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‘ ultimately the agents in discussions of e
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classroom behavioral patterns, This behavioral pattern should reflect thelr feelings and
through their interactions with the studants, yment

This study Is dealt with the Influence of Teacher Student Relationship on Student Engager! e
based on selocted subsamples such as ponder, marital status, age group and type of management of th
Institution.

OBJECTIVES

* To study the Teacher Student Relationship on the Student Engagement of the student teachers
pursuing B.Ed. program,

HYPOTHESES

1. Within an unselected group of student teachers there will be significant difference in mean scores of
High, Average and Low Student Engagement based on Teacher Student Relationshlip.

2. Within an unselected group of student teachers based on the Teacher Student Relationship.

* The mean score of High Student Engagement will be significantly greater than the mean score of
Average Student Engagement;

* The mean score of High Student Engagement will be significantly greater than the mean score of Low
student engagement;

 The mean score of Average student engagement will be significantly greater than the mean score of
Low Student Engagement.

3.Within three equated groups drawn from three levels of Student Engagement based on the Teacher
Student Relationship.

*The mean score of High Student Engagement will be significantly greater than mean score of Average
Student Engagement;

*The mean score of High Student Engagement will be significantly greater than mean score of Low
Student Engagement;

*The mean score of Average Student Engagement will be significantly greater than mean score of Low
student engagement. -

METHODOLOGY

The data was collected from 1601 students pursuing B.Ed. course in various colleges in Kerala
State. The sub-samples selected for the study were Gender (male & female), Marital Status (married &
unmarried), Age (20-25 & above 25) and Type of Management of the Institution (governmgnt
supported & private). The size of the sub samples were as follows. Male- 126 & Female-1475, Married-
719 & Unmarried-882, Age between 20-25 is 1258 & above 25 years -343 and Government supported
college students- 698 & Private college students-903. The data was gathered using two standardized
tools. The tools used were ‘Student Engagement Scale’ by Sreelatha and Amuth G. Kumar (2015) and
‘Teacher Student Relationship Scale’ by Sreelatha and Amruth G. Kumar (2015). Both the tools were
standardized using item analysis and the reliability was established using split half method. For the
Student Engagement Scale there were 58 items. It was found that the reliability value of Cronbach’s
Alpha was 0.850 and that of Guttman Split-Half Coefficient was 0.875 and that of Guttman Split- half
coefficient was 0.903. For the Teacher Student Relationship scale, it was found that the reliability value
of Cronbach’s Alpha was 0.912 and that of Guttman Split-Half Coefficient was 0.917. There were 36
itemsin Teacher Student Relationship Scale.

The sample of the study was 1601 students pursuing B.Ed. course which gave due
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Table 1: Result of Levene test for Student Engagement of B.Ed. students with different levels of =

Teacher Student Relationship s -
Variable Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. -
. G
Teacher Student 2.764 2 1598 0.063 L
Relationshi p
EE————— | | [ S
The Levene’s Statistic for Teacher Student Relationship was 2.764 which have a sign}flcance d

_Ih as 0.063. This value is not significant at 0.05 level and so the variance are equal and this result
mdicates that the assumption of homogeneity is satisfied. C

As the data fulfills the above said criteria, ANOVA and Independent sample t-test wgre done for
the sample. It was done with the corresponding scores of the dependent variable for the high, avera.ge
and the low groups of Teacher Student Relationship. The results are shown in below tables with

mierpretations.
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Table 2: Results of ANOVA for Teacher Student Relationship r/

Sum of o Mean ) - Sig.
squares square |’ 1753
Between groups | 83657.828 2 | 41828914

Teacher Student | Within groups | 698744.688 | 1598 | 437262 | o5 ccy [ 001

Relationship

Tortal 782402.516 | 1600

elationship, the mean square value of

From Table-2, it can be seen that for Teacher Student R ue:o
7.262. The F value is 95.661, which is

between groups is 41828.914 and that of the within group is 43 : h'
significant (P<0.001). It means that the high, average and low group of Teacher Student Relations ip

has a significant influence on the student Engagement. Or it can be said that the difference in the
means of between groups and within groups based on the Teacher Student Relationship on student
engagement is significant. It means that the Teacher Student Relationship can differentiate the total
group into students with high engagement, average engagement and low engagement. Thus the
manipulation of this variable can make a low engaged student into an average engaged student or an

average engaged studentto a high engaged student.

The results of ANOVA will express whether mean difference exists among the groups. But it will
not express which group or groups cause the difference. By doing mean difference test the group or
groups which produces this difference can be identified. So the test of significance of difference
between means for different levels of student engagement such as high, average and low were applied
separately for each pair. The one- tailed test of significance for difference between means of large

independent sample is applied here. The results are given below for each pair.

Table 3: Test of Significance of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups with High and Average

Student Engagement (Unselected Group)

Groups i

Independent Critical P |
High - Average I3

Variables Ratio value |

N u c N Hn c J

Teacher l

Student 291 232.15 | 21.203 1109 | 21845 | 20.366 | 10.122* .001 ‘

Relationship “

£}

*Significant at 0.05 level.

It can be seen from Table-3, that the mean of high group is 232.15 with a standard deviation of
21.203f and the mean of average group is 218.45 with a standard deviation of 20.366. The t value of this
group is 10.122 which is significant (P<0.001). It shows that this group of Teacher Student Relationship

has a significant influence on the student engagement.
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4: Test : d Average
of Sig“mﬁnce of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups with High an

\&nt Engagement (Equated Group) =
Bdependent
Groups 2
Vel [z gy e
'T 4 Average | e Ratio e
— H (8] N B o e e
' Tadtl' L\“
s 2 41 237.73 | 21.160 | 41 208.22 | 22.668 | 0.292 7.240* 001
I

“Senificant at 0,05 level

iation i .160.
Bble-4 shows that, the mean of the High group is 237.73 and its standard deviation is 21.1

. Average group | i iation of 22.668. The correlation value is
: Broup is 208.22 with the standard deviation b pel

w2lue of t- is 7.240 which is significant (P<0.001). It means that the i
- Teacher Student Relationship on the Student Engagement s significant.

ScTest of Significance of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups with High And Low

Student Engagement (Unselected Group)

Endependent Groups Critical P-
Vaxiables High i Ratio | value
N n o N H o
Seucher
S ; l ot s sili21203 | 201 | 20613 | 23323 | 12.838% |08
p 1

SSEmicant at 0.05 level

" Rcanbe seen from Table-5, for Teacher Student Relationship, the mean and standarc! deviation
woup is 232.15 and 21.203 respectively. For low group itis 206.13 and 23.32'3 respectively. Thet
fior this group is 12.838 which is significant (P<0.001). This shows that this group of Teacher

Relationship has a significantinfluence on the Student Engagement.
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Table 6: Test of Significance of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups with High A

Student Engagement (Equated Group)

Groups T
Independent High il > Critical P-
Variables Ratio | value
N n | o N I Sl A
Teacher | l’ :
Student 41 237.73 ‘ 21.160 41 l 213.61 | 25.876 | 0973 [ 21.438* 001
Relationship }J i [ l‘

*Significant at 0.05 level

From Table-6 it can be observed, for Teacher Student Relationship, the high group has a mean of
237.73 and a standard deviation of 21.160. The low group has a mean of 213.61 and standard deviation
of 25.876 It has a correlation value of 0.973. Its t value is 21.438 and is significant (P<0.001). This shows
that this group based on the Teacher Student Relationship has a significant influence on the Student

Engagement.

Table 7: Test of Significance of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups with Average and Low
Student Engagement (Unselected Group)

Grou
S Ciitical | P
Independent A Low
penden verage . Ratio saliic
Variables N M o ' N n (o]
Teacher
Student ; |
1109 218.45 | 20.366 | 201 206.13 | 23323 7.018* .001

Relationship ,

| |

*Significant at 0.05 level

Table-7 says for Teacher Student Relationship, the Average group has a mean of 218.45 and it
standard deviation is 20.366. The low group has its mean as 206.13 with a standard deviation of 23.323
This group has its t value as 7.018 which is significant (P<0.001). This also shows that there is .
significantinfluence on the Student Engagement by this group of Teacher Student Relationship.
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@ 8: Test of Significance of Difference between Mean Scores of Groups W
Student Engagement (Equated Group) =]
|
Groups
Independent = = — | Critical p. }
Variables ik b ' Ratio al
N i
n o N n o !
Teacher Sl ~{_
) 257
Student | 41 |208.22 | 22.668 | 41 |213.61|25.876|0.242 | 41150
Relationship !L____’_JL_———"

*Significant at 0.05 level

an of Average group s
f low group is 213.61
0) which is signific.ar?t
dent relationship 1S

From Table-8 it can be seen that, for Teacher Student Relationship, theme
22 with a standard deviation of 22.668. The mean and standard deviation 0
25.876 respectively. The correlation value is 0.242. The t value for thisis (-1.15
)-257). The significant level shows that the influence of this group on teacher stu

at, the Teacher Student
ngagement even
Age and Type of
eans in the
in the high
ated

Allthe p-values from table 3 to 7 are significant at 0.05 level. It means th
ionship is able to differentiate students belonging to high and average student e
equating the groups by controlling the factors such as Gender, Marital status,
gement of the Institution. All the means in the high group are higher than the m

p are higher than the means in the low group for both in unselected groups as well asin 2
ps. It means that students with high better Teacher Student Relationship are engaged much in the
- course than the students those who are in an average and low circumstance regarding Teacher
ent Relationship. Studies of Ladd et al (1999), Ryan & Patrick (2001), Marks (2000), Farrell (1990),
(1991), Wehlage et al (1989), Fraser and Fisher (1982), Moos (1979), Feldlaufer, Midgley&Eccles
), Midgley, Feldlaufer&Eccles (1989), Stipek (2002), Turner, Meyer, Cox, Logan, Dicintio& Thomas
), Guthrie Wigfield (2000), Roeser,Midgley&Urdan (1996), Connel& Wellborn (1991), Skinner &
ont (1993) conducted studies on the Teacher Student Relationship and the Student Engagement
that stronger the Teacher Student Relationship, higher will be the Student Engagement. The
ntstudy corroborates the literature.

In Table-8, the p value is greater than 0.05 it means that this variable is not able to differentiate
students belonging to average and low student engagement after equating the group. It is notable
this variable was able to differentiate the groups into average and low when the test was done inan
lected group. This reveals the fact that some of the factors such as Gender or Marital status or Age
e of the management are influencing the mean difference. And also the mean of the lower group
greater than the mean of the average group and so the t value is in negative, which confirms that
mean difference is influenced by some other factors involved as subsamples. Exploration for
ing Fhe exact factors and its magnitude of influence is not within the interest of this study. So that
ptis notcarried outin this research. It would be desirable to carry out such studies in future.
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CONCLUSION

The rale of teacher student relationship on the engagement of students in the learning P"ocehs
' AN unquestionable aspect from the ancient period itself. There is a belief in Indian system that '_
eacher studemt relationship must be a boundary- less relationship as that of mother- chil
relationship. iIf the teacher shows a little interest in the personal as well as academic matters of th
Students it will be an add-on for their high involvement in the course. As pragmatic philosophers 53
teacher should be a friend, philosopher and Rulde to a student. The academic freedom that the teache
8ves to a student, the Intimacy that the teacher shows towards the students will encourage even
weak student to perform well in their studies and through that more engaged in their course. On th
other hand if the teacher is so rigid, non- flexible and non -approachable person then even a capabl
Student willtend to show disengagement in the course and even will lose interestin the subjects taugh
by that teacher itself. With regards to B.Ed. program, a student may be able to acquire conten
knowledge from the textbook without even the support of a teacher but cannot be molded as a goo
teacher without the support from a good quality teacher. The present study also supports these truths.
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