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Abstract: Teacher care in the university setting is crucial for the academic, emotional, and social devel-
opment of students, encompassing moral virtues such as compassion and professional competence.
The students’ perception of teacher care directly relates to their well-being and active participation in
learning. Despite the recognized importance of teacher care, there is a lack of adequate instruments to
measure it, especially in specific cultural and educational contexts like Peru. The aim of this research
is to develop and assess the psychometric properties of a scale measuring student perception of
teacher care in the Peruvian university context, to provide a valid and reliable tool for future research
and educational practices. An instrumental study was conducted with 910 university students aged
between 18 and 50 years (M = 20.2, SD = 3.45). The Student Perception of Teacher Care Scale (SPTCS)
was used, divided into five dimensions (Compassion, Competence, Confidentiality, Trust, and Aware-
ness). Exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory (CFA) factor analyses were conducted to evaluate the
scale’s internal structure, along with reliability analyses and measurement invariance across genders.
The EFA identified a four-factor structure reflecting the dimensions of Confidentiality and Trust,
Competence, Awareness, and Compassion. The CFA confirmed this structure with good fit indices
for four-factor models, which was then adjusted to a five-factor model, one of which is a second-
order factor (χ2 = 720.727, df = 369, CFI = 0.951, TLI = 0.946, RMSEA = 0.046, and SRMR = 0.032).
Internal reliability was high (α and ω > 0.9 for all factors). Measurement invariance was established
across genders, allowing for valid comparisons between men and women. It is concluded that the
Student Perception of Teacher Care Scale proves to be a valid and reliable instrument for measuring
teacher care in the Peruvian university context. The results emphasize the multidimensionality of
teacher care and its significance for the educational environment and student experience. This study
contributes to educational research and teaching practice, offering a means to assess and improve
caring relationships in higher education.
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1. Introduction

The concept of teacher care within the university context is a critical dimension in
promoting students’ well-being and their academic, emotional, and social development.
Taking on a role of care means adopting a stance of protection and pursuing students’
well-being [1,2], translating into a profound moral action that denotes a high sense of re-
sponsibility [3]. This responsibility is based on essential moral virtues such as compassion,
competence, confidentiality, trust, and awareness, which are indispensable for establish-
ing an effective caring relationship [4]. This approach goes beyond mere temporary or
circumstantial assistance, highlighting the importance of care as a significant social act
within the educational sphere, where the teacher becomes a fundamental pillar in meeting
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students’ needs and fostering their learning [5,6]. In this regard, education offers a unique
perspective, emphasizing a deep connection of the student with their educational circle,
which further underscores the relevance of care in the educational process [7–10].

Students’ perception of teacher care is defined through their direct experience with
the ethical virtues displayed by their teachers, such as compassion and professional com-
petence, significantly influencing their educational experience and willingness to actively
participate in learning [11–13]. Moreover, inclusivity, support, and awareness stand out
as crucial components of teacher care in online learning environments, underlining the
concept’s three-dimensionality [14]. Teacher care is an essential pillar for academic success,
creating a conducive learning environment that goes beyond knowledge transmission,
and promoting a space where students feel valued, understood, and supported. This care
dimension manifests through empathetic and accessible pedagogical practices, directly
contributing to academic satisfaction, student retention, and academic performance [15–18].
In this sense, the perception of a high level of care and support from teachers correlates
positively with improvements in various aspects of students’ academic lives, emphasizing
the importance of a caring and supportive learning environment for enhancing retention in
higher education [18–20]. The theory of care in education holds that it manifests through
a care ethic, prioritizing interpersonal relationships and emotional connections between
teachers and students, essential for effective learning and an environment where students
feel valued and respected [21].

Teacher care in the university context is configured as a multifaceted practice reflecting
a deep commitment to the comprehensive development of students [22–24]. Qualitative
research has been instrumental in unraveling the dimensions of this care, identifying behav-
iors and attitudes that students perceive as indicative of their teachers’ commitment to their
academic and personal well-being. According to Teven and Gorham [25], there are five key
categories encapsulating teachers’ behavioral expressions of care: the demonstration of
concern for students’ performance and grades, teachers’ concern for their own classroom
performance, active interaction with students through questions and comments, the effort
to build positive interpersonal relationships, and the use of non-verbal immediacy behav-
iors. Students especially value their teachers’ availability and accessibility, their genuine
interest in individual well-being, clarity, and relevance in content presentation, and support
for success in assessments. Additionally, in a study with university biology students,
Straits [26] distinguishes two fundamental orientations of teacher care: learning-centered
and student-centered, highlighting the importance of personally knowing the students,
promoting interaction through questions, and offering varied learning resources as key
indicators that enhance motivation and learning. This pedagogical approach is based on
essential ethical virtues for quality care practice, among which compassion, competence,
confidentiality, trust, and awareness stand out [4]. Compassion, understood as deep empa-
thy and the active desire to alleviate others’ suffering, forms the basis of this care model,
complemented by the teacher’s professional competence, ethical management of personal
information, building a mutual trust relationship, and a critical awareness of one’s care
practice. Furthermore, the care ethic presents as an integral perspective in teacher training,
proposing practices that emphasize attention, responsibility, and competence. These prac-
tices are not only applied to the educational context but also to students’ personal lives,
especially for those who perform caregiver roles outside the academic sphere [27–29].

The practical application of a pedagogy of care involves the teacher’s availability and
responsiveness to the academic and emotional needs of students, promoting collaborative
learning and effective communication [30]. The significance of this approach is reflected in
its positive impact on students’ motivation, their willingness to actively engage in learning,
and the strengthening of their academic commitment [31–34]. However, establishing
effective caring relationships requires reciprocal interaction, avoiding paternalism, and
respecting student autonomy. This approach calls for a practice of “respectful care” that
promotes independence and self-learning, considering the unique experiences and learning
styles of each student [12,31,35].
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In the United States, tools have been developed to assess the care teachers provide to
their students, highlighting different approaches and methodologies. A qualitative and
quantitative study revealed 12 specific caring behaviors practiced by online nursing educa-
tors, as reported by their students. However, this study did not explore the psychometric
properties of the Likert-format survey or the 12 identified behaviors [36]. Subsequently,
a mixed-methods study in the same country led to the development of a unidimensional
scale aimed at measuring university teachers’ self-assessment of the caring behaviors they
demonstrate towards their students [37]. Meanwhile, in China, a scale was created to assess
teachers’ caring behavior in online university teaching from the student’s perspective,
proving to be an instrument with robust psychometric properties and a three-dimensional
structure that encompasses inclusion, support, and awareness [14]. The perception of
teacher care opens new avenues in research on the significance of teacher care and its
perception by students in the academic context. In this regard, there is a need for an instru-
ment to measure teacher care in the Peruvian context, stemming from the country’s unique
cultural, social, and educational characteristics, which directly influence the perception and
practice of care by teachers and its reception by students. Therefore, this study focuses on
developing and evaluating the psychometric properties of a scale for measuring student
perception of teacher care.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Design

This is an instrumental study, because it analyzes the measurement properties of an
inventory made up of a set of items [38].

2.2. Participants

The participants were 910 Peruvian university students, selected using a non-probabilistic
convenience sample, between 18 and 50 years old (M = 20.2, SD = 3.45); of which 494 (54.3%)
were women, and in terms of professional career, 153 (16.8%) were in psychology, among
other characteristics presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.

Characteristic Counts % of Total

Sex
Female 494 54.3 %
Male 416 45.7 %

Religion

Adventist 421 46.3 %
Catholic 285 31.3 %
Evangelical 82 9.0 %
Israelite of the New Covenant 2 0.2 %
Jehovah’s Witnesses 2 0.2 %
Other 118 13.0 %

Professional Career

Administration 101 11.1 %
Architecture 83 9.1 %
Accounting 100 11.0 %
Infirmary 74 8.1 %
Environmental Engineering 132 14.5 %
Civil Engineering 69 7.6 %
Systems Engineering 103 11.3 %
International Marketing & Business 95 10.4 %
Psychology 153 16.8 %

Year of Study

1◦ 336 36.9 %
2◦ 257 28.2 %
3◦ 127 14.0 %
4◦ 104 11.4 %
5◦ 86 9.5 %
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Table 1. Cont.

Characteristic Counts % of Total

Department of Origin

Amazonas 71 7.8 %
Ancash 2 0.2 %
Apurímac 1 0.1 %
Arequipa 5 0.5 %
Cajamarca 66 7.3 %
Cusco 9 1.0 %
Huancavelica 1 0.1 %
Huánuco 5 0.5 %
Ica 1 0.1 %
Junín 4 0.4 %
La Libertad 8 0.9 %
Lambayeque 15 1.6 %
Lima 24 2.6 %
Loreto 80 8.8 %
Madre de Dios 1 0.1 %
Moquegua 1 0.1 %
Pasco 2 0.2 %
Piura 12 1.3 %
Puno 5 0.5 %
San Martín 569 62.5 %
Tacna 2 0.2 %
Tumbes 1 0.1 %
Ucayali 25 2.7 %

2.3. Ethical Aspects

To carry out this study, the processes indicated in the Declaration of Helsinki were
followed, in addition to obtaining the approval of the university’s ethics committee (Refer-
ence 2023-CEUPeU-038). Subsequently, a meeting was held with the academic coordinators
of the professional schools explaining the nature of the research to administer the forms to
the students. Then the link and an informative video were sent to the WhatsApp groups of
each classroom in coordination with the classroom tutors, then, with the informed consent
of each of the participants, the data were collected.

2.4. Measures

The Student Perception of Teacher Care Scale (SPTCS) (see original EPECD in Spanish
(Supplementary Table S1), SPTCS in English (Supplementary Table S2)) is an instrument
developed in this study to measure students’ perceptions of the care they receive from
teachers, using a Likert scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = not
agree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. The scale was initially made up of 52 items grouped
into 5 factors, called ethical constructs of caregiving, according to the support theory [4]:
Compassion (items 1 to 10), Competence (items 11 to 22), Confidentiality (items 23 to 31),
Trust (items 32 to 42), and Awareness (items 43 to 52).

2.5. Data Analysis

For statistical analysis, the free software R version 4.3.1 [39] was used through the R
Studio interface version 2023.06.1 + 524. To perform exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the sample was randomly divided into two groups: 456
for the EFA and 454 for the CFA.

Prior to initiating the EFA, the corresponding assumptions were verified. The as-
sumption of univariate normality was verified through the values of skewness between
−2 and +2; however, the values of kurtosis between −3 and +3 were slightly non-normal
but considered adequate for performing EFA [40], as well as the adequacy of the sample,
through the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin coefficient (KMO). High KMO values indicate that the
sample is suitable for EFA. In addition, Barlett’s sphericity test was used, which tests the
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null hypothesis that the analyzed variables are not correlated in the sample or, in other
words, that the correlation matrix is identity (the intercorrelations between the variables
are zero) [41]. Before performing the EFA, the assumption of univariate normality was also
verified by means of the indices of skewness and kurtosis, in addition to the assumption of
multivariate normality with the Mardia test [42].

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed using the minimum residuals extrac-
tion method with promax rotation, considering factor loads greater than 0.40 as a criterion
of belonging to a factor, and the number of factors was determined through parallel anal-
ysis [43,44]. Subsequently, using the lavaan library in the RStudio interface, confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was performed using the MLR estimator, which is suitable for nu-
merical variables and is robust to deviations from normality [45]. For the evaluation of
the adjustment models, the following indicators were considered: the chi-square test (χ2),
the confirmatory fit index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), the mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), and the mean square residuals index (MRS), considering that the
values of CFI and TLI >0.90 indicate an acceptable fit and >0.95 indicate a good fit [46]. For
RMSEA and SRMR, values below 0.05 indicate a good fit, and below 0.8 are considered
acceptable [47,48].

The reliability of the latent model was calculated with the coefficients α Cronbach’s
and McDonald’s ω [49] of the psych statistical package [50], in addition to the H-index of
which magnitudes > 0.70 are considered adequate [51]. Factor loads (λ) with values greater
than 0.40 were considered adequate. The internal convergent validity was estimated using
the extracted mean variance (AVE), of which values above 0.50 indicated a good fit, while
the internal discriminant validity was assumed to the extent that the AVE of each latent
variable was greater than the square of the correlation between them [52].

Statistical analysis to calculate invariance was performed using the hemp library [53].
With the total sample (n = 910), factorial invariance was evaluated according to sex (male vs.
female), evaluating the most restricted CFAs [54]. The first level, configurational invariance
(M1), evaluates the reference model; the second level, metric invariance (M2), evaluates
the equality of factor load; the third level, scalar invariance (M3), evaluates the equality of
factorial load and intersection; and the fourth level, scalar invariance (M4), assesses the
equality of factor loads, intersections, and residuals. As χ2 (∆χ2) is sensitive to sample size,
we used the absolute difference value CFI (∆CFI) and the RMSEA approximation mean
square error (∆RMSEA) where values < 0.01 indicate that the factor structure is invariant
between the compared groups [55].

3. Results
3.1. Preliminary Analysis

Descriptive statistics of the 52 items for the two samples were analyzed: 456 for the
EFA and 454 for the CFA (Table 2). For each item, the mean, standard deviation, skewness
(g1), and kurtosis (g2) were calculated. The values of the skewness index between −1
and +1 were considered normal and the values of kurtosis between −3 and +3 were
considered slightly non-normal. Regarding multivariate normality, a non-significant value
was obtained in the Mardia test (p < 0.01), considering that the assumption of univariate
and multivariate normality required for the CFA is not properly met, so it was considered
appropriate to use the robust method of extraction of MLR factors [56].

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the items.

EFA Sample CFA Sample

Mean SD g1 g2 Mean SD g1 g2

Item1 3.84 1.02 −1.06 1.02 4.00 0.92 −1.11 1.47
Item2 3.70 0.96 −0.81 0.73 3.82 0.94 −0.87 0.87
Item3 3.73 0.89 −0.74 0.84 3.80 0.90 −0.94 1.36
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Table 2. Cont.

EFA Sample CFA Sample

Mean SD g1 g2 Mean SD g1 g2

Item4 3.71 0.93 −0.86 0.91 3.74 0.90 −0.71 0.69
Item5 3.51 0.99 −0.48 0.01 3.54 0.95 −0.50 0.31
Item6 3.55 0.99 −0.55 0.14 3.56 1.01 −0.61 0.16
Item7 3.41 1.05 −0.49 −0.15 3.45 1.05 −0.38 −0.35
Item8 3.73 0.94 −0.92 1.07 3.77 0.96 −1.05 1.31
Item9 3.72 0.93 −0.93 1.18 3.78 0.95 −0.90 0.95
Item10 3.81 0.87 −1.00 1.62 3.85 0.92 −1.02 1.48
Item11 3.65 0.93 −0.75 0.74 3.70 0.97 −0.83 0.75
Item12 3.71 0.90 −0.87 1.16 3.79 0.89 −0.94 1.39
Item13 3.90 0.81 −1.14 2.62 3.97 0.83 −1.12 2.31
Item14 3.77 0.86 −0.89 1.47 3.79 0.90 −0.90 1.16
Item15 3.75 0.84 −0.87 1.57 3.83 0.86 −0.81 1.18
Item16 3.82 0.82 −1.05 2.23 3.89 0.81 −0.87 1.67
Item17 3.91 0.80 −1.12 2.51 3.98 0.77 −0.99 2.36
Item18 3.81 0.83 −0.91 1.65 3.88 0.83 −0.83 1.36
Item19 3.84 0.84 −1.05 2.15 3.88 0.86 −1.03 1.88
Item20 4.01 0.81 −1.19 2.84 4.02 0.80 −1.15 2.71
Item21 3.96 0.84 −1.18 2.44 4.02 0.80 −1.05 2.29
Item22 3.97 0.82 −1.16 2.59 4.00 0.81 −1.17 2.75
Item23 3.80 0.84 −1.07 2.00 3.93 0.81 −0.94 1.91
Item24 3.69 0.96 −0.97 1.17 3.76 0.89 −0.70 0.71
Item25 3.87 0.83 −1.05 2.18 3.92 0.80 −1.01 2.25
Item26 3.84 0.84 −1.00 2.05 3.93 0.81 −0.99 2.12
Item27 3.74 0.91 −1.05 1.62 3.84 0.85 −0.85 1.42
Item28 3.75 0.89 −0.98 1.52 3.85 0.87 −0.87 1.41
Item29 3.33 1.12 −0.59 −0.36 3.40 1.15 −0.50 −0.52
Item30 3.57 0.98 −0.80 0.62 3.62 0.98 −0.71 0.44
Item31 3.70 0.91 −0.87 1.17 3.79 0.84 −0.85 1.56
Item32 3.75 0.88 −0.97 1.60 3.82 0.85 −0.92 1.68
Item33 3.73 0.89 −1.01 1.71 3.84 0.82 −0.78 1.47
Item34 3.87 0.83 −1.13 2.38 3.94 0.82 −1.01 2.14
Item35 3.79 0.85 −1.10 2.19 3.84 0.82 −0.84 1.61
Item36 3.81 0.87 −1.03 1.77 3.93 0.80 −0.93 2.03
Item37 3.68 0.92 −0.77 0.84 3.79 0.85 −0.93 1.60
Item38 3.89 0.80 −1.17 2.93 3.95 0.78 −1.14 2.82
Item39 3.83 0.82 −1.00 1.99 3.87 0.82 −1.06 2.38
Item40 3.82 0.85 −1.08 2.06 3.90 0.82 −1.12 2.48
Item41 3.63 0.92 −0.82 0.91 3.76 0.88 −0.72 0.93
Item42 3.84 0.82 −1.08 2.36 3.95 0.78 −1.07 2.69
Item43 3.73 0.90 −0.82 1.14 3.81 0.88 −0.94 1.57
Item44 3.73 0.90 −0.91 1.30 3.83 0.86 −0.80 1.20
Item45 3.83 0.84 −0.98 1.80 3.87 0.81 −0.81 1.64
Item46 3.83 0.84 −0.91 1.69 3.84 0.86 −1.11 2.13
Item47 3.82 0.88 −0.96 1.52 3.84 0.84 −0.95 1.71
Item48 3.80 0.87 −0.91 1.37 3.87 0.85 −0.93 1.64
Item49 3.86 0.83 −1.01 1.94 3.90 0.81 −1.04 2.30
Item50 3.89 0.86 −1.07 2.05 3.95 0.79 −0.82 1.56
Item51 3.93 0.83 −1.08 2.25 3.99 0.80 −1.01 2.15
Item52 3.77 0.89 −0.76 1.00 3.85 0.88 −0.85 1.32

Note. g1 = skewness, g2 = kurtosis, SD = standard deviation.

3.2. Preliminary Evidence of Validity of the Internal Structure

The sample for EFA (n = 456) showed suitability for EFA through the Kaiser–Meyer–
Olkin index (KMO = 0.982) and a significant Bartlett sphericity index (p < 0.001). The EFA
was carried out using the method of extraction of minimum residues and promax rotation,
retaining only those items with a factorial load greater than or equal to 0.4 and that did not



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 605 7 of 13

present factorial complexity that could make interpretation difficult. Finally, 29 items were
obtained that, when subjected to parallel analysis and the corresponding sedimentation
graph (Figure 1), suggested the existence of four factors.
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3.3. Internal Structure Validity and Reliability

The four factors which emerged from the exploratory factor analysis were called: F1,
Confidentiality and Confidence (which resulted from the union of two dimensions of the
initial proposal), F2, Competence, F3, Conscience, and F4, Compassion (Table 3). This first
model (A) of four correlated factors was analyzed through confirmatory factor analysis. The
values of mean variance extracted (AVE) from model A indicated a good fit with values greater
than 0.70, while with respect to discriminant validity, only the AVE of factor 3 and factor 4 was
higher than the value of the variance shared between both factors, which would be evidence of
discriminant validity only between these factors (Table 4). Therefore, two other factor models
were evaluated: a second model (B) of four first-order factors and a second-order factor and a
third model (C) of four factors, of which factor 1 (Confidentiality and Trust) was second-order,
bringing together the latent variables of Confidentiality and Trust, following the original
theoretical proposal (Table 4). For the three models proposed, CFI and TLI indices >0.9 were
obtained, as well as RMSEA and SRMR < 0.05, which are considered excellent, with model C
(Figure 2) presenting the best adjustment indices. Regarding internal consistency (Table 4), an
adequate level of reliability was obtained for all factors based on the A model of CFA that
emerged from the EFA (α; ω and H > 0.9) (Table 3). Additionally, based on model C, the
reliability for the two first-order factors Confidentiality (α = 0.941; ω = 0.943) and Confidence
(α = 0.909; ω = 0.909) was obtained.

Table 3. Factorial distribution of items.

EFA CFA (Model A)

Initial Number F1 F2 F3 F4 h2 F1(λ) F2 (λ) F3 (λ) F4 (λ) Final Number

Item2 0.624 0.743 0.795 Item1
Item3 0.617 0.773 0.884 Item2
Item4 0.617 0.677 0.842 Item3
Item5 0.924 0.832 0.836 Item4
Item6 0.770 0.723 0.839 Item5
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Table 3. Cont.

EFA CFA (Model A)

Initial Number F1 F2 F3 F4 h2 F1(λ) F2 (λ) F3 (λ) F4 (λ) Final Number

Item7 0.668 0.712 0.825 Item6
Item8 0.545 0.689 0.841 Item7

Item14 0.589 0.777 0.859 Item8
Item15 0.567 0.770 0.865 Item9
Item16 0.676 0.816 0.875 Item10
Item17 0.808 0.785 0.850 Item11
Item19 0.778 0.831 0.846 Item12
Item21 0.762 0.773 0.820 Item13
Item24 0.710 0.752 0.829 Item14
Item27 0.567 0.788 0.865 Item15
Item28 0.661 0.806 0.884 Item16
Item30 0.913 0.821 0.822 Item17
Item31 0.727 0.813 0.908 Item18
Item33 0.550 0.807 0.876 Item19
Item37 0.471 0.738 0.857 Item20
Item41 0.610 0.733 0.863 Item21
Item43 0.661 0.810 0.879 Item22
Item44 0.657 0.827 0.871 Item23
Item45 0.594 0.819 0.888 Item24
Item46 0.582 0.805 0.898 Item25
Item47 0.751 0.804 0.895 Item26
Item48 0.565 0.800 0.899 Item27
Item49 0.642 0.830 0.874 Item28
Item52 0.651 0.795 0.858 Item29

% variance 20.2 20.6 19.90 17.5 _ _ _ _
α 0.960 0.957 0.970 0.946 0.958 0.940 0.966 0.942 α

ω 0.961 0.957 0.970 0.947 0.959 0.941 0.966 0.943 ω

_ _ _ _ _ 0.998 0.996 0.999 0.997 H
_ _ _ _ _ 0.747 0.728 0.781 0.701 AVE
_ _ _ _ _ 1.000 0.812 0.893 0.731 F1
_ _ _ _ _ 0.901 1.000 0.799 0.806 F2
_ _ _ _ _ 0.945 0.894 1.000 0.691 F3
_ _ _ _ _ 0.855 0.898 0.831 1.000 F4

Note. F1 = Confidentiality and Confidence; F2 = Competence; F3 = Conscience; F4 = Compassion; α = Cronbach’s
alpha; ω = McDonald’s omega; λ = factor loading; h2 = communality; AVE = average variance extracted; below
the diagonal; inter-factor correlations; above the diagonal, variance shared between factors (AVE > φ2).

Table 4. Fit indices of the three models evaluated.

χ2 (df) p-Value χ2/df SRMR CFI TLI RMSEA [IC 90%]

Model A 753.262 (371) 0.000 2.030 0.033 0.946 0.941 0.048 [0.044; 0.051]
Model B 782.562 (373) 0.000 2.098 0.036 0.943 0.938 0.049 [0.046; 0.053]
Model C 720.727 (369) 0.000 1.953 0.032 0.951 0.946 0.046 [0.042; 0.049]

Note. Model 1 = four-factor model; model 2 = model of four first-order factors and one second-order factor;
model 3 = four-factor model, one of them including two first-order factors.

3.4. Measurement Invariance between Males and Females

Factorial invariance between males and females was evaluated with data from 910 par-
ticipants. Table 5 shows evidence of strict invariance according to the criteria ∆CFI and
∆RMSEA. When adding the equal-mean constraint, the model fit did not worsen signifi-
cantly, suggesting that latent means are similar for both sexes. Therefore, the configural,
metric, scalar, and strict models meet the expected criteria and confirm the factorial invari-
ance of the SPTCS, which allows the comparison between males and females, with respect
to the latent variables of the SPTCS.
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Table 5. Measurement invariance between males and females.

Model χ2 df RMSEA SRMR TLI CFI ∆CFI ∆RMSEA

Male vs. Female
Configural 2783.746 738 0.078 0.029 0.931 0.937
Metric 2817.004 763 0.077 0.034 0.933 0.937 0.000 −0.001
Scalar 2899.741 786 0.077 0.035 0.933 0.935 −0.002 0.000
Strict 3048.476 815 0.078 0.035 0.931 0.931 −0.004 0.001

4. Discussion

Teacher care in the university context is crucial for the comprehensive well-being and de-
velopment of students, emphasizing values such as compassion, competence, and trust. This
concept goes beyond academic assistance, being considered a moral act that positively impacts
students’ educational experience, motivation, and performance. Research has highlighted the
importance of empathetic pedagogical practices and the establishment of meaningful relation-
ships between teachers and students. This study proposes the design and evaluation of a scale
for measuring student perception of teacher care, aiming to contribute to the understanding
and improvement of this critical aspect in university education.

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) indicates a convergence in the significance assigned
to the dimensions of teacher care and its positive impact on the educational environment
and on students’ satisfaction and academic performance [15–20]. However, four critical
factors (Confidentiality and Trust, Competence, Awareness, and Compassion) were iden-
tified through EFA. The merging of confidentiality and trust factors suggests an intrinsic
interrelation between teachers’ ability to manage sensitive information and their skill in
inspiring trust in their students. This may indicate the complexity of teacher care, showing
that empathetic and ethical practices do not operate in silos but as an interconnected web
of competencies that enhance the educational experience for students.

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) supports the structure proposed in the ex-
ploratory factor analysis (EFA), showing adequate fit indices for the four-factor model
(model A) as well as the second model (model B). However, a third model (model C)
was structured, establishing the dimensions of Confidentiality and Trust as second-order



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 605 10 of 13

factors based on the interdependence of trust and confidentiality in developing a safe
and supportive educational environment, as demonstrated by previous studies [15,16].
The fit indices for this model (Model C) were more robust, showing an excellent fit and
empirically reaffirming the theory of a five-factor structure of teacher care (Torralba, 2000).
Thus, in educational settings, confidentiality not only fulfills an ethical function but also
strengthens students’ trust in the teacher, feeling protected and valued, which is essential
for fostering a conducive learning environment [18]. These factors, including Compassion,
Competence, Awareness, Confidentiality, and Trust, reflect a broadening of content com-
pared to previously developed scales such as the unidimensional scale by Garza and Van
Overschelde [37] and the three-dimensional scale by Zhao et al. [14].

The reliability of the different dimensions of the EPECD was assessed using Cronbach’s
Alpha and McDonald’s omega coefficients, which revealed high internal consistency, with
values above 0.70. This result underscores the EPECD as a highly reliable instrument for
measuring student perception of teacher care [57].

Convergent and discriminant validity were evaluated using a four-factor model de-
rived from exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Convergent validity proved adequate, mea-
sured by the average variance extracted (AVE > 0.5) [58], indicating that the items faithfully
reflect their corresponding factors. Regarding discriminant validity, the criterion (AVE > φ2)
of Fornell and Larcker [59] was met only for the shared variance between factors 3 and 4.
This result suggests a possible lack of empirical differentiation between these factors, or
that they might be part of a higher-order construct. In response, a second-order model was
explored, which, although it presented adequate fit indices, did not surpass the original
separate factors model. Therefore, a third model was evaluated, resulting in the best config-
uration of fit indices. This adjusted model divided factor 1 into two first-order factors, thus
forming the five factors originally proposed [4].

A factorial invariance analysis was conducted to compare male and female groups,
showing that the items evaluate the latent variables equivalently in both sexes [60]. This
finding significantly contributes to future research aiming to compare scores between males
and females, establishing a solid basis for reliable comparative analyses across genders.

4.1. Implications

It is considered that the Student Perception of Teacher Care Scale (SPTCS) is an
appropriate tool for educators and professionals linked to university education, to measure
the perception that students have about the care that their teachers exercise towards
them. This information can be useful to identify strong and weak areas of the care that
teachers exercise over their students, and to make administrative decisions that allow for
the improvement or maintenance of specific aspects of the perception of care that students
have on the part of their teachers, which would result in the improvement of enthusiasm
and academic commitment, as well as in emotional aspects of the student, which would
also lead to their academic and professional success.

4.2. Limitations

Among the limitations of this study, it should be considered that it was carried out
with university students from a single educational institution in the department of San
Martín, in Peru, so it is suggested to continue this study by increasing the sample with
the participation of a greater number of universities from different regions of the country,
also including the use of other instruments whose relationship with the variable has been
demonstrated in other studies in such a way that the validity of the instrument in relation to
other constructs can be determined. Also, by having a larger sample number, it is possible
to obtain greater evidence of internal discriminant validity. It is also proposed that the
psychometric properties of the proposed instrument be analyzed in other countries and,
in addition, that other instruments be developed or validated to measure the care that
teachers exercise towards their students, from different theoretical perspectives and also
from the perspective of the teacher and the student, separately.
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5. Conclusions

Teacher care in the university context sheds light on a fundamental aspect of the edu-
cational process that extends beyond knowledge transmission. Through the development
and psychometric evaluation of the Student Perception of Teacher Care Scale (SPTCS), five
critical dimensions were identified: Compassion, Competence, Awareness, Confidential-
ity, and Trust. These findings not only corroborate existing theory but also expand our
understanding of how these dimensions interact with each other to create an educational
environment in which students feel valued, understood, and supported. The validation
of the SPTCS represents a significant contribution to the field of education, providing a
valid and reliable tool for measuring student perception of teacher care. Furthermore, the
demonstration of factorial invariance across genders strengthens the applicability of the
SPTCS, allowing for valid comparisons between men and women in future studies.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://www.
mdpi.com/article/10.3390/educsci14060605/s1, Table S1: Escala de percepción estudiantil del cuidado
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