036, CFI = 0.952, TLI = 0.948, GFI 
= 0.957, and x2/df = 2.802. All of these values have met the model fit criteria (Hidayat et al., 2018; Nye & Drasgow, 
2011; Prudon, 2014). The results of this final measurement are then used for the validity and reliability of items using 
the RASCH model (Susongko, 2016). The analysis using the RASCH model includes (1) instrument reliability, (2) 
instrument item quality, (3) level of difficulty of the items, (4) evaluate the clarity of items, and (5) items bias. 

Instrument reliability was performed on five constructs, namely environmental behavior, knowledge, values, attitudes, 
and habits. The reliability analysis results showed that the item reliability values for each domain ranged from 0.99-
1.00 with the item separation values ranging from 9.63 to 24.44. A reliability value above 0.9 indicates that the 
instrument's reliability is in the good category (Saefi et al., 2020), while the separation index value of > 2.0 indicates 
that the measurement using RASCH can distinguish the instrument into several different groups or domains (Ismail et 
al., 2020). In addition, the results of the person reliability analysis ranged from 0.65 to 0.83 which include in the pretty 
good category (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015) with a separation index value ranging from 1 and above 2. These results 
indicate that the instrument has the capability to distinguish respondents' abilities, respondents with high and low 
performance (Ismail et al., 2020). 

The fit index value indicates the quality of the items in the instrument which reveals how accurately the data fits the 
model (Scoulas et al., 2021). The fit model reference used in this study is the MNSQ infit/outfit value, and PTMEA, while 
the ZSTD infit/outfit value is ignored because the sample used in this research is > 500 (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). 
The MNSQ value is used as an indicator of item discrepancy in the RASCH model (Ismail et al., 2020), while the PTMEA 
is performed to determine whether the instrument can distinguish respondents according to their response level (Saefi 
et al., 2020). 

The results of the item fit analysis in Table 6 show that there are two items which do not meet the fit index criteria. One 
item on the environmental attitude construct is EnA5 and on the environmental habits construct is EnH2. The MNSQ 
and PTMEA infit/outfit values for each of these items are outside the predetermined index value (Bond & Fox, 2007; 
Linacre, 2018). In this study, the criteria for item acceptance were determined by three criteria, namely infit MNSQ, 
outfit, MNSQ, and PTMEA. If the item meets one of the predetermined fit index criteria, then the item in the instrument 
can be accepted (Sumintono & Widhiarso, 2015). This result is different from the result of factor analysis and 
confirmatory factor. Based on these results, the loading factor values for EnA5 and EnH2 items are 0.464 and 0.721, 
respectively (Table 2). The loading factor value is quite large and acceptable (Prasetyo et al., 2019), but based on the 
results of item fit analysis using RASCH, both items do not meet the criteria and are declared as invalid items. This 
study found that there was a discrepancy between the results of the CFA analysis and the RASCH model. According to 
Scoulas et al. (2021), the RASCH model can detect potential measurement problems such as item bias or local item 
dependencies that may arise when measuring using classical validation methods such as factor analysis. Based on this 
assumption, researchers tend to eliminate both items which are considered as invalid items.  

The analysis of the items difficulty level through the wright map in Figure 3 showed that only 4 items namely EnB9, 
EnV7, EnV1 and EnH2 are considered difficult by respondents in understanding green character instruments. There 
were no items that were categorized as difficult to be understood by the respondents in the environmental knowledge 
component. Overall, the questions on the instrument can be easily understood by the respondent. This shows that the 
green character instrument has met the criteria for a good item difficulty level.  
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The rating scale visualization shown in Figure 4 shows the probability of the response category in the green character 
instrument according to the recommended pattern. Each category has a distinct peak at some point along the scale as 
expected (Scoulas et al., 2021). Thus, it can be concluded that the green character instrument response series is 
functioning properly (Saefi et al., 2020). The final stage of testing items used the DIF test to determine the instrument 
items bias. DIF analysis was specifically used to reveal the ability to answer between male and female students to find 
out whether there was a bias from the items given. Question items that have a bias are indicated by differences in the 
ability to answer between male and female students. To overcome the bias in the items, Iseppi et al. (2021) suggested 
to make two separate items, one item for men and another for women. The results of the DIF analysis of the green 
character instrument shown in Figure 5 show that there is no bias as evidenced by the graph of male and female 
responses approaching the normal line (green). This proves that the items in the instrument are free from bias and can 
be used to reveal green character for both male and female respondents. 

The final result of the green character instrument found in five constructs with a total of 34 items (4 items were 
eliminated after EFA and CFA, and 2 items were eliminated after RASCH). The five formed constructs, namely 
Environmental Behavior (EnB), Environmental Knowledge (EnK), Environmental Value (EnV), Environmental Attitude 
(EnA), and Environmental Habits (EnH) were confirmed through the CFA and met the criteria for the Goodness of fit 
index (Table 4). These results indicate that the construct validity of the instrument has been met. This finding is in line 
with the theory that underlies this research such as the theories that have been tested by Stern (2000) regarding 
Environmental Behavior, environmental knowledge (Raymond et al., 2010), environmental values (Thompson & 
Barton, 1994), and attitudes towards the environment (Dunlap et al., 2000). Based on the results of the content validity 
analysis, which includes the fit item test, person-item map, and diagnostic rating scale, and the consequential validity 
which includes the DIF analysis, the green character instrument is declared eligible and has met the standard criteria 
that have been determined. However, this study revealed that one of the constructs, the Environmental Habits (EnH), 
experienced an item reduction to leave only one statement item. Based on these findings, the researcher believes that 
there is a lack of research caused by the lack of items used in this instrument. However, empirically, based on the 
results of the EFA, CFA and RASCH this questionnaire has met the standards in instrument development, so it can be 
used to measure the students’ green character.  

Conclusion 

This study showed that the green character instrument series had met the criteria for item validity and reliability using 
the EFA, CFA and RASCH models. The EFA showed the loading factor was approximately on 0.314-0.772 with the initial 
eigenvalues in the interval of 1.54-4.77. It had a good goodness of fit index with X2/df, RMSEA, GFI, CFI and TLI in the 
category of good after confirmed through CFA. The EFA and CFA analysis resulted 36 items after eliminating 4 
unstandardised items. A further analysis using RASCH on 36 items remained 34, 2 out of 36 was deleted due to not 
reach the standard value of MNSQ and PTMEA infit/outfit. The final result of this measurement found that the 34 items 
reached a fit model of EFA, CFA, and RASCH. This instrument can reveal knowledge, behavior, values, attitudes and 
habits towards the environment. Although it was found that there were discrepancies in the results of measurements 
using factors and RASCH, these three types of validity measurements should be used simultaneously so that they can 
complement one another.  

Recommendations 

Further research can be conducted to test the precision of the instruments that have been produced in revealing the 
students’ green character in various demographic conditions. In addition, to obtain more comprehensive results, 
further research can be carried out at lower levels of education such as elementary, junior high and high school. For 
teachers, the green character instrument can be applied through a modified instrument for suitable materials and 
topics. 

Limitations 

The environmental habits construct has too few items. This allows the occurrence of missing in the data. Therefore, 
further research can arrange more items so that they can represent constructs to get more valid and reliable results. 
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