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Abstract  Students’ perceptions of their classroom climate have been found to relate sig-
nificantly to students’ learning outcomes. The purpose of the present study was to con-
struct an instrument for assessing elementary-school students’ perceptions of classroom 
climate, based on a previous instrument that was being used in Chile by a public national 
school mental health program as a tool for aiding teachers in improving classroom man-
agement, but which showed poor psychometric properties. We used a six-staged mixed-
methods approach to construct relevant items and dimensions based on this measure and 
by adapting previously-existing scales. Item development included participatory construc-
tion of items involving program officials, focus groups with students, and a pilot study. The 
final version was administered to a sample of 6813 elementary-school students. Results 
showed adequate reliability and construct validity, convergent validity with school climate, 
and divergent validity with peer victimisation. When consequential validity was explored 
through semi-structured interviews with program officials and school administrators, we 
found that the instrument was being used as a tool for helping teachers to improve their 
school climate and management skills. We discuss the importance of constructing instru-
ments using a mixed-methods approach.
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Introduction

Classroom climate can be understood as characteristics of the environment inside the 
classroom that are perceived. In other words, the context where the learning processes 
occur or, the particular ‘personality’ that is experienced as result of the dynamics that 
take place (Çengel and Türkoğlu 2016; Kaufmann et al. 2016; Rowe et al. 2010; Rubie-
Davies et al. 2016). In this sense, it is a space for not only academic learning, but also 
for social learning of individuals (Çengel and Türkoğlu 2016; Johnson 2006; Rowe et al. 
2010).

There have been multiple studies of the multidimensionality of aspects of classroom 
climate and its influence in the student’s life (Hughes and Coplan 2017; Rowe et  al. 
2010; Rubie-Davies et  al. 2016; Wang and Degol 2016). The literature shows that an 
important aspect of classroom climate involves the relationships among individuals: 
with the teacher and between peers. Indeed, classroom climate is the key context that 
facilitates or complicates the learning process; when this environment is supportive, 
caring and positive for the students, their learning tends to be more significant (Çengel 
and Türkoğlu 2016; Rubie-Davies et al. 2016).

Classroom climate has been associated with both cognitive and affective outcomes 
(Charalampous and Kokkinos 2017). Cognitive aspects are linked with motivation, aca-
demic results and achievement (Rowe et al. 2010; Çengel and Türkoğlu; 2016; Rubie-
Davies et  al. 2016; Hughes and Coplan 2017), student development and engagement 
with the activities of the class (Rowe et al. 2010; Wang and Degol 2016). On the other 
hand, affective outcomes involve wellbeing, a sense of belonging with the school and, 
when it is positive, a decrease in behavioural problems, victimisation and depression 
(Charalampous and Kokkinos 2017; Hawker and Boulton 2000; López et  al. 2012; 
Wang and Degol 2016).

Dimensions involved in the assessment of classroom climate

Considering the previously-mentioned aspects, classroom climate involves the follow-
ing dimensions that are part of our instrument.

Peer relationships

Peer relationships are some of the principal determinants classroom climate because 
their quality has been linked to decreased aggression and victimisation (Spangler-Avant 
et  al. 2011; Wang and Degol 2016). In this sense, when students experience warm, 
kind and helpful relationships with their peers, they tend to feel more optimistic, show 
greater belonginess to their school, and experience a higher satisfaction with life (Çen-
gel and Türkoğlu 2016; Wang and Degol 2016). Rubie-Davies (2015) demonstrated 
that, when students rotate seats across the classroom, they create new relationships with 
their classmates and are likely to form new types of friendships (Rubie-Davies et  al. 
2016). As part of the assessment of peer relationships, many instruments assess class-
room cohesion (Fraser 2012; Fraser et al. 1982). In peer relations research, classroom 
cohesion is conceptualised as the “structural integration within the group that connects 
and links individuals to each other” (Bukowski and Sippola 2001, p. 359).
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Teacher–student interactions

Teachers play many simultaneous roles in the classroom. Although they are not the only 
factor involved in the construction of classroom climates, they do play an important role 
in it (Rubie-Davies et al. 2016; Wubbels and Brekelmans 1998). They are especially rel-
evant in creating emotional and social support of all students, which includes forming good 
relationships with students and encouraging positive relationships among students them-
selves (Bozkurt and Ozden 2010; Pianta and Hamre 2009; Pianta et al. 2012). Teachers’ 
emotional support includes teachers showing respect and warmth for students, expressing 
personal care, empathy and positivity through humour, altruism and affinity (Kaufmann 
et al. 2016), as well as focusing on safety, encouragement and acceptance (Hughes 2002; 
Hughes and Coplan 2017; Roeser et al. 2000; Rubie-Davies et al. 2016). When students 
experience positive and warm relationships with their teachers, they are more likely to 
respect the rules of their classroom (Rubie-Davies et al. 2016; Wang and Degol 2016) and 
become more motivated and engaged within a learning-oriented environment (Kaufmann 
et al. 2016).

Teachers’ orientation towards learning

Another important role of classroom teachers is the effective monitoring or management 
of lessons, student behaviour and instructional support. This involves expanding students’ 
thinking, reasoning and problem-solving skills (Pianta and Hamre 2009; Pianta et al. 2012). 
Teachers’ roles and the quality of the pedagogical classroom interaction have received 
increased attention in educational research. Particularly relevant is teachers’ instruction 
and feedback for student learning (Allen et al. 2013; Muijs and Reynolds 2010; Wubbels 
et al. 2015), including classroom organisation and instructional support (Allen et al. 2013). 
Teachers’ classroom organisation, or monitoring, refers to setting clear behavioural expec-
tations, redirecting minor misbehaviour and using positive strategies concerning school 
work, learning, relationships and behaviour (Emmer and Stough 2001). Successful teachers 
appear to monitor both students’ school work as well as their behaviour carefully, including 
bullying-related behaviour (Allen 2010; Roland and Galloway 2002). Teachers’ instruc-
tional support refers to connecting academic skills to students’ experiences and real-life 
situations, as well as conceptualising and supporting students’ academic development and 
engagement in school (Ascorra and Crespo 2004; Black and Wiliam 2009; Pianta et  al. 
2012).

Physical environment

Wang and Degol (2016) identify the relevance of the physical environment for the students’ 
lives and their experience at the school. In this sense, two aspects are fundamental in terms 
of adequacy: (a) environmental adequacy and (b) availability of resources. Environmental 
adequacy involves elements such as lighting and heating conditions, quality of building, clean-
liness and acoustics. In this sense, Çengel and Türkoğlu (2016) also highlight the acoustic 
factor as fundamental for a positive classroom climate, because noise or interferences leads 
to complaints and warnings from teachers. Indeed, in their research, classrooms with negative 
climate experienced less noise because the interactions between peers were limited and con-
trolled. Availability of resources is related to both the technological and physical resources of 
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the school (Oakes and Saunders 2002; Wang and Degol 2016). Both dimensions are relevant 
because they represent appropriate learning conditions for the students and working condi-
tions for teachers that influence students satisfaction, engagement and effectiveness, as well as 
their academic achievement (Wang and Degol 2016).

Recently, several instruments have been developed to assess classroom climate, includ-
ing the Classroom Observation Scale (Hughes and Coplan 2017), Students’ Perceptions of 
their Classroom Psycho-social Climate (CPSC), What Is Happening In this Class?—WIHIC 
(Charalampous and Kokkinos 2017), Student Personal Perception of Classroom Climate—
SPPCC (Rubie-Davies et al. 2016); Connected Classroom Climate Inventory—CCCI (Sağkal 
et al. 2015), Social Classroom Climate Scale (Calderón et al. 2016) and Student Personal Per-
ception of Classroom Climate—SPPCC (Rowe et al. 2010).

However, most existing instruments that assess students’ perceptions of classroom climate 
do not consider infrastructure-architectural conditions. However, in developing countries such 
as Chile, this dimension is not always guaranteed and therefore should not be taken for granted 
because it impacts the social and emotional learning environment. For example, a classroom 
situated alongside a very noisy street, with broken windows and no air conditioning in sum-
mer or heating in winter, produces both acoustic as well as situations that might detrimentally 
affect learning, peer relations and teacher–student relations.

Classroom climate as a tool for teacher counseling

As described above, classroom climate plays an important role in academic achievement, out-
comes and emotional support for students (Çengel and Türkoğlu 2016; Hughes and Coplan 
2017; Rowe et al. 2010; Rubie-Davies et al. 2016). The assessment of classroom climate can 
provide teachers with valuable information for improving their classroom management prac-
tices (Bozkurt and Ozden 2010). For instance, if teachers assess their relationship with stu-
dents and analyse how empathic, altruist, motivating and caring they are, they will also be able 
to improve their professional practice and performance (Hughes and Coplan 2017).

In this study, we sought to improve an instrument aimed at measuring classroom climate 
that was being used by a Chilean public school program called Skills for Life Program (Pro-
grama Habilidades para la Vida). Skills for Life (SFL) is one of the largest school-based men-
tal health programs in the world; it screened and provided services to more than 1,000,000 
students in Chile over the past decade. The intervention developed by SFL is based on the 
three-tiered model recommended by the World Health Organisation: mental health promo-
tion for all students, parents and teachers; preventative interventions for children screened 
as being at risk; and referrals to community professionals for children who already are seri-
ously impaired. SFL professionals—mainly psychologists and social workers—administer a 
self-constructed instrument to measure classroom climate and use it, along with data gathered 
from classroom observations, to inform teachers about their classroom climate and classroom 
management skills, within the context of sessions aimed at improving classroom conditions 
for all students.
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Method

Design

Because the aim was to construct an instrument for assessing elementary students’ per-
ceptions of classroom climate, we used a mixed-methods sequential design (Johnson and 
Onwuegbuzie 2004) that would be both psychometrically sound and ecologically useful in 
order to inform teachers and school counselors as part of an ongoing public school effort 
to improve classroom management practices. The design included the following stages: (1) 
analysis of the psychometric properties of the existing SFL instrument; (2) content anal-
yses of the items and dimensions of the existing instrument, proposing new phrasing of 
some items, and incorporation of new items and dimensions, together with the SFL pro-
gram officials; (3) content analyses with elementary students; (4) pilot study; (5) large-
scale administration; and (6) on-site assessment of the use of the instrument on behalf of 
program officials and school administrators. Overall, this design was aimed at ensuring an 
adequate process of item construction and testing for reliability and construct, convergent, 
divergent and consequential validity. Consequential analysis is understood as the potential 
and actual use of testing (Messick 1989; Shepard 1993). In this study, we were interested 
in evaluating the actual use of the instrument, on behalf of SFL professionals, as a tool for 
helping teachers to improve classroom climate and classroom management.

Participants

At stage 1, 591 grades 5–7 students from one commune of Chile answered the existing SFL 
instrument. All students attended schools in which the SFL Program was present. At stage 
2, 47 SFL officials working at the commune level directly with schools and 5 program 
officials working at the national level re-evaluated and adapted items in the existing SFL 
instruments that they considered should be kept in the new instrument. At stage 3, 78 grade 
5–8 students from one private subsidised school participated in focus groups. At stage 4, 
151 grade 5–8 students, who were enrolled in 2015 in a subsidised private school in the 
commune of Valparaíso, Chile, participated in the pilot study. This sample constituted 
90.4%. At stage 5, 6,813 students from 5 communes in Chile (all 5th to 8th graders in 2015 
from municipal schools that were part of SFL Program) participated in the final admin-
istration. The error margin was 1.18% and the confidence level was 95% (see Table  1). 
Finally, at stage 6, 54 SFL program officials, who had been in charge of administering the 
classroom climate scale to elementary students in its final and validated version and using 
it as a tool for counseling teachers on classroom climate and classroom management prac-
tices, and 54 commune-level municipal educational administrators acted as key informants 
on the actual use of the instrument for the purposes of the public program.

Instruments, measures and data‑collection techniques

At stage 1, the SFL How Do I Perceive my Classroom scale was used. The National Head 
Department of the SFL Program created this 12-item student self-reported instrument by 
using as theoretical basis the construct of school social climate as developed in Chile by 
Arón and Milicic (1999). Although Arón and Milicic’s (1999) proposal involves ‘posi-
tive’ and ‘toxic’ climate at the school level, the SFL instrument was intended to measure 
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classroom climate. The theoretical dimensions were: physical environment, teacher–student 
interactions, peer relations, and extracurricular activities. A 5-point frequency response 
scale (1 = always and 5 = almost never) was used.

At stage 2, nine (9) items of the above SFL instrument were adapted to comply with 
item construction standards. Additionally, items were added from a Spanish version of the 
My Class Inventory (Anderson 1973; Fraser et al. 1982) that was adapted and validated in 
Chile by Ascorra and Cáceres (2001). The original instrument has 32 items covering five 
dimensions (difficulty, satisfaction, competition, cohesion, friction). The Spanish version 
of Villar and Villar (1992), adapted by Ascorra and Cáceres (2001), has 25 items cover-
ing 4 dimensions: satisfaction (alpha reliability, α = 0.63), cohesion (α = 0.63), friction 
(α = 0.76), and competition/orientation towards learning (α = 0.61). This instrument was 
relevant for constructing items for the dimension of peer relationships.

Another source of items was the Inventory of Behaviours Depicting Teacher’s Peda-
gogical Role (Ascorra et al. 2003), which defines teachers’ pedagogical role as a “series 
of socially legitimized practices that establish the limits and possibilities of the actions 
deployed by teachers, and the positions they adopt in the school context” (Ascorra and 
Crespo 2004). The instrument identifies a proactive, agency-based professional position, 
as opposed to a reproductive, passive position (α = 0.85 for the full scale). Factor analysis 
showed a four-dimensional structure with two factors referring to teachers’ methods (use 
of group methods and methods adapted to students’ diverse needs). The remaining factors 
involved teachers’ professional role: self-reflexive skills and communication of high expec-
tations to students. However, further analyses with different samples revealed that the items 
grouped in two main dimensions: teaching methods (12 items, α = 0.93) and professional 
role (9 items, α = 0.91). This instrument was relevant in the construction of items for the 
dimensions of teacher–student interactions, and teachers’ orientation towards learning.

Items also were based on Velásquez’s (2010) Classroom Climate Scale, which was 
based on existing instruments (Brand et al. 2003; Fraser et al. 1982; Griffith 1999; Moos 
and Trickett 1987; Wubbels and Brekelmans 1998). This 33-item Likert-type instrument 
measures cohesion, competition, cooperation, decision making, belongingness, achieve-
ment orientation, rule reinforcement, discipline, teacher´s support, and disciplinary harsh-
ness (α between 0.47 and 0.76 and test–retest reliability between 0.51 and 0.78). We used 
12 items for constructing items for the dimensions of peer relationships, teacher–student 
interactions and teachers’ orientation towards learning.

Table 1   Number of participants 
in pilot study (Stage 4, N = 151) 
and final study (Stage 5, 
N = 6813) by class and gender

Descriptor Pilot study Final study

N % N %

School grade
 4 24 15.9
 5 27 17.9 1658 24.3
 6 31 20.5 1807 26.5
 7 40 26.5 1753 25.7
 8 29 19.2 1595 23.4

Gender
 Male 77 51.0 3095 45.4
 Female 74 49.0 3718 54.6
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At stage 3, we conducted nine (9) focus groups involving 5th–8th graders from a school 
from the commune of Valparaíso. Each group had 8–10 students. The objective of this 
technique was to analyse the level of understanding of items and their pertinence to the 
classroom climate construct and to the respective dimension. Thereafter, we obtained a 
first version of the scale with 36 items, which was applied at the same school to 151 other 
students from the same grades.

During stage 4, we used a pilot version of a 36-item scale which sought to measure the 
same four dimensions as the final version. The final version used at stage 5 contained 24 
items measuring four dimensions: physical environment; teacher–student interactions; peer 
relationships; and orientation towards learning and high expectations. Students were asked: 
“How do you usually feel in your classroom? Please, indicate with an X the answer that 
best reflects your answer for each phrase”. We used a Likert scale with 4 choices (1 = “I 
completely disagree”, 2 = “I disagree”, 3 = I agree”, and 4 = “I completely agree”).

We also administered several instruments to assess related measures that would allow 
us to test for convergent and divergent validity. We used Benbenishty and Astor´s (2005) 
18-item School Climate Scale, as adapted and validated in Chile by López et al. (2014), to 
measure clear and fair school norms (4 items, α = 0.69), norms about school violence (3 
items, α = 0.69), students’ participation in school (3 items, α = 0.62) and teacher social 
support (8 items, α = 0.89).

The School Victimization Scale (SVS) (Furlong et  al. 1991) was modified for use in 
Israel (Benbenishty and Astor 2005) and later adapted to fit the Chilean context. It com-
prises 27 items that ask about the frequency of violent episodes at the school during the 
previous month, by classmates, ranging from (1) never during this month to (3) three 
or more times this month. It evaluates the physical (8 items, α = 0.71), verbal (7 items, 
α = 0.73), social (3 items), cyber (3 items, α = 0.79) and sexual (5 items, α = 0.66) dimen-
sions of victimisation.

Finally, at stage 6, qualitative assessment included non-participatory observations at 
classroom and school sites, interviews and a PowerPoint presentations designed by the 
SFL officials to answer the following questions: “How was the instrument used as part of a 
school-wide monitoring system? What were the strengths and weaknesses of its use?”

Procedure

During stage 1, we analysed the psychometric properties of the exiting instrument as part 
of a PhD course on exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses at the Pontificia Universi-
dad Católica de Valparaíso and taught by the first author with the authorisation of the SFL 
Program. At stage 2, participatory content analyses and proposals for new phrasing of old 
items and new items and dimensions were developed as part of the annual meeting of the 
SFL Programs officials in Santiago, Chile. Officials were given psychometric information 
on the previous existing instrument and asked to rate new each item based on (a) relevance, 
(b) pertinence and (c) students’ estimated reading comprehension. Findings were discussed 
and, afterwards, new items were included. All new items belonged to the dimension of 
physical environment.

At stage 3, and based on work conducted by the research team, we defined an instru-
ment with 36 items that encompassed four dimensions: the Physical environment with 7 
elements (e.g. “My classroom is clean and tidy”); Teacher–student interactions with 15 
elements (“In my class, teachers make us follow the rules”); Peer relationships with 8 items 
(“In my class, we all get along fine”); and Orientation towards learning with 6 items (“Our 
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teachers encourage us to ask when there is something we do not understand”). We con-
ducted focus groups with students in order to check the degree to which the questions were 
understood and whether they were pertinent in terms of the classroom climate construct.

This instrument was administered at stage 4 to the sample of 151 students. Based on 
these results, the instrument was shortened to 24 items, which was considered the final ver-
sion. This final version was administered to 5th–8th graders in 5 communes of the country 
during 2015. At this stage, we confirmed the factorial structure of the 24-item scale.

Finally, at stage 6, we conducted on-site assessment of the use of the instrument on 
behalf of SFL program officials and school administrators in 54 communes of the coun-
try where it was being implemented starting in 2016. This stage was part of the qualita-
tive evaluation of the school climate monitoring system, which included the assessment of 
classroom climate for the purposes of giving feedback and counseling teachers on class-
room climate and management. The evaluation was performed by the research team and 
was authorised by the national SFL Head Department.

Ethical considerations

IRB was obtained from the first author´s institution. Informed consent was obtained from 
students’ parents and guardians. Additionally, in stages 3 and 4, students’ participation 
was voluntary. All instruments contained the answers “I don’t know” and “I don’t want to 
answer” as options, but these were chosen by less than 2% of students in all administrations.

Data analysis

In stages 1 and 4, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha reliability, descriptive statistics and cor-
relations using the software SPSS 21.0. We also performed exploratory factor analysis 
with maximum likelihood and oblimin rotation. At stage 5, we analysed construct valid-
ity through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using Amos 21.0. The following indicators 
of fit were considered: Chi squared to test the hypothesis that the unrestricted model fits 
the covariance matrix and the correlations of the model; comparative fit index (CFI) to 
compare the hypothesised model with a model in which the correlations between variables 
equal zero; root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) to check for values under 
0.80, which would imply that the model offers a reasonable fit; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 
and incremental fit index (IFI) to check for values close to 0.95, an indication of good fit. 
Later, using SPSS 21.0, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha to indicated scale reliability. We 
also analysed the convergent and divergent validity of the model using school climate and 
peer victimisation as variables, respectively, using Pearson’s correlation coefficient. Focus 
group and semi-structured interviews were analysed using content analysis. 

Results

Psychometric properties and content analyses of the existing instrument

Some major difficulties emerged. First, an instrument to measure classroom climate was 
constructed on the basis of the school climate construct. While both constructs are closely 
related, the focus and coverage of the analysis are different. Second, although the instru-
ment was theoretically considered to measure four dimensions, two of these dimensions 
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only had one item each, which made it impossible to study its construct validity or dimen-
sionality. Third, the following lexical difficulties were observed in the construction of some 
items: items that expressed more than one idea; and items that contained double negatives. 
Fourth, exploratory factor analysis showed a two-dimensional structure that explained a 
small percentage of the variance (23.8%). The communalities and factor loadings were low 
for both dimensions (< 0.30).

Participatory proposing of new items

The participatory proposal of new items with the SFL professionals revealed that revisions 
failed to meet the expectations of the program officers, in the sense that for them, class-
room climate in Chilean classrooms encompassed the physical environment. Therefore, 
and once the pros and cons were analysed, we (the research team and SFL National profes-
sionals) opted to add the following items: “In my classroom, there is enough light to work 
in classes”, “We can listen well to the teacher and classmates anywhere in the room”, “In 
my classroom there is enough space to work in classes”, “In my classroom the temperature 
is adequate to work in classes, all year round” and “We can see the board well from any-
where in the room”. These five items were included in the 36-item pilot version. Because 
of space limitations, this pilot version is not presented but can be obtained by contacting 
the first author.

Student content analyses

Results from the focus groups revealed difficulties in item construction as perceived by 
students. First, some items were irrelevant (e.g. “In my classroom, the temperature is ade-
quate to work in class, year round”). Second, some items seemed redundant (e.g. item 8 
“Our teachers tell us that we can learn, even if sometimes we get poor grades” with item 9 
“Our teachers tell us that even if we learn in different ways, we can all learn” and item 10 
“Our teachers us tell us that each one of us has different learning skills”). Because this last 
item was also considered long and confusing, we modified it to read “Our teachers tell us 
that we can all learn, even if at different paces”. Third, some items were considered very 
infrequent or unlikely (e.g. “In my class, our teachers take into account the suggestions we 
make about class activities and grading”). Fourth, some were not considered pertinent to 
the classroom reality (e.g. “In my class, we like to stay together” was modified to “In my 
class, we like to spend time together”).

Reliability

The 36-item scale that was administered to 151 4–8 grade students showed adequate inter-
nal consistency. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.93 for the full scale ranged and between 0.75 and 
0.86 for the subscales (physical environment 0.75, teacher–student interactions 0.78, peer 
relationships 0.86 and teachers’ orientation towards learning 0.80). Descriptive statistics 
allowed to discard those items out of mean range, as well those with high standard devia-
tions. Also, we discarded items which correlated highly with each other, while consider-
ing the research team’s qualitative criteria previously detailed. These findings, together 
with students’ suggestions, allowed us to eliminate items, leading to the final version of 24 
items.
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The internal consistency of the final 24-item scale was adequate (physical environment 
0.81, teacher–student interactions 0.79, peer relationships 0.87, teacher’s orientation to 
learning 0.84). Correlations between the items and the full scale were between 0.53 and 
0.67. On the other hand, all correlations between items and their respective dimensions 
ranged between 0.48 and 0.70 (see Table 2).

Construct validity

Results from the final administration (N = 6813, 24-item version) using confirmatory fac-
tor analysis with second-order maximum likelihood and four factors showed a good fit for 
the model (χ2 = 5252.346, df = 248, p < 0.001; DFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.05; TLI = 0.92; 
IFI = 0.92) (Fig. 1).

Convergent and divergent validity

In order to test the convergent and divergent validity of the classroom climate scale, we 
correlated both the total and subscale scores, with students’ scores on the school climate 
and peer victimisation instruments. Theoretically, we anticipated that classroom climate 
would correlate positively with school climate and negatively with peer victimisation. As 
expected, results showed that correlations between classroom climate and school climate 
were high and positive (r = 0.72) while those with peer victimization were medium and 
negative (r = − 0.15). The same situation was found for all dimensions of the construct 
(see Table 3).

Fig. 1   Confirmatory factor analysis of the classroom climate scale



417Learning Environ Res (2018) 21:407–422	

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
2  

D
es

cr
ip

tiv
e 

st
at

ist
ic

s a
nd

 c
or

re
la

tio
ns

 o
f i

te
m

s w
ith

 su
bs

ca
le

s a
nd

 fu
ll 

sc
al

e.
 S

ou
rc

e:
 O

w
n 

el
ab

or
at

io
n

Ite
m

M
SD

C
or

re
ct

ed
 it

em
-s

ub
-

sc
al

e 
co

rr
el

at
io

n
C

or
re

ct
ed

 it
em

-
to

ta
l c

or
re

la
tio

n

Ph
ys

ic
al

 e
nv

iro
nm

en
t

 M
y 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
 is

 c
le

an
 a

nd
 ti

dy
1.

50
0.

93
0.

51
0.

56
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
, t

he
re

 is
 e

no
ug

h 
lig

ht
 to

 w
or

k 
du

rin
g 

cl
as

s
2.

30
0.

81
0.

55
0.

54
 W

e 
ca

n 
he

ar
 th

e 
te

ac
he

r a
nd

 o
th

er
 c

la
ss

m
at

es
 c

le
ar

ly
 fr

om
 a

ny
w

he
re

 in
 th

e 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

1.
95

0.
93

0.
60

0.
61

 In
 m

y 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

, t
he

re
 is

 e
no

ug
h 

ro
om

 to
 w

or
k 

du
rin

g 
cl

as
s

2.
20

0.
82

0.
62

0.
59

 W
e 

ca
n 

se
e 

th
e 

w
hi

te
bo

ar
d 

cl
ea

rly
 fr

om
 a

ny
 p

la
ce

 in
 th

e 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

1.
92

0.
91

0.
54

0.
53

 I 
lik

e 
m

y 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

2.
05

0.
96

0.
58

0.
64

Te
ac

he
r–

stu
de

nt
 in

te
ra

ct
io

ns
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
it 

is
 e

as
y 

fo
r t

ea
ch

er
s t

o 
m

ai
nt

ai
n 

stu
de

nt
s’

 g
oo

d 
be

ha
vi

or
 a

nd
 o

rd
er

 d
ur

in
g 

le
ss

on
s

1.
41

0.
94

0.
48

0.
54

 In
 m

y 
cl

as
s, 

stu
de

nt
s h

el
p 

de
ci

di
ng

 g
oo

d 
cl

im
at

e 
an

d 
di

sc
ip

lin
e 

ru
le

s f
or

 th
e 

cl
as

sr
oo

m
1.

62
0.

92
0.

53
0.

58
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
te

ac
he

rs
 m

ak
e 

us
 fo

llo
w

 th
e 

ru
le

s a
nd

 o
be

y 
th

ei
r o

rd
er

s
2.

12
0.

81
0.

60
0.

65
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
w

he
n 

a 
stu

de
nt

 d
oe

s n
ot

 fo
llo

w
 a

 ru
le

, t
ea

ch
er

s t
ak

e 
m

ea
su

re
s

2.
15

0.
84

0.
54

0.
59

 W
e 

ca
n 

gi
ve

 o
ur

 o
pi

ni
on

 a
bo

ut
 h

ow
 to

 o
rg

an
iz

e 
th

e 
cl

as
sr

oo
m

 (d
ec

or
at

io
n,

 la
yo

ut
, s

ea
t d

is
pl

ay
, e

tc
.)

2.
10

0.
87

0.
55

0.
62

 In
 m

y 
cl

as
s, 

w
e 

try
 to

 g
et

 o
rg

an
iz

ed
 to

 c
ar

ry
 o

ut
 a

ct
iv

iti
es

 w
e 

ar
e 

in
te

re
ste

d 
in

 (r
affl

es
, t

rip
s, 

pa
rti

es
, e

tc
.)

2.
09

0.
88

0.
54

0.
61

 In
 m

y 
cl

as
s, 

w
e 

lik
e 

to
 sp

en
d 

tim
e 

to
ge

th
er

1.
86

0.
92

0.
63

0.
61

 I 
fe

el
 g

oo
d 

an
d 

co
m

fo
rta

bl
e 

in
 m

y 
cl

as
s

2.
14

0.
87

0.
63

0.
67

Pe
er

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 D
ur

in
g 

cl
as

s, 
w

e 
ca

n 
ta

lk
 a

nd
 p

ar
tic

ip
at

e 
w

ith
ou

t b
ei

ng
 te

as
ed

 o
r i

ns
ul

te
d 

by
 o

ur
 c

la
ss

m
at

es
1.

59
0.

94
0.

63
0.

61
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
w

e 
al

l g
et

 a
lo

ng
 w

ith
 e

ac
h 

ot
he

r
1.

64
0.

94
0.

68
0.

60
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
ea

ch
 st

ud
en

t i
s a

cc
ep

te
d 

an
d 

va
lu

ed
 b

y 
w

ho
 h

e/
sh

e 
is

1.
76

0.
95

0.
68

0.
63

 A
m

on
g 

cl
as

sm
at

es
, w

e 
he

lp
 o

ne
 a

no
th

er
 w

he
n 

so
m

eb
od

y 
ne

ed
s i

t
1.

96
0.

87
0.

66
0.

67
 W

he
n 

th
er

e 
is

 a
 c

on
fli

ct
 in

 th
e 

cl
as

s, 
w

e 
so

rt 
it 

ou
t b

y 
ta

lk
in

g
1.

58
0.

99
0.

57
0.

57
Te

ac
he

r’s
 o

rie
nt

at
io

n 
to

w
ar

ds
 le

ar
ni

ng
 O

ur
 te

ac
he

rs
 te

ll 
us

 w
hy

 w
e 

ca
nn

ot
 d

o 
ce

rta
in

 th
in

gs
2.

23
0.

80
0.

64
0.

62



418	 Learning Environ Res (2018) 21:407–422

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
2  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

Ite
m

M
SD

C
or

re
ct

ed
 it

em
-s

ub
-

sc
al

e 
co

rr
el

at
io

n
C

or
re

ct
ed

 it
em

-
to

ta
l c

or
re

la
tio

n

 O
ur

 te
ac

he
rs

 te
ll 

us
 th

at
 w

e 
ca

n 
al

l l
ea

rn
, e

ve
n 

if 
it 

is
 a

t a
 d

iff
er

en
t p

ac
e

2.
28

0.
80

0.
70

0.
63

 W
e 

ca
n 

as
k 

ou
r t

ea
ch

er
s h

ow
 w

ha
t w

e 
le

ar
n 

in
 c

la
ss

 is
 u

se
fu

l t
o 

us
2.

24
0.

77
0.

70
0.

62
 O

ur
 te

ac
he

rs
 e

nc
ou

ra
ge

 u
s t

o 
as

k 
qu

es
tio

ns
 w

he
n 

w
e 

do
 n

ot
 u

nd
er

st
an

d
2.

30
0.

78
0.

69
0.

63
 In

 m
y 

cl
as

s, 
w

e 
try

 o
ur

 b
es

t t
o 

do
 w

el
l

2.
01

0.
84

0.
50

0.
60



419Learning Environ Res (2018) 21:407–422	

1 3

Consequential validity

Semi-structured interviews with SFL Program officials showed that, 1 year after provid-
ing the final validated 24-item version to the SFL Program, the classroom climate scale 
had replaced the existing instrument and was highly valued by the professionals. They 
acknowledged that knowing that this new instrument had adequate psychometric properties 
made them feel more secure in using it as a valid tool for providing teachers with feed-
back on their classroom climate. They used the tool during sessions with teachers to iden-
tify strengths and weakness in their classroom management skills and to counsel them on 
ways to improve their classroom climate and management. The professionals recognised 
that the physical environment dimension also allowed them and the teachers to show these 
results to school-level and commune-level authorities, as evidence for the need to improve 
classroom conditions. Semi-structured interviews with commune-level municipal school 
administrators showed that the instrument was effectively being used as part of a wider 
school climate monitoring system (López et al. 2013) and was positively valued as a tool 
for school improvement. “Having these tools that are validated through all the work allows 
taking actions to rectify those difficulties that are in the different establishments. This helps 
us not only in a school, but in all schools in the commune. Thus, through this survey, the 
head principals, the teachers were able to create remedial work to resolve this conflicting 
situation. Now, for us, the application of this instrument allowed us to see that there are 
schools that have an excellent climate and others that are very weak, but this has been tre-
mendously a great support tool in order to search for solutions” (Head of a commune-level 
school administration).

Discussion

This study provides evidence that a mixed-methods approach is a feasible and relevant 
aspect of psychoeducational assessment. Qualitative, participatory techniques with pro-
gram officials showed that understanding the professionals’ need to use the instrument, 
as well as comprehending how they understand the construct (i.e. classroom climate), 
were needed to help teachers to improve classroom conditions and processes; it is a very 
important part of item construction, especially if the instrument is to be embedded in an 
ongoing public educational program implementation scheme. Likewise, focus group and 

Table 3   Convergent and divergent validity of the Classroom Climate Scale

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Scale Correlation

School climate Peer victimisation

Classroom climate (total score) 0.72** − 0.15**
Physical environment 0.62** − 0.14**
Teacher–student interactions 0.65** − 0.11**
Peer relationships 0.56** − 0.12**
Teachers’ orientation towards learning 0.65** − 0.14**
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semi-structured interviews provided relevant information on construct and consequen-
tial validity, respectively. Of course, this approach is slow and sequential. The processes 
described in this study evolved over a period of 3 years.

Findings from this study show that the classroom climate scale has adequate psycho-
metric properties in terms of reliability and construct, convergent, divergent and conse-
quential validity. The consequential validity findings are relevant because they show that 
the scale fits the purpose for which it was designed. We hope this instrument will be tested 
and used in other educational contexts.
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