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ABSTRACT 

 

The aim of this work was to examine the association between teacher-student 

relationships (TSR) and students’ school engagement. The work consists of three independent 

studies. The purpose of each of these studies were as follows: 

 1. The purpose of Study 1 (Chapter II) was to systematically search current literature on 

the impact of TSR on school engagement and provide an organized review of the existing 

literature. 

 2. The purpose of Study 2 (Chapter III) was to examine the structural association between 

TSR and students’ school engagement among Korean elementary school students.  

 3. The purpose of Study 3 (Chapter IV) was to examine gender differences in a structural 

association between TSR and students’ school engagement. 

In Study 1 (Chapter II), the analysis of 25 empirical studies presented several noticeable 

patterns in the association between TSR and school engagement depending on different aspects 

of TSR, different dimensions of school engagement, and different informant sources of both TSR 

and school engagement. Study 2 (Chapter III) empirically examined the structural associations 

among positive/negative TSR and the three dimensions of school engagement (i.e., behavioral 

engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement) in a sample of Korean 

elementary students. A major finding was that the association between TSR and school 

engagement differed depending upon which informant reported (i.e., teachers’ reports versus 

students’ reports). Another finding revealed that negative TSR had a strong influence on all three 

dimensions of school engagement. Finally, both positive and negative TSR were found to play 

unique roles in explaining different types of school engagement. Study 3 (Chapter IV) 
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discovered gender differences in the structural associations among TSR and three types of school 

engagement. First, regarding the influence of positive or negative TSR, the two gender groups 

showed similar tendencies: Both boys’ and girls’ behavioral engagement were more responsive 

to negative TSR. In both groups, positive TSR had no effect on emotional engagement. 

Concerning gender differences, results indicated boys’ behavioral engagement was more 

responsive to negative TSR than was girls’ behavioral engagement. Another salient gender 

difference was found with respect to cognitive engagement: While both positive TSR and 

negative TSR significantly affected boys’ cognitive engagement, girls’ cognitive engagement 

was not affected by positive TSR or negative TSR. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Schools are critical contexts for child development. The contextual factors of schools are 

typically more malleable, changeable, and modifiable than are child- and family-related factors 

such as a child’s prior knowledge or a family’s socioeconomic status (Fredricks et al., 2004; 

Quin, 2017). Among these school-related contextual factors, teacher-student relationships (TSR) 

have promise for modification through the efforts of teachers. As a result, TSR are an important 

target for school-based preventions and interventions (Fredricks et al., 2004; Anderson et al., 

2004; Christenson et al., 2012; Tsi & Cheney, 2012). 

 Research studies on TSR have been based on the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 

2005) of human development. According to this model, child development occurs within and 

between the different systemic layers of microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, 

and chronosystem. The classroom, where teachers and students interact each other (Sabol & 

Pianta, 2012; Cadima et al., 2015), can be viewed as a mesosystem wherein the two 

microsystems (i.e., teacher and students) interact with each other to form interpersonal 

relationships. To investigate and conceptualize TSR as antecedents of child development, 

attachment theory and self-determination theory have been used as the primary theoretical 

frameworks. 

1.1. Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) 

Children develop behaviorally, emotionally, cognitively, and socially by forming 

interpersonal relationships with their teachers (Verschueren, 2015). A large body of research has 

found the quality of TSR predicts student outcomes (Collie et al., 2016). Specifically, research 
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(Birch & Ladd, 1997; Murray, 2009; Pianta et al., 2012) suggests that high-quality TSR promote 

student development. In addition, when students feel a sense of security from their teachers’ 

emotional support, students are more likely to interact positively within the academic 

environment (Collie et al., 2016; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2015; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 

2011; Wentzel, 2010). 

Several mechanisms for improving the quality of TSR have been suggested in the 

literature. Pianta et al. (2012) listed teacher’s emotional interactions with students, classroom 

organization, and instructional interactions as particularly important. The authors also argued 

TSR can be enhanced by providing teachers with knowledge about classroom interactions and 

providing personalized feedback regarding their interactive behaviors and cues. Additionally, 

Averill (2012) proposed that supportive teacher behaviors such as showing respect, taking time 

for informal interactions, giving expert advice, showing affection, or giving recognition to a 

student or to their feelings, all increase the quality of TSR.  

1.2. School Engagement 

 School engagement is a multidimensional construct that includes behavioral, cognitive, 

and emotional components (Fredricks et al., 2004). Fredricks et al. (2004) reviewed and 

categorized the definitions of each dimension of school engagement (i.e., behavioral, emotional, 

and cognitive engagement) appearing in the literature. According to the authors, behavioral 

engagement is most commonly defined in one of three ways: (a) it is related to positive conduct, 

such as following the rules, adhering to classroom norms, or the absence of disruptive behaviors; 

(b) it concerns involvement in learning and academic tasks, indicated by effort, persistence, 

concentration, attention, asking questions, and contributing to class discussion; or c) it refers to 

participation in school-related activities. 
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Emotional engagement is defined as students’ affective reactions in the classroom (e.g., 

interest, boredom, happiness, sadness, and anxiety) or towards their school or towards their 

teacher. Identification with the school and a sense of belonging are examples of emotional 

engagement. 

Cognitive engagement is typically defined in one of two ways. Psychological investment 

in learning refers to a desire to go beyond the requirements and a preference for challenge. 

Psychological investment refers to efforts, concentration, attention, and persistency toward 

learning, understanding, and mastering knowledge/skills. Cognitive engagement is also relevant 

to being strategic or self-regulating. Strategic students use metacognitive strategies to plan, 

monitor, and evaluate their cognition and use learning strategies such as rehearsal, summarizing, 

and elaboration to remember, organize, and understand academic materials. 

 Although students’ school engagement is typically examined as a predictor of academic 

achievement, school engagement also should be considered as an outcome (Furrer & Skinner, 

2003). Researchers have increasingly recognized that engagement is, in itself, a relevant outcome 

of academic achievement (Cadima et al., 2015; Finn & Zimmer, 2012). However, while the link 

between school engagement and academic achievement is clear, predictors of the school 

engagement have seldom been investigated (Cadima et al., 2015). Given its potential role as a 

motivational mechanism, student engagement warrants a closer examination as an outcome 

variable (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). 

1.3. Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) and School Engagement 

Pianta et al. (2012) posits that TSR are fundamental to understanding student school 

engagement. Literature in the area of TSR suggests that a caring and supportive classroom 

environment can facilitate student school engagement (Connell & Wellborn, 1991) and 
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contribute to the development of academic, behavioral, and social-emotional skills (Decker, 

Dona, & Christenson, 2007). Positive TSR encourage students to engage in learning activities 

and can promote development of critical social, behavioral, and self-regulatory competencies 

necessary for successful schooling (Pianta, 1999).  

Positive TSR predict behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement (Wang & 

Holcombe, 2010). For instance, Wang and Eccles (2012) found teachers who convey a sense of 

caring, respect, and appreciation for their students positively affect students’ greater school 

engagement, as measured by student classroom behavior. Students who feel socially supported 

by teachers exhibit greater compliance with teacher expectations, which, in turn, reduces their 

involvement in distractive or deviant behaviors (Wang & Eccles, 2012). Increased teacher social 

support also has been shown to increase students’ liking of school and achievement outcomes. 

Students who perceive their teachers to be caring also report higher levels of school 

belongingness, as well as increased interest and enjoyment in school (Wang & Eccles, 2012). 

In contrast, conflict with teachers is negatively associated with student school 

engagement. Archambault et al. (2016) found that when boys showed low levels of conflict with 

their teacher, they also showed enhanced behavioral adjustment. Birch and Ladd (1997) found 

different types of TSR were related to different indicators of school engagement. For example, 

school liking/school avoidance (i.e., emotional engagement) was related to Dependency and 

Conflict (both negative aspects of TSR) while emotional engagement was not related to 

Closeness (a positive aspect of TSR).  

Most studies on the association between TSR and student school engagement have 

focused on only one or two dimensions of school engagement (Fredricks et al, 2004). Among the 

studies described above, only Birch and Ladd’s (1997) study dealt with all three dimensions of 
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school engagement; school liking/school avoidance (similar to emotional engagement), 

cooperative participation (similar to behavioral engagement), and self-directedness (similar to 

cognitive engagement).  

Almost all studies in the area of TSR and school engagement have been conducted in 

North American or in European countries. In addition, measures of TSR and school engagement 

have been developed in these countries. Thus, using these measures within an Asian country with 

a distinct TSR culture has the potential to add to the literature on school engagement. 

1.4. Proposed Study 

The aim of this dissertation was to examine the association between TSR and students’ 

school engagement. The dissertation consists of three independent studies. The purpose of each 

of these studies were as follows:   

 1. The purpose of Study 1 (Chapter II) was to systematically search current literature on 

the impact of TSR on school engagement and provide an organized review of the existing 

literature. 

 2. The purpose of Study 2 (Chapter III) was to examine the structural association between 

TSR and students’ school engagement among Korean elementary school students.  

 3. The purpose of Study 3 (Chapter IV) was to examine gender differences through a 

structural association between TSR and students’ school engagement. 

This dissertation is expected to contribute to the extant literature in that it: (s) provides a 

review of how TSR impact three different dimensions of school engagement (i.e., behavioral, 

emotional, and cognitive engagement); (b) examines TSR in upper elementary students; (c) 

employs student-reported measures for assessing both TSR and school engagement; (d) 

considers school engagement as an outcome variable; (e) examines the mechanism of the 
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contributions of TSR to school engagement; and (f) investigates gender differences in the 

structural associations among TSR and school engagement constructs.  

 This dissertation consists of five chapters. In Chapter I, two main theoretical approaches; 

attachment theory and self-determination theory are briefly overviewed. Definitions of TSR and 

school engagement are reviewed and operational definitions for the two main constructs of 

interest are delineated. Chapter II includes a systematic literature review of studies on the impact 

of TSR on school engagement. Chapter III examines the impact of TSR on school engagement in 

Korean elementary school students via an investigation based on the literature synthesized in 

Chapter II. Chapter III identifies models which explain the structure of the associations among 

TSR and school engagement constructs. In Chapter IV, gender differences in the structural 

associations among TSR and school engagement constructs are investigated. The chapter focuses 

on specific gender differences in the structural associations by employing multigroup structural 

equation modeling (MGSEM). Lastly, Chapter V provides a summary overview of the findings 

of all three studies, provides linkages to the extant literature, and states conclusions. 
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2. A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW: THE IMPACT OF TEACHER-STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS 

ON DIFFERENT DIMENSIONS OF STUDENT SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT 

 

2.1. Introduction 

Teacher-student relationships (TSR) and their impact on students’ school engagement 

have been increasingly examined over the last decade. School engagement is not only an 

important catalyst for students’ academic achievement (Appleton et al., 2008), but is also a 

positive educational outcome in itself (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Quin, 2017; Reschly & 

Christenson, 2012). TSR additionally hold promise as a contextual factor which can be positively 

changed through teacher awareness and effort (Archambault et al., 2013; Sabol & Pianta, 2012).  

 Findings from studies on TSR and school engagement can be confusing. Studies in this 

area often use different conceptualizations for school engagement. There are unclear distinctions 

among the behavioral, cognitive, and emotional dimensions of school engagement. Definitions 

used for these dimensions often differ: Researchers may use the same terminology but actually 

refer to dissimilar constructs. In addition, studies frequently use different measures to assess the 

same construct, employ different informants for measures, or utilize different measurement 

points. As a result, the true association between TSR and school engagement is cloudy.  

 In the following section, an overview on the extant literature on TSR and school 

engagement, including how these two constructs have been defined and measured in the 

literature, is provided. 
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2.1.1. Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) 

2.1.1.1. Conceptualization of TSR  

Scholars have used several theoretical frameworks to conceptualize TSR (Verschueren, 

2015) and, depending on the employed framework, different aspects of TSR are emphasized. The 

conceptualization of TSR has been primarily drawn from one of two theoretical frameworks: 

attachment theory or self-system processes theory/self-determination theory. Using an extension 

of attachment theory, several researchers (e.g. Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Pianta et al., 2008; Pianta 

et al., 2012) have measured TSR through how teachers perceive their emotional interactions with 

their students. In these studies, positive TSR (i.e., Closeness) are measured as the degree to 

which a student experiences a warm and caring relationship with the teacher. Positive TSR then 

result when teachers are attuned and responsive to the needs of individual students in the 

classroom (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012). In self-system processes theory (Connell & 

Wellborn, 1991) or self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Ryan & Deci, 2000), 

students’ achievement motivation and engagement are boosted when students’ needs for 

relatedness, competence, and autonomy are fulfilled through teacher involvement, provision of 

structure, or autonomy support (Connell, 1990; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Skinner et al., 2003). 

However, teacher involvement should be seen as rooted in attachment theory as it includes 

aspects of teacher caring and interest in students (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Verschueren, 

2015). 

2.1.1.2. TSR as a facilitator of school outcomes 

Research suggests that quality TSR promote student development in various areas (Pianta 

et al., 2012; Sabol & Pianta, 2012). Studies have shown that TSR have an effect on students’ 

behavioral and academic gains (Hamre & Pianta, 2011; Pianta, Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997; Pianta, 
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Nimetz, & Bennett, 1997), prosocial attitudes (Birch & Ladd, 1997), academic motivation (Deci 

& Ryan 2016), and school engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). These studies conclude that 

when students experience secure attachments and positive interactions with their teachers, they 

also interact positively with the academic environment- and subsequently are more likely to 

pursue positive academic goals (Collie et al., 2016; Decker et al., 2007; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, 

& Oort, 2011; Wentzel, 2010).  

2.1.1.3. Measurement of TSR  

The majority of studies examining the association between TSR and school engagement 

have used a version of the Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS; Pianta, 1992), which is a 

teacher-reported TSR scale. The STRS contains three subscales; Closeness, Conflict, and 

Dependency, and the first two subscales have been widely used to assess teacher-perceived 

dyadic TSR. Some studies (e.g., Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017) have 

modified the scale into a student-reported version utilizing the same items, while others have 

developed separate student-reported scales (e.g. Hughes, 2011). 

2.1.2. School Engagement 

2.1.2.1. Conceptualization of school engagement  

School engagement is conceptualized as a multidimensional construct that includes 

behavioral, emotional, and cognitive components (Fredricks et al., 2004). Definitions of school 

engagement vary depending on the researcher and measures employed. In general, however, 

behavioral engagement refers to learning involvement. Effort, persistence, concentration, 

attention, asking questions, and contributing to class discussion are all indicators of involvement 

in learning. Alternatively, behavioral engagement has been conceptualized as positive conduct 
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such as following rules, adhering to classroom norms, or the absence of disruptive behaviors 

(e.g., Tsai et al., 2012; van Uden et al., 2013; Wang & Eccles, 2012). 

Emotional engagement refers not only to students’ positive/negative affective reactions in 

the classroom (e.g., interest, boredom, happiness, sadness, and anxiety) but also to affective 

reactions toward classroom activities, the teacher, or school in general. Also, identification with 

school, a sense of belonging (i.e., a feeling of being important to the school), and valuing (i.e., an 

appreciation of success in school-related outcomes) are other aspects of emotional engagement 

(Fredricks et al., 2004). 

Cognitive engagement is defined as psychological investment in learning and the use of 

self-regulative learning strategies. Psychological investment involves efforts toward learning, 

understanding, and mastering the knowledge/skills (Fredricks et al., 2004). On the other hand, 

self-regulative strategy use involves students’ use of metacognitive strategies to plan, monitor, 

and evaluate their cognition and use of learning strategies such as rehearsal, summarizing, and 

elaboration to remember, organize, and understand the material (Fredricks et al., 2004).  

Several articles have previously pointed out discrepancies in how dimensions of school 

engagement are described, as well as overlaps among the dimensions of behavioral, cognitive, 

and emotional engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Roorda et al., 2011; Yang et al., 2018). This 

issue was closely addressed in this study. 

2.1.2.2. Issues in defining of school engagement  

Definitions of the dimensions of school engagement in most studies are typically either 

based on or aligned with Fredricks et al. (2004). However, examination of individual items on 

school engagement measures reveals unclear distinctions and overlaps among different 

dimensions of school engagement. First, the distinction between behavioral engagement and 
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cognitive engagement is not clear. To be specific, some scales of behavioral engagement include 

items that are related to attention, effort, concentration, persistency, working hard, seeking 

challenges, or working independently. These items are actually similar to psychological 

investment- one aspect of cognitive engagement. For example, Raufelder et al. (2015)’s study 

named one dimension of school engagement as behavioral engagement and represented the 

dimension of school engagement using the item “In class, I work as hard as I can.” However, this 

item actually measures students’ cognitive engagement rather than behavioral engagement. 

Second, cognitive engagement has been conceptualized as valuing school, learning, and 

academic work. These are all actually aspects of emotional engagement rather than cognitive 

engagement: Valuing represents students’ emotional reactions toward class activities and school. 

For instance, Chiu et al. (2012) investigated two different dimensions of school engagement- 

emotional engagement and cognitive engagement. However, after examination of the two scales 

and individual items included in them, both scales actually measured emotional engagement- one 

measured sense of belonging at school and the other measured emotional reaction toward school 

and schooling. 

Third, several studies used scales which included both behavioral and cognitive 

engagement elements. For instance, in Furrer et al. (2003)’s study, behavioral engagement and 

cognitive engagement elements were mixed in the behavioral engagement scale. For instance, 

one item was about behavioral engagement (e.g., “I participate when we discuss new material”), 

whereas, another item (e.g., In class, I just act like I am working”) addressed cognitive 

engagement, in particular, psychological investment. 
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2.1.2.3. School engagement as an academic outcome  

School engagement has been recognized as a salient predictor of a wide range of 

academic outcomes. However, researchers have increasingly recognized that engagement is also 

a relevant outcome of academic achievement (Cadima et al., 2015; Finn & Zimmer, 2012). 

School engagement is not only a means for enhancing achievement outcomes but also an 

indicator of learning across academic, social-emotional, and behavioral domains (Reschly & 

Christenson, 2012). School engagement, therefore, should be considered an academic outcome in 

its own right (Gettinger & Walter, 2012; Russell et al., 2005; Quin, 2017). Thus, a closer 

examination school engagement as an outcome of schooling is needed (Furrer & Skinner, 2003).  

2.1.2.4. Measurement of school engagement  

There is no dominant scale which measures school engagement, although several studies 

have used a teacher-reported measure (i.e., Teacher-Rating Scale School Adjustment: TRSSA, 

Birch & Ladd, 1997). However, several trends can be detected in the measurement of school 

engagement. 

School engagement is often measured using observational measures along with survey 

measures, particularly when behavioral engagement is a targeted outcome (i.e., Doumen et al., 

2012; Heatly et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2016). Although third party observations cannot be as 

insightful as those made by a classroom teacher who spends the entire day with a student, 

behavioral engagement can be reasonably observed by third parties. In addition, teacher-reported 

measures are typically used for younger students, while student-reported measures are used more 

often for older students. While teacher-reported and student-reported measures have been equally 

utilized to measure school engagement, particularly when a study focuses on only the behavioral 

dimension of school engagement, teacher-reported measures are used more frequently. On the 
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other hand, if a study examines multiple dimensions of school engagement, student-reported 

measures are typically used. 

2.1.3. Existing Review Studies on the Association Between TSR and School Engagement 

 Two recent review studies examined the association between TSR and school 

engagement and investigated how the two constructs were related. However, these two studies 

differed with respect to their conceptualizations of school engagement, as well as how it was 

associated to TSR. 

Roorda et al. (2011)’s meta-analytic study examined both school engagement and 

academic achievement as outcome variables. Also investigated was the impact of both positive 

and negative TSR on these two outcome variables. The association between TSR and school 

engagement was found to be stronger than was the association between TSR and academic 

achievement. The study also conducted separate analyses for the different outcomes (i.e., 

academic achievement and school engagement) and two aspects of the predictor (i.e., positive 

versus negative TSR). However, the study did not conduct separate examinations on different 

dimensions of school engagement. The authors explained they used school engagement as a 

single construct given the substantial heterogeneity within and overlap among different 

dimensions of school engagement in the literature. Roorda et al. (2011) considered various 

methodological characteristics in their meta-analysis to determine whether study-design 

characteristics moderated the association between TSR and student outcomes. The study 

introduced the informant source (teacher versus student) as a moderator to see if there was a 

significant moderating effect. Their findings suggested different combinations of informants may 

influence the association between TSR and school engagement. 
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The second review study (Quin, 2017) showed that TSR were associated with different 

indicators of students’ school engagement. Quin (2017) conceptualized school engagement using 

two types of measures: (1) overt measures of engagement such as attendance, disruptive 

behaviors, academic grades, and dropout and (2) less overt measures of engagement, which Quin 

referred to as “psychological engagement.” The four overt indicators of school engagement (i.e., 

grades, dropout, disruptive behaviors, attendance) have been acknowledged in the literature as 

outcomes which are affected by school engagement (Archambault et al., 2009; Hughes & Kwok, 

2007; Janosz et al., 2008). However, fewer studies on how TSR affect less overt indicators of 

psychological engagement have been conducted. It should be noted that the Quin (2017) study 

only included secondary school students, which may have shaped the definition of school 

engagement used in the study (i.e. attendance, academic grades, and dropout) as these are issues 

for secondary students. Additionally, student-reported measures were prevalent among the 

studies Quin (2017) identified. Again, this may due to the focus on secondary school students. 

After examining these two review studies (Quin, 2017; Roorda et al., 2011), three major 

research gaps were identified. First, different dimensions of school engagement (i.e., behavioral, 

emotional, and cognitive engagement) were not examined separately in either review study. 

Separate examination of the three distinct dimensions of school engagement is necessary as each 

has a unique characteristic and has been shown to be differentially affected by TSR. Second, 

these reviews did not separately examine teacher-reported versus student-reported measures in 

their study. This point needs additional investigation with respect to measurement bias. 

Depending on the informant source, there may exist a stronger or weaker association between 

TSR and school engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). As both TSR and school engagement are 

measures of social adjustment, a stronger association can be expected if the two variables were 
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measured by the same informants. Third, the two review studies did not examine other possible 

factors in the association between TSR and school engagement. Other child/family and 

contextual factors that affect the association between TSR and school engagement should be 

examined. 

2.1.4. Purpose Statement and Research Questions 

Based on the findings of the two review studies, an analysis is required which a) clearly 

defines school engagement, and also b) distinguishes among the behavioral, cognitive, and 

emotional dimensions of engagement. In addition, TSR reports generated from different 

informants (teachers, students, or both) need to be examined separately to determine their 

respective associations with school engagement. Such analyses will provide a clearer view on 

how TSR and school engagement are related.  

The purpose of this study thus was to systematically review studies on the contributions 

of TSR to students’ school engagement. The association between TSR (reported either by 

teachers or by students) and the three distinctive dimensions of school engagement (behavioral, 

cognitive, and emotional engagement) were the specific focus. Four research questions guided 

this study. 

● Research question 1: Are there different patterns in the association between TSR and school 

engagement depending on different aspects of TSR (i.e., positive TSR and negative 

TSR)? 

● Research question 2: Are there different patterns in the association between TSR and school 

engagement depending on which dimension of school engagement (behavioral 

engagement, emotional engagement, or cognitive engagement) was examined? 
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● Research question 3: Does the association between TSR and school engagement vary 

depending on the informant (i.e., same informant or different informants)? 

● Research question 4: What other factors, such as child/family or contextual characteristics, 

affect the association between TSR and school engagement? 

2.2. Method 

2.2.1. Literature Search 

Six major education or psychology-related electronic databases (PsychINFO, ERIC 

(EBSCO), Academic Search Ultimate, Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection, Scopus, 

and Web of Science) were searched systematically to retrieve potentially relevant studies. 

Searches were conducted using two sets of search terms. The search terms for TSR were “teacher 

student relationship”, “student teacher relationship”, “teacher child relationship”, “child teacher 

relationship”, “teacher support”, “teacher involvement”, “teacher student interaction”, or 

“relatedness” in the abstract. The search terms for school engagement were “school 

engagement”, “classroom engagement”, “student engagement”, “academic engagement”, 

“psychological engagement”, “behavioral engagement”, “emotional engagement”, or “cognitive 

engagement” in the abstract. The search was limited to peer-reviewed journal articles in which 

full text was available and to literature written in English. No specific time period was applied. 

Studies were limited to those that targeted school-aged children and adolescents as participants. 

After review of the title and abstract, if a study was determined as relevant, the full text was read. 

Additional hand searches were conducted after examining the reference list of each identified 

study. Articles determined as relevant were divided into the predetermined categories of 

behavioral, behavioral-cognitive, cognitive, or emotional engagement, and then summarized. 
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2.2.2. Operational Definition of Constructs 

This review study employed an operational definition for both TSR and school 

engagement. TSR was operationally defined as (1) being emotional or affective, (2) an 

interpersonal relationship, and (3) involving a perceived relationship between a teacher and a 

student. Thus, constructs such as instructional support, instructional interactions, organizational 

support, provisions of autonomy or competence, and teaching strategies were not included as 

indicators of TSR. In addition, collective relationships such as classroom climate was excluded 

from the conceptualization of TSR. Also, TSR observed by a third person was not included as it 

was assumed emotional relationships can be best measured by the persons who are directly 

involved in the relationship. Although, students in the same classroom are exposed to the same 

classroom climate, children have unique relationships with their teacher (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). 

Additionally, studies of both dyadic relationships and plural relationships were included. As 

several studies included participants who were secondary students, the survey items may have 

asked students about their relationships with several teachers. Based on these delimiters, studies 

were chosen and reviewed. 

School engagement was operationally defined using four categories: behavioral 

engagement, cognitive engagement, behavioral-cognitive engagement, and emotional 

engagement due to the issues in defining school engagement. In this review, considerable 

divergence was similarly found in how dimensions of school engagement were conceptualized. 

Intersections among the different dimensions of school engagement were also detected. 

Regardless of terminology used by the study authors, dimensions of school engagement were 

categorized and analyzed given the outlined operational conceptualizations. 
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2.2.3. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria  

Inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria were formulated before conducting the systematic 

literature search to ensure included studies were relevant to the purpose of the current study. 

Retrieved studies were limited to studies in which (1) TSR was addressed as an independent 

variable and school engagement as a dependent variable, and (2) TSR was either measured 

before or at the same time as was school engagement.  

Identified articles were excluded if (1) a study utilized a third party observation to 

measure TSR, rather than a teacher- or student-reported measure, (2) the role of TSR was not 

distinguished from other relational factors (e.g., parent-child relationships, peer relationships, 

relationships with other adults at school), (3) items of the school engagement scale were not 

revealed (so it was not possible to judge which dimensions were used and which 

conceptualization was applied for each dimension), (4) engagement referred to collective 

engagement or classroom climate rather than to individual student engagement, (5) engagement 

was not distinguished from other outcome variables (e.g., academic motivation, academic self-

concept, etc.), (6) different dimensions of engagement were not disaggregated, (7) a study used 

either TSR or school engagement as a mediator (however, if there was a mediator in the 

association between TSR and school engagement, these studies were not excluded), or (8) if TSR 

included other aspects (i.e., structure, autonomy support) in a scale which were not distinguished.  

Initially, the author examined titles and abstracts of the identified articles based on the 

keywords searches to determine if a study matched the inclusion criteria. When the information 

in the titles and abstracts were not sufficient, the full text of the study was examined against the 

inclusion criteria. Next, exclusion criteria were checked against individual studies to decide if a 

study should be included. Individual items of measures of TSR and school engagement were 
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closely examined to make sure the measures gauged the intended constructs. Also, statistical 

analyses were investigated to see if the constructs of interest were handled appropriately for the 

research questions and conceptualizations of constructs in this study. Search and selection 

processed are summarized in Figure 1. 

2.2.4. Coding 

Table 1 displays 25 reviewed studies, and their relevant information to this current study: 

authors, year of publication, addressed dimension of school engagement, reporters of TSR and 

school engagement, operational definition of each dimension of school engagement, participants 

school level, study design/measurement points and coefficients were coded. 
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Figure 1 Search and selection procedure 
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Table 1 Overview of studies included in the review 

 Author (Year) Info. 

(TSR

/SE) 

BE BE-

def 

Stat EE EE-

def 

Stat CE CE-

def 

Stat D Gr

ad

e 

Le

vel 

Cro

ss 

or 

Lon

g 

measurement 

Collie et al. 

(2016) 

S/S Yes IL β=.37 Yes ER  β=.41 Yes PI β=.30 No S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Birch & Ladd 

(1997) 

T/T Yes PC R2=36% 

(CF) 

R2=n.s. 

(CF) 

Yes ER  R2=10% (CL) 

R2=2% (CF) 

Yes PI R2=14% 

(CL) 

R2=2% 

(CF) 

Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Birch & Ladd 

(1997) 

T/S No - - Yes ER - No - - Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Spilt et al. (2018) T/T  No - - No - - Yes PI Intercept 

CL=.39 

CF= n.s. 

Slope 

CL=n.s. 

CF=n.s. 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g- 

three 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

van Uden et al. 

(2014) 

S/S Yes PC β=.31 Yes ER  β=1.09 

(teacher) 

and .86 

(subject) 

Yes PI β=.42 Ye

s 

S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Wang & Eccles 

(2013) 

S/S Yes IL β=.18 Yes ER  β=.21 Yes SR n.s. No S Lon

g 

2 years 

Yang et al. 

(2018) 

S/S No - - Yes ER β=.40 Yes PI β=.20 No P/S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Raufelder et al. 

(2013) 

S/S No - - Yes ER&

SB  

β=.53 (ER) 

β=.14 (SB) 

Yes PI β=.50 No S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Chiu et al. 

(2012) 

S/S No - - Yes SB 

& V 

β=.18 (SB) 

β=.34 (Value) 

No - - No S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

De Laet et al. 

(2015) 

S/S No - - No - - Yes PI 
 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

3 years 
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Table 1 Continued 

Doumen et al. 

(2012) 

T/T Yes PC R2=52%, 

β=.12(C

L), 

β=-.22(C

F) 

No - - Yes PI R2=31% 

β=.32(CL

), β=n.s. 

(CF) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g- 

three 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Doumen et al. 

(2012) 

T/O Yes IL 12%, 

β=.40(C

L), n.s. 

(CF) 

No - - No - - Ye

s 

P Lon

g- 

three 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Heatly et al. 

(2017) 

T/O Yes IL β=-.09 

(CF) 

n.s. (CL) 

No - - No - - Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

1 year 

Furrer & Skinner 

(2003) 

S/T Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=.14 Yes ER β=.17 Yes 

C-BE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=.14 Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Furrer &Skinner 

(2003) 

S/S Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=.26 Yes ER β=.40 Yes 

B-BE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=.26 Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Wang & Eccles 

(2012) 

T/S Yes PC d=.37 Yes ER+

SB+

V  

& V 

d=.58(ER+SB+

V) 

d=.42 (V) 

No - - Ye

s 

S Lon

g 

4 years 

Murray (2009) S/S No - - No - - Yes PI β=.49 No S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Lee (2012) S/S No - - Yes SB β=.29 Yes PI β=.33 No S Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Kim & Cappella 

(2016) 

T/O Yes IL β=-.82(C

F), n.s. 

(CL) 

No - - No - - Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Hughes (2011) T/T Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=.14(C

L) 

β=-.14(C

F) 

No - - Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=.14(CL

) 

β=-.14(C

F) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 years 

Hughes (2011) S/T Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

n.s. No - - Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

n.s. Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 years 
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Table 1 Continued 

Hughes (2011) T/S No - - Yes SB n.s. No - - Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 years 

Hughes (2011) S/S No - - Yes SB β=19(CL) 

β=-.18(CF) 

No - - Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 years 

Tsai & Cheney 

(2012) 

T/T Yes 

B-

CE 

(PC+P

I) 

β=.56 No - - Yes 

B-CE 

(PC+

PI) 

β=.56 Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

one-time 

survey 

Hosan & 

Hoglund (2017) 

T/S Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

n.s. (CL), 

β=-.08 to 

-.10 

(CF) 

Yes ER n.s. (CL) 

β=-.10~-.11(CF

) 

Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

n.s. (CL) 

β=-.08~-.

10 

(CF) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

three 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Cadima et al. 

(2015) 

T/T No - - No - - Yes PI β= .37(C

L) 

n.s. (CF) 

Ye

s 

P Cros

s 

One-time 

survey 

Archambault et 

al. (2013) 

T/T Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=.10 

(CL)  

No - - Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=.10 

(CL) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

3 years 

Archambault et 

al. (2016) 

S/S Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=-.14(C

F) 

Yes SB β=-.12(CF) Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=-.14(C

F) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 years 

Archambault et 

al. (2017) 

S/S Yes 

B-

CE 

(IL+PI

) 

β=.09(C

L) n.s. 

(CF) 

Yes ER β=. -12(CF) 

n.s. (CL) 

Yes 

B-CE 

(IL+P

I) 

β=.09(CL

) 

n.s. (CF) 

Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Skinner et al. 

(1993) 

T/T No - - Yes ER β=.32 Yes PI β=.34 Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Skinner et al. 

(1993) 

S/S No - - Yes ER β=.20 Yes PI n.s. Ye

s 

P Lon

g- 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Skinner et al. 

(1993) 

T/S No - - Yes ER n.s. Yes PI β=.20 Ye

s 

P Lon

g 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 
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Table 1 Continued 

Skinner et al. 

(1993) 

S/T No - - Yes ER n.s. Yes PI n.s. Ye

s 

P Lon

g- 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

               

Skinner et al. 

(1993) 

S/S No - - Yes ER β=.08 Yes PI β=.15 Ye

s 

P/S Lon

g 

2 

measurement 

points across a 

school year 

Note. Info. = informants; T = teachers; S = students; BE = behavioral engagement; BE-def = definition of behavioral engagement; EE 

= emotional Engagement; EE-def = definition of emotional engagement; CE = cognitive engagement; CE-def = definition of cognitive 

engagement; B-CE = behavioral-cognitive engagement; Stat = statistical information; D = dyadic relationships; P = primary school; S 

= secondary school; Cross/Long = cross-sectional/longitudinal; IL = involvement in learning; PC = positive conduct; PI = 

psychological involvement; ER = emotional reactions; SB = a sense of belonging; V = valuing; (IL+PI) = involvement in learning and 

psychological involvement are included in one scale; (PC+PI) = positive conduct  and psychological involvement are included in one 

scale; n.s. = statistically non-significant 
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2.3. Results 

2.3.1. Behavioral Engagement 

Among the 25 empirical studies addressing different types of school engagement, 8 

studies examined behavioral engagement as an outcome variable. The majority of these studies 

utilized the same informant (n=5) to discern the association between TSR and student behavioral 

engagement. 

Two of these studies (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Doumen et al., 2012) examined the 

association between teachers’ reports on relationships with their students along with the same 

teachers’ reports on students’ behavioral engagement. Student participants in these two studies 

were primary school students. Dyadic relationships between teacher-student pairs were the focus 

in both studies. The two studies conceptualized behavioral engagement in the same way, 

specifically, they both defined behavioral engagement as positive student conduct such as 

following classroom rules and the absence of disruptive behaviors. Both studies also utilized the 

same scales to measure TSR and School engagement. However, the two studies employed 

different study designs using different time intervals between measurements of TSR and 

behavioral engagement. Specifically, one study (Birch & Ladd, 1997) measured TSR and 

behavioral engagement using a one-time teacher survey while the other study (Doumen et al., 

2012) collected data at three different points across the school year with the same teacher.  

In these two studies, consistent results were found in terms of the association between 

TSR and behavioral engagement. In both the Birch & Ladd (1997) and Douman et al. (2012) 

study, negative TSR (i.e., Conflict) were more influential in having an impact on behavioral 

engagement than was positive TSR (i.e., Closeness), either concurrently or longitudinally. Birch 

& Ladd (1997) found Conflict accounted for variance in behavioral engagement, such as not 
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listening carefully to or not following teacher’ instructions and directions. However, Closeness 

was not associated with behavioral engagement. Doumen et al. (2012)’s study revealed similar, 

but slightly different results. Specifically, the study found Closeness and Conflict at the 

beginning of a school year predicted the level of behavioral engagement at the end of school 

year, however the association was stronger for Conflict than for Closeness. The two studies 

presented a common finding about the associations between TSR and behavioral engagement in 

that negative TSR was more closely associated with behavioral engagement.  

In contrast to the above studies, which were based on teacher reports, three other studies 

(Collie et al., 2016; van Uden et al., 2013; Wang & Eccles, 2013) utilized students’ self-reports 

to examine TSR and student behavioral engagement. One study (van Uden et al., 2013) 

conceptualized behavioral engagement as positive conduct, while two others conceptualized 

behavioral engagement as involvement in learning (Collie et al., 2016; Wang & Eccles, 2013). 

All three studies included secondary students. Although secondary students typically have 

multiple teachers, van Uden et al. (2014) gathered information on TSR with a specific mentor 

teacher. The Wang & Eccles (2012) study was a two-year longitudinal study, while the other two 

were cross-sectional studies. The two cross-sectional studies showed moderate association 

between TSR and behavioral engagement. However, Wang & Eccles (2012) found a small effect 

of TSR on behavioral engagement: involvement in learning. This may imply that associations 

tend to be stronger in cross-sectional studies, a finding also reported by Roorda et al. (2011). 

Several additional studies (Doumen et al., 2012; Heatly et al., 2017; Kim & Cappella, 

2016; Wang & Eccles, 2012) utilized multiple informants (i.e., teachers, students, and observers) 

to investigate the association between TSR and behavioral engagement. Three studies on primary 

students (Doumen et al., 2012; Heatly et al., 2017; Kim & Cappella, 2016) found teacher-
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perceived TSR predicted observer-reported students’ involvement in learning. However, 

somewhat different results were found among these three studies. Doumen et al. (2012) indicated 

that only Closeness, not Conflict, predicted students’ task involvement across a school year when 

behavioral engagement was reported by an observer. Heatly et al. (2017) indicated that only 

Conflict, not Closeness, at Kindergarten was significantly associated with behavioral engagement 

at first grade. Kim & Cappella (2016) also found that only Conflict, not Closeness, was 

associated with behavioral engagement when reported by an observer. These contradictory 

results were interesting in that all three studies used the same measure (i.e., STRS, Pianta, 1992) 

to assess TSR. Lastly, one of the 8 studies which examined behavioral engagement as an 

outcome variable involved a 4-year longitudinal study. Wang and Eccles (2012) reported a 

significant decline in school engagement across 7th to 11th grade irrespective of the quality of 

TSR. However, they found this decline could be mitigated given a positive TSR. This study 

emphasized the longitudinal effect of positive TSR on behavioral engagement (i.e., students’ 

positive conduct at school) among adolescents. Generally, the impact of negative TSR on 

behavioral engagement was reported as stronger than was positive TSR throughout these eight 

articles.  

2.3.2. Behavioral-Cognitive Engagement 

Of the 25 articles selected for this study, seven articles (Archambault et al., 2013; 

Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Hosan et al., 2017; 

Hughes, 2011; Tsai et al., 2012) combined both behavioral engagement and cognitive 

engagement into one scale. Two of these articles (Hughes, 2011; Furrer & Skinner, 2003) 

employed multiple combinations of informants to measure constructs. 
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Three of these studies (Archambault et al., 2013; Hughes, 2011; Tsai & Cheney, 2012) 

examined the association between teachers’ reports on their relationships with students and 

teachers’ reports on these same students’ behavioral-cognitive engagement. Participants in these 

three studies were primary school students and the relationship between each teacher-student pair 

was the focus. However, the three studies differed with respect to how they conceptualized 

behavioral engagement. Hughes (2011) and Archambault et al. (2013) included both 

involvement in learning (i.e., behavioral engagement) and psychological investment such as 

attention, effort, concentration, and persistence (i.e., cognitive engagement). On the other hand, 

Tsai et al. (2012) included both positive conduct (i.e., behavioral engagement) and psychological 

investment (i.e., cognitive engagement). These three studies also employed different study 

designs. Specifically, one study (Tsai & Cheney, 2012) measured TSR and behavioral-cognitive 

engagement cross-sectionally while the other two studies (Archambault et al., 2013; Hughes, 

2011) collected data longitudinally, across two years and three years, respectively. In these three 

studies, somewhat consistent patterns were detected. In the cross-sectional design study (Tsai & 

Cheney, 2012) a strong association between TSR and student behavioral-cognitive engagement 

was revealed. Similarly, the other two longitudinal studies (Archambault et al., 2013; Hughes, 

2011) also reported a significant relation between TSR and behavioral-cognitive engagement, 

however, the strength of the relation in these two studies was only small to medium. Implications 

from these three studies are that the relationship between TSR and behavioral-cognitive 

engagement are likely to be stronger in a cross-sectional study than in a longitudinal study. 

In contrast to the above studies based on teacher reports, three other studies (Archambault 

et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003) utilized students’ self-reports to 

examine TSR and student behavioral-cognitive engagement. Again, participants in these three 
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studies were primary school students and teacher-student paired relationships were the focus. All 

three studies measured behavioral-cognitive engagement by combining both involvement in 

learning and psychological investment into one scale. The three studies measured the main 

constructs using various time intervals between measurements of TSR and behavioral-cognitive 

engagement. Specifically, one study (Furrer & Skinner, 2003) used a single survey to measure 

TRS and behavioral-cognitive engagement, another study (Archambault et al., 2017) measured 

TSR and engagement in fall and spring, respectively, while the third study (Archambault et al., 

2016) assessed TSR and the engagement across two years. An inconsistent pattern of results was 

found across these three studies. In the cross-sectional study (Furrer & Skinner, 2003) a medium-

sized effect was reported for the relationship between TSR and student behavioral-cognitive 

engagement. Two other studies (Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017), which 

measured TSR and behavioral-cognitive engagement with a time interval, indicated a less strong 

association. However, the two studies conducted by Archambault and her colleagues presented 

contradictory results. Archambault et al. (2016) found that the negative TSR (i.e., Conflict) 

predicted behavioral-cognitive engagement across two years. In contrast, later Archambault et al. 

(2017) found that Conflict did not predict behavioral-cognitive engagement across one year. 

However, the positive TSR (i.e., Closeness) was a predictor of student behavioral-cognitive 

engagement across one academic year.  

Additional studies (n=3; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Hosan & Hoglund, 2017; Hughes, 

2011) used different informant sources (i.e., teachers and students) to investigate the relation 

between TSR and behavioral-cognitive engagement. Once again, participants in these three 

studies were primary school students and teacher-student paired relationships were the focus. All 

three studies measured behavioral-cognitive engagement by combining both involvement in 



 

30 

 

learning and psychological investment into one scale. Two studies based on students’ self-

reported TSR and teacher-perceived student behavioral-cognitive engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 

2003; Hughes, 2011) reported different results. While the Furrer & Skinner (2003) study found a 

small to medium association, Hughes (2011) found that TSR in 3rd grade failed to predict 

engagement later on in 4th grade. Here again, it may be that the relationship between TSR and 

behavioral-cognitive engagement is stronger in a cross-sectional study than in a longitudinal 

study. In the third study, TSR was reported by teachers and behavioral-cognitive engagement by 

students (Hosan & Hoglund, 2017). In this study, Closeness was not associated with engagement 

when Conflict had a small size effect on the engagement across an academic year. Together, 

these three studies imply that the length of the interval between which these measures take place 

may influence the association between TSR and behavioral-cognitive engagement. Also, the 

studies indicated that the impact of positive and negative TSR can be differentiated. 

2.3.3. Cognitive Engagement 

Fourteen studies addressed cognitive engagement. Among these 14 articles, a majority 

(n=9; Cadima et al., 2016; De Laet et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 2012; Lee, 2012; Murray, 2009; 

Raufelder et al. 2013; Skinner et al., 1993; Skinner et al., 2008; Spilt et al., 2018) used the term 

“behavioral engagement” when in actuality they referred to aspects of cognitive engagement 

such as effort, attention, concentration, persistence, self-regulation, and seeking challenges. In 

addition, the Birch & Ladd (1997) study used the term “self-directedness” while Yang et al. 

(2018) used “behavioral-cognitive engagement” even though both studies actually addressed 

cognitive dimensions of school engagement. 

Four of the 14 studies (Birch & Ladd 1997; Cadima et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 2012; 

Spilt et al., 2018) examined the association between teachers’ reports on their relationships with 
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students and the same teachers’ reports on their students’ cognitive engagement. Participants in 

all four studies were primary school students and the focus of each study was on one-to-one 

TSR. Some type of psychological investment (e.g. attention, concentration, persistence, and 

effort) was used as the definition of cognitive engagement in each of these four studies. All four 

studies used the same measure of TSR (i.e., STRS; Pianta, 1992) and the same measure of 

cognitive engagement (i.e., TRSSA; Birch & Ladd, 1997). These four studies reported consistent 

findings with respect to cognitive engagement; specifically, that Closeness, not Conflict, was 

associated with cognitive engagement. These consistent findings are in contrast to those found 

regarding behavioral engagement wherein negative TSR more strongly affected student 

behavioral engagement than did positive TSR.   

Due to the nature of cognitive engagement, it is more appropriate to collect data on 

cognitive engagement from student self-reports (Fredricks et al., 2004). A majority of the studies 

on cognitive engagement (n=10; Collie et al., 2016; De Laet et al., 2015; Lee, 2012; Murray, 

2009; Raufelder et al., 2013; Skinner et al., 1993; Skinner et al., 2008; van Uden et al., 2014; 

Wang & Eccles, 2013; Yang et al., 2018) found associations between TSR and cognitive 

engagement using student-reported data from either primary or secondary students. Participants 

were 4th grade or older, except for one study which included 3rd graders (Skinner et al., 1993). 

Nine of these 10 studies conceptualized cognitive engagement as psychological investment while 

Wang & Eccles (2013)’s study defined cognitive engagement as the use of self-regulative 

learning strategies. Eight studies (Collie et al., 2016; De Laet et al., 2015; Lee, 2012; Murray, 

2009; Raufelder et al., 2013; Skinner et al., 2008; van Uden et al., 2014; Yang et al., 2018) 

showed positive TSR had a positive effect on student cognitive engagement either concurrently 

or longitudinally. In the Wang & Eccles (2013) study, there was no significant relation between 
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TSR and cognitive engagement, but this may be because these researchers used self-regulative 

learning strategies as measures of cognitive engagement. The Skinner et al. (1993) study, which 

included young students, found student-reported TSR at the beginning of the school year did not 

affect student cognitive engagement at the end of the school year. 

Only one study (Skinner et al., 1993) out of the 14 articles involving cognitive 

engagement gathered responses on TSR and cognitive engagement from both teacher- and 

student-reports. This study showed a contrasting result that depended on the combination of 

informants: When teachers reported TSR and when students reported their own cognitive 

engagement, TSR at the beginning of the school year moderately predicted cognitive 

engagement at the end of the school year. However, when the informants were reversed (students 

reported TSR and teachers reported their assessment of student cognitive engagement) no 

significant association was found.  

2.3.4. Emotional Engagement 

Over half of the studies (n=16) dealt with emotional engagement as an outcome variable. 

Several articles (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 

1993) using different combinations of informants will be discussed in this section. 

Only one study (Birch & Ladd, 1997) examined the association between teacher-reported 

TSR and emotional engagement. Birch and Ladd (1997) defined emotional engagement as 

students’ emotional reactions toward school and classroom and found a significant association 

between positive TSR and emotional engagement. Specifically, primary school students tended 

to like school and enjoy classroom activities when their teachers reported a high positive TSR 

(Birch & Ladd, 1997). 
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A majority of the studies on emotional engagement (n=13; Archambault et al., 2016; 

Archambault et al., 2017; Chiu et al., 2012; Collie et al., 2016; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Lee, 

2012; Hughes, 2011; Raufelder et al., 2013; Skinner et al., 1993; Skinner et al., 2008; van Uden 

et al., 2014; Wang & Eccles, 2013; Yang et al., 2018) focused on students’ self-reported TSR 

and emotional engagement. Due to the nature of emotional engagement, student self-reports on 

their own emotional engagement may be more valid (Fredricks et al., 2004), as is the case with 

measurement of cognitive engagement. In these thirteen studies, different conceptualizations of 

emotional engagement were used. Most (n=8) defined emotional engagement as emotional 

reactions toward school, classroom, and learning activities. Three additional studies defined 

emotional engagement as a sense of belonging. Two studies used two different definitions and 

included separate measures. Specifically, Raufelder et al. (2013)’s study used both emotional 

reactions and a sense of belonging and Chiu et al. (2012)’s study used a sense of belonging and 

valuing of school works. In most of the 13 studies, students who reported a higher TSR also 

reported more positive emotional reactions toward classroom, teacher, and school (Archambault 

et al., 2017; Collie et al., 2016; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Raufelder et al., 2013; Skinner et al., 

1993; Skinner et al., 2003; van Uden, 2014; Wang & Eccles, 2013; Yang et al., 2018) as well as 

felt a stronger sense of belonging (Archambault et al., 2016; Chiu et al., 2012; Lee, 2012; 

Hughes, 2011; Raufelder et al., 2013). The association of TSR with emotional engagement was 

stronger when emotional engagement was conceptualized by emotional reactions rather than by a 

sense of belonging. This tendency was most clearly documented in one study which examined 

both emotional reactions and a sense of belonging (Raufelder et al., 2013). 

However, when different informants reported TSR and emotional engagement, non-

significant associations were found more frequently. In the six articles which used different 
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informants to measure TSR and emotional engagement, three studies (Birch & Ladd, 1997; 

Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993) reported non-significant results. As these three studies 

additionally used the same informant to also measure TSR and emotional engagement, informant 

effect could be detected. These three studies found significant associations between TSR and 

emotional engagement only when the same informants were used, implying that the non-

significant results regarding emotional engagement may have resulted from discordance in 

information sources of TSR and school engagement.  

Two other studies using different informants revealed a significant relation between TSR 

and emotional engagement. For example, Hosan and Hoglund’s study indicated that Conflict, not 

Closeness, had a small-size effect on student self-report of emotional reactions toward learning 

across a school year. Furrer et al. (2003) also found a weak association between student-reported 

TSR and teacher-perceived students’ emotional engagement. The Furrer et al. (2003) study also 

found a medium-sized effect when the study used both students’ reports on TSR and emotional 

engagement. In sum, when informants of TSR and of emotional engagement differed, either 

weak or non-significant associations were found. 

2.3.5. Other Factors 

Various factors were examined in the 25 reviewed studies to ascertain their influence on 

the association between TSR and school engagement. Roorda et al. (2011) previously found the 

influence of TSR on student learning outcomes varied depending on student and teacher factors. 

In the 25 reviewed studies, these factors were addressed as controlled variables, mediators, or 

moderators. Sometimes these factors were included as another predictor or independent variable 

in the analyses. Overall, information about these factors fell under two categories; child/family 

factors or contextual factors.  
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2.3.5.1. Child and family factors 

  In the 25 reviewed articles, child/family factors such as child’s gender, grade level/age, 

behavioral problems, academic achievement, prior knowledge/ability, language backgrounds, 

socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, household structure, parent-child relationship, peer 

relationship were addressed. Child gender and grade level/age were the most frequent factors 

appearing across the 25 studies. 

2.3.5.1.1. Gender  

More than two-thirds of the reviewed studies (n=17) included students’ gender in the 

analyses. In most of the studies (n=14), gender was included as a controlled variable. Many 

studies showed that there was a gender difference in both TSR and student school engagement. 

Specifically, studies showed that girls tended to report having closer and less conflictual 

relationships with their teacher(s) (Birch & Ladd, 1997; De Laet et al., 2015; Furrer & Skinner, 

2003; Skinner et al., 2008) and also had higher engagement scores (Archambault et al., 2017; 

Birch & Ladd, 1997; Chiu et al., 2012; De Laet et al., 2015; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Skinner et 

al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012; Yang et al., 2018). 

Mixed results were reported in the reviewed studies regarding gender differences in the 

associations between TSR and school engagement. Several studies detected no gender 

differences in the association between TSR and school engagement (De Laet et al., 2015; 

Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2013), whereas some studies found gender moderated the 

association between TSR and school engagement (Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 

2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003). For instance, Furrer & Skinner (2003) found the effect of TSR on 

engagement was stronger for boys and Archambault et al (2017) found boys were more 

negatively affected by conflictual TSR when compared to girls. These findings are consistent 
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with findings from Roorda et al. (2011)’s meta-analyses study: Associations of both positive and 

negative TSR with engagement were stronger in samples with a higher proportion of boys 

2.3.5.1.2. Ages/grade  

The second most frequent factor examined in studies was student grade or age. Some 

studies reported a grade/age difference in TSR (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Hosan & Hoglund, 

2017) or in school engagement (e.g., Archambault et al., 2016; Chou et al., 2012). A four-year 

longitudinal study (Wang & Eccles, 2012) indicated that there was a declining trend in both TSR 

and engagement as students aged across academic years. 

Studies including gender reported inconsistent results. Two studies (Archambault et al., 

2016; Kim & Cappella, 2016) reported no grade levels/age differences in the association between 

TSR and school engagement. Additionally, one study (Skinner et al., 2008) revealed no 

difference in the association between TSR and engagement across 4th to 7th grade- even though 

younger students scored higher in TSR and school engagement. In contrast, some studies (Furrer 

& Skinner, 2003; Yang et al., 2018) indicated grade levels/age served as a moderating variable in 

the association between TSR and school engagement. Even though two studies (Furrer & 

Skinner, 2003; Yang et al., 2018) hypothesized that the effects of TSR would be stronger for 

younger students, the results revealed the opposite: The effects were stronger for older students. 

These findings were similarly reported in Roorda et al. (2011)’s meta-analysis study: The effect 

size of TSR on school engagement was greater for secondary students than for primary students. 

In conclusion, findings from the 25 studies on the effects of age/grade on the association between 

TSR and school engagement were mixed. 
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2.3.5.1.3. Other child factors 

In addition to gender and grade/age, several other factors were included as a child-level 

factor. Academic achievement, prior knowledge/ability, and behavioral problems, were 

controlled in most studies. However, peer relationship was usually addressed as an independent 

variable along with TSR. Child-related factors are presented in Table 2. 

 

 

 

Table 2 Child-related factors 

Factor (number of studies) Study name *chronological 

order 

Type of 

variable 

Gender (17) Birch & Ladd (1997) Controlled 

 Furrer & Skinner (2003) Moderator 

 Hughes (2011) Controlled 

 Chiu et al. (2012) Predictor 

 Lee (2012) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2012) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2013) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2013) Controlled 

 van Uden (2014) Controlled 

 Cadima et al., (2015) Controlled 

 Collie et al. (2016) Controlled 

 Kim & Cappella (2016) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2017) Moderator 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

 Hosan & Hoglund (2017) Controlled 

 Spilt et al. (2018) Controlled 

 Yang et al. (2018) Controlled 

Grade levels/ Age (10) Furrer & Skinner (2003) Moderator 

 Chiu et al. (2012) Predictor 

 Lee (2012) Controlled 

 van Uden (2014) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2016) Controlled 

 Collie et al. (2016) Controlled 

 Kim & Cappella (2016) Moderator 

 Hosan & Hoglund (2017) Controlled 

 Spilt et al. (2018) Controlled 

 Yang et al. (2018) Moderator 

Peer support or Furrer & Skinner (2003) Predictor 

Peer relationship or Wang & Eccles (2012) Predictor 
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Table 2 Continued 

Factor (number of studies) Study name *chronological order Type of 

variable 

Student-student relationship 

(10) 

Wang & Eccles (2013) Predictor 

 De Laet et al. (2015) Predictor 

 Raufelder et al. (2015) Predictor 

 Archambault et al. (2016) 

Collie et al. (2016) 

Predictor 

Predictor 

 Kim & Cappella (2016) Predictor 

 Hosan & Hoglund (2017) Predictor 

 Yang et al. (2018) Predictor 

Academic achievement (7) Hughes (2011) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2012) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2013) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2013) Controlled 

 Collie et al. (2016) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2017) 

Chiu et al. (2012) 

Controlled 

Predictor 

Behavioral problems or 

disability (6) 

Tsai & Cheney (2012) 

Spilt et al. (2018) 

Controlled 

Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2016) Controlled 

 Kim & Cappella (2016) Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2017) Predictor 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

Prior knowledge/ability (4) Hughes (2011)  Controlled 

 Archambault et al. (2013) Controlled 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

 Spilt et al. (2018) Controlled 

Academic self-concept (3) Chiu et al. (2012)  Predictor 

 Raufelder et al. (2015) 

Wang & Eccles (2013) 

Predictor 

Predictor 

Self-regulation/inhibitory 

control (2) 

Cadima et al., (2015)  

Heatly et al. (2017) 

Predictor  

Controlled 

Motivational belief (2) 

 

Collie et al. (2016) 

Wang & Eccles (2013) 

Mediator 

Mediator 

 

2.3.5.1.4. Family factors 

Family factors appearing in the 25 reviewed empirical studies included socioeconomic 

status (e.g., parents’ educational level, income level, and occupation), parent-child 
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relationship(s), race/ethnicity, and language backgrounds. In the majority of the studies, family 

factors were addressed as controlled variables. The exception was the Chiu et al. (2012) study in 

which the primary focus was the effect of family factors on student engagement at school. 

However, the parent-child relationship was examined as an independent variable across all the 

studies. Family factors are presented in the Table 3. 

 

Table 3 Family-related factors 

Factor (number of studies) Study name *chronological order Type of variable 

Socio Economic Status or (9) Hughes (2011) Controlled 

Parent education level or Chiu et al. (2012) Predictor 

Parent income level or Lee (2012) Controlled 

Parent occupation or Wang & Eccles (2012) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2013) Controlled 

 Heatly et al. (2017) 

Archambault et al. (2013) 

Cadima et al. (2015) 

Collie et al. (2016) 

Controlled 

Controlled 

Controlled 

Controlled 

Parental support or Furrer & Skinner (2003) Predictor 

Parent-child relationship (6) Murray (2009) Predictor/Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2012) Predictor 

 Collie et al. (2016) Predictor 

 Archambault et al. (2017) Controlled 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Predictor 

Race/ethnicity (5) Lee (2012) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2012) Controlled 

 Wang & Eccles (2013) Controlled 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

 Yang et al. (2018) Controlled 

Language background (3) Chiu et al. (2012) Predictor 

 Lee (2012) Controlled 

 Collie et al. (2016) Controlled 

Household structure status (2) Chiu et al. (2012) Predictor 

 Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

Home education resources (1) Chiu et al. (2012)  Predictor 

Immigration status (1) Chiu et al. (2012)  Predictor 

School-based parent 

involvement (1) 

Heatly et al. (2017)  Controlled 
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2.3.5.2. Contextual factors 

Contextual factors were less examined in this study. Most contextual factors included teacher-

related elements such as the quality of 

 classroom organization, disciplinary climate, and teaching experiences. Several other school- or 

classroom-related components were included across the 25 empirical studies (see Table 4). 

2.3.5.2.1. Teacher-related factors 

Teacher-related variables were generally treated as an independent variable in the 

analyses of the reviewed studies. Examples of teacher-relevant factors are observed classroom 

quality, various types of support (i.e., academic support, academic press, structure support, 

autonomy support, etc.), teaching for relevance, teacher sensitivity, and teacher’s belief system. 

However, teacher-related variables such as teacher’s gender, age, degree level, and teaching 

experiences were controlled in these analyses.  

2.3.5.2.2. Classroom- or school-related factors 

Almost all classroom- and school-level factors such as school-level SES, school types, 

classroom types, and class size were controlled in the analyses. The exception was classroom 

climate (i.e., perceived peer conflicts), which was examined as a predictor (Cadima et al., 2015).  

 

 

 

Table 4 Contextual factors 

Factor (number of studies) Study name *chronological order Type of variable 

Classroom climate (3) Birch & Ladd (1997) Controlled 

 Cadima et al. (2015) 

Chiu et al. (2012) 

Predictor 

Predictor 

Classroom quality (3) Cadima et al. (2015) Predictor 

 Heatly et al. (2017) 

Kim & Cappella (2016) 

Controlled 

Predictor 
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Table 4 Continued 

Factor (number of studies) Study name *chronological order Type of 

variable 

Structure support (2) 

 

Wang & Eccles (2013) 

Skinner & Belmont (1993) 

Predictor 

Predictor 

Autonomy support (2) 

 

Wang & Eccles (2013) 

Skinner & Belmont (1993) 

Predictor 

Predictor 

School type (2) 

 

Lee (2012) 

Collie et al. (2016) 

Controlled 

Controlled 

Classroom type (1) 

(i.e., regular or SPED) 

Archambault et al. (2017) Controlled 

Class size (1) Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

Teaching experiences (1) Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

Intervention (1) Tsai & Cheney (2012) Controlled 

School climate (1) Yang et al. (2018)  Predictor 

Teacher academic support (1) Chiu et al. (2012)  Predictor 

Teacher beliefs (1) van Uden (2014) Predictor 

Teacher degree (1) Heatly et al. (2017) Controlled 

Teacher demographic (1) van Uden (2014) Controlled 

Teaching for relevance (1) Wang & Eccles (2013) Predictor 

Teacher sensitivity (1) Spilt et al. (2018) Predictor 

Academic press (1) Lee (2012) Predictor 

School-mean SES (1) Lee (2012) Controlled 

 

 

2.4. Discussion 

This review study focused on existent empirical studies on TSR. Systematic search and 

selection procedures yielded 25 empirical studies on the association between TSR and school 

engagement. The association between TSR and school engagement was examined through 

considering various dimensions of school engagement and of informant sources. After analysis 

of these studies, several noticeable patterns were found. 
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2.4.1. Effects of Different Aspect of TSR 

The first research question asked whether there were different patterns in the association 

between TSR and school engagement depending on different aspects of TSR (i.e., positive TSR 

versus negative TSR). TSR effects on students’ school engagement were indeed differentiated 

given either positive or negative TSR. However, these results were not consistent across the 

studies. Several studies (i.e., Birch & Ladd, 1997; Douman et al., 2012; Hosan & Hoglund, 

2017) found negative TSR had a more powerful association with school engagement while other 

studies (i.e. Archambault et al., 2017; Birch & Ladd 1997; Cadima et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 

2012; Spilt et al., 2018) found that only positive TSR was related to students’ engagement.  

2.4.2. Effects on Different Dimensions of School Engagement 

Research question 2 inquired whether there were different patterns in the association 

between TSR and school engagement depending on dimensions of school engagement. Different 

patterns in the association between TSR and school engagement were found depending on the 

examined dimension of engagement. Nonsignificant association between TSR and cognitive 

engagement was frequently found even when the same informant was used (e.g., Archambault et 

al., 2017; Cadima et al., 2015; De Laet et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 2012; Skinner et al., 1993; 

Spilt et al., 2018; Wang & Eccles, 2013). 

How each dimension of school engagement was defined appeared important. For 

example, when cognitive engagement was defined as using self-regulation strategies in learning 

(e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2013) and when emotional engagement was defined as a sense of 

belonging (e.g., Raufelder et al., 2013) the association between TSR and cognitive engagement 

or emotional engagement was weak.  
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2.4.3. Informant Correspondence and the Association 

Research question 3 questioned whether the association between TSR and school 

engagement varied depending on the informant correspondence (i.e., same informant or different 

informants). A noticeable trend was found given the data sources. When different informants 

reported TSR and students’ school engagement, non-significant associations were more 

frequently found. Studies reported non-significant associations between TSR and behavioral 

engagement (e.g., Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993), emotional engagement (e.g., Birch & 

Ladd, 1997; Hughes, 2011; Hosan & Hoglund, 2017; Skinner et al., 1993), and cognitive 

engagement (e.g., Hughes, 2011; Hosan & Hoglund, 2017; Skinner et al., 1993). When studies 

(Birch & Ladd, 1997; Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993) used both the same and different 

informants within one study, a clearer pattern emerged. These studies all found that TSR had a 

small to moderate effect on school engagement when the constructs were measured by the same 

informant. However, this effect was non-significant when different informants were used for 

measuring TSR and for measuring school engagement. 

2.4.4. Other Factors in the Association 

Research question 4 focused on what other factors, such as child/family or contextual 

characteristics, affect the association between TSR and school engagement. Various child/family 

or contextual characteristics had an effect on the association between TSR and school 

engagement. Gender (Archambault et al., 2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003) and grade/age (Furrer & 

Skinner, 2003; Kim & Cappella, 2016; Yang et al., 2018) altered these associations. Peer support 

(e.g., Archambault et al., 2016; Collie et al., 2016; De Laet et al., 2015; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; 

Hosan & Hoglund, 2017; Kim & Cappella, 2016; Raufelder et al., 2015;Wang & Eccles, 2012; 

Wang & Eccles, 2013; Yang et al., 2018) and parent-child relationships (e.g., Archambault et al., 
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2017; Collie et al., 2016; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Heatly et al., 2017; Murray, 2009; Wang & 

Eccles, 2012) were also critical elements for students’ engagement. In addition, various teacher- 

or classroom-related factors had significant associations with students’ school engagement. 

2.4.5. Implications for Future Research  

Findings pinpointed in this review suggest that scales of TSR and school engagement 

sometimes measure different latent constructs while using the same terminology. To obtain more 

reliable findings, consistent usage of TSR and school engagement terminology is needed. In 

particular, a clear distinction between the conceptualization and measurement of behavioral 

engagement and cognitive engagement is called for. For example, indicators such as attention, 

concentration, and persistence have been addressed as both behavioral engagement and as 

cognitive engagement. However, it can be argued that forms of observable and more explicit 

participation (e.g., doing homework responsibly, raising hands to ask questions, and participating 

actively in discussion) are more correctly defined as behavioral engagement while less 

observable or psychological process (e.g., attention, concentration, effort, seeking challenges, 

and persistency) are more correctly defined as cognitive engagement. 

Depending on the dimensions of school engagement used, different measurement 

methods may be required to reduce error. For example, for behavioral engagement, teachers’ 

reports and observational methods appear just as valid as are students’ self-reports. However, for 

emotional engagement and cognitive engagement, students’ self-reports appear more accurate. 

Thus, these two dimensions of school engagement (emotional engagement and cognitive 

engagement) may need to be measured by students themselves, assuming students are mature 

enough to assess their own engagement. Cognitive engagement, in particular, may need to be 
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measured by students’ self-reports given that cognitive engagement is not easily observed by 

others (i.e., teachers or observers).  
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3. THE STRUCTURAL ASSOCIATION BETWEEN TEACHER-STUDENT 

RELATIONSHIPS AND SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT 

 

3.1. Introduction 

Students in school develop, in part, through daily interactions with their teachers. The 

literature has established the importance of teacher-student relationships (TSR) with respect to 

students’ academic motivations, achievements, behaviors, and attitudes (Birch & Ladd, 1997; 

Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Murray, 2009; Pianta et al., 2012). Multiple 

studies have reported that positive TSR, in particular, lead to student engagement in school. 

However, researchers have often employed different conceptualizations, informants, and 

measurements for school engagement, and findings across studies have not been consistent. 

3.1.1. Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) 

TSR have been conceptualized based on several theoretical frameworks (Verschueren, 

2015). Most empirical studies on TSR have been grounded in either attachment theory (Pianta, 

Hamre, & Allen, 2012) or self-system processes theory/self-determination theory (Connell, 

1990; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Skinner et al., 2003). Under attachment theory, TSR are 

defined as the emotional interactions that occur between teachers and students in the classroom. 

Positive TSR are defined as warm and caring relationships in which teachers are attuned and 

responsive to their students’ needs (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012). TSR involve teachers’ 

feelings about a particular student and, as such, may influence how they respond to that student 

(Decker et al., 2007). When students experience secure attachments with their teachers, they tend 

to interact more positively within the academic environment, and subsequently are more likely to 

pursue academic goals that are valued in the classroom (Collie et al., 2016; Decker et al., 2007; 
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Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011; Wentzel, 2010). Under self-system processes theory/self-

determination theory, TSR include teacher’s involvement such as caring about how a student is 

doing or showing interest in students’ personal growth. Forming meaningful relationships of 

these types can satisfy student needs for relatedness, allowing them to be more invested in their 

personal and academic growth (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Verschueren, 2015). Studies based 

on self-system processes theory/self-determination theory hypothesize that when students 

perceive their teachers as supportive and caring they tend to internalize learning and prosocial 

goals endorsed by their teachers (Portilla et al., 2014). 

3.1.2. School Engagement 

School engagement is multidimensional and includes emotional, behavioral, and 

cognitive components (Fredricks et al., 2004). Fredricks et al. (2004) summarized how the extant 

literature defined and measured different types of school engagement and then developed 

definitions for the three dimensions of school engagement. In the literature, emotional 

engagement refers to students’ emotional reactions toward their classroom activities, schools, 

and teachers, as well as being able to identify with their schools and/or feeling a sense of 

belonging. Behavioral engagement is defined in three different ways: (1) positive conduct, such 

as following rules, adhering to classroom norms, and refraining from disruptive behaviors; (2) 

involvement in learning, such as effort, persistence, concentration, attention, asking questions, 

and contributing to classroom discussions; and (3) participation in school-related and 

extracurricular activities. Cognitive engagement is defined as both valuing the school education 

and using self-regulative learning strategies. Valuing signifies students appreciate their own 

successes in school-related outcomes, whereas using self-regulative strategies signifies that 
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students utilize metacognitive strategies to plan, monitor, and evaluate themselves and their 

abilities. 

Although school engagement has been typically used as a predictor of academic 

achievement, school engagement can be considered a critical outcome of the education system in 

itself (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). Researchers thus have increasingly recognized that engagement 

is an important academic outcome in its own right (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Cadima et al., 2015; 

Gettinger & Walter, 2012; Russell et al., 2005; Quin, 2017) as it indicates learning across 

academic, social-emotional, and behavioral domains (Reschly & Christenson, 2012). 

3.1.3. The Association between TSR and School Engagement 

3.1.3.1. Differentiated effects of positive and negative aspect of TSR on school engagement 

A meta-analysis study (Roorda et al., 2011) revealed that positive and negative TSR 

affected school engagement differently based on students’ grade level: The association of 

positive TSR with higher school engagement was stronger in secondary school samples, while 

the association of negative TSR with low school engagement was stronger in primary school 

samples.  

Empirical studies have reported inconsistent findings. Many studies (Archambault et al., 

2017; Birch & Ladd, 1997; Cadima et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 2012; Heatly et al., 2017; Hosan 

et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2016; Spilt et al., 2018) have used a teacher-reported TSR measure (the 

Student-Teacher Relationship Scale: Pianta, 1992) and examined both positive and negative 

aspect of TSR (i.e., Closeness and Conflict). Three studies (Archambault et al., 2017; Birch & 

Ladd, 1997; Doumen et al., 2012) reported that Closeness had a greater effect on school 

engagement than did Conflict while sometimes Conflict had a greater effect on school 

engagement than did Closeness, depending on the type of engagement (i.e., behavioral, 
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emotional, or cognitive engagement). For example, Archambault et al. (2017) reported Closeness 

had a greater effect on behavioral engagement than did Conflict while Conflict had a greater 

effect on emotional engagement than did Closeness. However, the trend was not consistent 

among the three studies examining the multiple dimensions of school engagement.  

Several other studies reported that Conflict had a greater effect on student school 

engagement (Heatly et al., 2017; Hosan et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2016). Two studies (Heatly et al., 

2017; Kim et al., 2016) found that only Conflict significantly affected observed behavioral 

engagement. Additionally, Hosan et al. (2017) reported that Conflict, rather than Closeness, more 

strongly affected student-reported behavioral and emotional engagement. 

In contrast, a couple of studies (Cadima et al., 2015; Spilt et al., 2018) reported opposite 

results and found only Closeness to be a significant factor in the level of school engagement. In 

fact, Cadima et al. (2015) reported only Closeness predicted both teacher-reported and observed 

behavioral-cognitive engagement. Spilt et al. (2018), in turn, found Closeness had a significant 

effect on behavioral-cognitive engagement but the effect of Conflict was not significant at all. 

3.1.3.2. Effects of TSR on different dimensions of school engagement 

It might be predicted that emotional engagement would be more responsive to TSR than 

would behavioral or cognitive engagement. In fact, several studies (Archambault et al., 2017; 

Collie et al., 2016; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; van Uden et al., 2014; Wang & Eccles, 2012) report 

that TSR affect emotional engagement more strongly than do other dimensions of school 

engagement. However, examination of studies in which the effect of TSR on emotional 

engagement is greater than that of behavioral or cognitive engagement reveals a pattern: 

Emotional engagement was conceptualized in these studies as affective reactions toward 

classroom-related elements such as classroom activities and teachers.  
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However, other empirical studies reported that emotional engagement is not always 

highly sensitive to TSR and that behavioral engagement is sometimes more impacted by TSR. 

For instance, Archambault et al. (2016) found three times more variance in behavioral 

engagement accounted for by negative TSR than by emotional engagement (i.e., a sense of 

belonging). Birch and Ladd (1997) also found teacher-reported behavioral (i.e., Cooperative 

Participation) and cognitive (i.e., Self-Directedness) engagement were much more explained by 

other variables, including TSR, than was emotional engagement (i.e., School Liking). 

3.1.3.3. Effects of TSR depending on agreement and sources of informants 

Research has demonstrated that the important role of TSR in school engagement. Most 

studies have used only one informant source (i.e., either teachers or students). However, some 

studies have used different informants to measure both TSR and school engagement in that one 

informant reports TSR while another different informant reports school engagement. In Roorda 

et al.’s (2011) meta analytic review, the researchers found a moderating effect of informants in 

the association between TSR and school engagement; when the same informant was used, the 

association was significantly stronger. However, empirical studies have not directly examined 

how different sources of informants impact the association between TSR and school 

engagement. However, because several studies (Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993; Birch & 

Ladd, 1997; Doumen et al., 2012; Furrer & Skinner, 2003) have contrasted the use of both same 

and different informants to measure both TSR and school engagement within the same study, it 

is possible to describe how concordance of informants affect the association. For instance, some 

studies reported insignificant (Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993; Birch & Ladd, 1997) or weak 

(Doumen et al., 2012; Furrer & Skinner, 2003) association when using different informants to 

measure TSR and school engagement. 
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3.1.4. Purpose Statement and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study was to examine the structural associations among positive and 

negative TSR and the three dimensions of school engagement (behavioral, emotional, and 

cognitive engagement) in a sample of Korean upper elementary students. Depending on the 

informants (either teacher or student) used to report TSR or school engagement, four different 

models were used to explore the structure of the association between TSR and school 

engagement. The study was guided by the following three hypotheses: 

• Hypothesis 1: There are different patterns in the association between TSR and school 

engagement depending on the different aspects of TSR (i.e. positive TSR versus negative 

TSR). 

• Hypothesis 2: There are different patterns in the association between TSR and school 

engagement depending on which dimension of engagement was examined (behavioral, 

emotional, or cognitive engagement).  

• Hypothesis 3: The association between TSR and school engagement is stronger when the 

same informant (teacher or student) is used to measure both TSR and school engagement.  

3.2. Method 

3.2.1. Participants 

Data was collected from 230 fifth and sixth grade elementary students along with their 11 

classroom teachers from two public elementary schools located in Seoul, South Korea. Fifth and 

sixth grade students were chosen as participants for three reasons. First, contemporary empirical 

studies have focused on either pre-school children or adolescents (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Baker, 

2006), and not much is known about the association between TSR and students’ outcomes in 

elementary school age groups. The literature also has documented a decline in positive TSR and 
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in school engagement once students enter adolescence (Wang & Eccles, 2012), thus examining 

the association between TSR and school engagement among elementary students before they 

make this transition is of interest. Finally, students in upper elementary school are more likely to 

have the cognitive and emotional maturity to report on their relationships with their teachers and 

on their own school engagement. 

3.2.2. Procedures 

Permission to conduct the current study was requested and granted by the Texas A&M 

University Institutional Review Board (IRB) before beginning the data collection. Following 

this, agreements from the school principals, parental permission, teacher consent, and student 

assent were obtained before conducting the study. Teachers and students each provided 

responses concerning their perceptions of TSR and student school engagement via an online 

survey. The surveys were conducted between December 2017 and February 2018, months that 

fall toward the end of the Korean public-school academic calendar. The end of academic year 

was selected to ensure that teachers had sufficient time to form relationships with individual 

students, as well as to observe behaviors indicative of their students’ school engagement. 

Likewise, conducting the survey at the end of the academic year was expected to allow students 

to develop relationships with their respective teachers and to have ample classroom experiences. 

One 40-minute computer class was utilized for completing the student surveys. As the survey 

pertained to TSR, another teacher supervised the class during the survey to provide a more 

comfortable survey environment for the students. Participating teachers completed the online 

surveys at a time of their own choosing. On average, each participating teacher had 20 to 25 

students in their classroom. 
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3.2.3. Measures 

Two TSR scales and two school engagement scales were utilized for this study. To 

measure TSR, the Student-Teacher Relationship Scale-Short Form (STRS-SF) by Pianta (2001) 

and the Quality of the Student/Teacher Relationship Scale (QSTRS) by Davis (2001) were used. 

To measure school engagement, the Teacher Rating Scale of School Adjustment (TRSS) by 

Birch & Ladd (1997) and the School Engagement Scale (SES) by Fredricks et al. (2004) were 

used. Individual items for each of the scales are presented in Appendix 1. For the current study, 

several items in teacher-reported TSR and teacher-reported school engagement scale were 

excluded due to cross-loading issues. For example, one Conflict item cross-loaded on both 

Conflict and Closeness latent variable. After allowing the item to load on the two latent 

variables, it was revealed the factor loading on Closeness (-.48) was two times greater than the 

factor loading on Conflict (.21), conversely. Thus, the item was eliminated from the original 

scale. Finally, 5 items from the STRS-SF and 2 items from TRSSA were removed for similar 

reasons. Each of the four English scales were translated into Korean. The translation followed a 

back-translation procedure (Lee, Li, Arai, and Puntillo, 2009) and was conducted by the 

researcher as well as a doctoral student who was a bilingual in both Korean and English. 

3.2.4. Data Analysis 

The collected data was screened to ensure its appropriateness for subsequent statistical 

analyses. In the online survey, participants were only allowed to proceed to the next question 

once they had completed the previous question, so there were no missing values for any of the 

individual items. If either a teacher response for a particular student (n=4) or a student survey 

was completely missing (n=24), that student was eliminated from the entire sample. 
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Descriptive statistics including bivariate correlations were computed to examine 

univariate characteristics of the study variables and to identify bivariate relations among the 

study variables. To examine reliability (i.e. internal consistency) and construct validity of the 

measures, Cronbach’s alphas were obtained for each subscale, and confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) was conducted. Four fit indices were used to judge the model fit: Chi-Square Test of 

Model Fit, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 

and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The χ2 is a measure of the discrepancy 

between a proposed model and the data, and the p-value is an indicator of whether the model fits 

the data (Hox, 2010). A good-fit model should have RMSEA of ≤ .06, CFI ≥ .95, and SRMR 

≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Based on both CFI analyses and the modification index in Mplus 

outputs, several items were excluded from the original scales. 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses were run in Mplus 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 

1998-2017) to examine how perceived TSR was associated with the three different dimensions 

of school engagement (i.e., behavioral, emotional, and cognitive). Four structural equation 

models that depended on different informant sources were tested. Multivariate normality was not 

guaranteed, so the Robust Maximum Likelihood (MLR) estimate method was used. The four 

resultant models are presented in Figures 1 to 4. In addition, to see if multilevel analyses should 

be considered, intraclass correlation (ICC) values and design effects were calculated. Due to the 

nested nature of the data set (i.e. students were nested within a classroom or with a classroom 

teacher), the “Type=Complex” option in Mplus, using the teacher as a cluster variable, was 

included. The model fit was judged by the fit indices, which were used for CFA. Standardized 

beta coefficients and explained variances (R2) values were examined. 
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3.3. Results 

3.3.1. Preliminary Analysis 

Descriptive statistics including means, standard deviations, skewness/kurtosis are 

presented in Table 1. Teachers and students both tended to perceive their TSR and student school 

engagement positively. However, the student-perceived cognitive engagement score was low 

when compared to other scores. The bivariate correlations presented in Table 2 indicate expected 

directions among the variables. However, many correlations between teacher-reported variables 

and student-reported variables were either non-significant or weak. 

Information regarding reliability (i.e., internal consistency) is illustrated in Table 3. Items 

in each subscale consistently demonstrated good reliability. The results of CFA for the four 

scales is presented in Table 3 as well. Fit indices showed that the assessments validly measured 

the two main constructs from both teachers’ and students’ perception. 
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Table 5 Means, standard deviations, and skewness/kurtosis 

 Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Closeness 3.79 .84 -.34 -.87 

Conflict 1.43 .73 1.87 2.74 

P-TSR 4.34 .73 -1.32 1.46 

N-TSR 2.02 .87 .90 .52 

T-BE 4.42 .75 -1.52 1.98 

T-EE 4.33 .65 -1.10 1.24 

T-CE 4.08 1.02 -1.11 .45 

S-BE 3.98 .68 -.74 .76 

S-EE 4.15 .78 -.99 .49 

S-CE 3.30 .77 -.14 -.12 

Note. P-TSR = student-reported positive teacher-student relationship; 

N-TSR = student-reported negative teacher-student relationship; TBE = 

teacher-reported behavioral engagement; TEE = teacher-reported 

emotional engagement; TCE = teacher-reported cognitive engagement; 

SBE = student-reported behavioral engagement; SEE = student-reported 

emotional engagement; SCE = student-reported cognitive engagement. 

 

 

 

Table 6 Bivariate correlations among variables 

 
Closenes

s 
Conflict T-BE T-EE T-CE P-TSR N-TSR S-BE S-EE 

Closenes

s 
1         

Conflict -.25** 1        

T-BE .43** -.69** 1       

T-EE .42** -.53** .48** 1      

T-CE .26** -.51** .65** .33** 1     

P-TSR .35** -.14** .21** .12** .14** 1    

N-TSR -.17** .02** -.06*** .03** -.03** -.67** 1   

S-BE .10** -.35** .36** .19** .47** .13** -.06** 1  

S-EE .17** -.12** .08** .28** .23** .37** -.27** .41** 1 

S-CE .17** -.23** .23** .08** .39** .21** -.13** .53** .40** 

Note. P-TSR = student-reported positive teacher-student relationship; N-TSR = student-reported 

negative teacher-student relationship; TBE = teacher-reported behavioral engagement; TEE = 

teacher-reported emotional engagement; TCE = teacher-reported cognitive engagement; SBE = 

student-reported behavioral engagement; SEE = student-reported emotional engagement; SCE = 

student-reported cognitive engagement. *p < .05 ** p < .01  
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Table 7 Reliability and validity of scales 

Measure Chi-Square Test RMSEA CFI SRMR Overall Fit Subscales 

(# of items) 

Cronbach’s 

α 

STRS-SF χ2 (34) = 73.89, 

p < .001 

.071 

 

.953 .056 

 

Fair/Good Closeness 

(5) 

.89 

Conflict (5) .90 

QSTRS χ2 (8) = 13.15, 

p = .11 

.053 .987 

 

.034 Good P-TSR (3) .82 

N-TSR (3) .72 

TRSSA 

 

χ2 (24) = 39.60, 

p = .024 

.053 .983 .063 Good T-BE (3) .89 

T-EE (3) .83 

T-CE (3) .93 

SES 

 

χ2 (148) = 243.90, 

p < .001 

.053 .924 .064 Fair fit S-BE (5) .78 

S-BE (6) .87 

S-CE (8) .80 

Note. P-TSR = student-reported positive TSR; N-TSR = student reported negative TSR; T-BE = 

teacher-reported behavioral engagement; T-EE = teacher-reported emotional engagement; T-CE 

= teacher-reported cognitive engagement; S-BE = student reported behavioral engagement; S-EE 

= student-reported emotional engagement; S-CE = student -reported cognitive engagement. 

 

3.3.2. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analysis 

Design effect values for each subscale were greater than 2, indicating a need for 

multilevel analyses (Hox & Mass, 2002; Lai & Kwok, 2015). To analyze the multilevel data (i.e., 

Level 1 = individual student, Level 2 = classroom teacher), a design-based SEM approach (Hox 

& Mass, 2001; Stapleton, 2006; Wu & Kwok, 2012; Muthén & Satorra; 1995) was used. This 

means a single-level SEM was specified with robust standard error. Thus, the “Type = Complex” 

option was entered in Mplus input to account for the nested nature of the data set instead of 

conducting a multilevel SEM analysis. Depending on the informant of both the TSR and school 

engagement measure, four different structural models were set. Model 1 and Model 2 used the 

same informant to measure both TSR and school engagement. For Model 1, teacher-reported 

measures were used and for Model 2, student-reported measures were used. For Model 3, 

teacher-reported TSR and student-reported school engagement information was used. For Model 
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4, the reverse reporting (i.e., student-reported TSR and teacher-reported school engagement) was 

used. 

3.3.2.1. Model 1 

The teacher-reported positive TSR (i.e., Closeness) was significantly and positively 

correlated with behavioral engagement (r = .43), emotional engagement (r = .42), and cognitive 

engagement (r = .26). On the other hand, the teacher-reported negative TSR (i.e., Conflict) was 

significantly and negatively correlated with behavioral engagement (r = -.69), emotional 

engagement (r = -.53), and cognitive engagement (r = -.51). Overall, correlations of Conflict with 

the three dimensions of school engagement were stronger than were correlations with Closeness. 

However, bivariate correlations at the observed variable level were attenuated when all 

TSR and school engagement latent variables were included in Model 1. Model 1, in which 

teachers reported both TSR and school engagement, showed a fair fit to the data: x2 (142) = 304, 

p < .001, RMSEA = .070, CFI =.928, SRMR =.074. Closeness and Conflict had an effect on the 

three dimensions of school engagement as expected directions based on the bivariate 

correlations. However, not all paths from the TSR to the school engagement latent variables were 

significant. Specifically, cognitive engagement was not affected by Closeness. For all three 

dimensions of school engagement, Conflict had a stronger impact than Closeness (β = .27 vs. 

-.70, .37 vs. -.41, nonsignificant vs. -.52, respectively for behavioral engagement, emotional 

engagement, and cognitive engagement). However, for emotional engagement, the effect of 

Closeness and Conflict was similar. Additionally, the effect of TSR was the greatest on 

behavioral engagement. Overall, the teacher-perceived dyadic TSR explained 66% of variance in 

behavioral engagement, 38% in emotional engagement, and 32% in cognitive engagement. 
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Overall, TSR accounted for more variance in behavioral engagement than it did for emotional 

engagement or cognitive engagement. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2 Model 1-The association between teacher-reported TSR and teacher-reported school 

engagement. T_BE = teacher-reported behavioral engagement; T_EE = teacher-reported 

emotional engagement; T_CE = teacher-reported cognitive engagement 

 

 

 

 

3.3.2.2. Model 2 

Both student-reported positive TSR (P-TSR) and negative TSR (N-TSR) were 

significantly correlated with only emotional engagement and cognitive engagement. Behavioral 

engagement was not significantly correlated with TSR at all. Bivariate correlations among 
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student-reported TSR and school engagement variables were weaker than were those among 

teacher-reported TSR and school engagement variables.  

Model 2, in which students reported their relationship with their teacher and their own 

school engagement, showed a fair to good fit to the data: χ2 (263) = 383.82, p < .001, RMSEA 

= .045, CFI = .936, SRMR = .061. However, in Model 2 only P-TSR had a significant effect on 

emotional engagement (β = .65), while all other paths were non-significant. Also, explained 

variances in both behavioral and cognitive engagement were not significantly accounted for by 

TSR, while 19% of the variance in emotional engagement was significantly explained by TSR. 

Since the bivariate correlation between P-TSR and N-TSR was -.67 (p < .01), and the 

intercorrelation between P-TSR and N-TSR latent variable was -.89, this might suggest a 

multicollinearity issue. Thus, two separate submodels which examined P-TSR and then N-TSR 

in isolation were run to see if additional significant associations could be detected. 

Model 2-1, which included only P- TSR as a predictor, showed a fair to good fit to the 

data: χ2 (201) = 306.08, p < .001, RMSEA = .048, CFI = .931, SRMR = .064. Although P- TSR 

significantly explained emotional engagement (β = .42, p < .001) and cognitive engagement (β 

= .25, p = .012), as was the case with Model 2’s explained variances, P-TSR accounted for 

variance in only emotional engagement (17%). P-TSR did not explain variances of the other two 

dimensions: behavioral engagement and cognitive engagement. 

In Model 2-2, only N-TSR was included as a predictor. This model also showed a fair to 

good fit to the data: χ2 (201) = 309.355, p < .001, RMSEA = .048, CFI = .927, SRMR = .061. 

However, variance in only emotional engagement (10%) was significantly explained by N-TSR. 

Variance in behavioral and cognitive engagement were not significantly explained by N-TSR 

while N-TSR significantly affected both emotional engagement (β = -.31, p < .001) and cognitive 
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engagement (β = -.21, p = .006). In sum, Model 2, Model 2-1, and Model 2-2 found only 

emotional engagement to be significantly explained by both P-TSR and N-TSR. These results 

did not align with the hypothesis that the association between TSR and school engagement 

would be strong when the two latent variables were reported by the same informant. However, it 

is noticeable that TSR and emotional engagement is the most proximal when students self-

reported both their TSR and school engagement. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3 Model 2-The association between student-reported TSR and school engagement. S_BE 

= student-reported behavioral engagement; S_EE = student-reported emotional engagement; 

S_CE = student-reported cognitive engagement; P-TSR = positive teacher-student relationship; 

N-TSR = negative teacher-student relationship 
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3.3.2.3. Model 3 

Bivariate correlations among teacher-reported TSR variables and student-reported school 

engagement variables generally indicated weak correlations (r = .17 to -.35), and some 

correlations were non-significant. Correlations of Conflict with both behavioral and cognitive 

engagement were greater than that of the Closeness. The correlation between Conflict and 

emotional engagement was not significant while correlation between Closeness and emotional 

engagement was significant (r = .17). 

Model 3, which utilized teacher-reported TSR and student-reported school engagement, 

showed a fair to good fit to the data: χ2 (365) = 533.01, p < .001, RMSEA = .045, CFI =.933 

SRMR =.065. When examining the path coefficients, Closeness significantly affected only 

cognitive engagement and Conflict significantly affected both behavioral engagement and 

cognitive engagement. However, TSR only significantly explained variance in cognitive 

engagement, and the proportion was small (8%). In sum, when teacher reported the TSR and 

student reported their own school engagement, only cognitive engagement was meaningfully 

explained by TSR. 
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Figure 4 Model 3-The association between teacher-reported TSR and student-reported school 

engagement. S_BE = student-report behavioral engagement; S_EE: student-reported emotional 

engagement; S_CE: student-reported cognitive engagement 

 

 

 

3.3.2.4. Model 4 

Student-reported TSR was only correlated with student-reported emotional engagement 

and cognitive engagement. Students’ behavioral engagement was not related to their both 

positive and negative TSR. 

Model 4, which used student-reported TSR and teacher-reported school engagement 

showed a good fit: χ2 (80) = 114.28, p = .007, RMSEA = .043, CFI =.980, SRMR =.052. 

However, no significant variance in any of the three dimensions of school engagement was 

explained by TSR. Furthermore, only one path from P-TSR to emotional engagement was 

marginally significant (β = .72, p = .044).  
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As with Model 2, given a very strong intercorrelation between P- TSR and N-TSR at both 

observed and latent variable level, two separate submodels depicting different aspects of TSR as 

a predictor were run. However, no portion of variance in any dimension of school engagement 

was significantly explained by either P-TSR or N-TSR.  

From Model 4 results, it can be concluded that no significant association was present 

between TSR and school engagement when different sources of informants were used to assess 

TSR and school engagement. These non-significant results were unexpected as several previous 

studies which employed different informants to measure TSR and school engagement did find 

significant associations. 
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Figure 5 Model 4-The association between student-reported TSR and teacher-reported school 

engagement. P-TSR = positive teacher-student relationship; N-TSR = negative teacher-student 

relationship; T_BE = teacher-reported behavioral engagement; T_EE = teacher-reported 

emotional engagement; T_CE = teacher-reported cognitive engagement 

 

 

 

3.4. Discussion 

This study examined the association between TSR and school engagement and makes 

several contributions to previous scholarship in this area. First, this study explored the effects of 

using different informants when reporting TSR and school engagement. Prior research 

predominantly used single-source informants, potentially biasing the findings (Roorda et al., 

2011). Second, in this study, all three dimensions of school engagement were simultaneously 

explored in a single model. The majority of previous studies have either examined behavioral 

engagement in isolation or only emotional engagement and behavioral engagement (Fredricks et 
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al., 2004). Third, a Korean sample was utilized, in contrast to most existing studies on TSR and 

school engagement that have been conducted on North American or European samples. 

Applying these measures to a new population with a distinct TSR culture addresses a gap in the 

literature that, until now, has been largely unexplored. 

The first hypothesis for this study was that there would be different patterns in the 

association between TSR and school engagement depending on the different aspects of TSR (i.e., 

positive TSR versus negative TSR). This study detected different patterns in the association 

between TSR and school engagement depending on the two different aspects of TSR (positive 

versus negative). For instance, in Model 1, Conflict had a strong influence on all three 

dimensions of school engagement. In Model 2, only P-TSR (i.e., student-reported positive TSR) 

affected emotional engagement while N-TSR (i.e., student-reported negative TSR) did not 

present any effect on all three dimensions of school engagement. In Model 3, only Conflict 

significantly affected both behavioral and cognitive engagement. Depending on the models, 

positive TSR and negative TSR differently affected school engagement. Thus, hypothesis 1 was 

supported by the study findings.  

The second hypothesis for this study was that there would be different patterns in the 

association between TSR and school engagement depending on which dimension of engagement 

was examined (i.e., behavioral, emotional, or cognitive engagement). This study found one 

general pattern: TSR played a different role across the different domains of school engagement. 

Specifically, in Model 1, more variance in behavioral engagement was explained by TSR when 

compared to emotional and cognitive engagement. In Model 2, only emotional engagement was 

significantly explained by TSR. Thus, hypothesis 2 regarding different impacts of TSR on the 

three dimensions of engagement can be supported. 
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The third hypothesis for this study was that the association between TSR and school 

engagement would be stronger with the same informant for measuring both TSR and school 

engagement. This hypothesis was partially supported by the findings. Initially, it was 

hypothesized that the association between TSR and school engagement would be stronger when 

using the same informant compared to using different informants. However, Model 2’s result 

was not consistent with this hypothesis. Student reported both TSR and school engagement, but 

only one path was statistically significant: Emotional engagement, only, was explained by the P-

TSR, with a small amount of explained variance, while behavioral or cognitive engagement were 

not explained. However, this hypothesis was supported by Models 3 and 4, in that the variance in 

each school engagement dimension was either not accounted for or only a small portion of 

variance was accounted for by TSR when different informants were used. Thus, in sum, 

Hypothesis 3 was partly supported by the findings. 

3.4.1. Implications for Research and Practice 

With respect to measurement of the two latent variables (i.e., TSR and school 

engagement), several items were not used to maintain good construct validity. Particularly, two 

teacher-reported scales had cross-loading issues. This was surprising because the teacher-

reported TSR scale (i.e., STRS-SF) is a validated measure in several languages (e.g., Drugli et 

al., 2013; Fraire et al., 2013; Koomen et al., 2012; Milatx et al., 2014; Settani et al., 2015; 

Solheim et al., 2012; Tsigilis et al., 2008). This might suggest a difference in Korean samples 

regarding interpersonal relationships. Furthermore, the cross-loadings in the teacher-reported 

school engagement scale (i.e., TRSSA) may be revealing the cloudy distinctions among 

dimensions of teacher-reported school engagement. Because teachers only can extrapolate 
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students’ emotional and cognitive engagement from observing student behaviors, the distinction 

between behavioral engagement and emotional/cognitive engagement may be unclear. 

Teacher-reported and student-reported TSR and school engagement measures have been 

used interchangeably in the literature. However, findings from this investigation indicate 

different associations emerge depending on the informant source (i.e. teachers or students). Thus, 

when examining these constructs, researchers should clearly indicate informant sources used in 

their studies. This informant effect should be addressed in review studies as well. Reviews which 

aggregate studies using different informant sources to synthesize findings risk an “apples and 

oranges” issue of comparing measures which are fundamentally different. 

Teacher-reported and student-reported measures were assumed to measure the same trait; 

however, the scales used in this study did not parallel each other. Instead of employing 

multimethod approaches, this study examined four different models depending on different 

sources of information on TSR and school engagement. Thus, including TSR and school 

engagement constructs with different informants in one model simultaneously to examine the 

associations would be of interest. 

Additionally, examining differences between teacher- and student-perceptions of TSR 

and school engagement is a topic for future investigation. Doumen et al. (2012) investigated 

cross-informant concordance between observers and teachers in their perception on TSR quality 

and found a low cross-informant concordance. 

Findings from this study have implications for practice. Teacher perceptions and student 

perceptions on TSR and school engagement were different. However, in education practice, 

classroom management is typically viewed only from teachers’ perspective. There is an 

imperative to view classroom management also from students’ perspectives. Students’ 
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misbehaviors in class, aloofness toward school, or lack of self-regulative learning might be 

linked to negative TSR. Examining ways in which teachers may improve their TSR with students 

may, indirectly, also improve student behavior and contribute to a better classroom environment. 

This study also found negative TSR to have a more powerful effect on school 

engagement than did positive TSR. As teachers lead classrooms with many students, it is 

possible teachers have the tendency to overlook some students. Students who have negative TSR 

and also low level of school engagement can be ignored unintentionally by a classroom teacher. 

This study implies students with negative TSR are vulnerable in terms of their school 

engagement. Thus, teachers need to consciously pay more attention to students with whom have 

conflictual TSR as improving TSR may lead to better academic attitudes and outcomes. 

3.4.2. Limitations and Future Research Direction 

In the current study, no other possible relevant covariates were included, although 

classroom- or teacher-level variance was controlled to reflect the nested nature of the sample. 

Thus, there could be overestimated results in the associations among TSR and school 

engagement latent variables in this study. Future research is needed to address covariates such as 

those related to child, family, and teacher to explain the association between TSR and school 

engagement. 

Only the influence of TSR on student engagement were examined in this study. There is 

another interpersonal relationship to examine with respect to student engagement at school: peer 

relationships. A study examining the joint effect of TSR and peer relationships at school (Léon & 

Liew, 2017) pointed that not all students develop positive, close TSR. Facilitating peer 

relationships and school belongingness might be an alternative path to enhancing students’ well-
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being at school and academic performance. Thus, models including the influence of peer 

relationships to student school engagement would be a valuable addition to the literature.  
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4. THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN TEACHER-STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS AND 

SCHOOL ENGAGEMENT: GENDER DIFFERENCES 

 

4.1. Introduction 

Children develop behaviorally, emotionally, and cognitively through the formation 

interpersonal relationships with their teachers at school (Verschueren, 2015). Pianta et al. (2012) 

argues that the quality of teacher-student relationships (TSR) is fundamental to understanding 

school engagement. The literature on TSR suggests that a caring and supportive classroom 

environment can facilitate school engagement (Connell & Wellborn, 1991), and a number of 

studies evidence that teacher-reported TSR are significantly associated with students’ school 

engagement (Archambault et al., 2013; Birch & Ladd, 1997; Cadima et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 

2012; Hughes, 2011; Skinner et al., 1993; Spilt et al., 2018; Tsai et al., 2012). Among these 

studies, four (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Cadima et al., 2015; Doumen et al., 2012; Spilt et al., 2018) 

used the same scales to measure both TSR (i.e., Student-Teacher Relationship Scale: Pianta, 

1992) and students’ school engagement (i.e., Teacher-Rating Scale of School Adjustment: Birch 

& Ladd, 1997). These four studies showed that TSR were significantly related to both students’ 

behavioral engagement (i.e., Cooperative Participation) (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Doumen et al., 

2012) and cognitive engagement (i.e., Self-Directedness) (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Cadima et al., 

2015; Doumen et al., 2012; Spilt et al., 2018) in the classroom. Other studies, which used 

different scales from the four studies above to assess TSR and school engagement, also found 

students’ school engagement to be affected by TSR (Archambault et al., 2013; Hughes, 2011; 

Skinner et al., 1993; Tsai et al., 2012). However, none of these studies examined how gender 

affected the association between TSR and school engagement. 
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4.1.1. Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR) 

Two theoretical frameworks of child development have primarily guided studies on TSR 

in classrooms; attachment theory and self-system processes theory/self-determination theory 

(Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012; Verschueren, 2015). These theories concentrate on affective TSR 

elements such as warmness, care, attunement, responsiveness, and support (Decker et al., 200; 

Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012; Portilla et al., 2014) as antecedents to students’ academic 

motivation and engagement. Generally, studies employing attachment theory have focused on 

teacher-perceived TSR while studies employing self-system processes theory/self-determination 

theory have focused on students’ perception of their relationships with their teachers.  

Research suggests that TSR play critical roles in students’ outcomes at school and in 

various developmental areas (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Murray, 2009; Pianta et al., 2012). In most 

studies, the quality of TSR has been positioned as a predictor of subsequent outcomes (Collie et 

al., 2016). It is argued that when students experience secure attachments and positive interactions 

with their teachers, they interact positively with the academic environment (Collie et al., 2016; 

Decker et al., 2007; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011; Wentzel, 2010). Many studies have 

shown that TSR affect students’ behavioral and academic gains (Hamre & Pianta, 2001), 

prosocial attitudes (Birch & Ladd, 1997), academic motivation (Ryan et al., 1994), and school 

engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). 

4.1.2. School Engagement 

To date, school engagement has been examined as a multidimensional construct that 

includes behavioral, emotional, and cognitive components (Collie et al., 2016; Fredricks et al., 

2004; van Uden et al., 2013; Wang & Eccles, 2012; Wang & Eccles, 2013). A multidimensional 

conceptualization of school engagement allows for better understanding of the association 
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between TSR and school engagement as different factors influence the three dimensions of 

school engagement differentially (e.g., Hosan & Hoglund, 2017; Wang & Eccles, 2012). 

In most TSR research, behavioral engagement refers to learning involvement, for 

example, asking questions and contributing to class discussion. In a few studies, behavioral 

engagement refers to positive student conduct such as following rules, adhering to classroom 

norms, and the absence of disruptive behaviors (e.g., Tsai et al., 2012; van Uden et al., 2013; 

Wang & Eccles, 2012). Emotional engagement generally refers to affective reactions toward 

school, classroom, and teachers (e.g., Collie et al., 2016; Raufelder et al., 2013; Yang et al., 

2018) and a sense of belonging (e.g., Archambault et al., 2016; Chiu et al., 2012; Wang & 

Eccles, 2012). Cognitive engagement has been defined in two ways: Through examining 

psychological investment in learning (e.g., Collie et al., 2016; van Uden et al., 2014; Yang et al., 

2018) such as effort, attention, and persistence, and through examining usage of self-regulative 

learning strategies (e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2013). 

School engagement has been recognized as a salient predictor of a wide range of 

schooling outcomes (Appleton et al., 2008). However, school engagement also can be 

conceptualized as an indicator of learning outcomes across academic, social-emotional, and 

behavioral domains (Reschly & Christenson, 2012). Researchers are increasingly recognizing 

engagement as a relevant outcome of academic achievement (Cadima et al., 2015; Finn & 

Zimmer, 2012). Thus, school engagement deserves closer examination as an important academic 

outcome in its own right (Quin, 2017), and as a critical outcome of schooling (Furrer & Skinner, 

2003).  
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4.1.3. Gender Differences in the Association between TSR and School Engagement 

Studies report girls tend to have a more positive TSR (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Furrer & 

Skinner, 2003; Skinner et al., 2008) while boys are more likely to have negative TSR (Birch & 

Ladd, 1997; De Laet et al., 2015). Studies have also indicated that girls have better school 

engagement when compared to boys. Specifically, teachers report that girls are more 

behaviorally (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Léon &Liew, 2017) and emotionally 

engaged in the classroom (Birch & Ladd, 1997; Furrer & Skinner, 2003). In addition, studies 

generally report girls as having higher behavioral engagement (Archambault et al., 2017; De 

Laet et al., 2015; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012), higher 

cognitive engagement (Wang & Eccles, 2012; Yang et al., 2018), and higher emotional 

engagement (Archambault et al., 2017; Chiu et al., 2012; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Skinner et al., 

2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012) when compared to boys. However, van Uden et al. (2014) reported 

that gender was not associated with students’ school engagement and Yang et al. (2018) reported 

that girls had lower emotional engagement than did boys.  

One reason why gender effects in the association between TSR and school engagement 

are not yet clear is because findings from existent studies have not been consistent. For example, 

one study (Archambault et al., 2017) found having a warm and caring relationship with a teacher 

was more beneficial for behavioral engagement in girls. However, another study (Furrer & 

Skinner, 2003) found that engagement in girls was not more influenced by positive TSR. On the 

other hand, the effect of negative TSR may be more pronounced for boys. Archambault et al. 

(2017) found that boys appeared more susceptible to negative TSR. Specifically, boys with more 

conflictual relationships with their teacher demonstrated decreased emotional engagement, while 

girls maintained the same level of emotional engagement, regardless of their level of conflict 
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with their teacher. However, another study by Archambault et al. (2016) indicated that negative 

TSR was only associated with girls’ emotional engagement. Other studies have showed no 

significant gender differences in the association between TSR and school engagement (De Laet 

et al., 2015; Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012; Wang & Eccles, 2013). In sum, the role 

gender plays in the association between TSR and school engagement is somewhat ambiguous in 

the existing research. 

Another reason the gender effects on TSR and school engagement are not clear is that 

most studies have conducted analyses of moderation effects or interaction effects (e.g., 

Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Rimm-Kaufman et 

al., 2015; Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012). Thus, these studies were not able to report 

specific gender differences in the association. Two studies (De Laet et al., 2015; Wang & Eccles, 

2013) which did employ multigroup analyses found mean differences between genders but 

neither found differences in the effect of TSR on school engagement.  

4.1.4. The Current Study 

To address inconsistencies found in previous studies, this study focused on gender 

differences in the association between TSR and school engagement. While previous research on 

gender effects has pursued an analysis of moderation or interaction effects, this study examined 

specific differences in the structural associations using multigroup structural equation modeling 

(MGSEM). Also, given the mixed results found in previous studies, this study adapted a general 

hypothesis. Examined was the effect of positive and negative TSR on three dimensions of school 

engagement, each differentiated by gender.  
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4.2. Method 

4.2.1. Participants 

Most studies investigating the association between TSR and school engagement have 

been conducted on North American or European samples. Conversely, this study sample was 

from two public elementary schools in Seoul, South Korea. Participants were 258 students and 

their 11 classroom teachers. Teachers reported information for each student in their classroom, 

including their relationship with the student and their perception of that student’s level of school 

engagement. Data for four students were not provided, therefore the final sample size used for 

analysis was 254. 

Students were all in 5th or 6th grade classes in South Korea. Nine classes were 6th grade 

and two were 5th grade. Students’ ages ranged from 10 to 12 years at the time data was collected. 

133 of the participants were boys and 121 were girls. The ages of the teachers ranged from 23 to 

46 years. One teacher was male while the other ten were female. Years of teaching experience 

ranged from 2 years to 18 years (M = 6.63 years). Eight teachers possessed a bachelor’s degree 

while the remaining three teachers held a master’s degree. All of the students and teachers were 

Korean. 

4.2.2. Procedures 

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

at Texas A&M University. Before starting data collection, parental permission, student assent, 

and teacher consent forms were collected. Both teachers and students then provided responses to 

an online survey concerning their perceptions on TSR and students’ school engagement. One 40-

minute computer class was utilized to collect the student online survey. As the survey contained 

questions about the classroom teacher, a different teacher supervised the conduction of the 
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survey and the regular classroom teacher was not present. Teachers participated in their online 

surveys during a time of their own choosing.  

4.2.3. Measures 

One teacher-reported TSR scale (the Student-Teacher Relationship Scale-Short Form: 

STRS-SF, Pianta, 2001) and one teacher-reported school engagement scale (the Teacher Rating 

Scale-School Adjustment: TRSSA, Birch & Ladd, 1997) were used for the teacher version online 

survey. 

4.2.3.1. TSR 

The STRS-SF was used to measure teachers’ perception of their relationships with their 

individual students. The STRS-SF consists of two subscales: Closeness and Conflict. The 

number of items in the original scale totaled seven for the Closeness subscale and eight for the 

Conflict subscale. However, three items from each subscale were chosen for subsequent analyses 

in this study. These items were selected based on factor loadings and the modification index in 

Mplus output. Specifically, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the original scale presented 

cross-loading issues. Items which cross-loaded on both constructs (i.e., Closeness and Conflict) 

were deleted. Next, after conducting measurement invariance analyses with the shortened scale, 

scalar- or strong- level of measurement invariance was not achieved. When scales are used 

across different groups, measurement invariance is assumed: The scales measure a latent trait in 

the same manner across the groups (Kim & Yoon, 2011). If an item in this scale functions 

differently between boys and girls, then group differences in TSR can be misleading. Thus, 

several items were removed. Finally, with the truncated scale, Cronbach’s alphas for the two 

subscales were .90 for the Closeness subscale and .98 for the Conflict subscale. Confirmatory 

factor analyses (CFI) model fit indices indicated a good construct validity of the resultant six 
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item measure (i.e., RMSEA = .066, CFI = .99, SRMR = .037). Four fit indices were used to 

judge the model fit: Chi-Square Test of Model Fit, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). 

The χ2 is a measure of the discrepancy between a proposed model and the data, and the p-value is 

an indicator of whether the model fits the data (Hox, 2010). A good-fit model should have 

RMSEA of ≤ .06, CFI ≥ .95, and SRMR ≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 

4.2.3.2. School engagement 

The TRSSA was used to measure how teachers perceived the school engagement of 

individual students. The TRSSA included three subscales: Cooperative Participation (i.e., 

behavioral engagement), Self-Directedness (i.e., cognitive engagement), and School Liking (i.e., 

emotional engagement). Three items from the Cooperative Participation subscale and two items 

from the Self-Directedness and School Liking subscale (a total of seven items) were used in the 

subsequent analysis for this study. As the case of TSR scale, four items from the school 

engagement scale were excluded for the same reasons: cross-loading issue and measurement 

variance between the gender groups. Internal consistency and CFA model fit showed that this 

seven-item measure was reliable and valid. Cronbach’s alphas for the three subscales were .88 

(behavioral engagement), .74 (emotional engagement), and .92 (cognitive engagement). In 

addition, fit indices for these measures were RMSEA= 0, CFI= 1, and SRMR = .10. 

4.2.4. Data Analysis 

First, the collected data was screened to ensure appropriateness for subsequent statistical 

analyses and missing data was addressed. Second, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations 

were computed to identify univariate characteristics, the normality of distribution, and bivariate 

relationships among the variables. Third, intraclass correlations (ICC) and design effect were 
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calculated to decide if a multi-level analysis was necessary since students were clustered by 

classroom (i.e. a classroom teacher). Fourth, to check internal consistency and construct validity 

of the measures, Cronbach’s alphas were calculated, and CFA were conducted. Thus, fifth, 

measurement invariance was tested through multiple hierarchical models. In the configural 

model, the number of latent and observable variables and the paths from latent to observed 

variables were found to be the same for boys and girls. In the metric model, factor loadings were 

constrained to be the same between the two groups. In the scalar model, in addition to the 

previous constraints, intercepts were set to be the same across the groups. To judge the model 

differences, Δ χ2 and Δ CFI were used. Sixth, MGSEM analyses were conducted by using the 

“Grouping” option in Mplus software to examine if the associations varied by gender and, if so, 

where these variations existed.  

4.3. Results 

4.3.1. Preliminary Analyses 

 Descriptive statistics in Table 1 show that teachers tended to assess both their 

relationships with students and their students’ school engagement positively. Both variables were 

normally distributed. As found in previous studies, teachers reported having a closer and less 

conflictual relationship with girls, as well as more positive engagement with girls when 

compared to boys. Bivariate correlations presented in Table 2 indicate expected directions 

among the variables. A negative correlation was found between Closeness and Conflict, a 

positive correlation between Closeness and each type of engagement, a negative correlation 

between Conflict and each type of engagement, and positive correlations amongst all three 

dimensions of school engagement. Design effect values for each subscale were greater than 2 

(Table 3). This result indicated a need for multilevel analyses (Hox & Mass, 2001; Wu & Kwok, 
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2012). In this study, the “Type = Complex” option in Mplus was used to account for and control 

for the nested nature of the data set. 

 

 

 

Table 8 Descriptive statistics 

Variable Total (n=254) Skewness 

 

Kurtosis Boys 

(n=133) 

Girls 

(n=121) 

Gender t 

Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

Closeness 3.48 (1.02) -.3  -0.9 3.33 (1.00) 3.64 (1.03) -2.40* 

Conflict 1.49 (.82) 1.9  2.8 1.65 (.96) 1.31 (0.57) 3.38** 

BE 4.42 (.74) -1.5  1.9 4.22 (.84) 4.63 (.54) -2.54*** 

EE  4.35 (.67) -1.1  1.0 4.26 (.71) 4.46 (.61) -2.39* 

CE 4.23 (.99) -1.3  1.1 4.04 (1.10) 4.43 (.80) -3.23** 

Note. BE = behavioral engagement; EE = emotional engagement; CE = cognitive engagement; 

All scales range from 1 (definitely does not apply) to 5 (definitely applies); * p < .05. ** p < .01. 

*** p < .001. 

 

 

 

Table 9 Bivariate correlations  

Variable Closeness Conflict BE EE 

Closeness 1 - - - 

Conflict -.19 1 - - 

BE .36 -.66 1 - 

EE .34 -.50 .47 1 

CE .21 -.51 .63 .33 

Note. BE = behavioral engagement; EE = emotional engagement; 

CE = cognitive engagement; All correlations are significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).  
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Table 10 Intraclass correlations (ICC) and design effect 

  ICC Design Effect 

Closeness .26 6.70 

Conflict .20 5.31 

BE .27 6.93 

EE .27 6.99 

CE .11 3.39 

Note. BE = behavioral engagement; EE = emotional engagement; 

CE = cognitive engagement 

 

  



 

82 

 

4.3.2. Measurement Invariance and Multiple-Group Structural Equation Modeling 

(MGSEM) 

 The model fit of configural-, metric-, and scalar-level measurement invariance model 

for both TSR and school engagement scale was good (see Table 5). In addition, there were no 

statistical differences among the measurement invariance models. Measurement invariance was 

reached at scalar-level (strong-level), which is the necessary condition in order to conduct 

subsequent MGSEM (Meredith, 1993; Cheung & Rensvold; 2002). Specifically, the chi-square 

difference and change in CFI indicated that no difference among the measurement invariance 

models (see Tables 5 and 6). 

 

 

 

Table 11 Measurement invariance of TSR scale 

Model 𝜒2 RMSEA CFI SRMR Δ 𝜒2 Δ CFI 

Configural 𝜒2 (16) = 30.58 

p = .02 

.08 .98 0.04 -  

Metric 𝜒2 (20) = 34.74 p 

= .02 

.07 .98 0.05 Δ 𝜒2 (4) = 4.17 

p = .38 

0 

Scalar 𝜒2 (24) = 38.22 p 

= .03 

.06 

 

.98 0.05 Δ 𝜒2 (4) = 3.48  

p = .48 

0 

 

 

 

 

Table 12 Measurement invariance of school Engagement scale 

Model 𝜒2 RMSEA CFI SRMR Δ 𝜒2 Δ CFI 

Configural 𝜒2 (22) = 26.69 

p=.22 

.04 .99 .02 - - 

Metric 𝜒2 (26) = 34.93 

p =.11 

.05 .99 .05 Δ 𝜒2 (4) = 8.24 

p = .08 

.01 

Scalar 𝜒2 (30) = 39.66 

p =.11 

.05 .99 .06 Δ 𝜒2 (4) = 4.73 

p = .32 

0 
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It was assumed that factor loadings and intercepts of the observable items were the same 

across the two gender groups. Drawing on this assumption, MGSEM analysis was conducted to 

discover any salient differences between the gender groups and parameter estimates were then 

compared. 

B values (unstandardized beta coefficients) were used to compare differences in the 

structural model between boys and girls. B values are calculated on the assumptions of the scalar 

measurement invariance model, unlike β values (standardized beta coefficients) (Kline, 2016). 

The B coefficients, factor correlations, and residual variances are displayed in Figure 1 and 2. 

Overall, for behavioral engagement, Conflict had a greater effect on behavioral 

engagement than did Closeness for both boys and girls.  

For emotional engagement, both boys and girls showed similar outcomes. Closeness was 

not a significant predictor in either gender and Conflict was the only significant predictor for 

emotional engagement in both genders. 

In associations of TSR with behavioral engagement and emotional engagement, two 

trends were found. First, Conflict affected students’ engagement more strongly than did 

Closeness, regardless of students’ gender. Second, for boys, the effect of Conflict on behavioral 

engagement was more noticeable, while for girls, the effect of Conflict on emotional engagement 

was more noticeable. 

Measures of students’ cognitive engagement demonstrated interesting outcomes. Neither 

Closeness nor Conflict were associated with female students’ cognitive engagement. However, 

male students’ cognitive engagement was significantly associated with their TSR. As with 

behavioral and emotional engagement, the effect of the negative TSR was more apparent in boys 

than was the effect of the positive TSR on boy’s cognitive engagement. 
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Likewise, latent variable correlations demonstrated interesting outcomes. Emotional 

engagement was not significantly correlated with behavioral engagement or with cognitive 

engagement. However, behavioral engagement and cognitive engagement were significantly 

correlated, with the correlation being stronger for boys (.59) than it was for girls (.38). The factor 

correlation between Closeness and Conflict also showed a difference between genders. In boys, 

Closeness and Conflict were moderately correlated (-.28). For girls, however, the correlation was 

not statistically significant. 

With respect to latent variable means, girls had a closer TSR by .31-points when 

compared to boys. Boys reported much more conflictual TSR (.72 points).  

In terms of the explained variance of each of the dimensions of school engagement (R2), 

several differences were found between boys and girls. First, for the behavioral engagement 

dimension, TSR explained more variance in boys. Specifically, 65% of the variance in 

behavioral engagement was explained by TSR. For girls, only 44% of the variance was 

explained. More notable was the difference in cognitive engagement. The TSR variables failed to 

significantly explain female students’ cognitive engagement. In contrast, 41% of cognitive 

engagement in male students was accounted for by the TSR score. With respect to emotional 

engagement, the amount of explained variances were similar, with the variance being slightly 

greater for girls (44% vs. 47%). 
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Figure 6 The Structural Association between TSR and School Engagement (Boys) 

 
Figure 7 The Structural Association between TSR and School Engagement (Girls) 



 

86 

 

4.4. Discussion 

This study examined gender differences in associations among TSR and three different 

types of school engagement. Through MGSEM analysis, this study found gender differences in 

(a) the latent mean of TSR, (b) factor correlations- either between the two TSR constructs or 

among the three school engagement constructs, and (c) explained variances (R2) of the school 

engagement constructs at the level of latent variables. The MGSEM analysis also indicated the 

conditions of the specific gender differences. 

The results of this study expand the literature on school engagement. While a number of 

studies (e.g., Archambault et al., 2016; Archambault et al., 2017; De Laet et al., 2015; Furrer & 

Skinner, 2003; Skinner et al., 2008; Wang & Eccles, 2013) have investigated gender differences 

in TSR and school engagement, few have explored structural differences with respect to gender. 

In contrast, this study found specific gender differences in how TSR predicted girls’ versus boys’ 

school engagement. 

 There has been no study using Korean student samples which examine TSR and school 

engagement in the current English research literature. Additionally, most measures of TSR and 

school engagement have been developed in Western cultures. The four scales used in this study 

were constructed based on teacher behaviors and student behaviors in Western cultures. 

Interpersonal relationships such as TSR inevitably echoes cultural influences. Particular TSR that 

are accepted as normal in one culture might be not considered as normal in other cultures (Lee & 

Schallert, 2008) as a critical element in understanding variations in adult-child relationships is 

the cultural context (Pianta, Stuhlman, & Hamre, 2002). Thus, this examination of how scales 

developed and used in western cultures can be applied to a sample in a culture with different 

perspectives on interpersonal relationships is meaningful.  
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4.4.1. Different Influence of Positive and Negative TSR Across the Gender Groups 

 For both boys and girls, Conflict imposed a greater effect on students’ school 

engagement than did Closeness. This finding was similar to that found in previous research (e.g., 

Birch & Ladd, 1997; Doumen et al., 2012). Furthermore, examination of the associations among 

TSR and types of school engagement found notable discrepancies between the two gender 

groups. For instance, Conflict had a stronger effect on boys’ behavioral engagement than it did 

for girls. In addition, when male students’ TSR was conflictual, their behavioral engagement 

tended to be more negatively affected than were girls’ behavioral engagement.  

 Emotional engagement in both genders was affected only by Conflict, not by 

Closeness. However, Conflict more greatly affected girls’ emotional engagement than it did 

boys’ emotional engagement. 

 Interestingly, girls’ cognitive engagement was not affected by their TSR, while boys’ 

cognitive engagement was affected by both Closeness and Conflict. These results contradict 

findings from previous studies (e.g., Birch & Ladd 1997; Cadima et al., 201; Doumen et al., 

2012; Spilt et al., 2018), which found Closeness, not Conflict, associated with cognitive 

engagement in both girls and boys. In contrast, these results showed that the effects of TSR on 

boys and girls depended on the dimensions of school engagement: In some instances, boys were 

more vulnerable to negative TSR than were girls, but in other cases the opposite was true. 

 Previous studies have tended to measure only the positive aspects of TSR. However, as 

this study illustrates, positive and negative TSR have differential effects on boys’ and girls’ 

school engagement.  These findings suggest the importance of measuring positive and negative 

aspects of TSR separately. In addition, factor correlations between Closeness and Conflict were 

weak for boys and non-significant for girls in this study. These non-significant or weak factor 
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correlations suggest Closeness and Conflict measure dissimilar constructs- even though they are 

included in the same TSR scale. This finding also supports the argument for treating positive and 

negative TSR as different constructs.  

4.4.2. Gender Differences in Each Dimension of School Engagement 

 Results from this analysis indicate that boys’ behavioral engagement was more 

sensitive to Conflict than was girls’ behavioral engagement. This finding aligns with Furrer & 

Skinner’s (2003) finding that positive TSR had a more salient effect on school engagement for 

boys. However, behavioral engagement in this study was measured through items about 

following teacher’s directions and carefully listening to teacher’s instructions/directions. It is 

possible that students with conflictual relationships with their teacher also tended not to follow 

teacher’s directions and instructions. It also may be that the teachers of students who did not 

follow directions or instructions were more likely to have conflictual relationships with these 

same students.  

 For both gender groups, TSR Closeness had no effect on student’s emotional 

engagement; Only TSR Conflict significantly predicted emotional engagement. This result was 

not consistent with a number of previous research findings (e.g., Collie et al., 2016; Raufelder et 

al., 2013; van Uden, 2014; Wang & Eccles, 2013; Yang et al., 2018). This discrepancy might be 

due to a different analytical approach taken by this study: This study directly compared an effect 

size between the two groups. In contrast, previous studies examined the moderating effect of 

gender (e.g., Archambault et al., 2017; Furrer & Skinner, 2003). 

A notable gender difference was found with respect to cognitive engagement. While both 

Closeness and Conflict had a significant effect on boys’ cognitive engagement, girls’ cognitive 

engagement was not affected by Closeness or Conflict. In other words, boys were self-directed or 
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worked independently depending on their TSR, while girls’ self-directedness and independence 

in learning had no association with their TSR. This finding on gender difference is supported by 

previous literature finding boys as more sensitive to TSR (Roorda et al., 2011). 

4.4.3. Implications for Educational Practice  

School engagement is closely related to students’ school outcomes and well-being at 

school. The results of this study have implications for teachers and their relationships with 

students. Teachers should be aware that negative TSR has a stronger effect on student 

engagement than does positive TSR. Specifically, students who have negative TSRs are less 

likely to follow teachers’ directions or listen to teachers’ instructions. Teachers thus should 

carefully consider their use of classroom management strategies. When teachers observe 

disruptive and rule-breaking behaviors, teachers sometimes employ classroom management 

strategies involving punitive or rejecting strategies (Emmer & Stough, 2001). However, a better 

option may be for teacher to work towards improving their relationships with disruptive students 

(Morris-Rothschild & Brassard, 2006). 

Results from this study suggest that negative TSR especially affects boys. When teachers 

and male students have conflictual relationships, this particularly affects the behavior of boys. In 

the school work force, especially at the primary level, female teachers outnumber male teachers. 

Female teachers are reported to have certain expectations towards students’, for example, have 

stricter rules and expect students to be more organized and calmer (see Martin, Yin, & Mayall, 

2006). While female teachers and female students may tend to match interactional styles, female 

teachers’ and male students’ styles may be more likely to diverge. Thus, female teachers should 

reflect carefully on their interactive styles with boys and their behavioral expectations of them. 
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4.4.4. Limitations and Future Directions 

There were several limitations in this study. First, no predictors or covariates other than 

TSR were included in this study. It is possible that if relevant child-, family-, or teacher- factors 

had been included in the analyses, additional dynamics between TSR and school engagement 

would have been found. Second, this study employed a cross-sectional design: TSR and school 

engagement were measured at the same time using a single survey. If TSR and school 

engagement had been measured across an entire academic year, changes in these associations 

may have been observed across time. In addition, intersections between TSR and school 

engagement may have been missed in that teachers who perceived their relationship with a 

student as conflictual also may have perceived these students as less engaged, and vice versa. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

 

The aim of this dissertation was to examine the association between TSR and students’ 

school engagement. To achieve this aim, this dissertation first conducted a systematic literature 

review investigating the association between TSR and school engagement (Chapter II). Chapter 

III contains structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses with Korean elementary students. In 

this study, four different models, each with a different combination of informants, were 

investigated to examine how TSR affected school engagement. Chapter IV examined the 

differential effects of TSR on school engagement depending on gender using multigroup 

structural equation modeling (MGSEM). Chapter V (this chapter) summarizes the study results 

from all of the previous chapters and discusses implications for future research and practice. 

5.1. Chapter Findings and Results 

Chapter II, a systematic review study, aimed to find the contributions of TSR to school 

engagement. Specifically, this study investigated different patterns in the association between 

TSR and school engagement depending on different aspects of TSR (i.e., positive TSR versus 

negative TSR), dimensions of school engagement (i.e., behavioral, emotional, or cognitive 

engagement), and informant sources (i.e., teacher versus student) of reporting TSR and school 

engagement. Through the analysis of 25 empirical studies, several noticeable patterns were 

identified. First, the effects of TSR on school engagement varied depending on the positive or 

negative aspects of TSR but the pattern of results was not consistent across the studies. Second, 

there was a different pattern in the association between TSR and school engagement according to 

the specific dimensions of engagement examined. Third, a noticeable trend was found in terms of 
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the data sources. When different informants reported TSR and school engagement, non-

significant or weak associations were more frequently found.  

Chapter III empirically examined the structural associations among positive/negative 

TSR and the three dimensions of school engagement in a sample of Korean elementary school 

students. Different patterns in these associations were examined by positive versus negative 

aspects of TSR, dimensions of engagement, and the informants used to measure TSR and school 

engagement. A major finding was that the association between TSR and school engagement 

differed depending upon which informant reported (i.e., teachers’ reports versus students’ 

reports). Another finding revealed that negative TSR had a strong influence on all three 

dimensions of school engagement. Finally, both positive and negative TSR were found to play 

unique roles in explaining different types of school engagement. 

Chapter IV discovered gender differences in the structural associations among TSR and 

three types of school engagement using MGSEM analysis. First, regarding the influence of 

positive or negative TSR, the two gender groups showed similar tendencies: Both boys’ and 

girls’ behavioral engagement were more responsive to negative TSR (i.e., Conflict). In both 

groups, positive TSR (i.e., Closeness) had no effect on emotional engagement, and only Conflict 

significantly predicted emotional engagement. Concerning gender differences, results indicated 

boys’ behavioral engagement was more responsive to Conflict than was girls’ behavioral 

engagement. Another salient gender difference was found with respect to cognitive engagement: 

While both Closeness and Conflict significantly affected boys’ cognitive engagement, girls’ 

cognitive engagement was not affected by Closeness or Conflict. 
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5.2. Implications for Future Research and Practice 

Findings from this dissertation have several implications for research and practice. 

Overall, across the three studies (Chapter II, III, and IV), findings were that positive TSR were 

meaningfully associated with students’ higher school engagement in school. Researchers point 

out that TSR has the potential to be changed through the awareness and efforts of teachers. 

However, TSR have been overlooked as an important point of interventions in schools 

(Anderson et al., 2004). Improvement of TSR through school-based prevention/intervention 

strategies such as TSR-building classroom management approaches are appropriate. TSR-

building classroom management approaches might meet teachers’ persistent need for classroom 

management training. Classroom management should be considered as a fundamental part of 

pre-service teacher education programs (Stough, 2006; Stough, Montague, Landmark, & 

Williams-Diehm, 2015), and the TSR-building classroom management approach might be 

introduced with existent approaches such as the Positive Behavior Support and the Incredible 

Years Teacher Classroom Management Program (see Stough & Montague, 2015). 

Chapter II found even when studies used the same terminology scales of school 

engagement frequently measured different constructs. These inconsistencies pose difficulties in 

understanding the existing research on TSR and school engagement. Consistent 

conceptualizations and definitional usages of school engagement by researchers will lead to more 

consistent and reliable findings in this area.  

Chapter III revealed that positive and negative TSR differentially affected behavioral, 

emotional, and cognitive engagement when the same informants were used to measure both TSR 

and school engagement. When there was not concordance in informants of TSR and school 

engagement, no significant association between TSR and school engagement was found. In 
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addition, when both TSR and school engagement were reported by teachers, negative TSR 

strongly affected students’ all three dimensions of school engagement. This finding can be 

interpreted in two ways: (a) students tend to be not engaged in the classroom when they have 

negative TSR, and (b) teachers tend to evaluate student engagement negatively when they 

perceive their relationship with a student as conflictual. Thus, teachers should pay closer 

attention to students with negative TSR. Also, teachers should be cautious about having a bias 

against students with whom they have negative TSR; They may problematize the behaviors of 

students with negative TSR while normalizing similar behaviors by students who have positive 

TSR. 

Chapter IV found TSR played a different role in predicting girls’ and boys’ school 

engagement. Unlike previous studies which conducted moderation or interaction effects, this 

study found specific gender differences. Given that negative TSR appears to affect boys more 

strongly, teachers should pay more attention to engagement in boys with whom they have 

negative TSR. Also, teachers should be mindful of this finding with respect to classroom 

management. Instead of approaching students’ misbehaviors from a behavioral or reward-and-

punishment perspective, teachers should try to produce a more engaging classroom environment 

through establishing warm, close, and attuned TSR. Effects of the teacher-student gender 

interaction (i.e., same gender versus cross gender in a teacher-student pair) might be an 

interesting inquiry to extend from Chapter IV. In the sample used for Chapter III and Chapter IV 

in this dissertation, only one teacher out of the 11 teachers was a male teacher. While several 

empirical studies (Krkovic et al., 2014; Neugebauer, Helbig, &  Landmann, 2011; Spilt et al., 

2012; Winters et al., 2013) have disputed teacher-student same gender and opposite gender 
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interactions, a few studies (e.g., Dee, 2006; Dee, 2007) showed that teachers evaluate male and 

female students’ performance and behaviors differently. 

In conclusion, this dissertation contributed to the extant literature in that it (a) provided a 

comprehensive review of how TSR are associated with the three different dimensions of school 

engagement (i.e., behavioral engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement); 

(b) examined the mechanisms of the contributions of TSR to school engagement in elementary 

students through using students’ self-reported measures along with teacher-reported measures to 

assess TSR and school engagement; and (c) investigated gender differences in the structural 

associations among positive/negative TSR and school engagement constructs.  
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APPENDIX A 

(1) Teacher-Reported TSR: Student –Teacher Relationship Scale-Short Form by Pianta 

(2001) 

Closeness 

(7 items) 

1. I share an affectionate, warm relationship with this child. 

3. If upset, this child will seek comfort from me. 

5. This child values his/her relationship with me. 

6. When I praise this child, he/she beams with pride. 

7. This child spontaneously shares information about himself/herself. 

9. It is easy to be in tune with what this child is feeling. 

15. This child openly shares his/her feelings and experiences with me. 

Conflict 

(8 items) 

2. This child and I always seem to be struggling with each other. 

4. This child is uncomfortable with physical affection or touch from me. 

8. This child easily becomes angry with me. 

10. This child remains angry or is resistant after being disciplined. 

11. Dealing with this child drains my energy 

12. When this child is in a bad mood, I know we’re in for a long and 

difficult day. 

13. This child’s feelings toward me can be unpredictable or can change 

suddenly. 

14. This child is sneaky or manipulative with me. 
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(2) Student-Reported TSR: Quality of the Student/Teacher Relationship by Davis (2001) 

Affect 

(8 items) 

4. My teacher understands me. 

11. I trust my teacher. 

13. I often feel angry with my teacher. (REVERSE) 

15. I like my teacher. 

6. I often wish I had a different teacher. 

3. My teacher has too much control over me. 

7. If I have trouble understanding a subject at school, I tell my teacher. 

(ns) 

9. I try not to do the same things as my teacher. (ns) 

Emulation 

(4 items) 

1. I want to be more like my teacher. 

5. I try to model myself after my teacher. 

8. When I grow up, I’ll probably be a lot like my teacher. 

16. I would feel good if someone said that I am a lot like my teacher. 

Utility 

(5items) 

2. When I am alone or sad, I go to my teacher. 

12. When I feel bad about myself and need a boost, I go to my teacher. 

10. When I am upset or scared about something, I go to my teacher. 

14. When I feel happy, or have good news, I go to my teacher. 

17. I can count on my teacher when I have problems at school. 
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(3) Teacher-Reported School Engagement: Teacher Rating Scale of School Adjustment by 

Birch and Ladd (1997)  

School Liking 

(Emotional 

Engagement) 

1. Likes to come to school 

2. Dislikes school (REVERSED) 

3. Has fun at school 

4. Enjoys most classroom activities 

Cooperative 

Participation 

(Behavioral 

Engagement) 

1. Follows teacher’s directions 

2. Uses classrooms materials responsibly 

3. Listens carefully to teacher’s instructions and directions 

4. Accepts responsibility for a given task  

Self-Directedness 

(Cognitive 

Engagement) 

1. Seeks challenges 

2. Self-directed child 

3. Works independently 

4. Needs a lot of help and guidance (REVERSED) 
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(4) Student-Reported School Engagement: School Engagement Scale by Fredricks et al. 

(2004) 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

(5 items) 

  

1. I follow the rules at school. 

2. I get in trouble at school. (REVERSED) 

3. When I am in class, I just act as if I am working. (REVERSED) 

4. I pay attention in class. 

5. I complete my work on time. 

Emotional 

Engagement 

(6 items) 

  

6. I like being at school. 

7. I feel excited by my work at school. 

8. My classroom is a fun place to be. 

9. I am interested in the work at school. 

10. I feel happy in school. 

11. I feel bored in school. (REVERSED) 

Cognitive 

Engagement 

(8 items) 

  

12. I check my schoolwork for mistakes. 

13. I study at home even when I don't have a test. 

14. I try to watch TV shows about things we do in school. 

15. When I read a book, I ask myself questions to make sure I 

understand what it is about. 

16. I read extra books to learn more about things we do in school. 

17. If I don't know what a word means when I am reading, I do 

something to figure it out. 

18. If I don't understand what I read, I go back and read it over again. 

19. I talk with people outside of school about what I am learning in 

class. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM 

PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM 

 

Project Title 

 

Teacher-Student Relationships and Student School Engagement  

among Korean Upper Elementary School Students 

 

Why is this study being conducted? 

This research project aims to study the association between teacher-student relationships 

and student school engagement. Findings from this study will have significant 

implications for theories and practices of socioemotional aspects of classroom dynamics.  

 

Why is my child being invited to participate in this study?  

Your child is invited to participate in this study because he/she is in a class of a 

homeroom teacher who are willing to participate in this study. 

 

How many people will be asked to be in this study? 

Approximately 250 students and their classroom teachers throughout the Seoul 

Metropolitan Office of Education will be recruited to participate in this study.  

 

What are the alternatives to being in this study? 

Your child may choose not to participate in the study. The online survey will take place 

during a computer class and your child will do an alternative activity if he/she chooses 

not to participate. These alternative activities will take about the same amount of time as 

the research activity.  

 

What will my child be asked to do in this study? 

Your child will participate in an activity where they will be asked to participate in an 

online survey, which will contain 36 items. The activity will last about 30 minutes and 

take place between March, 2018 and July, 2018. The survey items are attached to this 

document. 

 

Will photos, video or audio recordings be made of my child during the study?  

 No photos, video or audio recordings will be made for this study. 
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Are there any risks to my child? 

The survey that your child will be completing contains no greater risks than your child 

would come across in everyday life. 

 

Will there be any costs to my child?  

Aside from their time (about 30 minutes), there are no costs for taking part in the study. 

 

Will my child be paid?  

 No. Individual children will not be paid. However, the research team will provide an 

 incentive for each class. The incentive will be calculated based on the number of 

 students in a class ($3 * the number of students) and will be used for a class party. 

 

Will information from this study be kept private? 

The records of this study will be kept private. No identifiers linking your child to this 

study will be included in any report that might be published.  Research records will be 

stored securely and only our research team from Texas A&M University will have access 

to the records. Information about your child will be stored in locked file cabinets and 

computer files will be protected with a password. This consent form will be filed securely 

in an official area. 

 

Information about your child will be kept confidential to the extent permitted or required 

by law. People who have access to your information include the Principal Investigator 

and research study personnel. Representatives of regulatory agencies such as the Office 

of Human Research Protections (OHRP) and entities such as the Texas A&M University 

Human Subjects Protection Program may access your child’s records to make sure the 

study is being conducted following university guidelines.  

 

Who may I contact for more information? 

For questions about your child’s rights as a research participant; or if you have questions, 

complaints, or concerns about the research, you may send an email to irb@tamu.edu.  

 

What if I change my mind about participating? 

This research is voluntary and you have the choice whether or not to allow your child to 

participate. Your child may decide to not begin or to stop participating at any time. If 

they choose not to participate in this study or to stop participating in the study, there will 

be no effect on their student status, evaluation, or relationship with their school.  

 

  

mailto:irb@tamu.edu
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TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM 

PARENTAL PERMISSION FORM 

 

STATEMENT OF CONSENT 

 

 

The procedures, risks, and benefits of this study have been communicated with me. My questions 

have been answered. I may ask more questions whenever I want. I do not give up any of my 

child’s or my legal rights by signing this form. 

 

____ I DO wish to have my child participate in the activities of this project. 

 

____ I DO NOT wish to have my child participate in the activities of this project. 

 

 

 

 

___________________________________  

Child’s School Name, Class, and Student ID (Please do not provide your child’s name.) 

 

 

___________________________________        ____________________________________ 

Parent/Legal Guardian Signature Date 

 

___________________________________        ____________________________________ 

Child Signature Date 

 

Please return this form to the principal. Thank you! 
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APPENDIX C 

 

 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM 

MINOR’S ASSENT FORM 

 

Project Title 

Teacher-Student Relationships and Student School Engagement  

Among Korean Upper Elementary School Students 

 

You are invited to participate in a research study. A research study is on teacher-student 

relationship and student school engagement. First, we would like to learn from you how you think 

about your relationship with your homeroom teacher. Second, we would like to find out how your 

perception affects your school engagement (e.g. conduct, participation, belongingness, etc.). To 

find this out we will need you to participate in an online survey. In the survey, you will see 36 

questions about your perceptions on your relationship with your homeroom teacher and your 

engagement at school. The survey will take about 30 minutes.  

The online surveys are not testing or exams and you will NOT be graded. More 

importantly, your teacher cannot access your answers at all. Only the research team can see your 

answers. Thus, you do not need to worry if your teacher will see your answers. You do not have 

to be in this research study and you can stop at any time. If you have any questions, you can talk 

to your parents and your teacher. 

We would really like each of you to participate in this project so that we can learn from 

you how your relationship with your homeroom teacher will affect your school engagement at 

school. We can also learn from you about how we can improve positive relationships with teacher 

and school engagement. 

The information collected through this project will be very helpful for us! We thank you 

very much for your help on the project. 

Please check ‘AGREE’ box and provide your school’s name, your class, and your student 

ID if you would like to participate in this online survey. 

 

Agree   

 

_______________________________________ 

Minor's School, Class, and Student ID (Please do NOT provide your name here.) 

 

 

______________________________________ 

Date  
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APPENDIX D 

 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM 

TEACHER CONSENT FORM 

 

Project Title 

Teacher-Student Relationships and Student School Engagement  

Among Korean Upper Elementary School Students 

 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey. You are invited to participate in a 

research study on teacher-student relationships and student school engagement. First, we would 

like to learn from you how you think about your relationships with your students. Second, we 

would like to find out how your perception about the teacher-student relationships affect student 

school engagement (e.g. conduct, participation, belongingness, etc.). To find this out we will need 

you to participate in an online survey. In the survey, you will see 31 questions about your 

perceptions on the relationship with your students and their engagement at school. The survey for 

each student will take about 10-15 minutes. You need to answer the same questions for each 

student. The total amount of time for your participation therefore will be approximately 5-6 hours. 

 

No one can access to your responses except for our research team. Thus, you don’t need to worry 

if others can see your answers. You do not have to be in this research study and you can stop at 

any time. If you have any questions, you can talk to the research personnel (junsr30@tamu.edu). 

 

We would really like you to participate in this project so that we can learn from you how your 

relationship with your students will affect their school engagement. 

 

The information collected through this project will be very helpful for us! We thank you very much 

for your help on the project. 

 

Please check ‘AGREE’ box and provide your school’s name and your class if you would like to 

participate in this online survey. 

 

Agree   

 

_______________________________________ 

Minor's School, Class, and Student ID (Please do NOT provide your name here.) 

 

______________________________________ 

Date 


