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Titulo: Desatrollo y validacién del Cuestionario de Clima Escolar para
Profesores de Secundaria y Bachillerato (CES-PSB).

Resumen: El presente estudio se centra en el desarrollo y validacién inicial
de una medida del clima escolar basada en las percepciones de los
profesores. La medida fue desarrollada para integrar aquellos aspectos del
clima escolar destacados en la literatura existente, incluyendo la estructura
de metas escolar. Se realizaron andlisis factoriales exploratorios y
confirmatorios con una muestra de 581 profesores de secundaria y
bachillerato. El uso de modelos de ecuaciones estructurales proporciond
evidencia sobre la validez concurrente a través de correlaciones con una
medida criterio sobre la satisfaccion laboral de los profesores. La estructura
de metas escolar demostr6 ser un aspecto relevante para definir el clima
escolar relacionandose sustancialmente con otros aspectos del mismo tales
como la calidad del liderazgo o el apoyo entre profesores. Estos resultados
proporcionaron evidencias empiricas a favor del uso del cuestionatio
propuesto entre las escuelas, especialmente en aquellas interesadas en
articular intervenciones encaminadas a mejorar el entorno de aprendizaje a
través de las siete dimensiones del clima escolar abordadas.

Palabras clave: Clima escolar; Estructura de metas escolar; Percepciones
de los profesores; Satisfaccion docente; Evaluacion del clima escolar.

Abstract: The present study focuses on the development and initial vali-
dation of a measure of school climate based on teachers’ perceptions. The
measure was developed to integrate those aspects of the school climate
highlighted in the existing literature and that proved relevant for teachers’
efficacy, including the school goal structure. Exploratory and confirmatory
factor analyses were conducted on a sample of 581 high school teachers.
Results showed that a seven-correlated factor structure better represented
the data, in comparison with a second-order model and a bifactor model.
Structural equation modeling techniques provided evidence of the
concurrent validity through correlations with a criterion measure of
teacher job satisfaction. School goal structure proved to be an important
aspect of school climate substantially related to other school climate
factors such as school management quality and relationships among
teachers. These findings provided some empirical support for the use of
the questionnaire in schools, especially for those interested in articulating
interventions aimed at improving the learning environment through the
seven school climate dimensions addressed.

Keywords: School climate; School goal structure; Teacher perceptions;
Teacher satisfaction; School climate assessment.

Introduction

School climate has been widely studied over the past decades
since it is considered an important indicator of educational
quality. Existing literature has documented the relation of
school climate with student academic, behavioral and
psychological outcomes. For instance, it has been found that
student perceptions of school climate are linked to academic
achievement (Finnan, Schnepel, & Anderson, 2003), school
absenteeism (Gottfredson, Gottfredson, Payne, & Gottfred-
son, 2005) and peer harassment (Klein, Cornell, & Konold,
2012). Likewise, teacher perceptions of school climate are
related to job satisfaction and self-efficacy (Collie, Shapka, &
Perry, 2012), experienced burnout (Grayson & Alvarez,
2008), and teacher retention rates (Wynn, Carboni, & Patall,
2007). Thus, it is not surprising that a significant amount of
school reform initiatives are focused on improving school
climate (Dutlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Taylor, & Schellinger,
2011).

According to the National School Climate Council
(2007), school climate is based on “patterns of people’s ex-
periences of school life and reflects norms, goals, values, in-
terpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and
organizational structures” (p.4). However, there is no univer-
sal definition and, often, these definitions are so broad that
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they have led to inconsistencies when it comes to measuring
this construct (Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-
D’Alessandro, 2013). Moteover, most of the school climate
measures were initially developed to assess student percep-
tions and not validated surveys continue to be used by
schools (Cohen, Mccabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009; Olsen,
Preston, Algozzine, Algozzine, & Cusumano, 2017). There-
fore, research efforts aimed at measuring school climate and
developing useful and reliable tools are still needed.

School Climate: Dimensions and Measures

The different definitions that have been used to describe
the school climate have led to a lack of theoretical coherence
in many school climate measures and a lack of consensus re-
garding the dimensions that should be regularly measured
(Thapa et al, 2013; Clifford, Menon, Gangi, Condon, &
Hornung, 2012). There are several measures that cover very
different dimensions of the school climate. For example,
some surveys like the Comprehensive School Climate Inven-
tory (CSCI; National School Climate Center, 2002) offer a
comprehensive view of school climate addressing the ap-
pearance and physical environment, faculty relations, student
interactions, leadership, discipline environment, learning en-
vironment, attitude and culture, and school-community rela-
tionship. Other surveys, like the California School Climate
Health, and Learning Survey (CAL-SCHLS; WestEd, 2014),
offer a school climate view based on school discipline, drug
use, victimization and physical safety. Given the heterogenei-
ty of the dimensions evaluated, recent reviews (Thapa et al.,
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2013; Wang & Degol, 2015) have summarized four domains

commonly addressed in school climate research: a) Physical

and socio-emotional safety, supported by rules and norms; b)

Relationships between various groups (e.g., teacher—student

and student—student relationships); ¢) Conception of teach-

ing-learning processes; and, d) Institutional environment, de-
fined by physical environment and educational resources.

However, a great deal of school climate measures target stu-

dent perceptions (for a school climate sutveys review see Ol-

sen et al., 2017).

According to recent research, student perceptions of
school climate may be based on what occurs in smaller ecol-
ogies in the school, such as the classroom (Hung, Luebbe &
Flaspohller, 2014; Mitchell & Bradshaw, 2013), which is
where students spend most of the time. In addition, certain
aspects that comprise school climate (e.g., leadership or qua-
lity of relationships among teachers) would not be so evident
or relevant from student perspectives because of their role
within the school (Bandura, 2001; Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf,
2008). In this context, teacher perspectives become relevant
since they perceive and evaluate what happens at school
from their own values, interests and motivations, but also
play a decisive role in facilitating a supportive classroom cli-
mate for students (Kinsting, Neuber, & Lipowsky, 2010).
Therefore, it is worth asking what are the aspects of school
climate that may condition the work and efficacy of teachers.
Previous studies have shown that several school climate fac-
tors would be related to teacher performance:

1. Leadership: There is a large body of research that docu-
ments principals’ effects on students’ academic achieve-
ment (e.g., Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010). Howev-
er, research suggests that these effects would be indirect
and modulated through the work of others since princi-
pal has control over school-level conditions but does not
have a direct control over the classroom (Kyriakides,
Creemers, Antoniou, Demetriou, & Charalambous,
2015). It has been shown that a leadership in which res-
ponsibilities are shared, participation in school decisions
is encouraged, and opportunities to improve teaching are
provided, is related to a high-quality pedagogy among
teachers (Marks & Printy, 2003; Sun & Leithwood, 2015).

2. Relationships among teachers/ teachers-students: Research has
shown that teachers who are integrated for the first time
and find help from other teachers develop their identity
as resilient teachers (Johnson et al., 2015). Likewise,
when teachers perceive that their colleagues are willing to
assume responsibilities, their involvement in teaching in-
novation processes increases (Li, Hallinger, & Ko, 2016).
Conversely, teachers who perceive a lack of support tend
to be victimized (Martinez et al., 2016). It has also been
shown that one of the main determinant of student pro-
gress is the quality of teacher—student relationships
(Fauth, Decristan, Rieser, Klieme, & Bittner, 2014).
Likewise, teachers' perceptions of students influence
their effort and the teaching strategies they use (Caprara,
Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2000).
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3. Parent involvement. Research has shown that teachers' pet-
ceptions of parental involvement are related to teacher
sense of self-efficacy and the expectations they hold
about students (Hauser-Cram, Sirin, & Stipek, 2003;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). That is, when
teachers perceive differences between their own values
and those of the students' parents they tend to maintain
low expectations for students. Likewise, teachers are
frustrated when parents are not involved in students’
learning (Eccles & Harold, 1996).

Apart from these aspects, recent studies have shown that
the school goal structure is strongly related to teacher work
experiences such as self-efficacy, job satisfaction, emotional
exhaustion, time pressure, and motivation to leave the teach-
ing profession (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011; 2017). This fact
has important implications for teacher performance and, ul-
timately, for teaching quality (Klusmann, Kunter, Trautwein,
Ludtke, & Baumert, 2008). However, this aspect has rarely
been evaluated from teacher perspective. In fact, school cli-
mate measures reviewed to date do not include this aspect
despite the impact it seems to have on teacher performance
and psychological well-being. Therefore, a better understand-
ing of the key aspects of school climate that are relevant for
teachers and that condition their performance is still neces-

saty.
School Goal Structure

Goal theory is commonly used to explain student motiva-
tion and academic success (Harackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich,
Elliot, & Thrash, 2002). Research has trevealed three im-
portant aspects in this field. First, students pursue goals of
different type. They can face school activities looking to
learn because learning generates the experience of being effi-
cient (mastery-goal orientation). On the contrary, they can only
worty about results —grades and test scores—, as indicators
of ability (performance-goal orientation) or to avoid the emotional
experience that follows the failure, especially if it is public
(performance-avoidance orientation; Elliot, 2005).

Second, a great deal of research has focused on assessing
student perceptions of the classroom goal structure. This concept
refers to a set of practices, messages and policies in the class-
room that define what constitutes success (Ames, 1992;
Midgley et al., 2000). Researchers have identified two main
classroom goal structures. A /fearning goal structure emphasizes
understanding and improvement and considers mistakes to
be part of the learning process. Conversely, a performance-goal
structure emphasizes test scores, public display of grades, and
comparison or competition between students (Meece et al.,
2006). Students who perceive a learning-goal structure tend
to endorse a mastery-goal and use more effective learning
strategies such as discriminating relevant information, trying
to integrate the new information with the one they know, be-
ing more persistent and creative, and taking on more chal-
lenging tasks. However, students who perceive a perfor-
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mance-goal structure tend to endorse performance-goal and
use surface-level strategies such as rereading the text, memo-
rizing, and guessing (Alonso-Tapia & Pardo, 2006; Ames &
Archer, 1988).

Third, students and teachers are also sensitive to the kind
of goals that their school conveys (Midgley, Anderman, &
Hicks, 1995). The school goal structure is defined by educational
goals and values which are strongly emphasized in school
and that are made explicit through comments and school
practices. For example, comparisons between schools ac-
cording to test scores, the use of homogeneous ability group-
ing, or point out students with higher grades as a role model,
provide important messages about what constitutes success
in a school. However, these goals and values vary from one
school to another. Recently, Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2017)
found that a learning goal structure is related to teacher job
satisfaction and self-efficacy. Conversely, a performance goal
structure was associated with an increase in the experience of
time pressure, emotional exhaustion and motivation to leave
the teaching profession. Similarly, Cho and Shim (2013)
showed that teachers who perceived their school as being
mastery-oriented were likely to endorse mastery goals for
teaching. These results show the key role of school goal
structure for teacher performance and psychological well-
being. However, this is an underexplored aspect within goal
theory and, as these authors point out, instruments that eval-
uate it in a valid and reliable way are necessary. In addition,
the link between school goal structure and other aspects that
define school climate, such as school management or quality
of teacher relationships, has not been explored in the
reviewed works.

In light of the above, the present study had 3 objectives:
1) to develop a measure to evaluate teacher perceptions of
school climate defined by those aspects that have proved to
be fundamental for their performance; 2) to determine its
factor structure and, specially, if the school goal structure is a
constituent aspect of school climate; and 3) to study its
reliability and concurrent validity. It was hypothesized that
the learning-goal structure would be positively related to the
rest of school climate components, while the performance-
goal structure would be inversely related to these aspects.

Method
Participants

The initial sample consisted of 591 secondary and high
school teachers from 92 suburban schools in Madrid, Spain.
Participants with missing data (1.69% of the complete sam-
ple) were removed, so the final sample was composed of 581
respondents, of which 319 were female (54.9%) and 222

were male (38.2%). Age ranged from 24 to 65 years X=
41.8, 5,=106.3). Teaching experience ranged from 1 to 46
years (E: 16, 5,=12). Out of the final sample, 10.2% teach-
ers taught literature, 10.7% mathematics, 10.3% social sci-
ences, 5.9% natural sciences, 4.8% physics/chemistry, 14.8%

languages, 3.1% art, 1.2% religion, and 31.7% other subjects.
From them, 238 teachers (59%) answered the online version
test and 343 (41%) completed the pencil-and-paper ques-
tionnaire. It should be noted that 6.9% of the informants did
not report their age, sex and years of teaching experience,
while 7.4% did not report the subject. For some analyses, the
final sample was randomly divided into two samples, the first
for developing models in exploratory statistical analysis (n1 =
291, model-derivation sample), and the second for validating
such statistical models (n; = 290, validation sample).

Procedure

Teachers participated voluntarily after their schools re-
ceived an informative letter explaining the purpose of the
present study. Research has shown that paper-and-pencil and
Internet data collection methods are generally equivalent
(Weigold, Weigold, & Russell, 2013). Thus, the questionnaire
was provided in both formats to make it more accessible.
Data were collected in the period from October to February
of 2015. The University Research Ethics Committee granted
approval for the present study.

Instruments

School Climate Questionnaire for Secondary and High School
Teachers (SCQO-SHST). A total of 72 items were developed ac-
cording to the seven primary dimensions of school climate
supported by prior research. The number of items varies
across dimensions based on the number of components of
each of them highlighted in existing literature (e.g., Thapa et
al., 2013; Wang & Degol, 2015). Therefore, the 72 items
were distributed as follows: Schoo/ Management Quality (24
items), Teacher-Teacher Relationships (12 items), Mastery-goal
Structure (6 items), Performance-Goal Structure (6 items), Teacher-
Student Relationships (7 items), Student-Student Relationships (7
items), and Parent Involvement (10 items). Statements were bal-
anced so that there was the same number of positively and
negatively worded items for each dimension. They were
gauged using a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Two experts in edu-
cational psychology field reviewed the theoretical relevance
of the statements.

Teachers Satisfaction Scale (TSS). A total of 9 items were
added as a criterion measure to examine how each one of the
aspects of school climate measured contribute to job satis-
faction. These items were intended to evaluate two aspects
related to teacher satisfaction: 1) satisfaction referred to the
way of working in the school (5 items); and 2) satisfaction re-
ferred to support and attitudes of students and families (4
items). We decided to evaluate job satisfaction because this
variable is closely related to stress, burnout and teacher sense
of self-efficacy (e.g., Malinen & Savolainen, 2016). All the
items were positively worded and were also gauged using a
five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 5. Table 1
shows item examples from the seven school climate
measures and the two teacher satisfaction measures.
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Table 1. Items Examples of the School Climate Questionnaire and Teacher Satisfaction Scale

Dimension Item-Example

SCQ-SHST

1. School management quality
2. Teacher-teacher relationships
3. Learning-goal structure

4. Performance-goal structure

5. Teacher-student relationships
6. Student-student relationships
7. Parent involvement

cate their children

- Those who run this school take seriously teacher demands

- In my school, most of the teachers seck to understand each other more than criticize

- My school emphasizes that students really understand, not just memorize

- In this school, students who get the highest marks are often publicly congratulated to en-
courage other students

- My students trust me: they have no problem in telling me what they want

- Students often cooperate with each other without any problem whenever necessary

- Most families collaborate little with me: they expect teachers to be the only ones that edu-

TSS
1. Satisfaction with school - The way the principal manages this center helps me to be comfortable being a teacher
here.
2. Satisfaction with students and fami-- Although there are very different families, the attitude of most of them towards me and
lies my work contributes to my satisfaction as a teacher
Data Analysis proximation (RMSEA). CFI and TLI values of .90 or greater

SCO-SHST validation. The questionnaire was intended to
measure seven dimensions. For each dimension, Parallel
Analysis (PA; Horn, 1965) and Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) were used with the model-derivation sample to select
the items with best psychometric properties. PA was con-
ducted using polychoric correlations and mean eigenvalue
criteria as recommended by Garrido, Abad and Ponsoda
(2013). EFA was conducted using weighted least squares
means and variances adjusted (WLSMV), which is recom-
mended for categorical data (e.g., Muthén, Du Toit, & Spisic,
1997). Items were iteratively removed until the
unidimensionality assumption was reached and all the items
had factor loadings larger than .30. For this purpose, the
highest residual correlation was identified and the item with
the smaller loading in this pair was deleted. Then, confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) was used with the second subsam-
ple to cross-validate the unidimensional model previously es-
timated for each dimension. The comparative fit index (CFI)
was used to evaluate the model fit considering that conven-
tional cutoff values are = .90 for acceptable fit, and = .95 for
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

In addition, three models were tested and compared us-
ing the full sample to select the one that best fits the data.
First, we estimated a seven-factor model with correlated
domains, since the concept of school climate could imply the
interaction among the different components evaluated. Next,
a second-order factor model was tested since the relations
between the seven components of school climate could be
explained by a higher-order factor that corresponds to
school climate. Lastly, a bifactor model was tested since the
existence of one general factor (i.e., school climate) that
affects the variance of items independently of the role played
by each specific factor could also be theoretically plausible.
These models are illustrated in Figure 1.

Model fit was assessed according to CFI, the Tucker-
Lewis Index (TLI), and the root mean square error of ap-
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indicate an acceptable fit, while a value of .95 or greater indi-
cates a good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). RMSEA values be-
tween .05 and .08 represent an acceptable fit, whereas values
lower than .05 indicate a good fit (McDonald & Ho, 2002).
The Mplus DIFFTEST function was used to conduct com-
parative tests of nested model fit since traditional chi-squate
difference tests are not accurate when WLSMV estimation is
used. A significant ¥ difference implies that the restrictions
added to the nested model make the fit significantly worse
and, thus, the first model is retained (Asparouhov & Muthén
2010). The dectease in the y2/df value (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2010), as well as the CFI, TLI and RMSEA rec-
ommended cut-off values described above were considered
to compare non-nested models.

TSS wvalidation. To determine the number of underlying
factors to retain, PA with polychoric correlations and mean
eigenvalue criteria were applied. Subsequently, EFA was
used to test a model with as many factors as suggested by PA
using the model-derivation sample. The WLSMYV estimator
was used. The cross-validation sample was used to test the
model previously estimated and final factor loadings were es-
timated with the full sample. The model was also assessed
according to the CFI, TLI, and RMSEA criteria. Reliability
of both questionnaires was evaluated through Cronbach’s al-
pha coefficient (). Due to the known limitations presented
by this coefficient, the composite reliability (o) was addi-
tionally obtained (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2013).

Evidence of concurrent validity. A structural equation model
(SEM) was tested to examine the relations between school
climate dimensions and teacher satisfaction. The model in-
cluded as many exogenous latent variables as factors present
in the validated SCQ-SHST model and as many endogenous
latent variables as factors present in the satisfaction model
validated for the TSS. For each latent variable, the corre-
sponding observed indicators were included. Standardized
regression coefficients were used to examine the relative
contribution of exogenous factors to the endogenous factors,



Development and validation of the School Climate Questionnaire for Secondary and High School Teachers (SCQO-SHST) 159

and the explained vatriance of each endogenous latent varia-
ble (R? was used as additional validation criteria. Correla-
tions among the SCQ-SHST factors and the TSS factors

A) Seven-correlated factors model

B) Second-order factor model

were also obtained. CFI, TLI, and RMSEA indices were used
to evaluate the model fit.

Figure 1. Models tested and compared for the School Climate Questionnaire.
Note. SC represents the higher-order factor in the second-order factor model and the general factor in the bifactor model. I1,...,163 represent the items, and
F1,...,F7 represent specific factors. For illustrative purposes, only the first and the last items of each dimension are represented.

Software. Ttem selection analysis, EFA, CFA, and SEM
analysis were performed using Mp/lus 7 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2012). PA was conducted using the psych package from
R (Revelle, 2016). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and the rate
of missing values were computed using SPSS 27 (IBM Cor-
poration, 2012).

Results

SCO-SHST Validation. Out of 72 items, 9 were removed to
preserve the unidimensionality of each dimension. Of these
9 items removed, 5 belonged to Schoo/ Management Quality
construct, 1 to Teacher-Student Relationships, and 3 to Parent In-
volvement. For each isolated dimension, the unidimensionality
assumption was always tenable according to PA with the re-
tained items. The unidimensional solution showed acceptable
fit with CFI = .95 in all cases, except for Teacher-Student Rela-
tionships  (CF1 = .89) and Student-Student  Relationships
dimensions (CFI = .89). All item factor loadings on the iso-
lated unidimensional solutions were statistically significant (p
<.001), with average loadings ranging from .67 to .74.

Results of the three models tested are shown in Table 2.
As can be seen, the fit was acceptable in all cases. Firstly, the

bifactor model and the second-order factor model were
compared. The average item loadings for these models are
shown in Table 3. Results showed that the factor structure of
both models is plausible since the loadings in both the gen-
eral or second-order factor as well as in each specific factor
had a medium-high size. The Learning-Goal Structure showed
the highest loading both in the general factor of the bifactor
model (.66) and in the second-order factor of the second-
order model (.89). When these models were compared using
the chi-square difference test, a significant DIFFTEST,
ydie (56) = 555.08, p < .0001, suggested that the more re-
strictive model (the second-order factor model) had a fit sig-
nificantly worse. Therefore, the bifactor model was retained.
Secondly, the bifactor and the seven-correlated factors mod-
el were compared. Although the quotient y2/d), as well as the
remaining fit indexes, were satisfactory for both models, the
seven-factor model presented a better fit (y2/df= 2.18 < 3;
CFI = .94 >.90; TLI = .93 >.90; and RMSEA = .045 <.05).
In addition, this model is more parsimonious and provides a
simpler interpretation. Thus, the seven-factor model was se-
lected as the final model and was used in subsequent anal-
yses.
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Table 2. Goodness of Fit Indices for Tested Models.
Model X2 df X2 / # CFI TLI RMSEA
Seven-factor model 4071.4" 1869 2.18 94 93 .045
Second-order model 5334.2" 1883 2.83 91 92 .056
Bifactor model 4930.8" 1826 2.70 .92 91 .054

Note. X2 = Chi-square statistic, df = degrees of freedom, CFI = comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, RMSEA = root mean-square error of ap-

proximation. “p < .001

Table 3. Bifactor and Second-order Factor Model for the Seven Dimensions of the School Climate Questionnaire: Number of Items and Average Item

Loadings on the General or Second-order Factor and Specific Factors

Bifactor model

Second-order model

Number of items General factor

Specific Factor Second-order factor First-order factor

Dimension (Average loading) (Average loading) (Average loading)
School management 19 .58 46 77 74
Teacher-teacher relationships 11 .62 .39 .84 74
Learning-goal structure 7 .66 32 .89 74
Performance-goal structure 6 .36 .62 .54 .69
Teacher-student relationships 6 42 .53 .63 .67
Student-student relationships 7 41 .56 .58 71
Parent involvement 7 44 .56 .61 72
Total 063 .52 49 .67 7

Note. The values presented in the second-order factor column correspond to the first-order factor loadings in the second-order factor, thus, they are not av-

erage loadings.

The loadings of the seven-factor model estimated with
the full sample are shown in Table 4. In the final model,
loadings were medium-high sized with values above .48 (av-
erage loading was .72). The highest average loadings were
found in the Schoo! Management Quality, Teacher-Teacher Relation-

Table 4. School Climate Questionnaire: CFA Factor Loadings

ships and Learning-goal Structure dimensions (.74). The lowest
average loadings were found in the Teacher-Student Relation-
ships (.67) and Performance-Goal Structure dimension (.69). Stu-
dent-Student Relationships and Parent Involvement had loadings of
.72 on average.

Ttem F1 Ttem F2 Ttem F3 Ttem F4 Ttem F5 Ttem Fo6 Ttem F7
1 .76 20 .63 31 .83 38 .67 44 71 50 .69 57 74
2 -.61 21 =72 32 =79 39 .52 45 -.52 51 .75 58 .79
3 .59 22 71 33 -.63 40 73 46 -.78 52 .76 59 -42
4 =77 23 76 34 .82 41 48 47 -.62 53 -.82 60 .83
5 .76 24 77 35 .75 42 .96 48 .80 54 .55 61 =75
6 -79 25 .66 36 .61 43 73 49 .60 55 -.85 62 =71
7 .57 26 71 37 .83 56 -.57 63 -76
8 =77 27 -.67

9 -.64 28 -75

10 .82 29 -.81

1 -73 30 -.86

12 77

13 -.80

14 .79

15 -75

16 .83

17 -.64

18 .78

19 -75

Note. F1: School Management Quality, F2: Teacher-Teacher Relationships, F3: Learning-goal Structure, F4: Performance-Goal Structure, F5: Teacher-
Student Relationships, F6: Student-Student Relationships, F7: Parent Involvement.

Correlations between the seven dimensions of the SCQ-
SHST are shown in Table 5. Moderate to strong correlations
across dimensions were found, with coefficients ranging
from .39 to .79 (.53 in average), except for Performance-Goal
Structure, which was negatively related to all dimensions
through correlations that range from —17 to —47. As ex-
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pected, the Learning-Goal Structure was positively related to the
other school climate dimensions. In fact, the highest correla-
tion was found between Learning-goal Structure and Teacher Re-
lationships (r = .79). The reliability of the SCQ-SHST was o« =
.95, pc = .98, and the reliability of each one of the dimen-
sions are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Cotrelation Coefficients between the SCQ-SHST factors and with the TSS factors, and Reliability Coefficients for SCQ-SHST factors

Dimension Correlations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
SCO-SHST

1.School management (.94;.90)

2.Teacher-teacher relationship .68" (.91;.93)

3.Learning-goal structure .69" 79* (.83;.88)

4. Performance-goal structure - 47 -46" =57 (-83;.85)

5.Teacher-student relationship 42¢ 47" 47" =26 (.75;.83)

6.Student-student relationship .39* 39" 45" -.16 .65" (.84;.88)

7.Parent involvement A4 A6 A2 -17 .58 67 (.84;.88)
RN

8.Satisfaction with school 90" 75" .69* =347 .54* 55" .52¢

9.Satisfaction with students and families .83" 76" 77" -.35% .56" 62" T

Note. “p < .001. Values in parentheses are respectively coefficients of internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) and composite reliability (oc) for each dimen-

sion.

TSS Validation. PA suggested retaining two factors in the
model-derivation sample, as expected. Therefore, this model
was tested and cross-validated. According to item content,
the two factors were labeled as Teacher Satisfaction with School
and Teacher Satisfaction with Students and Families. The former
was composed of 5 items, and the latter of 4 items. Loadings
were high-sized with values above .67. Average loading was
.82 for Teacher Satisfaction with School and .76 for Teacher Satis-
Saction with Students and Families. CFI and TLI values were ac-
ceptable (.98 and .97 respectively). RMSEA value was just

within the acceptable cutoff (.08) probably due to the large
factor loadings size. Recent simulation studies have shown
that in the presence of factor loadings above .70 the value of
RMSEA tends to increase (McNeish, An, & Hancock, 2017;
Savalei, 2012). Correlation between factors was moderate (r
= .60). This instrument had a satisfactory reliability o = .87,
oc = .94. Reliability for both Satisfaction with the School (o =
.88, oc = .91) and Sazsfaction with Students and Families (o = .78,
oc = .85) was also good.

D School Wik
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Gb, 119] Quality
R?=.88
*
@20 20 3 Teacher-Teacher 25
230 130 Relationship
1
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@D 131 3 Learning-Goal -.06 with School ) D
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Figure 2. Structural equation model tested to examine the relationship between the different dimensions of school climate and teacher satisfaction.
Note. *p < .001. R? is the proportion of variance explained by the model. For illustrative purposes, correlations between factors of both questionnaires were
not included and only some items were represented.
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Evidence of Concurrent Validity. Structural equation model-
ing analysis assessing concurrent validity of the SCQ-SHST
is displayed in Figure 2. Results showed that model fit was
good with acceptable values for CFI, TLI, and RMSEA (.92,
.92, .049 respectively). The factor that contributed most to
both the satisfaction with the school as well as the satisfac-
tion with students and families was the Quality of School
Management (8 = .75, p < .001). Parental involvement also
made an important contribution to satisfaction with students
and families (B = .43, p <.001), which was expected. Overall,
SCQ-SHST factors explained 88% of teacher satisfaction
variance related to school, and 95% of the satisfaction relat-
ed to students and families. Correlations between the seven
SCQ-SHST factors and the two TSS factors are shown in
Table 5. All correlations were statistically significant and pos-
itive (r = .68 in average) except for the performance-goal
structure, whose correlation with both satisfaction with the
school and with families and students was lower and negative
(r=—34 and —.35 respectively).

Discussion

Consistent with the aims of this study, results support the
proposed seven-factor structure of the SCQ-SHST and pre-
sent evidence of instrument reliability and concurrent validi-
ty. The seven-factor structure was supported by exploratory
and confirmatory factor analyses and by model comparison.
Several studies have pointed out that bifactor models usually
tend to fit better than other competing models (e.g., Reise,
2012). In this study, the bifactor model fitted better than the
second-order model, but the seven-factor model reproduced
the observed data better and showed a better fit than the
remaining models. In addition, the seven-factor model repre-
sents a more parsimonious model and provides a simpler and
presumably more useful interpretation. For these reasons the
seven-factor model was retained. Nevertheless, it does not
mean that a higher-order model does not exist or that it can-
not be used if necessary both for research and applied pur-
poses since the structure of this model is consistent with the
school climate theory proposed and the model fit was satis-
factory enough.

The present study support and extend the results of pre-
vious studies showing that the school goal structure is a rele-
vant aspect to define school climate and that, therefore, is an
aspect to take into account when evaluating such climate.
Results of the three models tested support this conclusion.
As expected, we found a strong and positive association be-
tween learning-goal structure and the school climate dimen-
sions measured, especially with the quality of school man-
agement and the relationships among teachers. On the con-
trary, the performance-goal structure was moderate and neg-
atively related to these aspects. This means that teachers who
perceive the emphasis of the school on student learning also
tend to perceive other aspects of school climate in positive
terms. That is, teachers tend to perceive a school climate
characterized by a democratic leadership, colleagues who

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2020, vol. 36, n° 1 (january)

strive to improve student learning, who propose new initia-
tives and who support each other instead of criticizing and
competing, students interested in learning, and families that
support and respect teachers’ work. Conversely, when teach-
ers perceive the emphasis of the school on test scores and
high grades, they also perceive an authoritarian leadership, a
lack of interest in teachers to improve their work, a teacher-
student relationship characterized by the difference of roles,
and a lack of support from parents. These results are mostly
consistent with previous studies since Skaalvik and Skaalvik
(2011) found that teachers feel more identified with a learn-
ing-goal structure. That is, they attribute a positive value to
this kind of goals. However, Cho and Shim (2013) found
that some teachers with a high sense of efficacy consider that
performance-approach goals for teaching are also important
and that, therefore, constitute a desirable goal.

According to concurrent validity analysis, the quality of
school management was the factor that contributed most to
explain teacher satisfaction. This finding is consistent with
previous studies that point out the strong influence of the
principal on the work setting, innovation capacity, and staff
motivation (Marks & Printy, 2003; Sun & Leithwood, 2015).
The existence of a supportive administration has an im-
portant influence teacher commitment to implement the in-
terventions adopted by the school (Pietsch & Tulowitzki,
2017). Likewise, principals control important school-wide
conditions, thus, they influence student learning by creating
the conditions for better teaching and learning to occur with-
in the school (Clifford, Menon, Gangi, Condon, & Hornung,
2012). For these reasons, it seems appropriate that any re-
form of the school climate takes into account the evaluation
and improvement of aspects related to the quality of leader-
ship, especially when it comes to fostering the commitment
and motivation of teachers and, ultimately, student learning,.

Interestingly, the relative weight of both learning and
performance-goal structure on teacher satisfaction was low.
This finding may be due to the kind of items included in the
TSS. The items were referred to the management team per-
formance, teacher behaviors, work at school, and families
and students support, without making an explicit reference
to school goal structure. Despite this, correlations between
SCQ-SHST and TSS indicated that the learning-goal struc-
ture was strongly and positively associated with teacher satis-
faction with the school and with work as a teacher, while the
performance-goal structure was moderate and negatively re-
lated to it. These findings are in line with research on goal
theory since unlike performance-goal structure, the benefits
of a learning-goal structure for both teachers and students
has been consistently supported (Cho & Shim, 2013; Mu-
rayama & Elliot, 2009). According to Skaalvik and Skaalvik
(2017), performance-goal structure was associated with an
increased experience of time pressure and emotional exhaus-
tion. Therefore, it is possible that pressure to achieve higher
grades and the comparison with others that characterizes this
kind of goals are one of the reasons why they are associated
with low job satisfaction. Instead, when a learning-goal struc-
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ture is pursued, mistakes are considered part of the learning
process and the responsibility of student progress is not
completely attributed to the teacher since it is understood
that each student has their own learning process. However,
this is only a possibility and more research is needed to verify
how these goals are perceived by teachers. In any case, it
seems appropriate to invest efforts in reflecting and creating
a shared vision about the goals and objectives that the school
pursues and that will be materialized in the motivation, per-
formance and psychological well-being of teachers and stu-
dents.

Limitations and future implications

The results of this study should be interpreted consider-
ing several limitations. First, the SCQ-SHST does not evalu-
ate all dimensions of school climate. This questionnaire does
not evaluate those aspect related to Safety and Institutional
Environment because these dimensions are less consistently
associated with academic outcomes and their effects often
disappear when other factors of school climate are
controlled (Wang & Degol, 2015). In addition, recently some
authors have developed school climate measures that address
these aspects from an authoritative approach to school disci-
pline and childrearing (e.g., Bear et al., 2014; Huang et al,,
2015), which makes these questionnaires useful for those
schools interested in implementing bullying prevention pro-
grams. In contrast, the SCQ-SHST provides a perspective of
school climate especially useful for those schools interested
in articulating interventions aimed at improving the learning
environment through the seven dimensions addressed.

Second, this study was conducted with a convenience
sample of secondary and high school teachers who partici-
pated voluntarily. Therefore, a larger and randomly selected
sample would be preferable to avoid the limitations related
to the generalization of the results.
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