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Abstract: Teacher well-being is not only relevant for the effectiveness of individual teaching and
student learning but also for general school quality and societal functioning, because teacher well-
being is related to lower burnout risks and lower attrition. Previous research identified social
relationships in school as a crucial source of teacher well-being. However, studies investigating the
role of teacher–student relationships as a determining factor for teacher well-being are still scarce.
This study takes a qualitative approach toward investigating the role of dyadic teacher–student
relationships in teacher well-being. We analyzed twenty-six semi-structured interviews with Swiss
primary school teachers, using a qualitative content analysis. The results showed that dyadic teacher–
student relationships played an important to a very important role in the everyday life of teachers and
were a source of both positive and negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations. The quality
of the dyadic teacher–student relationship was reflected in the social–emotional competence of both
teachers and students. Conflicts were not necessarily inhibiting teacher well-being. The findings
of this study can be used to inform teacher-training institutions, as well as authorities, on how to
support teachers in building relationships with their students and, in turn, foster their well-being.

Keywords: teacher well-being; teacher–student relationship; primary education

1. Introduction

Teachers play an important role in students’ success, satisfaction, and achievement [1].
To explain intra- and inter-individual differences of teachers and their effectiveness in
the classroom, teacher well-being is getting increased attention. Previous studies have
shown that teacher well-being is related to more effective teaching [2,3], increased teacher
self-efficacy [4], and student well-being [5]. Teacher well-being is not only relevant for
teaching quality but is also interesting from a financial and economic perspective—teacher
well-being correlates with a lower risk of burnout [6] and a lower intention to leave the
job [7,8].

The important role of teacher well-being calls for scientific answers to the question
of what contributes to its development. Among a plethora of possible well-being sources,
three main sources have been identified: contextual factors, personal factors, and interactive
factors [9,10]. However, neither contextual nor personal factors alone have satisfactorily
explained differences in well-being between individuals, suggesting that interactional
factors between the environment and a person play an important role, such as differences in
subjective evaluations of situations [10]. Interestingly, while there is a large body of research
on both contextual and personal factors as explanations for the development of well-being,
there is a lack of research on their interaction [11]. Especially for examining psychosocial
factors, such as social relationships in school, an interactive approach seems promising.

Reviews of the literature summarize the important role of social relationships as a
source of teacher well-being and call for more in-depth studies [1,12,13]. An essential social
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contact and source of teacher well-being is the dyadic teacher–student relationship [14–16].
Teachers experience a large number of social interactions on a daily basis—hardly any other
profession has a similar intensity of interactions. Relationship issues are often on top of the
list of challenges teachers face [17–19]. The extent to which teacher–student relationships
affect students and their school success has been widely studied and illustrates their
importance for students’ academic performance [20–22], the development of emotional
and social skills [23,24], and motivational aspects [25,26]. However, there are few studies
that have examined dyadic teacher–student relationships as a source of teacher well-
being [16,27,28]. Therefore, this qualitative study aims to deepen our understanding of the
role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in teacher well-being from the perspective of
primary school teachers. Using a qualitative content analysis, we examined interview data
on the relationship between perceived dyadic teacher–student relationships and teacher
well-being. A map illustrating the quality of a teacher’s dyadic relationship with his/her
students in the classroom, prepared in advance by teachers, served as the basis for the
interviews. Our findings contribute to advancing research on sources of teacher well-being
and to the previous literature on the importance of social relationships with individual
students.

1.1. The Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationship

The teacher–student relationship is a construct that has a variety of definitions and
conceptualizations [23]. For example, the teacher–student relationship can be understood
as the relationship between the teacher and the class as a whole group (e.g., global teacher–
student relationship, teacher–class relationship, and collective teacher–student relationship).
However, Hamre and Pianta [24] suggested describing the teacher–student relationship
from a dyadic perspective that differs from the relationship between a teacher and the class
on a collective level [29]. While the teacher–class relationship is frequently investigated in
school and classroom climate research [30], still little is known about teachers’ subjective
experiences of dyadic teacher–student relationships in the classroom [31] and especially of
their significance as a source of teacher well-being. Therefore, we address dyadic teacher–
student relationships that explicitly focus on the relationship between a teacher and a
particular student on the individual level. Dyadic teacher–student relationships refer to
cognitive schemas that both the student and the teacher develop based on previous rela-
tional experiences and that influence how relational experiences between two individuals
are interpreted [16,32]. In this sense, teacher–student interactions are considered as distinct
from the teacher–student relationships [16,33–35].

1.2. Teacher Well-Being

Teacher well-being has received growing attention over the past decade and has been
empirically investigated using a variety of different concepts. In a recent review of the
literature, Hascher and Waber [13] structured this variety of research on teacher well-being
into five distinct clusters: (1) general well-being psychology, (2) positive psychology, (3) psy-
chology of work and organization, (4) teacher well-being, and (5) health science. Despite
the great diversity, most conceptualizations are based on the understanding of teacher
well-being as a multidimensional construct. For the present study, we draw on research
from the field of well-being psychology, which has its roots in the work of Diener [36] and
his research on subjective well-being.

According to Diener [36], a person feels well when he or she experiences high levels of
positive emotions and low levels of negative emotions combined with high life satisfaction.
Diener introduced three characteristics that describe subjective well-being at its core. First,
he pointed out that well-being should be regarded as subjective. Objective circumstances
may influence subjective well-being, but they are not necessarily part of it. Rather, objective
circumstances are evaluated differently by different people, for example, depending on
their goals, values, or culture. Second, it must be considered that subjective well-being does
not only consist of the absence of negative factors but also includes the presence of positive
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factors. Third, subjective well-being can be conceptualized differently in the temporal
dimension. Drawing on research from the field of well-being psychology [37,38] and
supported by Hascher’s [10,39] definition of habitual well-being in school, we define teacher
well-being as a longer-term dominance of positive emotions, cognitions, and physical
sensations over negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations in relation to the
professional activity as a teacher. As suggested by Bradburn [40], positive and negative
components are not understood as a continuum but rather as two independent dimensions.
Furthermore, following cognitive emotion theories (e.g., [41]), a close connection between
the emotional, cognitive, and physical components is assumed.

1.3. The Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationship as a Source of Teacher Well-Being

Several theoretical approaches and the empirical evidence suggest that the dyadic
teacher–student relationship matters for the development and maintenance of teacher
well-being. First, according to appraisal theories (e.g., [41,42]), the role of the dyadic
teacher–student relationship in teacher well-being can be linked to the importance the
teacher ascribes to a relationship. If the teacher attributes high importance to the dyadic
teacher–student relationships in the classroom, it can be assumed that they are more closely
linked to the well-being than if the teacher attributes low importance to them. Support
for the importance of dyadic teacher–student relationships for teacher well-being can be
found in theories of needs and motivation [43–45] and in neurobiology [46,47]. Qualitative,
as well as quantitative, research findings have shown that, especially for primary school
teachers, the fulfilment of the need for social belonging with students is related to teacher
well-being [27,48,49]. In addition, professional identity theories propos. the relevance of
the dyadic teacher–student relationship for well-being [50–52]. Butler [50] demonstrated in
a quantitative study with 530 primary and secondary school teachers that their aspiration
for close and caring relationships was one of five important achievement goals.

Second, the role of the dyadic teacher–student relationship in teacher well-being may
depend not only on its importance for a teacher but also on its quality. Although it can be
assumed that dyadic teacher–student relationships of diverse quality are linked differently
with teacher well-being, studies examining the importance of social relationships with
individual students rather than their relationship with the class as a whole are still scarce.
Previous empirical studies have found associations between dyadic teacher–student rela-
tionships and both positive and negative teacher emotions [33,53–56] and burnout [57,58].
Qualitative interview studies mostly elucidated opposite forms of dyadic teacher–student
relationship, such as associations of teacher well-being with cognitive relationship schemas
of disruptive versus non-disruptive students [55,56] or of positive and problematic dyadic
teacher–student relationships [53]. However, teachers also reported dyadic teacher–student
relationships that did not trigger either positive or negative emotions [56]. In studies on
dyadic teacher–student relationships, as well as on the relationship with the class on a
collective level, evidence of both well-being-supporting and -inhibiting relationship qual-
ities can be found. Among the relationship qualities that support teacher well-being are
students showing interest in the teacher [53], student motivation [53,59,60], respect and
acceptance by students [53,61], trusting the teacher [59], closeness between students and
teacher [14,33,58], honesty [61], and teachers’ caring [62]. Relationship features that inhibit
teacher well-being are conflict between students and teacher [14,33,56,57,59,63], disrespect
and rejection by students [53,54,59], and lack of student motivation [53,54,59]. Academic
performance was shown to be less relevant in the Claessens et al. [53] study when teachers
described positive and problematic dyadic teacher–student relationships. In the study by
Hagenauer and Hascher [59], teachers reported joy-inducing student performance behav-
iors, whereas poor performance was rarely described as triggering anger. In summary,
there are few studies that have examined the quality of dyadic teacher–student relation-
ships in primary school from the perspective of teacher well-being as a multicomponent
construct—including emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations.
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Third, the role of the dyadic teacher–student relationship in teacher well-being may
not depend solely on its importance for a teacher and its quality; rather, various teacher
competences may have an impact. It might be important how teachers regulate emotions,
cognitions, and physical sensations triggered by dyadic teacher–student relationships. For
example, deep-acting emotion regulation strategies may help maintain a positive relation-
ship with the student even when a situation elicits negative teacher emotions, such as anger
caused by disruptive student behavior or disappointment linked to students cheating.
Moreover, teachers’ social–emotional competence may be important in fostering a relation-
ship quality with students [20,64], because relationship skills are regarded as one of the core
competence areas of social–emotional competence [65]. For example, when a teacher coop-
erates and communicates clearly, it may help build high-quality dyadic teacher–student
relationships. Moreover, teachers’ reflection on their relationship schemas [33,55,56], their
ability to interrupt negative, habitualized appraisal patterns [32,66], and having relational
self-efficacy [67] are suggested strategies by scholars. In dyadic teacher–student relation-
ships, the teacher’s social–emotional competence seems to be relevant. Especially for
beginning teachers, the social competence of teachers showed to be a predictor of teacher
well-being that calls for increased efforts to promote social competence in university teacher
education [68,69]. However, little research has been conducted on how teachers experience
and deal with dyadic teacher–student relationships that inhibit or support well-being and
how they build high-quality dyadic teacher–student relationships [70]. According to Hage-
nauer and Hascher [59], the factors to which teachers attribute successful or unsuccessful
dyadic teacher–student relationships were rarely studied. They assumed that if teachers
are convinced of their own ability to build relationships as a personality disposition, this
could lead to an experience of fear in the case of unsuccessful dyadic teacher–student rela-
tionships. Herrmann [71] (p. 201) also pointed out that there is a high risk of professional
dissatisfaction, psychosomatic stress, and even “professional incapacity” when teachers
lack relationship-building skills. To summarize, these findings call for research that aims
at a deeper understanding of the role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in teacher
well-being from the teachers’ perspective.

1.4. The Present Study

This study aims at contributing to the existing literature by analyzing well-being-
supporting and well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships from primary
school teachers’ perspective. We followed a qualitative approach and aimed to extend the
extant literature in two key ways. First, we considered teacher well-being as a multicom-
ponent construct, particularly by integrating the often-neglected physical component of
teacher well-being. Second, we addressed teacher–student relationships from a dyadic
perspective that differs from the teacher–class relationship on the collective level. Because
studies indicate differences between school levels, this paper focuses on primary school
teachers. For primary school teachers, compared to secondary school teachers, dyadic
teacher–student relationships have been associated with greater emotional intensity due to
greater proximity [54], and social affiliation with students has been found to have greater
importance for teacher well-being [49]. More precisely, in this study, we aim to address the
following three research questions:

Research Question 1: How do primary school teachers evaluate the importance of
dyadic teacher–student relationships with regard to their well-being at school?

Research Question 2: How do primary school teachers describe dyadic teacher–student
relationships that support teacher well-being, and what professional strategies do they
report for fostering those supportive dyadic teacher–student relationships?

Research Question 3: How do primary school teachers describe dyadic teacher–student
relationships that inhibit teacher well-being, and what professional strategies do they report
for coping with those inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships?
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

This study is part of the project “Teacher Well-Being (WoLe)”, which was carried out
by the Department of Research in School and Instruction at the Institute of Educational
Science at the University of Bern. We conducted semi-structured interviews with primary
school teachers from the German-speaking part of Switzerland, based on a top-down
sampling procedure following predefined criteria. First, we recruited only primary school
teachers who had at least three years of teaching experience, as the literature points out
that especially early career teachers explore their role as a teacher in the first years of their
teaching career, which may lead, for example, to uncertainty in classroom management [72].
Second, all participating teachers held the position of a classroom teacher. In Switzerland,
classroom teachers teach the majority of subjects, carry the main responsibility for the
class, and thus seem to have particularly frequent and intensive (dyadic) teacher–student
relationships [55]. Third, we included in the sample only teachers teaching at the upper
primary level (grades 3 to 6) because their students also participated in a written survey as
part of the project. The student questionnaire about school well-being and perceptions of
social relationships in class required a certain level of reading skills. The results of the stu-
dent survey will be presented in a separate article. In total, the purposive sample included
26 teachers (Mage = 39.8 [SD = 13.9]; Mteaching years = 15.87 years [SD = 13.4]), including
22 (84.6%) female and 4 (15.4%) male teachers. Teachers were sampled from 16 different
schools from the three Swiss cantons of Berne, Lucerne, and Zurich. Teachers participated
with their principal class, ranging from 14 to 24 students (Msize = 19.04 [SD = 2.93]). This
resulted in a sample of total 495 students from 26 classes, including 244 (49.3%) female and
251 (50.7%) male students. All participating teachers stated that they felt comfortable to
very comfortable at school during the weeks prior to the interview.

2.2. Data Collection

We followed a qualitative approach and conducted semi-structured interviews in
German. According to Spilt and Koomen [56], interviews can elucidate the feelings, beliefs,
and expectations of teachers in dyadic teacher–student relationships that cannot be captured
by other measures, such as questionnaires or observations. Specifically, semi-structured
interviews allow researchers an open approach to the topic while structuring the topic in
terms of comparing data quality. The interviews took place before restrictions due to the
COVID-19 pandemic between early January 2020 and late February 2020 and lasted about
an hour. The basis for the interviews was a relationship map that teachers had individually
prepared in advance (see Figure 1). With this relationship map, teachers were asked to
indicate the quality of the relationship with each student in their class in a coordinate
system consisting of the two orthogonal axes “much/little closeness” and “much/little
conflict”. Closeness and conflict are two dimensions of the “Student–Teacher–Relationship-
Scale” [73]. In a written instruction for the teachers, we included the German translation of
the items [74] as a description of the two dimensions. At the beginning of the interviews,
we asked teachers about their understanding of teacher well-being and how they describe
their well-being in school in the past weeks. We then introduced the definition of teacher
well-being as a longer-term dominance of positive emotions, cognitions, and physical
sensations over negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations in relation to the
professional activity as a teacher to foster a shared understanding of well-being throughout
the interviews. Next, we asked teachers about the importance of dyadic teacher–student
relationships for their well-being in school (RQ1). Then teachers identified about three
dyadic teacher–student relationships on the relationship map that most supported (RQ2)
or most inhibited (RQ3) their well-being. Two to three individual examples of each were
then selected and discussed in depth. In addition to a general description of the selected
relationship, we asked teachers to describe a typical interaction with the student and its
relation to their well-being at school. By asking about typical situations, we aimed to
capture regularly occurring situations and thus address manifestations in the cognitive
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relationship schema, as well as associations with habitual well-being. If not mentioned
spontaneously, we asked teachers to elaborate on how this relationship manifests itself for
the teacher (relationship schema teacher) and the student (relationship schema student),
how they assess the current quality of the relationship, and what professional strategies
they use in fostering or coping with those relationships.
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2.3. Data Analysis

We analyzed and condensed the recorded and transcribed interviews in accordance
with the structuring qualitative content analysis [75], using the software MAXQDA 2020.
For the first research question regarding the importance of dyadic teacher–student rela-
tionships for teacher well-being, we developed no codes, and we directly analyzed and
summarized the answers to the corresponding interview question. We recorded sponta-
neous responses indicating the level of importance (very important, important). In addition,
we collected and reported exemplary positive and negative subjective well-being expe-
riences (emotional, cognitive, and physical) across all relationship descriptions to show
the variety of links between dyadic teacher–student relationships and the three qualities
of well-being experience. For the second and third research questions, we developed a
category system (see Table 1; for the detailed coding scheme, see Supplementary Materials
Table S1) in a multistage procedure: (1) We determined the coding rules. We defined
coding units as sense units, ranging from a phrase to several sentences. Due to the partly
close thematic connection between the categories and the dyadic character of the dyadic
teacher–student relationship (e.g., humor), we decided to allow double and multiple coding.
(2) Following an iterative process, we developed the category system. First, we deduc-
tively derived categories from the literature on teacher well-being and teacher–student
relationship. We created the main categories “relationship schema student” (statements
of the teacher about the student) and “relationship schema teacher” (statements of the
teacher about themselves), as well as the subcategory “personality”, as used in the study
by Claessens and colleagues [53]. To code teachers’ personality descriptions, we used the
classification of the Big Five personality traits described by Danner and colleagues [76]. In
accordance with Frenzel [77] and Hagenauer and Hascher [59], we added the subcategories
“relational behavior”, “motivational behavior” (including motivation), “socio-emotional
behavior” (including interactions with classmates), and “performance behavior” (including
performance) to the student relationship schema. We further deductively developed the
subcategories of the category “relational behavior” (e.g., trust and humor) for both the
student and the teacher relationship schema from extracted relationship qualities from the
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literature (e.g., [78]), tested them on the material, and combined them with inductively built
categories. Inductively, we further differentiated the category “complementary professional
strategies” of the teacher relationship schema and added the subcategories “sympathy”
and “special education needs” to the student relationship schema. For each subcategory, we
distinguished between positive and negative valence (e.g., respect and discipline vs. lack
of respect and discipline). According to research on emotion [40,79], and specifically in the
context of teacher–student-relationships [80,81], positive and negative dimensions should
be considered as independent. (3) By applying and discussing the developed categories,
they were constantly sharpened, and the material, if necessary, was recoded. We used
the same category system for dyadic teacher–student relationships supporting teacher
well-being and for dyadic teacher–student relationships inhibiting teacher well-being. By
analyzing descriptions of more than one dyadic teacher–student relationship supporting
or inhibiting teacher well-being per teacher, we aimed to capture the diversity of teach-
ers’ experiences. Following Claessens and colleagues [53], the indicated frequency of the
codes (see Table 1) is not based on how often a teacher used a certain code in his or her
descriptions but rather on whether or not a code was present in the description of dyadic
teacher–student relationships. If a teacher mentioned a certain code (positive or negative
valence) one or more times, we coded it as 1. If a code was not mentioned, we coded it
as 0. We explicitly point out that the frequency indication serves as an orientation and is
not to be interpreted as a conclusive result. In the semi-structured interviews, not all the
questions were answered in the same way.

Table 1. Coding scheme and results of frequency analysis.

Relationship
Schema Student

Type of Relationship Relationship
Schema Teacher

Type of Relationship

Supporting Inhibiting Supporting Inhibiting

Personality, intelligence, and special education needs + − + − Personality + − + −

Emotional stability 3 5 7 Emotional stability 1
Extraversion 11 2 4 Extraversion 1
Agreeableness 7 2 1 Agreeableness 1
Conscientiousness 5 2 Conscientiousness
Openness 5 Openness
Sympathy 5 2 1
Intelligence 8 2
Special education needs 1 7

Relational behavior + − + − Relational behavior + − + −

Respect and discipline 9 11 2 18 Honesty 6 1 4
Honesty 8 6 Understanding 14 22 9
Clear communication of one’s own needs 6 1 2 9 Appreciation 11 6
Trust 8 1 1 Trust 3 1 3
Willingness to help 9 1 Humor 10
Gratitude 4 1 Reliability 3
Humor 10 1 Justice 3 2
Active relationship building with teacher 17 2 11 11 Active relationship building with student 15 2 11 11

Disciplinary interventions 7 4 14
Positive reinforcement 4 7
(Professional) support 13 2 18

Motivational behavior + − + − Complementary professional strategies + − + −

Motivation 10 3 9 11 Parental involvement 13 4 6

Socio-emotional behavior + − + − Collaboration with (special education) teachers
and specialists 3 8

Interactions with classmates 7 4 2 9

Performance behavior + − + − Time to develop or improve the relationship 6 4
Performance 11 3 7 10

Reset of the relationship 5

Note: + = positive valence (e.g., respect and discipline); − = negative valence (e.g., lack of respect and discipline).

2.4. Ethics and Credibility

We contacted potential participants by e-mail and invited them to take part in the
study at a time convenient for them. We recruited all participants on a voluntary basis and
assured them complete anonymity and confidentiality, as specified in a written consent
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form. Participants could withdraw from the study at any time. All teachers received the
results by e-mail and were invited to participate in further discussions.

We piloted the relationship map before conducting cognitive interviews [82] with two
teachers. Information regarding comprehensibility and procedure was clarified. Further-
more, we conducted the interview with the same two teachers, and we obtained indications
of the comprehensibility and the time required. The interview guidelines were revised, and
the interview questions were sharpened.

The first author completed most of the coding, whereby selected text passages were
discussed during team meetings. Furthermore, another team member coded additionally a
third of the interviews. We calculated the intercoder agreement based on the percentage
of agreement (code overlap for segments of at least 90%) by using MAXQDA 2020. This
resulted in a good corrected kappa value [83] of κ = 0.74.

3. Results

In the following sections, the main results regarding the three research questions are
presented and illustrated with quotes from teachers. As the interviews were conducted in
German, the selected quotes were translated into English by the first author and approved
by the second and third authors. The participant number (P01–26) and the position in the
transcript are indicated with examples; for instance, P03 pos. 24 indicates an exact quote
from participant number 3 at position 24 in the transcript.

3.1. Importance of Dyadic Teacher–Student-Relationships with Regard to Their Well-Being at
School—Research Question 1

All 26 teachers confirmed the importance of dyadic teacher–student relationships
for teacher well-being, with 15 teachers attributing a high importance and 9 teachers
attributing a very high importance to their individual well-being. One teacher explained
the importance as follows:

“When I think about the individual students, they influence my thinking. I take care of
the child. Depending on the relationship, it is easier for me. I worry less. I also feel good,
or happy to come to school and see the child again. I see them often, five times a week.
[ . . . ] Yes, the relationship is very, very important for my well-being” (P26, pos. 62).

In all interviews, teachers reported dyadic teacher–student relationships as a source
of positive emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations. Teachers talked of joy when
students expressed trust in them (P06, pos. 22) or provided a positive emotional response
(P18, pos. 14). Teachers reported pride when they established a good relationship with a
student (P10, pos. 37). When a student actively sought contact, satisfaction was reported
(P13, pos. 9). Teachers mentioned being uplifted, as if one “had three coffees”, after a
successful parent meeting (P17, pos. 24); sleeping well (P26, pos. 62); and feeling relaxed or
relieved when students expressed gratitude after a great effort on the part of the teacher (P03,
pos. 98). Certain dyadic teacher–student relationships were associated with fun during
learning processes due to “being on the same page” (P11, pos. 114) and easily connecting
to the individual child’s needs (P10, pos. 19):

“Fun, fun, fun with learning. Right? From that point on, when the relationship is good,
from that point on, you can have fun while learning. Before that, you cannot. But when
you get it right, and you are both on the same page [ . . . ] on the same respect level, but
also on the same understanding level. From then on, you can really have that fun with
learning” (P11, pos. 112).

Teachers also addressed dyadic teacher–student relationships as a source of negative
emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations. For example, one teacher experienced it as a
burden to maintain a time-consuming relationship with a student with special needs that
left no resources to meet the needs of other students in the class (P23, pos. 117). Another
teacher had the impression that a child felt uncomfortable in her presence, which led to
anxiety (P14, pos. 88). A teacher spoke of disgust with herself after becoming aware that
she had treated a student unfairly because of her own behavioral patterns and triggers
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(P11, pos. 84). A teacher reported frustration when no progress had been made in the
quality of the relationship despite many efforts (P10, pos. 74). A teacher talked about
one dyadic teacher–student relationship that led to a feeling of powerlessness on the part
of the teacher as to how best to support this student (P16, pos. 213). A difficult dyadic
teacher–student relationship led to teachers’ worrying in the evening about the causes of
existing conflicts (P21, pos. 94) or about how to help a child in a difficult situation (P15,
pos. 17). The extent to which a difficult dyadic teacher–student relationship can affect
teacher well-being was illustrated by the description of a teacher who has taught a student
with difficult socio-emotional behavior and who strongly criticized the teacher. The teacher
described becoming ill, suffering from various colds, and not wanting to get up anymore (P14,
pos. 158). Some teachers also reported that a difficult dyadic teacher–student relationship
had almost caused them to leave the teaching profession in the past, as expressed by one
young teacher as follows:

“If I regularly noticed that I was not getting along with the children, then that would be
a reason for me not to do this job” (P02, pos. 100).

The reported positive and negative effects of dyadic teacher–student relationships on
teacher well-being should not be understood as an exhaustive list; rather, they represent
the multifaceted spectrum of dyadic teacher–student relationships as a source of teacher
well-being.

3.2. Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationships That Support Teacher Well-Being—Research Question 2

We describe teacher well-being-supporting dyadic teacher–student relationships based
on (1) how teachers located those relationships on the relationship map and (2) the represen-
tation of the three most prevalent subcategories of each category of the student and teacher
relationship schemas. Table 1 shows how frequently teachers mentioned the subcategories
in their talk about dyadic teacher–student relationships that support teacher well-being.
It has to be noted that the descriptions of the relationship schema of the student and the
teacher are closely linked due to the interactional character of dyadic relationships, and
thus their separation should be considered to be a heuristic.

3.2.1. Characterization on the Relationship Map

When asked to identify around three dyadic teacher–student relationships that support
teacher well-being the most, teachers classified a total of 107 relationships, with 45 (42.1%)
being a relationship with a male student and 62 (57.9%) being a relationship with a female
student (see Table 2). Of those dyadic teacher–student relationships, 15 were located by
teachers in Quadrant I and therefore characterized as relationships with much closeness
and much conflict. None of the relationships was in Quadrant II, with little closeness and
much conflict. While 5 of the relationships were in Quadrant III, with little closeness and
little conflict, 87 of the relationships were in Quadrant IV, with much closeness and little
conflict.

Table 2. Locations of dyadic teacher–student relationships on the relationship maps (N = 26) that
most support teacher well-being.

+Closeness
+Conflict

(Quadrant I)

−Closeness,
+Conflict

(Quadrant II)

−Closeness,
−Conflict

(Quadrant III)

+Closeness
−Conflict

(Quadrant IV)

Male student 45 12 0 3 30
Female student 62 3 0 2 57

Total 107 15 0 5 87
Note: + = much; − = little; overall, 495 dyadic teacher–student relationships from 26 classes were located on the
relationship map, including 244 (49.3%) female and 251 (50.7%) male students.
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3.2.2. Relationship Schema Student

When teachers talked about dyadic teacher–student relationships that support their
well-being, most teachers talked in terms of students’ personality, intelligence, and special
education needs in regard to extroverted students (n = 11), students high in agreeableness
(n = 7), and students with high intelligence (n = 8). For example, one teacher spoke of
working with an intelligent student leading to satisfaction and joy:

“He is just clever. We can discuss or explain things at a slightly higher level than with
other kids. It’s just exciting to not only talk about the 4th grade material” (P21, pos. 122).

Key discussion topics related to student relationship behaviors included students’ active
relationship building with the teacher (n = 17), shared humor (n = 10), and issues related
to lack of respect for the teacher and disciplinary problems (n = 11). Students’ active
relationship building with the teacher was experienced by one teacher as follows:

“I come into the classroom and he is already running toward me with something that he
either wants to show me what he has done or that he wants to ask me (laughs)” (P14,
pos. 108).

Regarding the motivational behavior of the students, teachers (n = 10) talked about
motivated students who like coming to school, are concentrated on their work, contribute
their own ideas to the lessons, or try to implement tips from the teacher. Few teachers
(n = 3) spoke of unmotivated students. Motivated students can come along with a good
feeling for the teacher:

“I can rely on her, she is doing her best. And she also comes up with questions when
she does not understand something. And that is a very good feeling for me. So I do not
have to ask at home: ‘Oh, why did she only do three tasks and they are all wrong?’” (P04,
pos. 39).

Concerning the socio-emotional behavior of the students, positive interactions with
classmates (n = 7) were described as having friends in class and being integrated. On the
other hand, some teachers (n = 4) talked about students involved in negative interactions
with classmates. For example, for positive interactions, one teacher explained that a student
was an important tie in the social network of the class, contributing to its cohesion and
therefore supporting her well-being:

“That’s what this class needs, maybe that’s what makes me feel good, because she’s so
important, such a rock for the class. She holds the class together a bit, which is important”
(P20, pos. 41).

Regarding performance behavior, the high performance of students (n = 11) and few
students showing low performance (n = 3) were mentioned. High performance led to joy
and pride among teachers, as the following example illustrates:

“I cannot take credit for it, but I am proud of this girl. I can also praise her a lot and that
is what we teachers extremely like to do” (P20, pos. 43).

3.2.3. Relationship Schema Teacher

Teachers rarely talked about their own personality in the context of well-being-supporting
dyadic teacher–student relationships. Teachers described themselves in terms of extraver-
sion (n = 1), agreeableness (n = 1), and as being emotionally stable or calm (n = 1).

“Then I think maybe it has a little bit to do with my nature. Well, I am a very calm person
and I am not someone who panics easily” (P24, pos. 66).

When describing their relationship behaviors, teachers most often talked about their
active relationship building with students (n = 15). Extracurricular activities, such as school
trips, provided opportunities for initiating personal conversations with students. However,
even in school, “chitchat times” before or after class can also be a platform for bonding.
One teacher shared how she actively connected with the students when greeting them in
the morning:
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“I just ask: ‘How are you?’ in the morning. Or: ‘What did you eat?’ Or: ‘How is your
hamster?’ Or yes, often it is conversations like that in the morning when they come. I
think that is where I can have a lot of influence” (P15, pos. 89).

Furthermore, the understanding of students’ behavior (n = 14) was an important topic.
Through the understanding of a student’s response pattern, anger can be prevented. One
teacher shared that a first step in gaining understanding for her begins with greetings in the
morning. The look in the eyes, i.e., blurred or clear; and the posture, i.e., relaxed or sluggish,
provided the teacher with important clues about the students’ well-being. However, to
develop an understanding of students, teachers pointed out the importance of looking at
their own behavior patterns, as illustrated in the following quote:

“And I think to really sit down and deal with these children who evoke something in you
that actually has to do with you and your history. [ . . . ] how can I change the focus and
meet the child in a new way” (P11, pos. 82).

Almost with the same frequency as understanding the student’s behavior, teachers
talked about their (professional) support of the student (n = 13). When a student needed
a lot of support, the relationship could be strengthened through the intensive coaching,
leaving room for progress and a sense of influence and satisfaction for the teacher. Even
if a teacher had not yet found the right support measures but supporting a student was
perceived as challenging and not overwhelming, teachers reported well-being in the long
run when they eventually succeeded:

“Challenge, self-reflection, frustration, but it is exactly this frustration that makes me
reflect [ . . . ] It is on so many levels afterwards where you feel well-being, that you have
[ . . . ] you have chosen the right path” (P13, pos. 75).

Concerning complementary professional strategies, teachers most frequently spoke of
successful parental involvement (n = 13). Clarifying parent meetings, which represented a
turning point in the dyadic teacher–student relationship, as well as generally cooperative
and supportive parents, were mentioned. Teachers described that, on one hand, the quality
of parental involvement may influence teachers’ perceptions of the relationship when
perceiving parents’ appreciation. On the other hand, teachers reported that they think
the quality of parental involvement also influences students, as they came to school less
skeptical or were able to open up to the teacher:

“With this child it was important that I had a good relationship with the mother first. I
have the feeling that as soon as he knew ‘Mommy says at home, it’s ok at school, and the
teacher does it well’, then he was able to open up” (P23, pos. 101).

Other strategies mentioned by teachers included giving the relationship enough time
to develop or improve (n = 6) and collaborating with (special education) teachers and
specialists (n = 3) who supported their understanding of student’s behavior based on
additional information.

3.3. Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationships That Inhibit Teacher Well-Being—Research Question 3

We describe teacher well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships based
on (1) how teachers located those relationships on the relationship map and (2) the represen-
tation of the three most prevalent subcategories of each category of the student and teacher
relationship schemas. Table 1 shows how frequently teachers mentioned the subcategories
in their talk about dyadic teacher–student relationships that inhibit teacher well-being.
The results are listed in Table 1, in the column “Type of relationship—Inhibiting”, on the
left side of Table 1 for the relationship schema student and on the right side of Table 1 for
the relationship schema teacher. For each relationship quality of the subcategories, we
distinguished between teachers talking in positive (+) or negative (-) valence (e.g., respect
and discipline vs. lack of respect and discipline). It has to be noted that the descriptions
of the relationship schema of the student and the teacher are closely linked due to the
interactional character of dyadic relationships, and their separation should therefore be
considered to be a heuristic.
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3.3.1. Characterization on the Relationship Map

When asked to name two to three dyadic teacher–student relationships that inhibit
teacher well-being the most, teachers classified a total of 74 relationships, with 53 (71.6%)
being a relationship with a male student and 21 (28.4%) being a relationship with a female
student (Table 3). Of those dyadic teacher–student relationships, 25 were located by
the teachers in Quadrant I and therefore were characterized as relationships with much
closeness and much conflict. A total of 22 of the relationships were located in Quadrant II,
with little closeness and much conflict. In addition, 17 of the relationships were in Quadrant
III, with little closeness and little conflict, while 5 of the relationships were in Quadrant IV,
with much closeness and little conflict.

Table 3. Locations of dyadic teacher–student relationships on the relationship maps (N = 26) that
most inhibit teacher well-being.

+Closeness
+Conflict

(Quadrant I)

−Closeness,
+Conflict

(Quadrant II)

−Closeness,
−Conflict

(Quadrant III)

+Closeness
−Conflict

(Quadrant IV)

Male student 53 a 18 17 13 2
Female student 21 b 7 5 4 3

Total 74 25 22 17 5
Note: + = much; − = little; a 3 dyadic teacher–student relationships with male students were located at the
intersection between Quadrants I and II; b 2 dyadic teacher–student relationships with female students were
located at the intersection between Quadrants III and IV; 495 dyadic teacher–student relationships from 26 classes
were located on the relationship map, including 244 (49.3%) female and 251 (50.7%) male students.

3.3.2. Relationship Schema Student

When teachers talked about dyadic teacher–student relationships that inhibit their
well-being, most teachers talked in terms of students’ personality, intelligence, and special
education needs in regard to emotionally unstable students (n = 7), introverted students
(n = 4), and students with suspected or confirmed special education needs (n = 7), such as
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. One teacher expressed disappointment with an
introverted student who solved tasks like a “machine”:

“It’s simple—there’s just no output coming, no emotion from him, just really very little.
Maybe I am a little disappointed in the sense of ‘Hey, you could do so many cool things to
talk about, also with the other kids, but you ONLY sit there and concentrate on yourself’.
Maybe it’s selfish of me too, but I just think that would be so nice” (P21, pos. 160).

Major discussion topics related to the relationship behavior of the students included lack
of students’ respect for the teacher and discipline (n = 18), as well as active (n = 11) and
non-active (n = 11) relationship building with the teacher. One teacher worried about how
her own feelings were affected by a student’s provocative behavior, causing her to almost
explode.

“What worries me is that it can trigger feelings in me so that I really almost explode. And
how she can influence me with her behavior [ . . . ] That makes her really challenging.
Sometimes I am standing here and she is doing something at her desk two steps away
from me. Things like eating at school, or playing with her toys, even though we agreed
that they are not allowed. She does that often in a row and really provokes me” (P19,
pos. 105).

Regarding the motivational behavior of the students, teachers (n = 11) talked about
unmotivated students who forgot to do their homework, could not find it, or did not make
an effort to solve the tasks set by the teacher. This led to anger, annoyance, and frustration
on the part of the teacher, because available resources were not being used, and this usually
meant extra work for the teacher, as illustrated in the quote below. Nevertheless, teachers
(n = 9) also talked about motivated students.
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“Sometimes I get angry at the child because I think we have already discussed doing a
reading comprehension once a week so many times. I asked, ‘And, did you do it now?’
and he answered ‘No, I do not feel like it!’” (P25, pos. 22).

Concerning the socio-emotional behavior of the students, more teachers described stu-
dents involved in negative interactions with classmates (n = 9) inside and outside the
classroom (e.g., on the way to school) than students involved in positive interactions (n = 2).
Although aggression was not directly expressed at the teacher, it had a negative impact on
the dyadic teacher–student relationship and could lead to sleepless nights, as illustrated by
the following example of an incident outside of the classroom:

“One incident that shocked me was that he was fighting with a boy so much that he just
lashed out. Then the grandmother of the other boy came [ . . . ] This boy threw the worst
things at her like ‘Your son deserves to die!’ [ . . . ]. I did NOT know what to do anymore.
And when you get into a situation like that, I realized that my relationship with him
changed too. It’s not his fault, it was a change. It was not against me, but in some ways,
it was against me. It was extremely challenging, I had sleepless nights” (P20, pos. 49).

Regarding performance behavior, low performance of students (n = 10) but also good
performance (n = 7) was described. Low performance led to nervousness in one teacher:

“But somehow I have the feeling that the child cannot mobilize its full resources. And
that makes me a little nervous” (P20, pos. 43).

3.3.3. Relationship Schema Teacher

Teachers did not talk (n = 0) about their own personality in the context of well-being-
inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships. When describing their relationship behaviors,
teachers most often expressed an understanding of student behaviors (n = 22). Teachers
talked about the fact that it is hardly possible to have an equally good relationship with all
students, that conflicts are part of daily school life, and that not all students have a need to
be close to the teacher, things they first had to learn to accept. Meeting students’ behavior
with understanding was a challenging process for some teachers and required daily effort.
Teachers most often explained difficult student behavior in terms of socialization in the
parental home. For one teacher, getting to know parents led to increased understanding of
a student’s behavior and helped her find her own “peace”:

“Much of what the parents represent you then recognize in the child, including the
problems that are passed on or lived through the child. And much can then be explained
in the child. Sometimes it helps to find peace and say, ‘Okay, I just need to show the child
that there is something else’. And suddenly the child can develop. You know where the
problem lies” (P11, pos. 200).

Furthermore, teachers claimed that not being able to adequately support a student
(n = 18) resulted in anger at themselves and feelings of helplessness. In the case of lack of
progress, teachers talked about resignation at a certain point, potentially leading to leaving
a student on the side. Teachers also reported that when a student needed a high level of
support, they were unable to adequately support other students in the class. This generated
discomfort and a feeling of being drained, as illustrated in the following quote:

“He is a totally interesting boy and I like him, really a lot. That is the dilemma. He is
not well supported; he needs so much support that we cannot give him because he does
not have the right for extra hours. We will probably get a class assistance because he
is pretty much draining us with the attention he needs. [ . . . ] That is where I do not
feel comfortable anymore because I realize I am not doing justice to the other students,
because I am spending so much time on him. This is difficult for him and also for the
other children” (P20, pos. 49).

Disciplinary interventions were the third main topic (n = 14), whereby teachers de-
scribed different methods ranging from small interventions (e.g., a look) to severe inter-
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ventions (e.g., a time-out in the principal’s office). Those measures were accompanied by a
range of sensations such as pity or rage:

“Anger. I get really ‘Ahh.’ [ . . . ] I then explode. I really explode by saying ‘It just does
not work like that’. But then it is over. And then I am fine again” (P04, pos. 45).

Concerning complementary professional strategies, teachers most frequently talked about
collaboration with (special education) teachers and specialists (n = 8). It was perceived
as helpful to be able to exchange ideas about difficult situations, to be able to delegate
something from time to time, or to get valuable tips. In addition, teachers (n = 6) mentioned
difficult parental involvement, for example, because parents did not support the disci-
plinary interventions of the teacher. One teacher described her difficulties in not letting her
relationship with the student be negatively affected by her poor relationship with parents:

“Lately I had a case where I really had to turn quite strongly away from the mother
because I realized that her dislike of me was influencing my relationship with the student.
I really had to take a pair of scissors in my hand, purely mentally, cut the umbilical cord
and say: ’This is a person here, this has nothing to do with my student over there.’ And
that was hard. That was hardcore, honestly. I have never experienced that so strongly
before, I was a bit scared” (P11, pos. 200).

In addition, resetting the relationship and giving it another chance (n = 5) was also
mentioned as a strategy to deal with well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relation-
ships:

“A principle of mine is ‘Never start the day on yesterday’s broken glass’. Every day
is a new chance for every child. This is an important principle, and I have had good
experiences with it. We can have conflicts, but the children also have to learn that they
are over at one point and then it is good again” (P12, pos. 63).

4. Discussion

This study aimed to understand the role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in
teachers’ well-being. We used a qualitative approach to examine how Swiss primary school
teachers describe the importance of dyadic teacher–student relationships for their well-
being at school (RQ 1). We also investigated how they describe dyadic teacher–student
relationships that support or inhibit teacher well-being and what professional strategies
they report to foster or cope with those dyadic teacher–student relationships (RQ2 and
RQ3). We conceptualized teacher well-being as a multicomponent construct that includes
emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations and focused specifically on teacher–student
relationships from a dyadic perspective, i.e., between the teacher and an individual student.
Valuable implications for research and teacher education institutions, as well as authorities
supporting teacher well-being, can be drawn from the findings.

Regarding the first research question, the results confirmed that dyadic teacher–
student relationships play an important role for teachers in everyday school life and
are a source of a variety of positive and negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sen-
sations. This finding aligns with the results from previous studies examining the role of
the fulfilment of the need for social belonging in teacher well-being [48,49]. Interestingly,
teachers mentioned fewer associations with physical sensations in comparison to emotions
and cognitions. One possible explanation for this finding might be that teachers expe-
rienced, in general, a high level of physical strain in everyday school life and therefore
considered physical sensations in the context of social relationships to be normal and
part of the teaching profession. Another explanation is that it might be more difficult for
teachers to be aware of possible associations between their physical sensations and dyadic
teacher–student relationships. Probably, neurobiological responses in the context of social
relationships [46,47] tend to escape teachers’ awareness.

Regarding the second and third research questions, examples of dyadic teacher–
student relationships supporting or inhibiting teacher well-being varied across individuals.
Interestingly, both positive and negative relationship qualities (e.g., conflict and lack of
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motivation) were present in both supporting and inhibiting dyadic teacher–student rela-
tionships. We therefore suggest that the combination of different relationship qualities is
crucial. According to the multicomponent construct of well-being, we hypothesize that a
dyadic teacher–student relationship supports teacher well-being when teacher well-being-
supporting qualities outweigh the inhibiting ones. As suggested by other authors [80,81],
those two dimensions should be considered independent of each other. Studies that capture
the relationship quality by using only one dimension may underestimate the complexity of
social relationships. However, the role of the intensity with which different relationship
qualities impacted teacher well-being could not be investigated based on the available data.
Theoretically, it could be argued that well-being-inhibiting relationship qualities could
have a stronger effect than well-being-supporting relationship qualities [18,84]. There is
also a need to clarify to what extent teacher well-being-supporting relationships can be
distinguished from “successful” or “strong” relationships.

Despite the diversity in teachers’ description of dyadic teacher–student relationships,
some differences between relationships that support and relationships that inhibit teacher
well-being were discovered. Almost all of the dyadic teacher–student relationships de-
scribed as supporting teacher well-being were characterized by intense closeness. Char-
acteristics of those relationships included students’ active relationship building with the
teacher, motivation, positive interactions with classmates, and humor, indicating the im-
portant role of students’ active involvement in interactions with teachers. Similar student
behavior emerged in Claessens et al.’s [53] study of “positive” relationships. Interestingly,
nearly half of the teachers also described issues related to lack of respect for the teacher
and disciplinary problems. This raises the question of why teachers characterized these
relationships as supporting their well-being at school? First, the combination of conflict
and closeness supports results of Newberry and Davis [63] that, compared to disruptive
behavior, student pressure for a close relationship with the teacher has an important role
in the emergence of emotionally positive teacher–student relationships. Second, students’
relational behavior in conflicts (e.g., honesty, clear communication of their needs, and trust
in the teacher) and teachers’ professional strategies for relationship building likely played
a role. Possibly, students who express their needs and actively interact with teachers con-
tribute to the well-being-supportive relationships, even when this interaction is sometimes
conflictual. In terms of professional strategies for fostering teacher well-being-supportive re-
lationships, teachers mentioned (1) being appreciative and understanding toward students,
(2) establishing good collaborations with special education teachers and involving parents,
and (3) using time slots outside of regular school hours (e.g., extracurricular activities)
for relationship building. Some teachers also reported that dyadic teacher–student rela-
tionships, perceived as a negative source of teacher well-being, prompted their individual
professional learning and therefore had a longer-term positive effect on their well-being as a
teacher. Having such a growth mindset seems specifically interesting from the perspective
of continuous professionalization. As in Hargreaves’ [54] study, teachers experienced pride
and satisfaction from building good dyadic teacher–student relationships, which, in the
sense of Lortie [85], can be viewed as “psychic rewards” of their daily work. Isenbarger
and Zembylas [86] also observed in a longitudinal case study that personal satisfaction was
experienced when achieving progress within difficult situations with students.

Looking at the relationship maps, the first thing that stands out is that there were
three times as many well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships with male
students than with female students. Similar findings have been found in other studies,
in which teachers more often referred to relationships with male students when select-
ing high-conflict relationships (e.g., [33,55]). Because the key topic in the description of
teacher well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships was conflict, several
explanations are possible. First, regarding the personality and relationship behavior of
the student—in comparison to dyadic teacher–student relationships that promote well-
being—teachers more often reported a lack of emotional stability and honesty. Moreover,
poor communication of needs by students was reported, which would be an important
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relationship skill [65]. Second, a lack of student motivation was present in almost half
of teachers’ descriptions. This triggered anger and frustration, which is consistent with
existing research findings [53,54,59]. Third, nearly one-third of teachers described negative
interactions with classmates. Even though the teacher was not directly involved, the teach-
ers’ goal of creating a good classroom climate was threatened [77]. In sum, teachers may
ascribe those behaviors more to male than female students, and this, in turn, leads to more
well-being-inhibiting dyadic relationships with male students.

Interestingly, conflict and closeness were not mutually exclusive. This can be in-
terpreted as an indicator of high social–emotional competence of teachers. Almost all
teachers expressed understanding for a student’s situation and described how they used
cognitive reappraisal (e.g., [87]) and regulated their emotions (e.g., [88]). On the other
hand, two-thirds of the teachers expressed a feeling of providing inadequate support to the
students. It is therefore not surprising that collaboration with (special education) teachers
and specialists was mentioned as a professional strategy. According to the Collaborative for
Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) [65], asking for help when needed is
an important relationship skill. Professional collaboration contributes to an understanding
of difficult student behavior, allowing for closeness despite conflict.

While the teachers, despite the difficulties, described relationships with positive devel-
opment or at least had hope for it, some teachers also reported rigid negative interaction
patterns when the same conflicts occurred again and again or (professional) support did not
bring progress. Trapped in such patterns of relationships, a certain resignation became ap-
parent among teachers. As reported by Newberry and Davis [63], teachers might distance
themselves from a student or minimize interactions because of their own vulnerability.
“Never start the day on yesterday’s broken glass”—in times of lack of progress and setbacks,
teachers reported the important professional strategy of starting each day anew. When
teacher’s relational aspirations were repeatedly not met, the relationships remained fraught
with negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations. This might be particularly
critical for teachers ascribing to well-functioning dyadic teacher-student relationships a
high importance for student’s school success.

Despite experiencing well-being-inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships, all
teachers reported feeling well or very well at school. Dyadic teacher–student relationships
should be viewed as only one source that, in combination with other aspects, influences
teacher well-being [1,13]. Therefore, promoting well-being should not be restricted to a
teacher’s individual responsibility. Rather, measures should be taken holistically at all
school levels [1]. Sharing understanding and sources of well-being [89] can be a first step
toward co-constructively designing a school that aims to promote the well-being of all
stakeholders.

4.1. Implications for Practice

Our findings demonstrate the important role that dyadic teacher–student relationships
play in teacher well-being. As our results show, dyadic teacher–student relationships can
be a source of positive and negative emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations, and,
therefore, they can be a resource for or a threat to teachers’ well-being. It is therefore
essential that relationship building is not left to chance and professional strategies for
developing and dealing with dyadic teacher–student relationships are addressed as early
as possible, as part of the initial teacher education. In particular, (pre-service) teachers
should be encouraged to train their social–emotional competence (e.g., [68]). For exam-
ple, participating teachers reported that creating and reflecting on the relationship map
was an enriching and valuable experience. After entering the profession, the relationship
map might therefore be a suitable tool for teachers to reflect on their relationships with
their students and a good starting point to work on habitualized unproductive attribu-
tion patterns [42]. Interventions that have already been tested for effectiveness, such as
the “Relationship-Focused Reflection Program” [90], or more universal approaches imple-
mented to all students at the school or class level (for a meta-analysis see [91]) are other
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options that can be implemented by teacher education institutions or schools. Because
we understand teacher–student relationships as dyadic, not only the social–emotional
competence of teachers but also the promotion of the social–emotional competence of
students should be prioritized. Our findings also revealed that professional collaboration
was relevant for establishing and managing dyadic teacher–student relationships. High
levels of teachers’ social–emotional competence might be beneficial for building valuable
collaboration with (special education) teachers, specialists, and parents. This exchange can
offer teachers the opportunity to reflect with an external person on their own relationship
patterns and to develop alternative ways of acting. Required resources and structures are
needed to establish those partnerships. Furthermore, teachers indicated their inability to
adequately support students when their academic performance was very high or very
low. Strengthening subject didactic competencies could improve teaching quality, which
could lead to greater teacher well-being. Teachers also described that, in their first years of
professional activity, resources were mostly absorbed by preparing and teaching different
topics. It therefore seems important that on-the-job training is also offered for experienced
teachers. As they gain confidence and establish a routine in teaching, they have more
resources available to engage in social relationships with students and implement new
impulses. Developing a growth mindset and considering challenging relationships as a
valuable opportunity for their own professionalization might be beneficial. Moreover, our
study gives insight into the complexity and daily effort of relationship building for teachers
(e.g., self-reflection and work collaborations). When considering the idea of teachers estab-
lishing and maintaining dyadic teacher–student relationships with all students in class, it
seems beneficial to provide stable class compositions [20,64].

4.2. Limitations and Future Research

This study has several limitations. First, individual understanding of different rela-
tionship qualities may vary among teachers [63]. In the case of the relationship map, we
addressed this issue by integrating the German items of the Student–Teacher Relation-
ship Scale [73] by Milatz and colleagues [74] to describe the dimensions “conflict” and
“closeness” in the written instructions. Second, the results aimed at capturing the cogni-
tive representations of the dyadic teacher–student relationship from teachers’ perspective,
which must be distinguished from the actual interactions, as well as the students’ perspec-
tive. Previous studies revealed differences between teachers’ and students’ perception of
their relationship (e.g., [92,93]). In addition, it would be insightful to examine the extent to
which dyadic teacher–student relationships supporting teacher well-being are also benefi-
cial for students or whether there might be dissimilarities. Future research should include
students’ perceptions and, ideally, a third, independent observer perspective. This would
allow us to examine the possible discrepancies between external and self-perception [80]
and possible causes, as well as consequences for teacher well-being. There are clues in our
material that a divergence can greatly unsettle teachers. Third, as it is common in qualitative
research, the results are based on a small and non-representative sample. Therefore, the
results should be interpreted as the subjective experiences of twenty-six primary school
teachers in their specific environment. All teachers assessed their well-being in school as
high to very high, and there were indications of high social–emotional competence. Fourth,
due to the face-to-face interviews, it might be that some statements were influenced by
social desirability. We attempted to prevent this by maintaining an open and comfortable
atmosphere during the interviews. Fifth, long-term studies are needed to clarify possible
causalities in the role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in teacher well-being.

With this study, we hope to make a small contribution, and further research is needed.
We focused on the role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in teacher well-being. The
role of teacher–class relationship on a collective level needs to be clarified. Moreover, there
is a need to theoretically, as well as empirically, explore the relationship between those two
types of relationships and how they differ from concepts such as classroom management
or classroom climate. In addition, the interview data indicated interindividual differences
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in teachers’ descriptions of well-being-supporting and -inhibiting dyadic teacher–student
relationships (e.g., preference for close, conflict-rich or distant, and conflict-free dyadic
teacher–student relationships). Teachers sometimes reported in the interviews that they
experienced relationships differently than other teachers teaching the same class (e.g.,
subject teachers). This has also been observed in other studies (e.g., [55,94]). A potential
focus for investigating those differences might be possible associations with the teacher’s
professional experience. Studies showed that perceptions of conflict and closeness varied
as a function of professional experience [92] and descriptions of positive dyadic teacher–
student relationships differed [53]. Studies also showed that, especially for teachers with
less professional experience, social affiliation with students was more strongly associated
with teacher well-being [48,49]. Following the study of Isenbarger and Zembylas [86], a
longitudinal perspective would help to understand intraindividual differences and changes
of the relationships over time (e.g., based on the relationship map) in relation to teacher well-
being. Case studies would also allow for a more in-depth investigation of the combinations
and interplay of individual relationship qualities within relationships. More research is
also needed based on a sample including teachers with low well-being.

5. Conclusions

The present study illustrates the role of dyadic teacher–student relationships in teacher
well-being. It gives insights into the variety of emotions, cognitions, and physical sensations
triggered by the relationships and the importance teachers ascribed to them. Descriptions
of teacher well-being-supporting and -inhibiting dyadic teacher–student relationships
were found to be complex, with certain relationship qualities (e.g., conflict and lack of
motivation) being present in both types of relationships. This supports the idea of treating
relationship qualities of positive and negative valence as independent. We discovered some
key differences in both types of relationships (e.g., conflict and closeness). To establish
and maintain teacher well-being in the context of dyadic teacher–student relationships,
teachers’ social–emotional competence and professional strategies, such as successful
parental involvement and collaboration with (special education) teachers and specialists,
seem impactful. It would be beneficial if teacher education institutions and authorities
actively supported teachers in building high-quality relationships with their students
by providing learning opportunities, time, and resources. Support in this area would
be beneficial not only to teachers’ well-being and, thus, their retention in the teaching
profession but also to students’ academic success.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph20054053/s1. Table S1: Detailed coding scheme.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, methodology M.H. and T.H.; formal analysis and investi-
gation, M.H.; data interpretation, all authors; writing—original draft preparation, M.H.; writing—
review and editing, all authors; visualization, M.H.; project administration, M.H. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: For this study, we were dedicated to the Code of Ethics of
the German Educational Research Association (https://www.dgfe.de/en/about-dgfe-gera/code-of-
ethics (accessed on 11 January 2023)). As our study is based on interviews with adult teachers, who
voluntarily participated and gave written consent to use the data for scientific purposes, no ethical
review and approval were necessary.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent for using the data for scientific purposes was
obtained from all teachers involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available upon request from the
corresponding author.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph20054053/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph20054053/s1
https://www.dgfe.de/en/about-dgfe-gera/code-of-ethics
https://www.dgfe.de/en/about-dgfe-gera/code-of-ethics


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4053 19 of 22

Acknowledgments: We highly acknowledge the time and effort that all participating teachers con-
tributed into this research project. We thank Karin Portmann for the highly appreciated cooperation
in designing and conducting the WoLe-project.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. McCallum, F.; Price, D.; Graham, A.; Morrison, A. Teacher Wellbeing: A Review of the Literature. 2017. Available online:

https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2017-10/apo-nid201816.pdf (accessed on 25 January 2023).
2. Duckworth, A.L.; Quinn, P.D.; Seligman, M.E.P. Positive predictors of teacher effectiveness. J. Posit. Psychol. 2009, 4, 540–547.

[CrossRef]
3. Klusmann, U.; Aldrup, K.; Roloff, J.; Lüdtke, O.; Hamre, B.K. Does instructional quality mediate the link between teachers’

emotional exhaustion and student outcomes? A large-scale study using teacher and student reports. J. Educ. Psychol. 2022, 114,
1442–1460. [CrossRef]

4. Capone, V.; Petrillo, G. Mental health in teachers: Relationships with job satisfaction, efficacy beliefs, burnout and depression.
Curr. Psychol. 2020, 39, 1757–1766. [CrossRef]

5. McCallum, F.; Price, D. Well teachers, well students. J. Stud. Wellbeing 2010, 4, 19–34. [CrossRef]
6. Renshaw, T.L.; Long, A.C.J.; Cook, C.R. Assessing teachers’ positive psychological functioning at work: Development and

validation of the Teacher Subjective Wellbeing Questionnaire. Sch. Psychol. Q. 2015, 30, 289–306. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Skaalvik, E.M.; Skaalvik, S. Job demands and job resources as predictors of teacher motivation and well-being. Soc. Psychol. Educ.

2018, 21, 1251–1275. [CrossRef]
8. Madigan, D.J.; Kim, L.E. Towards an understanding of teacher attrition: A meta-analysis of burnout, job satisfaction, and teachers’

intention to quit. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2021, 105, 103425. [CrossRef]
9. Eid, M.; Larsen, R.J. Ed Diener and the science of subjective well-being. In The Science of Subjective Well-Being; Eid, M., Larsen, R.J.,

Eds.; The Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2008; pp. 1–13.
10. Hascher, T. Wohlbefinden in der Schule; Waxmann: Münster, Germany, 2004.
11. De Pablos-Pons, J.; Colás-Bravo, P.; González-Ramírez, T.; del Rey, C.C.M.-V. Teacher well-being and innovation with information

and communication technologies; proposal for a structural model. Qual. Quant. 2013, 47, 2755–2767. [CrossRef]
12. Bricheno, P.; Brown, S.; Lubansky, R. Teacher Wellbeing: A Review of the Evidence; Teacher Support Network Research Services:

London, UK, 2009.
13. Hascher, T.; Waber, J. Teacher well-being: A systematic review of the research literature from the year 2000–2019. Educ. Res. Rev.

2021, 34, 100411. [CrossRef]
14. Aldrup, K.; Klusmann, U.; Lüdtke, O.; Göllner, R.; Trautwein, U. Student misbehavior and teacher well-being: Testing the

mediating role of the teacher-student relationship. Learn. Instr. 2018, 58, 126–136. [CrossRef]
15. Roffey, S. Pupil wellbeing—Teacher wellbeing: Two sides of the same coin? Educ. Child Psychol. 2012, 29, 8–17. [CrossRef]
16. Spilt, J.L.; Koomen, H.M.Y.; Thijs, J.T. Teacher wellbeing: The importance of teacher–student relationships. Educ. Psychol. Rev.

2011, 23, 457–477. [CrossRef]
17. Bakker, A.B.; Hakanen, J.J.; Demerouti, E.; Xanthopoulou, D. Job resources boost work engagement, particularly when job

demands are high. J. Educ. Psychol. 2007, 99, 274–284. [CrossRef]
18. Gavish, B.; Friedman, I.A. Novice teachers’ experience of teaching: A dynamic aspect of burnout. Soc. Psychol. Educ. 2010, 13,

141–167. [CrossRef]
19. Krummenacher, I.; Guidon, I.; Hascher, T.; Morinaj, J.; Beltman, S.; Mansfield, C. Understanding professional challenges and

coping strategies within the resilience process that supports teacher well-being: A qualitative study with Swiss teachers. Frontline
Learn. Res. 2023; submitted.

20. Bergin, C.; Bergin, D. Attachment in the classroom. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2009, 21, 141–170. [CrossRef]
21. Cornelius-White, J. Learner-centered teacher-student relationships are effective: A meta-analysis. Rev. Educ. Res. 2007, 77,

113–143. [CrossRef]
22. Nguyen, T.; Ansari, A.; Pianta, R.C.; Whittaker, J.V.; Vitiello, V.E.; Ruzek, E. The classroom relational environment and children’s

early development in preschool. Soc. Dev. 2020, 29, 1071–1091. [CrossRef]
23. Davis, H.A. Conceptualizing the role and influence of student-teacher relationships on children’s social and cognitive development.

Educ. Psychol. 2003, 38, 207–234. [CrossRef]
24. Hamre, B.K.; Pianta, R.C. Early teacher–child relationships and the trajectory of children’s school outcomes through eighth grade.

Child Dev. 2001, 72, 625–638. [CrossRef]
25. Leitz, I. Motivation Durch Beziehung; Springer VS: Wiesbaden, Germany, 2015. [CrossRef]
26. Wentzel, K.R. Students’ relationships with teachers as motivational contexts. In Handbook of Motivation at School; Wentzel, K.R.,

Wigfield, A., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2009; pp. 301–322.
27. Klassen, R.M.; Perry, N.E.; Frenzel, A.C. Teachers’ relatedness with students: An underemphasized component of teachers’ basic

psychological needs. J. Educ. Psychol. 2012, 104, 150–165. [CrossRef]

https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2017-10/apo-nid201816.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1080/17439760903157232
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000703
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9878-7
http://doi.org/10.21913/JSW.v4i1.599
http://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25642703
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-018-9464-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103425
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-012-9686-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2021.100411
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.05.006
http://doi.org/10.53841/bpsecp.2012.29.4.8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9170-y
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.2.274
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-009-9108-0
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-009-9104-0
http://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298563
http://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12447
http://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3804_2
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-07416-6
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026253


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4053 20 of 22

28. Hagenauer, G.; Hascher, T.; Volet, S.E. Teacher emotions in the classroom: Associations with students’ engagement, classroom
discipline and the interpersonal teacher-student relationship. Eur. J. Psychol. Educ. 2015, 30, 385–403. [CrossRef]

29. Wubbels, T.; Brekelmans, M.; den Brok, P.; Wijsman, L.; Mainhard, T.; van Tartwijk, J. Teacher–student relationships and classroom
management. In Handbook of Classroom Management: Research, Practice, and Contemporary, 2nd ed.; Emmer, E.T., Sabornie, E.J., Eds.;
Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2014; pp. 363–386.

30. Ramelow, D.; Currie, D.; Felder-Puig, R. The assessment of school climate: Review and appraisal of published student-report
measures. J. Psychoeduc. Assess. 2015, 33, 731–743. [CrossRef]

31. Koenen, A.-K.; Spilt, J.L.; Kelchtermans, G. Understanding teachers’ experiences of classroom relationships. Teach. Teach. Educ.
2022, 109, 103573. [CrossRef]

32. Claessens, L.C.A.; van Tartwijk, J.; van der Want, A.C.; Pennings, H.J.M.; Verloop, N.; den Brok, P.J.; Wubbels, T. Positive
teacher–student relationships go beyond the classroom, problematic ones stay inside. J. Educ. Res. 2017, 110, 478–493. [CrossRef]

33. Evans, D.; Butterworth, R.; Law, G.U. Understanding associations between perceptions of student behaviour, conflict representa-
tions in the teacher-student relationship and teachers’ emotional experiences. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2019, 82, 55–68. [CrossRef]

34. Hagenauer, G.; Volet, S.E. Teacher–student relationship at university: An important yet under-researched field. Oxf. Rev. Educ.
2014, 40, 370–388. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Teistler, N.; Umlauft, S.; Wolgast, A. Die Erfassung von Lehrer-Schüler-Beziehungen: Ein Überblick zu deutschsprachigen
Messinstrumenten. Empir. Pädagogik 2019, 33, 456–488.

36. Diener, E. Subjective well-being. Psychol. Bull. 1984, 95, 542–575. [CrossRef]
37. Diener, E.; Lucas, R.E.; Oishi, S. Advances and open questions in the science of subjective well-being. Collabra Psychol. 2018, 4, 15.

[CrossRef]
38. Kim-Prieto, C.; Diener, E.; Tamir, M.; Scollon, C.; Diener, M. Integrating the diverse definitions of happiness: A time-sequential

framework of subjective well-being. J. Happiness Stud. 2005, 6, 261–300. [CrossRef]
39. Hascher, T. Wellbeing. In Social and Emotional Aspects of Learning; Järvelä, S., Ed.; Elsevier: Oxford, UK, 2011; pp. 99–105.
40. Bradburn, N.M. The Structure of Psychological Well-Being; Aldine Publishing Company: Chicago, IL, USA, 1969.
41. Lazarus, R.S. Stress and Emotion. A New Synthesis; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2006.
42. Chang, M.-L.; Davis, H.A. Understanding the role of teacher appraisals in shaping the dynamics of their relationships with

students: Deconstructing teachers’ judgments of disruptive behavior students. In Advances in Teacher Emotion Research: The Impact
on Teachers’ Lives; Schutz, P.A., Zembylas, M., Eds.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 2009; pp. 95–127. [CrossRef]

43. Baumeister, R.F.; Leary, M.R. The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental human motivation.
Psychol. Bull. 1995, 117, 497–529. [CrossRef]

44. Deci, E.L.; Ryan, R.M. (Eds.) Handbook of Self-Determination Research; University of Rochester Press: Rochester, NY, USA, 2002.
45. Maslow, A.H. Motivation and Personality; Harper & Row Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 1954.
46. Bauer, J. Einfühlung, Zuwendung und pädagogische Führung: Die Bedeutung der Beziehung für Lehren und Lernen. In

Pädagogische Beziehungen. Grundlagen—Praxisformen –Wirkungen; Herrmann, U., Ed.; Beltz: Weinheim, Germany, 2019; pp. 35–41.
47. Insel, T.R. Is social attachment an addictive disorder? Physiol. Behav. 2003, 79, 351–357. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
48. Aldrup, K.; Klusmann, U.; Lüdtke, O. Does basic need satisfaction mediate the link between stress exposure and well-being? A

diary study among beginning teachers. Learn. Instr. 2017, 50, 21–30. [CrossRef]
49. Collie, R.J.; Shapka, J.D.; Perry, N.E.; Martin, A.J. Teachers’ psychological functioning in the workplace: Exploring the roles of

contextual beliefs, need satisfaction, and personal characteristics. J. Educ. Psychol. 2016, 108, 788–799. [CrossRef]
50. Butler, R. Striving to connect: Extending an achievement goal approach to teacher motivation to include relational goals for

teaching. J. Educ. Psychol. 2012, 104, 726–742. [CrossRef]
51. Riley, P. An adult attachment perspective on the student–teacher relationship & classroom management difficulties. Teach. Teach.

Educ. 2009, 25, 626–635. [CrossRef]
52. van der Want, A.C.; den Brok, P.; Beijaard, D.; Brekelmans, M.; Claessens, L.C.A.; Pennings, H.J.M. Teachers’ interpersonal role

identity. Scand. J. Educ. Res. 2015, 59, 424–442. [CrossRef]
53. Claessens, L.; van Tartwijk, J.; Pennings, H.; van der Want, A.; Verloop, N.; den Brok, P.; Wubbels, T. Beginning and experienced

secondary school teachers’ self- and student schema in positive and problematic teacher–student relationships. Teach. Teach. Educ.
2016, 55, 88–99. [CrossRef]

54. Hargreaves, A. Mixed emotions: Teachers’ perceptions of their interactions with students. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2000, 16, 811–826.
[CrossRef]

55. McGrath, K.F.; Van Bergen, P. Elementary teachers’ emotional and relational expressions when speaking about disruptive and
well behaved students. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2017, 67, 487–497. [CrossRef]

56. Spilt, J.L.; Koomen, H.M.Y. Widening the view on teacher–child relationships: Teachers’ narratives concerning disruptive versus
non-disruptive children. Sch. Psychol. Rev. 2009, 38, 86–101. [CrossRef]

57. Gastaldi, F.G.M.; Pasta, T.; Longobardi, C.; Prino, L.E.; Quaglia, R. Measuring the influence of stress and burnout in teacher-child
relationship. Eur. J. Educ. Psychol. 2014, 7, 17–28. [CrossRef]

58. Milatz, A.; Lüftenegger, M.; Schober, B. Teachers’ relationship closeness with students as a resource for teacher wellbeing: A
response surface analytical approach. Front. Psychol. 2015, 6, 1949. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-015-0250-0
http://doi.org/10.1177/0734282915584852
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103573
http://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2015.1129595
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.008
http://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2014.921613
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27226693
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
http://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.115
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-7226-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-0564-2_6
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9384(03)00148-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12954430
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000088
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0028613
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.11.018
http://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2014.904428
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.12.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(00)00028-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.07.016
http://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2009.12087851
http://doi.org/10.30552/ejep.v7i1.99
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01949


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4053 21 of 22

59. Hagenauer, G.; Hascher, T. Bedingungsfaktoren und Funktionen von Emotionen von Lehrpersonen im Unterricht. Unterrichtswis-
senschaft 2018, 46, 141–164. [CrossRef]

60. Li, P.-H.; Mayer, D.; Malmberg, L.-E. Teacher well-being in the classroom: A micro-longitudinal study. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2022,
115, 103720. [CrossRef]

61. Veldman, I.; Admiraal, W.; van Tartwijk, J.; Mainhard, T.; Wubbels, T. Veteran teachers’ job satisfaction as a function of personal
demands and resources in the relationships with their students. Teach. Teach. 2016, 22, 913–926. [CrossRef]

62. Frenzel, A.C.; Pekrun, R.; Goetz, T.; Daniels, L.M.; Durksen, T.L.; Becker-Kurz, B.; Klassen, R.M. Measuring teachers’ enjoyment,
anger, and anxiety: The Teacher Emotions Scales (TES). Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 2016, 46, 148–163. [CrossRef]

63. Newberry, M.; Davis, H.A. The role of elementary teachers’ conceptions of closeness to students on their differential behaviour in
the classroom. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2008, 24, 1965–1985. [CrossRef]

64. Hargreaves, A. The emotional practice of teaching. Teach. Teach. Educ. 1998, 14, 835–854. [CrossRef]
65. Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning. CASEL-Competencies. Available online: https://casel.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/12/CASEL-Competencies.pdf (accessed on 3 January 2023).
66. Newberry, M. Identified phases in the building and maintaining of positive teacher–student relationships. Teach. Teach. Educ.

2010, 26, 1695–1703. [CrossRef]
67. Robinson, C.D. A framework for motivating teacher-student relationships. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2022, 34, 2061–2094. [CrossRef]
68. Carstensen, B.; Köller, M.; Klusmann, U. Förderung sozial-emotionaler Kompetenz von angehenden Lehrkräften. Z. Für Entwickl.

Und Pädagogische Psychol. 2019, 51, 1–15. [CrossRef]
69. Katz, D.; Mahfouz, J.; Romas, S. Creating a foundation of well-being for teachers and students starts with SEL curriculum in

teacher education programs. Northwest J. Teach. Educ. 2020, 15, 5. [CrossRef]
70. Spilt, J.L.; Verschueren, K.; Van Minderhout, M.B.W.M.; Koomen, H.M.Y. Practitioner Review: Dyadic teacher–child relationships:

Comparing theories, empirical evidence and implications for practice. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 2022, 63, 724–733. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

71. Herrmann, U. (Ed.) Pädagogische Beziehungen. Grundlagen—Praxisformen –Wirkungen; Beltz: Weinheim, Germany, 2019.
72. Brekelmans, M.; Wubbels, T.; van Tartwijk, J. Teacher–student relationships across the teaching career. Int. J. Educ. Res. 2005, 43,

55–71. [CrossRef]
73. Pianta, R.C. Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS): Professional Manual; Psychological Assessment Resources: Lutz, FL, USA,

2001.
74. Milatz, A.; Glüer, M.; Harwardt-Heinecke, E.; Kappler, G.; Ahnert, L. The student–teacher relationship scale revisited: Testing

factorial structure, measurement invariance and validity criteria in German-speaking samples. Early Child. Res. Q. 2014, 29,
357–368. [CrossRef]

75. Kuckartz, U. Qualitative Text Analysis; Sage: London, UK, 2014.
76. Danner, D.; Rammstedt, B.; Bluemke, M.; Lechner, C.; Berres, S.; Knopf, T.; Soto, C.J.; John, O.P. Das Big Five Inventar. Validierung

eines Persönlichkeitsinventars zur Erfassung von 5 Persönlichkeitsdomänen und 15 Facetten. Diagnostica 2019, 65, 121–132.
[CrossRef]

77. Frenzel, A.C. Teacher emotions. In International Handbook of Emotions in Education; Pekrun, R., Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Eds.; Taylor
& Francis Group: New York, NY, USA, 2014; pp. 494–518.

78. McGrath, K.F.; Van Bergen, P. Attributions and emotional competence: Why some teachers experience close relationships with
disruptive students (and others don’t). Teach. Teach. 2019, 25, 334–357. [CrossRef]

79. Pekrun, R. The control-value theory of achievement emotions: Assumptions, corollaries, and implications for educational research
and practice. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2006, 18, 315–341. [CrossRef]

80. Brinkworth, M.E.; McIntyre, J.; Juraschek, A.D.; Gehlbach, H. Teacher-student relationships: The positives and negatives of
assessing both perspectives. J. Appl. Dev. Psychol. 2018, 55, 24–38. [CrossRef]

81. Roorda, D.L.; Koomen, H.M.Y.; Spilt, J.L.; Oort, F.J. The influence of affective teacher-student relationships on students’ school
engagement and achievement: A metanalytic approach. Rev. Educ. Res. 2011, 81, 493–529. [CrossRef]

82. Brückner, S.; Kuhn, C. Die Methode des lauten Denkens und ihre Rolle für die Testentwicklung und Validierung. In Kompetenz-
modellierung und Kompetenzerfassung bei Studierenden der Wirtschaftswissenschaften und den Ingenieurwissenschaften. Lehrerbildung auf
dem Prüfstand (Sonderheft); Zlatkin-Troitschanskaia, O., Nickolaus, R., Beck, K., Eds.; Empirische Pädagogik: Landau, Germany,
2013; pp. 26–48.

83. Brennan, R.L.; Prediger, D.J. Coefficient kappa: Some uses, misuses, and alternatives. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 1981, 41, 687–699.
[CrossRef]

84. Baumeister, R.F.; Bratslavsky, E.; Finkenauer, C.; Vohs, K.D. Bad is stronger than good. Rev. Gen. Psychol. 2001, 5, 323–370.
[CrossRef]

85. Lortie, D. Schoolteacher: A Sociological Study; University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 1975.
86. Isenbarger, L.; Zembylas, M. The emotional labour of caring in teaching. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2006, 22, 120–134. [CrossRef]
87. Gross, J.J. Antecedent- and response-focused emotion regulation: Divergent consequences for experience, expression, and

physiology. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1998, 74, 224–237. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
88. Hochschild, A.R. The Managed Heart; University of California Press: Berkeley, CA, USA, 1983.

http://doi.org/10.1007/s42010-017-0010-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103720
http://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2016.1200546
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.05.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2008.02.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(98)00025-0
https://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/CASEL-Competencies.pdf
https://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/CASEL-Competencies.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.06.022
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-022-09706-0
http://doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000205
http://doi.org/10.15760/nwjte.2020.15.2.5
http://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35098529
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2006.03.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1026/0012-1924/a000218
http://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2019.1569511
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9029-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2017.09.002
http://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793
http://doi.org/10.1177/001316448104100307
http://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.5.4.323
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2005.07.002
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.1.224
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9457784


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2023, 20, 4053 22 of 22

89. Paterson, A.; Grantham, R. How to make teachers happy: An exploration of teacher wellbeing in the primary school context.
Educ. Child Psychol. 2016, 33, 90–104. [CrossRef]

90. Spilt, J.L.; Koomen, H.M.Y.; Thijs, J.T.; van der Leij, A. Supporting teachers’ relationships with disruptive children: The potential
of relationship-focused reflection. Attach. Hum. Dev. 2012, 14, 305–318. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

91. Kincade, L.; Cook, C.; Goerdt, A. Meta-analysis and common practice elements of universal approaches to improving student-
teacher relationships. Rev. Educ. Res. 2020, 90, 710–748. [CrossRef]

92. Zee, M.; Koomen, H.M.Y. Similarities and dissimilarities between teachers’ and students’ relationship views in upper elementary
school: The role of personal teacher and student attributes. J. Sch. Psychol. 2017, 64, 43–60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

93. Veldman, I.; van Tartwijk, J.; Brekelmans, M.; Wubbels, T. Job satisfaction and teacher–student relationships across the teaching
career: Four case studies. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2013, 32, 55–65. [CrossRef]

94. Wettstein, A.; Ramseier, E.; Scherzinger, M.; Gasser, L. Unterrichtsstörungen aus Lehrer- und Schülersicht. Z. Für Entwickl. Und
Pädagogische Psychol. 2016, 48, 171–183. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.53841/bpsecp.2016.33.2.90
http://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672286
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22537526
http://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320946836
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.04.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28735607
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2013.01.005
http://doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000159

	Introduction 
	The Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationship 
	Teacher Well-Being 
	The Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationship as a Source of Teacher Well-Being 
	The Present Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Data Collection 
	Data Analysis 
	Ethics and Credibility 

	Results 
	Importance of Dyadic Teacher–Student-Relationships with Regard to Their Well-Being at School—Research Question 1 
	Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationships That Support Teacher Well-Being—Research Question 2 
	Characterization on the Relationship Map 
	Relationship Schema Student 
	Relationship Schema Teacher 

	Dyadic Teacher–Student Relationships That Inhibit Teacher Well-Being—Research Question 3 
	Characterization on the Relationship Map 
	Relationship Schema Student 
	Relationship Schema Teacher 


	Discussion 
	Implications for Practice 
	Limitations and Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	References

