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Abstract

Uncivil behavior in the classroom is a growing issue among children and youth both academically and developmentally. This
unique low-level antisocial behavior may be a precursor to higher-level antisocial behavior, and it is therefore important to
have a relevant tool to be able to measure engagement in such behavior in the classroom. Using data from 586 children and
youth (46.4% boys) between the ages of 10 and 14 (M =12.02; SD=1.35), we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to
validate a scale of classroom incivility consisting of two subscales based on intentionality (intentional and unintentional).
We also ensured construct validity of our subscales by exploring HEXACO personality profiles and correlating our measures
with both self- and peer-reported variables related to social and mental well-being. Our results highlight that engaging in
classroom incivility is positively associated with poorer well-being, antisocial traits and antisocial behavior. Our results also
demonstrate distinct personality profiles of students who reported engaging in intentional versus unintentional classroom
incivility. This study is an important first step for future research exploring the potential antecedents and implications of
engaging in uncivil behavior in the classroom, particularly if such behavior may have potential to escalate into more serious
behavior later on.
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Introduction cooperative learning environment (Feldmann, 2001). These

actions in the classroom may include, but are not limited

Incivility in the classroom is a growing concern within edu-
cational settings, given its potential negative effects to both
adolescent personal and academic development (Marini,
2009; Volk, Dane, & Marini, 2016). It has become a rising
issue in educational settings, often interfering with both the
learning environment and student well-being (Bjorklund &
Rehling, 2009; Clark & Springer, 2007; Wilkins, Caldarella,
Crook-Lyon, & Young, 2010). Incivility is defined as a “low-
intensity, deviant behavior with ambiguous intent to cause
harm” (Andersson & Person, 1999, p. 457). Specifically,
classroom incivility can be defined as actions that interrupt a
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to, talking during a lesson, making fun of a classmate who
answered a question wrong and packing up books before a
lesson is over.

Incivility in the Classroom

Feldmann (2001) discusses that classroom incivility may
negatively contribute to the learning environment by dis-
rupting the instructor’s teaching. However, this behavior
may not be addressed or even be ignored by educators for
two potential reasons. First, because incivility is considered
a low-intensity antisocial behavior, it may be perceived as
harmless and as something that will go away on its own
(Feldmann, 2001). Second, constantly stopping the class to
deal with low-intensity uncivil behavior may itself take away
from instructional time on course content. Unfortunately, it
is possible that uncivil behavior within the classroom setting
may increase if educators choose not to address such behav-
ior (Feldmann, 2001). Further, when classroom incivility is
ignored, there is potential that behavior that may begin as
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simply being rude may escalate into more serious antisocial
behavior, or be associated with negative psychosocial out-
comes (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Felblinger, 2009; Far-
rell, Provenzano, Spadafora, Marini, & Volk, 2016; Miller,
Katt, Brown, & Sivo, 2014; Marini, 2009, Volk et al., 2016;
Spadafora, Frijters, Molnar, & Volk, 2020). Uncivil behavior
in the classroom can range from less serious behavior (e.g.,
eating during class or groaning in disapproval when instruc-
tions are given) to behavior that may be deemed more seri-
ous (e.g., phone disruptions or harassing comments; Con-
nelly, 2009).

Models of Classroom Incivility

Whereas incivility is often considered as a broad construct,
there have been multiple conceptualizations of subtypes of
incivility within the literature. These conceptualizations can
assist in understanding the function and outcomes of incivil-
ity. First, as Marini (2009) describes, incivility may be mod-
eled along two distinct continuums: the form (ranging from
indirect to direct behavior) and the function (ranging from
proactive to reactive behavior). On the form continuum,
indirect incivility can be characterized by covert negative
actions (e.g., spreading rumors), whereas direct incivility
can be characterized by overt negative actions (e.g., inter-
rupting the teacher; Marini, 2009). On the function con-
tinuum, proactive incivility involves planned and deliberate
behavior that are perpetrated in order to achieve a goal (e.g.,
stealing notes from a classmate), whereas reactive incivility
involves a retaliatory response that lacks the planning and
deliberation without regard for an external goal (e.g., being
rude in response to provocation; Marini, 2009).

Other researchers have focused on conceptualizing inci-
vility based on the intensity of the action. For example, Feld-
mann (2001) discusses uncivil behavior in post-secondary
classroom as being divided into four categories that range
from low-level to higher-level behavior including: annoy-
ances (issues of etiquette), classroom terrorism (interferes
with class instruction), intimidation (threats or pressure on
the instructor) and threatening actions. Burke, Karl, Pelu-
chette and Evans (2014) have a similar conceptualization,
describing three categories of uncivil behavior in the class-
room with the highest level being actions that may be con-
sidered harassment, the middle level consisting of somewhat
challenging behavior such as class disruption, and the low-
est level consisting of actions that are considered annoying.
Intentionality is another factor to consider when thinking
about uncivil behavior in the classroom setting. Unintention-
ally uncivil behavior are actions that are considered to be as
a result of being inconsiderate and lack an intention to harm
others (e.g., sending text messages during class; Marini,
20009; Farrell et al., 2016). On the other hand, intentionally
uncivil actions are those that are deliberate and have intent to

hurt someone else (e.g., calling a classmate names because
they did not agree with your opinion; Marini, 2009; Farrell
et al., 2016). In general, it seems as though classroom inci-
vility tends to be measured on a continuum from low-level
annoying behavior to more intense, intentional behavior in
the classroom (e.g., Marini, 2009; Farrell et al., 2016; Feld-
mann, 2001; Burke et al., 2014). Given these varying mod-
els of incivility, the choice of measure becomes particularly
important, specifically when studying uncivil behavior in the
classroom within children and youth.

Previous Measures of Classroom Incivility

The majority of previous research on classroom incivility
has used scales that examine teacher or faculty perceptions
of uncivil behavior, or the attitudes of University/college
students (e.g., Clark, 2008; McKinne & Martin, 2010;
Bjorklund & Rehling, 2011). For example, The Student
Incivility Questionnaire (AlKandari, 2011) measures stu-
dent perceptions of incivility, as well as the ability of the
professor to intervene in uncivil behavior within a University
classroom setting. One of the first measures used to meas-
ure classroom incivility was created at Indiana University
in 2000 and measures faculty perceptions regarding uncivil
behavior in the classroom (Royce, 2000). This survey has
since been adapted by other researchers to explore incivil-
ity within a University classroom setting, both modifying it
to be from a student perspective and adding items of their
own (e.g., Nordstrom, Bartels, & Bucy, 2009; McKinne &
Martin, 2010). Further, much of the research on incivility in
the classroom has taken place specifically in nursing educa-
tion settings (e.g., Clark, 2008, Marichiondo, Marchiondo,
& Lasiter, 2010). For example, the Incivility in Nursing Edu-
cation Survey asked both students and faculty to rate how
often they witnessed various uncivil actions in their learning
environment, as well as their attitudes toward each behavior
(Clark, 2008; Clark, Farnsworth, & Landrum, 2009). How-
ever, these discussed scales ask participants about their per-
ceptions of classroom incivility or to report how often they
witness uncivil behavior within the classroom setting. These
scales do not directly ask individuals how often they engage
in uncivil behavior within a classroom setting. There is one
recently validated scale, the Classroom Citizenship Behavior
Scale (Myers et al., 2016, Katt et al., 2018), which measures
what leads University students to choose to engage in civil,
respectful classroom behavior. However, to our knowledge,
there has not yet been a validated scale measuring how often
children and/or youth report engaging in uncivil behavior
within the classroom. Further, since youth are developmen-
tally different from these samples, we must consider the vali-
dation of a measure that is relevant for a younger age range
and their classroom environment. Specifically, classroom
incivility is a novel behavior that requires consideration in a
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range of age-specific samples, given that certain actions may
be engaged in at different levels at different stages of devel-
opment (e.g., early compared to late adolescence). Moreo-
ver, it is important to note that uncivil behavior isn’t always
necessarily disruptive to the classroom (e.g., reading a book
or sleeping during class may not disrupt the classroom in
all instances) and, however, can still be considered uncivil
behavior. This distinction provides further support for the
creation of a scale based on the novel behavior of classroom
incivility. In addition, the exploration of adolescent incivil-
ity is important as this research can go beyond educational
implications has potential to undermine group functioning
(Lim, Cortina, & Magley, 2008) and perhaps be associated
with further antisocial behavior (Marini, 2009; Spadafora
et al., 2020). One measure to our knowledge has been vali-
dated within an adolescent sample, measuring adolescent
attitudes toward uncivil behavior in the classroom (Farrell
et al., 2016; Spadafora et al., 2020). This scale validation
supported the conceptualization of classroom incivility from
unintentional to intentional actions. Further, this scale has
been validated cross-culturally in a Turkish sample of ado-
lescents and a similar two-dimensional model was found
(Bingdl, Solkpiik Turhan, Arslan, Oztabak, & Cetintas,
2018). Whereas this measure is reliable and valid within an
adolescent sample, it measures adolescent attitudes toward
uncivil behavior in the classroom, as opposed to actual
behavior. Nordstrom et al. (2009) found that thinking posi-
tively about uncivil behavior was the strongest predictor of
engaging in such behavior; however, they also discuss that
actions and attitudes may not always be the same. Moreover,
it is important to focus on uncivil behavior in the classroom,
as regardless of intentionality, it remains possible that these
actions have the potential to negatively impact the learning
environment or the students involved. Thus, an important
next step in being able to explore adolescent classroom inci-
vility is to translate and validate this previous scale into one
that measures actual classroom uncivil behavior.

Why Adolescent Behavior

If low-level antisocial behavior such as classroom incivil-
ity may be implicated in higher-level antisocial behavior
in the future (Marini, 2009; Spadafora et al., 2020), then
it becomes important to be able to measure engagement
in uncivil actions in the classroom at younger ages. For
example, it is possible that engaging in the low-level
antisocial behavior of classroom incivility may escalate
and become more targeted and goal directed resulting
in aggressive or bullying behavior (e.g., Volk, Dane, &
Marini, 2014). Further, there is potential that engaging in
uncivil behavior may be associated with poorer social and
mental well-being, as previous research has found asso-
ciations between attitudes toward uncivil behavior in the
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classroom with higher conduct problems and lower proso-
cial behavior (Volk, Marini, & Dane, 2016; Farrell et al.,
2016). Specifically, these developmental periods may be
a critical time to address uncivil behavior in the class-
room before these actions become more serious. Further,
exploring this behavior in adolescence may be particularly
important, given the changing peer group compositions
and motivations to engage in various antisocial behavior.

To explore the low-level behavior of classroom incivil-
ity, it is not only important to examine associations with
self-reported pro and antisocial behavior, but also with
peer-nominated characteristics and personality profiles of
the youth engaging in this behavior. For example, pre-
vious research using the HEXACO model of personality
(Ashton & Lee, 2009) has found that adolescents who have
a willingness to exploit others or who are quick to angry
are more likely to engage in antisocial behavior in general
(e.g., Book et al., 2012; Farrell & Volk, 2017). Previous
research has also found significant bivariate correlations
with youth HEXACO personality traits and self-reported
attitudes toward classroom incivility (see Spadafora et al.,
2020). Moreover Spadafora, Farrell, Provenzano, Marini
and Volk (2016) found different temperamental profiles of
youth who reported their attitudes toward intentional and
unintentional incivility, making an exploration of person-
ality profiles of youth who engage in classroom incivility
an important next step. Lastly, it is unknown how youth
who report engaging in uncivil behavior in the classroom
are being perceived by their peers, making the exploration
of peer nominations in relation to reported engagement in
classroom incivility another avenue to begin to explore.
Investigating associations with pro/antisocial peer and
self-reported variables will be an important step to ensure
construct validity when validating our scale of engaging
in uncivil behavior in the (elementary or high school)
classroom. Research focused on adult samples tends to
focus on uncivil behavior in the workplace (Pearson &
Porath, 2005) or in college/University settings (e.g., Ban-
tha, Sahni, & Yadav, 2020). Given developmental differ-
ences, uncivil behavior in mid-elementary and high school
classrooms would manifest differently than in these other
settings.

Therefore, it is important to have validated tools to
measure variables that may have negative implications
for youth student populations into improve prevention
and intervention efforts in the classroom (e.g., Roberson
& Renshaw, 2019). Much of the research to date on class-
room incivility specifically has been on University/college
samples (e.g., Bantha et al., 2020; Strassle & Verrecchia,
2019; Bjorklund & Rehling, 2009), making it particularly
necessary to create and validate measures that are appro-
priate for child and adolescent samples.
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Current Study

The purpose of the current study was to translate and vali-
date a measure of uncivil classroom behavior in a sample
of adolescents. Specifically, we were interested in deter-
mining whether the two-dimensional model of classroom
incivility (intentional and unintentional) captured by a
previous measure of uncivil attitudes (Farrell et al., 2016)
would be supported when exploring engagement in uncivil
classroom behavior. We were also interested in confirming
that these two dimensions that were previously validated
in an adolescent sample (Farrell et al., 2016) would extend
to younger youth.

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to deter-
mine if a two-factor model of intentional and unintentional
classroom incivility would hold in a sample of youth when
measuring their self-reported uncivil behavior in the class-
room. We expected that our two-factor model of classroom
incivility would fit our data well to indicate a strong meas-
urement model of uncivil behavior in our sample of young
adolescents. Second, to ensure construct validity, we cor-
related both subtypes of incivility with a range of peer
and self-reported antisocial and prosocial behavior, self-
reported average grades, self-reported emotional health
and the six HEXACO personality traits. The HEXACO
Model of Personality (Ashton & Lee, 2009) is a useful
measure to correlate with engaging in uncivil behavior as
it is ideally delineates personality into several traits that
capture different antisocial motives for of behavior, includ-
ing predatory (low Honesty-humility), callous (low Emo-
tionality), angry (low Agreeableness) and impulsive (low
Conscientiousness) motives (Lee & Ashton, 2004). These
traits have been found to be significantly associated with
child and adolescent antisocial behavior (Farrell & Volk,
2017; Provenzano et al., 2018; Spadafora et al., 2020).
Therefore, we were interested in determining if individuals
who reported intentional versus unintentional classroom
incivility had distinct personality profiles.

Method
Participants

The sample for the present study comprised 586 youth (272
boys; 299 girls; 5 other; 12 preferred not to say) in grades
five to nine between the ages of 10 and 14 (M =12.02;
SD =1.35). The self-reported ethnicities of the sample
were: White (63.4%), East Asian (1.4%), Southeast Asian
(3.1%), South Asian (1.4%), West Asian (1.4%), Black
(3.1%); Latin/Central/South American (8.7%), Indigenous

(0.3%) and Mixed (17.3%). With regard to socioeconomic
status, 62.6% of the participants reported their family to
be “about the same” in richness compared to the average
Canadian family and 68.6% of the sample reported that
their parents had completed college/University.

Measures

Participants completed a package of questionnaires includ-
ing a demographic and a classroom incivility survey. Partici-
pants completed a range of questionnaires about themselves
and their behavior as part of a larger study.

Demographics

Participants completed questions on their age, sex, ethnic-
ity, SES, living situation and academic grades. Specifically,
participants were asked, “what grade, on average, do you
typically receive in school?”

Classroom Incivility

Participants completed eleven items regarding their engage-
ment in classroom incivility. The items used were adapted
from those used in the Adolescent Attitudes Towards Class-
room In/Civility Scale (Farrell et al., 2016). Rather than ask-
ing participants: “Please circle the answer that best describes
your belief about each of the following situations,” the ver-
sion for the current study asked participants, “How often
have you done any of the behavior below?”” One modifica-
tion we made was to update item four from: “posting nasty
notes on a bulletin board” to “posting mean comments
online about classmates.” Further, we added an additional
item: “Talking when you shouldn’t during class.” Partici-
pants were asked to rate their behavior on a five-point scale
from 1 =almost never to 5 =almost always.

Integrated Measure of Bullying and Non-Bullying
Aggression (Prabaharan, 2020)

This questionnaire measures both bullying perpetration and
non-bullying aggression perpetration. For example, partici-
pants were asked “In the PAST FEW MONTHS, how often
have YOU DONE the following, against someone who was
LESS popular or strong than you?” with participants asked
to respond on a five-point scale ranging from “1 =Never to
5 = Very Often. For the purposes of this study, composite
variables (with direct and indirect) were created for overall
bullying and overall aggression, with higher scores indicat-
ing engaging in that behavior more often.
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Social Dominance Strategies (Adapted from Hawley, 2003;
Hawley, Little, & Card, 2008; Vailliancourt et al., 2003)

Participants completed 16 items (10 for cooperative strate-
gies and 4 for coercive strategies) that are rated on a 5-point
scale from 1 =Never true to 5S=Almost always true. A sam-
ple item for the coercive scale is: “I try to force others to
follow my plans” and a sample item from the cooperative
subscale is: “I cooperate with others so we all get what we
want.” Higher scores indicate greater use of each strategy

type.

The HEXACO Personality Inventory SPI (De Vries & Born,
2013)

This is a simplified version of the HEXACO Personality
Inventory-Revised (Ashton & Lee, 2009) comprised of 96
self-report items that measure the six major dimensions
of personality. Participants rate items on a five-point scale
from: 1 =strongly disagree to 5 =strongly agree. Subscales
include Honesty-humility (e.g., “I find it difficult to lie”),
Emotionality (e.g., “I get sad when a good friend leaves for
a long time”), Extraversion (e.g., “I often act as the leader
when I’m in a group”), Agreeableness (e.g., “Even when
I’m treated badly, I remain calm’), Conscientiousness (e.g.,
“I think carefully before I do something dangerous”) and
Openness to Experience (e.g., I like people with strange
ideas”). Higher scores indicate higher levels of each per-
sonality factor.

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman, 1997)

For the current study, we used the emotional problems sub-
scale of this questionnaire consisting of five items. Partici-
pants are asked to rate their opinion on each statement using
the scale: 1 =Not true, 2=Somewhat true, 3 = Certainly true
with a sample item of: “I worry a lot.” Higher total score
indicates greater emotional problems.

Hostility (Subscale from the Children’s Automatic Thoughts
Scale; Schniering & Rapee, 2002)

Participants completed the five-item hostility subscale where
they were asked: “How often have you had the following
thoughts?” and responded on a scale from 1= Never to
5= Very often. A sample item is: “I have the right to take
revenge on people if they deserve it.” Higher total scores
indicated higher hostility.

Peer-Nominated Items

As part of this study, participants also completed peer
nomination questions. That is, students were asked to select
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students in their grade that fit various descriptions. For the
purposes of the current study, we used peer nominations
for direct and indirect bullying perpetration as well as peer
nominations for the following questions: “Who are your
best or closest friends?”; “Who do you like (is nice) in your
grade?”’; “Who do others look up to and respect?””; “Who
usually helps and cooperates with others?”’; “Who leads the
group in a fair way?”; and “Who is kind to others?”. We
used total received nominations for each of these variables
for the current study and created proportion scores based on
the number of students in each grade.

Procedure

Research assistants visited local schools to collect data. Stu-
dents that were in grades five to nine were invited to par-
ticipate in the study. To participate, students were required
to have parental consent (active for Grades 5-8, passive
for Grade 9). Individuals who gave assent and had parental
consent completed the survey on a tablet via Qualtrics (an
online survey platform). All measures and procedures were
approved by both our University ethics board and the local
school board. Compensation for the study was determined
by returned consent forms, as schools were given $5 per stu-
dent who returned their consent form. Additionally, a draw
for gift cards took place in each classroom, with increased
prizes for classes that had returned consent form (positive
or negative) rates above 80%.

Results
Data and Statistical Analysis

Prior to analysis, missing data and plausible values were
assessed for the items. Next, we used confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA), as we had a strong theoretical basis for a
two-factor model of classroom incivility. Exploratory factor
analysis is considered best practice only when the research-
ers do not have a strong idea of how the factors will emerge
and when the scale has not previously been used (e.g., Cos-
tello & Osborne, 2005).

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using
MPlus version 7.2 software (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017)
to determine whether the proposed measurement model for
intentional and unintentional incivility (see Fig. 1) would
have acceptable fit. We scaled the latent factor by setting is
variance to 1.0 (Kline, 1998). The following indices were
used to assess model fit: Root Mean Square Error of Approx-
imation (RMSEA) with 90% confidence intervals less than
.06, a comparative fit index (CFI; Hu & Bentler, 1998)
less than .95 and a standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Whereas having
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Item
Item 6 Item

Item Item

Intentional
Incivility

T 7

Item Item
Item 5 7 Item

Item 3 9 Item
11

Unintentional
Incivility

Fig. 1 Latent factors of intentional and unintentional incivility. Note Disturbances, errors and covariances have been removed for ease of presen-
tation. Item numbers represent each of the individual item indicators for each factor (see “Appendix 2” for item list by factor)

a nonsignificant Chi-squared (y°) value is can be used to
determine adequate fit of a model, it can be sensitive to sam-
ple size (Kline, 1998), therefore, we used a ;(Z/df value less
than 5 to determine adequate model fit (Wheaton, Muthern,
Alwin, & Sunners, 1977).

Preliminary Analyses

Data for the present study were collected as part of a larger
study. Participants who had completed the uncivil behavior
items were used for this analysis. All descriptive values were
plausible (see Table 1 for means and standard deviations).
For the item data, outliers were those with scores more than
15.00I standard deviations from the mean. These scores were
Winsorized, such that the scores were adjusted to represent
z-scores that would have been within 5 standard deviations
from the mean, while maintaining rank order to one deci-
mal place. Skewness and kurtosis values were beyond the
acceptable cutoff of +2 (Field, 2018), and therefore, we
used maximum likelihood with robust estimation (MLR) in
MPlus to account for the non-normal distribution of these
items. Further, all correlations between the items were under
0.8, indicating no issues with multicollinearity (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2013; see Table 1).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to deter-
mine if constructs of intentional and unintentional inci-
vility would be represented by our items. The model
fit was adequate (y*(43)=168.86, p <.001; CFI=.92;
RMSEA =.07; 95% CI [.06, .08]; SRMR =.06) and each
indicator was statistically significant for each respec-
tive variable (intentional and unintentional incivility).

Next, we ran a one-factor model of classroom incivility
(with all eleven items) to establish if our proposed two-
factor model would be a better fit as hypothesized. This
one-factor model did not fit as well as our initial model
(7*(44)=290.73, p <.001; CFI=.83; RMSEA =.10; 95%
CI [.09, .11]; SRMR =.07), further supporting the two-
factor model of classroom incivility. Reliabilities for each
subscale were acceptable: .75 for unintentional incivility
and .80 for intentional incivility. Lastly, since we expect
intentional and unintentional incivility to be related, it was
important to ensure that the correlation between the two
constructs was within acceptable limits. The correlation
between the two constructs was .60, indicating that while
they are correlated with each other (as expected); we are
still measuring two distinct constructs.

To further validate our scale developmentally, we split
our sample into younger (pre-adolescents, ages 10-12;
n=2350) and older (adolescents; ages 13 and 14; n=236)
samples to ensure that the factors of intentional and unin-
tentional uncivil behavior in the classroom would fit simi-
larly in both sub-samples. We conducted the same CFA in
each sub-sample to ensure model fit would be adequate
within each sample. Our analyses revealed that model fit
values varied slightly, but that fit was acceptable in both
sub-samples.

Construct Validity

To ensure construct validity of our constructs of intentional
and unintentional uncivil behavior, we conducted bivariate
correlations and hierarchical regressions with the HEXACO
personality traits, as well as bivariate correlations with both
self- and peer-reported behavior and beliefs.
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Table 1 Summary statistics and intercorrelations for all incivility items

Variable
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33 A1 28%* 16%* 26%* .10* 22%% 23%* 31

31

1. Packing up books before a lesson is over

A8 41 S5 26%* A8 36%* 35%* 38

39

2. Making fun of a classmate who answered a question wrong

A9 3Gk 3§EE 30wk QgRE g%k 3g

36%*

3. Sending text messages/notes during class

.69%* 21%* S8 38 35%* 22%*

39%*

4. Posting mean comments online about classmates

A0 0% 30%E 35wk 40k

43

5. Reading, going online, or playing a game during a lesson

655 4TEE AlwE 3]k

27

6. Calling a classmate names because they did not agree with your opinion

35%* 32%* 35%*

19%*

7. Eating during class

A0%* 33

38

8. Spreading rumors about or try exclude a classmate you dislike

39%*

36%%

9. Sleeping in class

43w

10. Fighting with another student (physical or verbal)

11. Talking when you shouldn’t during class

2.45

1.17

1.66
94

1.42
.81

1.97 1.28
.69

1.19

1.20
.56

1.47 1.66 1.09 1.55
1.02 .38 91

.80

2.74
1.27

SD

Associations with HEXACO Personality Traits

At the bivariate level, engaging in both intentional and
unintentional classroom incivility was significantly nega-
tively associated with the HEXACO personality traits of
Honesty-humility, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and
Openness to Experience.

Hierarchical Regressions with Personality Factors

To further explore these personality associations, we con-
ducted two hierarchical regressions to explore the person-
ality profiles of youth who reported engaging in each sub-
type of uncivil behavior in the classroom. Each regression
had age and sex in the first step, with the six HEXACO
personality traits in step two, and each of the subtypes of
incivility (intentional and unintentional) as the outcome
variables.

Preliminary Analysis Prior to conducting the regressions,
data for analysis variables (both subtypes of classroom
incivility and HEXACO personality traits) were screened
for relevant assumptions using SPSS version 25. Win-
sorizing was utilized to address outliers, where scores
were adjusted to represent z-scores that are within 3 stand-
ard deviations from the mean, while still maintaining rank
order. Variables met the assumption of normality (skew-
ness and kurtosis values + 2; Field, 2018), with the excep-
tion of intentional incivility that was slightly kurtotic. All
variables met the assumptions of linearity, multicollinear-
ity, homoscedasticity and independence.

Intentional Incivility The first step of the model was
significant, accounting for 2.5% of the variance (F (2,
581)=8.71, p<.05; Table 4). Sex was significant with
boys reporting engaging in more uncivil behavior than
girls. In step two, the addition of the personality factors
accounted for 21.7% of the variance in intentional incivil-
ity (F (6, 575)=24.65, p<.001). Lower Honesty-humil-
ity, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness and Openness to
Experience were found to be significantly associated with
intentional incivility.

Unintentional Incivility The first step with age and sex
accounted for 3.5% of the variance (F (2, 581)=11.67,
p<.001); Table 5). Age was significant with older youth
reporting engaging in more unintentional incivility in the
classroom. In the second step, the model accounted for
25.6% of the variance (F (6, 575)=34.79). Lower Honesty-
humility, higher Extraversion, lower Agreeableness and
lower Conscientiousness were significantly associated with
higher unintentional incivility.
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Self-Reported Variable Correlations (Aggression, Bullying,
Coercive and Cooperative Dominance Strategies, Grades,
Emotional Problems, Hostility)

First, age was found to be positively correlated with unin-
tentional incivility, indicating that older youth reported
engaging in more unintentionally uncivil behavior in the
classroom. There was also a significant correlation with
sex and intentional incivility, indicating that boys reported
engaging in more intentionally uncivil classroom behavior.
There were moderate positive correlations between both
intentional and unintentional incivility with both aggres-
sive and bullying behavior. Next, there were moderate posi-
tive correlations with engaging in both subtypes of class-
room incivility and reporting in engaging in coercive social
dominance strategies, whereas students who reported lower
levels of classroom incivility also reported greater use of
cooperative social dominance strategies. We also correlated
the self-reported average grade of the participants with
both subtypes of classroom incivility. Whereas there was
no significant correlation with intentional incivility, there
was a small positive correlation with average grades and
unintentional incivility. Lastly, there was a small, signifi-
cant positive correlation between emotional problems and
unintentional incivility, whereas both subtypes of incivility
were positively correlated with higher scores on the hostil-
ity scale. See Table 2 for all correlations with self-report
variables.

Correlations with Peer-Nominated Variables (Best Friends,
Direct Bully, Indirect Bully, Who is Nice, Who is Respected,
Who Cooperates, Who is Fair, Who is Kind)

With regard to peer-nominated data, there were some small
but significant negative correlations. First, there was an
association between being nominated as a perpetrator of
direct bullying and engaging in classroom incivility. Next,
there was a negative correlation between individuals who
received nominations for, “who do you like (is nice) in
your grade and self-reported engagement in intentionally
uncivil behavior. There were also small negative correlations
between reported engagement in both subtypes of incivility
and being nominated for the questions of: “who do others
look up to and respect?”, “who usually helps and cooper-
ates with others?”, “who leads the group in a fair way?” and
“who is kind to others?” with both intentional and uninten-
tional incivility. See Table 3 for all correlations with peer-
nominated variables.

Partial Correlations

Lastly, to further explore unique relationships of each sub-
factor, we conducted partial correlations for each subtype

of incivility (while controlling for the other subtype). Given
the large number of related variables in our study (e.g., bul-
lying, aggression, hostility), we chose to conduct partial
correlations rather than broader multivariate analyses so
as to preserve the variance associated with each variable.
We also adopted a liberal alpha of .05 to accommodate the
exploratory nature of our analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Our partial correlations revealed unique associations
between our construct validity variables with intentional
and unintentional incivility (see Table 6). In these analyses,
intentional incivility was significantly positively correlated
with self-reported bullying, aggression and hostility, being
nominated as a direct bully, and negatively associated with
use of prosocial strategies and being nominated as kind and
cooperating. Unintentional incivility was uniquely signifi-
cantly negatively correlated with lower Honesty-humility,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness and being
nominated as a person who is respected and leads the group
in a fair way, and positively associated with both hostility
and emotional problems (Table 6).

Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to validate a scale of
classroom incivility (the CYCIS) in a sample of adolescents.
Specifically, our goal was to validate a two-factor model of
uncivil behavior (intentional and unintentional) in a sample
of youth aged 10-14. Our results highlight that the two-
factor representation of classroom incivility is consistent
with regard to behavior as opposed to attitudes. Further, our
results support that this scale is valid for older youth. While
it remains possible for our scale to be used as a measure
of total classroom incivility (mean of scores on all eleven
items, o =.83), our analyses strongly support the two-fac-
tor model of incivility with separate means scores for both
intentional and unintentional incivility.

First, our confirmatory factor analysis depicting inten-
tional and unintentional classroom incivility was acceptable
and superior to the one-factor model of classroom incivil-
ity. Our data further support the theoretical distinction of
intentional and unintentional classroom incivility, (Marini,
2009; Farrell et al., 2016). Therefore, we believe that this
conceptualization should continue to be examined both theo-
retically and practically, to explore factors that may be asso-
ciated with classroom incivility as well as to determine what
behavior may be implicated with engaging in uncivil actions.
Next, when we split our sample by age, we found the model
fit within each sub-sample to be adequate, further supporting
that the CYCIS is developmentally appropriate for typical
children who are age 10 or older. Since much of the research
on classroom incivility has been within University settings
(e.g., Bjorklund & Rehling, 2011), we met our goal to create
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Table 3 Intercorrelations for peer-nominated variables with intentional and unintentional incivility

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Age - -.06 .07 A8 .06 —.22%%  — 25%F  — 06 —.25% - .01 - .05 —.03

2. Sex* - —.12%*% - .06 .08 —.11¥ .02 15 5%k 6% 14585k 18k

3. Intentional - 60%F - .03 .14%* .05 —.10% - 15%F  — 19%*%  — [18FF  — 20%*
4. Unintentional - -.04 11% .03 -.07 —13%F - 13— 6% — 3%
5. Friends - .03 .10%* 59 S9#* S8HE 54 .50

6. Dir. Bully - WAk —.04  14%* —.08* -.03 —.10%
7. Ind. Bully - .01 26%* .01 .04 - .01

8. Nice - T1EE L83%% 6% .88H*

9. Respect - Rk Wik .697%%
10. Cooperate - 91%* .89%*
11. Fair - B1#*
12. Kind -

Friends=Received peer nominations for “Who are your best or closest friends?”; Dir. Bully=received nominations for direct bully-
ing; Ind. Bully=received nominations for indirect bullying; Nice=received nominations for “Who do you like (is nice) in your grade?”;
Respect=received nominations for “Who do others look up to and respect?”’; Cooperate =received peer nominations for “Who usually helps and
cooperates with others?”; Fair=received nominations for “Who leads the group in a fair way?”; Kind =received peer nominations for “Who is

kind to others?”

2Sex was coded as 0=boy, 1=girl

and validate a scale that could be used for junior elementary,
intermediate and high school students.

Our next goal was to examine the construct validity of
the CYCIS. With regard to the links between the CYCIS
and individual differences, we explored associations with
engaging in classroom incivility with age, sex and HEXACO
personality traits. As expected, there were both similar and
unique associations with each type of classroom incivility.
First, we found that boys reported engaging in more inten-
tional incivility in the classroom, which is consistent with
research on other antisocial behavior such as bullying and
aggression (e.g., Hartung, Little, Allen, & Page, 2011).
Older students also reported engaging in more unintention-
ally uncivil behavior. As students get older (i.e., interme-
diate or high school) they may engage in a broader range
of actions that are unintentionally uncivil (e.g., talking to
or texting their friends during class) and/or they may feel
more empowered to engage in uncivil behavior in front of
adults. These findings with sex and age are also similar to
previous associations with beliefs about classroom incivility
(Spadafora et al., 2016). With regard to personality traits,
engaging in both subtypes of classroom incivility was asso-
ciated with lower levels of Honesty-humility, Agreeableness
and Conscientiousness (see Tables 4, 5). Consistent with
other forms of antisocial behavior (e.g., Book et al., 2012;
Farrell & Volk, 2017), it seems as though a willingness to
exploit others, lack of patience and higher impulsivity are
also associated with engaging in classroom incivility. Fur-
ther, these findings are comparable to previous findings with
beliefs toward uncivil behavior and individual differences in
youth (Spadafora et al., 2016, 2020). With regard to bivariate

Table 4 Hierarchical regression predicting intentional incivility with
HEXACO personality traits

Predictors B SE p 95% CI

Step 1
Age .03* .01 .10 [.01, .06]
Sex? —.10* .03 —.14 [-.16, — .04]

R’ .029

F 8.71

Step 2
Age —.00 .01 - .01 [-.03,.02]
Sex —.07* .03 -.09 [-.12, - .01]
Honesty-humility —.30% .04 -.33 [—.38, —.23]
Emotionality -.02 .03 -.03 [—.08, .04]
Extraversion —-.02 .04 —.02 [—.09, .05]
Agreeableness —.11* .05 -.10 [—.21, —.02]
Conscientiousness —.09* .03 —-.12 [—.16, — .03]
Openness —.07* .03 —.08 [—.14, — .00]

R 228

F 21.19

AR*= 217 (p<.001) for Step 2
2Sex was coded as 0=boy, 1=girl. *=p<.05

correlation effect sizes and partial correlations, whereas the
effects for Honesty-humility were similar for intentional and
unintentional classroom incivility, the effects of Agreeable-
ness and Conscientiousness are larger for unintentional inci-
vility. Individuals who have lower levels of Agreeableness
are more impatient (Lee & Ashton, 2012), and therefore may
not want to defer to classroom norms of civil behavior (e.g.,
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Table 5 Hierarchical regression predicting unintentional incivility
with HEXACO personality traits

Predictors B SE p 95% CI

Step 1
Age .09 .02 19 [.05, .13]
Sex? -.05 .05 —-.05 [—.14, .04]

R’ 039

F 11.69

Step 2
Age .05% .02 .10 [.01,.08]
Sex .01 .04 .01 [—.08, .09]
Honesty-humility — .33* .06 - .24 [—.44, — 22]
Emotionality —.01 .05 —.01 [-.10, .08]
Extraversion 18* .05 14 [.08, .28]
Agreeableness — 24%* .07 —-.14 [-.37,—.11]
Conscientiousness — .35% .05 -.29 [—.45, — .25]
Openness —.08 .05 — .06 [—.18, .02]

R 295

F 30.04

AR*= 285 (p<.001) for Step 2
2Sex was coded as 0=boy, 1 =girl. *=p<.05

Table 6 Partial correlations for intentional and unintentional incivil-
ity (controlling for each other)

Intentional incivility Unin-

tentional
incivility
Self-report
Bullying 37 .08
Aggression 30%* .06
Coercive 25%% .09%*
Cooperative —.16%* —.00
Grades —.01 .09%*
Honesty-humility — . 19%* — 24%*
Emotionality —-.02 —.02
Extraversion —.09% .07
Agreeableness —.05 — 23%%*
Conscientiousness —.04 — 31%*
Openness —-.01 —.13*
Emotional problems -.07 6%
Hostility 6% 13%*
Peer nominations

Friends .00 —.02
Direct bully .09* .02
Indirect bully .05 —.01
Nice —.08 —.00
Respect -.03 —.11*
Cooperates —.10* — .04
Fair leader -.07 — .09*
Kind —.09% - .04

#p <.05; #¥p < 01

@ Springer

waiting to pack up your books). The association with lower
Conscientiousness also makes sense as uncivil behavior is
characterized as actions that are due to carelessness or inat-
tention (Marini, 2009; Farrell et al., 2016), and individuals
who are lower in Conscientiousness are often impulsive and
lack discipline (Lee & Ashton, 2012).

Our findings also revealed that youth who engage in unin-
tentional classroom incivility have higher levels of Extra-
version, whereas individuals who report engaging in more
intentionally uncivil behavior have lower levels of Openness
to Experience, highlighting distinct characteristics between
individuals who engage in incivility in the classroom. More-
over, these findings seem to be unique to engaging in uncivil
behavior in the classroom, as they were not found in previ-
ous research exploring attitudes toward classroom incivility
(Spadafora et al., 2020). It seems as though youth who tend
to engage in unintentional classroom incivility are students
who are outgoing and enjoy being social (Lee & Ashton,
2012). Therefore, these students may be more likely to talk
during a lesson or perhaps rush to pack up their books before
the lesson is finished to go meet their friends. On the other
hand, youth who report engaging in intentional incivility
are less open-minded and less intellectually curious (Lee &
Ashton, 2012) and therefore perhaps not as interested in pay-
ing attention to the lesson, and may be choosing to engage
in more intentionally uncivil behavior in the classroom as
a result of their boredom or frustration with the classroom
environment. Overall, these findings emphasize that while
some of the traits of youth who engage in classroom inci-
vility are consistent with antisocial behavior and beliefs in
general, our study also highlights unique differences of indi-
viduals who report engaging in classroom incivility.

With regard to self-reported variables, antisocial behavior
(bullying and aggression), coercive and cooperative social
dominance strategies, emotional problems and hostility, all
correlations were in the expected direction (e.g., Marini,
2009; Feldmann, 2001; Spadafora et al., 2020; Farrell et al.,
2016; Volk et al., 2016). These significant correlations not
only provide construct validity of our scale, but also sup-
port the theoretical conceptualization of classroom incivil-
ity in youth as a low-level antisocial behavior that may be
associated with higher-level antisocial behavior (Marini,
2009; Spadafora et al., 2020). This is also consistent with
previous findings with attitudes toward uncivil behavior in
the classroom among youth (Farrell et al., 2016; Volk et al.,
2016; Spadafora et al., 2020). Our results also highlight the
risks to individual well-being via increased hostility and in
the case of unintentional incivility, increased anxious and
depressed feelings. Future research should further explore
these preliminary links, to determine whether engaging in
uncivil behavior may post a risk to adolescent psychological
well-being, or if poor psychological well-being may lead to
engaging in uncivil behaviors. While our effects were not
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large, and we cannot assign causality, these data do warrant
further exploration regarding the potential risk to emotional
and mental well-being that is posed by the perpetration of
uncivil behavior.

As noted above, the bivariate and partial correlations
with antisocial behavior also highlight distinct differences
between intentional and unintentional incivility. For exam-
ple, the associations with bullying, aggression, coercive
strategies and hostility were stronger for intentional than
unintentional incivility (see Tables 2, 6). These findings not
only further support the theoretical discussion of classroom
incivility on a continuum of antisocial behavior increasing
in intentionality (Marini, 2009), but this distinction is also
in line with previous attitudinal research (Farrell et al., 2016;
Spadafora et al., 2020). They suggest that intentional inci-
vility is a more calculated and predatory behavior whereas
unintentional incivility may be more reactive and unplanned
in nature. Collectively, these associations provide further
evidence for the use of intentional and unintentional sub-
scales when measuring engagement in classroom incivility
among youth, and future research should continue to explore
associations with these two subtypes.

Interestingly, there was a small significant correlation
with grades and unintentional incivility. This positive asso-
ciation suggests that while classroom incivility may have
negative implications on the overall learning environment
(e.g., Hirschy & Braxton, 2004), it does not seem to impede
the academic success of the perpetrator. While this is in
contrast to what previous research has found in University
samples (Laverghetta, 2018; Nordstrom et al., 2009), our
findings suggest that in elementary and high school, the stu-
dents who are strong academically may feel bored in class
and perhaps be engaging in unintentionally uncivil behavior
as a result. It is also possible that high-achieving students
feel more academic stress (Suldo, Shaunessy, & Hardesty,
2008) and engage in this behavior as a way to cope in class.
However, it is worth noting that we used self-reported grades
in the current study, and therefore, it is also possible that the
students who reported higher levels of classroom incivil-
ity also over-estimated their overall grade level. Therefore,
future research should continue to explore this link between
incivility and academic outcomes in adolescents.

Beyond the impact of uncivil behavior on individuals,
the impact of that behavior on classmates may be part of
the reason why incivility perpetrators were more often
nominated by their peers as individuals who engaged in
antisocial behavior and received fewer nominations for hav-
ing prosocial characteristics. First, there were significant,
small correlations with both subtypes of incivility and being
nominated as someone who engaged in direct bullying, but
not indirect bullying (see Table 3). Since uncivil behavior
in the classroom consists of overt actions in the classroom
(Items in “Appendix 17), it makes sense that individuals

who report engaging in classroom incivility were nomi-
nated as being the bullies engaging in direct bullying actions
(e.g., physical and verbal) and not necessarily nominated
as the bullies engaging in indirect bullying (consisting of
more covert actions; e.g., Wang, Iannotti, & Luk, 2012).
The negative associations with classroom incivility and
received nominations for prosocial characteristics such as
being kind, respected, a fair leader and cooperating with
others, demonstrate that perpetrators of classroom incivility
do not seem to be perceived by their peers as being preferred
social partners, and may be more difficult to get along with
in a classroom setting.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our study was not without limitations. First, the CYCIS was
written and conceptualized from a predominantly Western
perspective. It is well documented that there are distinct dif-
ferences in educational expectations in Western and Eastern
cultures (e.g., Yeung, Ho, Chan, & Chung, 2019), and there-
fore, it is possible that actions that are considered uncivil
in Western classrooms may not be perceived as uncivil in
Eastern classrooms and vice versa. Future research should
continue to explore classroom incivility, both in Western
classrooms and cross-culturally. It is also possible that there
may be differences in how uncivil behavior is perceived
depending on school or classroom context. Future research
should consider these differences perhaps through the use of
multi-level modeling analyses or exploring teacher percep-
tions through qualitative research.

Next, while a strength of our study was that we utilized
both self-reported and peer-reported data, a limitation of
our study was that was did not have observational data of
uncivil behavior in the classroom. It is possible that there
may be differences in perceptions of uncivil behavior in the
classroom and therefore may be discrepancies between self-
reported and teacher reported classroom incivility. Future
research should further explore incivility in the classroom
using both teacher and student reported behavior. However,
adolescent self-reported antisocial behavior has been shown
to be quite valid in previous research (e.g., Book et al.,
2012). Further, student grades were self-reported in the
present study, and therefore, future research might want to
consider using teacher reported or official report card grades
to further explore the potential association with classroom
incivility. It is also worth noting that overall, the correlations
between self-reported classroom incivility and received peer
nominations were on the smaller end, and therefore, future
research should further investigate these relationships and
replicate these findings.

Another potential limitation to our study was that we did
not have data on both uncivil behavior and attitudes to be
able to make direct comparisons. Given that the items of
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our scale were similar to the attitudinal scale (Farrell et al.,
2016) we chose to only include the behavioral items in our
study in the interest of keeping our study brief enough to
be accessible for our age range. However, we are confident
in our comparisons to previous work on attitudes toward
classroom incivility (Farrell et al., 2016; Spadafora et al.,
2016, 2020). It might be important for future research to
continue to explore differences in how “wrong” adolescents
deem a behavior to be and how often they report engaging
in it. Lastly, our data were cross-sectional in nature, and
therefore, we cannot make any conclusions regarding tem-
poral precedence based on the current study. Spadafora et al.
(2020) found cross-sectional links between bullying behav-
ior and attitudes toward classroom incivility; however, to
our knowledge, there has not yet been research exploring the
link between child and/or adolescent incivility and bullying
longitudinally.

Implications

Our results have important practical implications. For
research, we have added a useful tool to measure class-
room incivility in children and youth, which will be impor-
tant for future research exploring these links between
engaging in classroom incivility and engaging in more
severe antisocial behavior, and with potential social and
emotional risk factors. Practically, our findings highlight
the importance of limiting incivility in the classroom
before it has the potential to escalate into more antisocial
behavior, providing preliminary evidence that engaging in
classroom incivility may be associated with other antiso-
cial behavior, antisocial personality traits and negatively
associated with receiving nominations for prosocial char-
acteristics. Our data also suggest that incivility is associ-
ated with greater thoughts of hostility and, in the case of
unintentional incivility, greater feelings of anxiety and/or
depression. Incivility therefore poses a potential risk to
the well-being of adolescents who engage in it. As noted
above, further research should be conducted to determine
the causal directionality (or bidirectionality) of these rela-
tionships. These results also provide important insight for
classroom teachers, as these findings highlight that uncivil
behavior might not only impact the learning environment
(e.g., Hirschy & Braxton, 2004) but also the psychosocial
well-being of the students. Previous research has indicated
that teachers who adopt practices focused on improving
children’s classroom behaviors improved the number of
positive received peer nominations of children in the class
(Mikami, Owens, Hudec, Kassab, & Evans, 2020), and
therefore, the role of teachers in curbing classroom incivil-
ity might be particularly relevant. With regard to assess-
ment of school mental health, the low-intensity nature of
our scale could be used to predict or to verify the existence

@ Springer

of more serious, high-intensity behavior that may be more
difficult to measure. The fact that many of the behaviors
reported in our scale are observable by others (e.g., teach-
ers) offers additional possibilities for developing observer
report versions of our scale. Another possible use could
be as a screening device for more serious antisocial behav-
ior. Evidence from mental health screening in adolescence
suggests that the use of screening questionnaires carries
few risks while offering the potential to detect significant
behavioral issues (Allen, Kilgus, Burns, & Hodgson,
2019). Therefore, our scale is not only user-friendly due to
its low-level nature, but also for its potential use a screen-
ing tool (e.g., detecting more serious antisocial behavior),
a validating measure (confirming broader social or class-
room challenges) or an outcome measure (as an undesir-
able behavior itself).

Theoretically, our results are consistent with the con-
ceptualization of classroom incivility on a continuum
from unintentional to intentional, and that there may be
associations with lower level behavior such as incivility,
with higher-level antisocial behavior and poorer individual
well-being (e.g., Feldmann, 2001; Marini, 2009). Rather
than focusing primarily on highly antisocial behavior
like bullying, incivility may be an important theoretical
construct to add to school psychologists’ assessment of
individual and classroom, well-being. Overall, our data
support the notion that the study and measurement of civil-
ity doesn’t just matter for work (Pearson & Porath, 2005)
or higher education (Katt et al., 2018), but also for the
prosocial functioning and well-being of adolescents and
their classrooms too.
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Appendix 1: Classroom In/Civility Measure

How often have you done any of the behavior below?

Rating Scale:

1= Almost never/never, 2 =rarely, 3 =sometimes, 4 =often,
5=almost always

1. Packing up books before a lesson is over
2. Making fun of a classmate who answered a question
wrong
Sending text messages/notes during class
Posting mean comments online about classmates
5. Reading, going online, or playing a game during a les-
son
6. Calling a classmate names because they did not agree
with your opinion
7. Eating during class
8. Spreading rumors about or try to exclude a classmate
you dislike
9. Sleeping in class
10. Fighting with another student (physical or verbal)
11. Talking when you shouldn’t during class

W

Appendix 2: Uncivil Behavior Items by Factor
Intentionally Uncivil Items:

Item 2: Making fun of a classmate who answered a ques-
tion wrong

Item 4: Posting mean comments online about classmates
Item 6: Calling a classmate names because they did not
agree with your opinion

Item 8: Spreading rumors about or try to exclude a class-
mate you dislike

Item 10: Fighting with another student (physical or verbal)

Unintentionally Uncivil Items:

Item 1: Packing up books before a lesson is over

Item 3: Sending text messages/notes during class

Item 5: Reading, going online, or playing a game during
a lesson

Item 7: Eating during class

Item 9: Sleeping in class

Item 11: Talking when you shouldn’t during class
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