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Teaching behavior has important implications foudsnts’ emotional well-being.
Multiple models suggest students’ perceptions atheg behaviors are more critical
than other measures for predicting well-being, g&ident-report instruments that
measure concrete and specific teaching behavidmaited. The purpose of the present
studies is to develop an instrument to assess r#fsidperceptions of concrete and
specific teaching behavior and to test which teagliehavior is associated students
well-being. Construct validity and internal coneigcy for the 37-item Teaching
Behavior Questionnaire (TBQ-S), composed of insional, negative teaching, socio-
emotional, and organizational behavior were exathim@ng data from two independent
samples (Study 1: n = 703; Study 2: n = 822). fuwtor structure was stable across
both samples and internal consistencies ranged fibmto .97. Results indicated
student-ratings of teaching behavior were assatiaith positive and negative affect in
students.
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Introduction

Abundant research supports the notion that teashpport has clear implications for students’
emotional well-being (hereafter called well-bein@onsistent with previous research, we concepaliell-
being as comprisingositive and negative affect (Huebner & Dew, 199@)ositive affect is the extent to
which a person typically feels positive emotiongg(eis enthusiastic, active, and alert). Negaaifect
encompasses frequent negative feelings (e.g.,sisedsed, angry, nervous)Well-being is not only of
subjective importance for students; negative affecssociated witacademic problems including reduced
homework completion, less concentration in classefr interactions with peers, poorer class atterelaand
lower rates of post-secondary degree attainmentn@sky, Kuwabara, Fogel, Wells, Goodwin, & Van
Voorhees 2010; Jonsson, Bohman, Hjern, von Knorring, Qisséb von Knorring, 2010). To the contrary,
positive affect in students towards school (e.ghosl liking, a sense of belonging) tends to beassed
with higher classroom engagement (Furrer & SkinB663; Patrick, Ryan, & Kaplan, 2007; Ryan, Stjli&r
Lynch, 1994) and academic achievement (Crosnoesdoh & Elder, 2004; Davis, 2006; Niehaus, Rudasill
& Rakes, 2012; Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996).

Research has shown that teacher support playsortant role in students’ overall well-being. For
example, students who feel supported by their Eachre more likely to also feel safe and relaxedlass
than their peers who reported feeling unsupporkedarér & Skinner, 2003). Students who perceivarthe
teachers as supportive also tend to report betigehplogical adjustment (Van Ryzin, Gravely, & Rbse
2009), more positive affect and life satisfacti®ulflo, Shaffer, & Riley, 2008), and less self-comssness
while in school (Roeser et al., 1996). In contragidents who do not feel supported by adultshogl have
lower self-esteem and less developed sense ofityléRlyan et al., 1994). Finally, two longitudinsiudies
showed that increases in students’ perceptiongaufhier support reliably predicted decreases inedsjwe
symptomology over time (Pdssel, Rudasill, Sawyqrerse, & Bjerg, 2013; Reddy, Rhodes, & Mulhall,
2003). Collectively, results from these studiempto the importance of investigating what speciéaching
behaviors are associated with well-being in stuglent

Multiple models of teaching behavior converge ir ttonceptualization of three components -
instructional, socio-emotional, and organizatiof@bnnor et al., 2009; Douglas, 2009; Pianta & Hamre
2009) — each of which has been associated witlestadacademic and social success (e.g., Hamreagi#®i
2005; Perry, Donohue, & Weinstein, 2007). Althouglhssroom observation is the gold standard for
measuring teaching behavior, this approach requameple funding and time (Douglas, 2009). Teacher
reports of their behavior, although cost effectimeay not be accurate reflections of teaching bemavi
(Douglas, 2009), and some research suggests tidgrgs’ perceptions of their teachers’ behavior rhay
more valuable than third-party observer reports doderstanding student outcomes (Eccles, Midgley,
Buchanan, Widfield, Reuman, & Maclver, 1993; Wulsb&l Levy, 1991). However, there are few student-
report measures of teaching behavior. Thus, tesepit studies have two purposes. The first it@ldp a
student-report assessment of teaching behaviorgiiaties students’ perceptions of teachers’ coacaatl
specific behaviors within the areas of instructipsacio-emotional, and organizational support.e Ebcond
is to test whether student-reported teaching beh@viassociated with students’ well-being.
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Instructional, Organizational, and Socio-emotionalTeaching Behavior

Mounting evidence links three broad componentseather behavior (instructional, organizational,
and socio-emotional) to students’ academic and hpssacial adjustment. Instructional behavior isduse
during the delivery of instruction, with the intemt of promoting concept or skill development amitical
thinking (Croninger & Valli, 2009; Pianta, LaPar&, Hamre, 2008). Organizational behavior refers to
structures established by the teacher to facildateoth transitions between activities, minimizeraiptions,
and efficiently use class time (Connor et al., 20@@nta et al., 2008). Teachers’ socio-emotidieddavior
may be expressed at any time, during instructiomair and is marked by warmth and responsiveness in
interactions between students and teachers, amlieages students’ feelings of belonging and acoeptin
the classroom (Connor et al., 2009; Pianta e2@08).

Teaching behavior that is instructionally suppatife.g., providing opportunities for students to
respond, to choose, or to receive positive feedbackmotes academic achievement (Curby, Rudasill,
Edwards, & Perez-Edgar, 2011; Hamre & Pianta, 2008)ganizational strategies designed to increase
students’ time on task and decrease disruptions baen linked to increased student engagement (Rimm
Kaufman, Curby, Grimm, Nathanson, & Brock, 2009 amore productive use of available instructionaileti
across the school year (Cameron, Connor, & Morfi2005). Both instructional and organizationacteag
behaviors promote academic achievement which, rim tuas been associated with less negative affett,
unassociated with positive affect (for a review Sear & Soar, 1987). In addition, growing reseasichws
that socio-emotional teaching behavior is positiieiked to better academic performance (e.g., Hagar
Pianta, 2005; Rudasill, Gallagher, & White, 201®)variety of psychosocial variables (e.g., moreitpes
student-teacher relationships; Thijs, Koomen, & dam Leij, 2008), and mental health outcomes such a
lower levels of anxiety and depression (Perry et24107). Based on the tripartite model, both etyxand
depression are characterized by high negative taffied depression is also characterized by low ipesit
affect (Clark & Watson, 1991). Thus, one can codel that instructional, organizational, and socio-
emotional teaching behaviors would be negativelgoeasted with negative affect and socio-emotional
teaching behavior would be positively associateith wositive affect. However, as far as we knowwmark

has explored direct associations between teactdhguior and students’ positive and negative affect.

Assessments of Teaching Behavior

While a multitude of studies has examined the erike of teachers on students (e.g., Crosnoe et al.,
2004; Eisenhower, Baker, & Blacher, 2007), mostist assess teaching behavior via teacher report or
classroom observations, each of which has its anengths and weaknesses (Douglas, 2009). Although
classroom observations by trained observers argadle standard for measuring teaching behaviorsethe
require ample investments of time and money (Da&jg?®09). In addition, classroom observations that
measure quantity, rather than quality, of teachiepaviors (Pianta & Hamre, 2009) vary wideljthin
teachers, suggesting that multiple observations beayecessary to capture typical behaviors (Cramidg
Valli, 2009). Thus, instruments measuring teachiabavior using external observers are limited tagtical
considerations such as cost and time (for trainitrgveling to schools, observations; Achenbach,
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McConaughy, & Howell, 1987). Teacher reports chcting behavior are much less expensive than
classroom observations (Douglas, 2009), yet thessplagued with problems of self-rating bias.

The weaknesses of classroom observations and teggeats point to student report as a possible
mode of assessing teaching behavior that maxinolzesrvations of teaching behavior with minimal tiamel
expense. Beyond that, multiple models proposetttetise of student-ratings to measure teachingviah
is preferable because student perceptions andierpes are more critical for understanding and iptied
student outcomes compared to other measures diingabehavior, even when they are more objective
(Eccles et al., 1993; Wubbels & Levy, 1991). Tisateaching behavior may be most meaningful whés i
recorded as students perceive it. Indeed, studeetseptions of school and classroom processes (ag
teacher support and school climate) are widely usetudies with adolescents (Reddy et al., 2008der,
Malecki, & Demaray, 2010), and frequently associatéth academic (Niehaus et al., 2012) and socio-
emotional outcomes (Demaray, Malecki, Rueger, BrofvrSummers, 2009). Students’ perceptions may
provide insight into typical patterns of teachinghbvior, as opposed to snapshot data gatheredgdurin
discrete observations (Wubbels & Levy, 1991). ddion, student perceptions may allow the measargm
of idiosyncratic teaching behavior, because stugeilt be familiar with such behaviors while obsers may
not. However, to our knowledge, there are no stdesting the associations of students’, teachansi
observers’ ratings of teaching behavior with stusfemell-being.

Further, there are only a handful of assessmentsaghing behavior that use student report. Among
those, the behavior assessed is typically not Bpdeig., “He is strict,” “He tries to make us lodoolish;”
Wubbels & Levy, 1991), or teaching behavior is careld with other constructs like classroom climate
(Teddlie, Virgilio, & Oescher, 1990) or teacher egtations (Wubbels & Levy, 1991). This is probléimas
these instruments might be influenced by studeas.biAs overt behaviors are more objective, bemavio
oriented items should be more resistant to stublierst (Keeley, Smith, & Buskist, 2006). In summahg
literature demonstrates a surprising lack of sttrdgport instruments to measure concrete and specif
teaching behavior. The aim of Study 1 is to depeloe Teaching Behavior Questionnaire (TBQ-S), an
instrument to assess students’ perceptionscafcrete and specific teaching behavior composed of
instructional, socio-emotional, and organizatioo@nponents. The aims of Study 2 are (a) to rejglitae
factor structure of the TBQ-S with a different sdenpnd to provide further information about theeml
consistencies of and intercorrelations between TB&-S scales in an independent sample and (b) to
determine which TBQ scales are associated withestistdwell-being. It was predicted that all three TBQ-S
scales would be negatively associated with negadifect and that socio-emotional behavior would be

positively associated with positive affect.

Study 1
Method

Participants. Of the 1,429 students in grades 9 to 12 at a pubih school in a medium-sized
metropolitan area in the Southern United StateX)Qlyolunteered to participate in this study (m#vttion
rate: 84%). Of the 1,122 students who reported ttaee/ethnicity, 50.8% were identified as Cauaasi
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31.6% as African American, 8.5% as mixed race/ettyniand 9.1% as another race/ethnicity. Of tH38
students identifying their sex, 44% reported beirale and 56% female. Of the 1,086 students whorteg
their grade level, 32% described themselves agjbirithe §' grade, 28.3% in the £015.9% in the 1Land
23.8% in the 1% (mean age = 16.88D = 1.27). Of the students in this school, 51% weigible for free or
reduced lunch. There were no exclusion criterizd atudents did not receive any incentive for their
participation. This study was approved by theitngbnal review boards at the university and thlx

school system.

Measures.

Teaching Behavior Questionnaire (TBQ-S). The initial item pool of the TBQ-S consisted a#rits
that had been used in past research to assespensimnal teacher behavior (Questionnaire on Teacher
Interaction; Wubbels & Levy, 1991), classroom mamagnt (instrument to assess teachers’ classroom
management styles; Bru, Stephens, & Torsheim, 20§&)eral behavior of college instructors (Teacher
Behaviors Checklist; Keeley et al., 2006), and peebehavior (Alabama Parenting QuestionnairejtShge
Frick, & Wootton, 1996). The instrument measuripgrental behavior was included as children's
relationships with parents and with teachers (Riat®99) and the socialization of adolescents tfivou
parents and teachers is conceptually and empyicathilar (e.g., Wentzel, 2002). To ensure theteon
validity of this initial item pool, a focus grouppmposed of two teachers, one teacher educatorsarel
counselor educator, one principal, two parents, &va high school students were asked to (a) identif
redundant or irrelevant items, (b) suggest comestito items they viewed as difficult to understaend (c)
suggest additional items they believed are impoértarassess teaching behavior. A group of elemgnta
school students was asked in one-on-one sessidiikitoa preliminary version of the questionnaiad to
point out the items that they did not understa®libsequently, these items were simplified by théas
with input from these elementary school studeiitsis process resulted in a pool of 125 items wkardents
rated the frequency of behaviors by a specificlteadowards themselves, with higher numbers iniigat
higher frequency of occurrence. Responses wengpseith a four-point scale (1 mever, 4 =always).

Procedure. Upon approval by the Institutional Review Board fioe protection of human subjects,
the study was described to teachers during a famaeting, and consent forms from teachers weleaet
after the faculty meeting. Further, letters désng the study were sent to parents of all studenthe
participating school. Students who had parentakent were invited to participate. Student astmmis
were collected at the beginning of the class peiodvhich the questionnaires were administered. Al
students provided demographic information (suclages gender, and ethnicity) and evaluated onby of
their teachers using the TBQ-S. Random assignmeast used to determine the specific teacher each
individual student evaluated. Fifty-two of 72 tears at the high school agreed to allow studenf#l tout
guestionnaires regarding their teaching behavi®urveys from 703 students remained after accourfiting
student errors or obvious indifference to accucat@pletion of the questionnaire (i.e., prefabridsgeantron
forms with two extra answer bubbles than itemshim questionnaire package were used; the excludéd 49

students filled in all answer bubbles on the scanform) No significant differences were found between
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students that provided questionable data and ther students in terms of grade leveR(4) = 6.72,p =
.151), race/ethnicity((2 (6) = 8.32p = .216), and sex (¢ (1) = 2.67p = .102).

Satigtical Analyses. Responses to the TBQ-S from 703 students wergzsthlusing SPSS 20 for
Classical Test Theory (CTT) item difficulty, factetructure, part-whole item-scale correlation, atdrnal
consistency. First, items with item means of [#wmn 1.4 or greater than 3.6 (p < .10 or p > .96Jew
excluded (Schmid, 1992). Item difficulty refle¢ctee agreement of all participants with each indieaiditem.
Thus, extreme item means (i.e., extreme item diffy suggests that a specific item does not dffiéate
between individual teachers. Next, exploratorytda@nalysis (EFA) with oblique (direct oblimin)tadion
was conducted in order to identify unobservablerntfactors of the TBQ-S (Preacher & MacCullum, 200
Oblique rotation was selected as it allows thediacto correlate because the expected factors sepre
different components of teaching behavior (Connale 2009; Douglas, 2009; Pianta & Hamre, 2008).
determine the number of factors to retain, scra¢ (€attell, 1966), Kaiser-criterion (Kaiser, 196@nd
parallel analyses (Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 20B4rn, 1965) were used. In parallel analysis, migéies
are calculated with random data and then compardtdse resulting from the factor analysis. Néhé
random eigenvalues are compared to the eigenvaluib® factor analysis. When the eigenvalue geedra
by the factor analysis is higher than the eigerevglenerated by the parallel analysis, the factoowats for
more variance than what would be expected withaandata, and the factor identified by the factaalgsis
is interpreted as meaningful. Nevertheless, iukhbde noted that parallel analysis results tendhdicate
more factors than necessary (Hayton et al., 2004)s, the final factor solution was selected baged/hich
factor structure theoretically made the most sesrs@ which factor structure included the fewest gem
loading on multiple factors. Further, only iterhattloaded |0.4| or higher on one factor and tadtlbadings
of 10.1] smaller on all other factors were retai@criterion frequently used to determine impoctaof
variables; Thompson, 2004). Finally, a part-whtden-scale correlation criteria of < |0.5] was usedrder
to determine which items to remove from each fa@imtemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). In addition
the internal consistencies of (Barnette, 2005) immercorrelations between the scores of the filBQTS

scales were calculated.

Results

Based on item difficulties, 17 of 125 items werelaged. Next, the scree test of the EFA with the
remaining 108 items suggested 2 factors and thedkariterion 1 factor. Results from the paradlealysis
indicated that the eigenvalues of 14 factors geedrhy the factor analysis using data from studeports
were greater than in the model based on random dataus, EFAs with forced factor numbers were
calculated with 2 to 14 factors. The six- and ¢éfeven-factor solutions were the solutions with lidweest
number of items that were excluded because thaletban multiple factors or because they did notwsho
clear factor loading at all. Further, factors lire tsix-factor solution made theoretical sense. éi@r, the
separation of some of the factors in eleven-fastution did not seem to make sense. For exantipde,
items “... writes helpful comments on my returneatkv(for example. “Excellent spelling!” or “Let’sractice
some more subtraction.”)” and “... helps me with asgignments for her class.” loaded on separatedra
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while other that seem not to fit together load loe $ame factor (e.g., “... talks with me beforafver class.”
“The classroom rules are posted.”). Thus, basetheoretical considerations and minimizing multifdetor
loadings, a six-factor solution with 71 items clgdoading on one of the factors emerged while t2éns did

not show a clear factor loading and were excla.déahrther, 19 items did not demonstrate a partleviiem-
scale correlation of > |0.5] in the described tgghool student sample and were excluded. As dtréso
factors were eliminated because one factor hademeaining items (F4) and one factor had only one
remaining item (F6). Thus, 51 items and four festgere retained after the factor analysis. Fjndll items

— all loading on factor 1 - were identified as iffigient in regard of measuring concrete and spetdaching
behavior (e.g., “My teacher is excited about thiejext area s/he teaches”). Therefore, these ifkitgere
eliminated from the final TBQ-S. This further retion of the number of items in this factor ke ttumber

of items manageable for participants.

The final TBQ-S includes four scales and a totaBofitems. The scalstructional Behavior (13
items) indicates how a teacher manages the classamal responds to individual students’ needs (&y.
teacher uses examples that | understand” and “Mgher’'s grade requirements are clearNegative
Teaching Behavior (9 items) indicates behaviors that students pegcas counter-productive or unpleasant
(e.g. “My teacher threatens to punish me when Ibsetfigve.”). Socio-Emotional Behavior (10 items)
indicates how well the teacher relates with stuslenta personal level (e.g. “My teacher talks waithh about
my interests”). Organizational Behavior (5 items) indicates how the teacher facilitate®atim transitions
between activities and minimizes disruptions (8My teacher takes away a privilege if | abuse itfjternal
consistencies (Cronbachi3 for the four identified scales are presentedabl€ I, respectively.

The internal consistencies in the sample rangedn fr@8 (Organizational Behavior) to .97
(Instructional Behavior). The Skew Index of the@+¥% items ranged from -.95 to 1.37. Because thevSk
Indices of all items are below 3.0 (Kline, 20119nmormality did not need to be addressed. Theelaiions
between Instructional Behavior and Socio-Emoti@ethavior ¢ = .61,p < .01) and Organizational Behavior
(r =.58,p < .01) as well as the correlation between Soci@fional Behavior and Organizational Behavior (
= .53, p < .01) were high and positive. Correlations bemvéNegative Teaching Behavior and Socio-
Emotional Behaviorr(= .09,p < .05) and Organizational Behavior<.10,p < .05) were also significant and
positive, but much smaller in magnitude. The datren between Negative Teaching Behavior and

Instructional Behavior was the only significant arebative correlatiorr (= -.23,p < .01).

2
See endnote
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Table I. Descriptive item statistics, factor loadilgs, and part-whole item-scale correlations

for the 37 items of the final version of the TBQ-S

Study 1 Study 2

Item M SD F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 | h* [ rigy | M SD | F1 | F2 | F3 | F5

I nstructional Behavior

1. My teacher makes sure | understand the | 3.25| 0.95 | .68 -17 | -31| -37| 24 | 31 | .53| 0.69| 3.00| 0.98| .79 | - - -
material before moving to something ne

2. My teacher answers my questionsinawg 3.46 | 0.83 | .74 -14 | -38| -26| .19 | .16 | .58 | 0.70| 3.07| 0.96 | .84 | - - -
that | understand.

3. My teacher helps me with my assignmen{ 3.25 | 0.95| .62 -15 | -31| -35| 38| .40 | 48| 0.65| 3.02| 094 | .82 | - - -
for her class.

4. My teacher uses examples | understand.| 3.34 | 0.84| .70 -09 | -47 | -38| 21 | .28 | 57| 0.68| 3.06| 0.93| .84 | - - -

5. My teacher’s grade requirements are cleg 3.49 | 0.84 | .66 -17 | -32| -23| 28 | .28 | 44| 0.66| 3.21| 0.93| .83 | - - -

6. If | don’t understand something, my teachh 3.27 | 0.91| .68 -11 | -50| -34| 35| .35 | .54|0.71| 3.06| 094 | .69 | - - -
explains it another way.

7. My teacher says that s/he appreciates 3.23| 0.95| .59 -15 | -43| -28| 39 | .36 | 44| 061| 3.03| 099 | .65| - - -
participation, even if it is not always
correct.

8. My teacher returns my work quickly. 293| 1.03| .51 -05 | -39]|-36| 39| .36 |.39|055]|270| 097| .68 | - - -

9. My teacher starts class on time. 3.58| 0.75| .58 -27 | -27 ] -04| 39 | 25| .40]| 0.63] 3.29| 0.89| .82 | - - -

10. My teacher stays on task. 3.46| 0.75| .66 -26 | -32 | -13| 46 | .28 | 51| 0.65]| 3.15| 0.90| .74 | - = =

11. My teacher pays attention to me when || 3.44| 0.86 | .71 -23 | -44 | -12 | 38 | .32 | 55| 0.72| 3.13| 097 | .77 | - - -
state my opinion.

20. My teacher treats every student fairly. | 3.51 | 0.80| .67 -27 | -42 | 03 | 44 | 27 | 57| 0.67] 3.11]| 099 | .77 | - - -

23. My teacher’s rules for class behavior ar¢ 3.52 | 0.81| .69 -26 | -37| 05| 51 | .27 | 62| 0.68| 3.21| 092 | .74 | - - -
fair.

Negative Teaching Behavior

26. Depending on her mood, my teacher mg 1.74 | 0.99 | -.18 .62 | -01|-08|-02|-08|.39|056|213| 1.00f - | .B53| - -
not follow through with consequences fq
misbehavior.

27. Depending on her mood, my teacher 1.48 | 0.90| -.21 .72 | -08 | -13| .12 | .01 | 54| 0.73| 1.82| 1.00| - | .81 | - -
threatens to punish me.

28. My teacher threatens to punish me whel 1.78 | 0.98 | -.05 51 | -15| -17 | .26 | .13 | .33| 055| 2.11| 1.05| - |.72| - -
misbehave.

29. My teacher threatens to punish me whel 1.58 | 0.89 | -.14 59 | -10| -.17 | .22 | .10 | .40| 0.63| 2.00| 1.03| - | .74 | - -
talk with my neighbor.

30. My teacher’s mood changes quickly. 1.72 | 0.95| -.28 .61 .03 | -08| 05| .06 | 41| 060| 208| 1.06| - | .72| - -

31. My teacher does not know what to do n¢ 1.43 | 0.88 | -.25 .65 .01 | -08)|-03|-06|.43|064|164|100| - |.70| - -
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32. My teacher is easy to influence (e.g., iti{ 1.85| 0.96 | -.18 56 | -09 | -02|-02| -06|.33|053|201|09 | - |.60| - -
easy to get my teacher to talk about
something besides the class topic).

34. My teacher is easy to provoke. 1.62 ] 0.91| -.26 72 | -04] -14| .01 | -07 | .53|0.70| 1.92| 0.97| - | .67| - -

35. My teacher requires that | sit alone (e.g.| 1.43 | 0.87 | -.12 62 | -06| -20 | .18 | -.02 | 43| 0.62| 1.70| 0.99| - | .67 | - -
the hallway, in an empty room, with the
librarian) if I am talking without
permission during class time.

Socio-Emotional Behavior

12. My teacher talks with me before or after| 2.55 | 1.14 | .39 .03 | -59| -43| .29 | .25 | 44| 062| 247 | 1.06| - - | .76 -
class.

13. My teacher tells jokes or funny stories. | 2.75| 1.02| .40 .06 | -69| -23| .14 | .17 | 49| 0.61| 258 | 1.02| - - | 76| -

14. My teacher talks with me about school- | 2.52 | 1.17 | .38 A1 | -73 | -49 | 38 | .27 | .62 | 0.73| 2.35| 1.03| - - |77 -
related problems.

15. My teacher talks with me about non- 2.08| 1.15| .26 31 | -68|-35| .22 | .09 | .54| 066| 1.98| 1.05| - - | .68 -

school-related problems (e.g., at home,
with other kids).

16. My teacher shows her emotions (e.g., | 2.85| 1.04 | .22 .03 | -47 | -07| .26 | .19 | .25| 0.51| 2.69 | 1.02 | - - | .B1| -
changes tone of voice, uses facial
expressions).

17. My teacher smiles at me. 3.07| 1.00| .44 -03 | -59 | -28| 46 | .36 | 47| 062] 281| 098 | - - |71 -

18. My teacher greets me. 3.07| 1.03| .49 -05 | -61]-31| 45| 39 | 51| 062| 288| 1.02| - - | .70] -

19. My teacher talks with me about my 242 | 1.17| .35 10 | -75| -46 | .34 | .28 | .64| 0.74| 231 | 1.08| - - | .78 -
interests.

21. My teacher uses sarcasm in a funny wa] 2.66 | 1.06 | .38 .08 | -64|-22| .10 | .16 | .44| 055 | 2.67 | 1.07| - - |71 -

33. If | had a problem with school or life, thi 2.29 | 1.14 | .37 A5 | -61 | -44 | 33 | .21 | 46| 059 | 2.24| 1.06| - - | .68 -

is my teacher | would ask for help

Organizational Behavior

22. My teacher makes sure | understand thg 3.38 | 0.91 .56 -09| -38| -16| .67| .31| .57 | 056 | 3.20| 0.89 | - - - .75
classroom rules.

24. My teacher corrects me when | misbehal 3.14 | 1.05| .38 .01 | -40| -.23| .66 | .34 | 49| 0.66| 3.13| 0.97| - - - g7

25. When | misbehave, my teacher explaing 2.80 | 1.19 | .41 .01 | -47 | -37| 57 | .27 | 47| 057 | 2.81| 1.05| - - - .75
me why my behavior was wrong.

36. My teacher takes away a privilege if | 238| 1.02| .21 23 | -30|-32| 54 | .15 | .38 | 0.55| 2.34 | 1.03| - - - .39
abuse it.

37. My teacher does not let me use equipm¢ 2.83 | 1.16 | .27 .04 | -23|-26| 57 | .13 | .36| 0.59 | 2.68 | 1.14 | - - - A2
if | use it improperly or dangerously.

Eigenvalue z z 30.48 | 11.15| 3.54 | 3.13| 2.66 | 2.15| - - - - - z - -

Explained Variance c c 25.61| 937 | 297|263| 224|181 - - - - - c - -

Note. M = mean, SD = standard deviation, F1 = Instru@iBehavior, F2 = Negative Teaching Behavior, FSoeio-Emotional Behavior, F4 = factor 4, F5 =
Organizational Behavior, F6 = factor 6, "::hcommunalities,i(r_i) = part-whole item-scale correlations. The itenposes were set up with a four-point scale (1
= never, 4 =always) allowing the item scores to range from 1 to 4.
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Table Il. Descriptives and Internal Consistenciesn Study 1 (N> 558) and 2 (TBQ-S: N< 822; TBQ-T
& TBQ-O: N <£72)

Study 1 Study 2
a M SD allCC M SD
(Clgs) (Clgs)
TBQ-S
Instructional Behavior Q7 *** 3.34 | 0.6Z .95%** 3.07 | 0.7
(.967-.973) (.947-.955)
Negative Teaching Behavior .88*** 1.69 | 0.71 .89*** 194 | 0.73
(.866-.893) (.881-.900)
Socio-Emotional Behavior .86*** 262 | 0.77 91*** 249 | 0.77
(.844-.875) (.906-.921)
Organizational Behavior 78*** 2.86 | 0.81 T 283 | 0.73
(.753-.805) (.745-.788)
TBQ-T
Instructional Behavior = - - J75%** 3.51 | 0.32
(.655-.833)
Negative Teaching Behavior = - - .69*** 153 | 0.39
(.550-.793)
Socio-Emotional Behavior = - - .88*** 2.8C | 0.6C
(.829-.919)
Organizational Behavior = = = 59*** 3.12 | 0.54
(.398-.733)
TBQ-O
Instructional Behavior = = = .92%** 1.41 0.25
(.826-.989)
Negative Teaching Behavior = - - .66*** 1.02 | 0.05
(.423-.852)
Socio-Emotional Behavior = - - T2%** 143 | 0.2¢
(.544-.851)
Organizational Behavior = - - .68*** 1.09 | 0.13
(.439-.820)
PANAS-C
Positive Affect = = = 5% 40.6€ | 14.4:
(.655-.833)
Negative Affect = = = .69*** 2491 | 11.82
(.550-.793)

Note. TBQ-S = student-rated TBQ, TBQ-T = teacher-rat8)T TBQ-O = observer-rated TBQ, M = mean, SD =

standard deviationy = Cronbach’s alphdCC = interrater reliability. ***p < .001.
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Study 2
Method

Participants. Students and teachers of one public high schoalrmedium-sized metropolitan area
in the Southern United States were invited to pigrdite in this study. Of the 1,026 students atsitteool,
822 volunteered to participate in this study (mgsttion rate: 80.1%). Of the participating studed4.6%
identified as Caucasian, 32.5% as African AmeridaB% as mixed race/ethnicity, 6.7% as Hispani4¥.
as another race/ethnicity, 2.9% as Asian/Pacifientier, and 0.7% as Native American; 54.6% reported
being male and 45.4% female. Further, 28.8% ofthdents described themselves as being in"therdle,
30.2% in the 19, 20.8% in the 14, and 19.9% in the 12(mean age = 15.68D = 1.24). Of the students in
this school 48% were eligible for free or reducedch. Of the 79 teachers at the high school 36eabto
participate (participation rate: 45.6%). Of thetp#pating teachers, 29.4% were male and 70.6%ewer
female. Further, 22.2% of the participating teashiaught English, 13.9% Mathematics, 11.1% social
science and technical classes (including machimds tovelding) each, 8.3% foreign languages, music
(including band, chorus, orchestra), and scienah,eand 2.8% Business, Health, and Special Educatio
each. There were no exclusion criteria, and neithedents nor teachers received any incentiveteir
participation. This study was approved by theitugonal review boards at the university and thélx

school system.

Measures

Teaching Behavior Questionnaire-Sudents (TBQ-S). The TBQ-S administered in Study 2 is
identical with the final 37-item version of the TB®Radministered in Study 1. Item descriptives faudor
loadings for the TBQ-S in Study 2 are presentedidhle I; scale descriptives and internal consisésnare
presented in Table Il. As in Study 1, responsesewget up with a four-point scale (1never, 4 =always)
and scores for the four TBQ-S scales were calalllayeaveraging the item scores.

Teaching Behavior Questionnaire-Teachers (TBQ-T). This version of the TBQ is identical to the
TBQ-S, except that the TBQ-T asks teachers to ttate own behavior towards specific students. &cal
descriptives and internal consistencies are preddantTable 1l. As with the TBQ-S, responses wsrtup
with a four-point scale (1 never, 4 =always) and the scores of the four TBQ-S scales wereutziéd by
averaging the item scores.

Teacher Behavior Questionnaire-Observer (TBQ-O). The TBQ-O consists of the same items as the
TBQ-S. External observers rated teaching behasioing two 18-minute periods of class time. Two
observers rated teachers’ behavior toward a p#ticiudent within a four-minute interval, then gested
their observations for two minutes. This procedues repeated three times within each observaioiogh
Later, each observer coded the observations usengBQ-O. Thus, the possible range of each TB@e@ i
ranged from never observed (= 1) to always obse(wed) per observation period and observer, which i
parallel to the possible range of the TBQ-S and IB@ems. The scores of the four TBQ-O scales were
calculated by averaging the item scores across bb#ervation periods (excluding items that measure
teaching behavior which is only observable at thgitning or end of a class) and both observergéoh
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scale. Because some teaching behaviors are osgnaible at the beginning or end of a class (e.gtalks
with me before or after class.”), one of the obaBons from each observer dyad was always schedoied
the beginning of a class and the other observatias scheduled for the last 18 minutes of a claBse
observers were one PhD-level psychologist and saxlugate students in a counseling psychology program
Observers were trained in a different public higho®l until exact interrater reliability of 90% feach of the
37 items was reached. Scale descriptives andatgereliabilities, based on double coding ofodiservation
dyads at the scale level in the Study 2 samplepragented in Table 1.

Positive Affect and Negative Affect Scale for Children (PANAS-C). The PANAS-C (Laurent et al.,
1999) is a 30-item self-report instrument includitly items measuring positive affect (e.g., hapmg &5
items measuring negative affect (e.g., sad). $itsdeesponded based on their feelings during tise feav
weeks on a 5-point Likert scale (lvery dlightly or not at all to 5 =extremely). The stability of the PANAS-
C ratings by the same students in different clasasoarea = .57 for the Positive Affect scale and: .61 for
the Negative Affect scale for all participatingdémts N = 822). While we are not aware of studies repgrti
short-term test-retest reliability of the PANAS-frevious studies reporting test-retest reliabgit@ the
PANAS scales over only a few weeks found correfetisimilar to the ones reported in this study (Keh
Egloff, Kohlmann, & Tausch, 1996; Watson, Clark, &llegen, 1988). Scale descriptives and internal

consistencies are presented in Table Il.

Procedures

After approval by the Institutional Review Board the protection of human subjects, the study was
described to teachers during a faculty meeting, @mbent forms from teachers were collected after t
faculty meeting. Further, letters describing thedg were sent to parents of all students in thégiaating
school. Students who had parental consent weriéeth¥o participate, and student assent forms were
collected during the following two weeks of schbglparticipating teachers.

Before the data collection began, two specific stuis of each of the 36 participating teachers were
randomly selected by the researchers using a t&pfsibcedure, resulting in a total selection okiilents.
First, of all classes a participating teacher tauto classes were randomly selected. Next,|aftatients in
these two classes, one student from each classandsemly selected. Both randomizations for altietus
took place before the data collection started usingagndom number generator (http://www.random.org).
Inspection of the assignments revealed that nestuglas selected for more than one class; thubk,stadent
in this smaller sample only reported on one teacher

The first data collected were observer-rated teachehavior of each of the participating teachers (
= 36) towards two specific students. To minimike tikelihood that the observations would impaa th
interaction between the selected teacher-studexdsiyneither teachers nor students were told wdtigihents
were selected. After completion of all observasiostudent- and teacher-ratings were collectece TBQ-S
was part of a questionnaire package administeredl frarticipating 822 students. Demographic infation
(i.e., age, sex, and race/ethnicity) and the PANAS ere also collected from these students. Stsdent
evaluated the behavior of multiple teachers tow#ndmselves and also completed the PANAS-C dutieg t
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classes for the teachers they rated (mean numbetings: 2, SD: 0.69, range: 1-4). Thus, a tofal,255
student-ratings about mood and teaching behavioe wellected. Teachers simultaneously completed th
TBQ-T to rate their behavior towards the same tpecHic students who were part of the 72 teachedlesit
dyads rated using the TBQ-O. Thus, student-, trachnd observer-ratings of teaching behaviohendgame
72 teacher-student dyads were collected. In thgads the teacher behavior toward two studentsraiad

by the teachers and external observers while efacterst rated only the behavior of one teacher tdsvar

them.

Satistical Analyses.

In order to test how well the four-factor model iouin Study 1 applied to the sample of 822
students, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) wasfgrened on the TBQ-S with the maximum likelihood
method using IBM Amos 20.0. In addition to the relodith the four correlated factors found in Studya
model consistent with the originally predicted tfactor model was tested to ensure that the fttisigf
factor structure for multiple samples was used.

The x2 statistic, Comparative Fit Index (CFIl; BentleQ9D), Normed-Fit Index (NFI; Bentler &
Bonnet, 1980), and root mean squared error of appedion (RMSEA; Steiger & Lind, 1980) were used to
evaluate the goodness of fit of the models. Siedilby non-significant values of? (Kline, 2011; Uliman,
1996) indicate a good fit of the model to the daf&l and NFI values af .95 indicate a good model fit and
values of> .90 are regarded as acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1988 RMSEA value of 0 indicates a perfect
model fit, values of .05 are considered a good miijeand values of .08 are regarded as accepighle&
Bentler, 1999). To compare modedCFI was calculated by subtracting the CFI valuethefmodels from
each other. WhenCFl is > .002 the model with higher CFlI fits thaalaignificantly better. However, when
ACFI is<.002 both models fit equally well from a statiatipoint of view and the more parsimonious model
should be accepted (Meade, Johnson, & Braddy, 2008)addition, nested models were compared by
subtracting thee? values as well as thi#fs of the models from each othgp difference tests). Wheftiy? is
significant forAdf, the models are seen as significantly differeminfieach other.

To examine the reliability of scores of the TBQ witlifferent samples of students, internal
consistencies (Cronbach’'s Barnette, 2005) for each scale of all three warsiof the TBQ and
intercorrelations between all those TBQ scales wateulated with student-, teacher-, and obsermponts
using SPSS 20.0.

Finally, to test which teaching behaviors are digantly associated with students’ positive and
negative affect, two-level hierarchical linear miogl¢L M) analyses were calculated using HLM vers&7
(Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, Congdon, & du Toit, 200fhdependent of whether student-, teacher-, or
observer-report of teaching behavior was used eptédictor, in all these analyses students westedéan
teachers. To deal with collinearity (condition rhenx = 226.05; Montgomery & Peck, 1992), the TBQ-S,
TBQ-T, and TBQ-O scale scores served as predi@totsree separate HLM analyses for each of the two
dependent variables of interest, the PANAS-C Ras#iffect scale and the Negative Affect scale ssore
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Results

The CFAs using the data from all 822 students with TBQ-S showed that RMSEA for the four-
factor model §2 (623,N = 1255) = 4634.3%) < .001, RMSEA (.072), CFI (.860), NFI (.842)] waihin the
acceptable range. The CFAs showed further thag¢ wbrthe indices of goodness of fit for the thraetbr
model [z (626,N = 1255) = 8898.16p < .001, RMSEA (.103), CFI (.711), NFI (.696)] wenéthin the
acceptable range. Comparing both models wittAIBEI test revealed that the correlated four-factodet
fit the data of the TBQ-S in the sample of Studpelter than the three-factor model. This findingsw
confirmed comparing both models)? (3) = 4263.84p < .001) using? difference tests. However, although
the RMSEA of the four-factor model was acceptatite,x?, the CFl and NFI were not. Nevertheless, the
results from CFAs provide some support for the f@aator model in the TBQ-S and, as such, that Negat
Teaching Behavior can be seen by students asdistom the other three components of teaching Weha
that are already well established in the literature

Internal consistencies of the scales of the thiB® Tersions and intercorrelations between all four
scales of all three TBQ versions are presentedainleT|l and Ill, respectively. Similar to the finds in
Study 1, the internal consistencies of the TBQ-$ha sample ranged from .77 to .95, with Organizeti
Behavior the lowest and Instructional Behavior liighest. Most intercorrelations between the TBeSles
were positive, only the correlation between Inginmal Behavior and Negative Teaching Behavior was
negative. The pattern of internal consistencies iatercorrelations of the TBQ-S mirror the findingn
Study 1 (Table Il). The Skew Index of the TBQ-&nits in Study 2 ranged from -.95 to 1.37. Becahse t
Skew Indices of all items are below 3.0 (Kline, 2))Ihon-normality did not need to be addressed.

The internal consistencies of the TBQ-T ranged fr&&h to .88, with Organizational Behavior the
lowest and Socio-Emotional Behavior the higheshe pattern of the intercorrelations between the TBQ
scales mirrors the intercorrelations between th@TBscales. The only difference is that the dioecof the
non-significant intercorrelation between the Sd€metional and the Negative Teaching Behavior scales
changes from positive to negative. The internalstziencies of the TBQ-O ranged from .66 to .92hwi
Negative Teaching Behavior the lowest and Instometi Behavior the highest. The most important
difference between the intercorrelations betweaen TBQ-O scales and the intercorrelations between th
scales of the other two TBQ versions is that thergorrelations between most of the TBQ-O scalesvary

low.
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Table llI. Intercorrelations between the TBQ Scales in Study 2 (K 72)

TBQ-S TBQ-T TBQ-O
Instr Neg Socio | Org Instr Neg Socio | Org Instr Neg Socio
TBQ-S
Neg -.10
Socio 77| .08
Org .67** | .2E .62**
TBQ-T
Instr .28 -.01 11 .10
Neg -.09 .00 -.09 -.04 -.19
Socio A2%x | -.0€ A1x* | .23 50** | -.04
Org .16 -.1¢ .0C .16 .30* .0€ .33
TBQ-O
Instr .23 -.05 .27 .07 .26* -27% | .33* .19
Neg -.2E -.33* -.17 -.49* | .03 .01 .18 -.1C -.02
Socio .28 -.1C .30* AE .2C -12 .32* A7 27 -.01
Org -.08 -.19 -.07 -.12 -.14 .08 11 A1 .02 .29* -.03

Note. Intercorrelations in italics are correlations amade different reporters (students, teacherscdisdrvers), TBQ-
S = student-rated TBQ, TBQ-T = teacher-rated TBRBQTO = observer-rated TBQ, Instr = InstructionahBeior,
Neg = Negative Teaching Behavior, Socio = Socio-Eonal Behavior, Org = Organizational Behavior. *i*< .001,
** p< .01, *p<.05.

Before calculating the correlations between thédbht versions of the TBQ using only data from
the 72 student-teacher dyads, we tested whetherahstudents were significantly different from thiger
752 students in terms of grade levgl(4) = 0.62,p = .975), race/ethnicityxf(8) = 4.69,p = .790), sex)?(1)
= 0.27,p = .602), ratings on the TBQ-S Instructional Bebaw(789) = 0.68p = .498), Negative Teaching
Behavior {(785) = 0.83p = .408), Socio-Emotional Behavial({88) = 0.50p = .614), and Organizational
Behavior ((787) = 0.41p = .684) scales, or the PANAS-C Positive Affer{%7) = 0.59p = .554) and
Negative Affect ((756) = 0.77p = .444) scales. No significant differences betwte subsample and the
total sample were found regarding any of the véegb

Some of the intercorrelations presented in Talleulé correlations among the different reporters
(students, teachers, and observers). The cometaimong the different reporters (i.e., studeme@chers,
and observers) of the Socio-Emotional Behavior exavere the highest and were all significant. Nt

correlations among the different reporters of th&ructional Behavior scores of the three TBQ wersiare
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consistently below .30 although only the correlasiobetween TBQ-T and TBQ-O were statistically
significant. The correlations of teacher-ratingthwistudent- and observer-rating of the Negative and
Organizational Behavior scores are non-significamtl close to zero. However, there was a significan
negative correlation between the student- and @bseating of negative behavior scores. The pattdr
correlations between students, teachers, and aysaumderstandably follows the internal consisesciTo

be more precise, the correlations among the differeporters that include only scale scores witdhhi
internal consistencies have the highest correlatemmong the different reporters, while correlatiansong

the different reporters that include one or twolescscores with low internal consistencies have low
correlations among the different reporters. Td telsether internal consistencies are the causdhiese
patterns, attenuation corrected correlations shioeldalculated.

The remaining intercorrelations are between saaleme version of the TBQ and the other scales of
another version of the TBQ. As one could expedteld on the fact that these intercorrelations areden
different scales rated by different persons, threynaostly low and non-significant.

Using the data from all participating students andient-teacher dyads, six HLMs were conducted to
regress Positive and Negative Affect scores onestisthted teaching behavior (TBQ4$= 822), teacher-
rated teaching behavior (TBQ-H;= 72), and observer-rated teaching behavior (TBQ+© 72). Results
showed that the Negative Teaching Behavior scatbefTBQ-S was negatively related to students’ tResi
Affect, and the Socio-Emotional Behavior scale lef TBQ-O was positively related to students’ Pusiti
Affect (Table IV). In addition, the Negative Teautp Behavior and the Socio-Emotional scales oftB®-S
were positively related to students’ Negative Affeand the Instructional Behavior and the Orgaiora
Behavior scales of the TBQ-S and the TBQ-O weratiegly related to students’ Negative Affect (Takle

Discussion

Despite the fact that teaching behavior is assediatith important psychosocial outcomes in
students (e.g., Perry et al., 2007; Thijs et @08} there is a surprising dearth of evaluatedesiticeport
instruments to measure concrete and specific tegdigéhaviors. To overcome this shortcoming, thpgse
of these studies is to describe the developmemindhstrument to assess students’ perceptiorsraf ete
and specific teaching behavior, to report the psychometricthis instrument, and to use that instrument to
explore associations between teaching behaviosamtents’ well-being.

Devel opment of the TBQ-S

Data from two independent high school student sempiformed the development of the 37-item
TBQ-S, a questionnaire measuring instructional,atieg teaching, socio-emotional, and organizational
behaviors. These four scales reflect componentsawhing behavior found in previous studies (Coreto
al., 2009; Douglas, 2009; Pianta & Hamre, 2009pwEler, items indicative of negative teaching bérav
were not expected to form a separate scale budatd dbnto each of the other scales. However, ttt®rfa
structure with four correlated scales was somewhbpported in both samples, even when the confimpato
factor analyses revealed that only the RMSEA butme CFl and the NFI of this model was acceptable.
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Table IV. Estimated Fixed Effects of the TBQ-S, TBQT, and TBQ-O Scales on the
PANAS-C Scale Positive Affect from three Separate EHVIs

Parameter Parameter estimate SE

TBQ-S (n = 822)

Instructional Behaviory{o) 1.610 0.891

Negative Teaching Behavioy,f) -1.820** 0.62¢

Socio-Emotional Behavioy4,) 4.506%** 0.792

Organizational Behaviowo) 1.10: 0.75¢
TBQ-T (n=72)

Instructional Behavionyo) 7.14¢ 8.38¢

Negative Teaching Behavioy,f) -0.191 5.915

Socio-Emotional Behavioy4,) -0.159 4.501

Organizational Behavior) 2.274 4.351
TBQ-O (n = 72)

Instructional Behaviory) -7.45: 9.871

Negative Teaching Behavioy,f) -14.871 76.424

Socio-Emotional Behaviowy4,) 17.99: 9.42¢

Organizational Behaviow) 3.914 16.768

Note. TBQ-S = student-rated TBQ, TBQ-T = teacher-rate@@TBBQ-O = observer-rated TBQ.

When interpreting the level of the goodness-ofifilices, Marsh, Hau, and Wen (2004) work
demonstrating that the goodness-of-fit indices @€y good at distinguishing between more and less
misspecified models, but not as helpful for prowgliabsolute guidelines about the acceptability of a
particular model should be considered. InsteadrsMat al. (2004) recommend considering fit indices
together with expectations based on theory and keamtparacteristics. Nevertheless, to strengthen th
confidence in the correlated four-factor model,ufat studies should test the factor structure irerdie
samples. So far, the samples were limited to pubijh schools. Thus, as the setting and the figeidents
might impact teaching behavior and student ratofgeaching behavior, private schools and elemgraad
middle-school samples should be included in thepéaation studies. Further, cultural factors nighpact
teaching behavior and student-ratings of teachetgabior as well. For example, in East Asia teexlaee
highly valued and respected, which leads to a tdbieal interaction between students and teacl@sr{ &
Wei, 2011). Thus, samples from countries othen tha US, different cultures within the US, or iffetent

settings could contribute important information abihe factor structure of the TBQ-S.
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Table V. Estimated Fixed Effects of the TBQ-S, TBQF, and TBQ-O Scales on the PANAS-C Scale
Negative Affect from three Separate HLMs.

Parameter Parameter estimate SE

TBQ-S (n = 822)

Instructional Behaviory) -1.873* 0.75:

Negative Teaching Behavioy,() 2.264*** 0.532

Socio-Emotional Behavioly{,) 2.312%%* 0.66¢

Organizational Behaviow) -1.9135* 0.638
TBQ-T (n =72)

Instructional Behavioryo) 7.168 4.873

Negative Teaching Behavioy,f) 5.24¢ 3.47:

Socio-Emotional Behavioy4,) -0.377 2.589

Organizational Behaviowy) -3.411 2.48F
TBQ-O (n =72)

Instructional Behavioryg) -15.252* 6.414

Negative Teaching Behavioy,f) 15.531 49.37(

Socio-Emotional Behavion4) 7.557 6.150

Organizational Behavior) -24.497° 10.97¢

Note. TBQ-S = student-rated TBQ, TBQ-T = teacher-rated@TBBQ-O = observer-rated TBQ p*< .05; ** p < .01;
*k%k
p < .001.

Further, it is surprising that items indicativerafgative teaching behaviors formed a separaterfacto
instead of loading on the other three factors diyeaell-established in the literature (Connor et 2009;
Douglas, 2009; Pianta & Hamre, 2009). Althoughxpeeted, it makes sense that students, rather than
outside observers as mainly used in the prevideature, might group behaviors indicative of ptaaching
together, given their personal investment in wregigens in the classroom. Whereas an outside olpssrve
removed from the consequences of negative teaclielgaviors, students directly experience the
repercussions of such behavior, perhaps resulting feaction to it that is, first and foremost, atdge.
Further, the distribution of all items loading dretNegative Teaching Behavior TBQ-S scale and B@-5
scale scores are positively skewed in both studigsis reflects what one would hope to see aslikedy
means that students experience only a low frequehnggative teaching behavior in classrooms.

Not surprisingly, the pattern of correlations amdhg different reporters (students, teachers, and
observers) follows the internal consistencies.otlmer words, the correlations among the differepiorters
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that include only scale scores with high internahsistencies have the highest correlations amogg th
different reporters, while those that include onéwm scale scores with low internal consistentiage low
correlations among the different reporters. Siryilahe intercorrelations of the different scaleihin the
same version of the TBQ seem generally consisterdsa the three TBQ versions and both studies.
Intercorrelations between the Instructional Behgvémcio-Emotional Behavior, and Organizational &etr
scales are positive and tend to be significant. wél@r, intercorrelations of the TBQ-O Organizationa
Behavior scale with the Instructional and the Sdfmootional Behavior scales are non-significant.ug;ht
seems observers see organizational behavior as diffesent from the other two scales than studemd
teachers do. Indeed, the intercorrelations of TB&-O suggests that observers’ perceptions of tgach
behavior are more orthogonal than students’ orhiac ratings, suggesting that the history of thuelant-
teacher interactions, as well as personal chaisiitsrand perhaps bias inherent in assessmerrogingal
experiences, informs students’ and teachers’ glaleat of teacher behavior.

Next, the intercorrelations of the Negative TeaghBehavior scales with the other scales are
negative but tend to be non-significant across timee TBQ versions in Study 2. However, the
intercorrelations between the TBQ-S Negative Teagldehavior scale and the other TBQ-S scales idyStu
1 are also negative, but significant. The likedgson for this difference is that the sample sizZétudy 1 was
much largely than the sample size in Study 2.

The negative associations in both samples betwkenTBQ-S negative teaching behavior and
instructional behavior scales seem to make sensm@svould expect that behavior students perceive a
counter-productive or unpleasant (negative teachettavior) and behavior that is demonstrated ipaese
to students’ needs (instructional behavior) aretreoyw However, the positive associations of niegat
teaching behavior with socio-emotional and orgaiopal behavior are not so clear. One possible
explanation for the positive association betweea TBQ-S Negative Teaching Behavior and Socio-
Emotional Behavior scales is that some of the tegchehaviors that are commonly perceived as negati
may actually make a teacher appear more respoteisteidents [e.g., “My teacher is easy to influefeg.,
it is easy to get my teacher to talk about somgtiiasides the class topic).”]. Similarly, the Naga
Teaching Behavior and Organizational Behavior scatmtain items that describe negative consequerices
misbehavior (e.g., for negative teaching behavibly teacher threatens to punish me when | misbefiave
and for organizational behavior: “My teacher takesy a privilege if | abuse it.”). Thus, it is werdtandable

that students may perceive both types of behaa®equally punishing and negative (Weinstein, 2003)

Teaching Behavior and Sudent Well-Being

The majority of relations between teacher behawnd student well-being were in line with
hypotheses. For example, higher levels of studsptrted negative teaching behavior were associaitid
less positive affect, whereas higher levels of s@ehotional teaching behavior were associated withe
positive affect. Further, higher levels of negatieaching behavior were associated with more ivegat
affect, whereas higher levels of both instructicawadl organizational teaching behavior were assatiaith
less negative affect. However, the finding thatdett perceptions of more social-emotional behalior
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teachers were associated with more negative affastnot expected. This finding might be causedhey
cross-sectional design of Study 2. It is very liikéhat students in a negative emotional state sesko-
emotional support from their teachers, and mayefioee be more attuned to it. However, previougsassh
has shown iatrogenic effects of emotional supporfteachers of students with low levels of stiass 5-
year longitudinal study with high school stude®ggsel et al., 2013). Pdssel et al. (2013) hypatedhat
the iatrogenic effect of teacher support can bdagxpd by thedeviancy training hypothesis, such that
students are role models for each other, learrongttend to or describe negative affect. Regardimg
finding in Study 2, this could mean that socio-emul teaching behavior provides a safe space doh s
learning as it allows students to express theiatieg affect in the classroom. Nevertheless, thirig that
socio-emotional teaching behavior might have iarig effects on students’ negative affect needbeo
interpreted cautiously until explored further.

Although the focus of these studies was the devedo of a student-rated questionnaire on teaching
behavior (TBQ-S), it is important to point out thetores based on observations of teaching behesoe
good predictors of students’ well-being as welhdded, observations of teaching behavior indicébed
instructional and organizational behaviors were atiggly associated with students’ negative affect.
Instructional and organizational teaching behaviars features of classrooms where interactions and
activities are intentional, and students know wioaéxpect (e.g., Pianta & Hamre, 2009). It is lijkdnat
students in classrooms where instructional andnizgtional teaching behavior are high are more gedian
learning (see Fredericks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2064 a review; Ryan & Patrick, 2001), and academic
engagement has been consistently linked to postiiteomes for students, such as higher achievement
(Connell, Spencer, & Aber, 1994; Fredericks et2004; Marks, 2000), and lower likelihood of drapgiout
(Fredericks et al., 2004). A lack of engagementtte other hand, is linked to disaffection, sushwarry,
sadness, and withdrawal (Skinner, Furrer, March&nidindermann, 2008). The fact that these assioriat
emerged only from the TBQ-O ratings suggest thhird-party view provides a glimpse of importanpasts
of teaching behavior that is untainted by bias iehein teacher or student ratings.

Limitations

Several limitations should be noted. First of dle overall model fit was not particularly strong.
Thus, the four-factor structure of the TBQ-S needse replicated. Another limitation of the TBQsShat it
is unclear whether the instrument can be usedbiglia all classroom settings. For example, Keatewl.
(2006) point out that it might be unrealistic topegt a teacher in a very large class to know atiestts’
names; however typical secondary classrooms hawenage of 24.3 students (Organization for Economi
Cooperation and Development, 2009). In additionsiunknown whether a physical education teacher
displays all the same (expected) behaviors as ¢eadaf other subjects (e.g. English, mathematit¥hile
data from classroom settings with large classeg wellected in Study 2 (e.g., orchestra, band)abse of
the small number of teachers with these classagastnot possible to test for the effect of clage.s The
large percentage of questionable data in Studynlbeaseen as another limitation. However, the lafck

differences on demographic variables between thdests providing acceptable and questionable data
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suggests that the acceptable data may still beeseptative of the student body, at least in terinkey
demographic variables. Another limitation is thatinterviews with students were conducted to engplmw
students were interpreting items and response eboi€urther, the low internal consistency of sahthe
TBQ-T and the TBQ-O scales (i.e., Negative Teacldebavior, Organizational Behavior) and the faei th
no factor analyses were calculated in Study 2 WighTBQ-T and TBQ-O are additional limitations. uBhit

is possible that these two versions of the TBQ hawether factor structure than the TBQ-S. Another
limitation is that some students did report on iiplétteachers in Study 2, but we were unable toaecfor
that in our analyses. Finally, no evidence fortdraporal stability of the observed teaching betvawi about
the longitudinal relationships between TBQ-S scadesl students’ well-being were collected. Thus,
longitudinal studies with large numbers of partatipg teachers are needed.

To summarize, based on data from two independenliest, the 37-item TBQ-S, a questionnaire
measuring student-reports of teachers’ instructjomegative teaching, socio-emotional, and orgditiral
behavior was developed. Further, associationsepintdividual teaching behaviors with positive aredjative
affect in students were measured. To be moreg@ehigher levels of negative teaching behaviorsonel
with the TBQ-S was associated with less positivd arore negative affect in students. Further, more
student-reported social-emotional teaching behawias associated with more positive and more negativ
affect in students. Finally, higher levels of batktructional and organizational teaching behawere not
significantly associated with positive affect bowérsely associated with negative affect in stusleBecause
the negative teaching behaviors measured are deremd specific, it is possible to train teacherage more
adaptive behaviors that are empirically linked ¢sifive student outcomes (Hamre et al., 2012). sTHuhe
association between teaching behavior and wellgbaire replicated in longitudinal studies, attemigis

improve well-being in students by changing teacliagavior seem possible.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank the students and teachersl#ed in this project for making this project
possible. The described publication was made blesby two grants both to the first two authorsiirthe

College of Education and Human Development, Unitiecs Louisville.

References

Achenbach, T. M., McConaughy, S. H., & Howell, C.(T987). Child/adolescent behavioral and emotional
problems: Implications of cross-informant corredas for situational specificity. Psychological
Bulletin, 101(2), 213-232.

Barnette, J. J. (2005). ScoreRel Cl: An EXCEL paogifor computing confidence intervals for commonly
used score reliability coefficients. Educationad &sychological Measurement, 65(6), 980-983.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexestiustural models. Psychological Bulletin, 107(2}82246.

Bentler, P. M., & Bonnet, D. C. (1980). Significantests and goodness of fit in the analysis of tanee
structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588-606.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2013 CRES/ENSE Volume 5, Number 2, November 2013 p 25



Bru, E., Stephens, P., & Torsheim, T. R. (2002)d8hts’ perceptions of class management and regforts
their own misbehavior. Journal of School Psychojetf}(4), 287-307.

Cameron, C. E., Connor, C. M., & Morrison, F. D{R). Effects of variation in teacher organization
classroom functioning. Journal of School Psychold@@(1), 61-85.

Cattell, R. B. (1966). The scree test for the nunadbdactors. Multivariate Behavioral Research,)1@45-
276.

Chen, J. K., & Wei, H. S. (2011).The impact of seslholence on self-esteem and depression among
Taiwanese junior high school students. Social kigicResearch, 100(3), 479-498.

Clark, L. A., & Watson, D. (1991). Tripartite modsi anxiety and depression: Psychometric evidende a
taxonomic implications. Journal of Abnormal Psyagy, 100(3), 316-336.

Connell, J. P., Spencer, M. B., & Aber, J. L. (1p®ducational risk and resilience in African_Ancaim
youth: Context, self, action, and outcomes in sthobild Development, 65(2), 493-506.

Connor, C. M., Morrison, F. J., Fishman, B. J.,iBpiC. C., Glasney, S., Underwood, P. S, ...
Schatschneider, C. (2009). The ISI Classroom Obsierv System: Examining the literacy
instruction provided to individual students. Edima&l Researcher, 38(2), 85-99.

Croninger, R. G., & Valli, L. (2009). “Where is tlaetion?” Challenges to studying the teaching aflirg in
elementary classrooms. Educational Researcher),38(@-108.

Crosnoe, R., Johnson, M. K., & Elder, G. H., JA02). Intergenerational Bonding in School: The Bébral
and Contextual Correlates of Student-Teacher Ralsiiips. Sociology of Education, 77(1), 60-81.

Curby, T. W., Rudasill, K. M., Edwards, T., & Peredgar, K. (2011). The role of classroom quality in
ameliorating the academic and social risks assatiaith difficult temperament. School Psychology
Quatrterly, 26(2), 175-188.

Davis, H. (2006). Exploring the contexts of relaship quality between middle school students aadhers.
The Elementary School Journal, 106(3), 193-223.

Demaray, M. K., Malecki, C. K., Rueger, S. Y., Brvs. E., & Summers, K. H. (2009). Importance of
socially supportive behaviors in the relationshgiween social support and self-concept. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 38(1), 13-28.

Douglas, K. (2009). Sharpening our focus in measguclassroom instruction. Educational Researct8{i,)3
518-521.

Eccles, J. S., Midgley, C., Buchanan, C. M., Wigfi&\., Reuman, D., & Maclver, D. (1993). Developme
during adolescence: The impact of stage/environiie#merican Psychologist, 48(2), 90-101.

Eisenhower, A. S., Baker, B. L., & Blacher, J. (ZR(Early student-teacher relationships of childnéth and
without intellectual disability: Contributions okhavioral, social, and self-regulatory competence.
Journal of School Psychology, 45(4), 363-383.

Fredericks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A.(B004). School engagement: Potential of the quinctate
of the evidence. Review of Educational Resear4({i, )7 59-109.

Furrer, C., & Skinner, E. (2003). Sense of relagsdras a factor in children’s academic engagenment a
performance. Journal of Educational Psychologyl P5(48-162.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2013 CRES/ENSE Volume 5, Number 2, November 2013 p 26



Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2005). Can Instroctl and Emotional Support in the First-Grade Ctazs
Make a Difference for Children at Risk of Schoolli@? Child Development, 76(5), 949-967.

Hamre, B. K., Pianta, R. C., Burchinal, M., Fie®l, LoCasale-Crouch, J., Downer, J. T., . . . Sttte, C.
(2012). A course on effective teacher-child intdoacs: Effects on teacher beliefs, knowledge, and
observed practice. American Educational Reseangmab 49(1), 88-123.
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831211434596

Hayton, J. C., Allen, D. G., & Scarpello, V. (200&gnctor retention decisions in exploratory faetoalysis:

A tutorial on parallel analysis. Organizational Baxh Methods, 7(2), 191-205.

Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for thenfver of factors in factor analysis. Psychometr8¢{2),
179-185.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cut-off criteriarffit indexes in covariance structure analysisnamtional
criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equetodeling, 6(1), 1-55.

Huebner, E. S., & Dew, T. (1996). The interrelasioips of positive affect, negative affect and life
satisfaction in an adolescent sample. Social InodiseResearch, 38(2), 129-137.

Humensky, J., Kuwabara, S. A., Fogel, J., Wells@Goodwin, B., & Van Voorhees, B. W. (2010).
Adolescents with depressive symptoms and theilegés with learning in school. The Journal of
School Nursing, 26(5), 377-392.

Jonsson, U., Bohman, H., Hjern, A., von Knorring,@Isson, G., & von Knorring, A-L. (2010). Subseqt
higher education after adolescent depression: feHs-follow-up register study. European
Psychiatry, 25(7), 396-401.

Kaiser, H. F. (1960). The application of electrocmenputers to factor analysis. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 20(1), 141-151.

Keeley, J., Smith, D., & Buskist, W. (2006). Thea€her Behaviors Checklist: Factor Analysis of Itgity
for Evaluating Teaching. Teaching of Psychology23384-91.

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principals and practice olistural equation modeling (3rd ed.). New York, NY:
Guilford.

Krohne, H. E., Egloff, B., Kohimann, C-W., & Tauséh (1996). Untersuchungen mit einer deutschen
Version der ‘Positive and Negative Affect Sched(RANAS). [Investigations with a German
version of the Positive and Negative Affect Sched(PANAS).] Diagnostica, 42(2), 139-156.

Laurent, J., Catanzaro, S. J., Joiner, T. E. Idoph, K. D., Potter, K. I., Lambert, S., ... Gag, T.
(1999). A measure of positive and negative affecchildren: Scale development and preliminary
validation. Psychological Assessment, 11(3), 328-33

Marks, H. M. (2000). Student engagement in instonell activity: Patterns in the elementary, middied
high school years. American Educational Researamad, 37(1), 153-184.

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In sgfaiof golden rules: Comment on hypothesis-testing
approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indiaesl dangers in overgeneralizing Hu and Bentler's
(1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling, 11(30 -341.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2013 CRES/ENSE Volume 5, Number 2, November 2013 p 27



Meade, A. W., Johnson, E. C., & Braddy, P. W. (20@®wer and sensitivity of alternative fit indidagests
of measurement invariance. Journal of Applied Psidy, 93(3), 568-592.

Montgomery, D. C., & Peck, E. A. (1992). Introduxctito Linear Regression Analysis. John Willy: New
York, NY.

Netemeyer, R. G., Bearden, W. O., & Sharma, S.32@xaling procedures, issues and applicatiorge:Sa
Thousand Oaks, CA.

Niehaus, S. K., Rudasill, K. M., & Rakes, C. (201&)ongitudinal study of school connectedness and
academic outcomes across sixth grade. Journalhafdb®sychology, 50(4), 443-460.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develapm@009). Education at a glance 2009. Paris: éwuth

Patrick, H., Ryan, A., & Kaplan, A. (2007). Earlgaescents’ perceptions of the classroom social
environment, motivational beliefs, and engagem#mirnal of Educational Psychology, 99(1), 83-
98.

Perry, K. E., Donohue, K. M., & Weinstein, R. SOQZ). Teaching practices and the promotion of
achievement and adjustment in first grade. Jowh&chool Psychology, 45(3), 269-292.

Pianta, R. (1999). Enhancing relationships betvodddren and teachers. Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Pianta, R. C., & Hamre, B. K. (2009). Conceptudiaa measurement, and improvement of classroom
processes: Standardized observation can leverpgeita Educational Researcher, 38(2), 109-119.

Pianta, R. C., LaParo, K. M., & Hamre, B. K. (2008)assroom Assessment Scoring System. Baltimore,
MD: Brookes.

Pdssel, P., Rudasill, K. M., Sawyer M. G., Speikd., & Bjerg, A. C. (2013). Associations between
teacher support and depression in Australian adetgs. A 5-year longitudinal study.
Developmental Psychology, 49(11), 2135-2146.

Preacher, K. J., & MacCullum, R. C. (2003). Repajriom Swift's electric factor analysis machine.
Understanding Statistics, 2(1), 13-43.

Raudenbush, S., Bryk, A., Cheong, Y. F., Congdon&Rliu Toit, M. (2004). HLM6: Hierarchical lineand
non-linear modeling. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Bware International.

Reddy, R., Rhodes, J., & Mulhall, P. (2003). Thiuence of teacher support on student adjustmetttan
middle school years: A latent growth curve studgvBlopment and Psychopathology, 15(1), 119-
138.

Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Curby, T. W., Grimm, K., Natkan, L., & Brock, L. L. (2009). The contributiofi 0
children's self-regulation and classroom qualitghiddren's adaptive behaviors in the kindergarten
classroom. Developmental Psychology, 45(4), 958-97

Roeser, R., Midgley, C., & Urdan, T. (1996). Petaas of the school psychological environment aadye
adolescents’ psychological and behavioral functignih school: The mediating role of goals and

belonging. Journal of Educational Psychology, 88488-422.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2013 CRES/ENSE Volume 5, Number 2, November 2013 p 28



Rudasill, K. M., Gallagher, K., & White, J. M. (20}l Temperamental attention and activity, classroom
emotional support, and academic achievement id grade. Journal of School Psychology, 48(8),
113-134.

Rueger, S. Y., Malecki, C. K., & Demaray, M. K. (). Relationship between multiple sources of peeck
social support and psychological and academic adgr# in early adolescence: Comparisons across
gender. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39(:pU47

Ryan, A. M., & Patrick, H. (2001). The classroontisbenvironment and changes in adolescents’ minbiva
and engagement during middle school. American Bowa Research Journal, 38(2), 437-460.

Ryan, R., Stiller, J., & Lynch, J. (1994). Reprdations of relationships to teachers, parents faedds as
predictors of academic motivation and self-esteluarnal of Early Adolescence, 14(2), 226-249.

Schmid, H. (1992). Psychologische Tests: TheoraeKionstruktion [Psychological tests: theory and
construction]. Universitatsverlag Fribourg, Switaed.

Shelton, K. K., Frick, P. J., & Wootton, J. (1998ksessment of parenting practices in familied@hentary
school-age children. Journal of Clinical Child Fsylogy, 25(3), 317-329.

Skinner, E., Furrer, C., Marchand, G., & Kindermahn(2008). Engagement and disaffection in the
classroom: Part of a larger motivational dynamm®dal of Educational Psychology, 100(4), 765-
781.

Soar, R. S., & Soar, R. M. (1987). Classroom mamege and affect expression. Professional School
Psychology, 2(1), 3-14.

Steiger, J. H., & Lind, J. M. (1980, May). Staiisilly based tests for the number of common fackaper
presented at the Psychometrika Society meetinga Gity, lowa.

Suldo, S. M., Shaffer, E. J., & Riley, K. N. (2008) social-cognitive-behavioral model of academic
predictors of adolescents' life satisfaction. S¢trsychology Quarterly, 23(1), 56-69.

Teddlie, C., Virgilio, I., & Oescher, J. (1990). Bdopment and validation of the Virgilio TeacherBgior
instrument. Educational and Psychological Measunen®®(2), 421-430.

Thijs, J. T., Koomen, H. M. Y., & van der Leij, £2008). Teacher-child relationships and pedagogical
practices: Considering the teacher's perspectiteo@ Psychology Review, 37(2), 244-260.

Thompson, B. (2004). Exploratory and confirmatagtér analysis: Understanding concepts and
applications. Washington, DC: American Psycholdgissociation.

Ullman, J. B. (1996). Structural equation modeliimyB. Tabachnick & L. Fidell (Eds.), Using multivate
statistics (3rd ed., pp. 709-812). New York, NY:rptrCollins.

Van Ryzin, M., Gravely, A., & Roseth, C. (2009).tAoomy, belongingness, and engagement in school as
contributors to adolescent psychological well-beibgurnal of Youth & Adolescence, 38(1), 1-12.

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). @dopment and validation of brief measures of posit
and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journako$éhality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063-
1070.

Weinstein, C. S. (2003). Secondary classroom maneage Lessons from research and practice. Boston:
McGraw Hill.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2013 CRES/ENSE Volume 5, Number 2, November 2013 p 29



Wentzel, K. R. (2002). Are effective teachers lgaod parents? Interpersonal predictors of schgakadent
in early adolescence. Child Development, 73, 287-30
Wubbels, T., & Levy, J. (1991). A comparison ofrtersonal behavior of Dutch and American teachers.

International Journal of Intercultural RelationS(1), 1-18.

Endnote

2 factor solution: 13 items loaded on multiple ¢aist 18 items did not show a clear factor loading
3 factor solution: 20 items loaded on multiple fast 14 items did not show a clear factor loading
4 factor solution: 20 items loaded on multiple fast 17 items did not show a clear factor loading
5 factor solution: 19 items loaded on multiple ¢ast 14 items did not show a clear factor loading
6 factor solution: 12 items loaded on multiple ¢ast 17 items did not show a clear factor loading
7 factor solution: 18 items loaded on multiple ¢ast 14 items did not show a clear factor loading
8 factor solution: 16 items loaded on multiple ¢ast 16 items did not show a clear factor loading
9 factor solution: 17 items loaded on multiple ¢ast 17 items did not show a clear factor loading
10 factor solution: 19 items loaded on multipletdas, 13 items did not show a clear factor loading
11 factor solution: 16 items loaded on multipletdas, 13 items did not show a clear factor loading
12 factor solution: 18 items loaded on multipletéas, 15 items did not show a clear factor loading
13 factor solution: 22 items loaded on multipletdas, 15 items did not show a clear factor loading

14 factor solution: 23 items loaded on multipletdas, 14 items did not show a clear factor loading
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