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Abstract 

This study investigated predictors of the quality of middle school students’ relationships 

with their math teachers. The participants were fifth- and sixth-grade middle school students and 

their math teachers in a Midwestern, rural school district. Most previous research has measured 

the quality of relationships using only teacher or student perspectives. Adolescent students and 

their math teachers participated in a cross-sectional survey that measured their perceptions of 

their relationships with each other in order to predict students’ perceptions of the quality of their 

relationships with their teachers. The analytic procedures used independent samples t-tests, 

bivariate correlations, and multiple linear regression. Analyses revealed that students’ math 

interest, math self-efficacy, and perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial behaviors positively 

predicted students’ perceptions of positive teacher relationships. The teachers’ positive student 

relationship perceptions also predicted students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions. 

Unexpectedly, teachers’ socio-emotional support perceptions were not significantly associated 

with students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions. Furthermore, these data show that 

students’ own reports of math interest and math self-efficacy predicted their perceptions of 

positive teacher relationships. Moreover, students’ perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial 

classroom behaviors strongly predicted students’ views of positive relationships with their 

teachers. Teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors are malleable, and study findings suggest 

further research on how teachers’ prosocial behaviors shape students’ positive teacher 

relationships.  
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Chapter 1: Overview 

Introduction 

This study investigated the predictors of middle school students’ ratings of their 

relationships with their math teachers. The predictors of interest included math teachers’ 

perceptions of socio-emotional support, conflict, and positive relationships with each student. 

Additionally, several types of student-reported predictors were tested including students’ 

perceptions about their math teachers’ socio-emotional support and conflict, as well as students’ 

perceptions of their own and their teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors, and finally, the 

students’ self-reports of their math interest and math self-efficacy. Teachers are influential and 

important people in children’s lives. Frank Pajares once said, “As so many of us have personally 

experienced, the actions of significant individuals – perhaps a teacher who came our way at just 

the right time – helped instill self-beliefs that influence the course and direction our lives take” 

(Madewell & Shaughnessy, 2003, p. 377). 

Classroom Relationships 

Developing warm, responsive, positive relationships with adults has been demonstrated 

to be one of the most critical developmental processes in children’s lives (e.g., Bergin & Bergin, 

2009; Davis, 2003; Davis, 2006; Gallagher, Kainz, Vernon-Feagans, & White, 2013; Hughes & 

Kwok, 2007; Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villarreal, & Johnson; 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). The 

National Research Council in 2004 asserted that children’s development of positive relationships 

with the adults in their lives (e.g., parents, relatives, teachers) is an important component of 

successful academic engagement, motivation, and academic success. When children have close 

relationships with their teachers, they tend to have higher academic engagement, higher 

achievement outcomes, better peer relationships, and greater academic motivation (e.g., Hamre 

& Pianta, 2001, 2005; McCollum & Yoder, 2011; Montalvo, Mansfield, & Miller, 2007; Pianta 
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& Stuhlman, 2004; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011; Sabol & Pianta, 2012; Wentzel, Battle, 

Russell, & Looney, 2010); furthermore, children who have positive perceptions of their 

relationships also report higher academic self-efficacy (Fast, Lewis, Bryant, Bocian, Cardullo, 

Rettig, & Hammond, 2010; Li, Hughes, Kwok, & Hsu, 2012; Sakiz, Pape, & Hoy, 2012). 

Additionally, the relationship quality and style that children develop with their kindergarten and 

first grade teachers are typically stable across later teachers, despite changes in teachers each 

year (e.g., Hamre & Pianta, 2001; O’Connor & McCartney, 2006 & 2007; Spilt, Wu, Hughes & 

Kwok, 2012). Despite the stability in teacher-relationships, research with adolescent students in 

secondary grades has demonstrated that even when students have a history of poor quality 

teacher-student relationships, they can develop positive relationship styles with their teachers if 

they have supportive teachers (e.g., Gehlbach, Brinkworth, & Harris, 2011; Wentzel, Battle, 

Russell, & Looney, 2010). The evidence of changes in teacher relationship styles over time 

indicates the importance for understanding students’ relationship needs in grades beyond 

elementary school. However, there is a gap in understanding adolescent students’ and their 

teachers’ relationship perceptions with each other, which this study will address.  

Most studies on younger children’s teacher relationships focus on the teachers’ self-

reports of their relationships with each of their students to determine relationship quality (e.g., 

Birch & Ladd, 1997; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Hughs & Kwok, 2007); however, students’ own 

perceptions of whether they feel they have a positive relationship with their teachers is an 

important consideration of the student-teacher relationship (e.g., Fast et al., 2010; Hughes, 2011; 

Sakiz, et. al., 2012). Students and teachers contribute varying competencies, expectations, and 

relationship schemas as they develop relationships with each other (e.g., Davis 2003, 2006), and 

research on both perceptions of students and teachers is missing from the literature, particularly 
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for adolescents. For example, Fast et al., (2010) measured fourth through sixth grade students’ 

ratings of whether their math teachers cared about them and found that students who rated their 

teachers higher on the “caring” construct also had higher math test scores; however, they did not 

measure the teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with their students.  

In one exception, Hughes (2011) measured high-risk first-grade students and their 

teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with each other. She discovered that students’ and 

teachers’ ratings of the teachers’ support did not correlate with each other, indicating that 

teachers’ perceptions of support for their students and the students’ perceptions of support from 

their teachers did not match. The teachers’ and students’ ratings of conflict with each other were 

moderately, positively correlated, and the students’ ratings of teacher conflict were negatively 

related to their ratings of their teacher support. Hughes’ (2011) findings indicated a potential 

disconnect between teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the quality of their relationships with 

each other, illustrating the need to further investigate students’ and teachers’ reports of their 

perceptions of each other, particularly in regard to whether students feel they have teacher 

support and positive teacher relationships.  In particular, this study addresses the literature gap 

concerning whether adolescent students’ and their teachers’ have similar or divergent 

relationship perceptions with each other in middle school settings.  

Historical Frameworks 

Most of the initial work on teacher-student relationships has been conducted with early 

elementary aged children and has been framed in attachment theory (e.g., Hamre & Pianta, 2001; 

Pianta & Harbers, 1996; Pianta, Belsky, Vandergrift, Houts, & Morrison, 2008; Pianta & Nimetz, 

1991; Pianta, Stuhlman, & Hamre, 2002; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997). Pianta and his 

colleagues’ work shaped the path of research on teacher-student relationships using the 
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constructs of “closeness” and “conflict.” Children who had positive parental relationships and 

secure attachment styles also tended to develop positive relationships with their teachers (Bus & 

van Ijzendoorn, 1998; Cohn, 1990; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Howes & Hamilton, 1992; Howes, 

Hamilton, & Philipsen, 1998; Kim & Page, 2013; Pianta, Nimetz, Benett, 1997). Furthermore, 

students who entered school with secure parent-child attachment styles tended to maintain those 

positive teacher relationships over time (e.g., Hamre & Pianta).  

Parenting and home factors, while predictive of student-teacher relationship style, 

provide only part of the story for teacher-student relationships. While children’s lives at home 

(i.e., parents’ socio-economic status, parent-child attachment security, housing stability) are not 

malleable through school efforts, teachers’ relationship building efforts can change children’s 

academic trajectories (e.g., Crosnoe, Burchinal, Keating, Clarke-Steward, Morrison, Pianta, & 

Friedman, 2010). Relationships are dynamic processes embedded within larger systems, and the 

myriad of relationships any individual has with family, peers, other teachers, and other students 

contributes to each student’s relationship schema (e.g., Davis, 2003; 2006). Some children enter 

school without appropriate schemas for positive relationship building behaviors; therefore, 

teachers’ relationship building skills are a key factor for scaffolding and shaping positive 

relationships with children whose relationship schemas are maladaptive. Teachers set the tone of 

the classroom climate and lead the way in developing relationships with each of their students, 

and children need sensitive, responsive teachers who can guide them into a positive teacher-

student relationship (e.g., Swanson, Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant, 2012). Positive student-teacher 

relationships play a critical role in setting children up for future academic success (Hughes, 

2011; Valiente, Swanson, & Lemery-Chalfant, 2012). When students who had insecure parent-

child attachment styles developed high quality relationships with their teachers, they also had 
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higher long-term achievement outcomes (e.g., Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Students who developed 

early conflictual relationships with their kindergarten teachers tended to have higher rates of 

behavior problems in first grade (Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 1999), and continued along the same 

conflictual teacher relationship trajectory across grades (Crosnoe, et al., Hamre & Pianta, 2001; 

O’Connor & McCartney, 2006 & 2007; Spilt, Hughes, Wu & Kwok, 2012). Skinner and 

Belmont (1993) found that when teachers were more highly involved with their students, 

students were more actively engaged with the curriculum and content and exhibited higher 

achievement outcomes overall. Meehan, Hughes, and Cavel (2003) found that when teachers 

developed positive relationships with behaviorally aggressive Black and Hispanic second and 

third graders, the aggressive behaviors lessened over the course of a year.  

Davis (2003) pointed to the importance of investigating multiple theoretical perspectives 

to examine the full impact and trajectory of teacher-student relationships on students’ outcomes. 

Several researchers contributed broader evidence about the social mechanisms and prosocial 

classroom activities involved as students and teachers develop their relationships (e.g., Davis, 

2003, 2006; Davis, Gabelman, &Wingfield, 2011; Davis, Chang, Andrezejewski, & Poirier, 

2014; Wentzel, 1997; Wentzel, et al., 2010). How students view learning, and their self-

perceptions of their abilities to learn (i.e., academic self-efficacy), may predict the quality of 

their perceptions of their teacher relationships (e.g., Davis, 2003; 2006; Fast, et al., 2010; Li, et 

al., 2012; Sakiz, et al., 2012).  

Some studies have illustrated that students’ academic self-efficacy may act as a mediator 

between various classroom constructs and academic achievement, indicating that students’ 

academic self-efficacy is an important factor to consider when predicting positive student-

teacher relationships (e.g., Fast et al., 2010; Sakiz, et al, 2012).  While students’ self-efficacy has 
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been shown to act as a mediator between students’ teacher relationships and achievement, there 

is a gap in the current literature about whether academic self-efficacy itself predicts students’ 

relationships with their teachers.  

Children beyond the elementary grades have already experienced relationships with their 

prior teachers and have a more fully developed mental understanding of how to relate to their 

teachers. Their internal working models can be positive or negative, as evidenced from the 

studies that found teacher-student relationship quality followed a relatively stable path (e.g., 

Crosnoe, et al., 2010; Fast, et al., 2012; Jerome, Hamre, & Pianta, 2012; Ladd, et al., 1999). As 

children transitioned into middle schools, junior high schools, and high schools, they tended to 

perceive lower quality relationships with their teachers (e.g., Crosnoe, et al., 2012; Jerome, et al., 

2012). 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to predict fifth and sixth grade students’ perceptions of 

positive relationships with their math teachers. This study investigated the associations of several 

constructs in order to test their prediction of students’ positive relationship perceptions. First, I 

used the students’ self-reported math self-efficacy and math interest to understand if their views 

of math predicted their teacher relationships. Second, I added students’ perceptions of their own 

prosocial classroom behaviors and their perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial classroom 

behaviors to predict students’ teacher relationships. Third, I investigated students’ perceptions of 

teachers’ socio-emotional support and perceptions of conflict with their teachers to predict 

students’ perceptions of their relationships with their math teachers. Finally, the students’ math 

teachers reported their own perceptions of their positive relationships with their students, their 
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perceptions of their socio-emotional support for their students, and their views of conflict with 

their students to predict students’ positive relationship perceptions. 

This study provided a better understanding about whether student-reported variables were 

associated with higher rates of positive support relationships. Furthermore, understanding how 

students viewed their own and their teachers’ classroom prosocial behaviors provided insight on 

whether these classroom behaviors were associated with classroom relationship building. 

Additionally, this study examined whether students viewed their teachers as accessible to meet 

their emotional and academic needs, as well as how students’ ratings of conflict with their math 

teacher predicted positive relationships. Given the current knowledge about adolescent student 

and teacher relationship perceptions, several research questions present themselves for 

investigation. 

Research Questions 

1. Do fifth and sixth grade middle school math teachers and their students report different 

perceptions of their conflict and positive relationships with each other? 

2. Are there differences between fifth and sixth grade students and between fifth and sixth 

grade teachers? Do fifth-grade and sixth-grade students report different responses on their 

perceptions of their survey responses on math interest, math self-efficacy, prosocial 

behaviors, and relationship variables? Do fifth-grade teacher and sixth-grade teachers 

report different responses on their perceptions of their relationships with their students?  

3. Are students’ math interest and self-efficacy and their own self-reported classroom 

prosocial behaviors associated with their feelings of teacher relationship quality? 

4. Are students’ perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors, socio-

emotional support, and views of teacher conflict associated with students’ feelings of 
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teacher relationship quality, while controlling for students’ interest and self-efficacy?  

5. Are teachers’ perceptions of their students’ future educational attainment, socio-

emotional support, relationship quality associated with students’ ratings of teacher 

relationship quality, while holding students’ math interest, math self-efficacy, and 

student’s relationship perspectives constant?  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction 

This chapter contains four sections. The first section reviews evidence about students’ 

perceptions of their relationships with their teachers and how their perceptions influence their 

achievement and motivation outcomes. The second section reviews the current understanding of 

the importance of teacher-student relationships in middle school grades. The third section 

provides a brief overview of middle school factors that potentially lead to differences in student-

teacher relationship quality. Finally, the fourth section discusses the theoretical foundation by 

exploring how attachment theory was the theoretical framework that drove most of the initial 

research on student-teacher relationships. This section also reviews how students’ self-efficacy, 

which is part of social cognitive theory, provides a theoretical understanding for developing 

teacher-student relationships in schools.   

Students’ Perceptions of Their Teacher Relationships  

Students’ own perceptions of their relationships with their teachers are a critical element 

in the investigation of teacher-student relationships, although most studies measure teacher-

student relationships based solely on teacher reports of relationships with each of their students 

(e.g., Pianta’s research). Historically, student-teacher relationships were studied with elementary 

aged students, and only the teachers’ perceptions were measured (e.g., Pianta & Nimetz, 1991; 

Pianta & Harbers; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997; Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Because the 

students were often very young, and thus novice readers, one of the more common ways to 

measure the student-teacher relationship construct was to measure teachers’ perceptions of their 

relationships with their students.  



10 

More recently, a few researchers investigated adolescent students’ perceptions of their 

relationships with their teachers (Fan, 2012; Fast, et al., 2010; Sakiz, et al., 2012). While 

developing a new survey instrument to measure students’ perceptions of their teachers’ affective 

support, Koomen and Jellesma (2015) emphasized the importance of measuring students’ 

perceptions of their teacher relationships, particularly when students’ and teachers’ ratings on 

similar relationship measurement instruments did not always correlate (e.g., Hughes 2011). 

Moreover, adolescent relationship perceptions appear to predict students’ academic achievement. 

When investigating adolescents’ relationship perceptions, Fan (2012) found that adolescent 

students’ positive perceptions of their teacher relationships were a strong predictor of their 

academic achievement in social studies. Additionally, Fast et al. (2010) found when fourth 

through sixth grade students felt their teachers “cared” about them they had higher academic 

self-efficacy and math performance. Fast and her colleagues found that three of the students’ 

teacher relationship perception constructs (caring, challenge, and mastery expectations) 

significantly and positively predicted students’ mathematics performance, after controlling for 

students’ prior reports of their mathematics self-efficacy and prior math performance. 

Furthermore, students’ perceptions that their teachers “cared” strongly predicted students’ 

concurrent math self-efficacy, while controlling for their prior self-efficacy. Fast and her 

colleagues provided evidence that students’ perceptions of their teacher’s affective support 

predicted both their personal feelings of math competence and their actual math performance. 

They did not, however, collect data on the teachers’ relationship perceptions, nor did they predict 

students’ teacher relationship perceptions.  

Sakiz, Paper, and Hoy (2012) found that middle school students’ perceptions of their 

math teachers’ affective support positively predicted students’ academic math self-efficacy, 
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school belonging, and self-reports of mathematics academic effort. Similarly, Wentzel, Battle, 

Russell, and Looney (2012) found that when adolescent students felt they had positive support 

from their teachers and peers, they had higher academic motivation.  

Additionally, Sakiz et al. (2012) and Fast, et al. (2010) measured students’ self-efficacy 

and found that students’ academic self-efficacy served as a mediator between students’ 

perceptions of their teachers and their academic outcomes. These studies illustrated the 

importance of including students’ feelings of academic competence when investigating students’ 

relationships with their teachers. This study investigates the literature gap about students’ 

academic self-efficacy and academic interest in association with their student-teacher 

relationships. 

Relations Between Teacher-Student Relationship Quality and Academic Achievement 

Cornelius-White’s (2007) meta-analysis of the effect sizes of teacher-student 

relationships on academic outcomes provides compelling evidence that positive teacher-student 

relationships predict higher academic achievement. The overall correlation, including all grade 

levels of students, in his meta-analysis for positive teacher relationships and combined positive 

student outcomes was r = .36 (p. 130). When children developed positive relationships with their 

teachers, those children were more likely to have higher academic outcomes, especially if the 

children’s prior teacher-student relationships were poor or conflictual and also compared to 

students whose teachers reported poor quality relationships (e.g., Hamre & Pianta, 2001; 

O’Conner & McCartney, 2007; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Hamre and Pianta’s (2001) longitudinal 

study of kindergarteners through eighth graders illustrated the critical importance of teacher 

relationships as protective factors for the most vulnerable student populations. Students at-risk 

for lower achievement outcomes were less likely to have academic problems in eighth grade, and 
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were more likely to have continued positive teacher relationships throughout their grades, when 

they had positive relationships with their kindergarten teachers. Children with the same risk 

factors who did not develop close relationships with their kindergarten teachers were more likely 

to demonstrate continued maladaptive school behaviors and lowered academic performance 

compared to their peers with better quality teacher relationships.  

O’Connor and McCartney (2007) found that teacher-student relationship quality at 

kindergarten predicted subsequent relationship quality with their third grade teachers. For 

younger elementary aged students, teacher-student relationship quality was more predictive of 

academic performance than other social relationships such as with parents and peers. O’Connor 

and McCartney found that students who had insecure maternal attachment styles, but high-

quality teacher relationships, had similar achievement outcomes as their securely attached peers. 

By third grade, children’s teacher-relationship style was a stronger predictor of achievement than 

maternal attachment style. Students who had prior poor quality teacher relationships tended to 

have, and maintain, a decreasing achievement trajectory, whereas those with high quality teacher 

relationships had an increasing achievement trajectory (O’Connor & McCartney, 2007).  Finally, 

Swanson, Valiente, & Lemery-Chalfant (2012) found that, among children in negative home 

environments, having positive teacher relationships significantly moderated the relationship 

between home risk factors and achievement, illustrating that teacher-student relationship quality 

can serve as a protective factor for students’ school success. None of these studies, however, 

investigated adolescent students’ relationship quality with their teachers.  

Middle School Students’ Teacher Relationships 

By third grade, students develop a schema of how to be students, how to learn, and how 

to have relationships with teachers (e.g., Davis 2003; 2006). While many articles have illustrated 
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the importance of early teacher-student bonding in kindergarten, the evidence from teacher-

student relationships in later grades has been somewhat contradictory. O’Connor and McCartney 

(2007) found, in general, that teachers’ reports of teacher-student relationship quality increased 

over time and was higher in third grade than in first, supporting the notion that students 

developed “student” behaviors that conformed to teachers’ expectations and, “…as students learn 

more appropriate behaviors for school, teachers may find it easier to interact with them and thus 

report higher quality relationships with them,” (p. 361).   

Conversely, several other studies found that the quality of student-teacher relationships 

declined in adolescence. Midgley, Feldlauger and Eccles (1989), and Eccles, Wigfield, Midgley, 

Reuman, Iver, and Feldlaufer (1993) both found that student-teacher relationships declined 

across the transition to middle school grades. Additionally, Jerome, Hamre, and Pianta (2009) 

found, in a sample of 878 children from kindergarten through sixth grade, that teacher’s mean 

reports of closeness followed a downward trajectory across all grades (see Figure 1).  

Figure 1 

Average student trajectory of teacher ratings of closeness from kindergarten through sixth grade 

(Jerome, Hamre, & Pianta, 2009, p. 931) 

 

Jerome et al.’s findings illustrated that the teachers’ average ratings of their perceptions 

of closeness declined as children aged into upper grades. Furthermore, they found that teachers’ 
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reports of conflict remained relatively stable over time, meaning that each teacher’s perception of 

conflict with each individual child generally remained consistent across teachers and grade levels. 

They hypothesized that students’ behaviors may remain consistent, and those who exhibited high 

levels of externalizing behaviors were more likely to have higher teacher reports of conflict, even 

across teachers. Murray and Murray (2004) had similar findings in that students with higher rates 

of internalizing and externalizing behavior problems had lower-quality reports of teacher-student 

relationships.  

Student-Teacher Relationship Quality 

Through classroom observations, Pianta, et al. (2008) found that classrooms with teachers 

who had high ratings of emotional support, who were observed to have high ratings of “time on 

task,” and provided higher quantities of instruction had students who had higher test scores for 

reading and math (Pianta, et al., 2008). Pianta et al. (2008) concluded that emotionally 

supportive classrooms provided students the security to tackle harder concepts. They also found 

that children’s poverty levels strongly predicted learning trajectories and growth in that poor 

students consistently underperformed their more economically stable peers. When low socio-

economic status students were in emotionally supportive classrooms, their test scores increased 

at a faster rate than their higher performing peers; however, their academic scores never caught 

up to their more advantaged peers. Pianta, et al.’s findings illustrated that a high-risk group of 

students consistently underperformed their peers through grade five, although developing a 

positive supportive teacher relationship helped increase the at-risk students’ academic 

achievement.  

In a similar study, Crosnoe et al. (2010) found that, overall, students scored higher in 

math in third grade when they had teacher-reported “warm” relationships with their teachers and 
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scored better in both third and fifth grades in math when they had lower conflict with their 

teachers. They found that the rates of change in the achievement growth followed the same 

parallel trajectories from third to fifth grade.  

Despite the parallel trajectories of the various skill groups, when Crosnoe et al. (2010) 

found there were interaction effects of low-teacher conflict and high quality instruction, and the 

lower-skill students who had higher teacher support demonstrated significantly higher academic 

growth than their peers who had high levels of conflict or who had lower levels of high quality 

instruction. Crosnoe and colleagues provided interesting insight about the importance of the 

quality of teacher-student relationships in the achievement growth of lower-achieving students. It 

appeared that an emotionally supportive teacher combined with a lack of conflict with teachers, 

as well as a warm classroom climate, was predictive of academic growth trajectories as student 

age into upper elementary grades. Crosnoe et al.’s (2010) evidence was mostly generated from 

one large NICHD longitudinal study focused only on the teachers’ ratings of their relationships 

with their students but did not include the students’ perspectives on their relationships with their 

teachers.   

While Crosnoe et al.’s (2010) findings indicated that positive relationships potentially 

altered the course of students’ academic trajectories, teachers may find it difficult to foster and 

develop positive relationships with children who exhibit difficult behaviors, experience 

distrusting internal working models, or exhibit hostile attribution bias. For example, Murry and 

Zvoch (2011) found that, among a high risk cross-sectional sample of elementary students (i.e., 

high poverty, minority status, and externalizing behaviors), regardless of age, students who 

scored high in externalizing behaviors reported they had low trusting relationships with their 

teachers, and their teachers reported higher conflict relationships with those students compared 
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to their peers. Furthermore, Jerome, Hamre, and Pianta (2009) found that from kindergarten 

through sixth grade, the students’ conflict ratings from their teachers were consistent across 

teachers and grade levels. They hypothesized that students’ behaviors likely remained consistent 

and students who exhibited high levels of externalizing behaviors in early grades were more 

likely to have consistently higher teacher reports of conflict across grade levels.  

Middle School Relationships  

This study focuses on middle school students because the transition from elementary to 

middle school is an important transition in students’ lives and represents a change in schooling 

experience and expectations for adolescent students (e.g., Akos, Rose, & Orthner, 2015). As 

students transition to middle school, they typically have multiple teachers each day, reducing the 

overall amount of time spent with each teacher (Eineder, et al., 1997). The quality of student-

teacher relationships appears to continue to influence students’ achievement outcomes in middle 

school (e.g., Eccles, et al., 1993; McCollum & Yoder, 2011; Wentzel, et al., 2012). In particular, 

students’ perceptions of their teachers appear to be important in their academic motivation and 

achievement. For example, when middle school students perceived positive social supports from 

their teachers, they showed increased academic interest and higher levels of prosocial classroom 

behaviors (Wentzel, et al., 2012). Lynch and Cicchetti  (1997) found that elementary versus 

middle school aged children had significantly different reports of positive relationships with their 

teachers; over half (55%) of elementary students (second through fifth grades) reported optimal 

or adequate relationships with their teachers, whereas only slightly more than a quarter (27%) of 

middle school students reported optimal or adequate relationships with their teachers. 

Additionally, Sakiz, et al. (2012) found that middle school mathematics students’ perceptions of 

their teachers’ support was a strong predictor of both math self-efficacy and the students’ 
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mathematics effort. Akos et al., (2015) found that the middle school transition period represented 

a temporary reduction in achievement; however, vulnerable middle-school students with risk 

factors for lower achievement (e.g., students with low SES and students diagnosed with learning 

disabilities) had a longer and larger achievement gap compared to the overall student population. 

None of these articles measured both adolescent students and their teachers’ perceptions of each 

other. Thus, there remain many gaps in our knowledge about middle school students’ and their 

teachers’ relationship perceptions with each other. As students entered middle school and their 

relationships with their teachers shifted, there remains a large gap in our understanding about 

what factors predicted adolescents’ perceptions of positive teacher relationships. Some of those 

factors may be perceived teacher classroom behaviors, like prosocial behaviors. Other factors 

may be students’ own math interest or math self-efficacy, all of which were investigated in this 

study. 

Classroom Prosocial Behaviors  

There are many gaps in the literature connecting teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors 

with student-teacher relationships. In the context of student-teacher relationships, there is 

evidence that teachers model specific classroom prosocial behaviors that are associated with 

relationship quality (e.g., Luckner & Pianta, 2011; Spivak & Farran, 2012; Wentzel, 1997). 

However, there is a research gap investigating the relationship between students’ perceptions of 

their teachers’ socio-emotional support, prosocial behaviors, and students’ feelings of positive 

teacher relationships; therefore how teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors are associated with 

students’ perceptions of teacher relationships is an important investigation. Some evidence exists 

about the importance of teachers’ own prosocial classroom behaviors that encourage students’ 

prosocial behaviors and foster positive student-teacher relationships. Spivak and Farran (2012) 
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found that when first grade teachers exhibited explicit prosocial and empathetic behaviors, their 

students had higher levels of prosocial behaviors, but they did not test for the quality of student-

teacher relationships. Luckner and Pianta (2011) found that when fifth grade teachers 

demonstrated high levels of emotional support in their classrooms, their students behaved more 

prosocially, but, like Spivak and Farran, they did not measure for student-teacher relationships.  

Wentzel (1997) found that middle school students tended to perceive that teachers cared 

about them when the students perceived that their teachers used mastery goal orientation, 

scaffolded instruction, attended to students’ learning needs, as well as provided timely and 

specific feedback on their academic work. Specifically, Wentzel’s measures of affective and 

prosocial perceptions included students’ feelings that their teachers cared about them, as well as 

students’ perceptions that teachers provided social, emotional, and classroom support (e.g., 

Wentzel 1997). Additionally, Koomen and Jellesma (2015) found that students’ feelings of 

closeness with their teachers were sometimes related to conflict teacher relationships, perhaps 

because as the student-teacher relationships deepened, there was more room for adolescents to 

feel safe to express a broader range of emotions about their relationships with their teacher, 

including both closeness and conflict. This study investigated the role of students’ and teachers’ 

prosocial and emotional support behaviors to address the gap in the literature about how these 

factors are associated with students’ positive teacher relationships.  

Theoretical Background 

Attachment theory. Although this study did not directly measure attachment constructs, 

most of the prior research on student-teacher relationships was based on attachment theory (e.g., 

Pianta & Nimetz, 1991; Pianta & Harbers; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997; Hamre & Pianta, 

2001). Attachment theory informed the measures used in Pianta’s (2001) Student-Teacher 
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Relationship Survey (STRS), as well as framed Hughes’ (2011) and Hughes and Kwok’s (2006, 

2007) redevelopment of the Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985). Attachment theory is the lens that has been used to understand children’s teacher 

relationships and academic competencies in school (e.g., Pianta & Nimetz, 1991; Pianta & 

Harbers; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997; Hamre & Pianta, 2001). 

Attachment theory was developed through the work of John Bowlby and Mary Ainsworth 

(e.g., Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991; Ainsworth, 1979). Ainsworth first studied infant-mother 

relationships by spending many hours observing mother-child dyads in Uganda in the 1950s. Her 

observations resulted in her original conceptualization of three categories of attachment, 

“securely, insecurely, and unattached,” (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991, p. 337). Further research 

resulted in the generally agreed-upon, and replicated, categorization of attachment into the 

classifications of secure, insecure avoidant, insecure resistant, and disorganized (Ainsworth, 

1979; Bergin & Bergin, 2009; Keller, 2013). Adolescent students have similar categories of 

attachment, although they are labeled autonomous (secure), dismissing (avoidant), preoccupied 

(resistant), and unresolved (disorganized) (Behrens, Hesse, & Main, 2007). Securely attached 

children, and later “autonomous” adolescents, are those who developed a lasting bond with their 

parents/caregivers and used their attachment figure, usually the mother, as a secure base from 

which to explore the world. The other attachment categories are generally referred to as 

“insecure,” and children in these groups have not fully developed the feelings of safety and trust 

that characterizes secure attachment style. Insecure avoidant children, referred to as “preoccupied” 

in adolescence, do not seek out their attachment figure when they are distressed because their 

attachment figure likely did not provide comfort to the child and was unavailable to meet their 

emotional and physical needs during times of distress (Ainsworth, 1979). A child demonstrating 
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insecure resistant style exhibits clingy, dependent behaviors yet rejects the attachment figure 

when the attachment figure attempts to engage or comfort the child. Resistant behavior likely 

results from inconsistent comfort and interaction behaviors of the attachment figure (Ainsworth, 

1979). Disorganized attachment style presents in contradictory behaviors, such as running to the 

attachment figure, then running away (Bergin & Bergin, 2009). Children’s behaviors tend to not 

follow a consistent pattern and may result from abuse, neglect, or other maltreatment. Hamre and 

Pianta (2001), among others, found that children’s patterns of behaviors and relationships with 

their teachers were similar to their parent-child attachment style behaviors. When researchers 

longitudinally followed children from birth through elementary school grades, patterns of 

attachment styles predicted similar styles of teacher-student relationships, as well as academic 

and developmental outcomes (e.g., Buyse, Verschueren, & Doumen, 2011; Hamre & Pianta, 

2001; O’Connor & McCartney 2006, 2007).  

Attachment theory provides foundational understanding about how children’s 

relationships with their parents builds their “internal working models” upon which they base 

future relationships with other people, including their relationships with their teachers (e.g., 

Buyse, Verschueren & Doumen, 2011; Howes, et al., 1998). An internal working model is the 

mental understanding about how people view themselves and their relationships with others. 

This mental understanding acts as a relationship schema that guides individuals’ interactions, 

relationships, and expectations with others. For example, when a mother has been responsive and 

sensitive to her child’s needs, the child develops a secure attachment style and also the 

relationship schema that other people are also trustworthy. Conversely, when children learn they 

cannot depend on their parents to meet their needs, they transfer that distrusting relationship 
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schema to their relationships with others, which can result in a general sense of distrust of other 

adult figures such as teachers (Ainsworth, 1979; Bergin & Bergin, 2009; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  

Because internal working models operate as the lens through which children view their 

relationships with other people, several studies found that children’s relationships with their 

teachers tended to reflect the same style of behaviors as they demonstrate with their parents (e.g., 

Hamre & Pianta, 2001; O’Connor & McCartney, 2006; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Children with 

insecure parent attachment, but who had sensitive, warm, and responsive teachers, were more 

likely to develop good relationships with their teachers. Conversely students with teachers 

demonstrating lower sensitivity and responsiveness developed less secure relationships with their 

teachers. James (2012) provides a compelling illustration of teachers’ own perspectives through 

her qualitative research about teachers’ mental models of their relationships with their students. 

Teachers brought their own mental representations of their relationships with their families and 

children to their classroom teacher-student relationships. The teachers each contributed their own 

constructs of relationships with each student, adding uniqueness to their students’ internal 

working model of relationships. Buyse, Verschueren, & Doumen (2011) emphasized that each 

participant in any relationship contributes unique qualities; the child contributes his or her own 

internal working model of relationships, so does the teacher, which is why investigating both 

students and teachers’ perspectives is important for fully studying students’ teacher relationships.  

Perhaps attachment theory and working models loses its theoretical potency for 

adolescent students as adolescents have experienced more relationships with multiple teachers, 

which occurs outside of their familial relationships. Attachment theory provides only partial 

understanding from which to view the dynamics of how teacher-student relationships are formed 

and relationship schemas are established, particularly as children age and collect more 
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relationship mental models throughout their school experience (e.g., Buyse, Verschueren & 

Doumen 2011; Davis 2003, 2006).  Additionally, students’ perceptions of teacher caring that 

would enhance perceptions of relationships may stem from pedagogical teaching qualities such 

as scaffolding instruction, mastery orientation of content, delivering interesting lessons, listening 

to students, providing feedback on academic work, and respecting students (e.g., Wentzel, 1997).  

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is a person’s future-oriented belief that he or she can succeed 

at a given challenge within a specific domain (Bandura, 1993). Bandura defined self-efficacy as 

one’s confidence in his or her capacity to act in a way necessary to meet and achieve goals. Self-

efficacy is a domain specific personal belief that someone has about his or her ability to 

accomplish a specific task or succeed in a certain situation. Self-efficacy allows people the 

confidence to undertake novel situations, to attempt and persist through challenging tasks, and is 

related to the level of competence someone expects to have in a situation (Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and one’s own expectation of how he or she will perform in any given 

scenario shapes his or her behaviors. People with higher self-efficacy in their careers or 

academic work are more likely to feel confident to tackle new content, set challenging goals, find 

ways to accomplish those goals, and have the confidence to persist through challenges 

(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Students’ academic self-efficacy is the students’ 

self-beliefs that they can learn even challenging academic content (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Usher & 

Pajares, 2006; Fast et al., 2010; Sakiz, Pape, & Hoy, 2012). Teachers who convey their belief in 

their students’ competence, combined with a positive teacher-student relationship, influence 

students’ academic self-efficacy (e.g., Sakiz, Pape, & Hoy, 2012). Students with high academic 

self-efficacy are more likely to persevere, be engaged, and work through challenges (e.g., 

Bandura, 2006). Students can have high academic self-efficacy in one academic domain and 
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lower efficacy in another domain (e.g., high reading efficacy, but lower math efficacy); however, 

students with high academic efficacy tend to have higher academic achievement across multiple 

academic domains (e.g., reading, writing, math, and science) (e.g., Usher & Pajares, 2006).  

Self-efficacy is relevant to the present study because self-efficacy has been illustrated to 

act as a mediator between the quality of teacher-student relationships and achievement (Fast et 

al., 2010) and academic effort (Sakiz, et al., 2012). Both Fast et al. (2010) and Sakiz et al., 

(2012) found that students’ academic self-efficacy served as a mediator between the students’ 

own perceptions of their teachers’ support, warmth, and caring, and their academic outcomes. 

Fast et al. found that higher the students’ teacher-relationship scores, the higher the students’ 

self-efficacy and the higher their math scores. Sakiz, et al. (2012), had similar findings in that 

students’ perceptions of their teachers’ affective support both directly and indirectly predicted 

students’ mathematics self-efficacy and students’ mathematics self-efficacy predicted their 

mathematics effort. As Fast et al., (2010) and Sakiz, et al., (2012) have illustrated, students’ 

academic efficacy is associated with their views of their teacher relationships. Teacher 

relationships and students’ self-efficacy may be associated because teachers shape the social 

environment within which students learn. This study investigates how students’ math self-

efficacy is associated with their perceptions of their relationship quality with their teachers.  

 

Research Focus 

Based on prior research, this study focused on what predicts students’ views of their 

positive relationships with their math teachers. This study focused on math classes based on 

Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villarreal, Johnson, (2012) findings that the indirect effects of student-

teacher relationships on math were more consistent than for reading. Additionally, Fast et al., 
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(2010), and Sakiz et al (2012) both studied student’s relationships with their math teachers. This 

study expands on their information and expands the study to focus on what about students’ 

perceptions of self-efficacy, interest, teachers’ behaviors, and relationships predicts students’ 

views of their positive math teacher relationships. Moreover, this study expands prior work by 

including math teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with their teachers, thereby filling a 

gap in the literature that has previously focused only on adolescent students’ or only on teachers’ 

perceptions.  

First, this study investigated relationship perceptions by surveying both math teachers 

and their students with parallel surveys to measure their perceptions of their relationships with 

each other during middle school. Many prior studies on teacher-student relationships have been 

one-sided, this study focuses on both participating in the student-teacher relationship dyad to 

predict students’ views of positive relationships.  

Additionally, this empirical study looked at how student-teacher relationships fit into a 

dynamic classroom by testing the association of self-efficacy with students’ achievement; 

specifically how students’ mathematics self-efficacy and math interest were associated with 

student-teacher relationship quality and, ultimately, academic outcomes.  

By better empirically understanding the contributions of both teachers’ and students’ 

perceptions of their relationships, we gain a broader awareness about how to support teachers 

and students in their classrooms. As a reminder, the research questions this study answers are: 

1. Do fifth and sixth grade middle school math teachers and their students report different 

perceptions of their conflict and positive relationships with each other? 

2. Are there differences between fifth and sixth grade students and between fifth and sixth 

grade teachers? Do fifth-grade and sixth-grade students report different responses on their 
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perceptions of their survey responses on math interest, math self-efficacy, prosocial 

behaviors, and relationship variables? Do fifth-grade teacher and sixth-grade teachers 

report different responses on their perceptions of their relationships with their students?  

3. Are students’ math interest and self-efficacy and their own self-reported classroom 

prosocial behaviors associated with their feelings of teacher relationship quality? 

4. Are students’ perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors, socio-

emotional support, and views of teacher conflict associated with students’ feelings of 

teacher relationship quality, while controlling for students’ interest and self-efficacy?  

5. Are teachers’ perceptions of their students’ future educational attainment, socio-

emotional support, relationship quality associated with students’ ratings of teacher 

relationship quality, while holding students’ math interest, math self-efficacy, and 

student’s relationship perspectives constant?  
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Chapter 3: Methods 

Introduction 

This chapter comprises four sections. The first section describes the student and teacher 

participant sample. The second section describes the measurement instruments and their 

psychometric properties. The third section describes the data collection procedures. The fourth 

section reviews the data analyses and the fifth section reviews the analytic plan to test the 

research questions.  

Participants 

Student participants. The participants were students and teachers in a rural, Midwestern 

school district located in the county seat of a town with a population of 12,157 residents. The 

participating students were in grades five and six, which are housed in the district’s middle 

school. The fifth grade and sixth grades have over three hundred children each. The student 

participants were slightly more than half male (54%), and ranged in age between 10-years- and 

13-years-old. They were majority Caucasian (70%), with Hispanic (17%), Native American (4%), 

Pacific Islander (4%), Black (1.5%), Asian (1%), and multi-ethnic students (2.5%). Of the 

sample population, 13% received English Language Learner services. The majority of the 

students in the sample were free or reduced lunch recipients (63%), which exactly matched the 

overall district percentage  (63%) of students who receive free or reduced lunch benefits (see 

Table 1).  
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Table 1.  

 

Student demographics (N=321) 

Variable  Frequency (N) Percentage 

Female  147 46% 

Age 10 33 10% 

 11 143 45% 

 12 137 43% 

 13 8 2% 

White  224 70% 

Hispanic  55 17% 

Black  5 1% 

Asian  4 1% 

Native American  12 4% 

Pacific Islander  13 4% 

Multiple Ethnicities  8 3% 

English Language Learner status  42 13% 

Receive free or reduced lunch  203 63% 

 

This study used an active parent consent process, and parent consent forms were sent 

home with all students in the fifth and sixth grades. All students who returned signed parent 

consent forms, regardless of whether the parent consented, received a candy bar. In the fifth 

grade, 167 (49%) and in sixth grade 176 (54%) of the students’ parents consented for their 

children to participate. Parents had the option to check a “do not agree” box if they did not want 

their children to participate (see Appendix C). This consent rate is similar to the percent of 

consent reported in other active consent studies (e.g., Cohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master 2006; Dee, 

2015). Of the students who consented, 163 (48%) fifth graders and 173 (54%) sixth graders 

completed surveys for a total sample size of 336, which amounted to 51% of the total middle 

school student population. Students who completed the in-class survey received a small candy as 

a reward.   
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Teacher participants. The school district has one middle school with six, fifth-grade 

math teachers and four, sixth-grade math teachers, for a total of 11 math teachers. All the fifth 

and sixth grade math teachers signed consent forms, although one of the fifth grade teachers was 

dropped from the study for failure to collect students’ consent forms; therefore, the study 

included 10 participating teachers.  

The ten participating teachers were asked to distribute and collect parent consent forms, 

as well as administering student surveys during their class periods. Additionally, the teachers 

themselves were survey participants and answered questions about their relationships with each 

of their participating students. As token compensation, teachers were each given a small bag of 

chocolates and a $20.00 gift card to a local retail store.  

Measures 

Teachers’ perspectives on their relationships with their students. This study used a 

modified version of the Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) 

that Hughes and Kwok (2006, 2007) modified so that it was appropriate for teachers to rate their 

perceptions of support for each of their students. The redesigned 19-item survey, called the 

Teacher Relationship Inventory (TRI; Hughes, 2011), had 13 items to measure “positive student 

relationships,” (Hughes called it “support”) and had six items to measure “conflict” (see 

Appendix B for full teacher instrument). An example of a “support” item is “I am happy with the 

way things are between me and this student.” An example of a conflict item is, “This student and 

I often get upset with each other.”  On a 5-point Likert scale, teachers chose between 1 = “not 

true at all” and 5 = “very true.” Hughes (2011) reported Cronbach’s alpha for the positive 

relationships with 13 items was 𝛼 = .96. Hughes reported Cronbach’s alpha for the six conflict 

items was 𝛼 = .91. 
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The participating teachers were asked to complete the TRI for each of their participating 

students. The original TRI that Hughes and her colleagues designed had 19 items that teachers 

answer for each student. The participating fifth grade teachers answered items for around 30 

students each, so they would have had to answer around 570 total survey items. The sixth grade 

teachers each answered items for around 60 students, so they would have had to answer 1140 

total survey items. Surveys of this length were too burdensome and time-consuming for the 

teacher participants in this study. To reduce the burden on the participating teachers’ time, this 

study used only the top three items that Hughes’ (2011) reported as having the highest factor 

loadings for the positive relationship and conflict scale variables. This reduced the survey to six 

items per student, which narrowed the total survey items to around 180 responses to answer for 

the fifth-grade teachers and 360 items for the sixth-grade teachers. Hughes’ top three 

confirmatory factor analysis item loadings for the positive student relationship construct were, 

1.110, 1.050, and 1.083. The top three confirmatory factor analysis item loadings for the conflict 

construct were, 1.528, 1.418, and 1.400 (see Appendix B for the teachers’ final survey with the 

three positive relationship and the three conflict survey items). All the teacher relationship items 

were combined to form one teacher perception of relationship quality construct. This sample’s 

Cronbach’s alpha was 𝛼 = .82 for the six relationship items, which included both positive and 

conflict questions.   

Two additional items were added to test for teachers’ perceptions of both their socio-

emotional support for their students and their expectations of the students’ future degree 

attainment. The socio-emotional support item asked a “check all that apply” question about 

whether they helped each student with emotions, family, friends, behaviors, and schoolwork 

outside of class. This sample’s Cronbach alpha for socio-emotional support was 𝛼 = .71. The 
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degree attainment item asked teachers what degree they expected the students to obtain, with 

responses from (1) high school degree, (2) two-year degree, (3) four-year college degree, (4) 

advance graduate degree.  

Students’ perspectives of their relationships with their teachers. This study used a 

modified version of the Network of Relationships Inventory (NRI; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985) 

that  Hughes (2011) adapted to fit children’s perceptions of their relationships with their teachers 

and is meant to be a parallel survey for the TRI. Hughes used 16 of the NRI’s original 30 items 

to measure students’ perceptions of their positive relationships with their teachers, or what 

Hughes (2011) labeled “support” (6 items; Hughes’ Cronbach’s alpha was reported as 𝛼 = .87) 

and “conflict” relationships (4 items; Hughes’ Cronbach’s alpha was reported as 𝛼 = .79). The 

other six items not used in this survey measured “intimacy.” Intimacy items were not used so the 

students’ and teachers’ surveys measured parallel constructs. See Appendix A for the full student 

survey. The scale used a 5-point Likert scale. An example of a positive relationship item is, 

“How satisfied are you with your relationship with your teacher?” An example of a “conflict” 

item is, “How much do you and your teacher get upset or mad at each other?” Answer choices 

were from 1 = “not at all,” to 5 = “extremely much.” This sample’s Cronbach’s alpha for 

student’s positive teacher relationships was 𝛼= .90, and the alpha for students’ perceived conflict 

with teachers was 𝛼= .70. 

Additionally, five questions were asked to gauge students’ perceptions of their socio-

emotional support from their math teachers. For example, “My math teacher helps me with my 

feelings or emotions,” and “My math teacher helps me know how to act or behave in different 

situations.” All the students’ items to measure their perceptions of their socio-emotional 
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relationships with their teacher were measured on 5-point Likert scales (1= “never” to 5 = “every 

day of class”). The alpha reliability for this sample was 𝛼 = .81. 

Finally, students were asked what educational degree they expected to obtain. The degree 

attainment item asked students what degree they to obtain, with responses from (1) high school 

degree, (2) two-year degree, (3) four-year college degree, (4) advance graduate degree.  

Students’ academic self-efficacy. The Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS; 

Midgley et al., 2000) student academic self-efficacy scale was adapted to apply to mathematics. 

The original PALS self-efficacy construct had an alpha reliability 𝛼 = .78.  An example of a 

modified item was, “I’m certain I can master the math skills taught this year.” Students’ 

responses were based on 5-point Likert scales (e.g., 1 = “definitely not”; 5 = “definitely I can”). 

This dataset had an alpha reliability 𝛼 = .86.  

Students’ math interest. Based on Eccles’ Childhood and Beyond study intrinsic 

motivation scale (e.g., Durik, Vida, & Eccles, 2006), three items assessed students’ mathematics 

interest. The first item asked, “How much do you like math?” Students’ responses were based on 

5-point Likert scales from 1 = “not at all” to 5 = “it is my favorite subject.” The second item 

asked, “I find working on math assignments…” with students’ responses from 1 = “not at all 

interesting” to 5 = “always interesting.” The final item assessed importance and asked; “How 

useful is what you learn in math?” Students’ responses were from 1 = “not at all useful” to 5 = 

“always useful.” This set of scales had an alpha reliability 𝛼 = .79. 

Prosocial behaviors. The prosocial behavior items were from a prosocial behavior scale 

used by Bergin, Wang, and Bergin (2013) to measure students’ perceptions of both their own and 

their teachers’ classroom prosocial behaviors. The students responded to four self-report items 

about their self-perceptions of their prosocial behaviors. They also responded to four parallel 
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survey items about their perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial behaviors. For example, the 

student item read, “In my math class, I compliment and encourage others,” and the teacher item 

read, “In my math class my teacher compliments and encourages others.”  Students’ responses 

were based on 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 = “hardly ever” to 5 = “each day of class.” 

This dataset had an alpha reliability 𝛼 = .67 for the students’ self-reports of their own classroom 

prosocial behaviors, and 𝛼 = .74 for the students’ perceptions of their teachers’ classroom 

prosocial behaviors. 

Control variables. Control measures were collected from the school district 

administration. They included the students’ demographic data (English language learner status, 

gender, race, and free or reduced lunch status). Additionally, student achievement data was 

collected, including the students’ overall GPA (M = 3.3; SD = .56; range 0.83 to 4.0), and the 

students’ previous year’s (2015) state assessment math score (M = 2485.21; SD = 77.46; range 

2204 to 2679).  

Outcome variable. The outcome variable of interest was students’ perceptions of 

positive relationships with their teachers, and the measure is described above, based on Hughes 

(2011) and Hughes and Kwok (2006, 2007) adapted NRI survey to gauge students’ feelings of 

their positive teacher relationships.   

Additional variables. Additional variables were included for district purposes, including 

survey items about subjects students found challenging, which teachers are available to help, the 

students’ expected highest degree, and students’ reports of their parents’ educational degrees. In 

addition, the teachers answered teacher efficacy questions; however due to the smaller than 

expected sample size of teachers, these items were not analyzed. These survey items are not 

considered further.  
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Procedure 

Pilot survey. Prior to data collection, in the October 2015, four children were recruited to 

pilot the students’ survey to determine readability and understandability of the survey. The 

survey was designed for students in fifth grade and above; the four students in the pilot group 

were in second, third, fifth, and seventh grades to ensure that students at lower literacy levels 

could read and understand the survey questions. Based on the pilot students’ feedback and 

questions, the survey was revised for readability and clarity. The district assistant superintendent 

and assistant superintendent facilitated teachers’ and students’ recruitment for participation in the 

study. The school district superintendent and assistant superintendent signed a consent form in 

October 2015, indicating their agreement to participate, as well as to share district-housed 

student demographic and assessment information.  Initially, the district administrators and I 

agreed that fifth through eighth grade teachers and students would be recruited to participate; 

however, due to scheduling conflicts, the seventh and eighth grade teachers declined to 

participate.  

Confidentiality and consent. Parents, students, and teachers were informed that their 

data would only be used to report broad trends and that data would not be linked to individual 

participants nor be used as an evaluation of job performance. To ensure that data were not used 

as an evaluation tool, the school district did not receive raw data. Teachers’ and students’ names 

were housed in a database separate from the raw data.  

Data collection occurred in January 2016, after University of Missouri Institutional 

Review Board approval was received. I met with the fifth- and sixth-grade math teachers on the 

afternoon of January 4, 2016, to explain the full study and the data collection process, as well as 

recruit the teachers’ participation. During the initial meeting, both the teacher and parent consent 
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forms were distributed to the teachers. All teachers signed their consent forms during that first 

meeting and returned them to me. The teachers were asked to distribute the parents’ consent 

forms to their students. The teachers distributed the parent consent forms to their students and 

allowed one week for the students to return their signed consent forms back to their teachers. 

After collecting the parent consent forms, the participating fifth and sixth grade teachers returned 

the signed parental consent forms to me. Based on the returned consent forms, the students’ 

surveys were individualized for each student, including student name, teacher name, and class 

period to ensure that only consenting students participated. Each teacher received packets of 

surveys that ensured only consenting students participated. Attached to each survey packet were 

the students’ assent forms that they signed prior to completing the paper surveys.  

Survey administration. The fifth- and sixth-grade math teachers conducted the students’ 

surveys on January 19, 2016. I was on site at the school to assist teachers with administration and 

ensure confidentiality of students’ survey responses. When each class completed their survey 

responses, the students’ surveys were sealed in manila envelopes and I collected them. There 

were 14 absent students who completed their surveys when they returned to school and their 

surveys were sealed in manila envelopes and mailed to me.   

For each teacher’s participating students, I built individualized electronic Qualtrics 

surveys, which ensured that teachers filled out survey responses for only their consenting 

students. The electronic survey links were emailed to each teacher on January 22, 2016. The ten 

participating teachers completed their surveys by January 29, 2016.  

The school district provided demographic data on the participating students including 

gender, race, English language learner status, special education status, free or reduced lunch 

status, math grades, and Missouri state assessment raw scores for the prior year. The district 
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administrators received an initial report about the descriptive trends of the participants’ answers; 

however, students’ and teachers’ identities remained confidential, and responses were reported to 

the district as aggregated data describing broad trends, without identifying individuals or 

classrooms. 

Data Analyses 

Power analysis. A power analysis was run using the G*Power 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, 

& Buchner, 2009).  The power analysis suggested a minimum sample size of 213 participants, 

using an alpha of .05, an f2 effect size of 0.079, and a power of 0.80 for a linear multiple 

regression model. The minimum detectable effect size was based on Hughes’ (2011) findings of 

student-teacher relationship perceptions as the outcome variable. This study had a total of 336 

participants, which provided power of 0.96. 

Data entry. The students’ surveys were administered on paper copies. The data were 

entered into SPSS version 23, then double-checked for accuracy of data entry. The teachers 

completed their surveys using Qualtrics and the data were imported into SPSS and combined 

with the students’ data set.  

Normality and multicollinearity.  The data met expected assumptions of normality and 

the unstandardized residuals skewness was 0.58 and the kurtosis was 1.18, which was within the 

typically suggested skewness and kurtosis guidelines of < + 2.00 (e.g., Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 

2012). Additionally, multicollinearity between independent variables was tested by examining 

the tolerance index and the variance inflation factor (VIF). The tolerance factors were all greater 

than .10, and the VIF was less than 10, suggesting that multicollinearity was not an issue. There 

were no visible outliers and the Mhalanobis distances confirmed the lack of outliers.   
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Missing data. Of the 336 subjects, 289 (86%) had completed cases with no missing data. 

To account for missing values from existing data, Allison (2009) recommended running the 

number of imputations based on the percent of cases with missing responses to best estimate 

values and standard errors for the missing variables. This dataset had 14% of cases with at least 

one missing value; therefore, I ran 14 imputations using the multiple imputation feature of SPSS 

version 23. The imputed dataset provided a pooled response of the 14 imputed datasets and the 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis was run using the imputed data. Of the survey responses, 

the item, “How much does your teacher like you” had the highest number of missing data with 8 

responses (3%) missing out of 336 responses. Most survey items only had one response missing.   

Analytic Plan 

The first step in the analysis was to test the factor fit for the scale variables of interest 

through four different exploratory factor analyses. The first analysis tested for the students’ self-

perceptions of their own math interest and math self-efficacy. The second analysis tested for the 

students’ perceptions of their own classroom prosocial behaviors and their perceptions of their 

teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors. The third factor analysis tested for students’ perceptions 

of their positive and conflict relationships, as well as their socio-emotional teacher support 

perspectives. Finally the last exploratory factor analysis tested for the teachers’ perceptions of 

their positive and conflict relationships, as well as their socio-emotional support perspectives 

with their students.  

This study used several analytical techniques to answer the research questions. First, two 

independent samples t-tests were run to investigate if there were the differences between the fifth 

and sixth grade students’ and the fifth and sixth grade teachers’ responses on their respective 

computed scales.   
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Second, a bivariate correlation analyzed the strength and direction of the associations 

between all the computed scales, including students’ math self-efficacy, students’ math interest, 

students’ positive and conflict relationship, and socio-emotional support perspectives, and 

teachers’ positive and conflict relationship, and socio-emotional support perspectives.  

Third, a four-step hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicted students’ positive 

teacher relationships. The first step included only the control variables of the students’ 

demographic and achievement data to account for the variance of students’ background 

information. The second step answered research question number three about how students’ own 

self-perceptions of their math interest, math self-efficacy, and students’ own prosocial behaviors 

are associated with their perceptions of their relationships with their teachers, while controlling 

for demographic and achievement information. The third step answered research question 

number four and added students’ perceptions of how they feel about their teachers’ prosocial 

classroom behaviors, their teachers’ socio-emotional support, and their perceptions of conflict 

with their teachers. Finally, the fourth step answered research question number five and adds 

teachers’ perceptions of socio-emotional support, conflict, and positive relationships with their 

students.  

Additionally, the analytic method accounted for potential clustering effects across 

teachers that could account for some of the variance in students’ positive teacher relationship 

perceptions. Clustering effects simply means that there might be differences in students’ 

responses based on whichever teacher they had. The sample had ten teachers, which is a small 

sample size for a hierarchical linear two-level model. Huang (2016) stated that when students are 

nested in classrooms and variables of interest are only at a single level, researchers can account 

for the clustering effect by assigning each teacher a dummy code and including the teachers’ 
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dummy codes in model number two in the linear regression model using a fixed effects model. 

Therefore, each of the ten teachers’ fixed effects were accounted for in the resulting model. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Exploratory Factor Analyses Results 

To reduce the 42 student and teacher perception items into smaller constructs an 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to combine items into similar composites and 

reduce the risk of potential multicollinearity among the individual variables when running the 

regression models. Four exploratory factor analyses were run in SPSS version 23. First, the 

students’ motivation variables were factor analyzed. Second, the students’ perceptions of theirs 

and their teachers’ prosocial behaviors were factored. Third, the students’ relationship perception 

questions were factored. Finally, the teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with their 

students were factored. All the factor analyses for each group of variables used principal axis 

factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation, to allow the factors to correlate with each other. To 

determine the number of factors to use in each group, I used Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis (PA). 

The factor analyses were grouped based on who responded (i.e., students or teachers) and the 

closeness of the constructs. All analyses resulted in acceptable factor loadings for the scale 

constructs that emerged.  

Factors of math self-efficacy and math interest. For the students’ items about math 

interest and math self-efficacy variables the resulting factor correlation matrix indicated that two 

factors emerged and were correlated at r = .61. The resulting eigenvalues of 4.2, and 1.2 were 

compared to the parallel analysis-generated eigenvalues and suggested the retention of two 

factors (Huang, 2015). The factors resulted in three items to measure math interest (𝛼 = .79) and 

five items to measure math self-efficacy (𝛼 = .86). 
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Table 2 

 

Pattern and structure (in parentheses) coefficients for students’ math self-efficacy and interest 

variables 

Survey Items 

F1 

Math self-

efficacy 

F2 

Math interest 

1. How much do you like math?  .80 (.83) 

2. I find working on math assignments…  .90 (.87) 

3. How useful is what you learn in math?  .53 (.55) 

4. I’m certain I can master the math skills taught this 

year. 

.69 (.73)  

5. I’m certain I can figure out how to do the most 

difficult math work. 

.80 (.81)  

6. I can do almost all the math work in class if I don’t 

give up. 

.82 (.77)  

7. Even if the math work is hard, I can learn it. .63 (.68)  

8. I can do even the hardest math work in this class if I 

try 

.78 (.76)  

Correlation With F2 .61  

Cronbach’s alpha  𝛼= .86 𝛼= .79 

Note: Factor loadings < .4 are suppressed.  

 

Students’ perceptions of prosocial classroom behaviors. For the items measuring 

students’ perceptions about prosocial classroom behaviors, the resulting factor correlation matrix 

indicated that the two factors that emerged were correlated at r = .41. For the students’ survey 

items about their perceptions of their own and their teachers’ prosocial behaviors, a two factor 

solution emerged with eigenvalues of 2.8 and 1.5, (see Table 3). Parallel analysis suggested the 

retention of two factors. There were four items to measure students’ perceptions about their own 

math classroom prosocial behaviors (𝛼 = .67), and four similar items that measured their 

perceptions of their math teacher’s prosocial behaviors in the classroom (𝛼 = .74). 
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Table 3 

 

Pattern and structure (in parenthesis) coefficients for students’ perceptions of their own and their 

teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors 

 

 

 

Survey Item 

F1 

Teachers’ 

prosocial 

behavior 

F2 

Students’ 

prosocial 

behavior 

1. In math class, I compliment and encourage others  .55 (.55) 

2. In math class I help others with school work  .68 (.68) 

3. In math class I share  .60 (.59) 

4. In math class, I make other laugh or smile  .49 (.51) 

5. In math class, my teacher compliments and encourages 

others 
.79 (.75)  

6. In math class my teacher helps others with school work .66 (.65)  

7. In math class my teacher shares .58 (.51)  

8. In math class, my teacher makes other laugh or smile .65 (.65)  

 

Correlations 

 

With F2 .40  

Cronbach’s alpha  𝛼 = .74 𝛼 = .67 

Note: Factor loading < .4 are suppressed.  

 

Students’ perceptions of their teacher relationships. For the survey items that 

measured students’ perceptions about their relationships with their math teachers, a three-factor 

solution emerged with eigenvalues of 5.4, 2.5, and 1.4, (see Table 4). Horn’s parallel analysis 

suggested the retention of three factors. Two items had factor loadings below .2: “How sure are 

you that your relationship with your math teacher will last in spite of fights?” and “My math 

teacher helps me with my school work outside of class.” These items were not included in the 

scales. Four items measured students’ perceptions of their math teacher’s social-emotional 

support (𝛼=.81); four items measured students’ conflict with their math teacher (𝛼= .70); and six 

items measured students’ positive relationship perceptions of math teacher support (𝛼=.90). 
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Table 4 

  

Pattern and structure (in parenthesis) coefficients for students’ perceptions of their teacher 

relationships 

Survey Items 

F1 

Positive 

 

F2 

Conflict 

 

F3 

Socio-

emotional 

support 

1. My math teacher helps me with my school 

work outside of classa 

   

2. My math teacher helps me with my friends.   -.70 (-.72) 

3. My math teacher helps me with my family.   -.84 (-.81) 

4. My math teacher helps me with my feelings.   -.84 (-.86) 

5. My math teacher helps me with behavior.   -.44 (-.56) 

6. How much do you and your math teacher get 

upset or mad at each other? 

 .54 (.61)  

7. How much does your math teacher like you? .72 (.73)   

8. How much does your math teacher punish 

you? 

 .80 (.79)  

9. How much does your math teacher treat you 

like you are admired and respected? 

.75 (.79)   

10. How happy are you with the way things are 

between you and your math teacher? 

.77 (.82)   

11. How much does your math teacher discipline 

you for disobeying him/her? 

 .66 (.63)  

12. How much does your math teacher treat you 

like you are good at many things? 

.73 (.77)   

13. How sure are you that your relationship with 

your math teacher will last in spite of fights?a 

   

14. How much do you and your math teacher 

argue with each other? 

 .35 (.40)  

15. How much do you like your math teacher? .74 (.78)   

16. How much does your math teacher like the 

things you do? 

.72 (.71)   

Correlations With F2 .36   

 With F3 -.24 .19  

Chronbach’s alpha  𝛼= .90 𝛼=.70 𝛼=.82 

Notes: Factor loadings < .3 are suppressed; a items were not included because their factor 

loadings were low. 

 

Teachers’ perceptions of their student relationships. For the teachers’ survey items 

about their relationships with their students, I first used a direct oblimin rotation in a principal 

axis factor analysis because the teacher relationship items should theoretically be correlated with 



43 

each other. The resulting correlation of the factors that emerged was negligible , r = .006, so I 

ran a simpler factor analysis with a varimax (i.e., orthogonal) rotation, which treats the factors as 

independent from each other. For the items about teachers’ perceptions of their socio-emotional 

help to students, conflict with students, and support for students, a two-factor solution emerged 

with eigenvalues of 3.6 and 2.5, accounting for 55% of the variance. Parallel analysis supported 

the retention of two factors. The two-factor solution accounted for 31% and 24% of the variance 

(see Table 5). Five items measured math teachers’ perceptions of their social-emotional support 

perspectives (𝛼 = .71). The three items that were originally meant to measure conflict with 

students loaded with the three items that measured teachers’ positive support, resulting in one 

factor. Therefore, I reverse coded the conflict items and included them in the teachers’ positive 

relationship factor (𝛼 = .82).  
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Table 5 

  

Rotated factor matrix coefficients for teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with their 

students. 

Survey Item 

 

 

F1 

Positive 

relationship 

 

F2 

Socio-emotional 

help 

 
1. I help this student with school work.  .43  

2. I help this student with friends or social 

competency. 

 .86  

3. I help this student with family.  .31  

4. I help this student with feelings or emotions.  .66  

5. I help this student with behaviors.  .51  

6. I am happy with the way things are between 

me and this student 

.83   

7. I often need to discipline this student. R .58   

8. This student often opposes my authority. R .69  

9. This student gives me many opportunities to 

praise him or her. 

.70   

10. This student and I often get upset with each 

other.R 

.69   

11. I look forward to spending time with this 

student. 

.60   

   

Chronbach’s alpha 𝛼=.82 𝛼=.71 

Note: Factor loading < .4 are suppressed; Ritems were reverse coded.  

 

Descriptive Data 

Students’ survey responses. Most students reported high levels of positive relationships 

with their teachers (M = 4.0, SD = 0.88), and reported high perceptions of their teachers behaving 

in prosocial ways during class (M = 4.2, SD = 0.80). Students also reported high math self-

efficacy (M = 4.0, SD = 0.80), which indicated that, in general, they felt they could do 

challenging math work if they tried. The students’ self-reports of having a conflict relationship 

with their teachers were relatively low (M = 1.9, SD = 0.75). The mean of the students’ reports 

about teachers’ social support (M = 2.6, SD = 1.07) likely reflect that teachers provided extra 

socio-emotional support to students who needed support, but not all students needed this kind of 
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support from their teachers. In fact, some students wrote, “I don’t need help with this” next to a 

few of the socio-emotional support questions.  Table six shows the fifth and sixth grade students’ 

respective means and standard deviations for their responses on students’ reports of math interest, 

math self-efficacy, their own prosocial classroom behaviors, their teachers’ prosocial classroom 

behaviors, their perceptions of their teachers’ socio-emotional supports, as well as their 

perceptions of their relationships with their teachers, and their perceptions of their teacher 

conflict. 

Table 6 

  

Fifth- and sixth-grade students’ perception ratings; minimum, maximum, means, standard 

deviations, and t-statistic  

Variable Response 

Min - Max 

Fifth grade  

(N = 162) 

Sixth Grade  

(N = 174) 

t-statistic Cohen’s 

d 

  Mean (SD) Mean (SD)   

Students’ math interest 1.3 to 5 3.64 (.93) 3.39 (.97) 2.41* .26 

Students’ math self-efficacy 1.4 to 5 4.16 (.76) 4.03 (.83) 1.47 .16 

Students’ self-reported 

prosocial behavior 

1 to 5 3.42 (.91) 3.31 (.96) 1.04 .11 

Students’ perceptions of  

teachers’ prosocial 

behavior 

1 to 5 4.46 (.61) 4.07 (.91) 4.48*** .50 

Students’ perceptions of 

teachers’ social-emotional 

support 

1 to 5  2.79 (.99) 2.56 (1.12) 1.93 .22 

Students’ perceptions of 

conflict relationships 

1 to 4.7  1.96 (.77) 1.82 (.73) 1.73 .19 

Students’ perceptions of 

positive relationshipsa 

1 to 5 4.16 (.71) 3.76 (.97) 4.31*** .47 

Notes: *p < .05; ***p < .001; a is the outcome variable of interest. 

Fifth- and sixth-grade students’ response differences. An independent samples t-test 

revealed statistically significant differences across fifth and sixth grade students for math interest, 

t(334) =  2.41, p  = .016; d = .26. Teachers’ positive relationship support, t(334) = 4.309, p 

<.001; d = .47, was also significantly different. Finally, students’ perceptions of their teachers’ 
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prosocial behaviors, t(334) = 4.476, p < .001; d = .50. The fifth graders rated math interest higher 

(M = 3.6, SD = 0.93 and M = 3.3, SD = 0.97 respectively), positive relationships higher (M = 4.1, 

SD = 0.71 and M = 3.7, SD = 0.96 respectively), and teachers’ prosocial behaviors higher (M = 

4.5, SD = 0.61, and M = 4.1, SD = 0.91 respectively) than did sixth grade students (see Table 6). 

The other variables (math self-efficacy, teachers’ socio-emotional support, and student conflict 

reports) were not statistically different across the fifth and sixth grade students in this sample.  

Teachers’ student relationship responses. The fifth and sixth grade teachers rated their 

own perceptions of their relationships with each of their students. The teachers answered 

questions about their perceptions of their socio-emotional support of their students (M = 2.6, SD 

= 1.60) and their perceptions of positive relationships with each student (M = 4.4, SD = 0.72).  

The fifth and sixth grade teachers had statistically different mean responses on their students’ 

scores for all perceptions of relationship variables (see Table 7). Sixth grade teachers reported 

higher scores for their socio-emotional support, t(334) = -11.338, p < .001; d = -.93. Sixth grade 

teachers also reported higher scores for their positive student relationships, t(334) = -7.234, p 

< .001; d = -.63.  

Table 7 

   

Teacher-report variables, by grade level 

Variable Response  

Min - Max 

Fifth grade  

(N = 162) 

Sixth Grade  

(N = 174) 

t-statistic Cohen’s d 

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)  

Teachers’ socio-

emotional support 

0 to 5  1.36 (1.17) 2.5 (1.26) -8.69** -.93 

Teachers’ 

perceptions of 

student 

relationship 

1.3 to 5 4.35 (.63) 4.72 (.53) -5.72** -.63 

Notes: *p < .01; **p < .001 
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Correlations among variables 

The correlations are presented in Table 8 below. Students’ math interest and self-efficacy 

were strongly positively correlated r = .53, p<.001. Students’ perceptions of their teacher’s 

prosocial classroom behaviors were positively, strongly correlated with students’ positive 

relationships perceptions r = .63, p<.001. Teachers’ and students’ positive support relationship 

perceptions were positively correlated r = .20, p<.001, and teachers and students’ conflict 

relationships were positively correlated r = .30, p<.001. Students’ perceptions of their teachers’ 

socio-emotional support were positively correlated with higher levels of their perceptions of 

teacher conflict r = .36, p<.001.  

Students’ math assessment scores were strongly, positively correlated with their overall 

grade point average (GPA), r =.63, p<.001. Students’ assessment scores were not correlated with 

the outcome variable of interest, students’ positive relationship perceptions r = -.02. Students’ 

GPA was only weakly correlated with students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions, r = .18, 

p<.001. Moreover, students’ positive teacher relationships were strongly, positively correlated 

with teachers’ reported expectations of the students’ educational degree attainment, r = .51, 

p<.001.  

 



 

 

4
8
 

 
Table 8 

 

Correlations, means and standard for major variables. 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

                 

1. Math state 
assessment 

_                

2. GPA .63** _               
3. Age .01 -.03 _              

4. Female -.01 .15* -.14 _             
5. ELL -.18** -.10 .11 -.04 _            

6. Free/reduced 

lunch 

-.20** -.15** .05 -.03 .24** _           

7. White .12* .05 -.08 .07 -.57** -.29** _          

8. S - math interest .14* .22** -.11 .10 .10 .08 -.13 _         

9. S –own prosocial 

behavior 

.03 .18** -.02 -.05 .004 -.03 .00 .19** _        

10. S -teachers’ 

prosocial 
behavior 

-.09 .07 -.12* .21** .02 .07 -.04 .37** .31** _       

11. S- math self-
efficacy 

.34** .33** -.08 .15** -.02 .01 -.02 .53** .25** .24** _      

12. S - socio-
emotional 

support 

-.21** -.01 -.03 -.02 .19** .15** -.22** .29** .30** .43** .12* _     

13. S- conflict 

perception 

-.17** -.21** .00 .05 -.01 .03 .03 -.09 -.03 -.14* -.17* 0.09 _    

14. S- quality 

relationship 
perceptiona 

-.02 .18** -.19** -.12* .08 .14* -.09 .51** .30** .63** .39** .36** -.34**    

15. T- socio-

emotional 
support 

.02 .00 .36** .00 .01 -.11 .06 -.13* -.06 -.20** -.16** -.08 .04 -.22**   

16. T-  positive 
relationship  

.20** .38** .17** .07 .13* .03 -.04 .11* .06 .04 .12* .05 -.34** .23** -.07  

Means 2485 3.35 11.4 .46 .13 .63 .70 3.51 3.37 4.26 4.10 2.67 1.89 3.95 1.96 4.5 

Standard Deviations 77.5 .56 .70 .50 .33 .48 .46 0.96 0.94 0.80 0.80 1.07 0.76 .87 1.4 .60 

Note: *p < .01; **p < .001; a Outcome variable; “S” indicates item was from the students’ survey; “T” indicates item was from the teachers’ survey, “GPA” is students’ overall grade point average, “ELL” 

is English language learners. 
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Hierarchical Multiple Regression Model  

 

I used the imputed data to run a hierarchical multiple linear regression five-step model to 

predict students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions and answer research questions three, 

four, and five (see Table 9). The first step in the model entered the students’ demographic and 

achievement data only. Model one with the students’ demographic and achievement data 

accounted for about 11% of the variance when predicting students’ positive teachers relationship 

perceptions with the pooled 𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2 = 0.11,  p < .001. While holding all demographic variables 

constant, the students’ prior year state assessment scores were a negative predictor, b = -.18p 

= .001, and students’ GPA was a positive predictor, b = .29, p < .001 of students’ positive 

teacher perceptions. Math state assessment scores were positively correlated with students’ GPA, 

self-efficacy, math interest, as well as both students’ and teachers’ degree expectations. State 

assessment scores were not correlated with students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions.   

Additionally, students’ age was a negative predictor of students’ positive teacher 

perceptions, t(323)= -3.307, p = .001. To account for fixed effects of the 10 teachers, I created 

dummy codes for each of the teacher participants. The teachers’ dummy codes held constant any 

teacher effects that might account for the outcome variable of students’ relationships with their 

teachers. The teachers’ dummy codes were entered into the model and the fixed teacher effects 

accounted for an additional 2% of the variance for predicting students’ positive teacher 

relationships based on the pooled 𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2 =.13. The fixed effects across teachers were not 

significant predictors of students’ positive relationship perceptions.  

Model two answered research question two and investigated whether the student-reported 

variables of interest, math self-efficacy, and students’ self-report of their own classroom 

prosocial behaviors predicted students’ perceptions of positive support relationships with their 
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teacher, while holding students’ demographic and achievement data constant. Thus, model two 

added students’ self-report scale variables of math interest, math self-efficacy, and classroom 

prosocial behaviors. This model with both the students’ demographic data and the student-

centered variables accounted for approximately 35% of the variance, the pooled 𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2 = .35, p 

< .001. In model two, all the students’ self-perception variables were positively associated with 

their positive teacher relationship perceptions. Students’ self-reports of their prosocial behaviors 

b = 0.14, p < .001, which means for every unit increase in students’ prosocial behavior, students’ 

ratings of their positive teacher relationships are expected to rise by 0.14 units. For students’ 

math interest, b = .31, p < .001, which means for every unit increase in students’ self-reported 

math interest, their ratings of positive teacher relationships are expected to rise by 0.31 units. 

Finally, students’ math self-efficacy was b = 0.21, p < .001, which means that for every unit 

increase in students’ math self-efficacy, their ratings of their positive teacher relationships are 

expected to rise by 0.21 units, while holding all other variables constant. Unexpectedly, students’ 

state assessment scores remained a negative predictor, b = -.22, p < .001, and students’ GPA 

remained a positive predictor, b =.15, p = .02 for students’ positive teacher perceptions. Students’ 

age remained a negative predictor of positive teacher perceptions, b = -.11, p = .01. 

Model three added the variables about students’ perceptions about their teachers’ 

prosocial behaviors and the students’ perceptions about their conflict and socio-emotional 

support relationships with their teachers, while holding constant the students’ self-reports about 

interest, self-efficacy, their own prosocial behaviors, their demographic, and achievement data. 

The model with students’ perspectives about their teachers’ prosocial behaviors, socio-emotional 

support, and conflict relationships and accounted for about 57% of the variance, pooled 𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2  

= .57, p < .001. While holding all other variables constant, students’ perspectives on their 
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teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors was a strong positive predictor of positive relationship 

perceptions, b = 0.40, p < .001, which means that for every increase in the students’ ratings of 

their teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors, students’ rating of their positive teacher 

perceptions are expected to rise by .40 units. Also, students’ perspectives about conflict with 

their teachers was a negative predictor of positive relationships, b = -0.26, p < .001, which 

indicates that for every increase in students’ ratings of conflict with their teachers, their ratings 

their expected positive relationship ratings are expected to decline by .26 units.  While 

controlling for students’ relationship perceptions, students’ math interest remained a strong 

positive predictor of students’ positive relationships, b = 0.19, p < .001, as did students’ math 

self-efficacy b = 0.14, p = .01; however students’ self-reports of their own prosocial classroom 

behaviors ceased to be associated with their positive teacher relationship perceptions. 

Additionally, students’ state assessment scores remained a negative predictor, b = -.15, p = .01, 

and students’ GPA remained a positive predictor, b = .10, p = .04, of students’ positive teacher 

perceptions. Students’ age was a negative predictor of positive teacher perceptions, b = -.14, p 

= .01. 

The fifth research question asked whether teachers’ relationship perceptions predict 

students’ positive relationship perceptions. Model four added the teachers’ perspectives of their 

support, conflict, and socio-emotional relationships with their students to the other models to 

control for students’ self-efficacy, interest, prosocial behavior perceptions, as well as students’ 

demographic, and achievement data. To test for teachers’ perceptions alone, this model did not 

include the students’ teacher-relationship perception variables. The model with teachers’ 

perspectives about their positive relationships with their students, as well as their views of their 

socio-emotional support for their students and accounted for about 39% of the variance, pooled 
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𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2  = .39, p < .001. Teachers’ positive student relationship ratings were strong positive 

predictors of students’ positive relationships, b = 0.31, p < .001, meaning that for every unit 

increase in teachers positive relationship ratings, students’ own positive relationship rating 

should also increase by . 31 units. Teachers’ perceptions of how much they helped their students 

socio-emotionally were not associated with students’ positive relationships with their teachers. 

Additionally, students’ math interest remained a strong positive predictor of students’ positive 

relationships, b = 0.31, p < .001, as did students’ math self-efficacy b = 0.19, p < .001, and 

students’ prosocial classroom behaviors, b = 0.15, p < .001. Again, students’ math state 

assessment scores remained a negative predictor of positive student relationships b = -.22, p 

< .001; however, GPA was not a significant predictor of students’ positive relationships when 

teachers’ own relationship perceptions were included in the model.  

Finally, the fifth model, which is the full model with all variables included, accounted for 

about 58% of the variance, pooled 𝑅𝑎𝑑𝑗
2  = .59, p< .01. The teachers’ positive relationship 

perceptions remained a significant predictor of students’ positive relationship perspectives, b = 

0.14, p < .001.  Of the students’ reported variables, students’ math interest remained a positive 

predictor of their perceptions of positive relationships b = .19, p < .001, and math self-efficacy 

remained associated with positive support relationships, b = .14, p = .015, while holding all other 

variables constant. The students’ perceptions of the teachers’ prosocial behaviors remained a 

positive predictor, b = .40, p < .001, while students’ perspectives about conflict with their 

teachers remained a negative predictor of positive relationships, b = -.22, p < .001, while holding 

all other variables constant. Curiously, students’ state assessment scores remained a negative 

predictor, b = -.14, p = .01, while students’ GPA ceased to be a predictor of students’ positive 
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teacher perceptions. Finally, students’ age was a negative predictor of positive teacher 

perceptions, b = -.13, -2.67, p = .01.  
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Table 9 

  

Hierarchical five-step multiple regression model predicting students’ perceptions of quality relationships with their teachers from pooled imputed data  
 Model 1 

Demographics 
Model 2 

Students’ self-perceptions 
Model 3 

Students’ teacher perceptions 
Model 4 

Teachers’ relationship 

perceptions 

Model 5 
Full model 

 B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b B SE B b 

Intercept 9.25 1.95  8.41 4.80  5.89 1.49  7.42 1.71  5.16 1.49  

Math assessment  0.00 0.00 -0.18** 0.00 -0.00 -0.22** 0.00 0.00 -0.15* 0.00 0.00 -0.22*** 0.00 0.00 -0.14* 
Overall GPA 0.46 0.11 0.29*** 0.24 0.02 0.15* 0.16 0.08 0.10* 0.13 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.06 

Female 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.12 -0.02 0.07 -0.02 0.07 -0.01 0.10 0.08 0.06 -0.03 0.07 -0.01 

Age -0.22 0.07 -0.18*** -0.18 -0.09 -0.14* -0.14 0.05 -0.11* -0.18 0.07 -0.14* -0.16 0.06 -0.13* 

ELL 0.36 0.19 0.14 0.23 0.09 0.09 0.17 0.14 0.06 0.18 0.17 0.07 0.13 0.14 0.05 

Free/reduced lunch 0.23 0.11 0.13* 0.16 0.12 0.09 0.16 0.08 0.09 0.15 0.09 0.08 0.16 0.08 0.09 
Hispanic -0.12 0.17 -0.05 -0.13 -0.04 -0.06 -0.10 0.12 -0.04 -0.14 0.14 -0.06 -0.10 0.12 -0.04 

Black 0.79 0.37 0.11* 0.47 0.32 0.07 0.22 0.27 0.03 0.46 0.32 0.06 0.24 0.26 0.03 

Asian -0.28 0.43 -0.03 -0.37 0.07 -0.05 -0.06 0.31 -0.01 -0.37 0.36 -0.05 -0.08 0.30 -0.01 

Native American 0.08 0.25 0.02 0.10 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.17 0.01 0.12 0.21 0.02 0.04 0.17 0.01 

Pacific Islander -0.23 0.27 -0.05 -0.13 -0.03 -0.03 -0.13 0.19 -0.03 -0.17 0.23 -0.04 -0.13 0.19 -0.03 
Multiple ethnicities 0.22 0.30 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.08 0.22 -0.01 0.14 0.26 0.02 0.01 0.21 0.00 

S math interest    0.28 0.19 0.31*** 0.17 0.05 0.19*** 0.28 0.05 0.31*** 0.17 0.04 0.19*** 

S Math Self-efficacy    0.23 0.12 0.21*** 0.15 0.05 0.14* 0.21 0.07 0.19*** 0.15 0.05 0.14* 

S prosocial behavior    0.14 0.06 0.14*** 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.15*** 0.06 0.04 0.07 

S Teacher’s prosocial 
behavior  

      
0.43 0.05 0.40*** 

   
0.44 0.05 0.40*** 

S Teacher socio-

emotional support 

      

0.06 0.04 0.07 

   

0.05 0.04 0.06 

S conflict with 

teacher 

      

-0.30 0.05 -0.26*** 

   

-0.25 0.05 -0.22*** 
T socio-emotional 

support for students 

         

-0.04 0.03 -0.06 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 

T positive 

relationship  

         

0.28 0.07  .20*** 0.20 0.06 0.14*** 

pooled adjusted 𝑅2  .11   .33  .57   .39        .58   

Notes: *p < .05; **p < .01;***p < .001; “S” is students’ response; “T” is teachers’ response, “GPA” is students’ overall grade point average, “ELL” is English language learners; teachers’ dummy codes 

are controlled for in models 2, 3, 4, and 5, and the adjusted R2 which accounted for the fixed effects of the 10 teachers was .08; The reference group for the students’ race dummy codes is White.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

Introduction 

This study sought to answer several questions that emerged in the literature about middle 

school students’ and their teachers’ relationship quality. This study addressed whether middle 

schoolers and their teachers have different relationship quality perceptions. Investigating both 

teachers’ and students’ perspectives of each other provided a more complete picture about the 

predictive value of both relationship perceptions in the student-teacher relationship dyad. 

Additionally, students’ math interest and self-efficacy predicted students’ positive relationship 

perceptions with their math teachers. While interest and self-efficacy have been investigated in 

regard to students’ achievement outcomes, prior to this study, questions remained about 

association of students’ own interest and self-efficacy with their positive teacher relationship 

perceptions. Finally, before this study little information existed about how students’ or teachers’ 

prosocial classroom behaviors predicted students’ positive teacher relationships. This study 

explored how students’ views of their own and their teachers’ classroom prosocial behaviors 

predicted their positive teacher relationships and found that students’ perceptions of their 

teachers’ prosocial behaviors were associated with relationship quality.  

Correlations Between Teachers’ and Students’ Relationship Perceptions 

First of all, a major gap in the literature was whether adolescent students and their 

teachers reported feeling the same way about their relationships each other. Research question 

number one asked whether students’ perceptions of their relationships with their teachers and 

teachers’ relationships with their students were correlated with each other. The correlation table 

(Table 8, above) illustrated that students’ and teachers’ relationship responses mostly correlated 

with each other, but only moderately.  Teachers’ perceptions of positive relationships were 
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positively correlated with students’ perceptions of positive supportive relationships. Furthermore, 

students’ conflict relationships were negatively related to teachers’ positive supportive 

relationships. The correlation results indicated that this set of adolescent students and teachers 

weakly felt the same way about their relationships with each other. Recall that Hughes (2011) 

found with her sample of elementary-aged academically at-risk students that students’ and 

teachers’ responses for both support as well as conflict did not correlate with each other. The 

findings from this study indicated that students who felt they had a good relationship with their 

teacher also have teachers who generally felt the same positive relationship; whereas students 

who felt they had conflictual relationships with their teachers, had teachers who felt they have 

conflictual relationships with their students.  

Where the students’ and teachers’ variables seemed to diverge is with the socio-

emotional relationship quality questions. The correlation between students’ perceptions of 

whether their teachers provided high socio-emotional support was positively correlated with 

higher student reports of conflict with their teacher (recall that r=.36 p<.001). Furthermore, the 

teacher’s own views of whether they were providing their students socio-emotional support was 

also positively, but weakly, correlated with their ratings of conflict (recall that r=.14, p<.001). 

This provides some indication that students who need more socio-emotional support from their 

teachers may also be the students the teachers discipline more frequently. On one of the teacher 

surveys, a participating teacher wrote,  

The students you must discipline the most are often the ones with which you develop the 

closest bond. Perhaps that is because they need your help, or because their need for 

attention leads to the most interaction. 
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However, the teachers’ rating of socio-emotional support for their students was not correlated 

with their students’ ratings of  teacher socio-emotional support, indicating a potential disconnect 

between how much the teachers felt they were helping their students and the students’ own 

perceptions. Furthermore, teachers’ higher ratings on socio-emotional support were negatively 

correlated with students’ perceptions of positive teacher relationships. Students’ who have 

teachers who are devoting more time and attention to students’ social and emotional needs may 

also receive higher levels of discipline and, thus, feel conflict in their relationships with their 

teachers. Finally, students’ prosocial classroom behaviors were negatively correlated with their 

ratings of teacher socio-emotional support, while students’ self-reported prosocial classroom 

behaviors were positively correlated with their ratings of whether their teachers’ provided socio-

emotional support, likely because those students who behaved prosocially did not need socio-

emotional support from their teachers.  

Students’ math interest and self-efficacy. The correlation tables also provided insight 

about how students’ feelings of interest and competence related to their positive relationships 

with their teachers. First of all, the students’ ratings of math self-efficacy and math interest were 

strongly and positively correlated with each other. Furthermore, students’ ratings of their math 

self-efficacy and their math interest were each positively correlated with their own ratings of 

positive teacher relationships. This finding may be explained by the likelihood that when 

students enter classrooms with higher academic self-efficacy, they may be more interested in 

their academic content area, and also may be easier students with whom to establish positive 

teacher-students relationships. As Fast et al. (2010) and Sakiz et al. (2012) demonstrated, 

academic self-efficacy was often a mediator of student-teacher relationships and student 

academic outcomes. Students’  have some level of academic self-efficacy prior to the school year, 
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and this preexisting self-efficacy may influence how they develop their relationships with their 

teachers. For example, students with higher math self-efficacy may be predisposed to like their 

their math teachers. Although positive student-teacher relationships can increase students’ self-

efficacy as well. While correlations cannot point to the direction of whether one variable causes 

another, one student wrote on the survey that, “I like math because I have Mrs. Xxxx.” 

Interestingly, however, both students’ self-efficacy and math interest were only weakly 

correlated with the teachers’ perceptions of positive relationships (r = .12 and .11, respectively). 

When teachers can develop good relationships, even in middle school after students have had 

many teachers over many years, they likely still foster academic interest and self-efficacy.  

Differences Between Fifth and Sixth Grade Students  

Research question number two asked whether there are differences in fifth and sixth 

graders’ math interest and math self-efficacy, their perceptions of prosocial behaviors, and their 

teacher relationship variables. The t-test indicated that, for the most part, fifth- and sixth-grade 

students had similar answers on most of the constructs. The fifth graders’ mean scores were 

higher in their reports about their math interest, their perceptions of their teachers’ prosocial 

behaviors, and their perspectives of positive teacher relationships. These differences reflect other 

findings in the literature that interest in school declines over time as does ratings of positive 

student-teacher relationships (e.g., Crosnoe, et al 2010). This study adds to other researchers’ 

findings that self-efficacy did not decline across adolescent grade levels. For example, Bandura, 

Barbaranelli, Caprara, and Pastorelli (2001)’s work with Italian adolescent youth showed there 

were no age differences in self-efficacy. Additionally, Friedel, Cortina, Turner, and Midgley 

(2010) found that students’ self-efficacy remained relatively stable in adolescence, even during 

the middle school transition.  
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Differences Between Fifth and Sixth Grade Teachers 

The fifth and sixth grade teachers had statistically different responses for their student 

relationship questions. The sixth grade teachers had higher means for providing their students’ 

socio-emotional support and positive student relationships than the fifth grade teachers, while the 

fifth grade teachers reported higher levels of conflict relationships with their students than did 

the sixth grade teachers. However, this appears to be the opposite result from the students’ 

responses. The fifth graders rated their positive relationships statistically higher than the sixth 

graders, while the conflict responses were statistically the same. The grade-level differences 

indicated that students and teachers were not in agreement in their relationship responses.  

Students’ Math Interest and Self-Efficacy 

Research question number three asked whether students’ math interest and self-efficacy 

and their own self-reported classroom prosocial behaviors predict their feelings of positive 

teacher relationships. One of the big questions in the literature is whether students’ academic 

interest and academic self-efficacy are directly associated with students’ positive teacher 

relationships. Students’ math interest, math self-efficacy, along with their own ratings of 

classroom prosocial behaviors were significant predictors of the students’ perceived positive 

support relationships with their teachers. The findings that students’ math self-efficacy and math 

interest were directly associated with students’ ratings of the quality of their relationships with 

their teachers, illustrating that these student self-perception variables are important to continue 

investigating into adolescent student-teacher relationships. While these findings corresponded 

with prior literature that adolescent students own behaviors and classroom beliefs are associated 

with their perceptions of their teacher relationships (e.g., Fast et al., 2010; Koomen & Jellesma, 

2015; Sakiz, et al., 2012), prior research has focused on the mediation between relationships and 
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achievement outcomes, while this study focused on the importance of students’ self-efficacy and 

math interest beliefs on their teacher relationship beliefs. 

Students’ Perceptions of Their Teachers 

Research question number four asked whether students’ perceptions of their teachers’ 

prosocial classroom behaviors, socio-emotional support, and views of teacher conflict predicted 

students’ feelings of positive teacher relationships, while controlling for students’ interest and 

self-efficacy. To address the literature gap about whether teachers’ classroom prosocial 

behaviors were associated with students’ positive teacher relationships, the second multiple 

regression model added students’ perspectives of their teachers’ prosocial classroom behaviors, 

students’ perceptions of their teachers’ socio-emotional support, and students’ perceptions of 

conflict with their teachers, while holding the students’ math interest, math self-efficacy, and 

prosocial variables constant. Interestingly, students’ views of their teachers’ classroom prosocial 

behaviors was a strong, positive predictor of students’ ratings of the quality of their relationships 

with their teachers. Thus, students who felt their teachers exhibited prosocial classroom 

behaviors also feel they have positive relationships with their teachers. This important finding 

illustrates that students who felt that their teachers exhibited the prosocial classroom behaviors 

measured in this study, such as sharing supplies, providing encouragement, and keeping a light-

hearted mood in the classroom, were more likely to feel like they had a positive teacher 

relationship. These prosocial classroom behaviors might serve as concrete ways students’ gauge 

their relationships with their teachers, meaning that students might view their teachers’ 

classroom prosocial behaviors as indicators of whether their teachers like them.  Students’ views 

about their teachers’ socio-emotional support were not associated with their positive 

relationships with their teachers, whereas students’ views of conflictual teacher relationships was 
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a negative predictor of students’ positive relationships.  

Teachers’ Perceptions of Their Students 

Research question number five asked whether teachers’ perceptions of their student 

relationships measured by socio-emotional support, conflict and support relationships predicted 

students’ ratings of socio-emotional support. This question goes deeper into answering the gap in 

the literature about whether adolescent students’ and their teachers’ felt the same way about each 

other. This question, however, uses the teachers’ relationship variables to predict students’ 

feelings of positive teacher relationship. The fourth step in the multiple linear regression model 

(see Table 9), included teachers’ perceptions of relationships, without students’ relationship 

beliefs, found that teachers’ perceptions of positive relationships with their students was a 

significant predictors of students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions. This finding adds 

important information to the literature that adolescent students and their teachers do seem to 

perceive similar relationship quality. In fact, this finding contradicts Hughes’ (2011) finding that 

there is a disconnect between students’ and teachers’ relationship perceptions; therefore, future 

research on adolescent student-teacher relationships should include both teachers’ and students’ 

perceptions. Furthermore, and worth noting, analyses with all the teachers’ perception variables 

in the model showed that neither students nor teachers’ socio-emotional support perceptions 

predicted the students’ perceptions of their positive relationships with their teachers. Possibly, 

even when teachers felt that they helped students socio-emotionally, those students did not 

perceive the socio-emotional help as indicative of a positive relationship.  

As researchers move forward to understand student-teacher relationships, more focus 

should be made on the students’ perceptions of their teachers. Considering that teachers’ 
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perceptions are predictive of students’ perceptions of positive support relationships, more 

research should be done to understand the between teachers’ and students’ perceptions.  

Finally, in the full regression model that included teachers’ and students’ perception 

variables, students’ math interest and math self-efficacy both remained significant predictors of 

students’ perceptions of positive relationships. Unsurprisingly, students’ higher ratings of 

conflict continued to negatively predict their views of their relationships with their teachers.  

Teacher differences. Using dummy codes for each participating teacher in the 

hierarchical multiple regression analysis accounted for any potential clustering effects of the 

teachers. The teachers’ varying perceptions of their relationships with their students did not 

predict students’ positive support relationships.  Even if there were differences across classrooms, 

those differences were not associated with students’ positive support perceptions. The lack of 

any significant findings across teachers is interesting because it indicated that there were no 

classroom differences in students’ perceptions of their teachers. The students generally felt they 

had positive relationships across teachers, which might indicate that this particular middle school 

has a positive mathematics department with generally well-liked and supportive teachers. The 

assistant principal stated,  

As one of the administrators at Xxxx Middle School who has children that will be 

attending this school in the future, there isn't a math teacher at Xxxx Middle School that I 

wouldn't feel comfortable allowing to teach my children. They are fantastic educators. 

Conclusions 

Teachers’ perceptions. Teachers set the tone and context for their learning environments. 

They establish expectations, curriculum, classroom management techniques, and relationship 

styles. This research with middle school students indicates that the teachers’ own personal 
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perceptions were predictive of students’ perceptions about their teachers’ positive support 

relationships. Most indicative of a potential concrete avenue for helping future teachers is the 

students’ perceptions of their teachers procosial behaviors consistently predicted students’ views 

of their relationships with their teachers.  

Interestingly, neither the students’ nor their teachers’ perceptions of socio-emotional 

support predicted the students’ positive teacher relationships. As adolescents seek more 

independence from the adults in their lives, they may associate higher levels of teacher socio-

emotional support interventions with higher levels of adult conflict, rather than as positive 

support. Conversely, students’ perceptions of higher socio-emotional teacher support were 

positively correlated with their perceptions of positive support relationships, but they did not 

predict positive relationships in the regression model. Moreover, several students wrote on their 

surveys, “I don't have that problem,” or similar phrases next to the socio-emotional survey 

questions. Perhaps when students felt they didn’t need socio-emotional support from their math 

teachers, but if math teachers felt they provided broader socio-emotional support to all their 

students, the students viewed it as negative interactions and a disconnect emerged between socio-

emotional teacher support and positive teacher relationships. An additional unexpected finding 

was that the students’ Missouri state assessment scores emerged as a negative predictor of 

students’ positive teacher relationships. McCormick and O’Conner (2015) found among 

elementary school students that positive teacher relationships did not predict math achievement, 

although teacher conflict served as a negative predictor of math achievement. Perhaps when 

students do not need a lot of teacher guidance to obtain higher achievement outcomes, they do 

not perceive strong teacher relationships. As we train future teachers for adolescent classrooms, 

perhaps more emphasis should be placed on how teachers can exhibit caring behaviors, like as 
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the prosocial behaviors because students may view those prosocial behaviors as evidence of 

positive relationships.  

Teachers’ prosocial behaviors. The most interesting finding, which also addresses a 

literature gap, was the finding that students’ perceptions of teachers’ higher prosocial classroom 

behaviors were strongly associated with students’ positive teacher relationship perceptions. The 

prosocial behavior questions asked students whether they felt their teachers engaged in such 

behaviors as complimenting students, helping students, sharing supplies, and establishing a good 

mood for the classroom. This finding is unique as there is little research to date on how students’ 

perceptions of prosocial behaviors are associated with relationships; however, it adds to the work 

of Wentzel (1997) that indicated that students perceive caring teachers as teachers who exhibited 

caring classroom behaviors, such as providing feedback to students and asking about students’ 

feelings. It is possible that the prosocial behaviors measured in this study are related to the kind 

of behaviors that students’ view as caring behaviors such as providing supplies or snacks, 

providing extra explanation or help as needed, or keeping the mood lighthearted (e.g., Wentzel 

1997), and so students perceive their teachers’ prosocial behaviors as indicators of positive 

teacher relationships. If this is the case, how we measure adolescent students’ and their teachers’ 

relationship perceptions should move away from common teacher-relationship surveys that were 

built based on attachment theory. When trying to untangle what behaviors students view as 

supportive, the fact is that when students perceived their teachers as highly prosocial in the 

classroom, they also perceived them to have a positive student-teacher relationship. Adolescents 

may expect their math teachers to exhibit prosocial and kind behaviors, but may not perceive a 

need for socio-emotional support. It is possible that students’ perceptions of the appropriateness 

for socio-emotional support varies across subject areas, with math on the low end. It is also 
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possible that the types of people who become teachers in different subject areas elicit different 

levels of expectations for socio-emotional support. For example, perhaps the type of people who 

want to teach middle school math might be quire different from the type of people who want to 

teach English or social studies. Additionally, because students’ own perceptions of high 

prosocial support was predictive of positive relationships, perhaps those prosocial behaviors 

allow students to believe their teachers are accessible for additional support when they need help.  

Math interest and self-efficacy. Math interest and math self-efficacy predicted students’ 

perceptions of positive math teacher relationships. Students’ math self-efficacy, math interest, 

and supportive teacher relationships are associated with each other, and this finding is supported 

by Bandura’s social cognitive theory. Teachers play a role in providing mastery experiences, 

reinforcement, vicarious reinforcement, and modeling, for students, yet the students in this 

sample were adolescents with many prior years of math experiences, math background 

knowledge, and prior math teachers. It is possible that students entered middle school classrooms 

with stable levels of math self-efficacy and their self-efficacy levels were led to easier 

relationship building with their math teacher. 

In a related motivation construct, math interest was strongly associated with students’ 

perceptions of positive support relationships with their teachers. While students will certainly 

enter their adolescent math classrooms with preconceived math interest (or disinterest), some 

might develop interest because they developed a positive relationship with their math teachers. 

One student wrote, “I like math because I have Mrs. Xxxx,” which is supportive of the idea that 

at least some students are motivated in math class because they like their teachers.  
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Limitations 

This study provided an initial investigation into adolescent students and their teachers 

relationships with each other. There are several limitations for this study that can guide future 

research efforts to better understand student-teacher relationships. First, the survey data was 

collected at only one time point, whereas relationships emerge and often vary across the school 

year. One next step to better understand how teachers and students relationships is to survey 

students and teachers several times across the school year. The second limitation is that this data 

collection was limited to one school site. The next step should be to expand across schools to 

include a wider variety of school styles, resources, and both students’ and their teachers’ 

demographics to have a better sense of generalizability across adolescent student-teacher 

relationships. Additionally, this study focused on math teachers and their students. A next step to 

further the research base is to expand across multiple domains. Teachers who are drawn to 

different disciplines may have different levels of positive relationships. Along this same line, 

students with different academic interests may have different perceptions of their teachers 

depending on the domain, so a next step in future research is to expand this student-teacher 

relationship investigation across domains. Finally, because this study was correlational, it is hard 

to know the directionality of the constructs. Once the investigation is expanded to more schools, 

more domains, and across time, the next step in investigative research is to design and test 

interventions to improve student-teacher relationships. It is important to move the investigative 

research into applicable practice that is meaningful for students and teachers.     

Final thoughts 

Students and teachers have various relationship perspectives, and while those 

perspectives were correlated, the teachers’ socio-emotional support perspectives were not 
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ultimately predictive of the students’ perceptions of their relationships with their teachers. When 

students felt their teachers behaved in prosocial ways, they felt they had higher positive 

relationships with them. The students in this dataset had fairly high positive relationship 

responses with their teachers, so this study should be replicated with other groups of adolescents, 

especially investigating students at secondary grade levels, as well as with adolescents who have 

more risk factors for lower achievement. Additionally, this was a one-time survey conducted in 

the middle of the year, so tracking students’ feelings about their relationships across time and 

teachers would provide more complete information about whether the teachers’ prosocial 

behaviors remain the best predictor of students’ positive relationships. While this study did not 

find differences among students with free or reduced lunch status, race, or English language 

learners, expanding the study across other populations might indicate if teacher prosocial 

behaviors elevate students’ positive teacher relationships. If so, schools could easily provide 

resources to boost teachers’ understanding and knowledge about prosocial classroom behaviors.  

This adolescent student-teacher relationship study added additional understanding to our 

collective knowledge about how students’ math interest and self-efficacy, as well as students’ 

views of their teachers’ prosocial behaviors predicted students’ positive teacher relationships. 

Moreover, students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with each other were 

different, which is important as researchers continue to work with schools and teachers in 

relationship building processes. The math teachers’ relationship perspectives in this study did not 

predict the students’ views of their positive relationships; therefore future conversations and 

interventions with schools and teachers must reflect those student-teacher relationship perception 

differences.  
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Appendix A: STUDENTS’ SURVEY 

Your full name__________________________________________, Your grade___________ 

 

 

Your math teacher’s name______________________________ 

 

1) What is your mom’s highest level of school? 

 (a) Less than high school (Mom did not graduate from high school) 

 (b) High School diploma (Mom graduated from high school, but did not go to college) 

 (c) College classes but did not graduate (Mom went to college after high school, but did 

not graduate) 

 (d) College degree (Mom graduated from college) 

 (e) More than college degree (Mom went to medical school, law school, or graduate 

school) 

 (f) I don’t know 

 

2) What is your dad’s highest level of school? 

 (a) Less than high school (Dad did not graduate from high school) 

 (b) High School diploma (Dad graduated from high school, but did not go to college) 

 (c) College classes but did not graduate (Dad went to college after high school, but did 

not graduate) 

 (d) College degree (Dad graduated from college) 

 (e) More than college degree (Dad went to graduate school, law school, medical 

school) 

 (f) I don’t know 

 

 3) What is the highest degree you plan to get?  

 (a) High school diploma 

 (b) A two-year college degree or technical school (like Crowder College) 

 (c) A four-year college degree (like Missouri Southern State University) 

 (d) More than a four year degree (like medical school, law school, or graduate school) 

 

4) Is reading a challenge for you? 

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

5) Is math a challenge for you?  

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

6) Is science a challenge for you?  

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

7) Is social studies a challenge for you?  

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

8) Are encore classes a challenge for you? 
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  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

9) Is making new friends or keeping friends a challenge for you? 

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

10) Is playing in sports a challenge for you? 

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

11) Is dealing with your feelings a challenge? 

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

 

12) Are things with your family a challenge for you? 

  Yes  Somewhat  No 

13) My English teacher helps me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

14) My science teacher helps me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

15) My social studies teacher helps me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

16) My electives (Encore) teachers help me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

17) After school tutors help me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

18) My friends help me with schoolwork. 

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

19) My parents, brothers, or sisters help me with schoolwork.  

  Often  Sometimes  Never 

 

20) Online websites or apps help me with schoolwork.  

  Often  Sometimes  Never 
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21) How much do you like math? 

22) I find working on math assignments… 

 

 

23) How useful is what you learn in math?  

 

24) In my math class, I compliment and encourage others (like saying “try again,” or 

“you’re doing good”) 

 

25) In my math class, I help others with school work (like explaining things without cheating, 

giving others tips) 

 

26)  In my math class, I share (like pens, paper, snacks, supplies, books) 

 

27)  In my math class, I make others laugh or smile (helps others feel in a good mood) 

28) My math teacher compliments and encourages others (says “try again,” or “you’re doing 

good”) 

 

29) My math teacher helps others with school work (like explaining things without cheating, 

giving others tips) 

 Not at all  

 

 A little   Sometimes   A lot  Math is my 

favorite subject 

 Not at all 

interesting 

 

 A little 

interesting 

 Sometimes 

interesting 

 Mostly 

interesting 

 Always 

interesting 

 Not useful 

 

 A little 

useful 

 Sometimes 

useful 

 Mostly 

useful 

 Always 

useful 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a  Once a  Several  Each day of 
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30) My math teacher shares (like pens, paper, snacks, supplies, books) 

31) My math teacher makes others laugh or smile (helps others feel in a good mood) 

 

32) I’m certain I can master the math skills taught this year. 
 Definitely not  Not 

really 

 Neutral, not sure  Sometimes  Definitely, 

I can 

 

33) I’m certain I can figure out how to do the most difficult math work. 
 Definitely not  Not 

really 

 Neutral, not sure  Sometimes  Definitely, 

I can 

 

34) I can do almost all the math work in class if I don’t give up. 

 Definitely not  Not 

really 

 Neutral, not sure  Sometimes  Definitely, 

I can 

 

35) Even if the math work is hard, I can learn it. 

 Definitely not  Not 

really 

 Neutral, not sure  Sometimes  Definitely, 

I can 

  

36) I can do even the hardest math work in this class if I try. 

 Definitely not  Not 

really 

 Neutral, not sure  Sometimes  Definitely, 

I can 

  

37) How many years have you had your current math teacher?  

 1 year (only this 

year) 

 2 years (this year 

and one other year) 

 3 years (this year 

and two other years) 

 

38) My math teacher helps me with my school work  

 

39) My math teacher helps me with my friends 

 

40) My math teacher helps me if I’m worried about my family  

month week times a 

week 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Hardly ever  Once a 

month 

 Once a 

week 

 Several 

times a 

week 

 Each day of 

class 

 Never  Hardly 

ever 

 Sometimes  Every 

week 

 Every day of 

class 

 Never  Hardly 

ever 

 Sometimes  Every 

week 

 Every day of 

class 

 Never  Hardly  Sometimes  Every  Every day of 
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41) My math teacher helps me with my feelings or emotions 

 

42) My math teacher helps me know how to act or behave in different situations 

 

43) How much do you and your math teacher get upset or mad at each other? 

 

44) How much does your math teacher like you? 

 

45) How much does your math teacher punish you? 

 

46) How much does your math teacher treat you like you are admired and respected? 

 

47) How happy are you with the way things are between you and your math teacher? 

 

48) How much does your math teacher discipline you for disobeying him/her? 

 

49) How much does your math teacher treat you like you are good at many things? 

 

50) How sure are you that your relationship with your math teacher will last in spite of 

fights? 

 

51) How much do you and your math teacher argue with each other? 

ever week class 

 Never  Hardly 

ever 

 Sometimes  Every 

week 

 Every day of 

class 

 Never  Hardly 

ever 

 Sometimes  Every 

week 

 Every day of 

class 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 
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52) How much do you like your math teacher? 

 

53) How much does your math teacher like the things you do? 

 
  

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 

 Not at all  A little  Sometimes  Very much  Extremely 

much 
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Appendix B: TEACHERS’ SURVEY (Administered in Qualtrics) 
 

 

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of 

things that teachers do in their classrooms. Please indicate your opinion about each of the 

statements below. Your answers are confidential. 

 

Teacher Beliefs 

How much can you do? 

 

1 

Nothing 

2 

Very 

little 

3 

Some 

4 

Quite a 

bit 

5 

A great 

deal 

How much can you do to control disruptive 

behavior in the classroom? 

     

How much can you do to motivate students 

who show low interest in school work? 

     

How much can you do to get students to 

believe they can do well in school work? 

     

How much can you do to help your students 

value learning? 

     

To what extent can you craft good questions 

for your students? 

     

How much can you do to get children to 

follow classroom rules? 

     

How much can you do to calm a student who 

is disruptive or noisy? 

     

How well can you establish a classroom 

management system with each group of 

students? 

     

How much can you use a variety of 

assessment strategies? 

     

To what extent can you provide an 

alternative explanation or example when 

students are confused? 

     

How much can you assist families in helping 

their children do well in school? 

     

How well can you implement alternative 

strategies in your classroom? 
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Fill out this form for each student. 

STUDENT NAME [Names pre-filled for each teacher]______________________ 

1) What all do you help this student with? Please click on all the things have 

helped with (check all that apply) 
 School work 

 Friends or social competency (struggles or successes) 

 Family (struggles or successes) 

 Feelings or emotional regulation 

 How to act or behave in different situations 

 

2) What is the highest degree you think this student will get?  

 High school only 

 Community college or technical school 

 Bachelor’s degree 

 Graduate or professional degree (Master’s, Law, Medical, other) 

 

 

 

 

Please respond for each of your students. As you answer for each 

student, mark the response that best indicates your agreement with 

each statement. 
 

1. I am happy with the way things 

are between me and this student.  

 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 

2. I often need to discipline this 

student. 

 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 

3. This student often opposes my 

authority or resists my control. 

 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 

4. This student gives me many 

opportunities to praise him or her 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 

5. This student and I often get upset 

with each other. 

 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 

6. I look forward to spending time 

with this student. 

Not true 

at all 

A little 

true 

Somewhat 

true 

A lot 

true 

Very 

true 
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Appendix C: CONSENT FORMS 

PARENT CONSENT FORM 

 
Dear Parents, 

I am Sara Prewett. I teamed with the XXX School District to conduct a research study to better understand teacher-

student relationships in XXX schools. I am requesting your permission for your child to participate in a research 

study. Your child and the XXX School District community will benefit by gaining better understanding about 

students’ relationships with their teachers and their learning outcomes.  

o Student participants will complete a 15-20 minute survey about their relationships with their teachers, their 

motivations for learning, educational plans, as well as interest and challenges with classwork. Math teachers 

will administer paper surveys to students during math class.  

o Survey items include questions like, “How useful is what you learn in math?” and “How happy are you with 

the way things are between you and your math teacher?” Students will choose an answer between “not at all” 

and “extremely much.”  

o Teachers will also fill out a survey asking about their relationships with each student. 

o The survey will be administered four total times over the next two years; January 2016, late spring 2016, fall 

2016, and spring 2017. 

o All participants’ responses are confidential and only broad relationship trends will be reported to the school 

district. Only the researchers will have access to the data and no individual students or teachers will be 

identified. The data will be housed on a password protected secured hard drive. 

o The teacher version of the survey asks a question about students’ expected educational attainment; therefore, 

there is slight risk for harm should the confidentiality of the data be breached. Researchers will take the 

utmost care to protect all participants’ answers.     

o Your child’s participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will not affect grades or his/her standing with 

the teacher or the XXX School District. Your child may discontinue participation at any time without penalty 

or loss of benefits.  
o District administrators will electronically send district data on gender, grade level, ELL, free/reduced lunch, 

ethnicity, students’ grades, overall GPA, and state assessment scores, to be linked to the survey data for 

analyses.  

We hope that you will allow your child to participate. I am happy to talk with you if you have questions about the 

survey or participation or if you have questions about the University of Missouri. My email is 

slp382@mail.missouri.edu and my phone number is 785-917-0980. You may also contact David Bergin at (573) 

882-1303 or bergind@missouri.edu. You may contact the Campus Institutional Review Board directly by telephone 

at 573-882-9585 or by email: umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have questions about your rights, concerns, 

complaints, or comments as a research participant.  

 

_______________________________________________, _________________________ 

                    [CHILD’S FULL NAME]                                    [STUDENT ID NUMBER] 

I, ___________________________________________, _______________________,  

                [PARENT NAME]                                              [DATE] 

(check one) 

_____AGREE                                     _____DO NOT AGREE  to let my child participate in this research. 

 

 

 

 

mailto:slp382@mail.missouri.edu
mailto:bergind@missouri.edu
mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu
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FORMULARIO DE CONSENTIMIENTO DE LOS PADRES 
 

Estimados Padres, 

Mi nombre es Sara Prewett. En colaboración con el Distrito Escolar XXX realizaremos un estudio de investigación con el 

objetivo de comprender mejor las relaciones profesor-alumno en las escuelas de XXX. Estoy solicitando su consentimiento para 

que su hijo/a participe en este estudio de investigación. Su hijo/a y la comunidad del Distrito Escolar XXX se beneficiarán con el 

resultado que obtengamos de la investigación para lograr  una mejor comprensión acerca de las relaciones de los estudiantes con 

sus profesores y sus resultados de aprendizaje. 

 

 Los estudiantes participantes completarán una encuesta de 15-20 minutos acerca de sus relaciones con sus profesores, 

sus motivaciones para el aprendizaje, planes educativos, así como los intereses y desafíos con el trabajo de clase. Los 

profesores de matemáticas administrarán encuestas en papel a los estudiantes durante la clase de matemáticas. 

 Algunos elementos de las encuestas incluyen preguntas como, "¿Qué tan útil es lo que  aprendes en matemáticas?" y 

"¿Qué tan feliz eres con las cosas entre tú y tu profesor de matemáticas?" Los estudiantes elegirán una respuesta entre 

"nada" y " mucho". 

 Los maestros también contestaran una encuesta preguntándoles acerca de sus relaciones con cada estudiante. 

 La encuesta se realizaran cuatro veces en total durante los próximos dos años; Enero de 2016, a finales de primavera de 

2016, Otoño del 2016, y en la primavera del 2017. 

 Las respuestas  de todos los participantes serán absolutamente confidenciales y solo se reportaran las tendencias 

amplias de la relación al distrito escolar. Sólo los investigadores tendrán acceso a los datos y ninguno de los estudiantes 

individuales o maestros serán identificados. Los datos se almacenaran  en un disco duro asegurado y protegidos con 

una contraseña. 

 La versión  de la encuesta para los maestros hace una pregunta sobre el nivel de instrucción que se espera de los 

alumnos; por lo tanto, hay un riesgo leve de daño si la confidencialidad de los datos es violada. Los investigadores 

tendremos el mayor cuidado para proteger  las respuestas de todos los participantes. 

 la participación de su hijo/a es voluntaria. Si se niega a participar esto no afectará las calificaciones o  su posición con 

el maestro o el Distrito Escolar de XXX. Su hijo/a puede dejar de participar en cualquier momento sin penalidad o 

pérdida de beneficios. 

o Los  administradores del distrito enviarán electrónicamente los datos del distrito en materia de género, nivel de grado, 

ELL, almuerzo gratis / reducido, el origen étnico, las calificaciones de los estudiantes, GPA, y las puntuaciones de 

evaluación del estado, para que se pueda  vincular con los datos de la encuesta para los análisis. 

 

Esperamos que usted permita que su hijo participe. Estoy a su disposición  si usted tiene preguntas acerca de la encuesta o la 

participación o si tiene preguntas acerca de la Universidad de Missouri. Mi correo electrónico es slp382@mail.missouri.edu y mi 

número de teléfono es 785-917-0980. También puede comunicarse con David Bergin al (573) 882-1.303 o bergind@missouri.edu. 

Usted puede comunicarse con la Junta de Revisión Institucional del Campus directamente por teléfono al 573-882-9585 o por 

correo electrónico: umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu si usted tiene preguntas acerca de sus derechos,  preocupaciones, quejas o 

comentarios como participante en una investigación. 

 

__________________________________________________, ____________________________________ 

  [NOMBRE COMPLETO DEL ESTUDIANTE]                   [NUMERO ID DEL ESTUDIANTE] 

I, ________________________________________________, ______________________________,  

                [NOMBRE DEL PADRE]                                              [FECHA] 

(Escoja uno) 

_____ESTOY DE ACUERDO                                     _____NO ESTOY DE ACUERDO 

Para que mi hijo participe en esta investigación. 
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STUDENT CONSENT FORM 

 

We ask you to participate in a research study about students’ relationships with their math 

teachers and how those relationships are connected to learning and academic achievement. This 

research will look at yours and your math teacher’s relationship with each other, your motivation 

for learning in school, your educational plans, as well as your interest and challenges with 

classwork. Everyone’s responses are private and only broad relationship trends (combined 

answers) will be shared with the school district. This survey is voluntary, which means you can 

choose whether or not you want to answer the questions. This survey has no risks for you and is 

not graded. There are no right or wrong answers. You may quit or discontinue participation at 

any time without punishment, penalty, or loss of benefits to you. If you do not participate, it will 

not affect your grades or your relationship with your teacher or the XXX School District. The 

survey questions are sensitive in nature regarding both yours and your math teacher’s 

perceptions about each other, so there is slight risk for hurt feelings if someone finds out about 

yours or your teacher’s answers. Researchers will take the utmost care to keep your answers 

confidential.     

If you choose to participate, the survey should take 15 to 20 minutes of your time during class. 

You will be asked questions like, “How useful is what you learn in math?” and “How happy are 

you with the way things are between you and your math teacher?” You will choose an answer 

between “not at all” and “extremely much.”  

This survey will be administered four times (January 2016, Spring 2016, Fall 2016, and Spring 

2017). None of your teachers or your parents will see your answers, so please answer honestly. 

Your school will also provide me grades and state assessment scores without anyone’s names.  

I am happy to talk with you if you have concerns about the research study or participation, or 

even if you have questions about the University of Missouri. My name is Sara Prewett, my email 

is slp382@mail.missouri.edu, and my phone number is 785-917-0980.  

 

I, ___________________________________________,  _____________________  

              [Write FULL NAME]                                       [DATE] 

agree to participate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:slp382@mail.missouri.edu
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Student-teacher Relationships Across Middle and Junior High School  

TEACHER CONSENT FORM 

Dear XXX Teacher,  

The XXX School District and Sara Prewett, a researcher from the University of Missouri-

Columbia, have collaborated to conduct a research study about the development of student 

teacher relationships over time. As you already know from your teaching experience, students 

learn better when they have good student-teacher relationships. This study will investigate the 

broad trends in students’ and teachers’ perceptions about their relationships with each other.  

o Teacher participants will complete a one-hour electronic survey asking questions about 

your relationship with each of your students.  

o Teachers will also distribute and collect parent consent forms to all their students and be 

present for the students’ survey completion.  

o The survey, for teachers and students, will be administered four total times over the next 

two years; January 2016, late spring 2016, fall 2016, and spring 2017. 

o Participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits 

to which you are entitled. You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or 

loss of benefits. 

o All participants’ responses are confidential and only broad relationship trends will be 

reported to the school district. Only the principal investigator will have access to the data 

and no individual will be identified. The data will be housed on a password protected 

secured hard drive. 

o District administrators will electronically send district data on gender, grade level, ELL, 

free/reduced lunch, ethnicity, students’ grades, overall GPA, and state assessment scores, to 

be linked to the survey data for analyses.  

o Participation in this survey should not have any risks to you beyond what is typically 

experienced at school or home.  

I am happy to personally talk with you if you have concerns about the survey or participation, or 

even if you have questions about the University of Missouri. My email is 

slp382@mail.missouri.edu and my phone number is 785-917-0980. You may also contact David 

Bergin at bergind@missouri.edu. You may contact the Campus Institutional Review Board 

directly by telephone at 573-882-9585 or by email: umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have 

questions about your rights, concerns, complaints, or comments as a research participant.  

 

 

I, ______[Fill in your full name]________, _______DATE_______,understand the study  

 

_____AGREE           _____DO NOT AGREE  

to participate in this research study.  

  

mailto:slp382@mail.missouri.edu
mailto:bergind@missouri.edu
mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu


 

 

88 

VITA 

Sara L. Prewett completed her doctoral requirements in May 2016 in educational 

psychology at the University of Missouri, working under the direction of Dr. David Bergin. She 

has an extensive experience in research, teaching, and service and plans to continue her 

educational psychology career as a tenure-track, research one level university professor.  

Prior to doctoral work, Sara was a research associate at the University of Kansas Center 

for Research on Learning (KU-CRL). She worked to design and implement research 

methodology, as well as developed and submitted grant proposals to federal funding agencies. 

Her most rewarding work was as a research associate for an Office of Special Education 

Programs (OSEP) grant on Response to Intervention (RTI) evaluation and technical assistance. 

This grant was awarded in a partnership with the American Institutes of Research, The 

University of Kansas, and Vanderbilt University. She led an evaluation study of RTI 

implementation methods in middle schools across the United States, which involved phone 

interviews and on-site data collection. Through this work, she quickly developed positive 

working relationships with the middle school principals and teachers with whom she worked 

during the RTI evaluation project.  

Sara’s dissertation research project used a cross-sectional, correlational research design to 

explore the mechanisms underlying adolescent students’ and their teachers’ relationships, 

specifically, their perceptions of each other. She will continue this study with the school district 

personnel, teachers, and students using a longitudinal design. Participants will take the survey 

again once this spring and twice next school year.  She will use the results of this research to 

seek grant funding in order to develop and implement interventions that help adolescent students 

and teachers develop healthy classroom relationships.    
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Sara has interviewed, visited, and presented with principals and superintendents around 

the United States and will continue to work to promote research-based practices in elementary 

and secondary schools. As an educational psychologist, Sara will work with pre-service and in-

service teachers, students, and school administrators during her teaching and research career. Her 

focus has been on the quality and strength of student-teacher relationships as a critical 

component for students’ motivation, engagement, and academic achievement throughout their 

learning and school experiences. Teachers and students enter into relationships each year as 

children progress through school. The quality of those student-teacher relationships predicts 

students’ academic outcomes.  

Finally, Sara worked to create meaningful learning environments through educational 

practices that encourage students to be in control of and engage in their own learning mastery. 

She was the lead instructor for two development courses, one of which was an online course and 

one was a traditional face to face-class course, an online human development course for Master’s 

degree seeking teacher practitioners and an undergraduate face-to-face required educational 

psychology course to preservice teachers. The educational psychology course aligned with the 

preservice teachers’ field experiences, which allowed the students to experience and apply the 

content in real time, making the theory-to-practice connection more meaningful for the students’ 

learning experiences. 


