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Abstract

Teacher self-efficacy (TSE) is one of the most salient motivational characteristics that
is assumed to affect teachers’ instructional quality and student motivational beliefs. However,
discussions of these associations have primarily been often primarily conceptual and/or based
on empirical research that has suffered from methodological shortcomings. Therefore, the
aim of this study was to examine the relationships between TSE, instructional quality (i.e.,
classroom management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate) and student
motivational beliefs (i.e., self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation) by using responses from both
teachers and students and implementing a sophisticated doubly latent multilevel structural
equation modeling approach. A total of 94 high school teachers and their 2087 students
participated in the study. The results demonstrated that, at the class level, TSE was positively
related to the three dimensions of instructional quality but not to student motivational beliefs.
As expected, instructional quality was positively related to student motivational beliefs.

Keywords: teacher self-efficacy, instructional quality, student motivational beliefs, doubly
latent multilevel structural equation modeling
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Teacher self-efficacy, instructional quality, and student motivational beliefs: An
analysis using multilevel structural equation modeling
1. Introduction
Teacher motivation is of key importance for both effective teaching and student
learning (Kunter et al., 2008; Roth, Assor, Kanat-Maymon, & Kaplan, 2007). Among an
array of motivational constructs, teacher self-efficacy (TSE) is recognized as a relevant
predictor of teacher effectiveness (Klassen & Tze, 2014). TSE is directly related to certain
aspects of instructional quality (e.g., Holzberger, Philipp, & Kunter, 2013; Ryan, Kuusinen,
& Bedoya-Skoog, 2015; Künsting, Neuber, & Lipowsky, 2016) and is believed to shape
student motivation and achievement (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk
Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Moreover, some researchers argue that TSE
affects student outcomes indirectly, that is, through its effects on instructional practices (Guo,
McDonald Connor, Yang, Roehrig, & Morrisson, 2012; Woolfolk Hoy & Davis, 2005).
Furthermore, teachers’ levels of instructional quality have been found to be related to student
motivation (e.g., Fauth et al., 2014; Sakiz, Pape, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2011) as well as student
learning and achievement (e.g., Hattie, 2009; Kunter et al., 2013).
Despite evidence on the above-described individual interrelationships between TSE,
classroom processes, and student outcomes, a holistic process model including these
associations have been primarily conceptual (e.g., Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) rather than
empirical (Zee & Koomen, 2016). In addition, many studies that examined the links between
the different aspects of the classroom climate (e.g., instructional quality) and student
outcomes have suffered from methodological flaws, such as failing to consider the
appropriate level of statistical analysis and inadequately controlling for potential
measurement and sampling errors (Morin, Marsh, Nagengast, & Scalas, 2014). Finally, past
studies have often relied either on teacher or student self-reports instead of integrating the
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perspectives of both the teacher and the student. Therefore, the goal of the present study is to
empirically expand our understanding of the nature of the associations between TSE,
teachers’ instructional practices, and students’ motivational beliefs, while overcoming certain
methodological issues that were present in previous research.
1.1.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and its Associations with Teachers’ Instructional Quality
and Students’ Motivational Beliefs

One of the premises of the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977; 1997) is that
human functioning involves a dynamic interplay of intrapersonal, behavioral, and
environmental factors, which are linked to each other by a triadic reciprocal codetermination.
Individuals are seen as agents who exert intentional influence over their functioning and the
course of the events in their lives. Their agency is rooted in corresponding self-efficacy
beliefs, which are affected by various behavioral and environmental factors; namely, through
mastery experiences, vicarious experiences (i.e., social modeling), social persuasion, and
physiological and emotional states (Bandura, 1997; 2012). Self-efficacy beliefs affect the
quality of human functioning through cognitive, motivational, affective, and decisional
processes. That is, these beliefs shape individuals’ outcome expectations, causal attributions
of successes and failures, and the ways individuals motivate themselves and preserve in the
face of obstacles. In addition, self-efficacy affects individuals’ beliefs in their coping
capabilities, emotion regulation mechanisms, and vulnerability to stress and depression.
Lastly, self-efficacy beliefs can influence the choices individuals make at important life
points, therefore, potentially shaping the course of their lives and what they become
(Bandura, 2012).
Self-efficacy beliefs are domain-specific, manifesting itself in different forms
depending on the activity domain and situational condition (Bandura, 2012). In the teaching
domain, TSE can be defined as teachers’ beliefs in their capabilities to teach their subject
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matter and to accomplish desired outcomes of student engagement and learning even when
teaching challenging students (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In general,
individuals with high self-efficacy beliefs perform better at work since they tend to work
harder, are more persistent, and experience lower levels of stress (Bandura, 1997). In this
light, teachers with a strong sense of efficacy invest more time in planning, are better
organized, are more open to new ideas and methods, show greater enthusiasm for teaching,
and tend to be more persistent in working with struggling students (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Indeed, research indicate that TSE is related to various indicators of
teacher performance, such as student academic achievement and student motivational beliefs
(Klassen & Tze, 2014; Midgley, Feldlaufer & Eccles, 1989), as well as teacher instructional
quality (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Klassen, Tze, Betts, & Gordon, 2011; Tschannen-Moran,
Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998).
Contemporary conceptualizations of instructional quality stipulate that the effects of
teachers and classrooms on student learning are achieved through the interactions between
teachers and students. For example, the Teaching through Interactions Framework (Hamre et
al., 2013) proposes there are three important domains of classroom teaching: classroom
organization (which promotes positive behavior and attention), instructional support (which
enhances learning), and emotional support (which promotes student social development).
Similarly, according to the Three Basic Dimensions Framework (Praetorius, Klieme, Herbert,
& Pinger, 2018), classroom management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate are
critical for student learning and motivation. Classroom management encompasses one’s
ability to deliver well-structured and organized instructions as well as the ability to
demonstrate effective student behavior management that ensure enough time for learning
activities (Pianta & Hamre, 2009; Schlesinger & Jentsch, 2016) and promote both student
learning and achievement (e.g., Seidel & Shavelson, 2007) as well as their motivation
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(Rakoczy et al., 2007). Cognitive activation refers to one’s ability to engage students in
higher order thinking skills and challenging tasks, foster student in-depth understanding of
the content, and stimulate explorations of concepts, ideas, and prior knowledge (Pianta &
Hamre, 2009; Pianta et al., 2012; Schlesinger & Jentsch, 2016) and is related to student
engagement in higher-level thinking processes and metacognition (Baumert et al., 2010).
Lastly, supportive climate focuses on aspects of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan,
1985) and refers to one’s ability to demonstrate features of the teacher–student relationship,
such as constructive feedback during instruction, positive approach to student errors and
misconceptions, and caring behavior (Klieme, Pauli, & Reusser, 2009; Klieme et al., 2001).
This dimension of instructional quality has been thought to enhance student well-being and
learning motivation (Praetorius et al., 2018).
In their synthesis on 40 years of TSE research, Zee and Koomen (2016) concluded
that teachers with high levels of self-efficacy tend to cope effectively with a range of
problematic student behaviors in the classroom, use proactive and student-centered classroom
behavior strategies, and create positive relationships with their students. In addition, the
existing empirical evidence clearly supports the link between TSE and dimensions of
instructional quality. For example, teachers with a strong sense of efficacy tend to create a
supportive classroom environment (Guo et al., 2012; Künsting et al., 2016; Ryan, Kuusinen,
& Bedoya-Skoog, 2015), deliver cognitively activating instructions (Holzberger et al., 2013;
Künsting et al., 2016; Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015), and effectively organize classroom
activities (Guo et al, 2012; Holzberger et al, 2013; Künsting et al, 2016; Ryan et al., 2015).
Student motivation can be viewed as a process through which goal-directed learning
or achievement activity is instigated and sustained (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). According to a
social-cognitive view on motivation, motivational beliefs, values, and goals are of critical
importance in this process (see Eccles & Wigfield, 2002 for a review). For instance, the
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expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) posits that
students’ choices, persistence, and performance in an activity can be explained by their
motivational beliefs. That is, their confidence, expected performance, and the perceived value
of the activity (i.e., attainment value, intrinsic value, utility value, and cost) can influence
their level of engagement and persistence in an activity. Student expectancies and values are
shaped by factors, such as their goals, self-schemata, and perceptions of task demands, which
are rooted in the perceptions of their own previous experiences and a variety of socialization
influences (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Therefore, teachers (and their instructional behaviors)
can have important roles in shaping students’ motivational beliefs, namely expectancies and
values. More specifically, ensuring that students are being attentive and receive adequate
cognitive stimulation and opportunities for success along with fulfilling their needs in a selfdetermined way, may boost their confidence levels and expectancies for success as well as
the subjective value they ascribe to the learning tasks.
In the present study, the expectancy component of student motivation is conceptualized
through self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) and the value component is conceptualized through
intrinsic motivation, that is, performing an activity to experience pleasure and satisfaction
that are inherent to the activity (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Intrinsic motivation is a construct very
similar to intrinsic value component in the expectancy-value model of achievement, which
can be described as enjoyment a student experiences while performing the activity or the
subjective interest the student has in the subject (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Both of these
motivational beliefs are of great importance for student academic outcomes — student beliefs
about their ability and expectancies for success strongly predict academic achievement, while
student subjective values predict domain-specific (career) aspirations (Guo, Marsh, Parker,
Morin, & Dicke, 2017; Lauermann Tsai, & Eccles, 2017; Wang, Eccles, & Kenny, 2013;
Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The focus of the present research was on high school students
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enrolled in grammar school programs that best prepare students for pursuing higher education
at universities. Therefore, investigating the teacher and classroom characteristics that may
explain their ability and value beliefs is of crucial importance for understanding their future
academic success and career choices.
It was suggested that TSE influences student motivation. That is, teachers with greater
sense of efficacy provide their students with more choices, transfer greater confidence, and
provide students with a greater sense of control of their learning, which in turn positively
affect students’ engagement in class activities, their learning values, and confidence
(Woolfolk Hoy, Hoy, & Davis, 2009). Indeed, some research suggests that TSE may be
directly and positively related to different aspects of student motivation, such as engagement,
on-task behavior, and invested effort, as well to student motivational beliefs like
expectancies, self-efficacy, intrinsic value, and attitudes towards learning (e.g., Midgley,
Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989; Reyes et al., 2012; Ross, 1998; see Zee & Koomen, 2016 for a
review). However, most of this research, with an exception of Midgley et al.’s study, were
either based on small samples and cross-sectional designs, relied solely on a self-report
method, and/or failed to analyze these associations at an appropriate level (i.e., teacher level).
For instance, when taking into account both teachers’ and students’ responses and
acknowledging the multilevel structure of such data, TSE was not related either to studentreported school investment or to student motivational beliefs, such as self-efficacy, intrinsic
values, and goal orientations (Thoonen, Sleegers, Peetsma, & Oort 2011). Due to the scarcity
and inconsistency of existing empirical evidence, as well as the methodological shortcomings
of previous research, further elucidation of the link between TSE and student motivation is
warranted.
1.2.

The Association Between Instructional Quality and Student Motivational Beliefs
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Teacher instructional quality has been acknowledged as an important source of
variation in student learning and achievement (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2008; Hattie, 2009).
The different dimensions of instructional quality not only explain student cognitive outcomes
(e.g., Fauth et al., 2014; Kunter et al., 2013; Riconscente, 2014), but also affect student
motivational beliefs (e.g. Fauth et al., 2014; Sakiz, Pape, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2011; Schiefele &
Schaffner, 2015). For example, according to the Teaching through Interactions Framework
and the Three Basic Dimensions Framework (Klieme & Rakoczy, 2003; Praetorious et al.,
2018), providing support to students is expected to foster student intrinsic value beliefs. More
precisely, creating a supportive classroom climate that can fulfill students’ basic intrinsic
needs (i.e., relatedness, autonomy, and competence; Ryan & Deci, 2000) should have positive
effects on student intrinsic motivation and subject-related interest (Kunter, Baumert, &
Köller, 2007). In addition, providing meaningful and adequately challenging learning tasks
that promote learning goals and ensuring mastery experiences (which may be achieved
through cognitive activation dimension of instructional quality) are expected to promote
student intrinsic motivation (Lepper & Henderlong, 2000). Lastly, since efficient classroom
management ensures that students are attentive and are being offered opportunities for
learning without disruptions and disturbances, it may foster student motivation as well
(Praetorius et al., 2018).
Indeed, Sakiz, Pape, and Woolfolk Hoy (2011) found that perceived teacher affective
support was positively related to student academic enjoyment, self-efficacy, and effort in
mathematics. Moreover, studies show that other dimensions of instructional quality, namely,
cognitive activation and classroom management, are also related to student value beliefs. For
instance, Fauth et al. (2014) found that students instructed by teachers who are seen as more
supportive and more cognitively activating, are in general more interested in taught subject.
In addition, in the same study, classroom management was also positively related to student
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interest, but only at the student level of analysis. Similarly, Dorfner et al. (2018) found
positive total effects of all three dimensions of instructional quality on student situational
interest. Lastly, Kunter et al. (2013) found both learning support and classroom management
had positive effects on students’ mathematics enjoyment which, along with interest,
positively contribute to the processes of intrinsic motivation (Reeve, 1989). These results
clearly indicate that all three dimensions of instructional quality (and not only supportive
climate) may be important for student intrinsic motivation. However, they also indicate that
some of these effects could be mediated by third variables. For instance, Dorfner et al. (2018)
found that cognitive activation mediates the effects of classroom management and supportive
climate on situational interest.
Empirical evidence regarding the effects of the three dimensions of instructional
quality on student self-efficacy (SSE) beliefs is relatively scarce. Aligned with the socialcognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), SSE beliefs should rise from one’s previous performance,
but also from observing others (e.g., observing classmates succeeding in a task), verbal
persuasion (e.g., encouragement and support from teachers), and interpretation of one’s
physiological states (e.g., anxiety and stress may signal the lack of needed skills to succeed;
Zimmerman, 2000). Therefore, teacher behavior in the classroom is highly relevant for the
development of SSE. More specifically, teachers who are more supportive of their students,
who manage classrooms more efficiently, and who are more able to stimulate deep levels of
cognitive processing and engagement in a subject, are expected to provide students with
generally more sources for greater SSE. That is, they offer their students more opportunities
for achievement and mastery experience, have more credibility in persuading them that
success is attainable, and are able to maintain low levels of stress and anxiety in the
classroom (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2009). Indeed, Fast et al. (2010) found that
students who perceived their classroom environments as more caring, challenging, and
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mastery-oriented reported significantly higher levels of SSE. Furthermore, Riconscente
(2014) revealed that teacher caring, content explanations, and interest promotion play an
important role in explaining both student interest and SSE beliefs. In addition, students who
view their learning environment as supportive for their autonomy reported higher levels of
self-esteem and perceived competence (Ryan & Grolnick, 1986).
1.3.

The Present Study
TSE is recognized as an important motivational variable that influences teacher

effectiveness (Klassen & Tze, 2014). The existing literature indicates that TSE shapes teacher
instructional practices (e.g., Guo et al., 2012; Künsting et al., 2015; Ryan et al., 2015;
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and is related both to students’ academic
achievement (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Klassen & Tze, 2014), and
student motivation (e.g., Midgley et al., 1989; Ross, 1998; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). In
addition, teacher instructional quality was recognized as important positive predictor of
student motivational beliefs (e.g. Fauth et al., 2014; Sakiz, Pape, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2011;
Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015).
However, the existing knowledge on the relationships between TSE, instructional
quality, and student motivational beliefs is still rather fragmented and inconsistent. Some of
these inconsistencies may be attributable to different methods used for assessing the
constructs of interest across studies (e.g., videotaping teacher instructions in Dorfner et al.’s
(2018) study as opposed to using only teacher-reports in Künsting et al.’s (2016) study) or
even to different levels of conceptualization and measurement of constructs (Zee, Koomen, &
de Jong, 2018). Moreover, some of the most cited papers on the importance of TSE for
student motivation (e.g., Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) were theoretical rather than empirical
in its nature (Zee & Koomen, 2016), thus leaving the association between TSE and student
motivational beliefs to be mostly empirically unestablished fact. Next, the majority of studies
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that examined the link between TSE and student outcomes solely relied on teacher reports
(Zee & Koomen, 2016) and were, therefore, possibly burdened with a bias of overestimation
of the size and statistical significance of the examined associations due to a common method
variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2013). In addition, many earlier educational
studies failed to examine the relationships between TSE, instructional quality, and student
motivational beliefs at an appropriate level of analysis. More specifically, in many previous
studies, true classroom-level climate constructs (e.g., instructional quality and teacher
enthusiasm) have been treated as individual student constructs, which is based on an implicit
assumption that the effects observed at one (student) level can be generalized to another
(classroom or teacher) level. Such analytical strategies typically lead to confounding the true
effects from individual students and classrooms as well as to biased estimates (Morin et al.,
2014).
Within the present study, the relationship between instructional quality and student
motivational beliefs is considered a classroom climate effect (instead of an individual student
effect) since students were asked to evaluate the same objective classroom or teacher
characteristic, that is, teachers’ instructional quality. Accordingly, instructional quality should
be based on individual student responses by aggregating them at the teacher level of analysis,
and, thus, the relationships between instructional quality and other student motivational
beliefs should also be tested at the teacher level (for more information, see Marsh et al., 2012;
Morin et al., 2014). In other words, proper disaggregation of the individual and classroom (or
teacher) components of the hypothesized relationships between instructional quality and
student motivational beliefs and analyzing these relationships at the appropriate level are
necessary to calculate accurate estimates. Lastly, in many previous investigations, sampling
and measurement errors were not controlled for, which may have led to biased estimates of
the obtained effects (Morin, et al., 2014).
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To overcome these issues, the present study employed a multilevel design (i.e.,
students were nested within teachers) and used data from both teachers and students to test
the proposed relationships between TSE, instructional quality, and student motivational
beliefs. More precisely, in order to assess the climate effect of instructional quality, each
student within a class directly rated the instructional quality of their teacher, thus making the
teacher (rather than the student) the referent (Morin et al., 2014). Moreover, we used studentreports of instructional quality as opposed to teacher self-reports in order to reduce the
likelihood of bias due to common-method effects and self-serving strategies that might be
used by teachers (Schiefele & Schaffner, 2015). Student-reports are easily accessible and can
provide a valid information on instructional quality (Scherer & Gustafsson, 2015; Wagner et
al., 2013). Finally, we employed a doubly latent multilevel modeling technique (ML-SEM) in
order to test the hypothesized relationships at proper level (i.e., classroom or teacher) of
analysis and to control the measurement error (by using multiple indicators of the constructs
at both student and teacher levels) and sampling error (by incorporating the scores for
different students in the same class as multiple indicators of latent teacher level constructs;
Marsh et al., 2012; Morin et al., 2014).
Based on theoretical assumptions and prior research, it can be assumed that teacher
self-reported levels of self-efficacy would be positively related to class-reported levels of all
three dimensions of instructional quality (H1). However, due to the scarcity and
inconsistency of available findings on the relationship between TSE and students’
motivational beliefs, we leave the nature of the association TSE has with SSE and intrinsic
motivation as an open question (H2). Lastly, we expect that class-reported levels of
instructional quality will be positively related to class-reported levels of motivational beliefs
(i.e., positive climate effect of instructional quality on SSE and intrinsic motivation; H3).
2. Method
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Participants and Procedure
The present study was part of a larger research project aimed to investigate teachers’

emotion and emotion regulation, its antecedents, and effects on various aspects of teacher
functioning (Burić, 2019; Burić & Frenzel, 2019; Burić & Macuka, 2018; Burić, Slišković, &
Macuka, 2018; Burić, Slišković, & Penezić, 2019a,b; Burić, Penezić, & Sorić, 2017; Kim &
Burić, 2019; Slišković, Burić, & Macuka, 2017). It was approved by an institutional ethics
board at the university of the first author. A convenience sample of 94 high school teachers
(86% female) from eight state high schools in Croatia and their 2087 students (one class per
teacher) participated in the study. The teachers were 44.12 (SD = 9.07) years old and had
15.68 (SD = 9.31) years of teaching experience, which reflects typical gender and age
structure of teachers in Croatia (OECD, 2015). They taught a range of subjects (e.g., Croatian
and foreign languages; mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, ICT, history, and
geography). Students (57% female) were on average 16.81 (SD = 0.91) years old. The
majority of them (82%) were enrolled in a grammar-school program.
Data was collected at a single time point via the administration of paper-and-pencil
questionnaires, which were distributed to the students and the teachers with the assistance of
school psychologists and returned to the researchers by post. As indicated above, this study
was part of a larger research project; therefore, data on additional variables were also
collected. Both teachers and students needed approximately 30 to 45 minutes to complete the
questionnaires. Students completed the questionnaires during class time and teachers
completed them during their free time. The participation in the study was anonymous and
voluntary. More specifically, all the teachers from the eight schools were approached and
invited to participate in the study, and only those who voluntarily agreed were enrolled in
data collection procedure (the average response rate was 50%). Teachers gave self-reports on
their levels of self-efficacy, while students reported the perceived levels of the three
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dimensions of instructional quality (i.e., classroom management, cognitive activation, and
supportive climate) delivered by their teacher (i.e., target teacher) as well as self-reports on
their own levels of self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation in the target teacher’s subject. Each
student reported on the characteristics of only one teacher. On average, reports from 22
students were obtained per teacher.
2.2.

Measures
TSE was assessed through the Teacher Self-efficacy Scale (TSE; Schwarzer, Schmidt,

& Daytner, 1999) which contains 10 items measuring teachers’ perceptions of their efficacy
in four areas of the teaching job: (1) job accomplishment, (2) skill development, (3) social
interactions with students, and (4) coping with job stress. Teachers rated the agreement with
each item on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (exactly true).
Student-reported dimensions of instructional quality were measured using three
corresponding scales. Classroom management was assessed through three items of the
Monitoring scale (Kunter et al., 2008) and one additional newly created item. To efficiently
capture the construct of cognitive activation in different academic domains, four items were
taken from the Teacher Mastery Goal subscale of the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scale
(Midgley et al., 2000). In addition, four new items were developed. Students rated the
classroom management and cognitive activation dimensions of their teachers’ instructional
quality on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree).
Lastly, six items from the Learning Climate Questionnaire (Williams & Deci, 1996) was used
to measure the supportive climate aspect of instructional quality. Students rated their
agreement with each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree).
Student self-reported motivational beliefs were assessed using two measures. The first
was the Self-efficacy for Learning and Achievement scale from the Motivated Strategies for
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Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993), which is comprised of
eight items assessing expectancy component of motivation (i.e., performance expectations
and judgments of one’s ability to master the task). Students rated the agreement with each
item using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 5 (very true of me). The
second measure was the Intrinsic Motivation subscale of the Situational Motivation Scale
(Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000), which contains four items describing intrinsic reasons
for learning the subject taught by the target teacher. Students were instructed to rate the
accuracy on the reasons why they were studying the subject taught by the target teachers on a
7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (exactly).
The full list of items used in this research is shown in Appendix A. The Cronbach
alphas and descriptive statistics for all the scales are presented in Table 1.
2.3.

Analysis
Data in the current study were hierarchically structured—students located at Level 1

(L1) were nested within teachers located at Level 2 (L2). In such designs, L1 constructs (i.e.,
students’ ratings of instructional quality and student motivation) are based on responses of
individual students, while L2 constructs can be based on either true L2 measures (i.e., TSE)
or aggregates of student responses within the class (i.e., aggregated ratings of instructional
quality and class-average reports of motivational beliefs; Marsh et al., 2012). The effect of
aggregated ratings of instructional quality on the class-average motivational beliefs is
considered a climate effect since the referent is the class and each student in the class is asked
to directly rate the same features of the classroom environment (i.e., teacher instructional
quality) rather than to rate themselves in that environment. Since climate effects reflect the
students’ shared perceptions of their classroom environment, any residual inter-individual
differences that occur at the student level once shared perceptions are controlled for are
considered to be a source of unreliability (i.e., measurement error; Arens, Morin, &
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Watermann, 2015; Marsh et al., 2012). These residual L1 ratings represent unique
perceptions of each student that cannot be explained by the class-shared perceptions but may
play a substantive role in the interpretation of the results (Morin et al., 2014).
In order to test the study hypotheses, we used a doubly latent multilevel structural
equation modeling (ML-SEM; Marsh et al., 2009). The advantages of doubly latent ML-SEM
are the ability to control for measurement error at both L1 and L2 levels by using multiple
indicators of a construct, as well as the ability to control for sampling error through the
aggregating individual student responses to represent teacher level characteristic (Morin et
al., 2014).
The analysis was conducted in several steps. First, the intraclass correlation
coefficients (i.e., ICC1 and ICC2) were obtained to evaluate the extent to which students of
the same teacher shared similar perceptions of instructional quality and had similar levels of
motivation. ICC1 denotes the proportion of the total variance occurring at the class level and
ICC2 refers to the degree of agreement between students or the reliability of the group
average (Lüdtke, Marsh, Robitzsch, Trautwein, 2011). It is suggested that ICC1 values
should be close to or exceed .10, while ICC2 values should be higher than .70 (Lüdtke et al.,
2011; Marsh et al., 2012). Second, the Pearson correlation coefficients between
demographics and study variables were calculated at both student (L1) and teacher (L2)
levels. Third, a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (ML-CFA) was performed to test the
latent structure of the used measures and to examine their validity. Scale items were used as
indicators of each of the latent variables. To facilitate interpretation and to reduce
nonessential multicollinearity, all variables in the model were standardized (M = 0.00, SD =
1.00; Arens et al., 2015; Morin et al., 2014). In addition, to ensure the comparability of the
constructs across levels, the invariance of the factor loadings was tested. Such a procedure
reduces the complexity of the model and yields more accurate parameter estimates at L2
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(Morin et al., 2014). Fourth, the fit of the structural model was evaluated (see Figure 1),
which hypothesized positive relationships between TSE and aggregated reports of
instructional quality at L2, positive relationships between TSE and aggregated reports of
motivational beliefs at L2, and positive relationships between residual student-reports of
instructional quality and motivational beliefs al L1.
-

FIGURE 1 -

The analyses were performed using Mplus 8.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) and
based on robust maximum-likelihood estimator (MLR). Full information maximumlikelihood estimation (FIML; Enders, 2010) was employed to handle the missing data at the
item level: 3% cognitive activation, 2.6% student self-efficacy, 1.5% classroom management,
1.1% intrinsic motivation, and 0% TSE. Goodness of model fit was evaluated by comparative
fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA), and standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR). The following cutoff scores
were used to indicate excellent and adequate fit: CFI and TLI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .06 and ≤. 08,
and SRMR ≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Morin et al., 2014). To compare the nested models,
ΔCFI ≤ .01 and ΔRMSEA ≤ .015 criteria were used, and models with lower values were
preferred (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). We also reported AIC, BIC, and ABIC
values, and lower values represent better fit to the data.
3. Results
Intraclass and Pearson correlations between the study variables are presented in Table
1. All ICC1 and ICC2 values exceeded the cutoff values of .10 and .70, respectively. These
findings demonstrated that there were substantive amounts of total variance occurring at L2
as well as at L1, indicating that students’ ratings showed reasonable levels of agreement
(Lüdtke et al., 2011). The correlation coefficients between teacher (i.e., gender and years of

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

18

teaching experience) and student demographic characteristics (i.e., gender and age) and the
study variables were calculated at both levels of analyses.
As shown in Table 1, only years of teaching experience exhibited significant negative
correlations with TSE, cognitive activation, classroom management, and SSE at L2.
Therefore, years of teaching experience were introduced in the hypothesized model as a
control variable at L2. The latent and manifest correlations at L2 showed that TSE positively
correlated with all three aggregated dimensions of instructional quality (H1), but not with
aggregated SSE and intrinsic motivation (H2). Next, aggregated student-reports of the three
dimensions of instructional quality were positively related to aggregated student self-reported
motivational beliefs, that is, with SSE and intrinsic motivation (H3)
Furthermore, the latent and manifest correlations calculated at both levels were in line
with our expectations. Specifically, at L2, TSE positively correlated with all three aggregated
dimensions of instructional quality (H1), while its correlations with aggregated SSE and
intrinsic motivation were non-significant (H2). Next, aggregated students’ ratings of
dimensions of instructional quality were positively related to aggregated students’
motivational beliefs (H3). At L1, students’ residual ratings of the dimensions of instructional
quality positively correlated to SSE and intrinsic motivation, indicating the existence of
systematic differences in residual L1 climate ratings (Marsh et al., 2012).
-

TABLE 1 -

We ran series of ML-CFAs to test the latent structure of each scale that was used to
represent certain constructs at L1 and L2 (i.e., classroom management, cognitive activation,
supportive climate, SSE, and intrinsic motivation). These analyses yielded satisfactory levels
of fit for all the scales supporting their unidimensional structure. The specific results of these
analyses can be found in Appendix B. Next, we tested the measurement model containing all
constructs under study, represented by its respective items, and found a reasonable fit to the

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

19

data: χ²(990) = 3774.058, CFI = .919, TLI = .912, RMSEA = .037, SRMRW = .036 and
SRMRB = .089, AIC = 128383.904, BIC = 129484.757, ABIC = 128865.221. Moreover,
factor loadings were in the acceptable range for all variables at L1 (.503 – .717 for classroom
management, .591 – .756 for cognitive activation, .729 – .784 for supportive climate, .590 –
.827 for SSE, and .695 – .866 for intrinsic motivation) and L2 (.716 – .980 for classroom
management, .796 – .984 for cognitive activation, .905 – .994 for supportive climate, .710 –
.994 for SSE, .916 – .999 for intrinsic motivation, and .563 – .727 for TSE).
However, as can be seen in Table 1, the latent correlations between the three
dimensions of instructional quality were high in magnitude, indicating poorer discriminative
validity of student-ratings (Lance, La Pointe, & Stewart, 1994). Therefore, to reduce the
likelihood of issues caused by multicollinearity and model complexity, we tested separate
models for each of the dimensions of instructional quality (i.e., classroom management,
cognitive activation, and supportive climate) in three steps: (1) an unconstrained
measurement model (M1), (2) a constrained measurement model (factor loadings set to be
equal across levels; M2), and (3) a hypothesized structural model with years of teaching
experiences as control variable at L2 (M3). The results are shown in Table 2. Based on the fit
indices, all three measurement models seemed to show a reasonable fit to the data. Moreover,
the assumption regarding the invariant factor loadings across the levels was satisfied for each
of the models (ΔCFI = .003 and ΔRMSEA = .000 for M1, ΔCFI = .002 and ΔRMSEA = .000
for M2, ΔCFI = .004 and ΔRMSEA = .001 for M3). Finally, the structural models also
yielded adequate to excellent fit. The standardized effects and their corresponding standard
errors obtained in structural models are presented in Table 3.
-

TABLE 2 –

-

TABLE 3 -
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At L2, higher levels of TSE showed positive associations with all three dimensions of
instructional quality (i.e., classroom management, cognitive activation, and supportive
climate), which was in line with H1. That is, teachers with higher levels of TSE were, on
average, rated by students as managing classrooms better (β = .255, p = .041), providing
more cognitive activation (β = .261, p = .033), and showing greater support (β = .234, p =
.035). In regards to H2, TSE was not related to SSE and intrinsic motivation in classroom
management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate models (β = -.094, p =.447 and β =
-.171, p = .137; β = -.083, p = .497 and β = -.168, p = .165; β = -.091, p = .469 and β = -.139,
p = .296, respectively). Next, in support of H3, in classes of teachers with higher levels on the
three instructional quality domains (i.e., classroom management, cognitive activation, and
supportive climate), the students reported higher levels of SSE (β = .361, p = .001; β = .312, p
= .016; and β = .384, p = .003, respectively) and intrinsic motivation (β = .539, p < .001; β =
.510, p < .001; and β = .446, p < .001, respectively). The results also revealed that more
experienced teachers reported lower levels of TSE (β = -.239, p = .029; β = -.244, p = .028;
and β = -.242, p = .028, for each of the models respectively). Lastly, the more experienced
teachers were rated as poorer classroom managers by their students (β = -.217, p = .055) and
had classes of students with somewhat lower levels of SSE (β= -.178, p = .093; β = -.210, p =
.040; and β = -.205, p = .052, respectively). At L1, students’ residualized perceptions of
classroom management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate were positively related
to SSE (β = .351, p < .001; β = .427, SE = 0.026, p < .001; and β =.334, p < .001,
respectively) and intrinsic motivation (β = .442, SE = 0.031, p < .001; β = .483, SE = 0.025, p
< .001; and β = .363, SE = 0.030, p < .001, respectively).
4. Discussion
The aim of this study was to examine the relationships between TSE, instructional
quality, and student motivational beliefs by implementing a multilevel design and by
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collecting reports from both teachers and their students. Doubly latent ML-SEM was used,
which allowed us to control for both measurement and sample errors, and thus yielding more
accurate estimates of the relationships between the examined constructs. Moreover, the
design of this study enabled us to examine the climate effect of teacher instructional quality
on student motivational beliefs at an appropriate level of analysis.
4.1.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and its Associations with Teachers’ Instructional Quality
and Students’ Motivational Beliefs
As expected, the analysis showed that TSE was positively correlated to each of the

three dimensions of instructional quality. Teachers with higher levels of self-efficacy were
perceived by their students as someone who was more effective in classroom management,
who stimulated higher levels of cognitive engagement among students, and who was more
supportive. These results are in accordance with previous research that found positive
associations between TSE and effective classroom management (Guo et al., 2012; Holzberger
et al., 2013; Künsting et al., 2016; Ryan et al., 2015), creating a supportive climate in the
classroom (Guo et al., 2012; Künsting et al, 2016; Ryan et al., 2015), and delivering
cognitively activating instructions (Holzberger et al., 2013; Künsting et al., 2016; Schiefele &
Schaffner, 2015). The current study findings also support the propositions of the socialcognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), which stipulate that individuals with higher self-efficacy
beliefs perform better, which is achieved through hard work, persistence, and lower levels of
stress. Indeed, teachers’ expectations and confidence in their capabilities to accomplish
teaching goals and desired student outcomes were reflected in their greater levels of
effectiveness, that is, higher students’ perceptions of instructional quality.
Next, the test of our second hypothesis showed that TSE was not directly related to
the student motivational variables in the present study, which is in contrast to some earlier
propositions (e.g., Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1998; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) but
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consistent with Thoonen et al.’s (2011) finding. It seems that when combining teacher selfreports with student-reports and analyzing the relationships at an appropriate level of analysis
(i.e., teacher), the relationship between TSE and student motivational beliefs is not as robust
as it has been previously suggested. Indeed, as noted by Zee & Koomen (2016), the mostcited papers (e.g., Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) were theoretical papers that only assumed
associations between TSE and student motivational beliefs instead of empirically testing
them. In addition, some authors claim that TSE shapes student outcomes indirectly through
the delivered instructional quality, thus implying a mediating role of teacher instructional
behavior in explaining the relationship between TSE and student outcomes (Dembo &
Gibson, 1985; Guo et al., 2012; Kunter et al., 2013; Woolfolk Hoy & Davis, 2005; Zee &
Koomen, 2016). However, these claims were again in most cases derived either from
theoretical considerations or from empirical findings based on a cross-sectional study design,
which cannot accurately reveal underlying causal mediational mechanisms.
In line with the third hypothesis, aggregated student-reports of instructional quality
were positively related to their motivational beliefs, namely self-efficacy and intrinsic
motivation. Classes of students who gave their teachers higher ratings on all three dimensions
of the instructional quality also reported higher levels of self-efficacy and intrinsic
motivation. Interestingly, all three dimensions of instructional quality showed to be similarly
relevant in explaining student motivation. According to the Teaching through Interactions
framework (Hamre et al., 2013) and the Three Basic Dimensions of teaching quality
(Praetorius et al., 2018), providing support to students is the most important factor for
fostering student well-being and motivation, while classroom management and cognitive
activation dimensions have the strongest role in facilitating student learning and achievement.
However, our results showed that each of the three basic dimensions are similarly important
in explaining student intrinsic motivation, which are in line with previous studies’ findings
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(e.g., Dorfner et al., 2018; Fast et al., 2010; Fauth et al., 2014; Kunter et al., 2007;
Riconscente, 2014). The obtained findings suggest that ensuring a supportive classroom
climate may increase students’ sense of personal autonomy and self-determination (Ryan &
Deci, 2000), which then promotes their intrinsic motivation (Kunter, Baumert, & Köller,
2007). In addition, delivering instructions that are interesting and optimally challenging, as
well as ensuring that students are being attentive and learning without disruptions, may
enhance students’ value beliefs (Lepper & Henderlong, 2000; Praetorius et al., 2018).
The observed patterns of the relationships between instructional quality and SSE are
in accordance with the social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997), which posits that students’
self-efficacy beliefs stem from actual performances, vicarious experiences, social persuasion
and physiological and emotional states (Schunk & Pajares, 2009). Teachers’ instructional
behaviors can influence some of these sources of SSE. For instance, teachers who ensure
students’ attention to learning by efficient classroom management and who stimulate students
to actively engage in knowledge construction also offer students more opportunities for
mastery experience and success, which in turn boosts SSE. Moreover, such teacher behaviors
can enable vicarious learning experiences for students since they can observe their class
peers’ task mastery behaviors. In addition, a supportive climate during learning and
achievement activities may raise SSE through processes of social persuasion (e.g., providing
positive feedback to students while ensuring that the envisioned success is attainable) and
assist in maintaining low levels of stress and anxiety, which then promote the development of
skills and competences in a safe environment and consequently enhance SSE levels.
At the student level, residual ratings of instructional quality dimensions were related
to individual student differences in SSE and intrinsic motivation. Such residual climate
ratings may play a substantive role in the interpretation of the results. For instance, systematic
differences in residual L1 climate ratings may reflect systematic method effects — students
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may give consistently more or less favorable responses when rating the climate constructs
(Marsh et al., 2012; Morin et al., 2014). Considering positive relationships between the
residual ratings of the three basic dimensions and student motivation at L1, it is possible that
students who are more motivated also tend to rate their teacher more favorably and vice
versa. However, future studies with higher levels of methodological rigor (e.g., longitudinal
designs and implementation of procedural remedies to control for common method bias;
Podsakoff et al., 2012) are necessary to clarify these findings further.
4.2.

Limitations and Future Directions
This research has several limitations. First, our study was based on a cross-sectional

design, which does not avail itself to drawing any conclusions regarding the causal ordering
of the examined constructs. That is, it is impossible to determine whether TSE is shaped by or
influences the hypothesized outcome variables. Although the use of longitudinal data for
future research is necessary, it may not be sufficient. For instance, although teacher
motivation has mostly been conceptualized as an antecedent of instructional behaviors (e.g.,
Kunter et al., 2013; Zee & Koomen, 2016), findings from empirical studies based on
longitudinal data have questioned whether it should be conceptualized as an antecedent
construct. For example, in Künsting et al.’s (2016) study, which was based exclusively on
teacher-reports, TSE was found to be a long-term predictor of instructional quality. In
contrast, in Hozberger, Philipp, and Kunter’s (2013) study, which used data from both
teachers and students, the reverse effect of instructional quality on TSE was found. That is,
dimensions of instructional quality predicted TSE rather than the other way around. Finally,
in Praetorius et al.’s (2017) study, based on longitudinal data from both teachers and students,
revealed no significant cross-lagged effects between TSE and teaching quality when teachers’
stable characteristics were taken into account. Moreover, they found that TSE was quite
stable among experienced teachers, with autocorrelations of up to .80, thus further
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complicating the determination of causal inferences (see e.g., Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart,
& Lalive (2014) for further discussions). Nevertheless, longitudinal studies aimed at
establishing the nature of the possible casual associations between the examined constructs
are warranted. In addition, such studies would enable a test of the proposed indirect effect of
TSE on student outcomes through instructional quality (Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Woolfolk
Hoy & Davis, 2005; Zee & Koomen, 2016), which could not be achieved in the present
research due to its cross-sectional design. Additionally, future studies should examine other
teacher characteristics that are relevant for instructional quality using longitudinal data. In
particular, besides TSE, teacher general and subject-specific pedagogical knowledge, beliefs,
motivational orientations, and self-regulation skills should be considered in relation to their
instructional quality and student motivational beliefs (Kunter et al., 2013; Lauermann &
König, 2016).
Second, moderate to high correlations between different dimensions of instructional
quality obtained in this study indicated relatively poor discriminative validity of studentratings. Even though some studies demonstrated that the three-dimensional model of teaching
quality can be replicated in student-ratings (e.g., Wagner et al., 2013), the current data
suggest the insufficient capabilities of students to discriminate between different aspects of
instructional quality. Nonetheless, the positive associations between TSE and the dimensions
of instructional quality support the validity of student-ratings in assessing teacher
instructional behaviors in the classroom to some extent.
Third, student-ratings of instructional quality may have been possibly affected by the
perceived teacher popularity or grading practice (Aleamoni, 1999). Unfortunately, teacher
popularity was not assessed in this study and, therefore, we could not test for a positive
association between class perceived instructional quality and class motivation, after
controlling for teacher popularity. However, previous research demonstrated that student-
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ratings of classroom management, cognitive activation, and supportive climate predicted
student outcomes (i.e., achievement and subject-related interest), even after controlling the
teacher popularity (Fauth et al., 2014).
Fourth, since students gave reports on both instructional quality and motivational
beliefs, the size of the relationships between these two constructs may suffer from artificial
inflation due to a common-method variance. Therefore, in future studies, much more care
should be taken in implementing the most effective procedural and statistical remedies (e.g.,
using data from different sources, temporal separation of the predictor and criterion,
eliminating common scale properties, direct measurement of latent method factor,
measurement of response style; Podsakoff et al., 2012). In addition, future research should
aim at collecting data from both teachers and students on the same constructs to obtain a
more holistic picture of the antecedents and the effects of classroom processes.
Fifth, despite some empirical evidence showing that the dimensionality of
instructional quality is invariant across school subjects (e.g., Sherer & Gustafsson, 2015),
there are indications that not all domains of instructional quality ratings are invariant across
subjects (Klieme, 2013; Wagner, Göllner, Helmke, Trautwein, & Lüdtke, 2013). More
specifically, the cognitive activation dimension has predominately been developed in
mathematics (e.g., Baumert et al., 2010) and may be less applicable to other subject areas.
Unfortunately, due to a relatively small teacher sample size, academic subject specificity
could not be statistically taken into account in the present study. However, the cognitive
activation dimension was assessed through a newly created scale (see Appendix A) and
special care was taken to choose and formulate items that would be applicable across a wide
array of academic subject areas. Indeed, the high reliability coefficients and theoretically
meaningful relations to other examined constructs found in this study show that cognitive
activation can be successfully applied across multiple academic subject areas.
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Lastly, the hypotheses in this study were tested only at the teacher level of analysis
even though SSE and intrinsic motivation are inherently individual student constructs.
However, since the referent in this study was the class rather than an individual student (i.e.,
all students within a class rated the same characteristic of their teacher), the effect of
instructional quality on student outcomes was, by definition, a climate effect that must be
tested at the teacher level of analysis. Nonetheless, future studies may wish to examine the
contextual effect of instructional quality on student motivational beliefs where the referent is
the individual student and not the class. This approach could also enable the test of this
association at both the teacher and student levels of analyses (for more details, see Marsh et
al., 2012).
4.3.

Theoretical and Educational Significance
Although self-efficacy is an intra-personal variable that captures the core aspects of

human agency (Bandura, 1997), it is also responsive to contextual influences (Klassen & Tze,
2014). For instance, it is established that students’ self-efficacy may be influenced by
different educational and instructional factors and can be even trained through specific
instructional interventions (Shunk & Pajares, 2009; Zimmerman, 2000). Therefore, the results
of this research have important educational implications for both teachers and their students.
High-quality teacher education programs for pre-service teachers and professional
development programs for in-service teachers could be aimed at fostering TSE in order to
promote their instructional quality. In addition, training teachers to be competent classroom
managers, to create supportive climate in the classroom, and to know how to stimulate
higher-order thinking can foster student motivational beliefs. It was suggested that it may be
helpful for teachers to familiarize themselves with the three-dimensional model of
instructional quality (Klieme et al., 2001) and its effects on student outcomes within
professional development programs (Dorfner et al., 2018). Lastly, raising teacher

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

28

instructional quality may not only promote student outcomes, but also the sense of their own
efficacy since these teaching behaviors also represent sources of self-efficacy for teachers.
However, these suggestions should be viewed cautiously due to the cross-sectional design of
the present study and the scarcity of research conducted with methodological rigor that allow
making causal inferences regarding the interrelationships between TSE, instructional quality,
and student motivational beliefs.
5. Conclusions
Findings from this research contribute to the scarce empirical evidence regarding the
relationships between teacher motivational variables, their instructional behavios, and student
outcomes. The obtained results emphasize the robustness of the positive link between
teachers’ self-efficacy and instructional quality even when these constructs are collected from
different sources (i.e., teacher- and student-reports), but also question the existence of the
often-assumed direct link between TSE and student intrinsic motivation.

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

29

References
Aleamoni, L.M. (1999). Student rating myths versus research facts from 1924-1998. Journal
of Personal Evaluation in Education, 13, 153-166. doi:10.1023/a:1008168421283
Antonakis, J., Bendahan, S., Jacquart, P., & Lalive, R. (2014). Causality and endogeneity:
Problems and solutions. In D. Day (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Leadership and
Organizations (pp. 93-117). NY: Oxford University Press.
Arens, A. K., Morin, A. J. S., & Watermann, R. (2015). Relations between classroom
disciplinary problems and student motivation: Achievement as a potential
mediator? Learning and Instruction, 39, 184–193.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2015.07.001
Ashton, P. T., & Webb, R. B. (1986). Making a Difference: Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy and
Student Achievement. NY: Longman.
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change.
Psychological Review, 84, 191–215. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W.H. Freeman and
Company.
Bandura, A. (2012). On the functional properties of perceived self-efficacy revisited. Journal
of Management, 38, 9-44. doi: 10.1177/0149206311410606
Baumert, J., Kunter, M., Blum, W., Brunner, M., Voss, T., Jordan, A., Klusmann, U., Krauss,
S., Neubrand, M., & Tsai, Y.-M. (2010). Teachers' mathematical knowledge,
cognitive activation in the classroom, and student progress. American Educational
Research Journal, 47, 133-180. doi:10.3102/0002831209345157
Burić, I. (2019). The role of emotional labour in explaining teachers’ enthusiasm and
students’ outcomes: A multilevel mediational analysis. Learning and Individual
Differences, 70, 12–20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2019.01.002.

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

30

Burić, I., & Frenzel, A. C. (2019). Teacher Anger: New empirical insights from a multimethod approach. Teaching and Teacher Education, 86, 102895. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tate.2019.102895.
Burić, I., & Macuka, I. (2018). Self-efficacy, emotions and work engagement among
teachers: A two wave cross-lagged analysis. Journal of Happiness Studies, 19(7),
1917–1933. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-017-9903-9.
Burić, I., Penezić, Z., & Sorić, I. (2017). Regulating emotions in the teacher’s workplace:
Development and initial validation of the Teacher Emotion-Regulation Scale.
International Journal of Stress Management, 24(3), 217–246. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1037/str0000035.
Burić, I., Slišković, A., & Macuka, I. (2018). A mixed-method approach to the assessment of
teachers’ emotions: Development and validation of the Teacher Emotion
Questionnaire. Educational Psychology, 38(3), 325–349. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01443410.2017.1382682.
Burić, I., Slišković, A., & Penezić, Z. (2019a). Understanding teacher well-being: A crosslagged analysis of burnout, negative student-related emotions, psychopathological
symptoms and resilience. Educational Psychology, 39, 1130–1155.
https://doi.org/10. 1080/01443410.2019.1577952.
Burić, I., Slišković, A., & Penezić, Z. (2019b). A two-wave panel study on teachers’
emotions and emotional labour strategies. Stress and Health, 35(1), 27–38. https://
doi.org/10.1002/smi.2836.
Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Steca, P., & Malone, P. S. (2006). Teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs as determinants of job satisfaction and students’ academic achievement: A
study at the school level. Journal of School Psychology, 44, 473-490.
doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.001

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

31

Creemers, B.P.M. & Kyriakides, L. (2008) The Dynamics of Educational Effectiveness, A
Contribution to Policy, Practice and Theory in Contemporary Schools.
London/New York: Routledge.
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human
Behavior. doi:10.1007/978-1-4899-2271-7
Dembo, M. H., & Gibson, S. (1985). Teachers’ sense of efficacy: An important factor in
school improvement. The Elementary School Journal, 86(2), 173–184.
doi:10.1086/461441
Dorfner, T., Förtsch, C., & Neuhaus, B. J. (2018). Effects of three basic dimensions of
instructional quality on students’ situational interest in sixth-grade biology
instruction. Learning and Instruction, 56, 42–53.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.03.001
Eccles, J. S., & Wigfield, A. (2002). Motivational beliefs, values, and goals. Annual Review
of Psychology, 53, 109–132. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153
Enders, C.K. (2010). Applied Missing Data Analysis. New York: Guilford Press.
Fast, L. A., Lewis, J. L., Bryant, M. J., Bocian, K. A., Cardullo, R. A., Rettig, M., &
Hammond, K. A. (2010). Does math self-efficacy mediate the effect of the
perceived classroom environment on standardized math test performance? Journal
of Educational Psychology, 102, 729–740. doi:10.1037/a0018863
Fauth, B., Decristan, J., Rieser, S., Klieme, E., & Büttner, G. (2014). Student ratings of
teaching quality in primary school: Dimensions and prediction of student
outcomes. Learning and Instruction, 29, 1–9.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.07.001

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

32

Guay, F., Vallerand, R. J., & Blanchard, C. (2000). On the assessment of situational intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation: The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS). Motivation and
Emotion, 24, 175–213. doi:10.1023/A:1005614228250
Guo, Y., Connor, C. M., Yang, Y., Roehrig, A. D., & Morrison, F. J. (2012). The effects of
teacher qualification, teacher self-efficacy, and classroom practices on fifth
graders’ literacy outcomes. The Elementary School Journal, 113(1), 3–24.
doi:10.1086/665816
Guo, J., Marsh, H. W., Parker, P. D., & Dicke, T. (2018). Cross-cultural generalizability of
social and dimensional comparison effects on reading, math, and science selfconcepts for primary school students using the combined PIRLS and TIMSS data.
Learning and Instruction, 58, 210–219.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.07.007
Hattie, J. A. C. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to
achievement. London, UK: Routledge.
Holzberger, D., Philipp, A., & Kunter, M. (2013). How teachers’ self-efficacy is related to
instructional quality: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology,
105, 774–786. doi:10.1037/a0032198
Hu, L., & Bentler, P.M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Coventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 155. doi:10.1080/10705519909540118
Kim, L., & Burić, I. (2019). Teacher self-efficacy and burnout: Determining the directions of
prediction through an autoregressive cross-lagged panel model. Journal of
Educational Psychology. doi:10.1037/edu0000424.

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

33

Klassen, R. M., & Tze, V. M. C. (2014). Teachers’ self-efficacy, personality, and teaching
effectiveness: A meta-analysis. Educational Research Review, 12, 59-76.
doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2014.06.001
Klassen, R. M., Tze, V. M. C., Betts, S. M., & Gordon, K. A. (2011). Teacher efficacy
research 1998-2009: Signs of progress or unfulfilled promise? Educational
Psychology Review, 23, 21-43. doi:10.1007/s10648-010-9141-8
Klieme, E. (2013). The role of large-scale assessments in research on educational
effectiveness and school development. In M. von Davier, E. Gonzalez, I. Kirsch, &
K. Yammamoto (Eds.), The Role of International Large-Scale Assessments:
Perspectives from Technology, Economy, and Educational Research (pp. 115–
147). Heidelberg: Springer. doi:10.1007/978-94-007-4629-9_7
Klieme, E., Pauli, C., & Reusser, K. (2009). The Pythagoras study: Investigating the effects
of teaching and learning in Swiss and German classrooms. In T. Janik & T. Seidel
(Eds.), The Power of Video Studies in Investigating Teaching and Learning in the
Classroom (pp. 137–160). Münster: Waxmann Verlag.
Künsting, J., Neuber, V., & Lipowsky, F. (2016). Teacher self-efficacy as a long-term
predictor of instructional quality in the classroom. European Journal of Psychology
of Education, 31, 299–322. doi:10.1007/s10212-015-0272-7
Kunter, M., Tsai, Y.-M., Klusmann, U., Brunner, M., Krauss, S., & Baumert, J. (2008).
Students' and mathematics teachers' perceptions of teacher enthusiasm and
instruction. Learning and Instruction, 18, 468-482. doi:
10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.06.008
Kunter, M., Klusmann, U., Baumert, J., Richter, D., Voss, T., & Hachfeld, A. (2013).
Professional competence of teachers: Effects on instructional quality and student

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

34

development. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105, 805-820. doi:
10.1037/a0032583
Kunter, M., Baumert, J., & Köller, O. (2007). Effective classroom management and the
development of subject-related interest. Learning and Instruction, 17, 494–509.
doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.09.002
Lance, C. E., LaPointe, J. A., & Stewart, A. M. (1994). A test of the context dependency of
three causal models of halo rater error. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 332–
340. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.79.3.332
Lauermann, F., & König, J. (2016). Teachers’ professional competence and wellbeing:
Understanding the links between general pedagogical knowledge, self-efficacy and
burnout. Learning and Instruction, 45, 9–19. doi:
10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.06.006
Lauermann, F., Tsai, Y.-M., & Eccles, J. S. (2017). Math-related career aspirations and
choices within Eccles et al.’s expectancy–value theory of achievement-related
behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 53, 1540-1559. doi:10.1037/dev0000367
Lepper, M., & Henderlong, J. (2000). Turning “play” into “work” and “work” into “play”: 25
years of research into intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation. In C. Sansone & J. M.
Harackiewicz (Eds.), Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: The search for optimal
motivation and performance (pp. 257–307). NY: Academic
Lüdtke, O., Marsh, H. W., Robitzsch, A., & Trautwein, U. (2011). A 2 × 2 taxonomy of
multilevel latent contextual models: Accuracy-bias trade-offs in full and partial
error correction models. Psychological Methods, 16(4), 444–467.
doi:10.1037/a0024376
Marsh, H. W., Lüdtke, O., Nagengast, B., Trautwein, U., Morin, A. J. S., Abduljabbar, A. S.,
& Köller, O. (2012). Classroom climate and contextual effects: Conceptual and

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

35

methodological issues in the evaluation of group-level effects. Educational
Psychologist, 47, 106–124. doi:10.1080/00461520.2012.670488
Marsh, H.W., Lüdtke, O., Robitzsch, A., Trautwein, U., Asparouhov, T., Muthén, B.,
Nagengast, B. (2009). Doubly-latent models of school contextual effects:
Integrating multilevel and structural equation approaches to control measurement
and sampling error. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 44, 764-802. doi:
10.1080/00273170903333665
Midgley, C., Maehr, M.L., Hruda, L., Anderman, E.M., Anderman, L., Freeman, K.E.,
Gheen, M., Kaplan, A., Kumar, R., Middleton, M.J., Nelson, J., Roeser, R., &
Urdan, T. (2000). Manual for the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS).
Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan.
Midgley, C., Feldlaufer, H., & Eccles, J. S. (1989). Change in teacher efficacy and student
self- and task-related beliefs in mathematics during the transition to junior high
school. Journal of Educational Psychology, 81, 247–258. doi:10.1037/00220663.81.2.247
Morin, A. J., Marsh, H. W., Nagengast, B., & Scalas, L. F. (2014). Doubly latent multilevel
analyses of classroom climate: An illustration. Journal of Experimental Education,
82, 143-167. doi:10.1080/00220973.2013.769412
Muthén, L.K. and Muthén, B.O. (1998-2017). Mplus User’s Guide. Seventh Edition. Los
Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén
OECD (2015, June 25). Country profile: Croatia. Retrieved from
http://www.oecd.org/education/school/TALIS-Country-profile-Croatia.pdf.
Pianta, R. C., & Hamre, B. K. (2009). Conceptualization, measurement, and improvement of
classroom processes: Standardized observation can leverage capacity. Educational
Researcher, 38, 109–119. doi:10.3102/0013189X09332374

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

36

Pianta, R. C., Hamre, B. K., & Mintz, S. L. (2012). The CLASS-secondary manual.
Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia.
Pintrich, P.R., & Schunk, D.H. (1996). Motivation in education: Theory, research and
applications (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Merrill Company
Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A. F., Garcia, T., & Mckeachie, W. J. (1993). Reliability and
predictive validity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ). Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53, 801–813.
doi:10.1177/0013164493053003024
Podsakoff P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in
social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review
of Psychology, 63, 539-569. doi:10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
Praetorius, A.K., Klieme, E., Herbert, B., & Pinger, P. (2018). Generic dimensions of
teaching quality: the German framework of Three Basic Dimensions. ZDM, 50(3),
407–426. doi:10.1007/s11858-018-0918-4
Praetorius, A.-K., Lauermann, F., Klassen, R. M., Dickhäuser, O., Janke, S., & Dresel, M.
(2017). Longitudinal relations between teaching-related motivations and studentreported teaching quality. Teaching and Teacher Education, 65, 241–254. doi:
10.1016/j.tate.2017.03.023
Reeve, J. (1989). The interest-enjoyment distinction in intrinsic motivation. Motivation and
Emotion, 13(2), 83–103. doi:10.1007/BF00992956
Riconscente, M. M. (2014). Effects of perceived teacher practices on Latino high school
students’ interest, self-efficacy, and achievement in mathematics. Journal of
Experimental Education, 82, 51–73. doi:10.1080/00220973.2013.813358
Ross, J. A. (1998). The antecedents and consequences of teacher efficacy. In J. Brophy (Ed.),
Advances in Research on Teaching, (Vol. 7. pp. 49-74). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

37

Roth, G., Assor, A., Kanat-Maymon, Y., & Kaplan, H. (2007). Autonomous motivation for
teaching: How self-determined teaching may lead to self-determined learning.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 99, 761–774. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.99.4.761
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 68–
78. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
Ryan, R. M., & Grolnick, W. S. (1986). Origins and pawns in the classroom. Self-report and
projective assessments of individual differences in children’s perceptions. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 550–558. doi:10.1037/00223514.50.3.550
Ryan, A. M., Kuusinen, C. M., & Bedoya-Skoog, A. (2015). Managing peer relations: A
dimension of teacher self-efficacy that varies between elementary and middle
school teachers and is associated with observed classroom quality. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 41, 147–156. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2015.01.002
Sakiz, G., Pape, S. J., & Hoy, A. W. (2012). Does perceived teacher affective support matter
for middle school students in mathematics classrooms? Journal of School
Psychology, 50, 235–255. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2011.10.005
Schiefele, U., & Schaffner, E. (2015). Teacher interests, mastery goals, and self-efficacy as
predictors of instructional practices and student motivation. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 42, 159–171. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2015.06.005
Schlesinger, L., & Jentsch, A. (2016). Theoretical and methodological challenges in
measuring instructional quality in mathematics education using classroom
observations. ZDM - Mathematics Education, 48(1–2), 29–40.
doi:10.1007/s11858-016-0765-0

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

38

Schwarzer, R., Schmitz, G.S., & Daytner, G.T. (1999). The Teacher Self‐Efficacy scale [On‐
line publication]. Available at: http://www.fu‐berlin.de/gesund/skalen/t_se.htm
Scherer, R., & Gustafsson, J.-E. (2015). Student Assessment of teaching as a source of
information about aspects of teaching quality in multiple subject domains: An
application of multilevel factor structural equation modeling. Frontiers in
Psychology, 6, 1–15. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01550
Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2009). Self-efficacy theory. In K. R. Wenzel & A. Wigfield
(Eds.), Educational psychology handbook series. Handbook of motivation at school
(pp. 35-53). NY: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.
Thoonen, E. E. J., Sleegers, P. J. C., Oort, F. J., Peetsma, T. T. D., & Geijsel, F. P. (2011).
How to improve teaching practices: The role of teacher motivation, organizational
factors, and leadership practices. Educational Administration Quarterly, 47(3),
496-536. doi:10.1177/0013161X11400185
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive
construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783–805. doi:10.1016/s0742051x(01)00036-1
Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and
measure. Review of Educational Research, 68, 202–248.
doi:10.3102/00346543068002202
Wagner, W., Göllner, R., Helmke, A., Trautwein, U., & Lüdtke, O. (2013). Construct validity
of student perceptions of instructional quality is high, but not perfect:
Dimensionality and generalizability of domain-independent assessments. Learning
and Instruction, 28, 1–11. doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.03.003
Wentzel, K., & Wigfield, A. (2009). Handbook of Motivation at School. NY: Rutledge.

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS

39

Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (2000). Expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 68–81. doi:10.1006/ceps.1999.1015
Woolfolk Hoy, A., & Davis, H. (2005). Teachers’ sense of efficacy and adolescent
achievement. In T. Urdan, & F. Pajares (Eds.), Adolescence and education: Vol. 5:
Self-efficacy beliefs during adolescence (pp. 117-137). Greenwich, CT:
Information Age.
Woolfolk Hoy, A., Hoy, W. K., & Davis, H. A. (2009). Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. In K.
Wentzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.), Handbook of motivation in schools (pp. 627–653).
Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Zee, M., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2016). Teacher self-efficacy and its effects on classroom
processes, student academic adjustment, and teacher well-being. Review of
Educational Research, 86, 981–1015. doi:10.3102/0034654315626801
Zee, M., Koomen, H. M., & de Jong, P. F. (2018). How different levels of conceptualization
and measurement affect the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and
students’ academic achievement. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 55, 189200. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.09.006
Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Self-Efficacy: An essential motive to learn. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 25, 82–91. doi:10.1006/ceps.1999.1016

TEACHER SELF-EFFICACY, INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY AND STUDENT
MOTIVATIONAL BELIEFS
Appendices
Appendix A
Items of all the scales used in the study:
Cognitive activation
Our teacher…
1. ... gives tasks and asks questions that make us think.
2. ... wants us to understand our work, not just memorize it.
3. ... wants us to enjoy learning new things.
4. ... recognizes us for trying hard.
5. ... gives us time to really explore and understand new ideas.
6. ... stimulates us to think about the learning material.
7. ... makes sure that tasks really encourage us to think.
8. ... encourages us to persist until we figure the problem out.
Monitoring
Our teacher…
1. ... always knows exactly what is going on in the classroom.
2. ... makes sure that we pay attention.
3. ... immediately notices if we get distracted.
4. ... manages to hold our attention during a lesson.
Emotional support
Our teacher…
1. ... shows warmth to the students.
2. ... is aware of students' feelings.
3. ... cares about the problems of the students.
4. ... is empathetic towards students.
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Student self-efficacy
1. I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this class.
2. I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material presented in the readings for
this subject.
3. I'm confident I can understand the basic concepts taught in this subject.
4. I'm confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the teacher in
this subject.
5. I'm confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments and tests in this subject.
6. I expect to do well in this class.
7. I'm certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.
8. Considering the difficulty of this subject, the teacher, and my skills, I think I will do
well in this class.
Intrinsic motivation
Why are you engaged in this subject?
1. …Because I think that this subject is interesting.
2. …Because I think that this subject is pleasant.
3. …Because this subject is fun.
4. …Because I feel good when doing this subject.
Teacher self-efficacy
1. I am convinced that I am able to successfully teach all relevant subject content to even
the most difficult students.
2. I know that I can maintain a positive relationship with parents even when tensions
arise.
3. When I try really hard, I am able to reach even the most difficult students.
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4. I am convinced that, as time goes by, I will continue to become more and more
capable of helping to address my students’ needs.
5. Even if I get disrupted while teaching, I am confident that I can maintain my
composure and continue to teach well.
6. I am confident in my ability to be responsive to my students’ needs even if I am
having a bad day.
7. If I try hard enough, I know that I can exert a positive influence on both the personal
and academic development of my students.
8. I am convinced that I can develop creative ways to cope with system constraints (such
as budget cuts and other administrative problems) and continue to teach well.
9. I know that I can motivate my students to participate in innovative projects.
10. I know that I can carry out innovative projects even when I am opposed by skeptical
colleagues.
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Appendix B
The results of the ML-CFAs tests of 1-factor models for each scale separately
Cognitive

Classroom

Supportive

Student self-

Intrinsic

activation

management

climate

efficacy

motivation

269.19 (40)

36.93 (4)

16.05 (4)

583.66 (40)

20.59 (4)

CFI

.955

.976

.996

.912

.994

TLI

.937

.928

.987

.877

.989

RMSEA

.052

.063

.038

.081

.045

SRMRW

.031

.015

.011

.041

.011

SRMRB

.051

.067

.008

.050

.015

AIC

38135.59

20666.55

17839.52

35241.19

18039.05

BIC

38361.38

20779.45

17952.42

35466.93

18151.92

ABIC

38234.30

20715.91

17888.87

35339.85

18088.38

λW (min-

.549-.791

.505-.716

.721-.778

.594-.827

.700-.875

.851-.999

.713-.977

.908-.995

.711-.998

.920-.997

χ² (df)

max)
λB (minmax)
Note. W = within (L1); B = between (L2); λ = standardized factor loading; all χ² values were
statistically significant at p<.001

Student selfefficacy
Classroom
management

Intrinsic
motivation

Student level

Observed
variables

Teacher self-efficacy (10
indicators)

Classroom
management (4
indicators)

Student self-efficacy (8
indicators)

Intrinsic
motivation (4
indicators)

Teacher level

Intrinsic
motivation

Classroom
management
Teacher
self-efficacy

Student selfefficacy

Figure 1. Hypothesized doubly latent multilevel SEM model.
Note. Only model for classroom management was depicted, but in total three separate models (for each of the dimensions of instructional quality)
were tested.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics, intraclass correlations, and manifest and latent correlations between analyzed variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

.002

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

name
1

Teacher
gender

2

Teaching
experience

3

TSE

-.078

-.198*

[.87]

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4

Student

.305

.204

.053

-

-.013

.023

.019

.038

-.009

.032

gender
5

Student age

-.138

-.058

.158

-.107

-

.009

.006

.004

-.016

-.006

6

Classroom

-.039

-.251*

.242*

.032

.111

[.77]

.684**

.583**

.271**

.316**

(.869**)

(.723**)

(.345**)

(.428**)

management

(.270*)

7

Cognitive

.004

-.190†

activation
8

Supportive

SSE

.025

.097

(.303*)
.097

-.251*

Climate
9

.269*

.192*

-.168

.080

.015

.170

.104

-.006

(-.086)
10

Intrinsic

-.051

-.130

motivation

-.005

[.90]

(.836**)

(.225*)
.147

.820**

-.166

-.098

(-.003)

.714**

.378**

.417**

(.820**)

(.421**)

(.478**)

[.90]

.289**

.314**

(.324**)

(.363**)

[.93]

.460**

.645**

.816**

(.618**)

.779

.318**

.337**

.356**

(.350**)

(.274**)

(.320**)

.428**

.503**

.408**

.648**

(.534**)

(.473**)

(.419**)

(.691**)

(.508**)
[.90]

11

M

-

15.68

3.26

-

-

3.63

3.93

3.67

4.10

4.17

12

SD

-

9.31

0.38

-

-

0.84

0.77

0.92

0.84

1.58

13

ICC1

-

-

-

-

-

.29

.30

.27

.22

.19

14

ICC2

-

-

-

-

-

.90

.90

.89

.86

.81

Note. †p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01; Cronbach’s alphas are shown in the diagonal in rectangle parentheses; Correlations between Level 1 variables are
shown above the diagonal; Correlations between Level 2 variables are shown below the diagonal; Latent correlations are shown below the
manifest correlations in parentheses; TSE = teacher self-efficacy, SSE = student self-efficacy.

Table 2
Fit indices of the tested models
Classroom management model

Cognitive activation model

Supportive climate model

M1

M2

M3

M1

M2

M3

M1

M2

M3

1619.79

1687.81

1715.64

2191.51

2268.19

2306.42

1681.16

1826.77

1783.31

(394)

(407)

(439)

(566)

(583)

(609)

(394)

(433)

(429)

CFI

.930

.927

.925

.931

.929

.925

.935

.931

.929

TLI

.921

.920

.917

.924

.923

.919

.927

.925

.922

RMSEA

.039

.039

.039

.037

.037

.038

.040

.039

.040

SRMRW

.040

.039

.039

.038

.037

.038

.040

.039

.040

SRMRB

.078

.090

.092

.090

.094

.097

.072

.096

.086

AIC

75509.36

75571.79

71581.51

92788.32

92859.33

88114.94

72730.57

73451.01

69018.51

BIC

76181.16

76170.209

72196.61

93573.03

93548.07

88819.52

73402.37

74060.71

69633.61

ABIC

75803.08

75833.43

71847.14

93131.42

93160.46

88419.21

73024.30

73717.59

69284.31

χ² (df)

Note. W = within (L1); B = between (L2); M1 = unconstrained measurement model; M2 = constrained measurement model (factor loadings set to
be equal across levels); M3 = hypothesized structural model with years of teaching experiences as control variable at L2

Table 3
Standardized effects from the structural models
Classroom management model
Directional path

Standardized

Cognitive activation model
Directional path

effect (SE)

Standardized

Supportive climate model
Directional path

effect (SE)

Standardized
effect (SE)

L2 effects
TSE → CM

.255 (.125)*

TSE → CA

.261(.122)*

TSE → SC

.234 (.111)*

TSE → SSE

-.094 (.124)

TSE → SSE

-.083 (.122)

TSE → SSE

-.091 (.125)

TSE → IM

-.171 (.137)

TSE → IM

-.168 (.121)

TSE → IM

-.139 (.133)

CM → SSE

.361 (.106)**

CA → SSE

.312 (.130)**

SC → SSE

.384 (.131)**

CM → IM

.539 (.116)**

CA → IM

.510 (.099)**

SC → IM

.446 (.113)**

EXP → TSE

-.239 (.110)*

EXP → TSE

-.244 (.111)*

EXP → TSE

-.242 (.110)*

EXP → CM

-.217 (.113)*

EXP → CA

-.147 (.114)

EXP → SC

-.132 (.120)

EXP → SSE

-.178 (.106)†

EXP → SSE

-.210 (.102)*

EXP → SSE

-.205 (.106)*

EXP → IM

-.035 (.106)

EXP → IM

-.077 (.091)

EXP → IM

-.093 (.099)

L1 effects

CM (residualized) → SSE

.351 (.031)**

CA (residualized) → SSE

.427 (.026)**

CM (residualized) → SSE

.334 (.031)**

CM (residualized) → IM

.442 (.031)**

CA (residualized) → IM

.483 (.025)**

CM (residualized) → IM

.363 (.030)**

Note. †p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01; TSE = teacher self-efficacy, CM = classroom management, CA = cognitive activation, SC = supportive climate,
SSE = student self-efficacy, IM = intrinsic motivation, EXP = years of teaching experience

