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 This study aims to develop an instrument to evaluate Indonesia’s children-

friendly school program (CFSP). This development research is then used to 

evaluate CFSP in Indonesia. Instrument development using the context, 

input, process, product (CIPP) approach and outcome evaluation. The 

population of this study was all students in the provinces of Riau and 

Yogyakarta. The research sample is of the students taken randomly from 108 

schools that run CFSP. Data analysis used content validity, construct 

analysis, construct reliability, and descriptive statistics to evaluate the 

current CFSP. The content validity result shows that only 50 can be used of 

56 of the developed items. The construct validity analysis result shows that 

all indicators obtained from theoretical exploration are valid and reliable. 

The model fit test shows that the instruments and data obtained from the 

respondents fit statistically. The results of the evaluation analysis show that 

the CFSP has been running well, but three indicators are still at a poor level 

and need to be improved so that the CFSP can run optimally. Indicators 

needing improvement are the completeness of documents and indicators of 

student participation, parental participation, community institutions, and the 

business world. This instrument became the new product to evaluate 

completely CFSP program because this instrument evaluates not only the 

process or implementation program but also every process until the 

program’s outcome. Recommendations that need to be considered by 

stakeholders are to improve CFSP performance so that CFSP can maximally 

develop student character. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Instilling morals through learning is an essential part of education [1], [2]. Designed learning with a 

relevant curriculum can develop the personality, talents, and mental and physical abilities of children at the 

elementary school [3]. The education system that the designed maximum can easily instill moral and 

character [4], [5]. An education system with adequate facilities can help schools educate students to have 

good morals according to the demands of life [6]–[8]. Moral education is the foundation of school learning 

activities and impacts students. 

Child-friendly programs are an ideal concept for instilling character in school-age children [9], [10]. 

This concept states that the child-centered learning process must be supported by favorable, healthy, safe 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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social, physical, and emotional conditions. UNICEF explained that children-friendly school program (CFSP) 

is a children's rights-based school with healthy and protective indicators for all children, effective with 

children, and engaging with families, communities, and children. Therefore, schools that run child-friendly 

programs need to ensure that every child is in an environment that is physically safe, emotionally safe, and 

psychologically possible [11]. Schools implementing CFSP must recognize, encourage, and support 

children's growth through a good school culture, providing adequate facilities, collaborating with parents to 

the maximum, and creating a child-friendly learning environment. [12], [13]. CFSP is expected to be able to 

create a safe and fun school for students because it is free from violence that occurs between students, 

teachers, and education staff. 

The government has implemented moral education/characteristic education at the elementary school 

level through the children-friendly school program. CFSP is a program created by the government through 

Law No. 23 of 2022 to meet the basic needs of science and technology, arts, and culture. CFSP is a program 

that guarantees the fulfillment of children's rights, such as the health, safety, and comfort of children in 

elementary school. CFSP is expected to be a solution from the Government to develop children's 

personalities into strong children and characters. CFSP is implemented in primary schools in selected schools 

that are adequate in facilities and curriculum. CFSP is expected to be an indicator of the Government's 

success in developing children's character through the elementary school curriculum. The CFSP program is 

implemented in elementary schools because the age level of elementary school children is elementary to 

instill good character. Students at the elementary school level efficiently receive information conveyed by 

teachers at school. Child-friendly school programs are regulated in the ministry of women's empowerment 

and child protection regulations through ministerial regulation number 8 years. 

Indonesian schools have implemented CFSP. Still, this program has not run optimally, supporting 

documents are not optimally available, infrastructure needs to be improved, and children’s rights still need 

to be fulfilled in learning activities. Several research results evidence these findings [14]–[18]. The study 

evaluated the implementation of the child-friendly school program, described child-friendly schools at the 

district level, and involved only one school. Therefore, more comprehensive research with a higher 

coverage area must be carried out. In addition, evaluation needs to be carried out holistically by evaluating 

the context, input, process, product, and outcome of the impact of CFSP on people's lives. Instruments that 

can represent the complexity of CFSP problems need to be developed with proper and correct procedures 

so that these instruments can provide accurate information about CFSP that has been running in Indonesia. 

The novelty of this research is this research involves a more comprehensive aspect of process evaluation: 

context, input, process, product, and outcome. The developed instrument gives recommendations based on 

the field findings about the weakness or shortcomings of the CFSP program. Five factors or variables 

reveal the fault of the CFSP program through the developed instrument based on the best procedure. There 

were 20 indicators describe the CFSP program problem, from CFSP policy to environmental care . 

The word child-friendly means guaranteeing the rights of children as citizens of the city [19], [20]. 

In Indonesia, child-friendly is the definition of an open society, involving children and youth to participate in 

social life, as well as encouraging the growth and development, and welfare of children [21]. Child-friendly 

education is education against discrimination, paying attention and protecting children from all violence by 

involving parents [22]. Child-friendly education is education that gives children the rights that must be 

obtained at school so that children feel happy to study [23].  

In addition, child-friendly education is a unit of educational institutions that can facilitate and 

empower children’s potential [24], [25]. Therefore, it can be said that child-friendly means placing, treating, 

and respecting children as human beings with all their rights. Child-friendly can be interpreted as a conscious 

effort to guarantee and fulfill children's rights in every aspect of life in a planned and responsible manner. 

The main principle of this effort is “non-discrimination,” the best interests of the child, the right to life, 

survival, and development as well as respect for the opinion of the child. Based on the explanation, child-

friendly schools are schools that are open to involving children and adolescents to participate in social life, as 

well as encouraging the growth and development and welfare of children. 

 

 

2. RESEARCH METHOD 

This research uses research development and evaluation. Development research is used to develop a 

valid and reliable evaluation instrument both in terms of content and constructs. Evaluation to find out 

whether the CFSP program has been running well and with the right procedures. this evaluation is done by 

checking the context, inputs, processes, products, and outcomes as indicators of the success of the CFSP. 

Valid and reliable instruments are used to obtain accurate information on the context, input, process, product, 

and outcome of the CFSP. The population in this study were all elementary school students in the provinces 

of Riau and Yogyakarta who run CFSP with a total of 108 schools. The sample of this research was all 
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elementary school students who were taken randomly using the cluster random sampling technique with a 

total of 987 students and teachers. The data collection technique used a survey approach with a questionnaire 

instrument. For example, I returned a friend's money when I found it dropped in the classroom. Data analysis 

in this study used data analysis of Aiken validity, Cronbach Alpha reliability, construct validity with 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), construct reliability, and continued the evaluation analysis of context, 

input, process, product, and outcome of CFSP run by schools in Riau and Yogyakarta Provinces. The 

research procedure begins with a holistic study of CFSP and explores theories from various sources about 

CFSP. Next, determine a complete evaluation model that can provide a complete picture of the success of the 

CFSP.  

The next step is to develop success criteria to compare the evaluation results in the field with 

predetermined criteria. The next step is developing the instrument and validating the instrument with experts 

and practitioners who are directly related to the CFSP. Limited-scale trials to see whether the instrument has 

been validated by experts and practitioners are content valid. Large-scale trials with a larger sample to test 

the validity and reliability of the constructs and finally evaluate the context, inputs, processes, products, and 

outcomes of CFSP implemented by schools. The success of the CFSP from the components of context, input, 

process, product, and outcome is compared with the success criteria in Table 1. A comparison of the 

evaluation results with Table 1 will determine whether each component and its indicators are able to support 

the CFSP.  

 

 

Table 1. Evaluation criteria [26] 
No Score comparation Category 

1 𝑋 ≥  𝑋 ̅ 1 + 𝑆𝐵𝑥  Very high 

2 𝑋 ̅ 1 + 𝑆𝐵𝑥 > 𝑋 ≥  𝑋 ̅ High 

3 𝑋 ̅ > 𝑋 ≥  𝑋 ̅ − 1 𝑆𝐵𝑥  Low 

4 𝑋 ≤  𝑋 ̅ − 1 𝑆𝐵𝑥  Very low 

Note: X=score average, SB=standard deviation, X=acquired score 

 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1.  Validation results 

Three methods have done the validation process: Aiken’s index, first-order of CFA, and second-

order of CFA. The expert and practitioner assessment results of the development of the CFSP instrument 

were analyzed using the Aiken formula and shown in Table 2. The table explains that 50 items can be used 

for further testing while the rest cannot be used because the items are in the weak or invalid category. Invalid 

items are items 13, 16, 20, 25, 27, and 53. Experts suggest that the six items must be discarded because it can 

make it difficult for respondents to understand them. Invalid items are too long and have multiple meanings, 

so respondents find it difficult to choose the relevant option. 

 

 

Table 2. Aiken’ index result from Aiken’ formula 
No. Aiken’ index Criteria  No. Aiken’ index Criteria  No. Aiken’ index Criteria 

1 0.889 High  20 0.333 Low  39 0.889 High 

2 0.111 Low  21 0.778 Middle  40 0.778 Middle 

3 0.778 Middle  22 0.889 High  41 0.889 High 

4 0.889 High  23 0.889 High  42 0.889 High 

5 0.778 Middle  24 0.889 High  43 0.778 Middle 

6 0.889 High  25 0.111 Low  44 0.778 Middle 
7 0.778 Middle  26 0.778 Middle  45 0.778 Middle 

8 0.778 Middle  27 0.889 High  46 0.778 Middle 

9 0.778 Middle  28 0.111 Low  47 0.889 High 
10 0.889 High  29 0.778 Middle  48 0.889 High 

11 0.889 High  30 0.889 High  49 0.889 High 

12 0.778 Middle  31 0.778 Middle  50 0.778 Middle 
13 0.222 Low  32 0.778 Middle  51 0.778 Middle 

14 0.778 Middle  33 0.889 High  52 0.889 High 

15 0.778 Middle  34 0.778 Middle  53 0.222 Low 
16 0.778 Middle  35 0.778 Middle  54 0.889 High 

17 0.889 High  36 0.889 High  55 0.889 High 

18 0.889 High  37 0.889 High  56 0.778 Middle 
19 0.778 Middle  38 0.889 High        
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Furthermore, the empirical validity test was analyzed using CFA. The results of the CFA analysis 

are summarized in Table 3. There were 50 items can be used to obtain valid information about CFSP in 

Indonesia. Table 3 describes the 50 items analyzed using CFA first-order. All items analyzed using first-

order have a load value greater than 0.3, so it can be concluded that all items are in the valid category. Then 

find the reliability results from the CFA data using Cronbach’s, and it can be seen in Table 4.  

 

 

Table 3. Analysis of content validity used CFA 
Item Loading Criteria  Item Loading Criteria  Item Loading Criteria 

1 0.57 Valid  18 0.6 Valid  35 0.5 Valid 
2 0.51 Valid  19 0.47 Valid  36 0.56 Valid 

3 0.56 Valid  20 0.59 Valid  37 0.59 Valid 

4 0.41 Valid  21 0.67 Valid  38 0.56 Valid 
5 0.58 Valid  22 0.53 Valid  39 0.54 Valid 

6 0.64 Valid  23 0.6 Valid  40 0.53 Valid 

7 0.47 Valid  24 0.6 Valid  41 0.55 Valid 

8 0.61 Valid  25 0.61 Valid  42 0.59 Valid 

9 0.48 Valid  26 0.52 Valid  43 0.51 Valid 

10 0.6 Valid  27 0.55 Valid  44 0.53 Valid 
11 0.5 Valid  28 0.38 Valid  45 0.48 Valid 

12 0.54 Valid  29 0.5 Valid  46 0.52 Valid 

13 0.47 Valid  30 0.55 Valid  47 0.68 Valid 
14 0.57 Valid  31 0.37 Valid  48 0.56 Valid 

15 0.6 Valid  32 0.54 Valid  49 0.67 Valid 
16 0.55 Valid  33 0.52 Valid  50 0.63 Valid 

17 0.53 Valid  34 0.7 Valid     

 

 

Table 4. Cronbach’s alpha index used SPSS software 
Cronbach’s alpha N of items Criteria 

0.957 50 Reliable  

 

 

The validity and reliability of the instrument with a constructive approach will strengthen the 

validity and reliability of the instrument that experts and first-order CFA have validated. Table 4 explains 

that the CFSP instrument developed as many as 50 items is in the reliable criteria. Tables 5, 6, and 7 

demonstrate the construct validity and reliability results.  

Table 5 describes the model fit criteria that must be met in analyzing the construct validity and 

reliability using eight criteria. The analysis results show that the eight criteria fit so that the construct analysis 

of validity and reliability can be carried out. Table 6 presents a summary of construct validity. 

 

 

Tabel 5. Fit model index of construct 
Goodness of fit index Criteria Achieved value Conclusion 

Chi square < 2df 172.86 (df=170) Met 

Significance (p-value) > 0,05 0.42457 Met 
RSMEA < 0,08 0,010 Met 

Goodness of fit index (GFI) > 0,90 0,91 Met 

Normed fit index (NFI) > 0,90 0,98 Met 
Comparative fit index (CFI) > 0,90 1.00 Met 

Incremental fit index (IFI) > 0,90 1.00 Met 

Non-normed fit index (NNFI) > 0,90 1.00 Met 
Relative fit index (RFI)  > 0,90 0,97 Met 

 

 

Table 6 explains that the 20 indicators used to evaluate the context components, inputs, processes, 

products, and outcomes are valid. These indicators support the context, input, process, product, and outcome 

components. Table 7 shows the results of construct reliability with the CR formula. 

Table 7 explains that the instrument for evaluating CFSP has good construct reliability with an 

index of 0.87. This construct reliability index is the final standard for the quality of an instrument being 

developed. The results of the analysis of the validity and reliability of both content and construct are in a 

good category so that this instrument can accurately evaluate the CFSP that the Indonesian government has 

created in schools that are able and eligible to apply CFSP. 
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Table 6. Construct validity summary [27]–[29] 
Variable  No Indicators Loading Criteria 

Context 1 CFSP policy  0.71 Valid 
2 CFSP documents 0.79 Valid 

Input 3 Teachers and staff 0.83 Valid 

4 Facilities and infrastructure 0.77 Valid 
5 Students’ participation  0.76 Valid 

6 Participation of parent, alumnus, traditional institutions, business world  0.7 Valid 

Process 7 Favoritism 0.77 Valid  
8 Non-violent punishment  0.68 Valid 

9 Showing affection to students 0.77 Valid 

10 Democracy in teaching 0.58 Valid 
11 Set an example in teaching  0.67 Valid 

Product 12 Process assessment 0.59 Valid 

13 Final assessment  0.82 Valid 
Outcome 14 Honest 0.71 Valid 

15 Tolerance 0.75 Valid 

16 Communicative 0.72 Valid 

17 Democracy 0.68 Valid 

18 Social care 0.65 Valid 

19 Responsibility 0.76 Valid 
20 Environmental care 0.76 Valid 

 

 

Table 7. Construct reliability of CFA analysis [30] 
Variable Indicators Loading Error Index reliability Conclusion 

Context CFSP policy  0.71 0.49 0.87 Reliable 

CFSP documents 0.79 0.37 

Input Teachers and staff 0.83 0.3 
Facilities and infrastructure 0.77 0.4 

Students’ participation  0.76 0.42 

Participation of parent, Alumnus, 
traditional institutions, business world 

0.7 0.51 

Process Favoritism 0.77 0.41 

Non-violent punishment  0.68 0.54 

Showing affection to students 0.77 0.41 

Democracy in teaching 0.58 0.67 

Set an example in teaching  0.67 0.55 
Product Process assessment 0.59 0.65 

Final assessment  0.82 0.33 

Outcome Honest 0.71 0.49 
Tolerance 0.75 0.44 

Communicative 0.72 0.48 

Democracy 0.68 0.54 
Social care 0.65 0.58 

Responsibility 0.76 0.42 

Environmental care 0.76 0.43 

 

 

3.2.  Evaluation result 

The first step to determine the CFSP program quality was to describe the evaluation component. 

Table 8 describes the results of the CFSP evaluation component which were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics and compared with the success criteria. This table describes five components based on descriptive 

statistics; minimum, maximum, sum, mean, standard deviation, and variance.  

 

 

Table 8. Descriptive analysis of CFSP evaluation 
Evaluation component Min Max Sum Mean Stdv. Variance 

Context component 6.00 12.00 1518.00 9.81 1.28 1.64 
Input component 10.00 13.00 2114.00 14.03 0.72 2.87 

Process component 5.00 9.00 1143.00 6.19 1.14 1.30 

Product component 6.00 11.00 1167.00 7.17 1.22 1.49 
Outcome component 4.00 8.00 1023.00 6.14 1.36 1.85 

 

 

Table 8 explains six descriptions of the evaluation components, first is the evaluation of the context 

component. From the analysis results, the highest score was 12, and the lowest score was 6 with the total data 

being 1518.00. From the data analysis, the standard deviation value is 1.28, and the variance is 1.64. The 

second is the input components with the lowest score of 10 and the highest score of 13, with a total of 2114 
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data, with an average score of 14.03. From the analysis results, the standard deviation value is 0.72 with a 

variance value of 2.87. The third evaluation answers research questions about process components with the 

lowest score of 5 and the highest score of 9, the total amount of data is 1143 with an average score of 619. 

The fourth evaluation will answer research questions about products with the lowest score of 6 and the 

highest score of 11. The total data is 1167 with an average score of 7.09. The fourth evaluation will answer 

research questions about the outcome of CFSP with the lowest score of 4 and the highest score of 10.23. The 

total amount of data is 1023 with an average score of 6.14. Table 9 describes a summary of the evaluation of 

each indicator from the context, input, process, product, and outcome components. 

 

 

Table 9. CFSP evaluation results of indicators [31], [32] 
Component Indicators VA A DA SDA Conclusion 

Context CFSP policy  77.38 22.62 
  

Good 

CFSP documents 41.13 27.65 31.22 
 

Not good 
Input Teachers and staff 85.21 14.79 

  
Good 

Facilities and infrastructure 20.13 41.78 27.99 10.1 Not good 

Students’ participation  82.91 17.09 
  

Good 
Participation of parent, alumnus, 

traditional institutions, business 

world  

21.21 26.72 52.07 
 

Not good 

Process Favoritism 19.47 80.53 
  

Good 

Non-violent punishment  12.72 87.28 
  

Good 

Showing affection to students 24.29 75.71 
  

Good 
Democracy in Teaching 20.75 79.25 

  
Good 

Set an Example in teaching  26.73 73.27 
  

Good 

Product Process assessment 18.74 81.26 
  

Good 
Final assessment  26.58 73.42 

  
Good 

Outcome Honest 20.73 79.27 
  

Good 

Tolerance 27.72 72.28 
  

Good 
Communicative 18.22 81.78 

  
Good 

Democracy 16.74 83.26 
  

Good 

Social care 20.77 79.23 
  

Good 
Responsibility 26.86 73.14 

  
Good 

Environmental care 17.89 82.11 
  

Good 

Total CFSP 31.309 62.622 5.564 0.505 Good 

VA=Very agree, A=Agree, DA=Disagree, SDA: Very disagree 

 

 

Table 9 describes the trend of scores obtained in the CFSP evaluation indicators, that is; the CFSP 

policy and the CFSP document. The CFSP policy is in the good category, and the CFSP Documents are in a 

bad category. Input components with indicators of educators in the good category, indicators of infrastructure 

in the bad category, indicators of student participation in the good category, and participation of parents, 

alumni, and the business world in the bad category. The process component with indicators of favoritism is in 

a good category, punishment without violence in the good category, indicators showing compassion in 

teaching in the good category, indicators of democracy in teaching in the good category, and indicators 

providing examples in teaching in the good category. Product components with the middle-value indicator in 

the good category, and the final score indicator in the good category. CFSP impact components for students 

outside of school with indicators of honesty, tolerance, communication, democracy, social care, 

responsibility, and environment care, and the seven indicators are in a good category. In general, the results 

of the evaluation of the CFSP are in a good category. The CFSP instrument developed got good results based 

on the results of expert assessments and field trials. These results indicate that content and empirically, the 

CFSP instrument has met the requirements to obtain actual data in the field. Content and empirically valid 

instruments are very strong concepts for obtaining accurate information from various respondents [26], [33]. 

The key to obtaining accurate, precise and reliable information depends on an instrument that has been 

validated both content and empirically [26], [34]. Every researcher who pays attention to strict procedures 

and correct steps in developing the instrument, the instrument can rely on obtaining valid and reliable 

information [35], [36]. Finding validity and reliability in research is an absolute requirement that needs to be 

considered in developing instruments [37], [38]. Researchers who do not specifically prioritize the level of 

validity and reliability in developing instruments will have an impact on poor decisions that will be made in 

making policies [39]–[41]. Valid and reliable is the best way to get the accurate data or information in field.  

The evaluation of the CFSP is generally in the good category. These results are illustrated by the 

scores tendency obtained from the analysis results. From the analysis results of each component context, 

input, process, product and impact are also in the good category. However, there are indicators that the 

evaluation results are not good, that is; the indicators of CFSP documents, CFSP supporting infrastructure 
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and participation of parents, alumni, traditional institutions and the business world. The three indicators have 

not run according to standards so that these indicators need to be improved by stakeholders. Documents for 

the implementation of a CFSP are important things that need to be prepared by schools as a strong basis for 

implementing CFSP in every school. Weaknesses or shortcomings of the CFSP can be seen from the 

standards made from the document so that improvements can be made to the maximum. The accuracy or 

determination of a policy is highly dependent on the availability of documents so that the implementation of 

the CFSP policy can be carried out optimally [42]. Policies can be communicated through neatly arranged 

documents so that policies can be implemented, analyzed, evaluated and weak elements can be corrected 

early [43]. Policies that have been implemented in education need to be analyzed and criticized so that there 

are improvements so that input or suggestions can give birth to improvement policies and even new policies 

to improve existing policies [44], [45]. Documents are an important part of implementing CFSP policies in 

schools because they are the basis for making the best decisions [46]. Policies in an educational program 

need to be designed to the maximum so that the ideals of the educational program can be achieved. 

Context evaluation with CFSP policy indicators and CFSP documents is generally in the good 

category, but the CFSP document indicators have not been maximized in CFSP implementation. Schools are 

still not able to meet the maximum standard due to limitations from the material aspect so that the CFSP 

policy has not run optimally. Facilities are important because educational programs are impossible without 

adequate infrastructure [47], [48]. Infrastructure in carrying out educational programs is a basic and decisive 

aspect in the success of a program and an aspect that must be fulfilled in the implementation of educational 

programs [47], [49]. The key to the success of the CFSP program is adequate facilities and infrastructure 

because without adequate facilities and infrastructure, CFSP is difficult to implement optimally [50]. The 

effectiveness of the CFSP program is very dependent on the facilities and infrastructure owned by the school 

because good infrastructure can make it easier for teachers and students to implement CFSP [51], [52]. 

Educational program facilities and infrastructure are part of supporting all educational program activities to 

improve and enhance educational programs [48].  

Evaluation of the process with indicators of educators, infrastructure, student participation, 

participation of parents, community institutions and the business world in general is in the good category. 

However, indicators of student participation and participation of parents, community institutions, the business 

world still need to be improved because they are in the bad category. The participation of parents, alumni and 

the business world are highly expected in developing CFSP. Participation from outside the school is very much 

needed to develop the CFSP program so that the education program developed can realize national education 

goals [47]. Facilities and infrastructure that meet the requirements or are adequate are a support in improving 

the quality of education in child-friendly school programs [47]. Elements involved in education need to pay 

attention to the importance of educational program facilities and infrastructure and make infrastructure the most 

important aspect in implementing educational programs run by schools [53], [54], because facilities are the 

main support that needs to be there and available to organize education [55], [56]. Facilities are an absolute 

requirement that are the main indicators of success in implementing education programs [52]. Therefore, 

facilities or infrastructure in learning need to be of concern to anyone in order to create maximum educational 

outcomes. 

Process evaluation is in the good category. The evaluation results of the indicators of favoritism, 

punishment without violence, affection for children, democracy in teaching, providing examples are also in 

the good category. These results indicate that the process in the CFSP program is in good condition. The 

program process that runs well can produce maximum output of a program. The process becomes an 

indicator of the success of a program that is running at a particular institution [26], [33], [57]. Processes that 

run optimally can produce maximum output, so the process needs to be carried out properly in accordance 

with the prepared procedures [58]. The best intervention is to carry out the process according to the right 

procedure and measure the achievement by achievement even if only a little [59]. Process evaluation can 

make it easier and faster to correct deficiencies in ongoing education programs [60]. Gaps in program 

implementation are easy to diagnose so programs can be fixed and upgraded quickly [61], [62]. The process 

is the core of every activity of a program education so a process that does not run optimally can be a big 

weakness in achieving success. 

Product evaluation is in a good category, all indicators are process assessment, and final assessment 

is in a good category. These results explain that CFSP can provide a good product for students. A process 

that runs well will produce a good product, otherwise, a bad process will produce bad results [63]–[67]. 

Everything that is done through a good process is the reflection of the success of the educational program 

[68], [69]. Programmers must ensure that the process runs well so that the chances of success of a program 

will be better [70]. Ongoing program activities become a force and have a direct effect on the outcomes of an 

education program [71], [72]. Of course, the process will run well when all the factors have been met and 

function properly [73]–[76]. Good education program practices are always supported by adequate facilities 

and infrastructure and continuous evaluation. 
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The evaluation results of the outcome component are in a good category. Outcome indicators of 

honesty, tolerance, communication, democracy, social care, responsibility, and environmental care are also in 

the good category. The CFSP program has shaped the positive character of students. Student awareness 

increases after running the CFSP program. The outcome of a program will increase often with good program 

management [77]–[79]. Good education management will ensure that everything goes with strict procedures 

and controls so that the results obtained do not disappoint [80]. The outcome of a program will be maximally 

successful when it has been executed with the steps that have been prepared correctly [81]–[83]. Educational 

programs that run with the right strategies, methods, procedures, steps based on the right theories will 

produce the maximum impact on the program object. 

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

The instruments developed have been declared valid and reliable in terms of content and constructs. 

In content, through expert judgment, the instrument can be used with revisions, and the results of the analysis 

show that the items developed are valid and reliable. Constructively through CFA analysis, the instrument 

has been declared valid and reliable. All indicators of context, input, process, product, and outcome variables 

are in the valid category. The results of construct reliability also show that the instrument is constructively 

reliable. The fit of the model through CFA analysis also shows that the data is in the fit category, which 

means that the data obtained in the field with the designed instrument model is fit. In general, the CFSP 

program has been running with proper procedures. However, several indicators need to be improved, such as 

student participation, participation of parents, alums, and the business world, and documents that have not 

been completed properly. The CFSP program needs to be carried out optimally by stakeholders because this 

program has a very positive impact on the formation of student character. The formed students' character 

from CFSP becomes a provision for students when continuing their education at a higher level. In addition, 

the student's character obtained from the CFSP program can be a strength in interacting or communicating 

with the community wherever the student lives. 
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