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 The rise and growing prevalence of juvenile delinquency is a matter of 
concern for many parties. This study aims to establish a research instrument 
in the form of a questionnaire that can be deployed to assess the learning 
environment perceived by high school students. This research endeavor 
constitutes a developmental study, wherein the outcomes are a single survey 
instrument encompassing six variables, nineteen indicators, and forty 
questions. The data-collecting process involved the utilization of a Google 
Form across five schools in five districts, containing a total of 1615 
participants. The analysis of expert data was conducted utilizing V. Aiken and 
field trials employing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) Second Order. The 
findings of this study indicate that the diagnostic survey instrument used to 
assess the learning environment's impact on the mental health of high school 
students demonstrated validity, as evidenced by loading factor values 
exceeding the established minimal threshold. The reliability of the instrument 
remains insufficient. This survey can be utilized to detect adolescent persistent 
tendencies carried out by students or other school members that interfere with 
mental health: the emergence and significant raising of juvenile delinquency. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The rise of crime, juvenile delinquency, and drug abuse in the school environment is a government 
concern, especially the Ministry of Education and Culture and Technology in overcoming it. One of the leading 
causes is an unsafe and comfortable school environment. The learning environment is one of the leading 
indicators that support student learning success in school [1], [2]. If the learning environment is not good, it 
will impact students' mental health [3], [4]. Research in the United States estimates that annually, 20-25% of 
children and adolescents experience mental health problems, and 40% of them meet diagnostic criteria for 
various types of mental disorders, not including children and adolescents who are at risk and have not been 
diagnosed but whose conditions affect daily functioning and wellbeing [5], [6]. Epidemiological research in 
the United States shows that 1 in 10 children show symptoms of depression before the age of 14, and 20% of 
children aged 16-17 experience anxiety, mood, behavioral disorders, and acute mental disorders [7], [8]. 

Most mental disorders begin in adolescence and early adulthood (10 to 24), and poor mental health is 
associated with adverse educational, health, and social outcomes [9], [10]. School is said to be a context for 
the positive promotion and prevention of mental health problems. Mental health includes mental, emotional, 
and spiritual [11]. Students with good mental health are characterized as building and developing resilience in 
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the face of stresses in life [12]. This resilience must be developed through family life and the school 
environment [13]. So, creating a positive school environment is urgently needed.  

Causes of unhealthy student mentality at school include acts of bullying, sexual violence, corporal 
punishment, and even drug abuse. Some juvenile delinquency has reached criminal cases, such as murder by 
piracy, which is rife in Yogyakarta [14]. It tremendously impacts students who are victims of mental and 
psychological hazards. A sense of security and comfort for students at school will be able to optimize their 
mental health well. Students with good mental health will give birth to psychologically prosperous individuals 
to achieve national education goals and produce quality and outstanding students. 

The main problems that cause trauma disorders to psychosocial post-traumatic stress disorder cause 
various social issues. Identification as early as possible can be made with the innovative construction of survey 
instruments that assessment centers in developed countries are now developing. A good survey instrument can 
prevent mental hazards in schools [15]. In addition, this learning environment survey is a diagnostic assessment 
used to determine student learning readiness. The follow-up survey results developed are knowing the mapping 
of students' abilities and whether there are indications of mental and psychological hazards in schools [16], 
[17]. Once identified through these instruments, schools can take action by providing guidance and counseling 
services to foster students, for example, information services, content mastery services, group guidance 
services, and individual counseling services [18], [19]. Thus, the products developed can increase preventive 
efforts in keeping the student learning environment safe and conducive to learning.  

Mental health in schools is crucial for students and staff, encompassing emotional balance, stress 
coping, healthy interpersonal relationships, and effective learning. The American Psychological Association 
(APA) and World Health Organization (WHO) emphasize the importance of mental health in schools, promoting 
access to services and security and removing stigma. The National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI) 
underscores the need for staff education and support. Educational psychologists play a vital role in understanding 
and supporting mental health, providing counseling, training, and strategies for creating a supportive environment. 
Educators and counselors play a critical role in fostering a supportive learning environment. 

The literature indicates a high prevalence of mental health issues among senior high school students 
[20], [21]. In aggregate, the publications suggest that mental health issues pose a substantial concern among 
the population of senior high school students, hence warranting increased focus on their mental well-being 
several risk variables are associated with mental health problems among senior high school students. In a study 
conducted by Kim [20], it was seen that females exhibited lifestyle-related behaviors that were less conducive 
to good health and were more susceptible to experiencing adverse mental health outcomes. The findings above 
indicate that it is imperative to devise and execute treatments targeting several domains, such as educational 
institutions, familial units, social networks, and the individual adolescent, to mitigate the occurrence of mental 
health problems among senior high school students. 

Some experiences triggering mental health issues by senior high school students based on literature 
consist of some variables. The first is bullying. Bullying is a pervasive concern inside educational institutions, 
impacting students across various age groups, genders, and ethnic backgrounds. Oliveira et al. [22] reveal that 
the predominant factor contributing to bullying incidents in Brazilian schools was related to physical 
attractiveness. Zych et al. [23] opines that bullying is a multifaceted psychosocial phenomenon characterized 
by a hierarchical power dynamic and a culture of silence. Conversely, the presence of positive relationships 
with both instructors and classmates, as well as a perceived sense of academic achievement, were identified as 
characteristics that offer protection against such behaviors. The scholarly articles indicate that bullying is 
complex, necessitating a comprehensive school-wide intervention strategy for prevention and resolution. 
Consequently, it is recommended that anti-bullying initiatives incorporate cognitive-motivational aspects in 
their design and implementation. 

The scholarly literature posits that manifestations of intolerance inside educational institutions 
encompass various phenomena, such as racism, xenophobia, and religious intolerance. According to Juwita et 

al. [24] study, there is evidence to suggest that male pupils enrolled in a religious-based elementary school 
exhibit a higher degree of ignorance towards differences, while their female counterparts demonstrate a greater 
sensitivity towards diversity. It must be addressed that this mindset will fully grow as time goes on and age 
adds. It has to be anticipated by implementing some ways at home and school. In general, the scholarly articles 
indicate that intolerance inside educational institutions is a multifaceted matter necessitating a comprehensive 
strategy for effective resolution. A preventive way to detect intolerance at schools is by spreading the diagnostic 
intolerance questionnaire toward the experiences that students directly experienced or witnessed.  

Sexual violence is a pervasive concern within educational institutions, wherein distinct manifestations 
of such abuse transpire across various contexts. According to the research of Pereira et al. [25], the lack of 
educational environments addressing the issue of sexual violence is a contributing cause to its prevalence 
within educational institutions. The implementation of efficient measures aimed at avoiding sexual violence 
within educational institutions is a matter of great importance. However, further research is required to 
ascertain the optimal tactics that yield the highest efficacy. According to the study conducted by Lester [26], 
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many programs, such as cognitive-behavioral therapies, social-emotional interventions, and peer mentorship 
and mediation programs, can be implemented to reduce the acts of sexual violence at schools. However, further 
investigation is required to ascertain the enduring impacts of these interventions and identify the essential 
components of effective interventions. As a solution, the author suggests including sexual education in the 
regular school curriculum, including conducting a diagnostic test for all parties of schools, with the 
participation of families.  

Drug abuse has adverse short- and long-term effects on students' mental health. Mental health that is 
damaged by drug abuse are mental disorders [27], physical and emotional damage [28], symptoms of anxiety 
and posttraumatic stress [29], and depressive symptoms [30]. Not only that, drug abuse in schools can have 
adverse effects on academic performance. Zemba [31] found that drug abuse led to poor academic performance, 
absenteeism, and low concentration in class among pupils. Teresia [32] also highlights the adverse effects of 
drug abuse in schools, including poor academic performance. Pereira et al. [33] found that implementing drug 
abuse prevention programs in schools was associated with the manager's experience in education and with the 
teaching strategies of the school. Handrianto et al. [34] emphasize the importance of teachers in drug abuse 
prevention in schools, as students spend most of their quality time at school, and teachers' roles have resulted 
in their being the critical factor in the prevention of drug consumption. 

Gender equality lately tends to be an essential issue in all fields of business, including education. In 
the educational field, gender equality can be achieved by realizing gender parities. The promotion of gender 
equality within educational institutions can be achieved by employing gender-responsive learning strategies, 
incorporating gender considerations into lesson planning, organizing classrooms in a manner that is sensitive 
to gender dynamics, utilizing inclusive terminology, and fostering gender-inclusive classroom interactions 
[35]. Educators must make much effort to promote gender equality in the school environment, including in the 
classroom during teaching and learning activities.  

Physical punishment is associated with the development of mental health disorders. Duran and Ensom 
apply Eriksonian theory to explain how physical punishment may disrupt the successful resolution of 
psychosocial crises in childhood and adolescence, leading to mental health problems [36]. Three research 
studies from Afifi et al. [37]–[39] suggest that physical punishment is harmful to psychological and physical 
health and should be avoided.  

After several exposures, an instrument is needed to formulate the following problem: i) What is the 
learning environment diagnostic survey (LEDS) constructed to improve mental health in senior high school? 
ii) What is the validity and reliability of the LEDS constructed to improve mental health in senior high school? 
 
 
2. METHOD 

This study is a development research utilizing instrument development procedures. This research aims 
to explain the methods of instrument development and prove the quality of the instruments to measure the 
learning environment that supports mental health in senior secondary schools in a province in Indonesia. The 
development procedures conducted in this research are determining objectives, collecting supported theories, 
designing a blueprint of the instrument based on related theories and research, composing the indicators and items 
of the instrument, validating the instrument (content validity and construct validity), and finalizing the instrument.  

 
2.1.  Participants 

This study engaged 1615 students of senior secondary school from 5 regencies in Indonesia. Because 
of the size of the population and the researcher's inability to draw a representative sample of it at random, 
convenience sampling was used in this study [40]–[43]. The participants' grades are not restricted to gaining 
more comprehensive data from new senior secondary school students, first graders, or third graders. The 
participants' demography is clearly illustrated in Table 1. 

 
 

Table 1. The demographic data of the participants 
Category Frequency Percentage 

Regency 
Sleman 415 26 
Bantul 170 10 
Gunung Kidul 373 23 
Kota Yogyakarta 405 25 
Kulonprogo 252 16 
Grade 
X 566 35 
XI 569 35 
XII 480 30 



J Edu & Learn  ISSN: 2089-9823  
 

Psychometric properties of learning environment diagnostics instrument (Risky Setiawan) 

693 

2.2.   Data collection  

The data collection is done through a survey. Participants from five regencies were invited to fill out 
the questionnaire spread from the WhatsApp application in the form of Google Forms. The collection of the 
data was in a classroom accompanied by the teachers.  

 
2.3.  Data analysis 

In analyzing the data gained from content validity, V Aiken was utilized. The range score from 1-5 
given by the experts to each item of the instruments was calculated. For construct validity, the result of tryouts 
from Google Forms was analyzed using SmartPLS to test the validity and estimate the reliability. The quality 
of the instrument's items was calculated using item response theory assisted by jMetrik. 
 
 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

After the instrument's construction is done in composing, the instrument's quality is tested by proving 
the validity and reliability as well as the item quality of the instruments. Validity can be divided into three 
categories: criterion validity, content validity, and construct validity [44]. All sources of validity, however, are 
optional to be fulfilled or confirmed for validity. According to Lissitz and Samuelson [45], an analysis of the 
test's content and an empirical analysis of the test results on the test instrument can reveal information about a 
test device's reliability. Therefore, construct and content validity are used to examine the validity of this 
instrument. The ability of an instrument to measure the content or scope of the material as intended at the outset 
is referred to as the instrument's content validity. Correct values and appropriate sampling methods are two 
crucial components of content validity [46]. Focus group discussions (FGDs) can be used to test the content 
validity of an article [47].  

 
3.1.  Content validity 

The FGD was carried out in these stages: i) brainstorming, conveying an explanation from the chief 
of researchers about the concept; ii) presentation by a resource person from the FGD members; and  
iii) conclusions from the discussion results. The FGD consisted of eight people: two policyholders, two 
educational evaluation experts, two classroom learning experts, and two educational psychology experts. There 
were 71 instruments in the FGD consisting of 55 direct question (DQ) instruments and 16 situational judgment 
test (SJT) instruments. The results of the brainstorming showed that: i) it was necessary to reduce the items 
because they were deemed to be too many, at least to 50%; ii) the SJT instrument has a statement that is too 
long, so it must be summarized; and iii) change the instrument indicator from DQ to SJT because it is difficult 
to measure that point directly. The following are the results of the FGD, which will be analyzed using the V-
Aiken method to prove the validity of the instrument content. From Table 2, it can be concluded that all items 
of the instruments are valued highly by the experts. It is assumed that the instrument is ready to be tested in the 
next step: to test the construct validity. 

 
 

Table 2. The results of content validity by eight experts 
Instrument Indicator V-Aiken Instrument Indicator V Aiken 
Bullying Physical bullying 0.96875 Sexual violence Rape 0.9375 
Bullying Physical bullying 0.90625 Sexual violence Rape 0.875 
Bullying Verbal bullying 0.84375 Sexual violence Rape 0.9375 
Bullying Verbal bullying 0.84375 Sexual violence Sexual intimidation 0.96875 
Bullying Social bullying 0.96875 Sexual violence Sexual intimidation 0.9375 
Bullying Social bullying 0.96875 Sexual violence Sexual intimidation 0.90625 
Bullying Cyberbullying 1 Sexual violence Sexual harassment 1 
Bullying Cyberbullying 1 Sexual violence Sexual harassment 0.96875 
Bullying Sexual bullying 0.96875 Sexual violence Sexual harassment 1 
Bullying Sexual bullying 1 Drug abuse Drug use 0.84375 
Intolerance Religious intolerance 0.96875 Drug abuse Drug use 0.71875 
Intolerance Religious intolerance 0.9375 Drug abuse Drug trafficking 0.78125 
Intolerance Religious intolerance 0.96875 Drug abuse Drug trafficking 0.90625 
Intolerance Economic intolerance 0.96875 Gender equality Equality of treatment in learning 0.96875 
Intolerance Economic intolerance 0.9375 Gender equality Educational equality 0.96875 
Intolerance Economic intolerance 0.96875 Gender equality Equality of treatment outside the classroom 1 
Intolerance Cultural intolerance 0.9375 Gender equality Right to obey the same rules 0.96875 
Intolerance Cultural intolerance 0.96875 Physical punishment Light punishment 0.9375 
Intolerance Cultural intolerance 0.96875 

 
 

Physical punishment Light punishment 0.9375 
Physical punishment Severe punishment 0.9375 
Physical punishment Severe punishment 0.96875 
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3.2.  Construct validity 

The construct validity is done through a tryout. The tryout was carried out at five high schools in five 
districts in Yogyakarta Province. The sample obtained was a total of 1615 students. Data were analyzed using 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in second order. Using the help of the SmartPLS application in analyzing 
trial data of a learning environment diagnostic survey instrument to determine the mental health quality of 1615 
high school students in grades X, XI, and XII in Yogyakarta City and Regency, the construct of a learning 
environment diagnostic survey instrument was obtained. The construct of the learning environment diagnostic 
survey instrument consists of 6 variables, namely the variables of bullying (bullying), intolerance, sexual 
violence, drug abuse, gender equality, and corporal punishment. Each variable has an indicator that explains 
these variables. The bullying variable has five indicators: physical, verbal, social, cyberbullying, and sexual. 
Intolerance has three indicators: religious intolerance, economic intolerance, and cultural intolerance. 

Meanwhile, sexual violence is represented by three indicators, namely rape, sexual intimidation, and 
sexual harassment. Next, the drug abuse variable is defined by two indicators, namely drug use and distribution. 
The gender equality variable is defined by four indicators: equality of treatment in learning, equality of 
education, equality of treatment outside the classroom, and the right to obey the same rules. The last is the 
physical punishment variable, which has two indicators, namely indicators of light punishment and severe 
punishment. The learning environment diagnostic survey instrument consists of 6 variables, which are reduced 
to 19 indicators, 40 questions, and statements are formulated as DQ), 28 items, and a SJT with 12 items. The 
analysis results show quality in the form of validity and reliability of the learning environment diagnostic 
survey instrument, learning environment diagnostic survey instrument variables, and loading factors for each 
learning environment diagnostic survey instrument item. From the data analysis process, the composite 
reliability (CR) value is obtained, which can determine internal consistency reliability, with a standard CR 
value > 0.7 (adequate internal consistency) [48]. Other values obtained from SmartPLS analysis in Cronbach's 
Alpha should be > 0.7. 

 
3.3.  Validity 

The validity standard is met by looking at the internal consistency reliability analysis value using CR, 
which meets the standard. Internal consistency reliability answers whether the statement items used in the 
questionnaire can measure the construct to be studied [48]. Nunnally [44] determined the internal consistency 
Reliability value with CR values ranging between 0.6 and 0.7 to be acceptable for exploratory studies. Another 
way to interpret an instrument construct is with Cronbach's Alpha. The alpha coefficient that should be obtained 
on an excellent predicate is > 0.7 [44]. 

Analysis of pretesting results uses convergent validity to see how well an item can measure the same 
construct in a study [48]. Convergent validity can be analyzed by calculating three tests: factor loading (factor 
loading/outer loading), CR, and average variance extracted (AVE). The first is an assessment of external 
loading or what is usually called a loading factor. Table 3 shows the loading factors from the analysis process 
using smartPLS.  

Table 3 shows the analysis results of each indicator on the learning environment diagnostic instrument 
variable. According to Kamis et al. [49], the loading factor must be greater than 0.7, and CR must be greater 
than 0.5. Of the 40 loading factors from the 40 items of the learning environment diagnostic survey instrument, 
31 had a loading factor of > 0.7, 7 had a loading factor value of > 0.7, and even two items had a minus score. 
Factor loading values in the range of 0.4 to 0.7 should be considered for removal because if small loading 
factors are removed, it is likely that the AVE value will increase. 

However, several theories differentiate the lowest factor loading value. Mardapi [47] states that the 
minor factor loading value that can still be mentioned by finger is the loading factor with a value of 0.3, which 
is still acceptable. Thus, based on Mardapi [47], the 38 loading factors of the 40 construct items of the learning 
environment diagnostic survey instrument have met the valid standard, namely, they are more significant than 
0.3. Two items with a minus loading factor value must be considered to be eliminated or reviewed. These two 
items come from the variable sexual violence with indicators of sexual intimidation and sexual harassment. It 
could be because discussions related to this topic are still very taboo, so respondents' openness to this matter 
still needs to be improved. Apart from that, another possibility that causes this is the type of statement or 
question made into favorable and unfavorable forms. The two minus loading factors are good 
statements/questions on the sexual violence variable. It allows for ambiguity among respondents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



J Edu & Learn  ISSN: 2089-9823  
 

Psychometric properties of learning environment diagnostics instrument (Risky Setiawan) 

695 

Table 3. Loading factors of each item in the instrument 
Indicator Cronbach's Alpha Rho_A CR AVE Items Outer loading 

Physical bullying 0.471 0.482 0.789 0.652 FSK1 0.764 
FSK2 0.849 

Verbal bullying 0.396 0.403 0.767 0.622 VBL1 0.830 
VBL2 0.745 

Social bullying 0.541 0.542 0.813 0.685 SSL1 0.818 
SSL2 0.837 

Cyberbullying 0.538 0.596 0.806 0.677 CBY1 0.742 
CBY2 0.896 

Sexual bullying 0.091 0.104 0.674 0.521 SKL1 0.864 
SKL2 0.545 

Religious intolerance 0.427 0.468 0.728 0.484 ITA1 0.468 
ITA2 0.787 
ITA3 0.783 

Economic intolerance 0.710 0.722 0.840 0.638 ITE1 0.845 
ITE2 0.858 
ITE3 0.682 

Cultural intolerance 0.499 0.500 0.750 0.502 ITB1 0.638 
ITB2 0.765 
ITB3 0.716 

Rape  0.638 0.645 0.807 0.584 PMK1 0.775 
PMK2 0.677 
PMK3 0.832 

Sexual intimidation -0.487 0.750 0.429 0.667 IDS1 -0.792 
IDS2 0.677 
IDS3 0.832 

Sexual harassment -0.777 0.727 0.353 0.644 PCS1 -0.820 
PCS2 0.841 
PCS3 0.743 

Drug use 0.261 0.265 0.729 0.574 PMN1 0.711 
PMN2 0.802 

Drug trafficking 0.163 0.163 0.705 0.544 PDN1 0.718 
PDN2 0.757 

Equality of treatment in learning 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 KPP 1.000 
Educational equality 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 KMP 1.000 
Equality of treatment outside the classroom 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 KPL 1.000 
Right to obey the same rules 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 HMP 1.000 
Light punishment 0.222 0.222 0.720 0.562 HKR1 0.747 

HKR2 0.752 
Severe punishment 0.158 0.162 0.701 0.542 HKB1 0.804 

HKB2 0.661 
 
 
3.4.  Reliability 

After obtaining conclusions regarding the construct validity of the learning environment diagnostic 
survey instrument, which is included in the valid category for most items, the reliability estimates need to be 
studied further to show the quality of the learning environment diagnostic survey instrument. The assessment 
regarding reliability estimates can be seen from several values presented in Table 4. The rules for determining 
whether the reliability of an instrument construct is good or not have been explained at the beginning. 
 
 

Table 4. Construct reliability estimation and learning environment instrument variables 
Instrument Variable Cronbach's Alpha Rho_A CR AVE 

Learning environment  0.380 0.869 0.310 0.154 
 Bullying 0.709 0.736 0.792 0.287 

Intolerance 0.721 0.727 0.801 0.312 
Sexual violence 0.316 0.790 0.613 0.372 
Drug use 0.372 0.378 0.679 0.347 
Gender equality 0.221 0.230 0.629 0.301 
Physical punishment 0.284 0.290 0.649 0.318 

 
 
From Table 4, it can be concluded that overall, judging from the values of CR (should be > 0.7), 

Cronbach's Alpha (> 0.7), Rho_A (> 0.7), and AVE (> 0.5), the construct of a learning environment diagnostic 
survey instrument to assess the mental health of high school students does not yet have high reliability. The 
recorded Cronbcah's Alpha value was 0.380 and CR 0.310 (< 0.7), which is still very far from the standard. 
Even though it has a good Rho_A value, the AVE value also does not meet the standard > 0.5, namely only 
0.154. 
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Low-reliability estimates are also owned by several latent variables in the construct of the learning 
environment diagnostic survey instrument, where the variables of sexual violence, drug abuse, gender equality, 
and corporal punishment have Cornbcah's Alpha, CR, and AVE values, which are below standard (> 0.7 and 
> 0.5). Meanwhile, two variables, bullying and intolerance, have Cr values that meet the standard, namely  
> 0.7. However, it is not followed by Cornbach's Alpha and AVE values. Thus, it can be concluded that the 
learning environment diagnostic survey instrument has low reliability. Even though each item is valid and can 
measure each indicator studied, this instrument still needs to provide steady or reliable research results when 
used in different research settings. The implications of research on the development of learning environment 
surveys provide less than optimal results, especially in the reliability coefficient. The variety of research 
subjects indicates this. Of the five schools that were the main objects, it turned out that they could still not 
provide adequate results. However, the instrument will be better developed if integrated with broader learning 
environment indicators. 
 
 
4. CONCLUSION  

The highlight of this study was to test the quality of content, construct quality, validity and reliability 
of a questionnaire-based survey instrument to measure a learning environment that supports students' mental 
health. The learning environment tool to support student mental health has six variables: bullying, harassment, 
violence, drug abuse, gender equality, and corporal punishment. There are at least two points that support these 
six variables. The final variable is corporal punishment which is presented in two categories, namely light 
punishment and heavy punishment. The survey instruments are direct questionnaires and situation assessment 
tests. There are 28 DQ related to bullying, intolerance, and violence. For the remaining three variables, there 
are 12 items as decision tests. The instrument's validity is low because the CR, Cronbach's alpha and calculated 
variance are below normal values (> 0.7 and > 0.5). This tool can be used periodically at all academic levels 
to assess patterns that may negatively impact students' mental health. This situation makes responding to 
questions and comments difficult for students with different skill levels. 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This is a downstream pathway scheme research funded by the Ministry of Education, Culture, 
Research and Technology of the Republic of Indonesia. Thank you to the Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta 
Directorate of Research and Community Service for supporting facilities and infrastructure and the Yogyakarta 
Provincial Education and Sports Office for assisting in the research data collection process. 
 
 

REFERENCES 
[1] M. Khan, S. Bell, S. McGeown, and E. Silveirinha de Oliveira, “Designing an outdoor learning environment for and with a primary 

school community: A case study in Bangladesh,” Landscape Research, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 95–110, Jan. 2020, doi: 
10.1080/01426397.2019.1569217. 

[2] H. İ. Yildirim, “The effect of using out-of-school learning environments in science teaching on motivation for learning science,” 
Participatory Educational Research, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 143–161, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.17275/per.20.9.7.1. 

[3] B. Tang et al., “The effect of boarding on the mental health of primary school students in Western Rural China,” International 

Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, vol. 17, no. 21, Nov. 2020, doi: 10.3390/ijerph17218200. 
[4] D. Michelson et al., “Development of a transdiagnostic, low-intensity, psychological intervention for common adolescent mental 

health problems in Indian secondary schools,” Behaviour Research and Therapy, vol. 130, Jul. 2020, doi: 
10.1016/j.brat.2019.103439. 

[5] B. Aylward, A. Cunsolo, R. Vriezen, and S. L. Harper, “Climate change is impacting mental health in North America: A systematic 
scoping review of the hazards, exposures, vulnerabilities, risks and responses,” International Review of Psychiatry, vol. 34, no. 1, 
pp. 34–50, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.1080/09540261.2022.2029368. 

[6] J. Furzer, M. Isabelle, B. Miloucheva, and A. Laporte, “Public drug insurance, moral hazard and children’s use of mental health 
medication: Latent mental health risk‐specific responses to lower out‐of‐pocket treatment costs,” Health Economics, vol. 32, no. 2, 
pp. 518–538, Feb. 2023, doi: 10.1002/hec.4631. 

[7] M. D. Hu et al., “Natural hazards and mental health among US Gulf Coast residents,” Journal of Exposure Science & Environmental 
Epidemiology, vol. 31, no. 5, pp. 842–851, Sep. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41370-021-00301-z. 

[8] I. Giannopoulou, V. Efstathiou, G. Triantafyllou, P. Korkoliakou, and A. Douzenis, “Adding stress to the stressed: Senior high 
school students’ mental health amidst the COVID-19 nationwide lockdown in Greece,” Psychiatry Research, vol. 295, Jan. 2021, 
doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113560. 

[9] J. Wang et al., “Mental health problems among school-aged children after school reopening: A cross-sectional study during the 
COVID-19 post-pandemic in east China,” Frontiers in Psychology, vol. 12, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.773134. 

[10] M. Monnier et al., “Children’s mental and behavioral health, schooling, and socioeconomic characteristics during school closure in 
France due to COVID-19: the SAPRIS project,” Scientific Reports, vol. 11, no. 1, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-01676-7. 

[11] C. Sun, C. K. H. Hon, K. A. Way, N. L. Jimmieson, and B. Xia, “The relationship between psychosocial hazards and mental health 
in the construction industry: A meta-analysis,” Safety Science, vol. 145, p. 105485, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.1016/j.ssci.2021.105485. 

[12] S. Makleff, K. Varshney, R. N. Krishna, L. Romero, and J. Fisher, “Mental health and community resilience among vulnerable 
populations affected by natural hazards: Protocol for scoping reviews,” Methods and Protocols, vol. 5, no. 6, Oct. 2022, doi: 



J Edu & Learn  ISSN: 2089-9823  
 

Psychometric properties of learning environment diagnostics instrument (Risky Setiawan) 

697 

10.3390/mps5060088. 
[13] G. T. Sansom, C. Thompson, L. Sansom, L. Fawkes, and E. Boerlin, “Compounding impacts of hazard exposures on mental health 

in Houston, TX,” Natural Hazards, vol. 111, no. 3, pp. 2809–2818, Apr. 2022, doi: 10.1007/s11069-021-05158-x. 
[14] S. Pitaloka, “Design of guidance and counseling for the life goals of adolescent perpetrators through existential counseling methods 

(desain bimbingan dan konseling tujuan hidup remaja pelaku klitih melalui metode konseling eksistensial),” JURKAM: Jurnal 

Konseling Andi Matappa, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 18–27, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.31100/jurkam.v4i1.501. 
[15] T. Hou, X. Mao, W. Dong, W. Cai, and G. Deng, “Prevalence of and factors associated with mental health problems and suicidality 

among senior high school students in rural China during the COVID-19 outbreak,” Asian Journal of Psychiatry, vol. 54, Dec. 2020, 
doi: 10.1016/j.ajp.2020.102305. 

[16] J. Zhou, S. Jiang, X. Zhu, E. S. Huebner, and L. Tian, “Profiles and transitions of dual-factor mental health among Chinese early 
adolescents: The predictive roles of perceived psychological need satisfaction and stress in school,” Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, vol. 49, no. 10, pp. 2090–2108, Oct. 2020, doi: 10.1007/s10964-020-01253-7. 
[17] G. Arslan, K.-A. Allen, and A. Tanhan, “School bullying, mental health, and well-being in adolescents: Mediating impact of positive 

psychological orientations,” Child Indicators Research, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 1007–1026, Jun. 2021, doi: 10.1007/s12187-020-09780-
2. 

[18] D. Michelson et al., “Effectiveness of a brief lay counsellor-delivered, problem-solving intervention for adolescent mental health 
problems in urban, low-income schools in India: a randomised controlled trial,” The Lancet Child & Adolescent Health, vol. 4, no. 
8, pp. 571–582, Aug. 2020, doi: 10.1016/S2352-4642(20)30173-5. 

[19] J. R. Burns and R. M. Rapee, “From barriers to implementation: Advancing universal mental health screening in schools,” Journal 
of Psychologists and Counsellors in Schools, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 172–183, Dec. 2021, doi: 10.1017/jgc.2021.17. 

[20] H. Kim, K.-H. Park, and S. Park, “Gender differences in lifestyle and mental health among senior high school students in South 
Korea,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, vol. 18, no. 20, p. 10746, Oct. 2021, doi: 
10.3390/ijerph182010746. 

[21] Y. Xiaoqi, Z. Yali, and Y. Guoliang, “Prevalence of mental health problems among senior high school students in mainland of 
China from 2010 to 2020: A meta-analysis,” Advances in Psychological Science, vol. 30, no. 5, p. 978, 2022. 

[22] F. R. Oliveira, T. A. de Menezes, G. Irffi, and G. R. Oliveira, “Bullying effect on student’s performance,” EconomiA, vol. 19, no. 
1, pp. 57–73, Jan. 2018, doi: 10.1016/j.econ.2017.10.001. 

[23] I. Zych, D. P. Farrington, V. J. Llorent, and M. M. Ttofi, “School bullying in different countries: Prevalence, risk factors, and short-
term outcomes,” in Protecting children against bullying and its consequences, Springer, 2017, pp. 5–22, doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-
53028-4_2. 

[24] W. Juwita, A. Salim, and W. Winarno, “Students’ tolerance behavior in religious-based primary school: Gender perspective,” 
International Journal of Educational Research Review, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 51–58, May 2018, doi: 10.24331/ijere.426255. 

[25] C. de O. Pereira et al., “Sexual violence against children and adolescents taking place in schools: An integrative review,” Children, 
vol. 7, no. 12, Nov. 2020, doi: 10.3390/children7120258. 

[26] S. Lester, C. Lawrence, and C. L. Ward, “What do we know about preventing school violence? A systematic review of systematic 
reviews,” Psychology, Health & Medicine, vol. 22, pp. 187–223, Mar. 2017, doi: 10.1080/13548506.2017.1282616. 

[27] R. P. Auerbach et al., “Mental disorders among college students in the world health organization world mental health surveys,” 
Psychological Medicine, vol. 46, no. 14, pp. 2955–2970, Oct. 2016, doi: 10.1017/S0033291716001665. 

[28] N. van de Pol and R. Stumbras, “Why do students start abusing substances and what are the negative impacts?,” Cadernos de 

Investigação do Mestrado em Negócio Eletrónico CIMNE, vol. 2, 2022, doi: 10.56002/ceos.0065_cimne_1_2. 
[29] K. O’Connor, M. Vizcaino, and N. A. Benavides, “Mental health outcomes of drug conflict among university students at the U.S.–

Mexico border,” Traumatology, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 90–97, Jun. 2015, doi: 10.1037/trm0000029. 
[30] Chukwuemelie Darlington Okeke, Nkiru Nwamaka Ezeama, Onyeka Chukwudalu Ekwebene, Chukwudi Alfred Ikeano, and 

Chigozie Joseph Ezeoke, “Substance abuse, knowledge of its long-term effects and occurrence of depressive symptoms among 
health students in a Nigerian tertiary institution,” Magna Scientia Advanced Research and Reviews, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 074–085, Aug. 
2022, doi: 10.30574/msarr.2022.5.2.0054. 

[31] M. Zemba, “The causes and effects of drug abuse on pupils academic performance: A case study of Mindolo Secondary School in 
Kitwe, Zambia,” International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Analysis, vol. 05, no. 08, pp. 2253–2260, Aug. 2022, doi: 
10.47191/ijmra/v5-i8-45. 

[32] J. N. Wa Teresia, “Effects of drug abuse in schools and homes in Kenya,” East African Journal of Arts and Social Sciences, vol. 3, 
no. 1, pp. 170–180, Oct. 2021, doi: 10.37284/eajass.3.1.428. 

[33] A. P. D. Pereira, Â. T. Paes, and Z. M. Sanchez, “Factors associated with the implementation of programs for drug abuse prevention 
in schools,” Revista de Saúde Pública, vol. 50, 2016, doi: 10.1590/S1518-8787.2016050005819. 

[34] C. Handrianto, A. J. Jusoh, P. G. S. Choo, N. Abdul Rashid, and M. A. Rahman, “The role of teachers in drug abuse prevention in 
schools,” International Journal of Academic Research in Business and Social Sciences, vol. 10, no. 11, pp. 708–716, Nov. 2020, 
doi: 10.6007/IJARBSS/v10-i11/8131. 

[35] E. R. Chotim, “Implementation of gender equality in schools,” International Journal of Science and Society, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 108–
117, Apr. 2022, doi: 10.54783/ijsoc.v4i2.454. 

[36] J. E. Durrant and R. Ensom, “An eriksonian perspective on physical punishment and its impacts on mental health,” The 

Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, vol. 73, no. 1, pp. 30–45, Jan. 2020, doi: 10.1080/00797308.2020.1690866. 
[37] T. O. Afifi, D. A. Brownridge, B. J. Cox, and J. Sareen, “Physical punishment, childhood abuse and psychiatric disorders,” Child 

Abuse & Neglect, vol. 30, no. 10, pp. 1093–1103, Oct. 2006, doi: 10.1016/j.chiabu.2006.04.006. 
[38] T. O. Afifi, N. Mota, H. L. MacMillan, and J. Sareen, “Harsh physical punishment in childhood and adult physical health,” 

Pediatrics, vol. 132, no. 2, pp. e333–e340, Aug. 2013, doi: 10.1542/peds.2012-4021. 
[39] T. O. Afifi, N. P. Mota, P. Dasiewicz, H. L. MacMillan, and J. Sareen, “Physical punishment and mental disorders: Results from a 

nationally representative US sample,” Pediatrics, vol. 130, no. 2, pp. 184–192, Aug. 2012, doi: 10.1542/peds.2011-2947. 
[40] P. Sedgwick, “Convenience sampling,” BMJ, vol. 347, pp. f6304–f6304, Oct. 2013, doi: 10.1136/bmj.f6304. 
[41] S. J. Stratton, “Population research: Convenience sampling strategies,” Prehospital and Disaster Medicine, vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 373–

374, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1017/S1049023X21000649. 
[42] F. Farrokhi and A. Mahmoudi-Hamidabad, “Rethinking convenience sampling: Defining quality criteria,” Theory and Practice in 

Language Studies, vol. 2, no. 4, Apr. 2012, doi: 10.4304/tpls.2.4.784-792. 
[43] I. Etikan, “Comparison of convenience sampling and purposive sampling,” American Journal of Theoretical and Applied Statistics, 

vol. 5, no. 1, 2016, doi: 10.11648/j.ajtas.20160501.11. 
[44] J. C. Nunnally, Psychometric theory 3E. Tata McGraw-Hill Education, 1994. 
[45] W. Lissitz and K. Samuelsen, Measurement and assessment in teaching, 7th ed. Englewood Cliffs, New York: Prentice Hall, 2007. 



           ISSN: 2089-9823 

J Edu & Learn, Vol. 18, No. 3, August 2024: 690-698 

698 

[46] E. Istiyono, Development of assessment instruments and analysis of physics learning outcomes: With classical and modern test 

theory (pengembangan instrumen penilaian dan analisis hasil belajar fisika: Dengan teori tes klasik dan modern). Yogyakarta: 
UNY Press, 2020. 

[47] D. Mardapi, “Measurement of educational assessment and evaluation 2nd edition (pengukuran penilaian dan evaluasi pendidikan 
edisi 2),” Yogyakarta: Parama Publishing, 2017. 

[48] J. F. Hair Jr., L. M. Matthews, R. L. Matthews, and M. Sarstedt, “PLS-SEM or CB-SEM: Updated guidelines on which method to 
use,” International Journal of Multivariate Data Analysis, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 107–123, 2017, doi: 10.1504/IJMDA.2017.087624. 

[49] A. Kamis, R. A. Saibon, F. Amin, N. Yunus, and M. B. Rahim, “The SmartPLS analyzes approach in validity and reliability of 
graduate marketability instrument,” Social Psychology of Education, vol. 57, no. 8, pp. 987–1001, 2020. 

 
 
BIOGRAPHIES OF AUTHORS  
 

 

Risky Setiawan     is associate professor in Department of History Education and 
Doctoral Educational Research and Evaluation; they Graduated from Universitas Negeri 
Yogyakarta, Indonesia, and completed doctoral studies at the Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta 
Educational Research and Evaluation program in 2016. My fields of expertise are learning 
evaluation, program evaluation, assessment, and measurement. Research interests are 
developing instruments, developing virtual reality media, and evaluating educational 
programs. Now, the author is active in the HEPI, P3SI, and PPSI Associations as an 
administrator. In addition, the author is now the University Quality Assurance team and Head 
of the Department of History Education Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta. He can be contacted 
at email: riskysetiawan@uny.ac.id. 

  

 

Samsul Hadi     is a professor and lecturer at the Department of Electrical 
Engineering Education, Faculty of Engineering, Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta. He received 
a Ph.D. degree in research and evaluation education from the Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta. 
He serves as head of the research and community service directorate at Universitas Negeri 
Yogyakarta. He is the chairman of HEPI Yogyakarta. He is passionate about measuring, 
assessing, and evaluating vocational education. His research interests include students’ 
instrument learning and development at various educational levels and areas. His publications 
cover topics such as vocational learning assessment and computer-based assessment 
development. He can be contacted at email: samsul_hd@uny.ac.id. 

  

 

Aman Aman     s a professor in the field of history education. He received a 
doctorate in Educational Research and Evaluation in 2011. He is the secretary of the Quality 
Assurance Directorate of Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta. The research concentration is on 
the evaluation and assessment of history education. He is active in the HEPI and P3SI 
organizations. Has many reputable books and Scopus articles. He can be contacted at email: 
aman@uny.ac.id. 

 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4269-996X
https://scholar.google.co.id/citations?user=5Da_0NIAAAAJ&hl=id
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57195803837
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/X-1134-2019
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3437-2542
https://scholar.google.co.id/citations?hl=id&user=VGKeBm0AAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57060009200
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/1101261
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2395-446X
https://scholar.google.co.id/citations?hl=id&user=WoHT_14AAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57211601771
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/3224711

