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ATICTPAKT

IToBe3aHOCT ca IIKO/OM je 3HayajaH KOHCTPYKT KOju MMa OpojHe NMO3UTIMBHE UCXOfie 3a yde-
HIKe, Te je CTOra BaKHO MCIIMTATH Hherose feTepMuHanTe. [loBe3aHoCT yyeHMKa ca IKOIoM
3aBUCH O] t(bUIXOBE I/IHTepaKLU/IjC Ca HaCTaBHMIMMaA. HI/I]I) OBOT pajja MpefiCTaB/ba UCIIUTHBAbE
onHoca usmeby couujanHe MOApIIKe HACTABHMKA M YYCHUMYKNX NepLeNIyja M0Be3aHoCTH ca
IIKOTIOM. Y MCTPaXKMBamby je y4ecTBOBaIo 325 cpenmoliKonana u3 29 ofemema. Kopumhenn
Cy MCTPXMBAYKM MHCTPYMEHTH 32 TIPOIIEHY YYeHMYKMX TepIieniyja IoApIIKe HaCTaBHNUKa,
MOJIpIIKe Oe/beCKOT CTapelINHe I IIOBe3aHOCTY YUeHMKA ca IIKOMoM. Y o6paju moparaka
IpyMembeHe Cy TeXHMKe XMjepapXIjcKor MOjenioBama, 6yayhu Ja cy yYeHMImM TpynmmucaHu y
oferbera. JIoOujeHn pe3ynTaru Cy HoKasau 3, HAKOH KOHTPo/Micama edeKTa Moma 1 THIIA
IIKO/Ie, TIOFPIIKA HACTABHMKA HA MHAVMBMAYATHOM (Y4eHNYKOM) HUBOY 3HAUYajHO mpenBuba
TIOBE3aHOCT y4YeHMKa ca mKonoM. [lopen Tora, mocMaTpaHo Ha HMBOY Ofie/berba, TOApIIKA
OJIe/beIbCKOT CTAapelInHe O1Ia je y MO3UTUBHOM OFHOCY ca moBe3aHomhy ydyeHMKa ca LIKO-
oM. OfHoCc u3Mel)y moppliike HaCTaBHMKA Vi IIOBE3aHOCTH yYEHMKA Ca IIKOJIOM Hifje 3Ha4ajHO
Bapupao mo ofie/beuma. OBa CTyIuja yKasyje /ja IOApIIKA HACTABHMKA MMa BaXXHY YOIy y
PpasBUjamy IOBE3aHOCTH YYeHMKa ca ITKO/IOM. VIMIIIKaIje 0BOT pajia Cy peeBaHTHe 3a MHMU-
ujaIHo 06pasoBatbe 1 MpoQecuoHaTHN Pa3B0Oj HACTABHIUKA.
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B YyBOA

Y caBpeMeHOj mMTepaTypu UCTHYE ce fAa je ocehaj mpumagHOCTM KON 3HAYajaH
3a yueme U pas3Boj yueHuka (Korpershoek, Canrinus, Fokkens-Bruinsma & de Boer,
2020). ltaBuiie, MCTpa>kMBa4M Cy MOKYIIAIN ja UAEHTU(UKY]Y PaKTOpe MIKOICKOT
OKpY»Kerba KOju ce O[JHOCe Ha II0Be3aHOCT y4eHuKa ca mkonom (Waters et al., 2010).
Bpojun okasn ykasyjy Ha TO fia IOCTOj1 IIO3UTUBAH OfHOC u3Mel)y coryjante nop-
PILIKe HaCTaBHYKA I IOBE3aHOCTY yyeHNKa ca mkonoM (Allen, Kern, Vella-Brodrick,
Hattie & Waters 2018; Hallinan, 2008). Jnak, youaBa ce HefocTaTak MCTpaX/Barba
KOja MICHUTYjy OfHOC u3Meby moppiuke ofie/beHCKOTI CTapeliyHe U IO0BEe3aHOCTU
y4eHMKa ca IIKOJIOM.

Llwp oBoT paja npesicTaB/ba 60/be pasyMeBalbe pealyje usMehy noppuike Ha-
CTaBHUKA U TI0OBE3aHOCTY Y4EHMKaA ca IIKOIOoM. [Toasumo oy unmeHnIe fa yu4eHu-
LM CBAKOJHEBHO CTYIAjy Y MHTEPAKLM]y KaKO ca CBOjUM IpeIMETHUM HAaCTaBHU-
IMIMa, TaKO M Ca Ofie/belCKMM cTapemnHoM. [Ipema Tome, Moryhe je fja yaeHuIm
MIMajy HU3aK HUBO IOJIPIIKe IPeMETHUX HACTaBHUKA, a a IPUIIAZIAjy Ofe/bemby
KOje KapaKTepuIlle BUCOK HUBO IIO[pIIKe Ofje/bebCKOT cTapemnHe. CTora je BayKHO
mudepennypaTy edexTe pasnUIUTUX 0OIMKA OJPIIKe HACTABHUKA HA TIOBE3aHOCT
y4eHMKa ca IIKOJIOM.

Yuenuuxe nepbgemguje nose3aHocmu ca UUKOiom

Y cTpy4HOj muTEpaTypy C€ OJHOC KOjM YIEHMK MMa IpeMa IIKO/IY KOHIIENTyanusyje
Y Mepy Ha pasjmuuTe HaunHe. [lakje y IuTepaTypy MpOHAIA3MIMO PasINdnuTe KOH-
CTPyKTe Koju 61 Tpebasio fa ONMIIy OHOC Y4eHMKa ITpeMa LIKOJN, Kao LITO CY: 1o-
sesarocm ca wikonom (npr. Lohmeier & Lee, 2011), sesanocm 3a uikony (npr. Rovi§ &
Bezinovi¢, 2011) u ca 1M 0Be3aHy TepMuHM npuspierocm wikonu (npr. Hallinan,
2008) un nocseherocm wikonu (npr. St-Amand, Girard & Smith, 2017), satum wikosn-
cka knuma (npr. Pordi¢ & Damjanovi¢, 2016), wikoncko aneaxosare (npr. Li, 2011)
u npunaonocm wixonu (npr. You, Ritchey, Furlong, Shochet & Boman, 2011).
KoHIjenT moBe3aHoCTH ca IIKOJIOM je YOIIITeHO AedrHMcaH Kao ,,0HOC y4e-
HMKa npeMa ko’ (Libbey, 2004, p. 274). Ilpema munubewy bap6epa u Illnyrep-
maHoBe (Barber & Schluterman, 2008), moBe3aHOCT ca IIKOIOM CacTOju Ce Off TPK
IIMPOKe JYIMEH3Mje: OHOC Ca JbY[UMA Y LIKOJIN, OFHOC IIpeMa IIKOJIM U CTABOBU O
BaXHOCTH IKote. Mapuhuun u Bpuep (Marraccini & Brier, 2017) HanoMumy fa
IIOBE3aHOCT Ca IIKOJIOM Cafp>K/i KOMIIOHEHTe IPYLITBEHe IPUIIAJHOCTY, eJIeMEeHTe
IpuIIajiamkba KON, CTABOBE IIpeMa BaKHOCTY IIKOJIe U MOfip>KaBajyhe okpyxeme
3a ydere. CHa)KHa ITOBE3aHOCT Ca IIIKOJIOM 3aCHOBAHa je Ha MO3UTUBHIM UCKYCTBHU-
Ma, Kao IITO Cy HepLelNiyja BUCOKNX aKaJleMCKIX O4eKVBaba, IO3UTUBHI OTHOCK
usMeby HacTaBHUKa U yueHuKa u ocehaj 6e3b6emHoctu (Marraccini & Brier, 2017).
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IToBesaHOCT y4eHMKa ca IIKOJIOM je KOHCTPYKT KOjy C€ 4eCTO II0Be3yje ca Mc-
XOIMMa BaXXHMM 3a yyeHMKa. CKopallllba MeTaaHa/IMTUYKa CTyAiuja yiyhyje Ha Besy
usmeby npunagHocTy mkonu u akagemckor nocturuyha (Korpershoek et al., 2020).
Takobe, oBa moBesaHoCT ocTaje cnuyHa 6e3 0631pa Ha paspef ¥ COLMOEKOHOMCKI
craryc ydeHuka. JlofaTHO, TI0OBE3aHOCT Ca IIKOJIOM BEPOBATHO IIPECTaB/ba 3aIUTHT-
HY GaKTOp MPOTUB CYULIMAATHUX MUCIK ¥ MTOoHammama (Marraccini & Brier, 2017).
CXOflHO TOMe, TPeTXOfiHa MCTPaKMBama jaCHO yKa3yjy Ha TO KakKBe ITOC/IeAuLie
MO>Ke MMAaTH YYEHNKOBO OIa>Kake COIICTBEHE ITOBE3aHOCTH Ca IIKOJIOM.

Iako je ocehaj moBe3aHOCTH ca IIIKOJIOM Ba)kKaH 3a CBe y4eHUKe, AJIeH 1 cap.
(Allen et al., 2018) HaBofe f1a je TOCEOHO Ba)kaH 3a afioyieclieHTe. AJJOTIECIIEeHTI UMajy
crienduyHe COIMjasHe U eMOLMOHATHE IOTpebe U Taj pa3BOjHU IEPUOL Kapak-
Tepuile GpopMypame UJEHTUTETa, IIPOIIMPUBabe COLVjATHUX OZHOCA U IIPUIIpe-
Mame 3a y/Ia3ak y cBeT ofpaciux. MebyTuM, npummKkoM npenacka 13 OCHOBHE LIKO-
Jie y Cpefiiby LIKOJTY, IOIa3’ JI0 Ollafialba MOTMBAIMje 3a IIKO/ICKO yuewe (Wang &
Eccles, 2012). To Moxe 6UTH yCTOB/BEHO MMIIEPCOHATHOM MHTEPAKILIMjOM YUeHMKa
ca HaCTaBHMIIMMA I OIIaflaibeM COLVja/IHe MOAPIIKe HACTaBHMKA. AKO afI0TIeCLIeHTH
ocehajy moppIuKy cBOjux HacTaBHMKa, TeXXnhe ga Oymy 3aMHTepecoBaHM 32 IIKOTY,
Buie he y>xuBatu y uikonu u nmahe ocehaj mpunagama mkonn. JJakie, HaCTaBHULIN
CBOjUM IIOHAIIAIbEM Y YIMOHUIIM MOTY ,,II0Ka3aTu ocehaj 6py>KHOCTH, MOMITOBaMbE
U yBa)kaBame IpeMa cBojuM yuennunma“ (Wang & Eccles, 2012: 879).

3nauaj coyujante noopuike HacMasHuKa

Krnjaji¢ (2002) HaBoAY Ia OHOC HACTaBHVKA U YYEHNKA MMa JiBe ITTaBHE KapakTe-
PUCTUKE: MHTEPIIEPCOHATHOCT (HAKIIOHOCT, yBaXKaBatbe, Opura) 1 MMIEPCOHATHOCT
(mpaBa n myxHocTn). ConmjamHa MOAPIIKA NPUIALA TOMEHY MHTepIepCOHATHOT
IOHAIllakha HACTAaBHMKA JM MOXKE Y Pa3IMYUTOM CTelleHy OUTHU JOCTYNHA yYeHU-
numa (Tomas, Gutiérrez, Pastor & Sancho, 2020). I[Togpiuka HacTaBHMKA MOXe ce
HepMHUCATH KaOo ,,CTEIIeH Y KOMe Cy HaCTaBHULM MOAp>KaBajyhu, peclioH3MBHU U
noceehenn ydeHnkoBom Omarocrawy” (Wang, 2009: 242). KoHCTpyKT coumjanHe
HOJ[pIIIKe HaCTaBHMKA He Tpeba MOTIYHO M3jeJHAUYaBaTy ca MOfpKaBajyhum ogHo-
cuma n3Meby HacraBHuKa n yuenuka (Tennant, Demaray, Malecki, Terry, Clary &
Elzinga, 2014). ITogcTnijajHu OZHOCH HACTaBHMKA M YYEHVKA IIPEBACXOJHO CY yC-
MepeHM Ha TOIUIMHY ¥ IIpUXBaTabe. TakBa MoHalllama KapaKTepUCTIYHA Cy 32 éMO-
LMOHA/IHy IOJPIIKY HaCTaBHMKA, KOja IIPeJiCTaB/ba CaMO jeJlaH TUII COLMjaIHe IIOf-
puike. MehyTum, nmopes eMoIyioHaIHe IOApIIKe, HACTABHULY YYCHUIVIMA IIPYXKajy
MH(OPMALMOHY ¥ MHCTPYMEHTA/IHY IOAPLIKY, KaO ¥ IPOLIEHY HUXOBOT HAIPeIo-
Bama (Tennant et al., 2014).

[TosnTvBHU edeKTy coLujalHe IOApIIKe HACTaBHUKA JOKYMEHTOBAHU Cy Y
OpojHuM ucrpaxxuamuma. ColyjarHa MOAPIIKA HACTABHMKA 3HAYAjHO je IOBe3aHa
ca akajieMcknuM nocturayhem ydennka (Tennant et al., 2014), 3a[0BO/bCTBOM IIKO-
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noMm, camornoiuroBamweM (Aldrup, Klusmann, Lidtke, Gollner & Trautwein, 2018) u
npuspxenomhy ydyenuka mkomu (Hallinan, 2008). Yyennun nmMajy nosutuBHujy
HepIeNyjy MIKO/Ie y KOjoj HaCTaBHUILIM II0Ka3yjy Opury, nomroame 1 06e36ehyjy
eMouMoHanHy noppuiky (Battistich, Solomon, Watson & Schaps, 1997). IIpyxajyhn
aJleKBaTHY HOJIPIIKY, HACTAaBHMLIM MOTY KOJ y4eHuKa ctBoputn ocehaj npuxsahe-
HOCTY, B&XHOCTY U TIOBE3aHOCTHU. Y TAaKBMM YCJIOBUMA, YIEHMIM ITOKA3yjy BMIIE
aKafleMcKo mocturayhe, Buire mHunujatuse, Behe mpuxsaTame BPIIIbAKA, BUIIE
Cy MOTHMBNCaHU M IIOHAIIAjy ce ImpocouujamHo u oprosopHo (Bear, Yang, Mantz,
Pasipandya, Hearn & Boyer 2014).

ITosutuBHe edeKTe colmjaHe MOAPIIKe HACTAaBHMKA ObjallmbaBa Teopuja ca-
mooppehema (Deci & Ryan, 2000). IIpema 0BOM TeOpyjcKOM OKBUPY, TPU OCHOBHE
noTpebe Jbyau cy fia ce ocehajy ayTOHOMHO, KOMIIETEHTHO U IIOBE3aHO. 3a[J0BO/bEHbe
OBMX 0asuyHUX MoTpeda je KpyLujamHo 3a JOOPO ICHMXOJIOMIKO 3[jpaB/be U pasBoj
(Kaplan & Madjar, 2017). Y cxramy ca TUM, y9€HUIV VIMajy YHYTpallky HOTpedy fa
yCIIOCTaBe MO3UTVBHE MHTEPIIEPCOHATHE OJHOCE Ca CBOjMIM BPILIbAIVIMa U HACTaB-
HunyMa. BepoBatHuje je na he yueHuiy nmaTtyt 607/by MOBe3aHOCT ca IIKOJIOM Y K0jOj
MOTY J1a 3aI0BOJbe CBOjy IOTpeby 3a mosesaHourhy. Koprepcok 1 cap. (Korpershoek
et al., 2020, p. 645) HaBOJle Ia YYSHNIIM MHTEPHANIN3Yjy BPEAHOCTI I HOPMe OKPY-
JKewa y KojuMa uMajy ocehaj npunanama. Jeru u Pajan (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991,
2012) mpemno3Hajy 3aoBO/berbe MOTpede 3a MpUIajiambeM, 3ajefHO ca IoTpeboM 3a
ayTOHOMMjOM M KOMIIeTeHTHolhy, Kao Ha4MH 3a JOoCTH3ambe camooapehema.

Hapaspe, Konen u Ben6opn (Connell & Wellborn, 1991) nosesyjy HaBeneHe
Tp¥ TOTpebe ca MIKOTICKUM KOHTEKCTOM ¥ Kperpajy Mojie/l KOji OICYje KaKo IIKO-
J1a, Kao COLIMjaTHO OKPYXKerbe, 33/]0BO/baBa MHANBIU/yalTHe TOTpebe. AyTopu HaBozie
ma cnepiehe Tpy KapaKTepUCTMKe HIKOJICKOT OKPY>Keka YyTUdy Ha 3a/J0BOJberbe IO-
Tpebe 3a KOMIeTeHTHOIINY, ayTOHOMMIjOM U TIpUIaJabeM:

1. cmpykmypa — OEHOCK ce Ha jacHOhy 1 KBa/MTeT oYeKMBama ofpeheHor mo-

Halllamba U TOC/IeANIIa Koje JoIase HaKOH Kpllewa ofpelheHnx npasnia, Kao
VI Ha IIOBEpeme y CHare YUeHNKa; CTPYKTypa 3a/J0BOJ/baBa IOTPedy 3a KoMIIe-
TeHTHOIIhY;

2. noOpuiKa aymoHoMuju — OFHOCY Ce Ha KOIMYMHY u36opa Koje y4eHUIN
VIMajy 11 IOMarame yYeHNUIVMa JIa IOBEXKY COIICTBEHO ITOHAIAe Ca TINIHUM
BPEHOCTVIMA U LIV/bEBUMA;

3. aHeax08aHOCM — OTHOCY Ce Ha ocBeheHOoCT HacTaBHUKA U Ipyror ocobrba
y4eHMIIMMa, Y cMUCTy nocBehuBama makme, BpeMeHa, pecypca MiIm Kpo3
IokasuBarbe 3amHTepecoBanocty u noppiike (Connell & Wellborn, 1991;
Wang, Liu, Kee & Chian, 2019; Waters, Cross & Runions, 2009).

EcdexTn conujanne moppiuike HaCTaBHMKA JOMIHAHTHO Cy UCTPAKMBAHM HAa VIHIM-
BUJIya/THOM HMBOY. 3HaTHO Cy pebe cTymuje y Kojuma cy McnuTHBaHe perarnyje Ko-
JIEKTUMBHIX MepleNniija NogpIlIKe HacCTaBHMKA ¥ Y4eHMUKMX ucxofa. Kunpej u Pajan
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(Kilday & Ryan, 2019) cy ycTaHOBM/IM f1a TOAPIIKA HACTABHMKA Ha TPYITHOM HUBOY
MMa NO3UTUBHe eeKTe Ha aHIa)KOBame YUYeHMKA Ha HUBOY ofie/bemba. lllTaBue,
eeKTV KOJIEKTMBHOT VICKYCTBA ITOPIIKe HACTABHUKA OVIIV CY CHXHM)U Ha eMOLY-
OHA/THO Hero Ha OMXEeBMOPATHO aHTa)KOBaIbe YUYEHMKA Y MaTeMaTUIV/TIPUPOTHUM
Haykama. Kopucrehn xmjepapxujcko MopenoBale CTPYKTypalTHUM jefHauMHaMa,
Anppyn u cap. (Aldrup et al., 2018) cy npoHauuiu fa coumjanHa MogpIIKa HACTaB-
HIIKa Ha HUBOY Ofie/belba He OTIPMHOCK YYeHNIKOM 3a[J0BOJ/bCTBY LIKOIOM. JIeHsn,
[apxu, @ypnonr, Mejopm, Xaunkar u Bueno (Lenzi, Sharkey, Furlong, Mayworm,
Hunnicutt & Vieno, 2017) cy mpoHauumm fa mojpuika HaCTaBHMKA Ha VHAVMBULY-
aTHOM HMBOY 3Ha4ajHO IpeaBuba ydeHMUKe Iepleniyje mKoacke curypuoctu. C
IpyTe CTpaHe, IOAPIIKA HACTABHIKA Ha HMBOY IIKOJIe HUje IMasia 3HavyajaH edeKkar
npepukiyje. [TpefcraBbeHa NCTpaKBama YKasyjy fa eeKTy MOpIIKe HaCTaBHM-
Ka HIUCY VICTY Ha CBYM HMBOMMA.

Vnoea odemerckoe cmapeuivire
y o6pazosrom cucmemy y Cpouju

Yiora ofie/beHCKOT CTapelllHe je Ipelo3HaTta y 00pasoBHUM CUCTEMUMa IIVPOM
cBeTa. JImak, KOHIIENT Ofie/berCKOT CTapellHe HUje VICTM Y PasInduTuM obpa-
30BHMM KoHTeKcTuMa. Ha npumep, y VIspaeny ofembemCcKky cTapelHa ce cTapa o
COLIMjaJTHUM U eMOLMOHATTHIM norpebama ydyeHnka (Kashy-Rosenbaum, Kaplan &
Israel-Cohen, 2018). YV Cjegumennum Amepudakum JIp>kaBaMa caBeTOJaBHY IIPOTrpa-
MM ce MIMIUIEMEeHTHPajy Kako 6u ce mobospiiamy ogHocu n3Mel)y HacTaBHMKA U yde-
Huka (McClure, Yonezawa & Jones, 2010). ¥V [IIBajiiapckoj ofie/bebCKe CTapelnHe
HeMajy caMo IIeflarolllKe HeTo U OpraHusainyone ogropopuoctu (Baeriswyl, Bratoljic
& Krause, 2021).

Y obpasosHOM cucremy y Cpomju OCTOje YeTHpy THUIIA IIKOJIA: TIPBY IMKITYC
OCHOBHe IIKOJIe (Off IIPBOT JJO YeTBPTOT paspefa; y3pact 7-10 roguna), fpyru 1u-
KJIyC OCHOBHe LIKOJIe (Of IeTOT 0 OCMOT paspefa; yspact 11-14 rognHa), cpefbe
CTpy4He LIKosIe (Off IeBETOT J10 IBAHAECTOT paspefa; y3pacT 15-19 roguna) 1 ruMHa-
3uje (Of JeBeTOr 0 IBAaHAECTOT paspenia; y3pacT 15-19 ropguHa). [Toyesiun ox meror
paspeqia, CBaKo Ofie/betbe MIMa CBOT OJle/beIbCKOT CTapeIlMHY. 33 PasiMKy of Ipe]-
METHIX HaCTaBHMKA KOj Cy O/IFOBOPHU 33 HACTAaBY CBOT IIPe/IMETA, Ofle/bebCKe CTa-
pelIHe Cy OATOBOPHE 32 LIeJIOKYITHO (PYHKIVIOHMCAlbe jefHOT ofie/berba (Baeriswyl,
Bratoljic & Krause, 2021). Y Cp6uju ce akTMBHOCTHU OJje/beECKOT CTapellHe Off-
HOCe Ha capajiiby ca POiUTe/bMMa YYeHMKA U Ha KOOPAMHALNMjy pajja HaCTaBHUKA
KOjI IIpefiajy UCTOM ofieberby. OdeKyje ce 1a Ofie/bebCKM CTapelllfHa MIMa CACTaHaK
ca CBOjUM Ofie/berbeM CBake Hefle/be (Hajuemrhe y Tpajamy o 45 MUHYTa) M TO BaH
penoBHe HacTtaBe (Luki¢ & Obradovi¢, 2007). ['taBHM 1IW/b OBUX cacTaHaKa jecTe Jja
ce 06e3beay MOAPIIKA YICHNIKIM aKaeMCKIM, COLVja/THUM Y eMOL[IOHATHUM II0-
Tpebama. CBe HaBeleHO ymyhyje Ha ToO Ja je 3Ha4ajHO MCIMTATY KAaKO je MOAPIIKA
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OI€/bE€IbCKOT CTAapEelIMHE II0BE€3aHa Ca YYEHMIKNM nepuenumjaMa IIOBE€3aHOCTU Ca
IITKOJIOM.

B METOA

IIpobnem ucmpaxcusarea

Perke cy cTyauje y KojuMa je Ha pa3IMYUTM HUBOMMA UCIIUTUBAH ofHOC usMehy
IIOBE3aHOCTM Y4YEeHMKa ca LIKOJIOM ¥ TMOApIIKe HacTaBHMKa. Hayununm (Aldrup
et al., 2018; Kilday & Ryan, 2019) ykasyjy fa ce 4yecTo 3aHeMapyje Xujepapxujcka
IpUpOZia YYeHNYKUX IeplieNliija MOHaIIamba HacTaBHUKA. VImajyhm y Buny ma cy
YYeHMLIM IPYIMCAHN Y Ofie/berba, BUIIECTeNleHa IpUpoja Iojaraka Tpeda na oyme
y3era y 063up. To 3Haun fia je onpaBgaHO OYeKMBATH [a YIEHWUIN KOjy IPUIIALajy
UICTOM Ofie/belby MIMajy CMYHE MeplieNliyje MHTepIIepCOHaTHOT [TOHAIIakha HACTaB-
HuKa. C 0631poM Ha TO Jja ofje/berbCKe CTapellliHe BOJie jefHO ofie/berbe (Hajuemthe
HEKOJIMKO TO/IMHA), MHAVIBUIYa/lHe IIPOLleHe YYeHNKa MOTy OMTH arpernpaHe Tako
Jia ce 3a CBAKO Ofie/berbe Hobuje 3ajeHNYKa Mepa IOPIIKe KOjy YUeHUIMMa IpyKa
OJIe/bEIbCKY CTAPEIINHA. Y TOM C/Iy4ajy je MOJPIIKA OJE/bEmhCKOT CTapellHe Kapak-
TepUCTHKa ofie/berba. C Ipyre cTpaHe, Y4eHUIM U3 UCTOT Ofie/berba MOTY UMaTH pas-
MYMTe VHTepIIpeTalije UCTOT IOHallaka HacTaBHuKa. JleHsu u cap. (Lenzi et al.,
2017) yxasyjy fa y4eHMI[M MOTY MMaTy pasindnta Bubema moaprkasajyher moHa-
IIama HaCTaBHMKA, KOja Cy 3aCHOBaHa Ha IMYHMUM pedepeHTHNM okBupuMa. CTora,
0Baj pap je pokycupaH Ha ciefeha ucTpaxnBadka MUTambA.

1. Jla i Ha MHAVBUIYATHOM HUBOY IIOCTOjM OFHOC n3Mel)y mozpuike HacTas-
HIKA M IOBE3aHOCTH YY€HMKa Ca MIKOTIOM?

2. la nu mocToju ogHOC U3Mely IoApIIKe Ofle/berCKOT CTapellnHe U IoBe3a-
HOCTM y4YEeHMKa Ca IIKO/IOM Ha HUBOY Ofie/berbal

3. la mu je omHoc usMel)y moapIIKe HACTABHMKA U MTOBE3aHOCTM YYEeHMKA Ca
IIKOJIOM MOJIEPUPAH jauHOM IIOJPILIKE OfI€/bEHCKOT CTapelHe?

Ha ocHoBy nuteparype Kojy cMO pasMaTpajiy, HOCTaBUIN CMO Tpu xumoTese: (X1)
[Toppika HactaBHMKa (Bapujabia Ha yIEHMYKOM HUBOY) je Y MO3UTUBHOM OJJHO-
cy ca noBesaHoIhy ydennka ca mkosnom; (X2) IToapiuka ofje/beCKOT CTapelnHe
(Bapmjabra Ha HUBOY Ofje/berba) IPENCTaB/ba IO3UTHUBAH IPEIMKTOP YIEHUIKIX
HepIierniyja moBe3aHocTy ca mkonoM; (X3) OpHoc nsmeby moppiike HacTaBHMKA
¥ IOBE3aHOCTY Y4EHMKa Ca LIKOJIOM MOJEPMPaH je MOJPIIKOM Oe/bebCKOT CTape-
muHe (Cnka 1).
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Bapujabna Ha HUBOY
0JIeJbeHba: TIOPIIKA X2
0JICJbEHCKOT CTapEIIMHE

IToBe3anocT ca IIKOJIOM
X3

Bapwujabna Ha HUBOY
YUYCHHKA: TTOPIIKA X1
HACTaBHUKA

Cnuxka 1: XMIoTe TMIKM XUjepapXujcKu MOies
opHoca n3mehy Bapujabmn

Y3opax u npouedypa

[Ipuropuu ysopak je umHmIo 325 ydeHuKa cpefwe mkone (57,5% neBojunua u
42,5% nedaka) u3 29 oxemema. [Ipoceyna crapoct ncnmranuka 6mna je 16,55 (CJ
= 1,10). Y y3opky je 6umo 18,2% ydeHmka mpBor paspena, 16,3% ydeHuka gpyror
paspena, 43,4% y4yenuka tpeher paspena 1 22,2% y4eHVKa YeTBPTOT, 3aBPIIHOT pas-
pena. Behuna yyennka noxabana je rumnasujy (55,4%), nox je 44,6% ydeHnka mo-
xabano cpenmwy cTpyuHy mkony. HesaBucHo opf tumna cpepme mkome y Cpouju cBako
Ofie/berbe IMa CBOT OfIe/beIbCKOT cTapemnHy. [Ipocedan 6poj yyeHnka y 29 ofie/bera
6uo je 11. IlIkoncko mocturuyhe yueHmka, Koju Cy y4ecTBOBAIN y MICTPAXIBAIbY,
6uro je y paciony og 1,00 go 5,00 (M = 4,12, CI = 0,67).

HaxoH mTo cMo fo6man J03BOMy Of PyKOBOJCTBA IIKOJIE, jejaH Off ayTopa
pajia je MpeKo KOHTAKT 0cobe yYeHNIMMa IIPOCTIeAIVIO IMHK Ka e/IeKTPOHCKOM YIINT-
HuKy. [Togamy cy npuKym/beHM NMOTIYHO aHOHMMHO U JIMYHE MHpOpMaIuje HUCY
TpakeHe. CBU y4eHMIY Cy FOOPOBO/PHO YIECTBOBA/IN Y UCTPAXKMBAIGY. Y UCHUIIN CY
o6aBelITeHN Ja MOTY Y CBAaKOM TPEHYTKY Jja OlyCTaHy Off y4eCTBOBaba y MICTPaXKN-
Bamy. [lonymaparbe ynIMTHUKA je Tpajano oKo 15 MuHyTa.

Mucmpymenmu

IToopuwika Hacmasnuka. [Togpiika HacTaBHMKA je MepeHa IIOMONy /iBe CTaBKe Koje
Cy npuiaroheHe y ofHOCY Ha OpUTHMHAJI YUji Cy ayTOpM Jenac, A3MaH, 3ylTHauam u
Axwmap (Jelas, Azman, Zulnaidi & Ahmad, 2016). To cy cnegehe craske: ,,Y M0joj
IIKOJIV IIOCTOjY HaCTABHUK KOjU BOAM padyyHa O MEHU M ,,Y MOjOj IIKO/IN IOCTOjU
HACTaBHMK KOjM je CIIpeMaH Jla Me cac/lylla Kajia MMaM HellTO Ja KakeM . Y4YeHN-
IV Cy CBOje ofiroBope maBamy Kopucrehn JInkepToBy ckamy ca yeTupu nogeoka (1
= YOIIIITE Ce He C/IakeM, 4 = y IOTIYHOCTH ce cnaxeM). Kpon6axos koeduumjeHt
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MHTEPHe KOH3UCTEHTHOCTM OBe cKase 6110 je 0,70. C 0631poM Ha 0CeT/bUBOCT anda
koeduijeHTa Ha 6poj craBku (Bandalos, 2018), fobujeHa MHTepHA KOH3UCTEHT-
HOCT MOXXe OMTU MHTepIpeTpaHa Kao IpUXBaT/bUBa.

IToopuika odemervckoz cmapewiure. Ilofplika ofje/beHCKOT CTapellHe UCIIN-
TaHa je moMohy MHCTpyMeHTa Koju je KopuurheH y mperxoguum cryaujama (Aldrup
et al., 2018). OBaj MHCTPYMEHT Cafp>Ku 0caM CTaBKY KOje Ce OJJHOCe Ha YIeHUUKY
KOJIEKTVBHY ITI€PLENIVjy PasIN4nNTHUX BUJOBA MOAPIIKE KOjy UM IIpyXKa Ofe/belb-
cky crapemnHa. IIpumep craBke je: ,,Hain ofe/bemcky cTapelmmaa Hac MOACTUYe Jja
IITaMO aKO HEIITO He pasyMeMo’. YUeHMIIU Cy CBOje OATOBOpe AaBamy Kopucrehu
JIukeproBy ckany ca 4 creneHa (1 = yomuiTe ce He claxeM, 4 = y MOTITYHOCT! Ce
cnaxeM). KpoH6axoB koeduimjeHT MHTepHe KOH3UCTEHTHOCTY OBe CKajie 010 je
usBaHpenat (a = 0,93).

ITosesarocm ca wikonom. OBaj KOHCTPYKT MepeH je CKa/loM ITOBE3aHOCTM ca
mkonoM (eHr. School Connectedness Scale — SCS). Kopuctunu cmo Bepsujy ckaie
ca IIeT CTaBKM Koja je Hajuemrhe mpumMemnBaHa (Furlong, O’Brennan & You, 2011).
OBaj MHCTPYMEHT je n37iBojeH 13 HalyoHamHe TOHIUTYAUHA/IHE CTYAMje 3hpaBjba
aponecuenara (Resnick ef al., 1997). CraBKe 0BOT MHCTPYMEHTA OJJHOCE Ce Ha pas-
JIMYNTA LIIKOJICKA MCKYCTBA, K0 LITO Cy O6McKOCT, cpeha, IpumagHoCT, IpaBUYaH
TpeT™MaH u 6e3benHoct. Ilpumep craBke je: ,Oceham ce kao fa cam fieo oBe IIKO-
ne”. Y nperxoguuM Bamupanyonum crygujama (Furlong, O’Brennan & You, 2011)
HabeHo je ma je Ckama (SCS) jemHomuMeH3MOHaNTHA Mepa Koja MMa Kobpe ICUXo-
MeTpujcke kapakrepuctuke. ypnonr, O6penan u Jy (Furlong, O’Brennan & You,
2011) cy y »UX0BOj CTyAMjU 18 COLMOKYITYpHUX IPyIa HaBenmu KoeuiyjeHTe H-
TepHe KOH3MCTEHTHOCTH y pacnoHy of 0,82 no 0,88. YV oBoj cryauju Kpon6axosa
anda ose ckane 6una je 0,81.

Konmponue eapujabne. Ha HUBOy ydeHUKa KOHTPOIMCAIM CMO edeKaT Hoa
ydenuka (0 — mevary u 1 - [jeBojunIie), a Ha HUBOY Ofie/berba edeKaT TUIIA IIKOIe
(0 - rumHasuja u 1 - cpenma cTpyuHa 1kosna). OBe Bapujadiie cy nsabpaHe Kao KOH-
TPOJIHE Ha OCHOBY pesy/iTata PeTXORHMX ucTpaxnBama (Allen et al., 2018; Houtte
& Maele, 2012).

AHanusza nooamaxa

Bynyhu ma cy ydeHnuy rpynucanm Kao ofie/berba (1 caMiM TUM CBaKO Ofje/berbe MIMa
CBOT OJIe/beH-CKOT CTApeIINHY), 611710 je OIpaBiaHO IPUMEHUTI XUjePapXIjCcKO MO-
TenoBame. Y CKIajly ca IpernopykaMma Koje Cy HaBefleHe Y CaBpeMEHOj TUTepaTypu
(Hox, Moerbeek & van de Schoot, 2018) cykiiecuBHO cMO aHaIM3MpPa/IN IIET MOJiETIA.
IIpBo je TecTMpaH MOJE/ CaMO ca MHTepLeNTOM (HY/ITH) KOjii He Cafp KM HMpefyK-
tope. OBaj Mozent omoryhasa fia ce IpoLjeHN BapujaHca 3aBMCHe Bapujabie usmehy
ojie/berba U YHyTap ofie/berba. Jpyru Mofien je caipykao MpeauKTope IpBOr HUBOA
- TOJApIIKY HAaCTaBHMKA U IIOJI yueHuKa. Y TpeheM Mopeny yBeneHe cy Bapujabie
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HOJ[PIIKA OfIe/beHCKOT CTapellHe U THUII IIKOJIe, Kao MPeIUKTOPU APYTor HUBOA. Y
4eTBPTOM Mojieny oMoryheHo je ma Haru6 3a Bapujabmy mojpuika HaCTaBHUKA Ba-
pupa y 3aBUCHOCTH Off ofie/berba. KoHauHO, y meToM Mofie/y MCIMUTAHO je [ /I HO-
cToju MofepaTopcku edekat Bapujabdie nodpuika odemwervckoe cmapeuitiHe Ha OFHOC
usmeby cnegehux Bapujabnm: nodpuika HacmasHuxa u yueHuuke nepyentuje noge-
3aHocmu ca wikonom. Y VCIIMTUBAabY TIOJIeCHOCTI CBUX Mofiesia KopuirheH je MeTop,
orpaHmyeHe MakcuMaaHe BepopoctojHocTy (eHrt. Restricted Maximum Likelihood
- REML). REML omoryhasa 60/be npolieHe KOMIIOHEHT) BapyjaHce Kaja Cy y M-
Tawky Mamu win cpenmu ysopuu (McNeish, 2017). Xujepapxujcko MojenoBame
cripoBefieHO je y R okpyxemy, kopuithewem nakera ,lme4” (Bates, Méchler, Bolker
& Walker, 2015). Tectupame 3Ha4ajHOCTM cay4yajHuX edpexara ypabeHo je y makery
slmerTest” (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff & Christensen, 2017). [la 6u ce uspadyHano Map-
TMHATHO U KOHJUIMOHaMHO R%, kopuitheH je maker ,,performance: An R” (Liidecke,
Ben-Shachar, Patil, Waggoner & Makowski, 2021). Maprunanto R? ykasyje Ha po-
IleHaT objalrmbeHe BapujaHce caMo QUKCHUM edeKTuMa, JOK KOHJUIMOHATHO R*
yKasyje Ha IpolieHaT objalmeHe BapujaHce ca GUKCHUM U CIyYajHUM epeKTrMa.
Ila 6u uHTepIpeTalyuja pesyaTaTa OyMIa ONaKIIaHa, KOHTVHYUpPaHe He3aBlC-
He Bapujabie cy ueHTpupase. Ilofpiika HacTaBHUKa OMIa je LleHTpUpaHa momMohy
rpyIiHe apuTMeTndKe cpefivHe. OBaj HAUMH IIEHTPMPaba je IPeII0KeH y IUTepary-
pu y cutyanmjama Kaza je Gokyc Ha ucnutuBamy penanyje usMehy nBe Bapujabie
VIV BMIIE Bapyjabiy Ha IPBOM HUBOY U Kaja je GOKyC Ha UCIIUTHBAY MHTEPaK-
nyje usmeby pasmuntrx HuBoa (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). OBaj HaunH HeHTpUpamba
HOf[pa3yMeBa Jla ce apUTMeTN4Ka CpefiHa IPyIle Offy3Me Off MHAVIBUIYaTHUX CUPO-
BUX CKOpOBa Ha IIPeAMKTOPCKOj Bapujabm. C mpyre crpane, Bapujabna noopuika
o0emervckoz cmapeuitiHe OUa je eHTpYpaHa IOMONY apUTMeTIYKe CpeiHe 1[e/IoT
y3opka. Q-Q 10T yKasao je fja Cy pesujyan IpBOT HUBOA IPUOIVHKHO HOPMATHO
pacnojie/beHH, MITO je BayKHA IMIPETIOCTABKA 33 XMjepapXMjCKO MOJIeNIOBAlbe.

B PE3YNTATU

Y Tabenu 1 npukasaHu cy pesyaTaTy AeCKPUIITHBHE CTAaTUCTUYKe aHanmm3e. Hase-
IleHe Cy apMTMeTMYKe CpefiMHe M CTaHJapfAHe [ieBujalMje Ha IpBoM HuBOY. Kako
Iojjaly IO0Ka3yjy, YYeHMLM IEepUUINPajy MOAPLIKY Ofe/beCKOT CTapellHe Kao
IPUCYTHUjY Y ONHOCY Ha IIOAPLIKY APYIMX HacTaBHMKA y wKonu. lllTaBumre, ygaenn-
IV Cy yKa3a/i Ha TO Jla MIMajy CHaXKaH ocehaj IIoBe3aHOCTH ca LIKO/IOM.
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Ta6ena 1: [leckpuITMBHY [TOKa3aTe/by CKaja

IMoapuika HaCTaBHUKA 2 3,12 (0,75) 1 4
Ioppika ofie/beCKOT CTapeHe 8 3,36 (0,71) 1 4
IToBe3aHOCT ca HIKOIOM 5 3,62 (0,86) 1 5

Hanomena: CyMaTBHM CKOPOBM IIOJIEJbEHM CYy Ca 6pojeM CTAaBKIM Ha CKa/laMa.

Y Tabenu 2 mpukasaHu Cy pe3ylTaTy XyjepapXujcKor MojenoBama. Hajmpe je Te-
CTUPAH MOJIe/I CAMO Ca MHTEPLENTOM, a IIOTOM CMO ITOCTENEHO I0JJABa/IM Pa3/INInTe
napamerpe.

Ta6ena 2: [Ipegsubame MoBe3aHOCTY yUeHNKaA Ca MIKOJIOM, IIOJPIIKOM HaCTaBHUKA
Ha MH/IMBUIYaTHOM U OJle/beCKOM HUBOY: XMjepapXujCKM MOJIeN

DukcHM epekTn

18,19 18,52 18,41 18,32
MHTepnent (yoo) (0,32) (0,42)%* (0,47)%* (0,46)*** 18,32 (0,46)***
Iloppika Ha- 159
craHumxa (y, ) 1,60 (0,14)** 1,60 (0,14)*%* © 1’7)*” 1,60 (0,17)%*
Ion (y,,)
-0,54
-0,53 (0,46 -0,53 (0,46
(0.46) 016) (0.46)
-0,60 (0,46)
IMoapuika 0,27 (0,10)* 0.28
OJ1€/bEerbCKOT CTa- © ’10)* 0,27 (0,10)*
pemmse (y,,) ’
Tun mxone (y, ) 0,19 (0,64)  032(0,64) 0,30 (0,64)
WnTepakunja
usMebhy H1Boa 0,02 (0,05)
)
Crry4ajun
edextn
Gze 17,30 11,93 11,88 11,45 11,47
o’ 1,29 2,00 1,59 1,65 1,65
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o, -0,24 20,22
Maprunanso R? 0,261 0,295 0,296 0,294
K -

OTAVHIORaT 0,069 0,367 0,378 0,387 0,402
HO R?
*p<0,05
44 p < 0,001

Moden camo ca unmepuyenmom

Hynru (camo ca nHTepIieniToM) MofieT He 00yXBaTa HUjeJHy IPeJUKTOPCKY Bapuja-
6my. Mebyrum, oBaj Mmogen omoryhasa onpehnBarme BapujaHce 3aBrcHe Bapujabie
no HuBoMMa (yHyTap ofie/bersa u usMeby opebema). KoedunmjenT yHyrapkiacHe
kopenanuje (eHr. interclass correlation coefficent — ICC) 6mo je 0,069 = Bapujanca
YHYTap ofie/berba / Bapujanca usMel)y ofie/berba + BapujaHca yHyTap ofe/bema = 1,29
/(1,29 + 17,30). Ipyrum peunma, 7% BapujaHCe IIOBE3aHOCTH Ca IIKOJIOM IIOCTOjU
usmeby onemema. JlogatHo, epekaT ausajHa 6mo je 1,70. IIpema munusemy Jleja u
Ksoka (Lai & Kwok, 2015), xama ce ncnutyjy edbekTu IpeauKTopa Apyror HUBOA I
Kapa je edexar gusajua sehu op 1,10, mOTpe6HO je KOPUCTUTY TEXHMKE KOje y3UMajy
y 003up xujepapxujcku npupopy noparaka. Kao mro ce suau y Tabenn 2, unrep-
uenr (y,,) KpuTepujymcke Bapujabne nsnocu 18,19. OBa BpeiHOCT MOXe 6GUTH MH-
TepIIpeTHpaHa Kao IPOCeYHa BPEJHOCT II0OBE3aHOCTH Ca IIKOJIOM Ha HUBOY IIe/IOr
y30pKa.

Cnyuajuu unmepuenm u puxkcHu epekmu
NpeoUuKMmopcKUx 8apujabnu npeoz HU8oa

Y okBupy oBor mMoziena Bapujabne nodpuika nacmasnuxa (y,,) n non yueruxa (Yy,,)
yBefieHe Cy Kao IpeArKTopy IpBor HuBoa. [Tost yueHnka 610 je KOHTPOIHA Bapuja-
61a Ha oBoM HuBOYy. Kako mogamy npukasann y Tabemu 2 mokasyjy, onaxeHa I10j-
pIKa Off CTpaHe HaCTaBHMKa MMasa je 3HadajaH (y,, = 1,60, p < 0,001) nosutnsan
edekaT Ha ydeHMYKe IepIelIyje IMOBe3aHOCTY ca MKomIoM. OBMM pesy/lTaToM je
norspheHa mpBa XumoTesa fia IepleNIyja IOAPIIKe HACTAaBHUKA ITO3UTUBHO JIO-
IPMHOCH TIOBE3aHOCTY yYeHUKa ca IIKOJIOM Ha MHAUBUAyaTHOM HMBOY. C fmpyre
CTpaHe, o y4enuka (y,, = -0,53, p > 0,05) Huje 61O CTATUCTUYKM 3HAYAJHO TIOBE3aH
ca 3aBMCHOM BapujabnoM. Tpeba umaTy Ha yMy fja OTpaHMYeHa MaKCHMaTHA BepO-
IocTojHOCT oMoryhaBa mopeheme Mozena Koju MMajy ueHTU4YHe PUKCHe edexre
(McNeish, 2017). Crora, nopehere oBor Mofena ca MPeTXOJHUM MOIENIOM, 360T
pasmunTux puKcHuX edpexara, Huje 6uno moryhe kaza ce kopuctu REML.
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QuicHU edpekmu NPeOUKMOPCKUX 8APUJAOTIU HA HUBOY 00ebetba

Y oBOM MofieTy je Kao IIpeYIKTOPCKa Bapyjabia Ha HUBOY Ofle/berba MICIIMTAHA OIla-
KeHa IOJIpIIKa Ofie/beCKOT cTapemmnHe. KoHTponHa Bapujabia 61a je mun wikorne
(rmMHa3Wja MM cpefba CTpyYHa mKoa). JJobMjeHy pesynTaTy MoKasamm cy Aa je
IIOJPIIKA Ofe/beIbCKOT CTapelHe 6l y 3Ha4ajHOM II03UTHBHOM OJTHOCY Ca IOBe-
sanomthy ca mkonowm (y,, = 0,27, p < 0,05). OBaj pesynrar ykasyje Ha TO Jia je IPoO-
CeyHa IT0Be3aHOCT ca IKOIoM Beha y OHUM ofie/berbuMa y KojuMa ydeHuny denthe
OIa)kajy MOZIPILIKY OJIe/behCKOT CTapenHe. Bapujabna mun wikone Huje uMana cra-
TUCTUYKY 3HaYajaH edekar (y,= 0,19, p > 0,05).

Mooen cnyuajuux koedpuyujernama

Y oBoM Mogerny omoryheHo je ma Haru6 3a Bapujabiy noopuika HacmasHuka Bapupa
Y 3aBMCHOCTH Off ofie/berba. [la 61 ce mcnmrano ga mm ogHoc usMeby moppiike Ha-
CTaBHIUKA J IOBE3aHOCTH Ca IIIKOIOM 3HAYajHO BapyMpa y 3aBUCHOCTH Off Ofle/berba,
BPEeHOCT OZICTYIIaha OBOT MOJIe/Ia ca CTy4ajHIM MHTEPLeNTOM U HarrboM yropebe-
Ha je ca IpeTXONHMM MogpentoM. byayhn na je ped o MopenmMa koju cy Xxujepapxujckn
KpelpaHu, OHM ce MOTY yIopefuTy moMohy tecta ogaoca Bepogocrojuoctu (Hox,
Moerbeek & van de Schoot, 2018). Mebyrum, fobujern pesynTaTu cy moKasamm jja
omoryhaBame Bapypama Harnba 3a Bapujab/ry oaXkeHa MOfIpIIKA HACTaBHUKA HIje
3HAYajHO YHAITPEU/IO MTOJECHOCT Mofiena. PesynTaT TecTa ofHOCA TIOTapUTMOBAHIX
BEPOIOCTOJHOCTH 61O je X' = 2,929, p > 0,05. Ha ocHOBY 0BOT pe3y/nTaTa MOXe ce
3aK/bY4YNTH I Bapyparmbe PerpecroHOr Koe(UIjeHTa OBOT IIPeAUKTOpa Huje CTa-
TUCTUYKY 3HAYAjHO.

Wnmepaxyuja usmehy Husoa

Y caBpemenoj muteparypu (Bliese, Maltarich & Hendricks, 2018) ce uctuue na je
TeCT BepPOJOCTOJHOCTH C/Ty4ajHMX epekaTa mpeBuile KoH3epBaryupaH. Crora, 6e3 00-
3Mpa Ha pe3y/ITaTe TecTa Mofiesla CIy4ajHUX KoeduIjeHaTa, KOPMCHO je ICIIUTATI
nocTojame nHTepakiyje n3mely HuBoa. YBaxkaBajyhu ose npenopyxke, y mocuesmem
MOJIeNTy MCTIMTA/IN CMO Jia /iU je MoBe3aHoCT m3Mmel)y mozpiuike HacTaBHMKA M IO-
B€3aHOCTY Ca IIKOJIOM MOJiepMpaHa ONa)kambeM IOIPIIKE OJIe/bebCKOT CTapelIHe.
Iobujenn pesynraTu cy moKasanu jja MHTepaKiija OBUX Bapujabnu Huje 6uma cTa-
TUCTUYKM 3HadajHa (y,, = 0,02, p > 0,05).
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B JOUCKYCHUIA

VcrpaxuBama edekaTa IOApIIKe HACTABHIKA Ha YYEHNYKE NepIelIyje MKOICKOT
OKpY>Kema YIJIAaBHOM Cy pealn3oBaHa Ha MHAVMBUyaTHOM HUBOY. LIk oBor ucrpa-
XKMBama 6110 je [ja ce MCINTajy eeKTH MOAPIIKe HACTABHMKA Ha IIOBE3aHOCT yye-
HIKa ca mKojoM. [Toppirka HacTaBHMKa je ollepallMOHaIM30BaHa Ha JIBa HUBOA: HA
VHIVBUIYaTHOM U Ofie/belCKOM HMBOY. IIpeMa HalMM casHamUMa, [0 cajia HUCY
VICHUTUBAHU eeKTH IOfpIIKe Ofle/beCKOT CTapelllHe Ha yYeHWYKe Iepleniyje
HIOBE3aHOCTY Ca LITIKOJIOM.

Koedunujent yHyrapkiacHe Kopenanyje IIoKasao je fia 7% BapujaHce IOBe-
3aHOCTH Ca LIKOJIOM MO>Ke OMTM IPUIMCAaHO eeKTy NMpuUIafama YYeHUKa pasyin-
9UTUM Ofe/beryMa. OBa BPeIHOCT MOXKe OUTM MHTepIpeTHpaHa Kao pelaTMBHO
HIUICKa, Oynyhu fa ce y ucrpaxuBamuma y 00/1acTy APYIITBEHNX HAyKa BPEJHOCT
oBOr KoeduiujeHTa Hamasu y pactony ox 0,05 go 0,20 (Peugh, 2010). ¥V mperxop-
HMM UCTP)XMBABUMA, y KOjiIMa Cy MICHUTUBAHU KOHCTPYKTU NPUNAOHOCH WKOTU
(D’hondt, Van Houtte & Stevens, 2015) n wikoncko 3anaearve (Kilday & Ryan, 2019),
YCTaHOBJBHO je TakoDe fa ce 3HauajHO Behu fjeo BapujaHce 0BuX Bapujabiy Hamasu
Ha VHIVBU/IyaTHOM HUBOY.

Y 0BOM UCTpaXMBamy je YTBpheHo Ia MHAMBUyaTHE IepLeniyje yYeHNKa O
HOJ[pLILM HACTaBHUKA IpefBubhajy BIXOBY MOBe3aHOCT ca mKkonoM. Op mpupoze
MHTepaKIMje ca HaCTaBHUIIMMA 3aBJMCY KaKo he y4eHMIV [JOXKMB/baBaTU IIKOJICKO
OKpY>Keme. AKO Y4EeHMI JOCTeJHO YYeCTBYjy y HO3UTMBHUM MHTEpaKIyjaMa ca
CBOjMIM HaCTaBHMIVIMA, TO MOXKe ONPMHETH GOpPMIUpalby MO3UTUBHUX YBEpeba O
mkony. OBaj Hajla3 je y CKIafy ca pesynratuma nperxofguux cryauja (Allen et al.,
2018) y xojuMa je OKa3aHO fIa HACTAaBHUIIY, KOj/ IIOAP)KaBajy CBOje YUeHUKe KPo3
Opury, IpaBUYHOCT U yBa)XkaBambe, JOIPUHOCe ToBehamy MOBE3aHOCTM Y4eHMKa ca
mkonoM (Hallinan, 2008). [Tocmatpajyhm 13 MoTuBaIjmoHe nepcreKkTuBe, 0Baj pe-
3y/ITaT MOXKe OUTH objamrmeH TeopujoM camooppehema (Ryan & Deci, 2000), mpema
K0jOj LIKOJIa 3a[J0BO/baBambeM IOTpede yUeHNKa 3a IPUIIafiabeM JOIPUHOCH BIIXO-
BOj CHOXHU)Oj II0BE3AHOCTH Ca IIKOJIOM.

Hlobunm cMo fja ce MOAPIIKA Ofle/beHCKOT CTapellHe, OIlepalliOHaIN30BaHa
Ka0 KapaKTepUCTHKA Ofie/berba, Ha/las3! y MO3UTUBHOM OJHOCY ca IIoBe3aHolnhy yde-
HIKa ca IKoIoM. To 3Ha4M ja KOJIEKTUBHO MCKYCTBO MOJPIIKE Ofie/beEbCKOT CTape-
IIVHE 3HAYajHO objalrmaBa Mehyose/berbcke pasinKe y MOBe3aHOCTY Ca LIKOIOM.
OBaj HajIa3 je y ckIamy ca pesynraTuma 1o Kojux cy gomnu Kunpej u Pajan (Kilday
& Ryan, 2019), xoju ¢y ycTaHOBM/IM /ia je MOAPIIKA HACTABHIUKA HA HUBOY Ofle/betba
IO3UTVBHO [TOBE3aHa Ca OMXeBUOPATHUM VM eMOLIVIOHATHIIM aHI')KOBabeM YUeHIKa
y HactaBu. MebyTyum, Halu pe3y/nTaTy yKasyjy Ha TO ja Mepa IOpIlIKe HaCTaBHMKa
Ha MHAVBNIYaTHOM HUBOY Ma Behy npeankTHy Moh y OfHOCY Ha Mepy Ha HMBOY
oferbera. OBM ce Ha/lasy Cy KOH3MCTEHTHU Ca pe3y/lITaTiMa IPeTXOQHUX CTyAuja.
Ha npumep, Anppyn u cap. (Aldrup et al., 2018) cy oTkpunn fja je moapIuka Ha-
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CTaBMKa ITOBe3aHa ca IIKOJICKUM IpuiarohaBameM Ha HMBOY ydeHuka. Mebyrum,
TPYIIHA Mepa COoLijalHe MOfPIIKe HaCTaBHIKA Hifje OV/Ia 3HaYajHO [T0Be3aHa ca yde-
HIYKVIM VICXOAMMA Ha HUBOY ofie/berba. CIIMYHO, Y UCTPaXXMBamby Koje Cy peannso-
Banu Jlensu u cap. (Lenzi et al., 2017) HUje yCTAaHOB/bEHO J[ia MOJPIIKA HACTABHUKA,
arperupaHa Ha HMBOY ILIKOJIe, IMa 3Ha4ajaH edeKaT Ha YUEHNIKO OIaKarme 6e30er-
HOCTH IIKOJIE.

CynpoTHO HallleM O4YeKNBamYy, n3Mely ofe/bera Huje 6110 3HaAYajHOT Bapu-
pama Haruba 3a Bapujabny noopuika Hacmaenuxa. To 3Haun fja je ogHOC usMehy
HO[pLIKe HACTABHUKA ¥ MOBE3aHOCTU y4YeHMKA ca IIKOJIOM OO C/IMYaH y CBUM
omeemyMa. [llTapnine, NcnuTUBambe MOEPATOPCKE YIOTe MOAPIIKE OJe/beCKOT
crapelyHe y OfHOCY u3MeDy IofpIIKe HacTaBHMKA U IIOBE3aHOCTM Y4YEHMKA ca
IIKOJIOM HUje fajio 3HavyajHe pe3ynraTe. OBaj Ha/las je yIOpe#MB ca pe3yITaTuMa Jjo
kojux cy gourmu Kupnej u Pajan (Kilday & Ryan, 2019) y cBojoj cryauju. OBu ucrpa-
XKMBA4M Cy YCTAaHOBWINMAQA OFHOCK M3Mel)y MoBe3aHOCTV HaCTaBHUK—Y4YEHMK I JIBE
AVIMeH3Mje aHTa)XOBama YUYeHNKa He BapMpPajy Y 3aBUCHOCTH Off, Ofie/belba.

®yHaMHY Jeo pe3y/iTaTa OBe CTYAUje OJHOCK Ce Ha Y/IOTy MCIUTMBAHNUX KOH-
TPOTHMX Bapujabmu. Y 0BOM MCTpaKMBalby HUCY NOTBpheHe 3HaYajHe IOTHe pas-
JIMKe Y Be3U ca HUBOOM ITOBE3aHOCTM YUeHMKa ca IKoimoM. OBaj pe3ynTaT y CKIagy
je ca mperxoguuM uctpaxusamnuma (D’hondt, Van Houtte & Stevens, 2015; Sanchez,
Colon & Esparza, 2005). Mehytum, Tpe6a umatu y BUAY Ja IOCTOje CTyAMje Y Kojuma
Cy YCTaHOBJ/bEHe MaJle IOJIHEe pasjMKe Kaja ce IMOoCMaTpa IOBE3aHOCT y4eHMKa ca
mkosoM (Allen et al., 2018). CknoHM cMO Jja Hallle Hajlade MHTEPIIPETUPAMO U3 Pa3-
BOjHe IepcrieKkTuBe. Hamme, y HalleM y30pKy HajBullle yueHMKa je noxahamo tpehn
paspeq cpenbe mkosne. Moryhe je na y oBoj asu agonecieHIyje geqary u eBojIu-
i€ ¥IMAjy C/IMYHe NepLeNIiyje LIKOJICKOT OKPYKema.

Tun mxosne Huje 6110 3HaYajaH MPEJUKTOP IOBE3AHOCTY YYEHNKA Ca LIIKOIOM.
Y manoM 6pojy cTyauja pasMaTpaHa je penanyja u3Melhy Tuma mkose  IOBe3aHOCTI
ydeHuka ca mkojom. Xyre u Maerne (Houtte & Maele, 2012) cy gouumu o 3akbydka
[a yaeHMIM Koju rnoxabajy cpenme cTpydHe IIKOJIE TeXe Jja MMajy 3HaYajHO HIVDKU
ocehaj mpunagHOCTM MIKOMM y OFHOCY Ha BplIWmakKe U3 rMMHasuja. Mebyrum, y
IIOMEHYTOM JCTPa)XIBalby LIEHTpa/IHa 3aBUCHA Bapujabia, ocehaj npunaoHocmu
wikonu, 61ia je [pyraduje onepaloHaIN30BaHa y nmopebemwy ca KOHCTPYKTOM II0-
BE3aHOCTH ca IIKojToM. Hamm pesyntaty MOTy OMTY MHTepIPETUPAaHN Y KOHTEKCTY
HalMOHaMHOT 06pasoBHOr cucrteMa y Cpbuju. Moryhe je na y Cpbuju pasnnke ms-
Meby cpenmyX CTPYYHMX LIKOJIA Vi TMMaH3Mja HUCY IPACTUYHe Kao y IPYTMM 3eM/ba-
Ma.

OBa cTynuja MMa HEKOJIMKO OTpaHu4Yera Koja Tpeba MOMeHyTI. Y30paK Cy 4n-
HWIM ydeHUIM u3 29 ofie/berba. Behn y3opak Ha HUBOY y4eHMKa U Ofie/berba OMO-
ryhmo 6u yHanpehnBame criospaliiibe BaIMHOCTY B0OMjeHnX pesynrara. byayhnu na
je OBa CTy[uja TpaHCBep3alHa U KOpealyioHa, Hije OIpaBIaHo UCK/bYIUTI MOTYh-
HOCTH Jla IIOCTOjY PeLMIIPOYHA peanyja nusMeby moBesaHOCTM yueHNMKa ca IIKOJIOM
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U mofipuiKe HactaBHMKa. OBO 3HauM Ja je Moryhe ma oHM y4eHUIM Koju Cy 6orbe
IIOBe3aHM ca IIKOJIOM, HAaCTOje fla CBOje HAaCTaBHMKe BUJe Kao 0cobe Koje Cy BuIle
nopcTuiajHe. JIOHIMTYMHATHA MCTpaXuBamka oMoryhmia 6u npahemwe Tpajekto-
puje MpoMeHa IOBEe3aHOCTY YYeHNKa Ca IIKOJIOM y (QYHKIVj!U IIOfpIIKe HaCTaBHMU-
Ka. Je[[HO OJI OTpaHMYema TUYe ce Mepera UCIUTUBaHKX Bapujabnu. [Tommro cy cBe
Bapujabie TpeTupaHe Kao MaHU(eCTHe, OMPABLAHO je MPETIOCTABUTH Jja IOCTOjI
rpelIKa Meperba KOHCTPyKaTa coljijajiHe IOofIpIIKe HACTAaBHMKA Y II0OBE3AHOCTH y4e-
HUKa ca MmKomoM. T'pebano 6u y O6ynyhum mcrpakuBamyuma IMPUMEHUTU TeXHUKe
XMjepapXujcKOT MoOJe/lioBama Ca JIaTeHTHUMM Bapujabrmama. KonauHo, cormjanHa
HOf[pIIKAa HACTaBHVMKA MOXe OMTY JedUHMCaHA Kao My/ITUAVIMEH3MOHAIHY KOH-
crpykT (Tennant et al., 2014), mro 61 oMoryhmno ncnutuBame OFHOCA PA3TININTIAX
TUIIOBA MOJPIIKEe HACTaBHMKA Ca II0Be3aHOIINy yueHNKa ca IIKOJIOM.

B 3AKJ/bYYAK

OBaj pap je mokasao fia je colMjajHa NOApPIIKAa HACTAaBHMKA PelleBaHTaH IPEeSUKTOP
IIOBE3aHOCTH y4eHMKa ca kosoM. Hamasu oBe cTyauje MMajy MMIUIMKAIIje 3a IHM-
IVIja/IHO IIpUIIpeMame HaCTaBHUKA U HUXOB IpodecuoHanHy pas3soj. HeonxopHo
je ma ce HaCTAaBHMUIVMMA YKa)Ke Ha 3HAYajHy UMIEHMIY [a HBIUX0BA MOJPIIKA MOXKe
MMarTe MO3UTUBHE NOC/IeMIle Ha CTaBOBE yYeHMKa IpeMa mKonu. Ha ocHoBy pesyi-
TaTa Halller UCTPAXXMBaba MOXe Ce 3aK/bYUUTH Ja je BaXXHO [jJa HACTAaBHUIM CTA/IHO
OyZly mOCTyIIaH M3BOP COIMjaTHe MOMIPIIKe CBOjUM YYeHUIIMMA.
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ABSTRACT

School connectedness is a significant construct that has various positive outcomes for students,
so it is important to investigate its determinants. Students’ connectedness to school depends
on their interaction with teachers. The aim of this study was to examine the relationship
between teachers” support and students’ perceptions of school connectedness. Participants
were 325 students from 29 high school classes. Data were collected using research tools for
assessing students’ perceptions of teachers’ support, homeroom teachers’ support, and school
connectedness. Multilevel modeling was applied, since students were nested within classrooms.
The obtained results revealed that, after controlling the effects of gender and type of school,
the teachers support significantly predicted the students’ connectedness to school at the
individual (student) level. In addition, class-level homeroom teacher’s support was positively
associated with students’ school connectedness at the class level. The relation between teachers’
support and students’ school connectedness did not significantly vary across classes. This study
indicates that teachers’ support plays an important role in fostering students’ connectedness to
school. Implications of this study are relevant for teachers’ initial education and professional
development.
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@ INTRODUCTION

The contemporary literature suggests that a sense of school belonging is important
for students’ learning and development (Korpershoek, Canrinus, Fokkens-Bruinsma
& de Boer, 2020). Moreover, researchers have tried to identify characteristics of
school settings that are related to students’ connectedness to school (Waters, Cross
& Shaw, 2010). There is a fair amount of evidence that indicates that a teacher’s social
support is positively associated to a student’s connection to school (Allen, Kern,
Vella-Brodrick, Hattie & Waters 2018; Hallinan, 2008). However, there is a lack of
research that has examined the relationship between a homeroom teacher’s support
and students’ school connectedness.

This study aims to better understand the relationship between a teacher’s
support and students’” connectedness to school. We rely on the fact that high school
students have day-to-day interactions with their subject teachers, as well as with the
homeroom teacher. Therefore, it is possible for a student to experience low levels
of support from subject teachers, but to belong to a class that is characterized by a
high level of support from the homeroom teacher. For this reason, it is important
to differentiate the effects of these two types of teacher’s support on student’s
perceptions of school connectedness.

Students’ perceptions of school connectedness

The student’s relationship with the school can be conceptualized and measured in
different ways. Thus, in the current literature various constructs with similar mean-
ings have been used, such as: school connectedness (e.g. Lohmeier & Lee, 2011),
school bonding (e.g. Rovi§ & Bezinovi¢, 2011), and related concepts of attachment
to school (Hallinan, 2008), a sense of belonging to school (e.g. St-Amand, Girard &
Smith, 2017), then school climate (e.g. Pordi¢ & Damjanovi¢, 2016), school engage-
ment (eg. Li, 2011), and school membership (e.g. You, Ritchey, Furlong, Shochet &
Boman, 2011).

The concept of school connectedness is broadly defined as “a student’s
relationship to school” (Libbey, 2004: 274). According to Barber & Schluterman,
(2008), school connectedness consists of three broad dimensions - relationships to
people at school, relationship to school, and attitudes towards school importance.
Marraccini & Brier (2017) argued that school connectedness includes the components
of social affiliations, belonging to school, attitudes towards the importance of school,
and supportive learning environments. A strong connection to the school is based on
positive experiences, such as the perception of high academic expectations, positive
interactions between teachers and students, and a sense of a safe environment
(Marraccini & Brier, 2017).
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Students’ relationship with school is a construct that has often been related
to important student outcomes. Recent meta-analysis has linked school belonging
with academic achievement (Korpershoek et al, 2020). Furthermore, this
relationship was similar across different grade levels and the socioeconomic status of
students. In addition, school connectedness seems to be a protective factor against
suicidal thoughts and behaviors (Marraccini & Brier, 2017). Therefore, previous
research clearly indicates the significant effects of students’ perceptions of school
connectedness.

Although a sense of school connectedness is important for all students, Allen
et al. (2018) argue that it is especially important for adolescents. Adolescents have
specific social and emotional needs and adolescence is characterized by the formation
of identity, the expansion of social relations, and preparation for entering the world
of adults. Nevertheless, during the transition from primary to secondary school,
motivation for school learning decreases (Wang & Eccles, 2012). This may be due to
impersonal interactions of students with teachers and the decline in teachers’ social
support. Conversely, if adolescents feel supported by their teachers, they tend to be
interested in school, will enjoy school more and will have a sense of belonging to
the school. Thus, teachers by their behavior in the classroom “can convey a sense of
caring, respect and appreciation for their students” (Wang & Eccles, 2012: 879).

The significance of teacher social support

Krnjaji¢ (2002) argued that the student-teacher relationship has two main charac-
teristics: inter-personality (affection, respect, care) and impersonality (rights and
duties). Social support belongs to the domain of interpersonal teachers’ behavior
and may be available to varying degrees to students (Tomas, Gutiérrez, Pastor &
Sancho, 2020). Teachers’ support can be defined as the “extent to which teachers are
supportive, responsive, and committed to students” well-being” (Wang, 2009: 242).
The construct of teachers’ social support should not be completely equated with a
supportive student-teacher relationship (Tennant, Demaray, Malecki, Terry, Clary
& Elzinga, 2014). Positive student-teacher relationships primarily include warmth
and acceptance. Such behaviors are characteristic of a teacher’s emotional support,
which is only one type of social support. However, in addition to emotional support,
teachers provide informational, appraisal, and instrumental support (Tennant et al.,
2014).

The positive effects of teachers’ social support have been documented in
numerous studies. Teachers’ social support is positively associated with students’
academic achievement (Tennant et al, 2014), school satisfaction, self-esteem
(Aldrup, Klusmann, Lidtke, Gollner & Trautwein, 2018), and attachment to school
(Hallinan, 2008). Students tend to have positive perceptions of schools in which
teachers show care, respect, and provide emotional support (Battistich, Solomon,
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Watson & Schaps, 1997). By providing appropriate support, teachers can create a
sense of acceptance, importance, and connection among students. In such conditions,
students show better academic achievement, more initiative, greater acceptance
of peers, they are more motivated, and behave pro-socially and responsibly (Bear,
Yang, Mantz, Pasipandya, Hearn & Boyer 2014).

The positive effects of teachers’ social support could be explained by the
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000). According to this theoretical
framework, the three basic needs of people are to feel autonomous, competent, and
related. Fulfillment of those basic needs is crucial for good psychological health
and development (Kaplan & Madjar, 2017). Thus, students have an inner need to
participate in positive interactions with their teachers and peers. Students are more
likely to have a strong connection to schools in which they can meet the need to
be related. Furthermore, Korpershoek et al. (2020) argued that students tend
to internalize values and norms from environments in which they have a sense
of belonging. Deci and Ryan (1985, 1991, 2012) recognize meeting the need for
relatedness, along with the need for autonomy and competence, as a way to achieve
self-determination.

Furthermore, Connell and Wellborn (1991) linked these three needs with
the school context and thus created a school-based Self System Process model that
describes how the school, as a social environment, satisfies individual needs. The
authors state that the following three characteristics of the school environment affect
the satisfaction of the need for competence, autonomy, and belonging.

1. Structure. It refers to the clarity and quality of expectations of certain
behavior and the consequences that come after violating certain rules, as well
as to the trust in the strength of students. The structure satisfies the need for
competence.

2. Autonomy support. It refers to the amount of choices students have and
helping students relate their own behavior to personal values and goals.

3. Involvement. It refers to the commitment of teachers and other staff to
students, in terms of devoting attention, time, resources, or through showing
interest and support (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Wang, Liu, Kee & Chian,
2019; Waters, Cross & Runions, 2009).

The effects of teachers’ social support have been mainly examined at the individual
(student) level. Studies dealing with the relations of collective perceptions of teachers’
support and students’ outcomes are quite rare. Kilday and Ryan (2019) found that
teachers’ support at the group level has positive effects on students’ classroom
engagement. Moreover, the effects of the collective experience of teachers’ support
were stronger on the emotional than on the behavioral engagement of students in
mathematics/science. Using multilevel structural equation modeling, Aldrup et al.
(2018) showed that teachers’ social support at the class level does not contribute to
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students’ school satisfaction. Lenzi, Sharkey, Furlong, Mayworm, Hunnicutt & Vieno
(2017) found that a teacher’s support at the individual level significantly predicts
students’ perceptions of school safety. On the other hand, a teacher’s support at
the school level did not have a significant predicting effect. The presented research
results together indicate that the effects of teachers’ support at different levels are not
necessarily the same.

The role of homeroom teachers in the Serbian educational context

The role of the homeroom teacher is recognized in education systems around the
world. However, this concept is not established in the same way in different edu-
cational contexts. In Israel, for example, homeroom teachers deal with the social
and emotional needs of students (Kashy-Rosenbaum, Kaplan & Israel-Cohen, 2018).
In the US, advisory programs have been implemented as a way of improving rela-
tionships between teachers and students (McClure, Yonezawa & Jones, 2010). In
Switzerland, homeroom teachers have not only pedagogical but also organizational
responsibility (Baeriswyl, Bratoljic & Krause, 2021).

The Serbian school system consists of four different school types: primary school
(grades 1-4; ages 7-10), lower secondary school (grades 5-8; ages 11-14), vocational
high school (grades 9-12; ages 15-19), and gymnasium (grades 9-12; ages 15-19).
Starting from fifth grade, each class has its own homeroom teacher. Unlike subject
teachers who are responsible only for teaching their subjects, homeroom teachers are
responsible for the overall functioning of one class of students (Baeriswyl, Bratoljic &
Krause, 2021). In Serbia, the activities of the homeroom teacher include cooperation
with parents and coordination of work with other teachers who teach students in the
same class. Homeroom teachers are expected to meet with their students every week
(usually for 45 minutes) outside the regular classes (Luki¢ & Obradovi¢, 2007). The
primary goal of these meetings is to provide support to students’ academic, social,
and emotional needs. The above indicates that it is important to investigate how
the support of homeroom teachers is related to the students’ perceptions of school
connectedness.
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B METHOD

Research problem

Studies in which the relationships between students’ school connectedness and
teachers’ support have been examined at different levels are rare. Scholars (Aldrup
et al., 2018; Kilday & Ryan, 2019) indicate that the multilevel nature of students’
perceptions of teachers’ behavior is often overlooked. Bearing in mind that students
are clustered into classes, the nested nature of the data should be taken into account.
This means that it is reasonable to expect that students who belong to the same
class have similar perceptions of teachers’ interpersonal behavior. Since homeroom
teachers lead one class (usually for several years), students’ individual ratings can be
averaged so that a shared measure of the homeroom teacher’s support is obtained
for each class. In that case, the support of the homeroom teacher is a characteristic
of the class. On the other hand, students from the same class may have different
individual interpretations of the same teacher’s behavior. (Lenzi et al., 2017) argue
that students may have different concepts of supportive teacher’s behavior, based
on their personal frames of reference. Therefore, this paper focuses on the following
research questions:
1. Isthere a relationship between teachers’ support and students’ connectedness
to school at the individual level?
2. Isthere a relationship between the homeroom teachers’ support and students’
school connectedness at the class level?
3. Is the relationship between teachers’ support and students’ school
connectedness moderated by the magnitude of a homeroom teacher’s
support?

Based onareview of the literature, we set out three hypotheses: (H1) Teachers’ support
(student-level variable) is positively associated with students’ school connectedness;
(H2) The homeroom teacher’s support (class-level variable) is a positive predictor
of students’ perceptions of school connectedness; (H3) The relationship between
teachers’” support and students’ connectedness to school is moderated by the support
of the homeroom teacher (Figure 1).
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Class-level variable:
Homeroom teacher X2
support
School connectedness
X3
Student-level variable: X1
Teacher support

Figure 1: Hypothesized multilevel model of relationships between
variables

Sample and procedure

The convenient sample comprised 325 high school students (57.5% girls and 42.5%
boys) from 29 classes. The average age of the respondents was 16.55 (SD = 1.10).
There were 18.2% of first grade students, 16.3% of second grade students, 43.4% of
third grade students and 22.2% of fourth, final grade students in the sample. The
majority of students attended gymnasium (55.4%), while 44.6% of students attended
a vocational high school. In Serbia, regardless of the type of high school, each class
has its own homeroom teacher. The average number of students in the 29 classes
included in the sample was 11. The academic achievement of the students included
in the sample ranged from 1.00 to 5.00 (M = 4.12, SD = .67).

After obtaining permission from the school management, one of the authors
of the paper forwarded a link to the online questionnaire to the students through a
contact person. Data collection was completely anonymous and we did not collect
any personal information. All students participated in the research voluntarily.
Students were informed that they could withdraw from the study at any time. It took
approximately 15 minutes to complete the survey.

Instruments

Teachers’ support. This construct was measured with two items adapted from Jelas,
Azman, Zulnaidi & Ahmad (2016). These are the following items: “There is a teacher
in my school who takes care of me” and “There is a teacher in my school who is ready
to listen to me when I have something to say”. The students gave their answers using
a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree). The Cronbach’s
internal consistency coeflicient of this scale was .70. Given the sensitivity of the alpha
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coeflicient to the number of items (Bandalos, 2018), the estimated internal consis-
tency can be interpreted as acceptable.

Homeroom teacher’s support. The support of the homeroom teacher was
examined with the instrument used in previous studies (Aldrup et al., 2018). This
instrument includes eight items related to students’ collective perception of different
types of support from the homeroom teacher. An example of an item is: “Our
homeroom teacher encourages us to ask if there is something we do not understand®.
The students gave their answers using a four—point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
4 = strongly agree). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency of this
scale was excellent (a = .93).

School connectedness. This construct was measured by the School Connectedness
Scale (SCS). We used the five-item version of the scale that has been most often
used (Furlong, O’Brennan & You, 2011). This instrument emerged from the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Resnick et al., 1997). Items of
this instrument relate to different school experiences such as closeness, happiness,
belonging, fair treatment, and safety. An example of an item is “I feel like I am part
of this school”. In previous validation studies (Furlong, O’Brennan & You, 2011) it
was found that the SCS is a one-dimensional measure that has good psychometric
properties. Furlong, O’Brennan & You (2011) reported internal consistency
coefficients ranging from .82 to .88 in their study across 18 sociocultural groups. In
the present study the Cronbach’s alpha of this scale was .81.

Control variables. At the student-level we controlled the effect of the gender of
students (0 — males and 1 - females) and at the class-level effect of the type of school
(0 - gymnasium and 1 - vocational high school). These variables were selected as
control based on the results of previous research (Allen et al., 2018; Houtte & Maele,
2012).

Data analysis

Since the students were nested within classes (and therefore within homeroom
teachers), it was justifiable to apply multilevel modeling. In accordance with the rec-
ommendations in the contemporary literature (Hox, Moerbeek & van de Schoot,
2018), we successively fitted five models. The intercept-only (null) model, which
does not include predictors, was tested first. This model allows the estimation of
the between—class and the within—class variance of the outcome variable. The sec-
ond model included first-level predictor variables, teachers’ support and a student’s
gender. In the third model, the homeroom teacher’s support and school type were
introduced as predictors of the second level. In the fourth model, we allowed the
slope for variable teachers’” support to vary across classes. Finally, in the fifth model,
we examined whether there is a moderating effect of the support of the homeroom
teacher in the relationship between teachers’ support and students’ perceptions of



TEACHERS' SUPPORT AND STUDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF SCHOOL CONNECTEDNESS: A MULTILEVEL STUDY | 49

school connectedness. The restricted maximum likelihood (REML) method was
used to fit all models. REML provides better estimations of variance components
when it comes to small and medium samples (McNeish, 2017). Multilevel modeling
was performed in the R environment, using the “lme4” package (Bates, Machler,
Bolker & Walker, 2015). Testing the significance of random effects was performed
with the “ImerTest” package (Kuznetsova, Brockhoft & Christensen, 2017). To cal-
culate the marginal and conditional R? the “performance” package in R was used
(Ladecke, Ben-Shachar, Patil, Waggoner & Makowski, 2021). The marginal R? indi-
cates the percentage of explained variance only by fixed effects, while the conditional
R? indicates the percentage of explained variance with fixed and random effects.

To facilitate interpretation of the results, continuous explanatory variables were
centered. Teachers’ support was group-mean centered. This way of centering has
been proposed in the literature in situations where the focus is on examining the
relationship between two or more variables at level-one and when the focus is on
examining cross-level interaction (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). This way of centering
implies that the mean value of the group is subtracted from the individual raw scores
on the predictor variable. On the other hand, the variable support of the homeroom
teacher was grand-mean centered. We used a Q-Q plot to check for normality
of residuals. The Q-Q plot indicated that level-one residuals were approximately
normally distributed, which is an important assumption for multilevel models.

B RESULTS

Table 1 shows the results of descriptive statistical analysis. Means and standard
deviations at level one are shown. As can be seen, students perceive the support of
the homeroom teacher as more present in relation to the support of other teachers
in the school. Furthermore, the students indicated that they have a strong sense of
school connectedness.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics of the scales

Teacher support 2 3.12 (.75) 1 4
Homeroom teacher support 8 3.36 (.71) 1 4
School connectedness 5 3.62 (.86) 1 5

Note: Summative scores are divided by the number of items on the scales.



50 | STEFAN NINKOVIC, OLIVERA KNEZEVIC FLORIC AND DEJAN DORBIC

Table 2 shows the results of multilevel modeling. The intercept-only model was
tested first, and then various parameters were gradually added.

Table 2: Predicting students’ connectedness to school
by teachers’ support at individual and class level: Multilevel models

Fixed effects

Intercept (yoo) 18.19 18.52 (.42)*** 18.41 18.32 18.32 (.46)***
(.32)»“ (A7) (.46)“’*

Teacher support 1.60 (.14)*%* 1.60 (.14)%%* 1.59 1.60 (.17)%*

(Y, (17)*

Gender (y,,) -.53 (.46) -.60 (.46) -.54 -.53 (.46)

(.46)

Homeroom 27 (.10)* 28 27 (L10)*

teacher support (.10)*

(Vo)

School type (y,,) .19 (.64) .32 (.64) .30 (.64)

Cross-level .02 (.05)

interaction (y,,)

Random effects

o 17.30 11.93 11.88 11.45 11.47

@, 129 2.00 1.59 1.65 1.65

o, 21 22

Oy, -24 -22

Marginal R? 261 295 .296 294

Conditional R? .069 .367 .378 .387 402

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses
*p<.05
#* p < 001
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The intercept-only model

The null (the intercept-only) model does not include any predictor variables. How-
ever, this model allowed us to estimate the variance of the dependent variable at each
level (within-class and between—class). The interclass correlation coefficient (ICC)
was .069 = between—class variance / between-class variance + within-class variance
=1.29/(1.29 + 17.30). In other words, a 7% variance in school connectedness exists
between classes. In addition, the design effect was 1.70. According to Lai & Kwok
(2015), when examining second-level predictor effects and when the design effect is
greater than 1.10, techniques should be used that take into account the nested nature
of the data. As can be seen in Table 2, the intercept (y,) of the outcome variable is
18.19. This value can be interpreted as the mean of school connectedness at the level
of the whole sample.

Random intercept and level one predictor variables fixed effects

Within this model, the variables teacher’s support (y,)) and student’s gender (y, )
were introduced as first-level predictors. Gender of students was a control variable
at this level. As can be seen in Table 2, the perceived support from teachers had a
significant (y,, = 1.60, p <.001) positive effect on students’ perceptions of school con-
nectedness. This result confirmed the first hypothesis that the perception of teachers’
support positively contributes to the student’s school connectedness at the individ-
ual level. On the other hand, the gender of students (y, = -.53, p > .05) was not
statistically significantly associated with the dependent variable. It should be borne
in mind that restricted maximum likelihood allows comparison of models that have
identical fixed effects (McNeish, 2017). For this reason, the comparison of this model
with the previous one, due to different fixed effects, was not possible under REML.

Class-level predictor variables fixed effects

In this model, the class-level of perceived the homeroom teacher’s support was ex-
amined as a predictor variable. In this model, the control variable was the type of
school (grammar or vocational high school). The obtained results showed that the
support of the homeroom teacher was significantly positively associated with school
connectedness (y,, = .27, p <.05). This result indicates that in those classes in which
students see the support of the homeroom teacher as more frequent, the average
school connectedness is higher. The variable school type did not have a statistically
significant effect (y, = .19, p > .05).
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Random coefficient model

In this model, we allowed the slope for the variable teachers” support to vary across
classes. To examine whether the relationship between teachers’ support and school
connectedness significantly vary across classes, the deviance value of this model with
arandom intercept and random slope was compared with the previous model. Since
these are nested models, they can be compared using the likelihood ratio test (Hox,
Moerbeek & van de Schoot, 2018). However, the obtained results showed that allow-
ing the slope of teachers’ support to vary did not significantly improve the fit of the
model. The result of the log-likelihood ratio test was x*, = 2.929, p > .05. Based on
this result, it can be concluded that the variation of the regression coefficient of this
predictor is not statistically significant.

Cross-level interaction

The contemporary literature (Bliese, Maltarich & Hendricks, 2018) states that the
likelihood test of random effects is too conservative. For this reason, regardless of
the results of the random coefficient model test, it is useful to examine the existence
of cross-level interaction. Taking these recommendations into account, in the final
model, we examined whether the association between teachers’ support and school
connectedness was moderated by class—level support of the homeroom teacher. The
obtained results showed that the interaction of these variables was not statistically
significant (y, =.02, p >.05).

M DISCUSSION

Research on the effects of teachers’ support on students’ perceptions of school
environment has been done mainly at the individual level. The aim of this study was
to examine the effects of teachers’ support on students’ connectedness to school. We
operationalized teacher’s support at two levels, individual and class-level. To our
knowledge, the effects of the homeroom teacher’s support on students’ perceptions
of school connectedness have not been examined so far.

The interclass correlation coeflicient showed that 7% of the variance in school
connectedness can be attributed to the effect of students belonging to different classes.
This value can be interpreted as relatively low, since in social research the values
of this coefficient range from .05 to .20 (Peugh, 2010). Previous studies of school
belongingness (D’hondt, Van Houtte & Stevens, 2015) and school engagement
(Kilday & Ryan, 2019) have also shown that a significantly greater portion of the
variance of these variables is placed at the individual level.
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In the current research, it was found that students’ individual perceptions
of teachers’ support predict school connectedness. The nature of the interaction
with teachers determines how students will perceive the school environment. If
students consistently participate in positive interactions with their teachers, this can
contribute to the formation of positive beliefs about the school. This finding is fully
consistent with previous studies (Allen et al., 2018) that have shown that teachers
who support their students through care, fairness, and respect increase students’
school connectedness (Hallinan, 2008). Viewed from a motivational perspective,
this result can be explained by the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000b),
according to which supporting students’ need for relatedness contributes to a
stronger connection of students with the school.

We found that the support of the homeroom teacher, operationalized as a class
characteristic, was positively associated with students’ connectedness to school. This
means that the collective experience of the homeroom teacher’s support significantly
explained between-class variations in school connectedness. This finding is
consistent with the results obtained by Kilday & Ryan (2019) which showed that a
teacher’s support at the class level is positively related to the behavioral and emotional
engagement of students in the classroom. However, our results suggest that the
measure of teachers” support at the individual level has greater predictive power
compared to the class-level measure. These findings are consistent with previous
studies. For example, Aldrup et al. (2018) found that a teacher’s social support is
associated with students’ school adjustment at the individual level. However, the
classroom-average measure of teacher social support was not significantly related
to classroom-level students’ outcomes. Similarly, Lenzi et al. (2017) did not find
a significant effect of teacher’s support aggregated at school level on students’
perceptions of school safety.

Contrary to our expectation, there was no significant slope variation for
teachers’” support across classes. This means that the relationship between teachers’
support and students’ school connectedness was similar across all classes. Moreover,
the examination of the moderating role of the homeroom teacher’s support in the
relationship between teachers’ support and the students’ perceptions of school
connectedness did not yield significant results. This finding is comparable to the
results obtained by Kilday and Ryan (2019) in their study. These researchers found
that the relationships between teacher-student relatedness and two dimensions of
student engagement do not vary across classes.

The final part of the results of this study refers to the role of the examined
control variables. No significant gender differences in the level of students’ school
connectedness were found in our study. This result is in line with previous research
(D’hondt, Van Houtte & Stevens, 2015; Sanchez, Colén & Esparza, 2005). However,
it should be borne in mind that there are studies in which small gender differences
in school connectedness have been found (Allen et al., 2018). We tend to interpret
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our findings from a development perspective. In our sample, most students were
attending the third grade of high school. It is possible that at this stage of adolescence,
boys and girls have similar perceptions of the school environment.

The type of school was not a significant predictor of students’ school
connectedness. A small number of studies have considered the relationship
between the type of school and the students’ connectedness to school. Houtte &
Maele (2012) found that students attending technical / vocational schools tend to
have a significantly lower sense of belonging compared to peers from academic
schools. However, in the mentioned research, the central dependent variable,
sense of belonging to school, was differently operationalized in comparison with
the construct of school connectedness. Our results can be interpreted in the
context of the national education system of Serbia. It is possible that in Serbia
the differences between vocational and grammar schools are not as drastic as in
other countries.

This study has several limitations that should be mentioned. The sample
included students from 29 classes. A larger sample at the student and the class
level would enable improvement of the external validity of the obtained results.
Since this study is cross—sectional and correlational, it is not feasible to exclude the
possibility that there is a reciprocal relation between students’ connectedness to
school and teachers’ support. That means that it is possible that those students who
are better connected with the school tend to see their teachers as more supportive.
Longitudinal research would allow studying the trajectory of changes in students’
school connectedness in the function of a teacher’s support. One of the limitations
is related to the measurement of the examined variables. Since all variables were
treated as manifest, it is reasonable to assume the presence of an error in measuring
the constructs of teachers’ social support and the students’ connectedness to
school. It would be beneficial in future research to apply multilevel modeling
techniques with latent variables. Finally, the teacher’s social support can be
defined as a multidimensional construct (Tennant ef al., 2014), which would allow
examining the relationship of different types of teacher’s support with students’
school connectedness.
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@ CONCLUSION

This paper demonstrated that teachers’ social support is a relevant predictor for
students’ connectedness to school. The findings of this study have implications
for the initial training and professional development of teachers. Raising teachers’
awareness of the importance of their support can have positive consequences for
students’ attitudes towards school. Based on our results, it can be concluded that it
is important for teachers to be a constantly available source of social support to their
students.
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