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Abstract
The teacher-student relationship (TSR) is an important component of instruction that can
lead to improved student outcomes, especially in urban schools. Researchers have
suggested that instruction in using TSRs is lacking in teacher preparation programs, but
there are limited studies examining this claim. The problem addressed in this study is the
perceived lack of instruction in using positive TSRs provided by teacher preparation
programs. Using Gay’s theory of culturally responsive teaching and Milner’s concept of
relationship-centered teaching as the conceptual framework, the purpose of this basic
qualitative study was to explore teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction received in
innovative methods for using positive teacher-student relationships in urban schools. The
research questions were designed to understand teacher-student relationships.
Semistructured interviews and focus groups were conducted with 12 first-, second-, and
third-year teachers. Data were coded, categorized, and analyzed for themes using
qualitative data analysis strategies. The results of this study indicated that instruction in
the use of TSRs is not explicitly included in teacher preparation programs but implicitly
in the culturally responsive teaching instruction of urban-focused teacher preparation
programs. Professors with urban teaching experience, cooperating teachers, student
teaching seminars, and student teaching placements in urban districts were also sources
of TSR instruction. Recommendations include adding explicit TSR instruction and an
urban focus to all teacher preparation programs. This study could contribute to positive
social change by improving teacher preparation programs so that all teachers are better

prepared to use positive TSRs to improve educational outcomes for all students.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Introduction

Teacher-student relationships (TSRs) are a fundamental part of teaching. They are
the starting point of instruction, an integral part of classroom management (Kwok, 2017;
Milner, 2018), and the basis of student academic success (Cornelius-White, 2007).
Teachers who get to know their students and use that information to foster positive
relationships with them are more successful at improving their students’ educational
outcomes (Gay, 2010b; Milner, 2018). TSRs can have an emotional impact on students
and teachers and are often the part of education that students recall when discussing their
school experiences (Uitto et al., 2018). The effects of positive TSRs can be long-lasting.

However, the results of recent research have suggested that many teachers lack
the skills to use TSRs as part of their instructional technique (Guvenc, 2015; Zee et al.,
2017), especially in urban schools (Milner, 2018; Roofe, 2015; Smith et al., 2017), which
could lead to negative student outcomes (Milner et al., 2019; Skiba et al., 2011). Many
researchers have suggested that teacher preparation programs need to add this instruction
to their curricula (Cahill et al., 2016; Nairz-Wirth & Feldmann, 2017; Pennings, 2017;
Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), but there are limited studies examining whether instruction in
TSRs is lacking in or missing from teacher preparation programs. This study could
contribute to improved instruction in TSRs in teacher preparation programs, which could
lead to teachers being more skilled in using positive TSRs. The potential social
implications of this study could be improved student educational outcomes, especially for

urban students.



In this chapter, I describe the background of the study, the problem that is the
basis of this study, and the purpose of this study. I present the research question,
subquestions, and the conceptual framework for the study. I then describe the nature of
the study and provide definitions for the key terms used within this study. I address the
assumptions present in this study, as well as its scope and delimitations. I describe the
limitations of the study and how I will address them, and I identify the study’s
significance.

Background

Positive TSRs are an important component of successful instruction. TSRs are
related to multiple positive student outcomes, including increased student engagement
and achievement (Cornelius-White, 2007; Roorda et al., 2017), lower suspension and
dropout rates (Quin, 2017), and better classroom management and instruction (Kwok,
2017). Conversely, poor TSRs could contribute to negative student outcomes (Balwant,
2017; Montuoro & Lewis, 2017), including higher suspension rates, especially in urban
schools (Martin et al., 2016). These outcomes are even more pronounced for students
from low socioeconomic backgrounds (Bouchard & Berg, 2017; McCormick et al., 2017;
Murray et al., 2016). Students in urban schools are more likely to experience these
negative outcomes, including academic failure, higher discipline rates, and higher
dropout rates (Milner et al., 2019; Skiba et al., 2011), but the use of positive TSRs could
be effective in preventing some of these negative outcomes for urban students (Gatti,
2016; Gay, 2010b; Milner et al., 2019; Murray et al., 2016; Reese et al., 2018; Roofe,

2015). Teachers need to be trained to use positive TSRs to improve their students’



educational outcomes and prevent negative outcomes, but there are limited studies that
examine whether this instruction is provided by teacher preparation programs. This study
was needed to determine whether teacher preparation programs are providing instruction
in TSRs so that teacher preparation programs can better prepare teachers to use positive
TSRs to improve the educational outcomes of their students.
Problem Statement

The problem addressed in this study was the perceived lack of instruction in using
positive TSRs provided by teacher preparation programs. Several studies have indicated
that teachers lack knowledge about how to use positive TSRs (Guvenc, 2015; Zee et al.,
2017), especially in urban schools (Milner, 2018; Roofe, 2015; Smith et al., 2017). Some
researchers have called for teacher educators to add instruction in innovative methods for
using TSRs to their curricula (Cabhill et al., 2016; Civitillo et al., 2021; Nairz-Wirth &
Feldmann, 2017; Pennings, 2017; Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), while other researchers
have called for an examination of how teachers are prepared (Zygmunt et al., 2018).
Some researchers have called for teacher preparation programs to include instruction in
culturally responsive teaching (CRT; Civitillo et al., 2018; Gay, 2010b; Martin et al.,
2016; Milner, 2010; Pefia-Sandoval, 2019; Schauer, 2018; Zygmunt et al., 2018), and
relationship-centered teaching (RCT; Milner, 2018), which are innovative instructional
methods that use TSRs and are recommended for use in urban schools. However, few
studies have examined how teachers learn to use TSRs, either in their coursework or in
their student teaching, and whether this instruction, intentional or incidental, is absent or

insufficient. Under such circumstances, this study could address a need for social change



in how teachers learn about positive TSRs in urban schools to increase positive student
outcomes.
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore teachers’ viewpoints
about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in
urban schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their student teaching. There
are several innovative methods that include TSRs as a component, such as RCT and CRT
(Gay, 2010b; Milner, 2018; Schauer, 2018). As such, instruction in the development of
TSRs could be embedded within the coursework and student teaching of teacher
preparation programs, as well as within instruction in these innovative methods, instead
of being directly addressed in the curricula of these programs. Therefore, the instruction
teachers receive in TSRs needs to be looked at within the context of these programs.

Research Questions

Research question (RQ): What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they
received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools?

Subquestion (SQ)1: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they
received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their teacher
education courses?

SQ2: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their student teaching?

SQ3: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in the

TSR elements of CRT?



SQ4: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in the

TSR elements of relationship-centered teaching?
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this study consisted of CRT (Gay, 2010b) and
RCT (Milner, 2018). Gay’s (2010b) theory of CRT addresses how teachers’ negative
beliefs about their culturally diverse students can interfere with those students receiving
quality instruction. Her theory includes the development of TSRs as a key component for
improving instruction and has been extensively applied (Civitillo et al., 2018; Martin et
al., 2016; Milner, 2010; Schauer, 2018; Zygmunt et al., 2018). Milner (2010) also
promoted including instruction on cultural diversity and CRT in teacher preparation
programs. Milner (2018) promoted the concept of RCT, which focuses on building
relationships with students in order to address their academic and social needs, and using
TSRs to address the issues of race and cultural differences. He also promoted the use of
TSRs in classroom management strategies and the prevention of discipline issues. The
combination of these methods provided a conceptual framework for how I explored my
research (see Grant & Osanloo, 2014) because I explored teachers’ viewpoints about how
they learned to use TSRs in their instruction. Both of these methods involve the use of
TSRs to improve instruction, student achievement, and other student outcomes. These
methods supported the study because they are exemplar methods of using positive TSRs
that are innovative and successful and are the type of methods that are called for in
teacher education (see Morrison et al., 2020; Pena-Sandoval, 2019; Ravitch & Riggen,

2017). These are the methods in which teacher preparation programs could provide



instruction, and they provide an argument for asking teachers about instruction in other
methods of using positive TSRs (see Ravitch & Riggen, 2017). These methods also
provide reasons for including instruction in methods that use TSRs in teacher preparation
programs.
Nature of the Study

This was a basic qualitative study because the purpose was to examine teachers’
viewpoints about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using TSRs in
their teacher preparation programs. A basic qualitative approach allowed me to examine
the teachers’ viewpoints on their instruction and student teaching (see Patton, 2015). The
key concept investigated was how teachers learn about using TSRs to improve their
teaching methods and the student outcomes for urban students. I collected the data using
semistructured interviews with 12 first-, second-, and third-year teachers. I chose these
participants instead of current teacher candidates to ensure that the participant's
knowledge of their teacher preparation program was complete and recent in their
memories. First-, second-, and third-year teachers have completed their coursework and
student teaching, have recently graduated from their teacher preparation programs, and
have started to apply their learning to instruction of their own classes. I also conducted
two focus group discussions with these participants. I analyzed the data using precoding,
structural coding, and subcoding in the first cycle coding, and pattern coding in the
second cycle coding (see Saldafia, 2013). This data analysis process allowed for the
examination of the themes that emerged from the data gathered about the teachers’

instruction in the use of TSRs.



Definitions

Closeness: The quality of TSRs that characterize them as positive and warm, or
good relationships, and lead to efforts to promote student success (Hamre & Pianta,
2001).

Conflict: The quality of TSRs that characterize them as negative or problematic
and lead to efforts to regulate student behavior (Hamre & Pianta, 2001).

Field experience: Also called a clinical experience; in a field experience, a
teacher candidate spends time in an actual classroom or teaching situation, either
observing, teaching in some capacity, or a combination of both (Smith et al., 2017).
Student teaching is also considered a field experience.

Student teaching: Also known as practice teaching, or a practicum (Wang, 2018),
student teaching is the semester or school year during which a teacher candidate assumes
all of the responsibilities of a regular classroom teacher under the supervision of a
cooperating teacher (Cross et al., 2018).

Teacher candidate: A person who is participating in any part of a teacher
preparation program (Smith et al., 2017). The term preservice teacher is also used
synonymously in the literature (Wang, 2018).

Teacher educator: A person who teaches courses in a teacher preparation
program or who oversees teacher candidates participating in field experiences or student
teaching (Gay, 2010a; Wilks et al., 2019).

Teacher preparation program: A specific course of study at a college or

university that prepares future teachers and that includes a combination of coursework



and field experience; it is also referred to as a teacher education program (Schauer,
2018). The term teacher education is used synonymously but refers more collectively to
teacher preparation programs in general.

Urban school: A school located in a large or major city or that has the
characteristics and challenges of one, such as a larger population of English language
learners, less access to resources, and lower academic achievement levels (Milner, 2012).

Assumptions

Certain assumptions are necessary in the context of a qualitative study. First, for
this study, I assumed that TSRs is a concept that may already be included in teacher
preparation programs. This assumption was necessary because the literature does not
provide conclusive evidence that TSR instruction is specifically excluded. Secondly, I
assumed that participants would have accurate recall of the content of instruction in their
teacher preparation courses and in their student teaching. Third, I assumed that
participants would be honest in their responses and answer candidly, with trust in my
assertion that their responses would be confidential. These second and third assumptions
were necessary because accurate qualitative data are based on participant responses (see
Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). For this study, the accuracy of my data depended on the

reliability of the participant's responses.



Scope and Delimitations

This study addressed the instruction teachers received in the use of TSRs in their
teacher preparation programs. I focused on teachers’ viewpoints in order to examine their
opinions of the instruction they received in their teacher preparation programs. The
concept of TSRs may already be included to some extent in teacher preparation
programs, so my focus was on what information about TSRs if any, the teachers were
getting out of their coursework and student teaching. I was not examining the teacher
preparation of the curriculum because teachers may not receive instruction in every topic
listed in the curriculum. Also, the inclusion of a topic in a course does not mean that
students taking the course will successfully master and recall that material.

The scope of this study was limited to 12 participants: first-, second-, and third-
year teachers who were currently teaching in urban schools and who had recently
completed a teacher preparation program. There are many concepts and theories related
to TSRs, but this study addressed only two concepts that are directly related to
instructional technique. This study was also limited to first-year teachers who were
currently teaching in urban schools; thus, the study is not transferrable to suburban or
rural schools. Lastly, the study was dependent on the content of the teacher preparation
programs the participants completed and is therefore not transferrable to all teacher
preparation programs.

I chose to narrow the scope of my study to urban schools for several reasons. The
theories of CRT and RCT, both of which emphasize the use of positive TSRs, are

designed to improve the educational outcomes of culturally diverse students (Gay, 2010b;
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Milner, 2018). These diverse populations, as well as students from low socioeconomic
backgrounds, are found in urban schools (Milner, 2011, 2012, 2018), and the conflict in
TSRs some students in urban schools experience is often the result of the cultural
misunderstandings, which can be addressed through the use of CRT and culturally
responsive classroom management (Gay, 2010b; Milner, 2018; Weinstein et al., 2004).
Students in urban schools are not being educated effectively (Howard & Milner, 2014;
Milner & Laughter, 2015), are disproportionately disciplined (Skiba et al., 2011), and
experience higher dropout rates and incarceration rates, both of which are linked to
academic failure (Milner et al., 2019). The use of effective strategies such as positive
TSRs could prevent these negative outcomes (Gatti, 2016; Gay, 2010b; Milner et al.,
2019; Reese et al., 2018; Roofe, 2015) and could also improve academic outcomes for
students from low socioeconomic backgrounds (Bouchard & Berg, 2017; McCormick et
al., 2017). Many researchers have suggested that most teacher candidates are not
prepared to teach in urban schools (Brown & Rodriguez, 2017; Cross et al., 2018;
Howard & Milner, 2014; Milner & Laughter, 2015; Roofe, 2015; Schauer, 2018), and
other studies have shown that programs preparing teachers to work in urban districts are
effective (Gatti, 2016; Reese et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2017; Zygmunt et al., 2018).
Therefore, even though the use of positive TSRs can benefit all students (Gay, 2013;
Milner et al., 2019), in this study, I focused on teachers’ viewpoints about their

instruction in the use of positive TSRs in urban schools.
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Limitations

A limitation of this study is its reliance on the viewpoints of the participants. It is
possible that the participants may not recall information that was presented in their
coursework or student teaching, so their perceptions may be that TSR instruction was not
included when it was, in fact, included. I addressed this limitation by requesting
participants to review their course syllabi and notes before the interview for information
about TSRs that may have been presented in their courses. I also addressed this limitation
through the focus group discussions, during which the participants’ discussion about the
information they learned may help them remember about TSRs from their teacher
preparation programs. Another limitation is that the concept of TSRs may be included in
the curriculum but not addressed in the coursework or student teaching. Again, I
addressed this limitation by requesting participants to review their course syllabi before
the interview for information about TSRs that may have been mentioned but not
presented in the courses.

With any interview-based study, researcher bias is a potential limitation. My
potential biases lie in my personal experience as an urban high school teacher and my
personal beliefs on the importance of TSRs. I protected against these biases by keeping a
reflective journal in which I recorded my experiences and thoughts during my data
collection and analysis.

Significance
This study is significant in that the results may demonstrate the need for changes

or improvements to teacher preparation programs through the addition or inclusion of
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innovative instruction in the use of TSRs. Findings could lead to improvements in how
teacher preparation programs provide instruction in innovative methods for using TSRs
and thereby improve TSR quality, which could, in turn, lead to improved outcomes for
urban students (see Bouchard & Berg, 2017; Liu et al., 2018; McCormick et al., 2017;
Okonofua et al., 2016). Additionally, findings may lead to social change for students in
urban schools who experience negative outcomes that could be avoided through the
improved use of positive TSRs (see Gatti, 2016; Martin et al., 2016; Reese et al., 2018;
Roofe, 2015; Schauer, 2018; Smart, 2014; Smith et al., 2017). These social changes could
include improved academic outcomes and higher graduation rates.
Summary

In this chapter, I discussed the importance of positive TSRs and the need to
include TSR instruction in teacher preparation programs. I identified the gap in the
literature, which is the lack of studies that examine whether TSR instruction is included
in teacher preparation programs. I identified this study as a basic qualitative study that
used semistructured interviews to examine teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they
received using TSRs in their teacher preparation programs. I also addressed the scope of
the study, which focused on first-year teachers in urban schools, and the limitations of the
study, which included the possibility that participants may not have accurately recalled
the information from their teacher preparation programs. Lastly, I addressed the
significance of the study, which could include improvements in teacher preparation

programs and classroom instruction, and, as a result, improvements in student outcomes.
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In Chapter 2, I review the strategies I used for my literature search and describe
the two theories that provide the conceptual framework for this study. I also review the
recent literature related to the study of TSRs and the literature related to teacher
preparation programs that include TSRs, CRT, or preparing teachers to teach in urban

schools.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
Little is known about how teachers learn to use TSRs successfully in their
instruction of students. TSRs are a fundamental part of instruction that have established
benefits for students and teachers (Cornelius-White, 2007; Quin, 2017; Roorda et al.,
2017; Spilt et al., 2011), especially in urban schools (Bouchard & Berg, 2017; Murray et
al., 2016). Students in urban schools are more likely to experience negative outcomes
such as academic failure and dropout (Milner et al., 2019), but the use of positive TSRs
can be effective in preventing some of these negative outcomes for these students (Gatti,
2016; Gay, 2010b; Milner et al., 2019; Murray et al., 2016; Reese et al., 2018; Roofe,
2015). Several studies have suggested that instruction in the use of TSRs is missing from
teacher preparation programs (Cabhill et al., 2016; Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), but there are
limited studies examining how instruction in the use of TSRs is included in teacher
preparation programs. The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore teachers’
viewpoints about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive
TSRs in urban schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their student
teaching.
After an examination of the literature search strategy and a discussion of the
conceptual framework, this literature review focuses on the current literature about TSRs.
The literature on TSRs includes the many student and teacher variables affected by TSRs,

how TSRs have been examined in studies of the coursework and field experiences of
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teacher preparation programs, and how teacher preparation programs have addressed the
topic of CRT, a strategy that includes the use of TSRs.
Literature Search Strategy

I began my search for articles by using three of the Walden Library’s search
engines: Education Source, Academic Search Complete, and ERIC. I first used the search
term rapport to identify relationships between teachers and students, but I was not
finding many articles that were appropriate for my study. I switched to using feacher-
student relationships as my search term and found many more articles. I searched using
this term both with and without the hyphen. I also used the search term teacher education
as a secondary search term with teacher-student relationships. Additionally, I used
synonyms of the above terms, such as teacher-child relationship, teacher preparation,
and preservice teachers, in searching for more articles. I then used the terms urban and
urban education in conjunction with the aforementioned search terms, and later I used the
phrase urban high school, although this term did not yield any new articles. As I
expanded my search into the subtopics of TSRs, [ used a number of other terms with the
term teacher-student relationships, including achievement, engagement, motivation,
dropout, suspension, behavior, social and emotional, teacher well-being, teacher stress,
teacher attrition, and teacher emotions. Other search terms I used were connected to my
conceptual framework: culturally relevant pedagogy, culturally responsive pedagogy,
culturally responsive teaching, classroom management, and relationship-centered

teaching, both with and without the hyphen.
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In my research, I also relied heavily on Google Scholar, searching for all of the
previously mentioned terms. I used Google scholar to set up search alerts for the term
teacher-student relationships and the term teacher education. As 1 received emails
containing new articles, I reviewed the article lists for those I might be able to use in my
study. I also searched the Walden Library database of dissertations for all of the above
search terms. I looked at the reference lists of the most recent dissertations to identify any
other recent articles that the previously mentioned search engines did not find.

Once I had found a number of articles, I started looking at the reference lists of
the more recent articles for potentially relevant articles that I may have missed in my
previous searches. If an article seemed important but was too old, I used Google Scholar
to find articles that cited this article. I then narrowed those results by my search terms and
by year to check for pertinent articles I may have missed. I also used this method to
search for studies that cited the articles in my conceptual framework. When I found an
author who had written more than one study, I used Google Scholar and the Walden
Library search engines to search for articles by that author.

In order to verify my research gap, I searched for articles using the terms teacher
education, preservice teaching, preservice teachers, and teacher preparation in
conjunction with the term teacher-student relationships. 1 checked each article for
mention of the content of teacher preparation programs. I also checked the reference lists
of these articles for other articles that may have examined teacher preparation programs.
If any study did examine the content of teacher preparation programs, I looked for

references to content in TSRs, as well as checking the articles referenced by that study.



17

Even by doing so, I did not find studies that examined the content of teacher preparation
programs for the inclusion of information on TSRs.
Conceptual Framework

There are two innovative methods that incorporate the use of positive TSRs into
instructional methods designed to improve the outcomes for students from different
cultural backgrounds and those in urban schools. One is CRT (Gay, 2010b), and the other
is RCT (Milner, 2018). Both theories emphasize the importance of positive TSRs in
improving student academic and behavior outcomes, and both theorists have
recommended using these methods as the focus of teacher preparation programs that
prepare teachers to work in urban schools.
Culturally Responsive Teaching

The theory of CRT originated with Ladson-Billings (1995) and her theory of
culturally relevant pedagogy, the practice of which she called culturally relevant
teaching. In her landmark study, she identified some general characteristics of teachers
who were successful in instructing African-American students. She used these
characteristics to build her theory of culturally relevant pedagogy and to describe a model
of culturally relevant teaching that could be used in teacher education. The three main
categories she identified were (a) conceptions of self and others: having high beliefs in
and strong expectations of themselves and their students; (b) social relations: building
positive TSRs and connections with students, and encouraging collaborative learning;
and (c) conceptions of knowledge: believing in the constructing, sharing, and scaffolding

of knowledge, and doing so critically and passionately.
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Gay (2010b) built upon Ladson-Billings’s (1995) work to create the theory of

CRT. In her early scholarship, Gay (1993), a teacher educator, noted the lack of cultural
understanding between teachers, who were predominately White, and their students,
especially those in urban areas, who were becoming more ethnically diverse. Gay’s work
moved beyond Ladson-Billings’s theory to include understanding students from all
cultures and groups. Gay (2010b) emphasized the need to add culturally responsive
training to teacher preparation programs in order to address this divide and provide
teachers with the skills they needed to teach children from cultural backgrounds different
than their own successfully. She initially identified three areas in which teachers needed
to be successful and that should be included in teacher preparation programs: acquiring
cultural knowledge, becoming change agents, and translating knowledge into practice.
The first area, acquiring cultural knowledge, includes learning how to relate to and
communicate with students from diverse cultures and understanding how their cultural
characteristics may affect their behavior and interactions in the classroom.

Gay (2010b) further expanded her ideas into a theory of culturally responsive
pedagogy, the practice of which is referred to as CRT. She identified the characteristics
of CRT as validating, comprehensive, multidimensional, empowering, transformative,
and emancipatory. Of these characteristics, multidimensional is related to TSRs. Gay
discussed TSRs in more detail as part of what she called culturally responsive caring. She
discussed the characteristics of caring as including “patience, persistence, facilitation,
validation, and empowerment for the participants” (p. 49). Gay asserted, “Teachers who

genuinely care for students generate higher levels of all kinds of success than those who
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do not” (p. 49). She also noted that students wanted to be able to connect with their
teachers, and that caring was “a necessary feature of effective teaching for students of
color” (p. 56). Lastly, she noted that teachers did not need to be the same ethnicity to be
successful in demonstrating care for students; but they did need to be respectful,
supportive, available, and have high expectations for students.

Gay (2006) also examined how the use of CRT can address issues with classroom
management. Most of these issues could be prevented through respectful interactions,
creating a classroom climate that provides students with a sense of belonging,
opportunities for collaborative learning, and effective and culturally appropriate
instructional strategies. She referenced the research on the disparate discipline rates for
students of color: “Much of the current high levels of racial disproportionality in school
discipline is a reflection of teachers not understanding and incorporating the cultural
values, orientations, and experiences of African, Latino, Asian, and Native Americans
into curriculum and instruction” (p. 343). The use of CRT could prevent the need for
punitive discipline through successful and respectful classroom practices.

Gay and Kirkland (2003) advocated for making CRT a central part of teacher
preparation programs in order to improve educational outcomes for students. To address
the resistance and obstacles they had noted to implementing CRT in teacher education,
Gay and Kirkland suggested that part of the curriculum should include space for
discussion and reflection where preservice teachers can examine their beliefs as well as
the issues of racism, privilege, and social justice that confront urban education. Initially,

Gay and Howard (2000) suggested that because of the initial resistance to CRT, its
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implementation in teacher education might have to start with individual courses being
brought into the curriculum, rather than starting with a complete redesign of teacher
preparation programs. Gay (2010a) later noted that although teacher preparation
programs had begun to incorporate these courses into their curricula and these topics into
existing courses, not enough was being incorporated to address the beliefs and biases that
prevented the preservice teachers from successfully mastering the culturally responsive
pedagogy. Gay (2013) also discussed the continued resistance to CRT as resulting from
those biases and beliefs and discussed ways to address those beliefs through explanation
and critical reflection.

Overall, Gay’s theory of CRT is used to improve student outcomes for culturally
diverse students, but can also benefit all students (Gay, 2013). Although many teacher
preparation programs incorporate this theory into their courses, most do not yet use it as a
model for teacher education reform (Gay, 2010a). The use of TSRs is an important part
of CRT, but the concept of TSRs tends to be embedded within other topics in the theory
rather than being directly mentioned in discussions of CRT. Therefore, the concept of
TSRs may be embedded within CRT curriculum in teacher preparation programs as
opposed to being directly addressed.

Relationship-Centered Teaching

Milner’s (2018) concept of RCT was based on Gay’s (2010b) theory of CRT, and

Gay’s (2006) ideas about the use of CRT to improve classroom management. Milner’s

concept focuses on establishing caring relationships with students, and then using those
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relationships as part of a classroom management strategy though which to handle and
prevent behavioral issues in the classroom.

Milner (2003), who is also a teacher educator, used a critical pedagogy lens based
on Ladson-Billings’s (1995) theory to examine how teacher educators prepared teacher
candidates to teach in diverse settings in order to improve the quality of education those
students received. Milner suggested that teacher candidates needed to reflect upon and
discuss difficult issues of race and privilege in order to increase their awareness of their
own biases and beliefs because their mindsets may influence their classroom teaching
decisions. He proposed two methods, critically engaged dialogue and race reflective
journaling, that teacher educators could use to help teacher candidates explore these
issues.

Milner studied several teacher preparation programs that incorporated such
courses and tools. One course Milner (2005) examined was successful in changing
preservice teachers’ beliefs and decisions about diversity. Milner attributed this success
to the use of a combination of course-based instruction on diversity and a field experience
in a diverse setting and argued that both were necessary for the success of the program.
He also found that, in one case, a teacher candidate did not fully grasp the course content
despite doing well on the course assignments. Milner concluded that more research was
needed to examine this disconnect between theory and practice. In another study, Milner
(2006a) examined a course that included classroom experience and was designed to help
teacher candidates develop the skills and attitudes necessary to be successful teachers in

an urban setting. Milner found that this course was more successful in bridging the gap
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between theory and practice, and the participants demonstrated increased awareness and
insight that was evident in their classroom practice.

In further work on diversity instruction needed in teacher education, Milner
(2010) cited Eisner’s (1994) three aspects of teacher education curriculum: (a) the
explicit curriculum, or what is stated in the course description or syllabus; (b) the implicit
or hidden curriculum, or what is not specifically addressed in the course description but is
included or mentioned in the course; and (¢) the null curriculum, or what is not covered at
all. Milner suggested that the complex issues of diversity need to be explicitly addressed
throughout the teacher education curriculum, not just in one or two courses or mentioned
implicitly, in order to be fully implemented in teaching practice. Other issues that need to
be addressed in teacher education include awareness of how skin tone affects perceptions
and bias (McGee et al., 2016), and how to prepare teachers to include discussions of race
in their classrooms (Milner, 2017). Milner argued that teacher education was better
preparing teachers to teach in urban contexts, but that there was still room for
improvement.

Milner conducted several studies that looked at the successful methods teachers
used with their diverse students in urban contexts. In one of these studies, Milner (2006b)
examined the techniques Black teachers used that were successful with Black students
and found that relationships, based on cultural connections and their understanding of
their students and their experiences, were a key component of the teachers’ success. In an
ongoing study of three successful teachers, Milner (2008) found that all three teachers

used successful methods that differed from those found in typical classrooms. All three
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teachers built relationships with their students as part of their teaching strategies (Milner,
2008). Milner (2014) found that one teacher, in addition to teaching her students through
the relationships she developed with them, experienced success with her students through
a willingness to discuss race and how it impacted their experiences. Milner and Tenore
(2010) also found that two of the three teachers in the ongoing study used culturally
responsive classroom management techniques (Weinstein et al., 2004), an important
component of which was the relationships they built with their students, and an
understanding that students from different cultures react differently to situations
involving conflict with teachers. One teacher also demonstrated cultural competence in
his interactions with his students, and Milner (2011) noted that as a result, this teacher
was able to use his relationships with his students to handle conflicts and misbehavior in
class instead of sending students to the office.

Based on this research, Milner (2018) suggested that relationships are central to
effective instruction, and that some students have difficulty learning from teachers they
perceive as uncaring. Milner asserted that an essential part of building relationships with
students includes acknowledging and relating to the students’ racial identities and
experiences. Through these relationships, teachers can defuse or prevent negative student
behaviors that can interfere with instruction and successfully teach culturally diverse
students as well as all students. Milner also addressed the need to include in teacher
preparation programs instruction in how to develop these TSRs that can help improve

teaching and learning, especially for diverse students in urban districts.
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In conclusion, both Gay (2010b) and Milner (2018), building upon Gay’s theory,

advocated for the implementation of CRT, that includes an emphasis on TSRs. Both
include the development of TSRs as part of classroom management strategies (Gay,
2006; Milner & Tenore, 2010), while Milner extended the use of culturally responsive
classroom management into his concept of RCT. While Gay (2010b) did not explicitly
call for the inclusion of instruction in relationship building in her theory of CRT, she
emphasized the use of TSRs as an important element of instruction within the theory.
Thus, the concept of TSRs is implicitly included in the instruction of CRT. Finally, both
Gay (2010a) and Milner (2017) advocated for the inclusion of CRT in the teacher
education curriculum, with Milner (2018) emphasizing the importance of including
instruction in relationship development and diversity in the teacher education curriculum
as well.
Literature Review

TSRs are an essential part of teaching. Many researchers have studied the many
aspects of TSRs that contribute to positive and negative student outcomes, as well as
those that contribute to issues affecting teachers. Several researchers studying various
aspects of TSRs have called for content in TSRs, including CRT, to be added to the
teacher education curriculum, while other researchers conducting studies of teacher
preparation programs have cited the need for content in CRT as a result of teachers not
being properly prepared to teach in urban schools. In neither group of studies, however,
have the researchers cited evidence that this instruction is missing or lacking. The

following review examines the current literature on these topics.
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Teacher-Student Relationship Theories

There are several theories upon which much of the research on TSRs is based.
Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969) is often invoked in studies of TSRs formed between
elementary school children and their teachers. According to this theory, children need a
secure relationship with a parent in order to function optimally in society, and this need is
correlated to education: children need a positive relationship with their teachers to
function optimally in school. While attachment theory continues to support the idea of
TSRs with high school students, the relationship between older children and their
teachers is also based on social-motivation theory. Social-motivation theory posits that
students will not be motivated and engaged in class unless teachers meet certain
psychological needs (Deci et al., 1991; Wentzel, 2002). These theories explain why the
teacher-student relationship is important in motivating and engaging students. Academic
risk theory (Hamre & Pianta, 2001) focuses on the importance of TSRs for academic
achievement, suggesting that for students who are at risk of poor educational outcomes,
this risk could be mediated by positive TSRs (Hamre & Pianta, 2001), and that this effect
is even more pronounced with children from low socio-economic backgrounds (Hamre &
Pianta, 2005). Person-centered education theory emphasizes empathy, trust, and
flexibility, and Rogers (1969) suggested that there are specific traits in the TSR that
promote learning. These theories provide the framework that supports the use and

efficacy of TSRs.
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Student Outcomes

There is a large body of literature covering the many benefits of positive TSRs for
both students and teachers. Several seminal meta-analyses have documented these
benefits for students, including improved academic achievement and engagement, and
emotional and behavioral outcomes (Cornelius-White, 2007; Quin, 2017; Roorda et al.,
2017). In order to successfully teach all students, teachers must be able to develop caring
and positive TSRs with all students (J-F et al., 2018) and incorporate those relationships
into classroom instruction (Liu et al., 2018). Hattie (2008), in a seminal meta-analysis of
the factors that make education effective, found that one of the most important factors for
positive student outcomes was a positive teacher-student relationship. Additionally,
several studies identify positive TSRs as a main factor for teacher success in urban
schools (Oplatka & Gamerman, 2021; Ransom, 2020; Wronowski, 2018). These studies
emphasized the importance of positive TSRs for positive student outcomes.
Academic Achievement

There are many studies documenting the positive effects of quality TSRs on
student academic achievement (Cornelius-White, 2007; Morrison et al., 2019; Quin,
2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Vandenbroucke et al., 2018b). Cornelius-White (2007)
conducted a seminal meta-analysis that showed a positive correlation between nine
teacher attributes associated with positive TSRs and nine cognitive student outcomes:
academic achievement; student perceived achievement; grades; verbal, math, social
science, and science achievement; 1Q; and critical thinking. Quin (2017) also conducted a

meta-analysis that found that quality TSRs were positively associated with grades.
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Positive TSRs have been correlated with other positive academic effects. Positive
TSRs predicted increases in academic achievement and protected against negative school
outcomes for students entering high school (Longobardi et al., 2016), a vulnerable
population. Furthermore, academically at-risk students who received increased teacher
support were considered low-risk by the end of the year; conversely, low-risk students
who received lower teacher support were considered at-risk by the end of the year (Pitzer
& Skinner, 2017). Additionally, positive TSRs could have a longitudinal impact, directly
or indirectly. Hajovsky et al. (2017) conducted a longitudinal study of TSR quality as
well as its relation to math and reading achievement in first through fifth grades. They
found that TSR quality did not impact later academic achievement in reading and math,
once earlier achievement levels were controlled for. They suggested that students with
lower achievement levels who have received negative feedback may not attempt to
engage in relationships with teachers, and that teachers should use strategies to develop
more positive TSRs with lower achieving students early on.

Another meta-analysis examined the relationship between academic achievement,
engagement, and positive TSRs. Roorda et al. (2017) found in their meta-analysis that
positive TSRs were more strongly related to engagement and achievement in secondary
grades than in primary school grades. This meta-analysis also showed that TSRs had an
effect on achievement through engagement serving as a partial mediator, and that TSRs
directly affected student achievement. This meta-analysis built upon and confirmed the
results of earlier meta-analyses, which showed that both positive and negative TSRs were

associated with student engagement and achievement (Roorda et al., 2011).
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Student behavioral and emotional strengths, contributing to and resulting from
better TSRs, have also been related to academic achievement. Both student strengths and
positive TSRs were correlated to improved academic achievement. Positive TSRs also
led to improved student behavioral and emotional strengths, which in turn contributed to
improved academic achievement (Sointu et al., 2017). Quality TSRs have also had a
positive influence on executive functioning. A meta-analysis of the association between
TSRs and executive functions in children showed that positive TSRs could promote
executive functions, such as inhibition, working memory, and general executive
functioning, in children (Vandenbroucke et al., 2018b). McKinnon and Blair (2018)
found similar results in their quantitative study of the relation of teacher-child conflict,
executive functions, and early reading and math achievement. They found that conflict in
TSRs in Kindergarten was related to lower executive function development and lower
reading achievement in first grade.

Motivation and Engagement

The correlation between motivation and engagement has been studied as a
separate construct from strictly academic outcomes. There are several measures related to
motivation and engagement that have been correlated to positive TSRs. Cornelius-White
(2007) conducted a meta-analysis that showed a positive correlation between nine teacher
attributes associated with positive TSRs and student motivation, both positive and
negative. TSRs were strongly correlated to student motivation, and there was a strong
correlation between student perceptions of school climate, of which TSRs are a part, and

reading and math achievement (Fan & Williams, 2018). TSRs were also found to have a
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protective influence on engagement when teachers provided critical written feedback to
students (Zheng et al., 2020). TSRs also had an impact on school engagement for
adolescents (Engels et al., 2021). Guvenc (2015) found that teacher motivational support
had a positive influence on student motivation and class participation, and that
engagement improved as a result of improved motivation, while Lavy and Naama-
Ghanayim (2020) found that students who felt that their teachers cared for them had
higher levels of school engagement.

Emotional and behavioral engagement have also been correlated to TSRs: meta-
analyses have shown a positive correlation between quality TSRs and student
engagement measures (Quin, 2017; Roorda et al., 2017; Roorda et al., 2011).
Additionally, positive TSRs were correlated with higher behavioral engagement, while
negative TSRs were correlated with lower emotional engagement (Archambault et al.,
2017). TSRs could also act as a protective factor for the engagement of students who are
hyperactive or inattentive. Positive TSRs had a positive impact on the behavioral
engagement of hyperactive or inattentive students, and especially on the cognitive
engagement of hyperactive boys (Olivier & Archambault, 2017). Conversely, negative
teacher behaviors were correlated to lower student behavioral engagement. Higher levels
of teacher aggression towards students lowered not only the behavioral engagement of
the targets of the aggression, but also lowered the behavioral engagement of all of the
students present and interrupted learning (Montuoro & Lewis, 2017). Thus, positive
TSRs were important for student engagement (see Archambault et al., 2017) and could

improve the emotional, behavioral, and cognitive engagement of students.
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Quality TSRs were also important for the engagement of students with lower self-
efficacy. Self-efficacy is defined as a student’s belief in their ability to accomplish a task,
and positive TSRs were correlated to increased student self-efficacy (Prewett et al.,
2019). Students receiving higher levels of emotional support from teachers had similar
emotional and social engagement levels in math as compared to students with higher self-
efficacy levels (Martin & Rimm-Kaufman, 2015). These results demonstrated the
potential for quality TSRs to compensate for lower self-efficacy and have a positive
impact on students’ social and emotional engagement.

This positive influence of TSRs on engagement has also been shown to have a
cumulative effect. Martin and Collie (2018) found that students who experienced a larger
number of positive TSRs throughout their school day maintained a higher overall school
engagement, and that the positive TSRs acted as a buffer for the negative ones. They
found these findings consistent as long as the number of positive TSRs exceeded the
number of negative ones; once the number of negative TSRs outweighed the positive,
however, overall school engagement started to decline. In order to improve engagement
and motivation, teachers can use positive interactions with students and create more
positive classroom environments (see Fan & Williams, 2018). Additionally, teachers and
teacher educators need instruction in meeting students’ psychological needs (see Guvenc,
2015). Overall, the results of these studies indicated that improving student engagement
and creating positive experiences for students could lead to overall improved student

school engagement.
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Social and Emotional Outcomes

Students’ social and emotional traits have been related to their success in school,
and there are many studies that have shown how TSRs are correlated to and can be a
protective factor for a variety of these traits. One social-emotional factor that positive
TSRs have been linked to is a student’s sense of belonging at school. Students identified
caring TSRs as an essential factor in their development of a sense of school belonging
and their feelings of belonging at school (Bouchard & Berg, 2017; Chiu et al., 2016).
Another social-emotional construct related to TSRs is student adjustment to school,
which is defined as how well students adapt to the school environment and to being a
student. Positive TSRs contributed to school adjustment, and were correlated with
emotional and behavioral adjustment (Murray et al., 2016). Positive TSRs also
contributed to students’ psychological needs being met and a reduction in maladaptive
behaviors as a result (Oostdam et al., 2019). These studies demonstrated the importance
of positive TSRs in contributing to the sense of belonging, social adjustment, and
emotional well-being of students.

Parental and Peer Relationships. Positive TSR was found to be a protective
factor for the social and emotional outcomes of children who have negative parent-child
relationships or negative peer relationships. For children who had negative relationships
with their parents, a supportive message from the teacher enabled these children to
perform as well as or better than children who heard supportive messages from their
parents (Vandenbroucke et al., 2017). TSRs also played a role in supporting the working

memory performance of students having issues with peer acceptance. Because of their
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negative perception of their peer acceptance, these students saw teachers as saying what
they had to say and not what they really meant; therefore, these students needed more
supportive TSRs throughout their schooling to promote their self-confidence and working
memory (Vandenbroucke et al., 2018a). These studies showed that supportive TSRs
could have a protective influence for students who have negative peer or parental
relationships.

Bullying. Bullying is another area in which TSRs have been found to influence
student social and emotional outcomes. For students who were bullied, positive TSRs
were beneficial for a number of psychosocial outcomes in addition to bullying
victimization, because bullied students who did not have strong TSRs were more likely to
experience depressive symptoms (Huang et al., 2018). Furthermore, students who were
rejected by their peers and who experienced conflict in their TSRs were more likely to
engage in behaviors such as bullying and support for bullying. These negative behaviors
could be prevented through the development of more positive TSRs (Longobardi et al.,
2018). In both cases, TSRs, positive or problematic, influenced student emotions and
behavior in relation to bullying, and positive TSRs were found to be a protective factor
for both perpetrators and recipients of bullying behaviors.

Behavioral Outcomes

Positive TSRs have been shown to have a positive impact on student behavior.
Cornelius-White’s (2007) meta-analysis showed a positive correlation between nine
teacher attributes associated with positive TSRs and several behavioral student outcomes:

attendance, participation, self-efficacy, social skills, satisfaction, and behavior. The
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results of Quin’s (2017) meta-analysis also showed that quality TSRs were positively
associated with lower levels of negative student behaviors and better attendance. Several
studies also found that positive TSRs were important for successful classroom
management (Giang & Nga, 2019; Hepburn et al., 2020; Kwok & Svajda-Hardy, 2021).
In the following sections, I review the many studies that covered a variety of topics
related to student behavioral outcomes, their correlation to TSRs, and the effects TSRs
could have on these areas.

Internalizing and Externalizing Behaviors. There are two types of student
behaviors that have been studied in relation to TSRs: internalizing behaviors and
externalizing behaviors. Internalizing behaviors refers to student behaviors that are
related to emotional issues such as depression or anxiety, whereas externalizing behaviors
refers to student behaviors that are inappropriate and disruptive (Mejia & Hoglund,
2016). Both internalizing and externalizing behaviors were often correlated with conflict
in TSRs, while internalizing behaviors have also been correlated with lack of closeness in
TSRs.

Internalizing Behaviors. Students’ internalizing behaviors have been associated
with lower quality TSRs. One study concluded that negative TSRs were associated with
internalizing behaviors and could therefore negatively impact students. Student
perceptions of TSRs and interactions with teachers were related to internalizing
behaviors. Students who perceived their TSRs as negative also perceived interactions
with the teacher as negative, and these negative perceptions were associated with

internalizing behaviors (Jellesma et al., 2015). Similarly, different student internalizing
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behaviors affected the quality of TSRs. Teachers experienced less closeness in their
relationships with shy students, and more conflict in their relationships with students who
were anxious (Zee & Roorda, 2018). Teachers also became less involved with students
whom they perceived as showing more depressive symptoms (Spilt et al., 2018), which
suggested the need for teaching strategies in working with children with depressive
symptoms.

Conversely, positive TSRs have been found to have a protective effect for
vulnerable students displaying issues with internalizing behaviors. Positive TSRs have
been shown to serve as a protective factor for the development of depressive symptoms in
children (Spilt et al., 2018). They were also found to be a protective influence for
students with internalizing behaviors as a result of not living with their parents. Liu et al.
(2015) studied the effect of positive TSRs on the emotional and behavioral adjustment of
Chinese left-behind children, children whose parents have left them with other caretakers
while they seek employment in the cities. They compared these students to a comparison
group of students living with one or both parents. They found that the left-behind
children demonstrated higher levels of depression and low self-esteem, and while both
groups benefitted from positive TSRs, the left-behind children gained greater benefits
from these relationships. The authors concluded that positive TSRs could have a
protective influence on left-behind children in addition to being beneficial for all
children.

Externalizing Behaviors. Students’ externalizing behaviors, or misbehavior,

could affect the quality of TSRs. Several studies have examined the correlation between
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problem behaviors, or disruptive behaviors, in students, and conflict in TSRs. An
increased number of behavioral problems in children correlated with higher levels of
conflict in TSRs in general (Mejia & Hoglund, 2016; Pakarinen et al., 2018), for ethnic
minority children (de Jong et al, 2018), and for children with ADHD (Zendarski et al.,
2020). These higher levels of conflict in TSRs contributed to lower levels of student
behavioral and emotional engagement (Archambault et al., 2017). While poor social
skills had an impact on conflict in TSRs, externalizing behaviors had a greater impact on
conflict in TSRs than did poor social skills. Conversely, early conflict in TSRs predicted
both later externalizing behaviors and poor social skills (Skalicka et al., 2015). Early
conflict in TSRs also predicted behavioral issues that began in early grades and persisted
through later grades (Ettekal & Shi, 2020). As a result, student behavioral issues
increased the conflict in and affected the quality of TSRs, as did teacher responses to
these behaviors.

Conversely, positive TSRs could have a positive impact on student externalizing
behaviors and student outcomes. The use of positive teacher behaviors has been shown to
reduce student misbehavior (Pennings et. al., 2018). Targeted interventions aimed at
increasing the positive TSR strategies used by teachers have also been successful in
improving student outcomes. Students’ aggressive behavior decreased during a school
year when teachers used a social-emotional learning intervention to create a more
emotionally supportive classroom (Portnow et al., 2018). Positive TSRs have also
provided a protective influence for genetic behavioral issues. De Laet et al. (2016)

discovered a correlation between increased negative behaviors and decreased engagement
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in students carrying one of two specific genes and concluded that positive TSRs could
moderate the effect of this genetic influence.

Many studies have shown a correlation between TSRs and students’ externalizing
behaviors. Lei et al. (2016) conducted a meta-analysis and found significant correlations
between positive TSRs and reduced student misbehaviors, and between negative TSRs
and increased student misbehaviors. They also found that these results vary with age:
positive TSRs had a greater correlation with reduced student misbehaviors for elementary
students, while negative TSRs had a greater correlation with increased student
misbehaviors for high school students. Other studies have also shown that positive TSRs
were correlated to prosocial behaviors, and that conflict in TSRs was correlated to
behavioral problems (De Laet et al., 2016; Longobardi et al., 2016; Longobardi et al.,
2021; Roorda et al., 2014b). Positive TSRs, then, were important for encouraging
positive student behaviors and reducing negative student behaviors.

Other studies have examined the longitudinal effects of TSRs on students’
externalizing behaviors, both positive and negative. Teacher praise and reprimands have
affected student relational aggression over time. In one longitudinal study, student
relational aggression generally increased from grade two to grade four, but teacher praise
slowed this rate of growth, while teacher reprimands increased this rate of growth,
showing that student problem behaviors, large and small, were influenced by teacher
behavior (Weyns et al., 2017). TSRs also had longitudinal effects on student behavior,
and students who felt they had quality relationships with their teachers had more positive

and fewer problem behaviors for up to four years later (Obsuth et al., 2017). Conversely,
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low levels of and fluctuations in TSR closeness contributed to increased aggressive
behaviors over the time period from preschool to fifth grade for students who entered
school with low levels of aggression; students who did not display low levels of
aggression had higher levels of closeness to their teachers (Lee & Bierman, 2018). Over
time, positive TSRs had positive effects on student behavior, while negative or weak
TSRs had negative effects on student behavior.

The development and subsequent use of TSRs also helped teachers experience
success with students exhibiting challenging externalizing behaviors. Teachers who were
successful with difficult students built relationships with them by looking at them
holistically, as individuals within the context of their lives outside of as well as in school.
This view allowed the teachers to see their students as more than their misbehavior. They
found ways to relate to their students because they were concerned with their well-being.
As a result, their relationships with the challenging students improved over time and
ended up being rewarding ones that resulted in improvements for the students as well
(Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017). Building more positive TSRs, then, was beneficial for
students with behavioral issues.

Bias

The lack of positive TSRs is a factor in school social justice issues in that
negative TSRs could be influenced by racial bias. Many studies highlight the need for
educational reform in urban schools, citing evidence of inequality and bias in the
treatment of urban students and calling for these reforms to start in teacher education.

Minority children and children who teachers perceived to have a low socioeconomic
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status (SES) were more likely to have negative TSRs, biases which in turn could affect
classroom interactions, teacher expectations, and student academic achievement
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2015). Similarly, African American students, aside from SES, were
more likely to have negative TSRs than other students, which in turn led to a risk of
lower academic achievement (Spilt & Hughes, 2015). In both cases, teacher biases
affected the quality of TSRs for low SES and minority status students.

This bias has also been found in teacher expectations, which could negatively
affect TSRs. It has been well documented that teacher expectations in general could
influence student academic achievement, and these expectations could be affected by
biases. For example, Gershenson et al. (2016) found that teachers who were not Black
had “significantly lower educational expectations” (p. 222) for Black students, and more
so for Black male students. Santiago-Rosario et al. (2021) found that these lower
expectations led to increased office discipline referrals, and that Black students had a
higher rate of these referrals than White students did. Also, academically successful
Black students felt teachers held lower expectations for, preconceived notions of, and
negative perceptions of them. These students felt that these judgements, along with a lack
of culturally relevant teaching, impeded the teachers’ ability to establish positive TSRs
with them (Woodward, 2018). Bias and low expectations, then, had a negative effect on
TSR quality.

Discipline
Teacher bias has been especially problematic in the area of school discipline.

Many studies showed that students in urban districts and students of color are
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disproportionately disciplined (Gay, 2006; Martin et al., 2016; Noltemeyer et al., 2015;

Skiba et al., 2011). In a comprehensive study of school discipline data across ethnic
groups and gender, the discipline rates were much higher for African American and
Native American students (Martin et al., 2016). These increased discipline rates, as well
as increased retention rates, were higher based on race and ethnicity regardless whether
the schools were urban, suburban, or rural schools (Peguero et al., 2021). African
American students were also more likely than White students to receive office discipline
referrals, especially in classroom settings (Smolkowski et al., 2016). Additionally,
African American and Latino students were more likely than White students to be
disciplined, suspended, or expelled for the same offenses (Skiba et al., 2011). Similarly,
teachers gave harsher penalties to Black students than they did to White students even
though both behaved in a similar manner. Black students received harsher penalties for
second infractions, were more likely to be seen as demonstrating a pattern of
misbehavior, were more likely to be seen as being suspended in the future, and were
more likely than White students to receive multiple suspensions (Okonofua & Eberhardt,
2015). In addition to African Americans, boys and students with low parental education
levels were suspended or expelled at higher rates than White or Asian American students
were (Mizel et al., 2016). Preservice teachers were also more likely to give harsher
penalties for misbehavior to boys and minority students (Glock, 2016). These studies
highlighted the bias in teacher and school discipline, issues that could be addressed with

more positive TSRs.
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This disproportionate use of discipline has had further consequences for student
outcomes. There was a positive correlation between school suspensions and both lower
academic achievement and school dropout (Noltemeyer et al., 2015), and out of school
suspensions led to a higher probability of criminal behavior and arrest, especially for
African American students (Cuellar & Markowitz, 2015). Students of color and those
from low SES backgrounds, among others, are more likely to be more severely
disciplined, and more likely to experience school failure, drop out, and arrest (Mallett,
2017), a phenomenon called the school-to-prison pipeline, and one that is of particular
concern for urban school districts. Previous research has shown that high poverty urban
schools used suspensions more frequently than other schools, and that African American
students were suspended at higher rates than other students (Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin,
2010). Urban school districts also have higher rates of student referrals to juvenile justice
systems, and African American students constitute a higher proportion of those referrals
(Marchbanks et al., 2018). These studies highlight the effect of bias and disproportionate
discipline on student outcomes, a problem that is being addressed through the
implementation of programs that use positive TSRs as a component. Improving TSRs, as
previously demonstrated, could help improve student behavior and prevent this escalation
to more serious offences.

TSRs and Improved Discipline Outcomes

There are many current studies documenting the improved discipline outcomes

that resulted from the use of positive TSRs and programs that incorporated their use.

Positive TSRs have been correlated to decreased suspension rates in general (Quin,
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2017), and specifically to improved outcomes for urban students through the reduction of
the disparities in and the use of harsher disciplinary action (Anyon et al., 2018).
Additionally, Civitillo et al. (2021) found that positive TSRs acted as a protective factor
against ethnic discrimination. The implementation of teacher training in the use of a
restorative practices program in two urban high schools resulted in improved TSRs,
fewer discipline referrals, and an improvement in the racial discipline gap (Gregory et al.,
2016a). The implementation of teacher training in another program designed to improve
TSRs and instructional quality for middle and high school students resulted in teachers
having no racial disparity in the number of their discipline referrals, even two years after
the PD took place (Gregory et al., 2016b). Another intervention to improve TSRs and
classroom management skills included a component to help teachers recognize their
implicit biases. This program, tested at the elementary school level, resulted in a two-
thirds reduction in disciplinary referrals for Black male students, as well as improved
TSRs. (Cook et al., 2018). These programs were designed to improve how teachers
interacted with all students, which suggests that, like CRT, in addition to benefitting
marginalized populations, these interventions may benefit all students.

Positive TSRs have contributed to lower suspension rates and discipline referrals
through the use of less punitive discipline methods and different classroom management
strategies. In one three-part experiment, teachers were willing to use more empathetic
discipline methods through developing more positive TSRs in place of using more
punitive methods; students were motivated to improve their behavior as a result of these

more empathetic methods; and the students of the teachers who used more empathetic
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methods had improved student behavior and suspension rates for the year that were fifty
percent lower than the rates of the control group (Okonofua et al., 2016). The use of more
empathetic discipline methods, through the development of more positive TSRs,
contributed to improved behavior and fewer suspensions. TSRs have also been used as
part of classroom management strategies, especially in urban environments, to reduce the
need for and the rate of disciplinary referrals (Anyon et al., 2018; Milner, 2018). First-
year teachers who focused on building relationships with their students and used those
relationships in their classroom management were found to have higher quality
instruction and to be more successful (Kwok, 2017). These classroom discipline issues
were also be addressed in part through the use of CRT, which improved classroom
management and build positive TSRs (Gay, 2006), as well as through the use of RCT
(Milner, 2018). The use of positive TSRs in classroom management and discipline
strategies improved student behavior and prevented the need for escalated punitive
measures.

As a result of the issues some teachers have had with bias and discipline due to a
lack of positive TSRs, many researchers recommended adding teacher training or
professional development for teachers to help them in recognizing and addressing their
biases (Fitzpatrick et al., 2015; Gershenson et al., 2016; Smolkowski et al., 2016), or
handling student misbehaviors in the classroom and promoting more positive behavior to
prevent the escalation of those behaviors to offenses warranting suspension (Noltemeyer
et al., 2015). Researchers also recommended revising teacher preparation programs to

include the diversity awareness, culturally responsive pedagogy, and instruction in CRT
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needed for teachers to be successful in urban environments (Civitillo et al., 2021; Gay,
2006; Martin et al., 2016; Milner, 2008). Other recommendations for teacher preparation
programs addressed the need to include practice in classroom management strategies that
included the use of TSRs, and interventions that addressed preservice teachers’ biases
and stereotypical beliefs (Glock, 2016). More generally, researchers suggested teacher
preparation programs should include relational training and the use of TSRs in teaching
practice (Nairz-Wirth & Feldmann, 2017), and teacher educators should emphasize TSRs
in their courses (Kwok, 2017). These suggestions all included the use of positive TSRs to
address issue of bias in school discipline in order to improve student outcomes.
Dropout Rates

The positive effects of TSRs on student outcomes, such as academic achievement,
motivation, engagement, and behavior, have contributed to students persisting in and
succeeding in school. Another effect of positive TSRs was a decrease in student dropout
rates (Cornelius-White, 2007; Quin, 2017). Positive TSRs helped prevent drop out in
tenth-grade students with mental health issues: students with mental health issues tended
to have lower grades in part because of the role of less supportive teachers (Holen et al.,
2017). Positive TSRs also contributed to students returning to school after dropping out.
Among the students who did dropout at one point for various reasons, those students who
claimed they did not get along with teachers and other students were less likely to return
to school. However, those students who reported having positive relationships in school
were more likely to return to school to earn a diploma versus not returning to school and

obtaining a general education diploma (GED) instead (Boylan & Renzulli, 2017).
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Furthermore, teachers who focused on building positive relationships with their students,
including through building student trust and self-confidence, were better able to help
secondary students who had previously failed in school to experience success (Frelin,
2015). Positive TSRs, then, protected against dropout or provided an impetus for later
matriculation.

Positive TSRs have also been found to help students who had issues with
discipline or dropping out to be successful in school. Slaten et al. (2016) studied a
successful alternative school in an urban district to find out what students felt made the
school successful. This school was particularly successful in helping students who had
been expelled from other schools, been suspended, dropped out, or been in the justice
system to return back to traditional schools. The six African American male participants
in the study felt that in addition to the use of culturally relevant pedagogy and teaching
practices, the most important factor in the success of the school was the positive
relationships they had with their teachers. They specifically cited their teachers’
emotional support, guidance, and acceptance as important factors in the TSRs that helped
this school’s success with its students. However, some teachers thought dropping out of
school was the result of outside factors and not related to other factors within the school
and the relationships therein, a perception that researchers felt demonstrated the need for
teacher training to include a focus on relational training and its place in teaching practice
(Nairz-Wirth & Feldmann, 2017). Doing so could provide teachers with a context for

their own role in using TSRs to prevent students from dropping out of school.
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Several studies have examined how student and teacher gender affect the
correlation between TSRs and student outcomes. There is support for previous research
on the gender gap in engagement and its relation to teacher support. Boys were less
engaged in class than girls, and boys perceived their teachers to be less supportive
(Lietaert et al., 2015). Similarly, teachers reported having closer relationships with girls
and more conflict in their relationships with boys (Hajovsky et al., 2017). Positive TSRs
also benefitted girls’ engagement while negative TSRs harmed boys’ engagement
(Archambault et al., 2017), and positive TSRs did benefit the cognitive engagement of
hyperactive or inattentive students, both boys and girls, but especially boys (Olivier &
Archambault, 2017). Lastly, and conversely, girls’ externalizing behavior had a greater
effect on conflict in TSRs than that of boys, possibly because teachers may not expect
behavioral issues in girls, and may react more strongly to their externalizing behaviors
that they do to boys’ externalizing behaviors (Skalickd et al., 2015). These studies all
demonstrated slight differences in how TSRs affect boys’ outcomes versus girls’
outcomes.

Other studies showed that student and teacher gender did not affect the correlation
between TSRs and student outcomes. TSR quality was more important than gender for
students who felt they had quality relationships with their teachers, and these students had
more positive behaviors and fewer problem behaviors with lasting effects (Obsuth et al.,

2017). Teacher involvement was also important for both boys’ and girls’ engagement



46

(Lietaert et al., 2015). In general, then, positive TSRs improved student engagement and
behavior, regardless of teacher or student gender.
Socioeconomic Status

Many of the studies on the student outcomes that were correlated to TSRs focused
on or included students with a low SES or students in urban school districts. The benefits
of positive TSRs were often more pronounced for these students. Quality TSRs improved
the academic outcomes for students from a low socioeconomic background. The positive
association between TSRs, engagement, and achievement was stronger for students with
a low SES (Roorda et al., 2014a). In their study on engagement, Martin and Collie (2018)
found that even though students with a low SES tend to have lower school engagement,
having more positive TSRs than negative ones throughout their school day made their
low SES less of a factor in their overall school engagement.

The association between academic achievement, positive TSRs, and low SES was
examined in two studies. McCormick et al. (2017) studied whether TSR quality was a
moderating factor between SES and reading and math achievement. They found that
increases in TSR closeness correlated with increases in reading achievement, and that
lower TSR quality correlated with lower math achievement. Kurdi et al. (2018) also
studied students from low SES backgrounds, specifically the effect of teacher structure
and involvement on the need fulfillment of students with anxiety and lower academic
achievement in literacy. They found that teacher involvement positively affected
elementary students from low SES backgrounds, with low achievement and low or high

anxiety. Both studies concluded that these students would benefit from teaching practices
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that emphasize structure and teacher involvement, and that TSRs could be developed as
protective factors for students from low SES backgrounds.

Students from low SES backgrounds have also experienced a variety of social,
emotional, and behavioral benefits as a result of positive TSRs. TSRs may be even more
important for students with a low SES, who may rely even more on their teachers for that
sense of belonging (Bouchard & Berg, 2017). Murray et al. (2016) concluded that TSRs
were important for the school adjustment of students of color and those from low SES
backgrounds, who were the majority of their participant pool.

Several studies focused on the correlation between TSRs, behavioral issues, and
students from low SES backgrounds. Collins et al. (2017) examined the correlation
between both internalizing and externalizing behaviors and TSRs. They conducted a
longitudinal study of boys from urban and low-income backgrounds, collecting data
starting from when the boys were 18 months and continuing through age eleven. They
found that TSRs could be a protective factor against the development of behavioral
problems in boys from low-income, urban areas. They suggested that these findings had
implications for targeting intervention programs at low-income schools, and for helping
teacher preparation programs inform teachers about the role of TSRs in preventing
behavioral problems. Lee and Bierman (2018) found a correlation between low levels of
and fluctuations in TSR closeness and increased aggressive behaviors in participants
from Head Start programs and low-income families, and the researchers concluded that

quality TSRs may be more important for these students given their greater risk for
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aggressive behaviors, which could lead to undesirable school outcomes. Overall, students
with low SES and behavioral issues benefitted the most from positive TSRs.
Recommendations From Research for Improving TSRs for Student Outcomes

In light of the body of research highlighting the many benefits of positive TSRs,
many researchers have made recommendations for improving TSR quality. In order to
provide students with the benefits of quality TSRs, researchers have suggested that
teachers need to have the time and space in which to develop these relationships
(Claessens et al., 2017; Frelin, 2015). However, researchers have suggested that there are
problems with teachers being able to develop TSRs in schools. Teachers need to be able
to develop high quality TSRs with their students, especially with those students who may
be prone to having negative TSRs (Prewett et al., 2019), but school policies may prevent
opportunities for teachers to develop these closer relationships (Bouchard & Berg, 2017;
Claessens et al., 2017). Obsuth et al. (2017) suggested that schools should support
teachers in fostering TSRs to improve student behavioral outcomes, especially in the
upper grades. They did not find any TSR improvement programs for adolescents like the
programs that exist in preschools. Furthermore, they suggested that schools may use
counterproductive punitive measures to control student behavior rather than using TSRs
to help improve student behavior and support students with other issues.

There are also various programs and interventions recommended by researchers
that schools and districts could use to improve the overall quality of TSRs for their
students (Martin & Rimm-Kaufman, 2015). Researchers have suggested that teacher

training could help teachers recognize and avoid negative behaviors that lower TSR
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quality in favor of more positive behaviors that help improve TSR quality (Balwant,
2017). Teacher training could also help teachers become more aware of the needs of
students with internalizing behaviors (Zee & Roorda, 2018), and behavioral intervention
programs could target low-income schools (Collins et al., 2017). Researchers have also
suggested that social-emotional learning and intervention programs help decrease
negative student behavior (Portnow et al., 2018), increase TSR closeness (Baroody et al.,
2014), and help teachers increase the quality of their TSRs (Duong et al., 2019; Spilt et
al., 2012). Lastly, Liu et al. (2015) recommended that the interventions to improve TSRs,
such as those used in Western countries, could be studied and used in China as well.

There are strategies researchers have suggested teachers could use in their own
instructional methods to improve their TSRs, starting with reducing alienation and
increasing closeness and trust (Murray et al., 2016). Teachers could also use more
proactive strategies to nurture TSRs with students who have behavioral issues, which
could prevent future disruptive behaviors (Mejia & Hoglund, 2016). Lastly, Weyns et al.
(2017) suggested teachers could improve their skills in using more praise and fewer
reprimands to build more positive TSRs.
Recommendations From Research for Teacher Preparation Programs

Several researchers, in light of their study results, have made recommendations
for improving student outcomes by improving the quality of TSR instruction in teacher
preparation programs. Capern and Hammond (2014) examined what teacher behaviors
contributed to positive TSRs, and concluded that these behaviors could be taught and

should be included in teacher preparation programs. J-F et al. (2018) also concluded
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teachers could be taught behaviors that would contribute to the social and emotional
development of young teenagers, and that teacher education including this instruction is
needed. Finally, Liu et al. (2018) suggested that teacher education programs should
include instruction that integrates the use of TSRs into all classroom instruction and not
just classroom management.

Researchers have also recommended that teacher preparation programs increase
instruction in and awareness of how TSRs could impact behavioral issues. Lee and
Bierman (2018) recommended adding training and information about the correlation
between low levels of TSR closeness and increases in aggressive student behavior to
elementary teacher preparation programs, as well as adding training in relational skills
with an emphasis on relating to students with behavior challenges. Similarly, Pennings
(2017) suggested teacher preparation programs could include information on avoiding
negative teacher behaviors in order to prevent student misbehavior. Collins et al. (2017)
suggested helping teacher preparation programs inform teachers about the role of TSRs in
preventing behavioral problems. Pakarinen et al. (2018) recommended that teacher
preparation programs should include methods for helping teachers to form more positive
relationships with students exhibiting problem behaviors, and Lietaert et al. (2015)
suggested that teacher preparation programs train teachers to be aware of possible gender
bias in their TSRs and their behavior towards their students. In offering these
recommendations, however, the researchers in these studies have assumed that this
instruction is missing or lacking. There is no empirical evidence offered in these studies

to support this assumption.
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Teacher Behaviors and Attributes

Several researchers have explored the teacher behaviors and attributes that
students prefer and that contribute to the formation of positive TSRs. Students have
shown a preference for teachers who are friendly (Pennings, 2017). Also, students
generally preferred teachers who contributed to their social and emotional development
(J-F et al., 2018). Students had positive perceptions of their TSRs with teachers who
demonstrated prosocial behavior and social-emotional support, and these positive TSRs
in turn predicted their math interest and self-efficacy (Prewett et al., 2019). Students also
placed slightly more importance on the interpersonal versus the academic aspects of
instruction, and three teacher qualities they identified as important were assertiveness,
humor, and empathy. These students felt their relationships with their teachers, based on
mutual respect, were an important basis for successful instruction (Raufelder et al., 2016).
Overall, the teacher traits that students preferred were related to personality traits that
improved TSRs.

Different types of students had some differences in their preferences for teacher
behaviors and traits which contributed to positive TSRs, but there were also some
commonalities. Gifted students preferred teacher behaviors that would help them
academically, while students with emotional or behavioral difficulties specifically
preferred teachers who demonstrated positive relational attributes: caring, understanding,
and patience. Both groups, however, desired teachers who did not discriminate, had a
sense of humor, and treated them with respect. (Capern & Hammond, 2014). For both

groups, teachers’ positive relationship attributes were important.
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Conversely, negative teacher attributes could negatively affect TSRs. Student
behavioral issues could be affected by teacher behaviors that lower the quality of TSRs as
well. Poor TSR quality and negative teacher behaviors such as unfriendliness might be
the cause of some student misbehaviors (Pennings, 2017). Teacher antagonism also led to
disengagement as well as lower test scores for all students, including academically
motivated students (Goodboy et al., 2018). Negative teacher behaviors such as yelling,
showing a lack of interest in students, and unfair treatment also led to negative emotions,
withdrawal, and retaliation in students (Balwant, 2017). These studies highlighted the
importance of teacher behavior in relation to TSR quality.

Teacher Impacts

Teachers were also affected by TSRs. Emotions and relationships are a central
part of teaching (Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017; Uitto et al., 2018), but the emotional nature of
teaching is often overlooked in research. In his seminal study, Hargreaves (1998)
described teaching as “emotional labor” (p. 838) and found that emotions and the
relationships they formed with students were a part of almost every facet of a teacher’s
job. Teachers saw their relationships with students as essential to successful student
outcomes, as the purpose of their jobs, and their source of job satisfaction and meaning.
Some teachers felt that their TSRs were the most important part of their work (Lassila &
Uitto, 2016). Teachers had a need to relate to their students, and they internalized these
interactions, which are an important part of their work (Spilt et al., 2011). The effect of
this focus was that when students remembered their former teachers, those memories

were emotional in nature and focused on the students’ personal relationships with their
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teachers, not on the content of the class or the method of instruction (Uitto et al., 2018).
Consequently, TSRs had either a positive or negative effect on teachers and their work.

The emotional nature of TSRs is often connected to teacher perceptions of their
interactions with students. Teachers perceived positive relationships as consisting of
friendly interactions and negative relationships as consisting of hostile interactions.
Teachers who experienced negative interactions with students had difficulty establishing
positive interactions with them (Claessens et al., 2017). Teachers also felt their
relationships with individuals impacted their relationship and interactions with the entire
class (Lassila & Uitto, 2016). The difference between the teachers’ expectations about the
TSRs they would form and the reality also affected their TSRs by making teachers feel
more distant from their students; however, when the TSRs were closer to their
expectations, the teachers felt closer to the students (Lassila & Uitto, 2016). TSRs and
interactions, then, are connected to teacher emotions.

Teachers also need time and space in which they can interact with students.
Teachers have noted that their working conditions often interfered with the way they
wanted to interact with their students (Lassila & Uitto, 2016). While negative interactions
with students occurred mainly in the classroom, positive interactions extended to outside
the classroom and included discussions about topics other than classroom matters
(Claessens et al., 2017; Lassila & Uitto, 2016). Teachers often don’t have access to those
outside opportunities to interact with students; thus, teachers need to ways within the

classroom structure to build positive TSRs with students (Claessens et al., 2017).
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Providing opportunities for teachers to develop positive TSRs could have a beneficial
impact on teacher emotions.
Teacher Well-Being

Another area of research concerns the correlation between positive TSRs and
teacher well-being. Spilt et al. (2011) theorized that positive TSRs are important to a
teacher’s well-being. Teachers wanted to feel connected to their students, and these TSRs
had a positive impact on student academic and emotional outcomes. They suggested that
teachers internalized their interactions with students, and that student misbehavior could
have a negative impact on teacher well-being by causing negative emotions and stress,
both personally and professionally. Poor TSRs could contribute to teacher burnout, while
teachers with stronger TSRs reported feel less burnout and less emotional exhaustion;
thus, positive TSRs could provide a protective factor for teachers’ well-being (Milatz et
al., 2015). Student misbehavior could have a negative impact on TSRs, causing increased
emotional exhaustion and decreased job enjoyment; conversely, positive TSRs could
have a positive impact on teacher well-being (Aldrup et al., 2018). Likewise, positive
TSRs were correlated to teachers having higher levels of enjoyment and lower levels of
anger in their classrooms, thereby preventing emotional exhaustion (Taxer et al., 2018).
TSRs, then, impact teacher emotions and teacher well-being.

Consequently, having negative TSRs could negatively impact teacher well-being.
For teachers over the age of 45, among relationship types and teaching-related factors,
TSRs had the greatest impact on teacher burnout (Van Droogenbroeck et al., 2014). For

secondary school teachers, the three aspects of burnout, which were exhaustion,
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cynicism, and inefficacy, were all significantly affected by TSRs, and more so for public
school teachers than private school teachers (Rodriguez-Mantilla & Fernandez-Diaz,
2017). Thus, negative TSRs could lead to teacher burnout.

This impact of TSRs on teacher well-being could in turn affect a teacher’s
performance in the classroom. Teacher stress and burnout were found to be negatively
correlated to student academic achievement, with that correlation being greater for
students from a low SES background and minority students (Klusmann et al., 2016).
Hagenauer et al. (2015) examined the relationship between teachers’ emotions and
student engagement, behavior, and TSRs, and found that TSR quality was strongly
related to teacher emotions. They found that teachers who reported having positive TSRs
experienced more positive emotions, such as happiness, and fewer negative emotions,
such as anxiety or anger. Hagenauer et al. (2015) also cited Chang and Davis (2009), who
stated that teachers could develop compassion fatigue, and suggested that experiencing
negative emotions could contribute to a deterioration of TSRs and lead to teacher
burnout. Positive TSRs were also correlated to teachers having higher levels of
enjoyment and lower levels of anger in their classrooms, thereby preventing emotional
exhaustion (Taxer et al., 2018). Therefore, teacher well-being, through TSRs, could affect
student outcomes.

Likewise, teacher well-being could affect how teachers behave and interact with
their students. Positive teacher emotions made effective teaching possible, while negative
teacher emotions caused teachers to lose control and to alienate students (Makhwathana,

et al., 2017b). In a similar study, teacher emotional health impacted the quality of
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learning and teaching in that emotionally healthy teachers enjoyed teaching more and had
a positive effect on learner motivation, while teachers who were not emotionally healthy
exhibited negative behavior, which had a negative effect on learner motivation
(Makhwathana et al., 2017b). Other studies specifically examined the correlation between
teacher self-efficacy and TSRs. In one study, a teacher’s lower self-efficacy beliefs in
dealing with student misbehavior behaviors negatively affected that teacher’s perception
of the TSR with that student (Zee et al., 2017). Teacher well-being and behavior, then,
could affect the quality of TSRs.
Teacher Attrition

Several researchers have examined the correlation between teacher attrition and
TSRs. Positive TSRs could lower teacher attrition rates (Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), while
teacher attrition was correlated to negative TSRs early in teachers’ careers as well as in
veteran teachers’ careers. For teachers who had been in the profession fewer than five
years, there was a correlation between their intentions to leave the profession and their
beliefs that their negative TSRs were a result of their own lack of ability in developing
those relationships. Teachers who did not intend to leave the profession found strategies
to use to improve these relationships, and did not take the negative interactions personally
(Heikonen et al., 2017). Conversely, positive TSRs were associated with increased job
satisfaction for teachers adjusting to a new position (Jonasson et al., 2017). In a study that
focused on urban schools, one factor that contributed to lower attrition rates in those

schools was a teacher’s ability to develop positive TSRs (Wronowski, 2018). Positive
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TSRs, then, are important for promoting teacher job satisfaction and preventing teacher
attrition.

In two related studies, researchers examined the correlation between job
satisfaction and positive TSRs in order to understand causes for later career teacher
attrition and early retirement. Veteran teachers attributed their long-term job satisfaction
to the positive TSRs they developed and maintained with their students (Veldman et al.,
2013). Similarly, veteran teachers with higher job satisfaction felt they had attained their
goals in their TSRs, while teachers who did not attain those goals tended to either
experience lower job satisfaction, or chose other positions in the profession that required
fewer teacher tasks in order to maintain their job satisfaction (Veldman et al., 2016). In
both cases, job satisfaction and longevity were related to the quality of TSRs the teachers
experienced.

Recommendations From Research for Teacher Outcomes

There are several recommendations researchers have made that may help teachers
experience more positive emotions and improve their well-being. Researchers have
suggested that both teacher candidates and in-service teachers need the opportunity to
discuss their TSRs and the context of their working conditions (Lassila & Uitto, 2016).
Researchers also have suggested that teachers need help in recognizing and dealing with
their feelings towards these students and misbehaviors in order to improve both their self-
efficacy and their TSRs (Zee et al., 2017). To do so, Rodriguez-Mantilla and Fernandez-
Diaz (2017) recommended training teachers in strategies to overcome and prevent

negative situations that could contribute to burnout.
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Recommendations From Research for Teacher Preparation Programs

There are also recommendations that researchers have made for teacher
preparation programs as well. Hagenauer et al. (2015) concluded that being able to form
positive TSRs is an important teaching skill that has been neglected in teacher education,
and should be included as an important part of teacher preparation programs. Similarly,
Uitto et al. (2018) emphasized that it is crucial for future teachers to understand role of
and importance of emotions in teaching, and crucial to educate future teachers in the role
of emotions and relationships in teaching.

Because of the importance of TSRs in improving teacher well-being as well as
student outcomes, researchers have recommended that teacher preparation programs
should include information on building positive TSRs (Claessens et al., 2017) and
strategies and experiences with student interactions to help teachers build the
interpersonal skills that they lack (Heikonen et al., 2017). Researchers also recommended
including in teacher preparation programs courses on anger management (Makhwathana
et al., 2017b) and information on the concept and potential use of emotions
(Makhwathana et al., 2017a). In short, as Rytivaara and Frelin (2017) suggested, teacher
preparation programs need to focus more on TSRs and providing teacher candidates with
the skills they need to build quality TSRs. Again, though, the researchers in these studies
offered no evidence that teacher preparation programs are missing or deficient in these

areas of recommendation.
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Teacher Education
In the past few years, there has been an increase in the number of studies

examining teacher preparation programs and calling for changes and improvements to
those programs. Many of these studies mention TSRs, relational skills, or areas related to
relationships as areas in which teacher preparation programs are lacking or insufficient.
Many of these studies also cite the use or omission of CRT, a relational-based teaching
strategy, as a factor in the success or lack of success of teacher preparation programs.
Culturally responsive practices and curricula contribute to student success (Pena-
Sandoval, 2019; Whitaker, 2019), and caring relationships are essential to the success of
urban students of color (Gay, 2010b), especially Latino students (Curry, 2016).
Therefore, instruction in these practices, as well as in using TSRs, could help teacher
candidates be more prepared to work with diverse student populations.
Teacher Candidates’ Need for TSR Instruction

Several researchers examined teacher candidates’ perceptions about the content
of and their experiences in their teacher preparation programs. In these studies, teacher
candidates felt they needed more instruction and practice in the development of positive
TSRs. Teacher-student interaction was one of the three most reflected-upon topics by
teacher candidates when they reflected upon their practicum experiences (Wang, 2018).
Teacher candidates also reflected that their greatest area of dilemma was relationship
issues (Behizadeh et al., 2017). When asked about their coursework, teacher candidates
stated they wanted more instruction in classroom and behavioral management, as well as

more practice in actual teaching settings where they could learn about developing
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positive relationships (Wilks et al., 2019). Novice teachers also felt they had trouble

adjusting to actual teaching. They felt strong in their pedagogical knowledge but weak in
their relational skills, and they found that the realities of the classroom issues, such as
interacting with students, did not allow them to implement their pedagogical knowledge
with fidelity (Eteldpelto et al., 2015). More importantly, novice teachers felt they were
not fully prepared for all aspects of teaching by their preparation programs. In reference
to relational skills, the novice teachers felt that any ability they had in this area came
from their personalities or experiences other than those in their teacher preparation
programs (Miles & Knipe, 2018). The results of these studies indicated that teacher
candidates did not feel fully equipped by their teacher preparation programs to develop
and use positive TSRs in their instruction.

Other researchers have examined the preparedness of teacher candidates and the
need to add relational instruction to teacher preparation programs. Teacher candidates did
not have confidence in their ability or the skills needed to develop relationships with
students, which demonstrated the need for teacher preparation programs to include
instruction in the development of relationship skills (Cahill et al., 2016). Discipline style
was also a factor in the relationship quality teacher candidates had with their students.
Teacher candidates who used more aggressive strategies had less affiliation and influence
with their students, and they showed a need for instruction in positive discipline strategies
that also maintain and build positive TSRs (de Jong et al., 2013). The results of these

studies confirmed the teacher candidates’ perceptions that they were not prepared to
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develop positive TSRs with their students, but the results did not examine the content of
the programs or confirm why these teacher candidates are underprepared.
Lack of Preparation to Teach in Urban Schools

Researchers in two studies specifically examined teachers and teacher candidates,
their lack of preparation to teach in urban schools, and their ability to successfully
develop relationships with diverse students. Five White, middle class urban teachers, who
were considered successful urban teachers with an ability to form strong TSRs with their
urban students, all had formative experiences in their early lives that enabled them to be
more culturally responsive to their students, but felt they were not prepared by their
teacher preparation programs to teach in an urban school. They felt that these programs
did not address teaching methods for urban schools even if they did address issues of
diversity, nor did these curricula address culturally responsive pedagogy. Researcher
recommendations included researching the development of teacher preparation programs.
They also recommended including culturally responsive pedagogies in these programs to
help improve teacher candidates’ abilities to form successful relationships with their
students (Schauer, 2018). In another study of preservice teachers in urban environments,
the participants also felt their teacher preparation programs did not prepare them to teach
in an urban environment. Researcher recommendations included providing teacher
candidates with experiences in urban environments. They also recommended specifically
addressing these contextual issues in the teacher education curriculum through the

inclusion of best practices such as Gay’s (2010b) theory of CRT and culturally
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responsive pedagogy (Roofe, 2015). Neither of these studies, however, examined the
content of those teacher preparation programs.

The results of other studies have shown that some teacher candidates showed
potential bias against students from urban high schools and were not prepared to interact
with these students. Several teacher candidates in one study were persons of color, yet
they demonstrated skepticism of higher-level urban students’ abilities, amplified and
fabricated minor faults in the students’ work, and assumed that these students must be
different than their urban peers if they were capable of such high-level work. Their
privilege interfered with their ability to understand and connect with the urban students,
and their reactions illuminated their negative attitudes toward the urban youth they
planned on teaching (Brown & Rodriguez, 2017). The researchers recommended that
teacher preparation programs should provide teacher candidates with instruction in
cultural awareness, which would help teacher candidates to form understanding
connections with urban youth. They suggested this instruction would “prepare teachers
committed to social justice and educational equity” (Brown & Rodriguez, 2017, p. 88). In
another case study, a White teacher candidate, despite the inclusion in the teacher
preparation program of a course on diversity and content in race and social justice issues,
was not prepared to teach urban youth. He expressed many biases and deficit beliefs that
showed a lack of cultural understanding, and his interactions with and attitudes about his
students showed his difficulties connecting with and teaching his students. He was
especially challenged by his inability to form relationships with his students, an area he

previously noted as being of primary importance to him. The researchers suggested that
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teacher preparation programs needed to include reflection on and a discussion of the
difficult issues of race, privilege, and systemic racism on more than just a surface level in
order to help teacher candidates confront their biases. The inclusion of these issues would
help to prepare teachers better to work with diverse students (Cross et al., 2018). In
addition to showing that the teacher candidates were not prepared to interact with urban
high school students, both of these studies also demonstrated that the teacher candidates
were unaware of their own biases and deficiencies related to forming TSRs with urban
high school students. While these studies offered evidence that teacher candidates are not
fully prepared to teach in urban schools, and that they experienced relational issues in
their interactions with urban students, there was no mention of, or examination of the
teacher preparation program content for inclusion of, TSR instruction.
Successful Urban Teacher Preparation Programs

Some teacher preparation programs have been successful in preparing teachers to
develop relationships with diverse students and work in urban schools. Most of these
programs include some instruction in CRT, but do not address the use of TSRs. In one
study, teacher candidates given good preparation and experiences were prepared to teach
in urban schools as a result of specific preparation using instruction in CRT. For this
study, they participated in coursework that included instruction in CRT and participated
in field experiences in urban schools. In reflecting on their experiences, one main theme
that emerged from the data was the participants’ emphasis on the importance of building
relationships with students that would improve student learning and reduce behavioral

issues, and that students would not learn from a teacher they did not respect. The study
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results confirmed the importance of teacher candidates completing field experiences in
urban schools, and the researchers recommended increasing in teacher preparation
programs the instruction in CRT and building relationships with students (Smith et al.,
2017). However, there was no specific examination or mention of how the participants
felt their coursework prepared them for their experiences, or whether they learned about
the importance of relationships from their coursework, their experiences, or both.

Studies of other programs showed that the curricula of these programs included
multiple courses or a focus on CRT. These programs also included an additional focus,
such as inclusion classrooms in urban environments (Reese et al., 2018), dispositions
(Truscott & Stenhouse, 2018), or teaching English as a second language (Luet & Shealey,
2018). They did not, however, while addressing the content of the methods courses and
inclusion strategies, address the content of the program related to TSR aspects of learning
to teach in urban environments. Another study examined the experiences of two White
novice teachers in an Urban Teacher Residency (UTR) program and how they used the
program resources available to them. While the program resources helped one participant
and not the other, the resources the participants relied on the most were related to their
own discoveries about cultural responsiveness and not part of the program resources. One
participant cited from her experiences the importance of building relationships with her
students in order to be able to teach them. The researcher concluded that program support
for cultural and relational issues needs to be considered (Gatti, 2016). These studies
demonstrated the lack of attention paid in teacher preparation programs to building TSRs,

even within the instruction of CRT.
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Other studies of urban teacher preparation programs directly addressed
relationships and Gay’s (2010b) theory of CRT, but only in relation to the field
experience portion of the program. In an urban community immersion program that
included content in classroom management and social justice, provided field experience,
and matched each candidate with a community mentor, the preservice teachers
experienced success in increasing their ability to engage in CRT and form relationships
with their students as a result of their experiences in the community and their
relationships with their mentors. The authors suggested the need for more studies on how
teacher candidates are prepared for CRT (Zygmunt et al., 2018). The examination of
these programs, however, lacked an examination of the course and program content for
the inclusion of instruction related to the development of TSRs. Another program, a
successful immersion program in a Professional Development School, was similar to a
field experience, but also included culturally responsive instructional strategies and
reflection. The researchers found that participants successfully worked through their
biases and understood their students' cultural background, which led to improved
instruction and TSRs (Peters et al., 2018). Both of the programs in these studies included
a combination of field experience and CRT that helped prepare teachers to develop
quality TSRs in urban schools with diverse student populations. However, both studies
were limited to the field experience portion of the programs. Another study of a
successful program designed to prepare teacher candidates to teach in urban schools
included relationships as a key focus and included coursework designed to improve

teacher candidates’ knowledge about urban students and their communities (Schwartz et
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al., 2016). While this program did help participants form relationships with urban

students, the coursework did not specifically include instruction in TSRs, and, similar to
the previous two studies, the participants felt their ability to develop relationships
resulted more from their experiences than from their coursework. All three of these
programs did, however, emphasize the importance of preparing teacher candidates to
teach in urban schools.

One study did examine two different urban teacher preparation programs for how
they prepared teachers to develop TSRs. Theisen-Homer (2021) found that one program
focused on the techniques used to form relationships at the expense of emotion, while the
other program focused on getting to know students without emphasizing the techniques to
do so. Theisen-Homer concluded that as a result of a lack of depth in the relationships,
neither program achieved its goal of promoting social justice.

Culturally Responsive Teaching and Teacher Preparation

As previously stated, instruction in TSRs is often embedded within curricula
containing instruction in CRT. Despite the research-based evidence for the inclusion of
culturally relevant pedagogy and CRT in teacher education, researchers have
acknowledged the resistance to these programs (Gay & Kirkland, 2003). First, few
studies focused on multicultural teacher educators who would be preparing teachers to
work in urban districts. Second, in one study containing this focus, multicultural teacher
educators faced many challenges, including resistance from their students, their

institutions, their colleagues, and a cultural ideology that is increasingly conservative
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(Gorski, 2012). As a result, teacher preparation programs may not include instruction in
CRT, and consequently, instruction in TSRs.

Even when teacher preparation programs attempted to include CRT in their
curriculum, this inclusion only amounted to a few courses or content embedded within
courses (Cross et al., 2018; Gay, 2010a; Luet & Shealey, 2018; Sleeter, 2016; Yuan,
2018), or the inclusion was misapplied, misinterpreted, or superficial (Sleeter, 2012). The
content covered in some cases was only superficial (Yuan, 2018), and preservice teachers
still had difficulties in forming relationships with and connecting to students (Cross et al.,
2018; Yuan, 2018). Milner (2010) suggested that such a curriculum is fragmented and not
effective, and that diversity studies need to be fully integrated into the curriculum. A full
integration would be more likely to cover the inclusion of instruction in TSRs.

Another factor sometimes addressed in teacher preparation programs that could
impact the quality of TSRs is the cultural beliefs of teacher candidates. A synthesis of
research of teacher preparation programs designed to address the cultural beliefs of
teacher candidates showed that diversity trainings had a positive effect on the
participants’ beliefs about diversity, and that these beliefs directly impacted how teachers
related to students. The researchers also noted that these beliefs were more malleable
during teacher education. They recommended that such training be included in all teacher
preparation programs. Similar to Milner (2010), they also suggested the importance of
this instruction being the focus of the teacher preparation program and not just included
in a few courses or a standalone training, as was the case for many of the studies they

examined (Civitillo et al., 2018). Several other studies also indicated the need for teacher
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education to include difficult content and discussions on issues of racism, bias, and
privilege (Cross et al., 2018; Sleeter, 2016, 2018). Howard and Milner (2014) also stated
the need for teacher education that has the specific goal of preparing teachers to work in
urban districts.

One reason Sleeter (2012) cited for the lack of use of culturally responsive
pedagogy, and therefore possible instruction in TSRs, was the perceived lack of research
on the positive effects of culturally responsive pedagogy on student achievement. In
response to this observation, Aronson and Laughter (2016) conducted a synthesis of the
research on culturally responsive pedagogy and CRT practices and their connection to
positive student outcomes. They found over 40 studies that demonstrated positive effects
of culturally responsive pedagogy or teaching on student outcomes in five different
content areas, such as math and science (Yu, 2018). As a result, they called for CRT to be
a central focus of teacher preparation programs, stating that doing so would help teacher
candidates develop the cultural competence and critical consciousness needed to be
successful teachers of urban students. Researchers in several other studies called for the
addition or expansion of CRT to teacher preparation programs as well (Luet & Shealey,
2018; Roofe, 2015; Schauer, 2018; Schwartz et al., 2016; Smith et al., 2017; Yu, 2018).
This conclusion is supported by Gay (2010a) and her theory of using CRT, which
includes the use of TSRs, to improve outcomes for diverse students. However, while the
focus of these studies was on CRT, this focus omitted any specific mention and inclusion

of instruction in TSRs.
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Summary and Conclusions

TSRs are a basic component of successful teaching and a central feature of a
teacher’s job. TSRs have positive effects on student outcomes such as academic
achievement, engagement, behavior, social and emotional adjustment, and lower
discipline, suspension, and dropout rates. These positive effects are even more
pronounced for students from low SES backgrounds and students in urban schools. TSRs
also have benefits for teachers’ well-being and could contribute to lower attrition rates.
Many researchers suggested that some teachers are lacking in these skills and this
knowledge, and called for teacher preparation programs to add instruction in the
formation and use of TSRs.

Similarly, some studies of teacher preparation programs showed that teacher
candidates feel they are lacking in relational instruction, but there is no examination of
the content of the programs to verify that perception. Some teacher preparation programs
are not successful in preparing teachers to teach in urban schools; those that are
successful do not specifically mention the inclusion of instruction in TSRs, but do include
instruction in CRT. However, there is some resistance to the inclusion of CRT in teacher
preparation programs, and even if it is included, instruction is limited. TSRs are an
important part of CRT (Gay, 2010b), but are more embedded within other topics than
they are directly mentioned. Likewise, instruction in TSRs may be included in teacher
preparation programs, but may be more of an implicit part of the curriculum rather than
explicitly taught. Furthermore, while some teacher preparation programs include

instruction in CRT, there are no studies that show the inclusion of RCT, probably because
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this is a relatively new construct. In conclusion, instruction in TSRs, such as outlined by
the innovative methods of CRT and RCT, should be included in teacher preparation
programs. While many studies called for this inclusion, there are limited studies of
teacher preparation programs to verify that this instruction is missing and not just
embedded within other topics; or whether the instruction is included but is not
implemented by teachers. This study contributed to filling this gap by examining
teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in TSRs in their teacher
preparation programs. Their responses could indicate the presence or absence of this
instruction in their courses and student teaching. In the following chapter, I outline my
method for researching how teacher preparation programs instructed teachers in the use
of TSRs, and whether these programs included innovative methods such as CRT and

RCT.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore teachers’ viewpoints about
the instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban
schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their student teaching. This study
examined, through 12 interviews and two focus group discussions, the instruction
teachers received in TSRs in their teacher education courses and student teaching. A lack
of studies that address how teachers learn to use TSRs was a gap in the literature. This
study contributes to the literature what instruction in innovative methods for using
positive TSRs teachers receive or do not receive, explicitly or implicitly, in their teacher
preparation programs.

This chapter contains the research design and rationale for this basic qualitative
study. I describe the role of the researcher and any biases or ethical concerns I may have
or the study procedures may contain. This chapter also contains the explanation for the
participant recruitment and selection procedures as well as the rationale for those
selections. The data collection procedures, instrument, and tools are described, as well as
the plan for the data analysis. Lastly, this chapter addresses any issues with
trustworthiness, including credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability.

Research Design and Rationale

My research problem was the perceived lack of instruction in the use of positive

TSRs provided by teacher preparation programs, and my research purpose was to explore

teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using
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positive TSRs in urban schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their
student teaching. Therefore, my research questions reflected the TSR aspects of the
innovative methods in my conceptual framework (see Appendix A), as well as whether
teachers receive this instruction in their teacher preparation programs.

RQ: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools?

SQ1: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their teacher education
courses?

SQ2: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their student teaching?

SQ3: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in the
TSR elements of CRT?

SQ4: What are teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction they received in the
TSR elements of RCT?

Choice of Design

I used a basic qualitative approach as the research design for this study. As part of
this approach, my research questions explored and looked for a description of how the
instruction of teachers includes elements of TSRs (see Patton, 2015). This study followed
the principles of a basic qualitative study in that I sought the meaning and interpretation
of the participants’ viewpoints about their instruction in using TSRs, and in that there was

no other additional focus to the study (see Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The focus of this
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study was on the teachers’ viewpoints about the instruction in using TSRs they received
in their teacher preparation programs, so a basic qualitative approach was the appropriate
choice.

I chose a basic qualitative approach over a quantitative or mixed methods
approach because neither would have been appropriate for this study. A quantitative
approach would not have been appropriate because I was not testing a theory or seeking
numerical confirmation or disproof of a phenomenon (see Creswell, 2013). Also, the use
of a survey to collect data would not have generated the detailed information I was
seeking about what the teachers learned in the content of their teacher preparation
programs, which also made a quantitative approach inappropriate. There are many
quantitative studies documenting the correlation of TSRs and student outcomes
(Cornelius-White, 2007; Quin, 2017; Roorda et al., 2017), but because I was not seeking
any evidence of correlation in this study, a quantitative approach would not have suited
my purposes. Furthermore, as I was not testing a theory or seeking any comparative data
to analyze in conjunction with the interview data, a mixed methods approach would not
have been appropriate either (see Creswell, 2013). I was seeking information concerning
teachers’ viewpoints about what they learned in their teacher preparation programs;
therefore, a quantitative or mixed methods approach would not have provided the data I
was seeking.

There were other qualitative approaches that I considered using, but they did not
fit this study as well as a basic qualitative approach did. Narrative inquiry is an approach

that uses observation as well as formal interviews and informal conversation to construct
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participants’ stories about the study topic from their narratives (Holley & Colyar, 2012;
O’Toole, 2018). I first considered using narrative inquiry to collect the teachers’ stories
about their instruction in TSRs and look for common themes (see Patton, 2015).
However, the focus of this study was not the participants’ stories about their teacher
preparation programs or their experiences with TSRs, but specifically about their
viewpoints about the instruction they received in using TSRs in their courses and student
teaching. Such stories would have provided information that was not related to my
research purpose or problem, and telling these stories could have distracted participants
from my focus on their viewpoints about what they learned, so a narrative approach was
not a good choice. I next considered using a phenomenological approach for this study,
because the focus of this approach is on what the participants learned in their courses (see
Patton, 2015). However, the purpose of a phenomenological approach is to seek the
essence of the participants’ experiences (Moustakas, 1994), while I was interested not in
the participants’ entire experience with TSRs but specifically in their viewpoints about
what they learned about using TSRs. Also, the focus of a phenomenological study is on
the phenomenon in question (Patton, 2015); however, I was not studying the phenomenon
of TSRs but the teachers’ viewpoints about their instruction in TSRs in their courses and
student teaching. Therefore, a phenomenological approach was not appropriate either.

I looked at but did not consider using a grounded theory approach. The purpose of
a grounded theory study is to find the reasons or causes behind a phenomenon or to
develop a theory that explains how or why about that phenomenon (Patton, 2015).

Because I was not looking for the reasons behind the instruction or content of teacher
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preparation programs as related to TSRs, I did not select this approach. I also did not
consider using an ethnographic approach because I did not examine the culture of a group
(see Patton, 2015). I was not examining the culture of teachers, teacher candidates, or
teacher preparation programs; instead, I was examining the instruction teachers received
in their teacher preparation programs.

Instead, the focus of this study was the participants’ viewpoints about the
instruction in using TSRs they received in their teacher participation programs, which
was best explored through the lens of a basic qualitative approach. My focus was not
solely on TSRs themselves, but on the instruction the teachers received in learning to use
them. I examined what teachers learned about using TSRs in the content of their courses,
and how they applied that learning in their student teaching (see Caelli et al., 2003). I was
not focusing on the phenomenon of the TSR, or what was in the content of the courses,
but more specifically I was looking for a deeper understanding of what information about
using TSRs the teachers are getting out of their courses and student teaching (see Patton,
2015). For these reasons, a basic qualitative approach was the most appropriate design for
this study, which addressed the perceived lack of instruction in the use of positive TSRs
provided by teacher preparation programs.

Role of the Researcher

In qualitative research, the researcher is the data collection or research tool
(Patton, 2015). The researcher is responsible for collecting the data from the participants.
In order to do so, the researcher has to make the participant feel comfortable sharing what

may be personal or sensitive information. As the research tool, I used interview questions
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to elicit from participants the information I was looking for. I also used interviewing
techniques to put the participants at ease so that they were comfortable providing
accurate information. I analyzed that data using hand-coding, looked for themes, and
compared the themes that emerged from the various participants. In this sense I was the
data collection tool, in that I was collecting, recording, and aggregating the data for my
study.

Also, as the data collection tool, the researcher needs to recognize that they may
influence the credibility of the study. The researcher’s bias could seep into the interview
questions, into their tone of voice during the interview, and into their facial expressions.
The researcher may not be able to eliminate all bias, but by being transparent about any
possible issues affecting the study, the researcher can make the study as dependable as
possible (Ortlipp, 2008). As the researcher in this study, I did not have any personal or
professional relationships with the participants, so I had no personal or power-based bias
to manage. My potential bias in this study may lie within the interview content. As a
classroom teacher in an urban high school, I have strong feelings about the importance of
TSRs and the practice of CRT.

Because I have such strong feelings about my topic, I needed to adopt several
precautions to avoid bias in my study. In interviewing, I needed to be aware of my
potential reactions to participants’ answers, and I needed to be nonresponsive (see
Ortlipp, 2008). I needed to be careful not to anticipate participant responses or to allow
my tone of voice or facial expressions to influence those responses. Adopting these

precautions also helped my participants feel more comfortable participating in this study.



77

For this study, I also managed my biases in part by keeping a reflective journal in which I
recorded my thoughts and feelings as the study progressed. By openly acknowledging my
potential biases, I made my thought processes transparent (see Ortlipp, 2008). I
acknowledged my thoughts and feelings as a part of the research process, and in doing so
made them accessible and transparent. There were no other ethical issues or conflicts of
interest related to this study as the interviews were conducted outside of any work
environment.
Methodology

Participant Selection Logic

My target group of interest was first-, second-, and third-year teachers who had
recently graduated from a teacher preparation program and who were currently teaching
in an urban school. As for my criteria for inclusion, my participants had to have
completed their coursework, participated in student teaching, and been hired as teachers
in urban schools. I used first-, second-, and third-year teachers because their classwork
and student teaching was fresh in their memories, and they also have had the opportunity
to use in their teaching practice what they learned in their teacher preparation programs. I
interviewed the 12 participants individually, as well as conducted two focus group
discussions.

My sampling strategy was in part a purposeful random sample in my selection of
the first-, second-, and third-year teachers who completed their student teaching and were
currently teaching in urban schools. I also used snowball sampling to help locate first-,

second-, and third-year teachers (see Patton, 2015). By nature of being recent teacher
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preparation program graduates, I assumed that my participants were all information-rich
cases (see Patton, 2015). They all had recent experience in their teacher education
courses and in their current experience working as urban teachers. I found participants
who fit my criteria for inclusion in the sample first by posting an invitation to participate
in the study on social media (see Appendix B). My inclusion criteria were very specific in
that I was looking for participants who had recently completed student teaching in and
were currently working in urban schools, and the best way to find these participants was
through social media because I have many contacts in the teaching field. Through this
method, my participant selection was somewhat random. Once I located a few
participants through social media, I asked those participants to help me locate additional
participants. Snowball sampling in this case provided me with some participants from the
same teacher preparation programs.

For my sample size, | interviewed a total of 12 first-, second-, and third-year
teacher participants and conducted two focus group discussions with most of those
participants. A sample size of 12 interviews, with two focus group discussions, helped me
arrive at data saturation; after 12 interviews, research shows that there are few new codes,
themes, or definitions that emerge (see Guest et al., 2006). This number of interviews was
sufficient based on the amount of information sought for data saturation (see Charmaz,
2017). Data saturation can be determined when data from additional participants begins
to be repetitive and new data no longer emerge; at this point, the sample size is
considered sufficient (Saunders et al., 2018). I wanted to be sure my themes were fully

explored from the data I collected, but my concern was with data saturation and not with
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theoretical saturation because I was only seeking information and not looking to develop
a theory (see Morse, 2003). Any missing data on certain concepts revealed a gap in the
instruction. The data from the focus group discussions complemented the data from the
interviews and provided data saturation.
Instrumentation
The Semistructured Interview

My interview method was a topical, semistructured interview because I was
looking for data about the courses and student teaching content (see Rubin & Rubin,
2012). I used a standardized open-ended interview format, and I asked each participant
the same questions (see Turner, 2010). I then used follow-up questions to fill in any
information that was unclear or seemed incomplete (see Rubin & Rubin, 2012). This
method was best for my study because I was looking for the participants’ viewpoints
about the TSR instruction in their course content and student teaching, and whether these
experiences aligned. Being able to deviate from the question order was useful, though,
because some of my participants pursued topics of discussion from later questions during
earlier interview questions; for example, topics from their discussion of their courses
reminded them of events from their student teaching (see Rubin & Rubin, 2012). I used
in-depth interviews with teachers because I needed to know their viewpoints about the
course material and their student teaching. I wanted to take longer in interviewing them,
approximately 45 minutes, so I could learn as much as possible about what they know
and what their viewpoints are (see Patton, 2015). Interviewing is a good way to get in-

depth information on a topic. An interview can reveal what a person knows and what they
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think about what they have learned (Patton, 2015). By using in-depth interviews, I was

able to obtain detailed, rich data from the participants about the inclusion of information
on using positive TSRs in their coursework and student teaching.

I used the same interview protocol with each participant (see Appendix C), with
each interview question aligned to one of the four research subquestions (see Appendix
D). I began my interview with an introductory statement thanking the participant for their
cooperation in the study and reminding them of the confidentiality of the interview. I then
asked the interview questions, using any necessary follow-up questions. I structured my
questions so that they were open-ended to allow the participants to respond with as much
information as possible (see Jacob & Furgerson, 2012). I ended the interview with a
closing statement thanking the participant for their answers, reminding them of the
confidential and voluntary nature of the interview, and reminding them that I would
contact them for member checks and participation in the focus group. Because I was
using a basic qualitative approach for my study, in my interview guide, I focused my
questions on the content that I was looking for, and used a semistructured, topical
interview method (see Rubin & Rubin, 2012).

I chose interviewing over other qualitative data collection techniques because it is
an expedient way to find out what people are thinking that cannot be observed, and to
discover what their viewpoints are (see Patton, 2015). The course listings for the teacher
preparation programs would not be very meaningful because they may not list the content
the teachers learned in those courses, such as the content the instructors were

supplementing or omitting. The course listings are not verification of what was taught in
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class, only what was intended to be presented. The course listings also may not address
topics that are part of the implicit curriculum or are embedded within other topics.
Other Data Sources

Another data source I used is focus group discussions, a data source commonly
used in qualitative research (Carey & Asbury, 2016; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Focus
group discussions can provide additional data that is richer and more detailed than the
data from interviews alone, in that the discussion among participants can inspire insights
and deeper reflection on the topic (Carey & Asbury, 2016). In their interactions, the
participants may also question each other’s responses, which can provide data that the
interviewer might not otherwise have been able to elicit (Hartas, 2015). The data from
focus group discussions can be used with the data previously collected from interviews in
the data analysis (Carey & Asbury, 2016). The two focus group discussions for this study
were comprised of the same interview participants, so that the first-, second-, and third-
year teachers could discuss their viewpoints about what they learned about TSRs in their
coursework, and how they applied that learning to their student teaching and the classes
they were currently teaching (see Patton, 2015). I conducted two focus group discussions,
consisting of three and five participants each. Each focus group discussion consisted of a
semistructured interview (see Appendix E), and lasted approximately one hour. The
number of participants in each focus group discussion depended on the participants’
willingness to participate and availability. These focus group discussions were conducted

online using Google Meet.
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The use of other data sources is a method that can provide triangulation to ensure
the validity of the study results (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In order to ensure the rigor
and credibility of my interview guide, and increase the validity of my study results, I used
member checks to verify the accuracy of my transcript and interview analysis (see
Anney, 2014). The feedback I received from the participants allowed me to verify the
accuracy of my interpretations and categorization of their thoughts and provided me with
ways to clarify and more accurately describe their ideas (see Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Thus, in addition to interviews, I also used focus group discussions and member
checking.

Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection

There are specific procedures I followed regarding participants and data
collection. I provided the participants with the interview questions ahead of time. After
each interview and focus group, I debriefed each participant by reminding them of the
confidentiality protocol and their ability to withdraw from the study at any time. I also, at
that time, asked them if I may send them the interview transcript for verification and
triangulation purposes.

For the data collection, before the interviews and focus groups commenced, I
secured each participant’s informed consent. I collected the data from the participants’
answers to interview questions by conducting individual interviews, which were
approximately 45 minutes on average, and by conducting the two focus group
discussions, which were approximately an hour in length each. I audio recorded the

interviews using two laptop programs, one being a backup, with the recordings saved to a
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flash drive. These individual interviews were conducted virtually due to the Covid 19
restrictions, and I used a private Google Meet for these interviews. I conducted the focus
group discussions virtually as well, using a private Google Meet, and audio recorded the
interviews using two laptop programs, with the recordings saved to a flash drive. I used
Google Meet because most participants had access to this tool. The use of virtual or
online focus group discussions has been gaining popularity and legitimacy as a
qualitative data collection tool. Virtual focus group discussions have been found to
provide the same data richness as in-person focus group discussions (Flynn et al., 2018).
Also, the use of video during the virtual focus group discussions provides additional
nonverbal data to supplement the meaning of the participants’ words (Flynn et al., 2018;
Tuttas, 2015). Lastly, participants may be more relaxed and willing to contribute to the
discussion from the comfortable setting of their own homes (Stewart & Shamdasani,
2017). Using Google Meet allowed participants to engage in the focus group while in a
familiar setting, thus increasing their comfort with the process.
Data Analysis Plan

The key elements of data analysis for a basic qualitative study are to identify the
participants' viewpoints, and to make meaning of or find commonalities in those
viewpoints. Each interview question is related to a research subquestion, and the
participants’ responses fell into categories related to those research questions. For this
reason, I chose coding methods that helped identify and classify the participants’
viewpoints. I started by precoding my data (see Saldafia, 2013). I highlighted words and

phrases that pertained to my research questions. In doing this, I started using structural
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coding in that I had a list of a priori codes related to the content of my research questions,
and I added to these codes as other codes emerged from the data (see Saldana, 2013). I
used a color-coding system to delineate these categories. This first cycle method was
used in combination with subcoding. As I coded my data, I grouped codes into subcodes
under the categories of courses, culturally responsive teaching, relationship-centered
teaching, and student teaching. For example, under the student teaching code, I grouped
codes under the categories of cooperating teacher, student teaching seminar, or
participants’ own ideas. This content analysis and use of subcodes also relates to the
exploratory nature of a basic qualitative study (Saldana, 2013). For my second cycle
coding, I used pattern coding to group the codes into more meaningful units that helped
explain or make inferences about the participants’ viewpoints. I also looked for patterns
within the courses and student teaching codes for what was learned about TSRs. Pattern
coding is also consistent with the goals of basic qualitative research (Saldafia, 2013).
Data Codes and Categories

Because my research was on TSRs and how teachers learn about using these
relationships, my main initial categories correlated to my research subquestions: TSR
elements learned in the course content, TSR elements learned in student teaching, TSR
elements that are related to CRT, and TSR elements that are related to RCT for similar
techniques participants mentioned.

The participants’ responses determined the other categories needed. I made
subcodes within the original categories to account for the different facets of the teacher

preparation programs. In particular, I created categories that correlated with the
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participants’ viewpoints about learning to use TSRs in their courses and student teaching.
For example, within the student teaching category, I needed to make a subcode for the
student teaching seminar, and within that subcode, I needed to create categories for
information from participants’ classmates. I also thought I might need to make subcodes
for specific content areas in student teaching, such as math, English, or special education,
depending on the participants’ specific student teaching placements and their responses
related to their content areas, but no theme emerged requiring these specific codes within
the student teaching category. Lastly, [ needed to create a category related to the
participants’ viewpoints about which aspects of instruction they felt were lacking or
absent. I also created a category for their suggestions for future teacher preparation
programs. These last categories included discrepancies that emerged from the data, which
indicated differences between the content of the various teacher preparation programs the
participants attended.
Issues of Trustworthiness

Even though the subjective nature of qualitative research does not lend itself to
the reliability and validity checks used in quantitative studies, there are methods that
researchers can use to provide their qualitative studies with trustworthiness (Shenton,
2004). Researchers can take steps to establish credibility, transferability, dependability,
and confirmability, the qualitative parallels of internal validity, external validity,

reliability, and objectivity, respectively (Toma, 2011).



86
Credibility

Credibility is established when the researcher accurately represents the
participants’ viewpoints (Toma, 2011). For this criterion, I used established research
methods and described my methods in detail (see Shenton, 2004). Using a purposeful
random sample also adds credibility by reducing bias in participant selection (Patton,
2015). Other steps I took included conducting member checking of interview transcripts
for accuracy and including in my study a discussion of any cases that did not match other
data or findings (see Shenton, 2004). I also maintained participant confidentiality, and I
ensured that I had no personal or professional relationship with any of the participants.
Transferability

Transferability is established when the study could be applied to another context
(Toma, 2011). For this criterion, I provided a detailed description of my participant
selection and data collection procedures (see Toma, 2011). My participants were all first-,
second-, and third-year teachers in urban schools; therefore, the study could be replicated
with similar participants from specific teacher preparation programs or those from other
geographic locations. Findings from similar or replication studies could provide further
information on how teachers learn about using TSRs or on whether or not other teacher
preparation programs are providing this instruction.

Dependability

Dependability is established when the study is detailed enough that it could be

replicated (Shenton, 2004). For this criterion, I provided a detailed description of the

research design and methods (see Shenton, 2004), including a transcript of my interview
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and focus group protocols and questions. I used the same interview protocol for each
participant, and I asked each participant identical questions in the same order. I used the
same protocol and question order for both focus group discussions as well. Other steps |
took included articulating any biases I thought might be present, and looking for alternate
explanations or contrary findings (see Toma, 2011).
Confirmability

Confirmability is established when the results are derived from the study
procedures and not the researcher’s biases or presuppositions (Shenton, 2004). For this
criterion, I provided detailed descriptions of how I arrived at the categories and codes in
my data analysis, which will be part of an audit trail (see Toma, 2011). Other steps I took
included extending that audit trail to include a detailed account of all of my data
collection and analysis procedures, as well as keeping a reflexive journal (see Anney,
2014). These steps made the qualitative research process transparent and increased the
trustworthiness of the study.
Ethical Procedures

I followed several procedures to ensure that my study was completed in an ethical
manner. I submitted all study procedures to the Walden University Institutional Review
Board (IRB) for review and approval, including any documents pertaining to gaining
access to participants. In contacting participants, I downloaded any email interactions that
needed to be saved, including permissions and agreements to participate, to a password
protected flash drive. Once this information was saved, I deleted the participants’ emails

from my account. Participation in the study was voluntary, and participants were free to



88

withdraw from the study at any time. I informed participants that their responses to
interview and focus group questions would be kept confidential, and that their colleges,
former faculty members, and current employers would have no knowledge of their
participation in the study. Participants were given numbered alphanumeric codes, as
pseudonyms, starting with the letter P. For example, the first participant was known only
as P1. This numbering system ensured the participants’ confidentiality.

I kept all interview data on a password protected flash drive stored safely in my
home. I used alphanumeric codes for the participants to ensure their privacy. I did not use
any descriptors in my data analysis that would reveal any participant’s identity. Once I
completed my data transcription, I destroyed any part of the data that was online and/or
could be linked to the participants. Password protected data stored on the flash drive will
be destroyed after 5 years. I am not a member of any college faculty, and I do not work
with any potential participants, so there are no potential conflicts of interest.

Summary

This chapter presented the research design for this qualitative study. I described
my rationale for choosing a basic qualitative design, my role as the researcher, and any
biases or ethical issues that could arise in the process of conducting this study. I provided
my reasoning for selecting 12 first-, second-, and third-year teachers as my participants,
and I provided my reasoning for using a purposeful random sample and snowball
sampling as my sampling strategy. I also described my reasons for choosing to use
semistructured interviews as my instrumentation, and for using two focus group

discussions as an additional data source. I provided my interview guide for both the
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interviews and the focus group discussions. I reviewed my research design for possible
issues of trustworthiness, and I described my reasons for using member checks to provide
triangulation. I also reviewed the ethical procedures I used in conducting this study. The
results of the data collection and analysis based on the methods explained in Chapter 3

are presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4: Results

Introduction

The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore teachers’ viewpoints
about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in
urban schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their student teaching. The
following central research question and subquestions were used in the study.
Central Research Question

What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in innovative
methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools?
Subquestions

SQ1: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their teacher education
courses?

SQ2: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in
innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools in their student teaching?

SQ3: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in the
TSR elements of CRT?

SQ4: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in the
TSR elements of RCT?

This chapter presents the parameters of the study, including the setting, the
demographics of the participants, the data collection procedures, the data analysis process

used, the evidence of trustworthiness, and the results.
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Setting

All participants were recruited via social media and separately from their colleges
or employers. At the time of the interviews, the participants worked remotely due to the
COVID-109 crisis. Participants had different schedules and levels of online interaction
with their current students, but none were in the actual classroom interacting with their
students face-to-face. Participants had been teaching the same students face-to-face prior
to the pandemic and subsequent closure of schools, so participants had established in-
person relationships with the students before switching to all online instruction. All
participants had completed their teacher preparation programs, including student
teaching, in person.

Demographics

All participants were first-, second-, and third-year teachers working in urban
schools. P4 and P5 were over 30 years of age and starting their second careers, while the
rest of the participants were under 30 and starting their first careers. P1 and P4 attended
the same teacher preparation program, which was a 1-year Masters in the Art of
Teaching (MAT) program. P5 and P6 attended the same teacher preparation program, as
did P8 and P10. P3 attended the same program as P8 and P10, but P8 was also part of an
UTR. Even though P5 and P6 attended the same program, P5 did not complete her
student teaching in an urban area while P6 did. P1 and P4 also completed their student
teaching in the same school, and P3 completed his student teaching with them as well. P1
and P3 taught in the same school. P2 and P3 both taught in the same school during their

first two years of teaching (but were not aware of each other’s participation in the study).
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P6, P7, and P12 all taught in the same city; P5 started teaching in this same city, but she

transferred to a different city during her second year of teaching. The participants’

demographic information is summarized in Table 1.
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Participant Demographics
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Participant ~ Gender Year of Ethnicity Level/Area Teacher Urban Focus
teaching preparation focus to ~ group
program program  interview
P1 M 3rd Hispanic HS/Math Urban Prep/MAT Yes Yes
P2 F 3rd Hispanic HS/Math Bachelors No No
P3 F 3rd White HS/Science UTR/Bachelors Yes Yes
P4 M 3rd White HS/English Urban Prep/MAT Yes Yes
P5 F 2nd White MS/Math Bachelors No Yes
P6 F 2nd White MS/Math Bachelors No No
P7 F Ist White MS/English/ESL Bachelors and Some Yes
Masters
P8 F Ist White HS/English/SE BA + MAT Yes No
P9 F 3rd White HS/PE Bachelors No No
P10 M Ist Asian MS/English/SE BA + MAT Yes Yes
P11 M 3rd Black ElenvEnglish/SE Bachelors No Yes
P12 F Ist White Elem/SE Bachelors No Yes

Note. P = participant; M = male; F = female; HS = high school; MS = middle school;

ESL = English as a second language; SE = special education; PE = physical education;

Elem = elementary school; MAT = Masters in the Art of Teaching; UTR = urban

teaching residency; BA = Bachelor of Arts.
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Data Collection

Data were gathered using semistructured, individual interviews and through two
focus group discussions conducted on Google Meet. The interviews lasted between 30
minutes and 1 hour, depending on participant responses. Each focus group lasted about 1
hour. Twelve participants were interviewed regarding their viewpoints of the instruction
they received in the use of TSRs in their teacher preparation programs. These interviews
were conducted over the course of 2 months. Of the 12 participants, three participated in
the first focus group, and five participated in the second focus group. The first focus
group was conducted after the first six interviews, and the second focus group was
conducted after the final interviews were completed.

Prior to being interviewed, all participants who consented to participate in the
study were sent the study invitation and the consent form. Before the interview, each
participant received the interview protocol, which included the interview questions.
During the interviews, participants were asked about their perceptions of what they
learned about using TSRs in their teacher preparation programs. Participants were also
asked clarifying follow-up questions in relation to some of their responses. Participants
were encouraged to elaborate upon their responses and were permitted to use as much
time as they wanted to respond.

The interviews were completed as described in my data collection plan. All
interviews were audio recorded and transcribed using website-based computer
applications. The recordings and transcripts were then downloaded to a password

protected flash drive and deleted from the websites. During the interviews and focus
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group discussions, I reminded participants of the confidential nature of the study. During
the interviews, I took notes, and after the interviews, I wrote my feelings and impressions
in my reflective journal. All of the participants responded to the request for answers to
follow-up questions and interview transcript reviews, and none of the participants
withdrew from the study.

One variation to the data collection plan was that not all 12 participants took part
in the focus group discussions. I had originally planned to have two focus group
discussions with six participants in each one, but coordinating participant schedules was
difficult. Some participants were not available when the others were available, and some
participants who agreed to participate had to cancel the day before or the day of the
interview.

Another variation to my original plan was the inclusion of second- and third-year
teachers. My original data collection plan was to interview only first-year teachers who
were currently teaching in an urban district and who had student taught in an urban
district. After initially not finding the required number of participants for the study, I
expanded my participant selection criteria to include second- and third-year teachers and
to exclude the need for participants to have student taught in an urban area. I decided, and
obtained committee and IRB approval, to open the study to second- and third-year
teachers because they were still relatively new to teaching and not that far removed from
their teacher education programs. A few of these new participants indicated that they had
some difficulty recalling some elements of their teacher preparation programs, but some

of the first-year teacher participants also reported having difficulty recalling some of
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these elements. While I did eventually have two participants who met the original
criteria, as a result of the data analysis, I found that limiting the study to only first-year
teachers who student taught in urban districts would have led to an incomplete picture of
all teacher preparation programs.

COVID-19 was also a factor in data collection as all participants were teaching
remotely from home instead of teaching in a classroom at the time of the interviews, but
all of the participants had taught their students in-person for 6.5 months before moving to
online instruction.

Data Analysis

For each interview and focus group, I listened carefully to the recording, reviewed
the transcript, and edited the transcript where needed for accuracy. For any words I was
uncertain about, I emailed the participants and asked them to review that line in particular
for accuracy in addition to reviewing the transcript as a whole. Participants who also
participated in the focus group discussions were asked to review the transcript for their
contributions to the focus group discussion as well. All of the participants responded to
my requests for accuracy checks, none reported any inaccuracies, and all reported the
transcripts to be accurate.

I started hand coding the transcripts with six a priori codes: TSR in courses, CRT
in courses, RCT in courses, TSR in student teaching, CRT in student teaching, and RCT
in student teaching. I added a code for the teacher preparation program in general. The

course codes focused on what the participants learned about TSR in their courses, while
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the student teaching codes focused on what the participants learned about TSR while
student teaching or what they used from their courses in their student teaching practice.

As I coded, several subcodes emerged, such as professors under courses,
cooperating teachers, and seminars under student teaching. These subcodes seemed to be
additional, significant areas from which participants learned about using TSRs. An
additional code emerged for what the participants thought about their TSR instruction
after experiencing their first years of teaching in an urban district — this was not a
research question but a topic that many participants naturally strayed to in their
responses. Lastly, P2 discussed her experiences with TSRs and switching to online
instruction as a result of school closings during the COVID-19 pandemic, which led me
to add a follow-up question about TSRs and teaching online during the COVID-19
pandemic; this topic became a subcode as well.

Once I completed the initial hand coding, I organized the data from each
interview and focus group into a data analysis chart by themes and subthemes. Second
cycle pattern hand coding by theme yielded areas of similarities and differences in the
participants’ experiences, as well as in the urban versus the nonurban teacher preparation
programs. Other themes that emerged included implicit instruction in TSRs, TSR
elements brought in by specific professors, professors who previously taught in urban
districts, TSR elements embedded in CRT, and TSR elements embedded within RCT and
classroom management.

Under courses, three elements of TSR instruction emerged: getting to know

students, how to develop TSRs, and how to use TSRs. Under student teaching, themes
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emerged about issues that affected forming TSRs during student teaching: the amount of
time allotted to student teaching, interactions with parents, and issues with cooperating
teachers. Other themes that emerged included TSR strategies that emerged from specific
content areas, student teaching in the fall or spring, and learning from experience. Many
participants also discussed what they felt was missing from their courses and student
teaching, which led me to create a subcode for participant suggestions. Some participants
also brought up personal life experiences that helped them build TSRs, which led to an

additional code. The categories and themes are summarized in Table 2.
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Categories and Themes

Research subquestion
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TSRs in courses

Category
Program in general

Themes

TSRs in
student teaching

CRT

RCT

Participant findings

Lack of preparation for teaching in urban schools
TSR information learned thorough experience

Professors

Courses

Program in general

Cooperating teacher

Student teaching seminar

Courses

Student teaching: TSR strategy sources

Courses

Student teaching: TSR strategy sources

Observations

Personal life experiences

Suggestions for TSR instruction

Urban versus nonurban programs

TSRs brought in by professor
TSRs modelled by professors
Professors taught in urban schools

Implicit versus explicit TSR instruction
Getting to know students
How to develop TSRs
How to use TSRs
Content areas related to TSRs
TSR instruction missing

Urban versus nonurban programs
Fall versus spring student teaching
Contact with parents
TSR information learned

Actions related to TSRs

Words related to TSRs

Experiences with TSRs
Modelled TSRs

Had / did not have
Fellow student teachers’ anecdotes
Discussions

In urban focused programs
Relation of CRT to TSRs
Issues related to TSR instruction
In nonurban focused programs

Courses
Cooperating teachers
Their own ideas or experiences

Related to classroom management
Books
Special education
English language learners

Courses
Cooperating teachers
Their own ideas or experiences

TSR instruction is inadequate, missing,
or needed

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship; CRT = critically responsive teaching; RCT =

relationship-centered teaching.
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Evidence of Trustworthiness

Credibility

I took steps to ensure I accurately represented the participants’ viewpoints in
reporting my findings. I started by using a purposeful random sample to reduce bias in
participant selection. P1, P3, P5, P8, P9, P10, and P11 were selected on the basis of their
responses to invitations posted on social media. The other five participants were found
through snowball sampling, and, with the exception of P1, who referred two other
participants, each participant was referred by a different person. I also sent each
participant their interview script to check for accuracy, and I asked follow-up questions to
make sure each participant provided information about the same salient topics. Each
participant responded to the follow-up questions and confirmed the accuracy of the
interview transcripts. I maintained participant confidentiality throughout and included
confidentiality in the protocol for the focus group discussions. I did not include as a
participant any person with whom I had a personal or professional relationship. Finally,
in reporting my findings, I included a discussion of any findings that did not match the
other data and why those differences may have existed, though there were only minor
differences between participants’ reports.
Transferability

This study could be applied to another context. I provided a detailed description
of my participant selection and my data collection procedures, and I also included my
interview questions in the appendix. This study could therefore be replicated with any

first-, second-, and third-year teachers in urban schools, either from a particular teacher
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preparation program or from a certain geographic location. Replication studies could
provide information on whether other teacher preparation programs are providing
instruction in TSRs.
Dependability

This study is detailed enough to be replicated. I provided a detailed description of
the research design and methods, the interview and focus group questions, and the
protocols used for both the interviews and the focus group discussions. I used the same
protocols and interview questions for each participant and asked the questions in the
same order. I also reported any possible biases, and I looked for contrary findings or
alternate explanations in the reported data.
Confirmability

The first step I took in ensuring confirmability was to keep a reflexive journal in
which I reflected on my thoughts and feelings during the interview process and
questioned any possible biases I may have had. I gave a detailed explanation of my
coding category selection process and my data collection and analysis procedures. The
detailed descriptions I provided of my research methods and the steps I took in providing
an audit trail increased the trustworthiness of the study.

Results

The results of this study are reported below and are organized by the research
questions. Within the section for each research question, the results are organized first by
interview question and then by theme. These results consist of what the participants

reported learning about using TSRs in their teacher preparation programs. Chapter 4
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contains two areas of focus concerning TSRs: the method by which participants learned
about using TSRs, and the TSR content they learned. For the purposes of this research, I
am defining the term TSR method as how the participants learned about TSRs, which
includes but is not limited to courses, professors, cooperating teachers, and other teacher
candidates. I am defining the term TSR content as what they learned about TSRs, which
includes but is not limited to information about and techniques for using TSRs. The
participants’ responses are both paraphrased where generalities are reported and quoted
where specific answers provide detail and clarification. The methods by which
participants learned about TSRs are presented as narrative, while tables, listed in
Appendix F, are used to list the TSR content reported for each theme. I am using tables to
present this information because they provide a much more efficient means of presenting
the findings related to the TSR content. The differences in the participants’ findings that
are related to differences in the types of teacher preparation programs, whether urban or
nonurban focused, are also reported.
Research Question:

What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction they received in innovative
methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools?
SQ1: Courses
Programs in General

The 12 participants attended two different types of teacher preparation programs:
five participants attended ones that focused on preparing students to teach in urban areas

(P1, P3, P4, P8, and P10), and seven participants attended ones that did not have such a
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focus. One participant, P7, attended a program that emphasized the use of restorative
practices and provided a field experience in an urban area, but there was no focus on
preparation to teach in urban areas in this program. Also, P11 attended a teacher
preparation program located in an urban area but with no specific focus on teaching in
urban schools. Therefore, I have included these participants’ programs in the group
without an urban focus. Another participant, P3, took part in an UTR program in
conjunction with that teacher preparation program that focused on teaching in urban areas
The participants in teacher preparation programs that focused on preparation for
teaching in urban districts reported the inclusion of some elements of TSRs, CRT, and
RCT in their programs. For example, P3 summarized the TSR content of her classes as
follows:
It was a lot about teaching to the whole student and not just teaching the subject to
the student. I heard that phrase constantly, really understanding where the
students are coming from, and understanding their backgrounds, culturally,
racially, socioeconomically . . . before you even begin to teach your content to
them, and then ways to incorporate those things into your actual instruction.
Oppositely, the participants in teacher preparation programs with no urban focus reported
that TSR instruction was not specifically included in the curriculum, and that any TSR
elements that came up in the classes were intertwined with the few CRT elements in
those programs. P9, in reference to the TSR elements in his program, reported that “the
importance of it was the big thing.” P9 also reported learning that CRT “helps improve

classroom management . . . that the better relationship that you have . . . [the students are]
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more willing to work hard and do your work.” Both groups reported that using
relationships was intertwined with CRT elements.

All of the participants in the urban programs completed their student teaching in
urban school districts. Three of the participants in the urban programs also reported that
their programs included field experiences in urban districts in addition to student teaching
in urban districts. However, according to P1 and P4, their teacher preparation program
did not contain any field experiences before student teaching because their student
teaching experience was one school year of their 15-month MAT program. Not all
participants specifically discussed the field experiences they had with their courses, but
P8 did mention her program containing a field experience in a special education
classroom that involved interaction with the students. She stated that

We did have one class . . . where there was a group . . . of special education

students from there, who were all generally going to be in high school till they

were 21. ... So every Tuesday that semester for an hour, I got to hang out with
this particular group of special [education] students . . . and me and the three or
four people who were in my group, we had to come up with things to show them.

... That was total interaction. You got to really learn on the fly how to handle

specific situations.

Of the seven participants not in urban programs, two (P6 and P11) completed their
student teaching in urban districts and three (P2, P7, and P11) were in programs with

urban field experiences. The other participants in nonurban programs did have field
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experiences before their student teaching, but these field experiences were not in urban
districts.

Participants in the programs focused on urban schools reported that the TSR
elements were mostly contained within the CRT elements of the courses. P3 reported that
her courses even focused more on CRT and TSRs than on the content: “I feel like I was
trained way more in terms of culturally responsive teaching and relationships more than I
was content.” P1 and P3 also felt that TSRs was a main topic of their program because of
the focus on urban teaching. P1 felt this focus was because “most teachers . . . aren’t of
the same demographics as students in an urban area.” P4 also noted this focus on CRT
and TSRs: “All of the courses in the MAT program, they just kind of went over the same
material from a different angle.” He reported that one of his classes focused on TSRs
“from the student perspective or the cultural perspective of the students.” In general, P4
reported that his courses focused more on CRT and using TSRs than for content: “I
would say probably 75 percent of the classes were focused on getting new teachers to
adapt to those situations and build those relationships and only 25 percent or so was
actually about the content delivery in the instruction.” P4 also reported that “the overall
program was very much about building that connection, so that you can understand why
they’re doing something and where that behavior is coming from.” P1, P3, and P4 also
noted that they received many books with themes of CRT and TSRs from their programs.
Books named by these participants as being texts to help prepare them to build TSRs in
urban schools included For White Folks that Want to Teach in the Hood (Emdin, 2016),

How to Talk so Kids Will Listen & Listen So Kids Will Talk (Faber & Mazlish, 2012),
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Pedagogy of the Oppressed (Freire, 1972), Star Teachers of Children in Poverty

(Haberman, 2018), We Want to Do More Than Survive: Abolitionist Teaching and the
Pursuit of Educational Freedom (Love, 2019), and Race-ing to Class (Milner, 2015).

Additionally, P1 had started a teacher preparation program at another college that
did not have a focus on urban teaching and felt the focus on TSRs was missing from that
program. Of his first program he stated, “They didn't really focus as much on teacher
student relationships. Just because you weren't required to teach in an urban setting. Like
it was, it was completely different.” P3 reported that her UTR provided her with
personalized feedback and support, a coach for her first year of teaching, and optional
PDs in CRT which she has attended: “We still get classes today that we do culturally
responsive teaching and interdepartmental relationship. We had a whole session on that,
like teacher to teacher relationships, teacher to student relationships.”

P10 reported that because his life experience was different than that of urban
students, the experiences provided by the urban teacher preparation program, such as the
coursework, the urban field experiences, and student teaching in an urban district, helped
prepare him to teach in an urban school; otherwise, he “would have been clueless coming
in,” without “some instruction on it ahead of time.” P7 and P9, however, specifically
reported that their classes in nonurban programs did not prepare them for the issues they
encountered while teaching in urban schools. P7 reported, “Nothing I feel like I learned
in any of my grad or undergrad courses could have prepared me for some of the
behaviors I did encounter, especially in that first week.” Specifically she found, “The

disrespect and defiance issues I encountered the most are what [ was not prepared for.”
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P9 did not think “any information in my classes helped [him] deal with these events
[fights, drugs, and cutting].” He did feel that his “student teaching experiences helped
[him] learn how to deal with these issues,” but he felt that he “would have been able to
develop those skills a little earlier on instead of figuring it out [his] first year” if his
student teaching experience had been longer.

Three of the participants (P2, P6, P8) in the programs that did not focus on urban
teaching reported that their teacher preparation programs consisted of “by the book”
instruction and focused on covering content. P6 stated that TSR instruction did not seem
“critical or important” because the program focused on teaching strategies and covering
the content, and that “maybe like 10 percent of [the] actual classes talked about teacher
student relationships.” P2 reported, “It wasn’t really until my very last class, that building
a rapport was really emphasized.” The participants in the nonurban programs also
reported that TSRs were not explicitly taught or included in the curriculum other than
what some professors chose to include, and that even that implicit instruction was only in
one or two classes. P8, who attended an urban program, also specifically commented that
she had “only one real class that . . . really touched upon that student teacher
relationship.” All of the participants reported that their teacher preparation programs
contained no class or part of the curriculum devoted specifically to TSR instruction.
Professors

Professors Brought in TSR Information. All participants except one reported
having at least one professor who emphasized the importance of forming TSRs, that these

professors brought this emphasis to the class, and that it was not contained explicitly
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within the curriculum. The majority of these professors taught specific subject methods
courses: P1 and P2 —math; P3 — science; P4 — English language arts (ELA); P5 and P6 —
English language learners (ELL); P6, P8, and P12 - special education classes. P3
specifically reported that her professor “brought up” the topic of TSRs, and that the
instruction “wasn’t explicit in the syllabus or the course description.” P4 reported that his
ELA content professor included “very explicit” instruction in TSRs in both her content
course and her classroom management course. P10 reported that the TSR information the
professors brought in “was important to that specific professor.” P7’s experience supports
this idea. P7 reported that the use of TSRs was emphasized by several professors who
included it as part of their instruction in the concept of restorative practices. She reported,
“[TSRs] was a big topic of discussion that would come up in the [restorative] circle each
week.” P7 reported this professor as saying the topic of restorative circles for her was “a
big course of study.” P9 did not mention any professors, but he did state that TSR
information “came up” in his classes, particularly his physical education methods class,
as opposed to being in the curriculum.

Some participants also reported learning about TSRs from the professors who led
the student teaching seminar. P7 reported that her professor “would note when she could
see [the student teachers] were building those positive relationships,” and that this
professor’s feedback helped. Other participants mentioned learning about TSRs from
their student teaching supervisors as well. For example, P10 reported his seminar
professor saying teachers should “be honest and who [they] are with our students, and to

encourage them to do the same.”
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All participants in nonurban programs except P9 mentioned having only one or
two professors who brought in TSR emphasis, but P11 reported having “a couple of
classes” in which “the professors really stressed among everything else . . . you have to
build a relationship with your students.” Participants in the programs with an urban focus
reported that they had several or many professors who brought in TSR content that was
not in the curriculum, and that this information was mostly brought in through the classes
that included CRT. As P4 stated,

I think that's probably the biggest part they could key in on for us, at least in the

program that I went through, that first step of making the connection with the

individual was our kind of our gateway to making the connection with the culture
and the community, depending on where we were.
Table F1 in Appendix F contains a list of information about TSRs that the participants
reported their professors directly stated.

Professors Previously Taught in Urban Schools. Almost all of the participants
reported having at least one professor who had previously taught in an urban school, but
all of the participants in urban programs reported having several or many professors who
previously taught in urban schools. 10 of the participants reported that the professors who
emphasized TSRs were previously teachers in urban school districts and shared these
teaching experiences in their teacher preparation courses. P11 reported that a “handful”
of his professors had taught in urban schools, and he felt their urban background aided
class discussions and “was invaluable for . . . prospective teachers.” P5 reported having

one professor who “actually touched on teacher student relationships and how you
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needed them to work,” and that was the only college class in which she “ever had
someone tell [her] how important it was to make a connection.” Later during the focus
group discussion she said she “found out recently that he did teach in an urban school
district for part of his career.” P6 reported that she was not aware of having a professor
who taught in an urban district, but she was in the same program as P5, and discussed the
same professor that P5 discussed. P6 did report, however, that this professor was one of
her “favorites,” and that she found this class “the most useful and still the class that [she
looks] back on today the most.” Additionally, P12 reported having a professor who
previously taught in a large urban school district, and also mentioned having a student
teaching supervisor who “had also taught in urban education.”

Several participants reported these professors specifically mentioning or sharing
their experiences teaching in urban schools. P2 reported her professor, who previously
taught in an urban high school, discussed empathy:

Sometimes you may start with a set of rules and expectations and you have to

understand that life circumstances may cause you to deviate from that, that

students come with baggage, and sometimes you may say on the first day, I'm not
going to accept anything late. Sometimes, you know, kids don't have light. So
you're going to have to accept things late.
P1 also discussed a professor of his who shared her experiences, and how “she was able
to just always get through to the students, just because of her nature.” P3 reported her
professor told stories “about when he was teaching and how he got to know his students.”

P12 also reported that her professor who previously taught in a large urban school district
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“did mention her experiences” working with special education students, and “would talk
about how she would work with them and what strategies she would use.” However, P6
reported that professors sharing real world experiences was missing from her program:
“So I wish they had, interwoven within the classes, the real world experiences of the
professors that had taught, and kind of weaving in what they know, and not just
necessarily what they had to cover.” P7 reported that her professor who emphasized
restorative practices previously taught in urban schools and shared “strategies she knew
worked well for urban districts.” Finally, P10 added that his professors who “had a
background in urban education often discussed their experiences in class.”

Two participants in the same urban program, P1 and P4, each reported
disagreeing on one point with some of their professors who had previously taught in
urban schools. They felt that these professors assumed none of the students had
experience with or understanding of urban students. P1 stated, “Some of the stuff I didn’t
necessarily always agree with.” This participant had attended urban schools and felt the
professors did not listen to his suggestions, which were based on his knowledge and
experiences. P4 also felt some of these professors “were ignoring [their] backgrounds.”
He felt these professors “were trying to teach [them] all the same way while telling
[them] not to teach the kids the same way.” P4 admitted to making this same mistake of
making assumptions in his student teaching and learning from the situation, because if
this issue had not come up in class, he might not have recognized the mistake.

Professors Modelled Use of TSRs. Nine participants reported that the professors

who brought the TSR information into the classes also modelled the use of TSR
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strategies. Three participants specifically reported that these professors practiced the use
of TSRs through building those relationships with their teacher preparation students. P7
reported that the professor who focused on TSRs through instruction in restorative
practices also modelled those practices: “The way one of my professors would run her
classes we would all sit in like a circle, like the restorative circles.” P2 reported that the
professor who emphasized TSRs also emphasized using empathy, which P2 says this
professor practiced in her own teaching:
She was very different as a professor. And maybe that's why that was a pivotal
course for me, because she was very different herself. I think because she
emphasized the student teacher relationship. I also think that because she made it
a point that she was also a high school teacher before she was a professor. I felt
that I could relate to her, as opposed to in all my other classes. [My other
professors and I] really didn't have that relationship. She talked a lot about having
empathy for students.
P10 reported that his first semester student teaching seminar professor modeled the use of
TSRs by sharing who she was and her own experiences about how she became a teacher.
P10 said she helped them become comfortable sharing with the kids, and that he “could
see other students then reflecting that back™ when he did so. He reported that experience
as the “most valuable experience that [he] had then.” P10 reported that his second
semester seminar professor also used examples from her urban teaching experiences and
emphasized “if we’re honest with the students they’ll be honest with us.” Both of P10’s

student teaching seminar professors had previously taught in urban schools.
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One TSR method that four participants noted their professors modeling was the
use of writing specific comments on student papers and journals. For P35, this professor
taught her ELL class: “He wanted to know each and every one of us. . . . even on our
papers he wrote specific things . . . and then it was our job to pass that down in our
fieldwork.” P10, P11, and P12 reported their student teacher seminar professor modeling
TSRs through making comments on the journals they were required to keep while they
were student teaching. P11 described it in this way: “He would write personalized
messages on our papers, you know, really build that relationship with us. So, so we're like
‘oh that's how it's done.”” P10 described this process as intentional: “As they were
working on building the relationships with us, they encouraged us to reflect on what we
were doing to build relationships in our classroom [which] I think sort of helped transfer
that.” P10 felt the seminar “wasn’t even really focused on the content itself, it was more
this idea of modelling how to build a student-teacher relationship.” P12 reported that her
experience with journals was similar to P10’s experience. She stated the professor’s
journal comments were helpful in reflecting on “a lesson and picking the pros out of it,
but also picking out how could you do this differently.” Through the journal comments,
these professors modelled building TSRs while encouraging the student teachers to
reflect on how they were building TSRs in their own classes.

Some professors modelled TSRs through the relationships they built with their
teacher preparation students. P3 reported one of her professors doing so: “The way he
modeled to us his relationships with us was the number one best way to teach me how to

be a good teacher with a good relationship with your students.” P8 reported that her
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behavioral management professor used explicit instruction in TSRs and used the
techniques that she taught, and that what she did worked because of the TSRs she
developed with her college students. P8 also noted that this class was her favorite, and
that she still contacts this professor. P1 reported that his professors used what they had
learned about him and his urban background through the TSR they had develop with him,
and would ask him to help the other teacher candidates: “Anytime they had a question,
they would come to me and ask me regarding cultures.” P1 also mentioned how one of
his professors modelled using her knowledge of her students: “She knew how each
student was going to react,” and would use that knowledge to model teaching her lesson
in different ways “so any student can't make a remark, or any students just can’t not be
focused.”

P11 noted that one of his professors made a point to get to know his students: “He
modeled it for us, the teacher cohorts, and then sort of, it was our job to kind of pass that
down in our fieldwork.” P7 also described an English content professor who modeled
TSR by building those relationships with her students: “Sometimes I felt like she knew
me better than I knew myself as a teacher.” P7 added that this professor modelled
building TSRs outside of class, too, by sending emails to “check in with” students she
had not heard from in a while, which P7 felt “goes a long way as a student that you want
to do for your students as well.”

In contrast, P5, in a nonurban program, noted that most of her professors did not

develop TSRs with their students: “I don't know if they really even took the time to get to
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know each one of their students.” The professor that P5 did report building those
relationships was also the only professor who emphasized the importance of doing so.
Courses

All participants reported that instruction in the use of TSRs was not an explicit
part of the curriculum in their teacher education courses. Participants in urban programs
reported that these elements of TSRs were mentioned in their first courses; oppositely,
two participants in the nonurban focused programs, P2 and PS5, reported that their last
courses before student teaching was the first class that mentioned TSRs. The TSR
information that participants reported being mentioned in their courses included getting
to know students, how to develop TSRs, and how to use TSRs. Every participant reported
having at least one course that included some aspect of the TSR element of the
importance of getting to know your students, either implicitly or mentioned by a
professor. Most participants also reported having at least one course that included
information on how to develop TSRs, how to use TSRs in teaching, or both; however,
some participants noted that instruction in how to develop TSRs (P2, P5, P6, P8, P10,
P11) and how to maintain relationships (P5, P7) was missing in their courses. General
TSR information and information not explicitly attributed to a professor is included in
this section.

Within their courses, five participants specifically mentioned learning how to
build and use TSRs through the content areas (P1 — math, P4, P8, P10 - ELA, P11,
English). Four of those participants were in urban programs, and three reported the TSR

instruction was through the English curriculum. All of the participants in urban programs



116

reported that their courses emphasized the building and use of TSRs before beginning
content instruction. Despite this general focus, P8 reported that she felt the “only [course]
that really touched upon that interaction with the students was the behavioral
management course,” a special education course; she felt in other classes only “briefly
touched upon” TSR instruction.

Participants in nonurban focused programs reported that some aspects of TSRs
came up in subject methods courses, special education courses, or ESL courses. P11,
however, felt that TSRs were not mentioned in his elementary education content methods
classes: “Those were really just how to teach the content.” P5 reported that in her special
education class, TSRs were never directly mentioned: “There was never an emphasis on
the relationship with the child. It was always just, be positive...it kind of inferred to, but
he never really said.” P6 also reported TSRs being brought up “a little bit” in the
classroom management part of “one of [her] special education classes,” but that some of
this TSR information came from an interview with a principal and a teacher that she had
to do as a project for the class. The other class in which P6 mentioned the topic of TSRs
coming up in was an ESL class, and this was also the class previously mentioned as being
taught by P5 and P6’s favorite professor.

All 12 participants reported that the TSR elements that were included in their
courses were those focused on getting to know the students. Nine participants reported
their courses included information on how to use TSRs, while P5 and P7 felt this aspect
was missing from their courses, and P6 did not report any. However, P5 and P6

mentioned elements of how to use TSRs in the CRT portions of their courses, and P7
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reported the restorative practices portions of her classes including how to use TSRs.

Lastly, seven participants reported their courses including information on how to develop

TSRs, while P8, P10, and P11 reported that how to develop TSRs was missing from their

courses, and P2, P5, and P6 did not report any mention of how to develop TSRs in their

courses. P8 and P10 felt that there was no explicit instruction in how to develop TSRs in

their program, but they did report some strategies that came up in the CRT components of

their courses. Table 3 contains a summary of which participants reported which of these

three aspects of TSR instruction in their courses, and also which content courses

contained that instruction.

Table 3

TSR Elements in Courses

Participant Included Included Included Class with TSR information

getting how to how to
to develop use
know

P1 Y Y Y Math / all

P2 Y No Y Math

P3 Y Y Y Science / all

P4 Y Y Y ELA /all

P5 Y No Missing ELL, SE, Math

P6 Y No No ELL, SE, Math

P7 Y Y Missing Restorative Practices

P8 Y Missing Y ELA, SE, all

P9 Y Y Y PE

P10 Y Missing Y ELA, SE, all

P11 Y Missing Y ELA, SE

P12 Y Y Y SE, ELL, Elem. Children and Math

Note. Y = yes; ELA = English language arts; ELL = English language learner; SE =

special education; PE = physical education; Elem = elementary.
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Tables F2, F3, and F4 in Appendix F list the TSR strategies participants reported

as included in classes for each topic; if a participant mentioned in which course the
element came up, I included the course in the description.

Getting to Know Students. Several participants reported that they learned about
using student surveys at the beginning of the year to start getting to know students. P10
reported that one of his first classes in the urban program focused on the importance of
getting to know students as the “place to start” for “the things we should look for, or take
into account, while we're getting to know our students, because they're the things that
might help us plan instruction” and “help you build that relationship.” Table F2 in
Appendix F contains a list of the elements of getting to know students that participants
reported being included in their courses.

How to Develop TSRs. Several participants reported they learned to ask students
about themselves and their interests as part of developing TSRs. Table F3 in Appendix F
contains a list of the elements of how to develop TSRs that participants reported being
included in their courses.

How to Use TSRs. One last area in which participants reported receiving
information was how to use TSRs in their teaching practice. Table F4 in Appendix F
contains a list of the elements of how to use TSRs that participants reported being
included in their courses.

Differences in Content Courses. One final theme that emerged was that it is
easier to incorporate TSR strategies in certain content areas. Some participants reported

that English classes provide more opportunities for teachers to develop and use TSRs
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than other subject area classes do. P1 stated that “the teachers really focused on getting to
know your students through your lessons which is extremely difficult with math.” P4
stated that developing TSRs was easier to do in English classes and was also easier to do
without students knowing you were doing so: “I think we have more tools to make it less
obvious.” He said English teachers can ask those questions as part of assignments, such
as write six things that happened to you yesterday, without it seeming “intrusive.” For
example, he said a student became offended when he asked how she was, but wrote about
how she was when doing so was an assignment. P4 reported that using the strategies from
his content classes helped him “learn more about the kids without them instantly knowing
that's what [he] was doing.” P4 further stated that English content is easier to use to get to
know students because you are focused on expression and thought, and not on “that they
produce the right answer.” P1 agreed and suggested one reason might be that math has
more tests and requirements to comply with. Both P1 and P3 agreed that using English
content to get to know students is easier than using math or science, but both also agreed
that with their content they found ways to do so.

Missing TSR Instruction. Several participants reported that information on how
to maintain TSRs was missing from their teacher preparation programs. P5 noted that her
instruction “did not touch on ‘did you maintain a connection with your kids’ type thing.”
P7 also noted that there was no information on what to do when a problem develops in a
TSR: “Like, what do you do when the relationship you built starts to go south?”” This lack
of information on maintaining relationships was not limited to the nonurban programs. P3

commented on some of the elements missing from the urban program she attended. She
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said she did not have a class called classroom management, that she learned how to create
rules but not what to do if those rules were not followed, and that the elementary
education teachers were given more of those strategies. She also noted that there was no
instruction in what to do if there was a problem with those TSRs:

It was more about all student teacher relationships, and then very little about what

to do if you can't make those student relationships happen . . . but not about how

to fix relationships, because I didn't, I wasn't able to make wonderful student
teacher relationships my first year of teaching.

Overall, most participants in the nonurban programs reported that outside of the
mention of some strategies, explicit, in-depth instruction in how to develop and use TSRs
was missing from their coursework. P11 stated that there was no explicit instruction in
TSRs. He reported that concerning TSRs, his professors said, “You want to do this for
your students,” but P11 said, “Well, how can I do it for my students if I don’t know what
it is?” In general, P11 felt that there was no coursework in how to build relationships with
students, and that TSR information wasn’t “overtly stated.” Likewise, P12 reported that
other than in her special education course, TSR “was more just like mentioned.”
Additionally, P11 and P12 felt that some aspects of getting to know students at the
beginning of the school year were emphasized, but after that the instruction was content-
based. According to P11, “There was no real emphasis on how to keep that going.” P10
noted that there “wasn’t necessarily instruction on here’s how to get to know your

students.” Finally, several participants, P10, P11, and P12, used the word blueprint to
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describe the lack of information on how to build TSRs. P11 reported that for TSRs, “I
wasn’t really given a blueprint on how to do that from my coursework.”

SQ2: Student Teaching

Program in General

The student teaching placements varied from program to program. The
participants in urban focused programs were placed in urban schools for their student
teaching, as were P11 and P6. P11’s program was located near several urban districts,
and many teacher candidates from his program were placed there; P6’s program was
located near a larger city, but according to P6, placement was based on matching the
teacher candidates to cooperating teachers. P2, P5, and P9 student taught in schools that
were suburban or nonurban characteristic, and P7 and P12 student taught in rural schools.
PS5 reported that while she was placed in a suburban school, she did have one class of
students who were integrating back into the school “from a school where they had to go
when they got suspended or expelled.”

The type of student teaching placement also varied. Two of the participants were
in an 18-month urban MAT program, for which they student taught for an entire school
year. The participant in the UTR observed in the fall semester and student taught the
same classes in the spring semester, as did P8 and P10 in the urban dual certificate MAT
program. In the programs without an urban focus, P5 and P6 observed in the fall and
student taught in the spring, P7 and P9 student taught one semester in the fall, and P2,
P11, and P12 student taught one semester in the spring. As a result, most participants had

the opportunity to observe the students they taught in the spring from the beginning of the
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school year, while P2, P11, and P12 were the only participants who did not have the
opportunity to observe their cooperating teachers interact with students at the beginning
of the school year. P7 reported that student teaching in the fall allowed her to see how her
cooperating teacher built TSRs at the beginning of the year. P9 observed for one semester
in the spring before his fall student teaching, but there was no continuity of schools,
students, or cooperating teachers between observation and student teaching.

Participants also reported different levels of interaction with parents during their
student teaching. P4 reported that he attended the back to school and parent-teacher
conference nights. He also learned that the other student teachers in his program did not
have much interaction with parents if at all in student teaching, and that he thought it was
just him. P7 reported that she listened to her cooperating teacher make phone calls to
parents, but she did not make any parent phone calls herself. She also reported that other
student teachers did not have opportunity to call parents either but would have liked to.

Participants discussed the TSR strategies they used in their student teaching,
which are listed in Table F5 in Appendix F. Some of these strategies came from courses,
from observing their cooperating teachers, from other student teachers, or from their own
ideas.

Some participants also discussed what they learned about using TSRs during their
student teaching, listed in Table F6 in Appendix F. P10 reported that he uses much of
what he learned in student teaching in his current teaching: “I don't even know where I
could begin to really separate what I did in student teaching from what I'm doing now,

because everything I picked up there I've transferred over into my classroom.” P6 felt she
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learned more about TSRs from her student teaching than from her courses: “It was real
world and I was in there.” Overall, participants reported learning about TSRs during their
student teaching and using those techniques in their own teaching.

Several participants in nonurban teacher preparation programs also discussed not
feeling prepared for their student teaching. P11 reported that his courses did not prepare
him for developing TSRs during student teaching because “there’s not a lot in a book that
can prep you . . . like just being in it.” He stated that the courses are supposed to prepare
you, but you realize with a “shock” once you start student teaching that “[there] is no
manual for this.” When P6 discovered she would be student teaching in an urban school,
she was scared at first, but she ended up loving it and getting a job in an urban school.

Participants also reported feeling that their student teaching did not fully prepare
them to develop TSRs in their first year of teaching. P12 reported that student teaching
for one semester in the spring left her feeling unprepared to start developing relationships
at the beginning of the school year. She commented,

And that was probably a downfall of my student teaching too is, I came in mid-

year, so routines were already met, | hadn’t really seen the beginning of the year.

When I started teaching I was like, “Well, what am I supposed to do for the first

months?

P9 reported a similar issue with a lack of time to work on developing relationships during
his student teaching, for which he had three placements in one semester. He felt that if he
had more time with one group of students he “would have been able to develop those

[TSR] skills a little earlier on, instead of figuring it out [his] first year.” Unlike P12, P9
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student taught in the fall, but he felt that because the first few weeks were spent going
over basic instructions and rules that he did not learn as much about developing TSRs as
he did during the main part of the school year.

Cooperating Teachers

Some of the participants had one cooperating teacher; P9 had three cooperating
teachers at different grade levels, and P2, P8, P10, and P12 had two cooperating teachers.
P8 and P10 each had one cooperating teacher who was an English teacher, and one
cooperating teacher who was a special education teacher, while P2 had two different
cooperating teachers who were math teachers. P12 had two different elementary school
placements which included one special education class. P9 had three different
placements, two at high schools and one at an elementary school, because of gym being a
K-12 certification.

Most of the participants reported that they had good relationships with their
cooperating teachers, and that their cooperating teachers had good relationships with their
students. P11 reported that his cooperating teacher was one of the highest rated teachers
in that school district. P7 reported that her professor tried to match cooperating teachers
to student teachers “based on how well they knew [the teacher candidates] and how well
they knew that teacher,” and that doing so was difficult “because not as many teachers
are willing to take on a student teaching at the beginning of the year.”

Actions and Words. P5, P7, P10, P11, and P12 specifically reported that they
learned about using TSRs from watching their cooperating teachers, that their

cooperating teachers were good models of TSRs, and that their student teaching was their
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first experience seeing the use of TSRs in practice every day. P10 reported, “We didn't
have another real model building using student teacher relationships until we were
actually in the classroom with a cooperating teacher who's sort of walking us through it.”
Both P5 and P12 reported that their cooperating teachers were experienced and that using
TSRs, according to P5, “did come natural” to them, because, according to P12, they had
“learned over time” how to do so. P7 reported that her cooperating teacher was amazing
“to watch and be mentored by.” P11 also called his cooperating teacher “amazing” and
that he learned a lot from her. He reported that his cooperating teacher “was very in tune
with [the students’] needs” because she lived in the same neighborhood as her students.

In general, 10 participants reported that at least one of their cooperating teachers
demonstrated good to excellent TSRs with their students through their actions and or
words, and 11 participants gave examples of what TSR strategies they witnessed their
cooperating teachers use, either through their words or actions. P9 did not report specific
words or actions his cooperating teachers used, and as previously stated, P1 started
teaching from Day 1 and did not observe his cooperating teacher teaching. Table F7 in
Appendix F contains a list of the actions participants reported their cooperating teachers
using that demonstrated TSRs, and Table F8 in Appendix F contains a list of the words
participants reported their cooperating teachers using that demonstrated TSRs, or that
provided advice about using TSRs.

Experiences. Several participants also reported how their experiences with their
cooperating teachers influenced their ability to learn about and use TSRs during their

student teaching. P1, P3, P4, P§, and P10 reported that they were able to take over their



126

cooperating teachers’ classes from the first day of their student teaching. P2 reported that
she only observed for about a week before she was able to being teaching. P11
commented on being able to take over a class at the beginning of one of his field
experiences:
I walked in the second period on my first day with my cooperating teacher. She
sat back, she goes, “You take this one." . . . she knew, like, for me to fully get it, |
had to do it. Watching her, you know, it'll help but, in to win it, you know.
P12 reported that she did not teach all of the classes right away, but that she did teach all
day if her cooperating teacher was absent. P4 reported being left on his own to teach, as
his cooperating teacher was often absent. P3 also reported being able to teach during her
observation period when her cooperating teacher was absent. P8, conversely, reported not
being able to teach during her observation period which affected her being prepared to
student teach:
Both of my cooperating teachers did not give me any kind of reins at all during
the first half. And then January came and my [student teaching supervisor]| was
like, “’You’re not ready to teach and I don’t understand why that is.” And I was
like, “Because they didn’t give me anything to do.”
P1 and P2 reported that although they were able to start teaching right away, some of the
other student teachers in their programs were still observing after five to eight weeks into
the semester. P1 reported that he knew what he was doing by then, and P2 reported that

the other student teachers were upset about this.
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P2 also reported that some of her fellow student teachers discussed how they were
“upset” because their cooperating teachers had a negative effect on their ability to form
TSRs. These cooperating teachers created a “power struggle” by “interjecting” and not
letting their student teachers fully take over the classes. The student teachers felt that “the
students weren't respecting them” and “didn't know who to pay attention to” as a result.
P2 felt that “the cooperating teacher doesn’t understand that the student teacher deserves
an opportunity.” P2 did not have this issue herself and was able to assume control of the
classes in her student teaching after a week of observation.

Additionally, P2 reported learning multiple TSR strategies as a result of having
two very different cooperating teachers. She reported that one of her two cooperating
teachers was stricter and “had the ‘we don't talk in her class’ relationship with her
students.” P2 said this cooperating teacher did not get to know the students, even though
she did demonstrate that she cared about the students: “She knows your name, she knows
if you're sick, she does care, but it's really like you're there to learn.” P2 reported
changing TSR strategies depending on the students she was teaching. She used more of
this stricter cooperating teacher’s style in her first teaching position in an urban high
school that did not have strong schoolwide discipline, but then she found that approach
did not fit with the students she had in her second teaching position. “I needed to have
another attitude, . . . a different approach because those are different students.” In this
second teaching position, she felt she was “coming off too strong” and found herself
using more of the other cooperating teacher’s style of getting to know students and

allowing more conversation. She reported learning different strategies from each



128

cooperating teacher, and she reported using a combination of their styles in her own
student teaching.

One participant reported having a negative experience with one of her cooperating
teachers that impacting what she learned about TSRs. P8, who had two cooperating
teachers, reported that one of her cooperating teachers demonstrated negative TSRs. P8
reported that this cooperating teacher’s negative TSRs impacted her ability to practice
using TSRs while student teaching. This experience was in a special education class. P8
reported that in general, the cooperating teacher criticized P8’s way of relating to the
students as being too casual. In one specific case, P8 reported developing a relationship
with a student who had oppositional defiance disorder. She reported that the cooperating
teacher did not develop a relationship with this student. She explained,

She had had this student before, so they should have already had a rapport, but

apparently they didn't, because anytime he would do anything, she would, she

like, would pick a fight. And they would scream at each other and then he’d leave

the room and she'd write him up and mark him cut. Like that was the goal.
P8 reported that she was able to get this student to complete work. When the cooperating
teacher intervened with negative comments, the student walked out of the classroom. P8
suggested, “There were a lot of conversations I had with him and other students that I
think she was, she was really threatened by because she didn't make those connections.”
P8 also reported having a negative relationship with this cooperating teacher herself and
was eventually taken out of her classroom and placed full time with her other cooperating

teacher. She reported having a positive relationship with her other cooperating teacher
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and using the TSR techniques she learned from him in her student teaching and her own
teaching her first year.

Cooperating Teacher as Model. Almost all of the participants reported learning
about using TSRs from observing their cooperating teachers, and using those techniques
in their own teaching. Participants discussed the lessons they learned about TSRs from
their cooperating teachers. P4 saw the impact a teacher’s relationship style could have on
students. He reported that students were drawn to his cooperating teacher’s energy, but he
also saw how when she was absent often “that weighed on the kids” who were looking
for her or “sometimes needing to see her,” and “it was, it was a bit of a drop for them.”
As a result, he saw that being available for the students was an important part of that
TSR.

Participants also discussed the impact their cooperating teachers had on them and
their development of TSR skills. Both P3 and PS5 reported going to their cooperating
teachers for advice after they started teaching. P5 stated, “I actually contacted my
cooperating teacher when I first started working” to ask her for advice on teaching in an
urban school. P3 stated, “I still learn things from her.” P3 reported that her cooperating
teacher was someone whom she “leaned on heavily” and still calls. P3 stated of her
cooperating teacher, “They are absolutely a model for you.” Lastly, P2, P3, P4, P5, and
P12 all specifically noted that the TSR strategies they use in their current teaching are
those they learned from their cooperating teachers, while other participants mentioned
using the same strategies they described their cooperating teachers using. These strategies

are listed in Tables F7 and F8 in Appendix F.
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Both P2 and P4 felt that they had to be themselves with the students. P2 reported,

“I had to find a way to be myself with those students who were accustomed to being that
way with their teacher.” P8 reported that she did not agree with her one cooperating
teacher’s style: “The way he wanted things done was not the way I would have done
things,” but that she did them his way while in his class. She did report, “I liked that his
attitude was positive.” Because of his TSRs, he was able to get students to read aloud,
while P8 felt that “maybe in a couple years, I’ll be able to demand like that. But I can’t
right now.” One participant, P1, stated that his cooperating teacher let him take over the
classes from the start, and he did not report learning any TSR strategies from this
cooperating teacher.

Finally, P3 suggested that cooperating teachers model TSRs by forming positive
relationships with their student teachers. She also felt that even having a negative
experience could “still be a model either way of how to act or how not to act.”
Conversely, P1 felt that a cooperating teacher could have too much influence on a student
teacher’s style. He commented,

And I feel like as a student teacher, you're so influenced by your cooperating

teacher that you try to take everything they have, everything they do, and try to

make it your own, instead of you making something for yourself, and finding
what works for you.
He stated that as a result of being able to teach from day one he was able to be himself

and not a “cheap imitation” of his cooperating teacher.
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Student Teaching Seminar. All but two of the participants had a seminar in
which they met with other student teachers in the program on a weekly basis while they
were student teaching. P5 and P6, who attended the same program, reported that their
program did not include a seminar with their student teaching. Both of these participants
reported that they did have a debriefing session at the completion of their student
teaching. P6 reported that she did not feel she learned anything new from the debriefing
session, but she did report that of the other student teachers, “There were a decent amount
that were placed into urban settings, and a lot of them had a similar experience.” P5 kept
in contact with the other students teachers in the program via text messages, but she
reported, “Nothing that stands out” when asked if she remembers discussing TSRs with
them.

Fellow Student Teachers. Some participants reported learning about TSRs from
the suggestions and anecdotes told by the other student teachers in the seminar. Table F9
in Appendix F contains a list of these suggestions and anecdotes. P1, P4, P7, P8, P10, and
P11 reported learning about TSRs from their fellow student teachers’ stories and
experiences that were discussed in the seminar. P10 reported that the seminar “was
maybe where [he] learned the most about” TSRs. P1 and P4 reported that their fellow
student teachers had bizarre problems with students. P4 also reported realizing from
hearing these stories that the TSRs he had built helped his classroom management as
opposed to student teachers who didn’t have the opportunity to build those TSRs.

Some participants reported that these discussions with their fellow student

teachers helped them learn about using TSRs. P7 reported that the high school student
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teachers struggled with different issues that the middle school student teachers, but that
she found the discussions “encouraging” because she saw “they're struggling with this”
too. P7 also reported, “We would celebrate each other's victories;” for example, when
someone was successful in connecting with a “difficult student.” P8 reported a similar
experience in her seminar. She also reported that in her seminar there were other student
teachers who were in different grade levels and different subjects, but P8 reported that
they “got to see how in different subjects, really the same problems occur.” She reported
that in her seminar they also discussed difficult situations they were having with students.
She described a typical discussion by stating,
Each of us [would] explain what our issue was, and explain how we’re trying to
tackle the problem to create a positive solution. And then there was a talk back
where we got to ask questions. Have you tried this, did you consider this . . . have
you tried talking to them.
They would discuss their plan for dealing with those situations and report the results in
the next meeting. P4 had a similar experience in his seminar and reported that he wasn’t
afraid to discuss mistakes he made while teaching with the other student teachers, but that
the others “wouldn’t always want to talk about their mistakes” during the discussions.
Other participants also reported that many of the seminar discussions involved
TSRs. P10 reported that they would discuss “the relationships [they] were cultivating,
and what sort of changes [they] were noticing in the classroom as a result, or changes in
[their] students as a result.” He added that there was no discussion on “how to get to

know your students.” P1 and P4 reported discussing classroom management issues
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related to TSRs that other student teachers in their seminar struggled with. P1 reported
discussing student misbehaviors and “how you manage that,” and P4 reported that while
listening to the other student teachers, “I just remember realizing Oh, some of the things
I’m able to build the connections on . . . that are helping me with classroom management
that I’m not even thinking about.” P9 reported discussing strategies such as “making
those relationships” and “building rapport with the students.” P11 reported that he found
the discussions in his seminar to be more helpful than the classes or “getting things out of
a textbook” because he “got a wider scope of what was going on from the discussions.”
P2, however, reported that TSRs were not discussed in her seminar because her fellow
student teachers spent most of the time discussing issues they had with their cooperating
teachers. P3 specifically reported “using what [other student teachers] had said for [her]
own teaching [her] first year” and learning from those discussions.

Some of the participants were in a seminar with student teachers who were placed
in urban districts. P5 and P12, who did not student teach in urban districts, learned about
teaching and using TSRs in urban schools from their fellow student teachers who were
placed in urban districts. P5 reported that her friend told her that student teaching in an
urban school was “rough,” that “it was hard to get into their mix or to become friendly
with them, she said, but after you knock down their hard shell, it was just so great.” P12
reported her fellow student teachers saying “the hardest part in the beginning was gaining
the trust from the kids...because they're used to people kind of leaving.” P6 reported that
other urban student teachers had similar experiences to hers in learning that the students

“have to be someone they can rely on, have fun with but still teach them — kind of friend
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and teacher at same time.” P3 reported that the other student teachers in urban schools
shared some of their experiences:
They would bring culture and race into their teaching like every single day. They
wouldn't like shy away from like the race talk with genetics and skin color, so
that's what I learned the most from that, and it made me feel less nervous to me in
my own classroom my first year.
Conversely, P1 reported being a source of information and advice for his fellow student
teachers: “They would come to me. They’d ask different questions, like ‘How does this
work in your [culture]?’” because “I grew up in an urban area” and had attended urban
schools.
SQ3: Culturally Responsive Teaching
CRT Elements in Courses
Participants were asked about the elements of their courses that were related to or
specifically taught as CRT that contained elements of TSR instruction. Participants
reported learning about TSR instruction in the CRT elements of their courses, both in the
aspects that were included in the curriculum, and from the professors who taught those
courses. Any aspect of TSR that was not reported as coming from a professor has been
included with the curriculum elements. Participants did not always specify TSRs when
discussing the CRT aspects of their courses, but only the CRT aspects that are related to
TSRs are included here.
Instruction in CRT was a main focus of the teacher preparation programs that

focused on preparing candidates to teach in urban schools. P1, P3, and P4 reported that
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teaching culturally relevant lessons was a main focus of instruction in their urban focused
programs, and that a large part of that CRT instruction was related to TSRs. P1 reported
that the program was focused on creating an awareness of the demographics of the area
for those prospective teachers who might not be familiar with urban schools. He said,
“They kind of try to show you the other side of the fence,” which was not always a good
thing because it “created that idea of, oh I need to go help these people over here.” P3
agreed that her program was also focused on preparing teachers to teach in urban schools:
“The actual teacher education program as a whole was very much invested in urban
settings and making sure that . . . preteachers knew about urban settings . . . no matter
where you were going to teach afterwards.” P4 reported that TSRs were the starting place
for CRT in his program: “That first step of making the connection with the individual
was our kind of gateway to making the connection with the culture and the community.”
P1 also agreed that CRT instruction in this program focused on building TSRs: “So
everything about culturally responsive teaching that will work . . . is that you have to
understand the student, you have to make everything relatable to them.”

P10 also emphasized his program’s focus on CRT as it related to TSRs. He
reported that “the biggest focus” of the program “really had to do with students’
socioeconomic status and students’ racial backgrounds.” Of these elements in the
program, P10 reported, “[ The CRT elements were] geared toward getting us to
understand . . . the kinds of challenges that students from these backgrounds or settings
face, so that we are at least more sensitive to them when it comes to things like grading,

or .. . assigning homework.” P10 discussed these elements within the context of TSRs,
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and reported that TSRs were included within the scope of CRT in the first two courses of
the program on urban education (courses students had to take before they could apply to
the program). He said the courses included not only incorporating “cultural
competencies” into instruction, but also “how to be mindful of these things when
[planning] instruction even without necessarily knowing [the] students yet.” He also
reported that TSRs within CRT was a focus of the program in general: “It was pretty built
in, I would say, across many of the classes, but we also did have a few that focused on the
specifics of it.” P3 also reported, “Every single semester, or at least every single year we
would have a class where the basis of the class was culturally responsive teaching.” P8
indicated, “Before I was even accepted into their teacher [education] program,”
successful completion of the first two urban education classes was required. P8 reported
that CRT was addressed in “multiple classes,” but especially in a class on English
language learners. Of that class she said, “I thought there should be more of that” because
she found that content useful in her teaching.

Despite reporting not having a class that included CRT, P2 reported having a class
on urban education at the beginning of her program, and P7 reported having a general
education class that included restorative practices as her first class. P3, P8, and P10 also
reported having urban education classes at the beginning of their programs, and that these
classes included the socio-economic status differences in types of school districts. P2, P3,
P7, P8, and P10 all reported that these early urban education classes included a field
experience in an urban school. P8 reported that this field experience provided the

opportunity to see how CRT methods were implemented: “How to make a lesson that . . .
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covers a certain standard while still relating back to the students. . . . All of those are
culturally responsive because you’re trying to . . . connect with [the students].” P2
reported that the field experience allowed her to see the lack of resources in urban
schools compared to the schools she attended: “They were also using still transparencies
instead of smartboards.” P2 also reported one professor discussing the lack of resources
urban students may have, and “about having empathy for students.” P4 reported the
program’s approach to CRT “was to look at it from those cultural perspectives that
maybe we wouldn't have considered.” This approach included learning about the
perspectives of students from different races, students who lack resources, “and how we
can adapt and leverage that into a way that helps us be better teachers and helps them be
better students.” P3 did not specifically mention the idea of resources or empathy in her
remarks on TSRs and CRT.

P1 and P4 reported issues other students in the program faced concerning the
instruction in TSRs related to CRT. P1 reported that some other students in the program
“have never seen the other side of the fence,” and had never been in an urban school. P4
said there were three types of students in the program: those who had never been to urban
areas, those who had been, and those who were currently there, and that these three
groups respond to culturally responsive instruction differently. P4 reported that some of
the students were resistant to or skeptical of instruction in CRT: “It took a while where
everyone got comfortable with it. There were still people complaining about it at the end
of our program” P4 reported that the professors in his urban focused program tried to get

the resistant students to “be open to understanding that culturally responsive means a lot
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of different things.” He also reported that the professors tended to treat all of the students
in the program as if they were unfamiliar with urban schools and missed the experiences
that those students could bring to the program: “They were trying to teach us all the same
way while telling us not to teach the kids all the same way.” There were some
suggestions for teaching urban students the professors made that P1 and P4 did not agree
with based on their experiences, but P4 also noted that “there was a lot of good stuff
there, even in the stuff that the graduate students were a little bit resistant to or skeptical
of.” P4 pointed out that even though he did have experience in an urban setting, he
acknowledged that the professors taught CRT strategies that he could use: “I recognize
that as being a good way to strengthen that bond or to build that relationship or be
responsive.” P4 also acknowledged that he made mistakes that could be perceived as
culturally insensitive, and that the program helped him learn how to fix and not repeat
those mistakes as well: “That was the . . . biggest part of the culturally responsive
instruction I felt like, talking about what we screwed up and what we could do better.”
Another issue P1 reported was what he called a “sense of heroism” that some of
the other teacher candidates had as a result of the program’s emphasis on demographics.
P1 felt that these teacher candidates thought they were “coming in to save the day . .. ”
because of the struggles the students faced, while P1 felt “it's just the lack of connection
with a teacher” that was holding those students back. P1 reported that the instructors
would try to stop this attitude if they saw it in the teacher candidates, but P1 felt that this
attitude was difficult to spot. P1 stated that he would join the conversation and provide

his perspective as someone who grew up in an urban area and attended urban schools,
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such as pointing out that some of the things the program was emphasizing were not
things that he would have paid attention to as a student:

And it’s just like me growing up in that environment what I realize is you don't

ever see it that way. No . . . kid ever stops and says, ‘Oh, look at my free or

reduced lunch.” So, I just, I believe developing the student teacher relationships

are essential but at the same time it's how you approach that.
He felt that the program’s emphasis on TSRs “was being too forced” and that “the
students will pick up on that’s not really you.” P1 reported that he felt the focus on TSRs
and getting to know students, and “putting that into lessons and teaching to what they
like” was more important than the focus on demographics, because “once you develop
that relationship you begin to understand how the student prefers to be taught.” Both P1
and P4 felt the CRT portions of the program emphasized the struggles or issues urban
students face.

Most of the participants in nonurban programs, when asked about the TSR
instruction included in their CRT coursework, reported that their programs did not
include specific instruction in or courses containing CRT. Complaining about this
situation P2 stated, “But there’s not, there wasn't really a course provided that would, that
would focus on, you know, culturally sensitive teaching, but there should be, there really
should be. There should be.” P11 reported having a special education class that brought
in information on the SES differences in types of schools districts. He also stated that
CRT elements “could have been touched on more. It was really one of those things that

came up in conversations in class as opposed to a textbook.” P7 reported that instead the
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emphasis in her program was on restorative practices and mentioned that the element of
getting to know students through their cultures was embedded within a few of the
courses. PS5, P6, P8, and P12 reported that their ELL courses brought in some elements of
CRT, and P6 reported that her adolescent psychology class included how coming from
different situations or backgrounds could affect students, and that teachers need to meet
those needs. Those participants who did not specifically state that their programs did not
contain CRT did not report any classes that did focus on CRT either. These participants
reported the elements of TSRs related to CRT that they did encounter in their coursework
or that were mentioned by professors. Table F10 in Appendix F contains a list of the
elements of TSRs that participants reported as being included in the CRT elements of
their courses or that were mentioned by professors.
CRT Elements in Student Teaching

Participants reported the various elements of TSR related to CRT that they used in
their student teaching. Some of these elements came from coursework, some came from
their cooperating teachers, and some came from their own experiences or ideas. P1
reported that doing so was easier for him: “I don’t necessarily have to try as hard to
implement, for being more culturally responsive, because I’m pretty similar in culture
with them.” P5, P7, and P12 reported not teaching any urban characteristic classes in
their student teaching, so they did not have the same experience incorporating culturally
responsive elements into their classes. PS5 reported challenges in being culturally
responsive because of having to teach a prescripted curriculum. In her suburban student

teaching, she “did learn to ad lib a little, with names and stuff.” She brought in sports or
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“world pictures . . . trying to get them to understand or connect with the material in a
different way.” P12 reported that the only culturally responsive elements she used in her
rural student teaching included talking about “things that were going on around the world
... like other holidays and stuff like that.” Additionally, she reported, “I asked the kids
what do you celebrate at home, how do you celebrate differently, what are your
traditions?” P7 reported, “There wasn’t that much diversity at the rural school I taught at”
so “[I] tried to plug in little cultural lessons for the kids that have not maybe been
exposed to that.” Despite not having diverse classes, these participants brought in
elements of diversity when possible.

Several participants reported using their cultural knowledge of students to
improve their instruction and engage students. P11 reported learning the importance of
bringing TSRs into CRT: “You have to know the students that you serve . . . where they
come from, what they might be dealing with.” P10 reported that before starting student
teaching, he was required to observe and report on the demographics of the school and
the cultures represented. He stated that doing so allowed him to be culturally responsive
in planning for student needs and equity issues, especially “in terms of responding to
students’ physical needs, and sort of where socioeconomic status might pose a barrier to
learning,” and how that barrier could be removed. P4 reported that teaching a novel
depended on the context of the students’ cultures and was “different from one school to
the next.” To help her students understand a play, P8 reported telling students to put the
characters’ words into “layman’s terms.” She asked the students, “Now how would you

say that if you were talking?” She said students asked if they could curse in their writing,
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and she replied yes, “If that’s the way that you speak with your friends,” as long as they
made the final draft school appropriate. She reported that doing so helped students relate
to the play better.

Two participants reported improved TSRs when they used culturally responsive
elements in their student teaching. P7 reported improving her TSR with one student
through her knowledge of his cultural background. She would use this knowledge to
“come to his defense” when other students would tease him for not looking Puerto Rican:
“And that worked wonders with him, because then he was more willing to do work for
me because | was coming to his defense about his, his race, or his ethnicity.” P11
reported using hand gestures to communicate with a student who did not speak English
well. P11 also reported asking a student to translate for him when he was ordering lunch
from a Spanish-speaking restaurant worker: “They got a kick out of that, you know? And
you know that was me saying, ‘Hey look, I'm human, I'm vulnerable, I don't have all the
answers.”” Showing this vulnerability helped P11 connect with students. He reported
trying to make those connections with all students, because “you have to you have to try
and reach everybody, can't leave anybody behind.” Table F11 in Appendix F contains a
list of the elements of TSR that participants reported as being included in the CRT
elements of their student teaching, either in what they learned or what they used.

SQ4: Relationship-Centered Teaching
RCT Elements in Courses
None of the participants had heard of the concept of RCT, nor was this concept

mentioned in any of their courses or by any of their professors. After the concept was
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briefly defined in terms of positive classroom management using TSRs, participants
commented on what elements related to this concept they remembered from their courses.

Participants commented on what elements of TSRs were included in the
information they learned about classroom management, and about what instruction they
received in classroom management in general. P1 and P4 reported that their program had
a course that focused on the idea of relationships in classroom management. P4 reported
that this class included teacher candidates “discussing what things had worked” in their
student teaching and what didn’t. However, while P1 did report this course including
some elements of RCT such as “you have to remember their home life and why they’re
going to act like that,” P4 reported that this course contained “a lot of traditional stuff for
what [he] felt otherwise was a very progressive program.” P4 reported that the course
instruction was more about traditional tools such as using “proximity” and having “a
good lesson plan,” and that the methods were more “corrective and restorative, not
punishment.” P4 did report that “the overall program was very much about building that
connection, so that [teachers] can understand why [students are] doing something and
where that behavior is coming from.” P10 also reported having a classroom management
class in which “the focus was on positive behavioral management.” P3, however,
reported that she did not have a course specifically about classroom management.
Pointing out this drawback she stated,

Specifically with relationships, that was our whole classroom management. That's

what they taught us for classroom management and my seminars. It was like, once

you build a relationship with your students, you will have a lot less management
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to go on. I don't think we even ever had a class about classroom management. It

was just kind of interwoven in those [first two] classes.

P3 also reported that these courses did not have any information focused on “understand
why they’re doing this, and then act upon it.” P1, P3, P4, P9, and P10 reported
information on using relationships in teaching as being intertwined with classroom
management strategies.

Three participants reported being given books related to RCT. P1 and P4 reported
that of the many books they were given at the beginning of the program, one was Richard
Milner’s Rac(e)ing to Class. P3 also reported that of the books about teaching in urban
schools she received in her program, one book she mentioned specifically as being
related to TSRs in classroom management was Bettina Love’s We Want to Do More Than
Survive: Abolitionist Teaching and the Pursuit of Educational Freedom, which she
reported included the idea of building relationships based on not just knowing your
students but on loving them for who they are.

P2, P5, P6, P7, P9, P11, and P12, even after being given a definition of RCT,
reported that there were no specific elements of TSRs related to RCT in their courses. P6
stated that there were just “bits and pieces” of using TSRs in the classroom mentioned in
her special education and ELL classes. P9 reported in general learning “that if you had an
issue with a kid, it would be easier to solve if you had a strong relationship or some kind
of relationship with the student.” Similarly, P7 reported that elements of RCT were not
specifically taught, but that the idea “that those relationships affect your ability to manage

your classroom . . . was touched on in a lot of classes.” Both P5 and P8 reported that their
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special education courses had some instruction related to relationships. P5 stated that her
special education course contained included a “behavior management system where it
was positive and not negative,” but “there was never an emphasis on the relationship with
the child.” P12 reported that her program “always focus[ed] on Maslow, saying like if
their basic needs at home aren’t being met, they’re not going to be able to achieve.” Her
professors made the connection between that theory and TSR — that without “at least
forming a bond with them,” the teacher might not know the reasons for their behavior. P2
reported that her classroom management classes “were more about being consistent.
Those classes were more about teacher behavior, and that teacher behavior would lead to
the student teacher relationship.” She reported the class included the idea that if the
teacher was consistent the “students would understand that [the teacher wouldn’t]
budge,” but P2 felt “that’s not necessarily true based on experience.” P11 reported that
any RCT elements were “lumped into this general get to know your student type thing,
but specifically was not really discussed.” He did report an incident from the field
experience he had, in which a student was falling asleep in class. The teacher kept the
student after and asked about it, and found out that the student had been kept up late the
night before because his parents had been fighting. Table F12 in Appendix F contains a
list of the elements of RCT related to TSRs that participants reported learning about in
their courses.
RCT Elements in Student Teaching

Participants reported the various elements of TSR related to RCT that they used in

their student teaching — some came from coursework, some came from their cooperating
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teachers, and some came from their own experiences or their own ideas. P6 reported that
the use of TSRs was a technique she used in her student teaching more than she used the
strategies she learned in her courses:
Of like the 75 to 80 strategies that they tell you in school, that all goes away, and
building relationships is something that's so simple, but something that you kind
of pass over a little bit, just because . . . you're ready to get out there, you want to
try everything that you've learned. But really just building those relationships, and
that will take care of a lot of your classroom management problems, because
that's going to lead to your students giving you more respect, giving you more
effort, and just kind of having a good time in the classroom.
Some participants reported using their relationships with students to prevent or positively
address student behaviors. Other participants reported building TSRs that resulted in
positive classroom environments. P7 reported having a small table at the back of the
room she student taught in where she could work with students who were struggling with
something. She would talk with them while helping them with their work. “And I think
keeping them in that smaller setting and sitting with them and just listening to . . . what
they were struggling with, helped me build relationships with them also.” P7 reported
that students were more likely to open up to her in that smaller setting.
P8 reported using TSRs in “everything that [she] did. Every single thing.” She
also reported finding that she had a different kind of relationship with her students than
an older teacher, and using TSRs helped her get students to complete work. She reported

that as a result of the connections she formed with students, the students wanted to teach
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her their slang, and because they enjoyed that they wanted to do the work. They also were
not afraid of her but did not want to disappoint her. “Like all sudden it was like, they
weren't afraid because I was mad at them. They were upset because I was upset, and then
they did their stuff. So it was just a different kind of command.” She found that what
worked for another teacher would not work for her. “But it was really, the way that I . . .
relate to them and the rapport that I develop has to be different than the rapport anybody
else develops, because it's just the way that I have to do things.” She reported thinking
that she would have been more successful in her student teaching if she could have used
her own style of relating to students more often.

PS5 reported helping a struggling student by using her relationship with that
student, but other than that she “really never had issues” with student behavior in her
suburban student teaching that required the use of TSRs. She found she did need to use
those techniques in her first year of teaching in an urban school. She used techniques like
“tell[ing] them a little bit about [herself], and just listening to them, learning how to just
connect at some point with them,” which she reported learning from her cooperating
teacher. Table F13 in Appendix F contains a list of the elements of RCT related to TSRs
that participants reported learning about or using in their student teaching.

Participant Findings About the Use of TSRs

In the course of the interviews and focus group discussions, the participants
reported their overall observations about what they had learned about TSRs during their
coursework and student teaching. In addition to reporting their overall findings about

TSRs, they also reported their observations about their preparation to use TSRs in urban
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schools, personal life experiences they had that taught them about TSRs, the importance
of experience in learning to use TSRs, and their suggestions for teacher preparation
programs concerning instruction in the use of TSRs.

Observations

The participants shared their observations about TSRs that resulted from their
student teaching and beginning year or years of practice. One theme that emerged in the
focus group discussion was the students’ need of a connection with a teacher. According
to PS5, “Half the time these kids, all they want is some kind of compassion from someone,
and more than likely, it is us, and we're the only ones that give that to them.” P12
responded, “I agree too [with P5], because in the classroom, once they realize and you
gain the trust, and they have that faith in you like, you're their person.” Other participants
agreed with this observation.

P2 reported learning that in order to form TSRs she had to let students get to
know her too: “A lot of times we, we like to get to know our students but they don’t get
to know us.” She also reported learning that “it’s very important to just have
conversations with students because teenagers love to talk. They’ll give up anything for
like, just three minutes of talking about absolutely nothing.” Table F14 in Appendix F
contains a list of the observations participants made about their use of TSRs.

Personal Life Experiences

Nine participants also reported what they learned about using TSRs from their

own personal life experiences. None of the participants mentioned their own elementary

or high school experiences, or TSRs they had with their own teachers. Table F15 in
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Appendix F contains a list of the personal life experiences that participants reported as
contributing to their ability to use TSRs in their instruction.
Lack of Preparation to Teach in Urban Schools

Many of the participants who were not in urban focused teacher preparation
programs agreed that they did not feel prepared to teach and use TSRs in urban schools.
P7 and P12, who completed their student teaching in rural schools, said they felt
unprepared by their teacher preparation programs for teaching in an urban school. P5 and
P12 both reported learning about teaching in urban schools in their first teaching jobs.
Similarly, P6 felt her teacher preparation program “didn’t have any [classes] that
addressed urban population” and did not prepare her for student teaching in an urban
school.

Several participants reported that their student teaching in nonurban schools did
not prepare them for the issues they encountered teaching in urban schools. P9 reported
that he learned about issues in urban teaching, such as “fighting and drugs, and . . .
skipping school” through experience rather than from his teacher preparation program.
By comparison, he reported encountering only issues such as “kids talking when they're
not supposed to” in his student teaching. P7 also reported that she was not prepared for
“the disrespect and defiance issues” she faced in her urban classes because she did not
have those issues in her rural student teaching. P7 reported that her co-teacher helped to
prepare her for what to expect in her first urban teaching job, and that “nothing . . . I
learned in any of my grad or undergrad courses could have prepared me for some of the

behaviors I did encounter, especially in that first week.” P7 acknowledged that the



150

instruction in restorative practices helped her, but she also reported that this instruction
was not enough: “I kind of wish I had opportunities to learn about other methods that
might be practiced, especially in urban education.”

P12 reported using “very well established” classroom management techniques in
her urban classroom as opposed to not having “any formal behavior management system”
in her rural student teaching. She also found that it took “about two months” for her
students to trust her because “they are so used to teachers just walking out and giving up,
and the turnover rate’s really high.” She found that she was not prepared for the issues
and situations some of her students faced, like “do they have power at home, do they
have food” because “I never got to go to an urban school for student teaching.”

Lastly, P5 reported that not student teaching in an urban district affected her
perception of the TSR: “So it was a very different type of connection that I saw in the
classroom.” She also stated thinking when she starting teaching in an urban school,
“What just happened? Because that’s not what I saw last year.” She did, however, adapt
to this teaching assignment: “I learned really quick when I first started working that I
couldn’t just be a teacher, especially in the environment that I went into.” She said she
thought teaching in an urban school would be difficult but she said, “I can't imagine
going somewhere else”” once she was there.

Learning Through Experience

Nine of the 12 participants reported that they needed to experience forming and

using TSRs in order to learn about them. P2 reported that having a base knowledge about

TSRs was important, but that she learned most of it over time, through experience. P9
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also reported that he learned about using TSRs “on the fly . . . on the job.” P11 also found

this to be true: “A lot of that teacher student relationship just comes from getting down to
it and doing it.” P11 found the use of TSRs to be personal and not something there could
be a curriculum for: “And like (P10) said there's, ‘Oh this, this is a good practice,” and
then there's like actually going and practicing it.” P11 reported that even though he
learned from his classes that he should get to know his students, once he was in the
classroom he found that there was no “blueprint for how to deal with that other than just
in the situation.” Similarly, P10 reported, “I don’t think any amount of theory could have
prepared me fully for what true culturally responsive teaching looks like” without the
“actual real world experience” of student teaching.

P3 reported that even the student teaching experience did not give her a complete
understanding of using TSRs, and that she didn’t even truly understand using TSRs until
she had her own classes. She realized “I really had to work at those relationships,” and
that “they weren’t just built automatically.” P3 felt her courses gave her the “tools” to use
CRT and build TSRs, but she found that instead of being able to use what she had
learned, “it was much more of a relearning process,” and she “had to remember
everything, and then force [herself] to do it every day.” P2 reported a similar finding
about teaching in an urban school. She said you “have to find ways to connect with
different kinds of people” because “school is not the first thing on their mind.” P2 also
reported finding that being herself helped her be successful in the urban school. Lastly, in
her first urban teaching experience, P2 found that high expectations and TSRs are

compatible:
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It is okay to care about students and their situations while holding them

accountable and holding them to the same expectations as all your students or

even higher if you really want to help guide them out of a rough situation.
Her experience was similar to P1’s discovery that the emphasis on urban students’
struggles can lead to “a sense of coddling” those students.
Participant Suggestions

During the interviews and discussions, participants reported what they would
have liked to have been included in their teacher preparation programs, or what they felt
was missing. Seven of the participants reported wanting more emphasis on TSRs or urban
teaching in their courses. P1 felt there was too much emphasis in his urban program on
students’ struggles being the issue, “when in reality it's not that, it's just the lack of
connection with a teacher.” P5 felt that she could have been better prepared if she had
observed an urban classroom before teaching in one: “I still truly believe that every
preservice teacher should go and observe an urban setting.” P6 wished her program had
focused more on the “realistic side of kind of all aspects of teaching” rather than just on
things like lesson plan formats. Table F16 in Appendix F contains a list of the
suggestions participants made for the instruction in the use of TSRs based on their
experiences in their teacher preparation programs.

Summary

This chapter presented the parameters of the study, including the setting, the

demographics of the participants, the data collection procedures, the data analysis process

used, the evidence of trustworthiness, and the results. Participants reported how they
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learned about using TSRs in their teacher preparation courses and their student teaching,
they reported what aspects of their TSR instruction were related to CRT and RCT, and
they reported their overall findings about their instruction in TSRs that were not directly
related to any of the previous categories. In Chapter 5, I present the interpretation of the
findings, the limitations of the study, the recommendations for further research, and the

implications for positive social change.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction

The purpose of this basic qualitative study was to explore teachers’ viewpoints
about the instruction they received in innovative methods for using TSRs in urban
schools, both in their teacher education courses and in their student teaching. In this
study, first-, second-, and third-year urban teachers shared their perceptions about how
they learned about the use of TSRs in their teacher preparation programs and in their
student teaching, and how that instruction was related to the theories of CRT and RCT.

There is a large body of research about the benefits of positive TSRs and their
impact on student outcomes, but there are limited studies examining whether instruction
in TSRs is lacking in or missing from teacher preparation programs. This study
contributes to the body of knowledge about how the use of TSRs is taught in teacher
preparation programs to improve student educational outcomes, especially for urban
students.

A basic qualitative design was used to collect and analyze data from interviews
and focus group discussions in response to my research questions. I used first and second
cycle hand coding, a priori coding and pattern coding, to analyze my data. Key findings
from this study include the following:

1. Instruction in using TSRs is not explicitly included in teacher preparation

programs. It is implicitly included in most teacher preparation programs, but

TSR instruction is not reported in the written curriculum.
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Teacher preparations programs that included a focus on preparing teachers to
work in urban schools included more instruction in using TSRs than did the
programs without that focus. Teacher candidates in the urban focused
programs felt more prepared to teach and use TSRs in urban settings, while
teacher candidates who were not in urban focused teacher preparation
programs felt unprepared to teach or use TSRs in urban settings.

Teacher candidates learned how to use TSRs from professors, most of whom
had previously taught in urban schools.

Teacher candidates learn how to use TSRs from their cooperating teachers
during student teaching.

Teacher candidates learned how to use TSRs from other teacher candidates in
their student teaching seminars.

Instruction in using TSRs is mostly included in and interconnected with CRT
instruction, but CRT instruction is only explicitly included in urban focused
programs. Teacher candidates student teaching in urban schools had the
opportunity to practice CRT related TSR strategies.

None of the teacher preparation programs contained specific instruction in
relationship centered teaching, but most programs included some RCT
strategies related to TSRs and classroom management. Teacher candidates had

the opportunity to practice these strategies in their student teaching.
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8. Teacher candidates felt that the only way to really learn how to use TSRs was
through experience, and that not even student teaching could completely
provide that authentic experience.

In this chapter, I present the interpretation of the findings, describe the limitations
of the study, make recommendations for further research, and discuss implications for
positive social change.

Interpretation of the Findings

In this chapter, I interpret the findings and how they confirm, disconfirm, or
extend knowledge in the discipline as it relates to how teachers learn to use TSRs in
urban schools by comparing them with the findings in the peer-reviewed literature
discussed in Chapter 2. I also analyze and interpret my findings in the context of this
study’s conceptual framework, Gay’s (2010b) theory of CRT and Milner’s (2018)
concept of RCT.

Teacher Education Courses

Findings 1, 2, and 3 are related to SQ1: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the
instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools
in their teacher education courses? For Finding 1, the data that emerged from the
interviews indicated that neither the urban nor the nonurban programs included
instruction in TSRs in the written curriculum or through direct instruction in the courses.
Teacher candidates indicated the need for additional instruction in the use of TSRs. This
finding aligns with research studies that indicated the need for TSR instruction to be

included in teacher preparation programs (see Cahill et al., 2016; Nairz-Worth &
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Feldman, 2017; Pennings, 2017; Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017; Theisen-Homer, 2021).

Additionally, several participants indicated the need for additional instruction in the use
of TSRs. This indicated lack of explicit TSR instruction is contrary to the large body of
research that demonstrated the importance of TSRs in multiple areas, including social-
emotional (Murray et al., 2016), behavioral (Cornelius-White, 2007; Quin, 2017), and
academic (Cornelius-White, 2007; Roorda et al., 2017), as well as in preventing negative
outcomes for students in urban schools (Gatti, 2016; Gay, 2010b; Milner et al., 2019;
Reese et al., 2018; Roofe, 2015). This finding is also contrary to research studies that
indicated teachers who form positive TSRs are more successful urban school teachers
(Oplatka & Gamerman, 2021; Ransom, 2020; Wronowski, 2018). Participants also
reported that, in general, their courses did not prepare them to use TSRs in their student
teaching. However, the data did show that TSR instruction was included, albeit
implicitly, in most teacher preparation programs, especially those that focus on preparing
teachers to work in urban settings. This finding aligns with Theisen-Homer (2021), who
found that TSR instruction is sometimes implicit within the pedagogy of some teacher
preparation programs; however, this finding contradicts the implication in some studies
that TSR instruction is missing from teacher preparation programs (Cahill et al., 2016;
Hagenauer et al., 2015; Nairz-Worth & Feldman, 2017; Pennings, 2017; Rytivaara &
Frelin, 2017). Some TSR instruction implicitly included in the teacher preparation
programs was brought in by professors, as indicated in Finding 3, or implicitly included

in CRT instruction, as indicated in Finding 6.
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For Finding 2, the data that emerged from the interviews indicated that teacher
preparations programs with a focus on preparing teachers to work in urban schools
included more instruction in TSRs than did the other programs. As a result, the teacher
candidates in the urban focused programs felt more prepared to student teach or teach and
use TSRs in urban schools than did the teacher candidates in the nonurban focused
programs. The first part of this finding does not specifically match current research and
fills the gap addressed in this study. However, the second part of this finding aligns with
the research on urban preparation programs, which showed that these programs
successfully prepare teachers to teach in urban schools (Peters et al., 2018; Zygmunt et
al., 2018). This finding also aligns with research that showed the use of TSR strategies
and interventions improve student behavior (Weyns et al., 2017), student outcomes
(Cornelius-White, 2007; Frelin, 2015; Glock, 2016; Kwok, 2017; Liu et al., 2018; Nairz-
Wirth & Feldman, 2017; Quin, 2017; Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), and discipline outcomes
for urban students (Cook et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2016a; Gregory et al., 2016b;
Okonofua et al., 2016). This finding also aligns with research that showed teacher
candidates felt unprepared to teach in urban schools, a finding supported by Miles and
Knipe (2018), Roofe (2015), and Schauer (2018). Additionally, those teacher candidates
who completed their student teaching in urban schools felt more prepared to work and
use TSRs in urban schools as a result. This finding aligns with research that showed that
teacher candidates who completed their student teaching in urban schools felt prepared to
teach in urban schools (French, 2020; Gaikhorst et al., 2020; Williamson et al., 2016),

had improved dispositions for teaching in urban schools (Truscott & Obiwo, 2020), were
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more likely to remain in urban schools (Whipp & Geronime, 2015), and may have been
better prepared to instruct and develop TSRs with urban students (Matsko &
Hammerness, 2014; Whitaker, 2020). This finding also aligns with research that cited the
importance of student teaching in urban schools (Cavendish, 2020; Jacobs, 2015; Kuriloff
et al., 2019; Matsko et al., 2022), and having the experience of building TSRs in urban
schools (Butler et al., 2017; Cross, 2016). Lastly, this finding supports Howard and
Milner’s (2014) conclusion that teacher preparation programs should prepare teachers to
work in urban schools.

For Finding 3, the data that emerged from the interviews indicated that professors
in the teacher preparation programs brought TSR instruction into their classes even
though it was not explicitly indicated in the curriculum. Like Findings 1 and 2, this
finding also contradicts the implication in some studies that TSR instruction is missing
from teacher preparation programs (see Cahill et al., 2016; Nairz-Worth & Feldman,
2017; Pennings, 2017; Rytivaara & Frelin, 2017), although it does confirm that the
instruction is not an explicit part of the curriculum or program in general. The data also
indicated that most of these professors who brought TSR instruction into their classes,
either through implicit inclusion in the courses or through modelling TSRs by using these
techniques to build relationships with the teacher candidates, had previously taught in
urban schools. For the programs that did not focus on preparing teachers to teach in urban
settings, these professors were often the only source of TSR instruction. This finding
represents an additional gap in the literature. There are some studies that examined

professors who chose to experience urban teaching in order to better instruct (McDaniel
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et al., 2008) or to share their learning (DiCamillo & Bailey, 2016) with their teacher

candidates, and one study that featured as participants professors with previous urban
teaching experience (Robinson & Lewis, 2017). One study also suggested that teacher
candidates could benefit from teacher preparation program faculty who have knowledge
of teaching in urban contexts (Matsko et al., 2022). There is even one study of how
teacher educators modelled teaching practices, including the use of TSRs (Montenegro,
2020). However, there are no studies that have addressed how teacher candidates learn
about using TSRs from their professors who use their previous urban teaching experience
to provide TSR instruction in their courses.
Student Teaching

Findings 4 and 5 are related to SQ2: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the
instruction they received in innovative methods for using positive TSRs in urban schools
in their student teaching? For Finding 4, the data that emerged from the interviews
indicated that teacher candidates learn how to use TSRs from their cooperating teachers
during student teaching, mainly through the cooperating teacher’s words and actions. The
data also showed that the amount of time spent student teaching, the time of year of the
student teaching, the quality of the teacher candidate’s relationship with the cooperating
teacher, and the number of cooperating teachers all affected the teacher candidate’s
ability to learn about using TSRs during student teaching. While this finding is supported
by research on the quality of the student teaching experience (Casale & Nduagbo, 2021;
Torrez & Krebs, 2012), on the quality of the cooperating teacher and teacher candidate

relationship (Bullock, 2017; Hart, 2020; La Paro et al., 2018; Shandomo & Zalewski,
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2008), and on cooperating teacher quality (Berlin et al., 2021; Frantz-Fry & Polachek,

2016; Whipp, 2013) and effectiveness (Ronfeldt et al., 2018), there are no studies that
have examined how teacher candidates learn about using TSRs from their cooperating
teachers. Additionally, part of how teacher candidates learned to use TSRs from their
cooperating teachers was outside of class time, either in the hallways or during their
lunch or free periods. This part of the finding is supported by Claessens et al., (2017),
who found that positive TSR interactions tended to occur outside of class time, and that
teachers needed time and space to develop TSRs (Claessens et al., 2017; Frelin, 2015).
The data that emerged from the interviews in relation to Finding 5 indicated that
teacher candidates learned how to use TSRs from other teacher candidates in their student
teaching seminars. They learned from listening to the other teacher candidates’ stories
about their TSRs, from discussing their experiences, giving them advice, and hearing the
results of the TSR strategies the other teacher candidates used. While there is literature on
the importance of student teaching seminars for collaboration and support (Almazroa,
2020; Baumgartner & Councill, 2019; Bhukhanwala et al., 2017; Franzak, 2002; Jacobs,
2015; Jaffee et al., 2015; Meyer & Sawyer, 2006; Spangler & Fink, 2013), as well as on
professional identity development (Gaudelli & Ousley, 2009; Stewart, 2018), I found no
literature on the student teaching seminar as a space for learning about using TSRs from
other teacher candidates’ experiences. Even the participants whose program did not
include a student teaching seminar communicated with each other to exchange stories and
advice, which aligns with Lassila and Uitto (2016), who found that student teachers need

a space to discuss their relationships with students.
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TSR Elements of CRT

Finding 6 is related to SQ3: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction
they received in the TSR elements of CRT? For Finding 6, the data that emerged from the
interviews indicated that TSR instruction was implicitly included in CRT instruction, but
CRT instruction was only explicitly found in the urban focused programs. Even then,
TSR instruction was not explicitly included in the CRT curriculum of the urban focused
programs. Several studies have supported the importance of including CRT instruction in
teacher education programs (Cavendish, 2020; Olson & Rao, 2016; Truscott & Obiwo,
2021; Whipp, 2013) and across the entire program as opposed to limited to one or two
classes (Milner, 2010; Saultz et al., 2021). However, several studies have noted the lack
of the inclusion of TSR instruction as a part of the instruction in CRT (Gatti, 2016; Luet
& Shealey, 2018; Reese et al., 2018; Truscott & Stenhouse, 2018).

The data also indicated that the use of CRT led to improved TSRs, a finding
supported by several studies (Aronson & Laughter, 2016; Blazar, 2021; Yu, 2018).
Conversely, positive TSRs allowed teacher candidates to connect to the students and their
cultures, making them an integral part of using CRT in student teaching. This finding
aligns with Gay (2010b), whose theory of CRT suggests that caring about and connecting
with students could help teachers develop the understanding and cultural knowledge
needed to successfully teach those students. Gay’s theory is also consistent with this
finding in that TSRs are an implicit part of CRT, but TSRs are not addressed by that
name in either the theory or the curriculum. According to this finding, only teacher

candidates student teaching in urban schools had the opportunity to practice CRT related
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TSR strategies. This finding aligns with the research that indicated teacher candidates in
urban focused teacher preparation programs were better prepared to teach in urban
schools (Smith et al., 2017) and that CRT was an important part of preparing teacher
candidates for urban schools (Cavendish, 2020; Olson & Rao, 2016; Truscott & Obiwo,
2021; Whipp, 2013).

Another finding showed a possible misconception about CRT. Some of the CRT
elements participants discussed, particularly the nonurban participants, were elements
that would be considered multicultural and not culturally responsive. This finding is
supported by Sleeter (2012), who found that CRT was often misinterpreted as
multiculturalism, and by Barrio (2021), who found a discrepancy between teacher
candidates’ perceived knowledge of culturally responsive practices and their practice of
them.

Both Milner (2017) and Gay (2013) suggested that CRT could improve student
outcomes not only for culturally diverse students, but for all students, and should be
included all teacher preparation programs, which aligns with the findings in this study
that the instruction in CRT included TSR elements and was found mainly in the urban
focused teacher preparation programs, and not in all teacher preparation programs, as
recommended by Gay (2013) and Milner (2017). This finding also aligns with studies
that showed that instruction in CRT is needed for teachers to be successful in urban

environments (Gay, 2006; Martin et al., 2016, Milner, 2008).
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Finding 7 is related to SQ4: What are teacher’s viewpoints about the instruction
they received in the TSR elements of RCT? For Finding 7, the data that emerged from the
interviews indicated that while participants were not familiar with the concept of RCT,
they discussed elements of RCT that were embedded within their courses and classroom
management instruction. Many of the TSR strategies related to RCT were contained in
special education classes, specifically how knowing students helps teachers to understand
and improve their behavior. This finding aligns with Milner’s (2018) concept of RCT in
using TSRs to understand and improve student behavior, with research that showed the
use of TSRs is effective in managing student misbehavior (Anyon et al., 2018; Egeberg et
al., 2021; Tanase, 2021a), and with research that showed the use of TSRs as a classroom
management strategy (Giang & Nga, 2019; Hepburn et al., 2020). Additionally, this
finding aligns with research on the use of TSRs in culturally responsive classroom
management (CRCM) (Kwok & Svajda-Hardy, 2021; Milner, 2019; Tanase, 2021b), a
classroom management strategy that incorporates both culturally responsive pedagogy
and TSRs (Caldera et al., 2018; Kwok & Svajda-Hardy, 2021). This finding also aligns
with research that called for classroom management instruction to include more culturally
responsive strategies (Kwok et al., 2021; Tanase, 2021b). Lastly, this finding aligns with
Liu et al. (2018) who found that TSRs were often included in the classroom management

components of teacher education rather than classroom instruction as a whole.
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Learning From Experience

Finding 8 is an extension of the research questions. For Finding 8, the data that
emerged from the interviews indicated that having classroom experience is an important
factor in learning to use TSRs. The findings related to this question showed that learning
about teaching and using TSRs in their courses did not fully prepare teacher candidates
for the actual experience of using TSRs in their student teaching, nor did using TSRs in
their student teaching fully prepare them for using TSRs in their own classrooms. This
finding aligns with research that found teacher candidates wanted to be able to practice
more in their teacher preparation programs (Jordan et al., 2018; Wilks et al., 2019), and
with Kwok (2018), who found that teacher candidates benefitted from being able to learn
from their own classroom management mistakes. Furthermore, teacher candidates in
nonurban teacher preparation programs who did not student teach in urban districts did
not have the necessary student teaching experiences with TSRs to prepare them for using
TSRs in their teaching in urban schools. Completing student teaching in an urban school
was important in giving teacher candidates experience using CRT elements related to
TSRs. One teacher candidate found that the TSRs she formed while teaching in an urban
school were different than those she formed during her student teaching in a suburban
school, which aligns with Goldhaber’s (2017) recommendation that teacher candidates be
prepared to teach in schools similar to those in which they will work. However, this
teacher candidate suggested all teachers should experience urban schools, which aligns
with research that suggested preparing teachers for urban schools will provide successful

outcomes for all students (Blazar, 2021; Butler et al., 2021; Scott et al., 2021).
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The final finding is connected to other life experiences that contribute to teacher
candidates’ knowledge of using TSRs. Teacher candidates who attended urban schools or
worked in urban settings had life experiences that helped prepare them to use TSRs in
their own teaching. This finding is supported by Schauer (2018), who found that
successful teachers in urban schools had previous experiences in urban areas, and is also
supported by Miles and Knipe (2018), who found that novice teachers felt their
relationship skills came from their personalities or their experiences. This finding is also
supported by Oplatka and Gamerman (2021), who found that life experience and
background were predictors of compassion in teachers, and by Whipp (2013), who found
that prior experiences with diversity were a factor in successful urban teaching.
Conversely, another finding was that teacher candidates who did not experience urban
schools as children, even those who did not identify as White, did not feel prepared to
teach in urban schools. This finding is supported by Brown and Rodriguez (2017) who
found that students of color with suburban backgrounds had negative attitudes toward
urban students.

Limitations of the Study

One limitation of this study could be a discrepancy between what was taught in
the teacher preparation programs and what the participants reported learning. Participants
reported what they learned in their teacher preparation programs, but there could be
elements of the curriculum that they did not report. This omission could be a result of
memory, but it could also be a result of not retaining every part of the curriculum

presented in their classes. For example, participants who did not have instruction in CRT
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answered the interview questions about what was in their courses based on their
understanding of what CRT is and not necessarily on the actual definition of it. This is
reflected in their responses. Also, some of the participants’ responses about CRT were
not directly related to TSRs.

Difficulty in finding participants may have led to another limitation in the study.
Due to a lack of first-year teaching participants, second- and third-year teachers were
included in the study, which may have led to elements of their teacher preparation
program being forgotten. However, even some of the first-year teachers said that they had
difficulty remembering everything from their programs. Also, not all participants were
included in the focus group discussions, due to scheduling issues.

The Covid-19 pandemic is another potential limitation of this study. Participants
taught the first six months of the school year in person, but at the time of the interviews
they were teaching remotely from home. The transition to online instruction could have
impacted their experiences of using TSRs in their teaching, although most participants
delineated between in-person instruction and online instruction in their interviews.

Other issues could include recent changes to the teacher preparation programs the
participants attended. Their observations about these programs may not reflect their
current offerings. Also, none of the participants discussed whether or not their
cooperating teachers cultivated or modelled TSRs with them.

Recommendations
Recommendations for future research are based on the findings and limitations of

this study, and the literature review from Chapter 2. One area of future research could
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include a study of the structure and content of teacher preparation programs for the
inclusion of TSR elements, both within the CRT curriculum and on its own. The current
study examines only the participants’ viewpoints about their teacher preparation
programs and does not examine the programs themselves. Studying the teacher
preparation programs could be beneficial in identifying how missing elements of TSRs
and RCT could be included in teacher preparation programs, and how elements already
included could be made a more explicit part of the curriculum, either within CRT
instruction or on their own.

Further research of teacher preparation programs could also examine the impact
of professors who previously taught in urban schools on TSR and CRT instruction. These
professors served as sources of information about and models of using TSRs, and in some
cases were the only source of information about TSRs in the teacher preparation program.
Finally, urban focused teacher preparation programs could be studied for their impact on
the use of TSR instruction to improve student outcomes and social justice outcomes for
students in urban schools as well as for students of color in nonurban settings, for White
students in urban settings, and for White students in nonurban settings. This research
could examine whether the TSR elements of CRT do in fact benefit all students, as
suggested by Gay (2013) and Milner (2017).

Another possible area of future research could address the student teaching
experience. One area of study could be the structure of the experience and whether full
year student teaching would benefit teacher candidates ability to observe and practice the

use of TSRs. This research could also examine the TSR benefits of having a teacher
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candidate spend more time with one group of students. Additionally, research could be
conducted on the use of additional field experiences to expand teacher candidates’
exposure to both suburban and urban schools, a recommendation also made by Cavendish
(2020). P5 noted that TSRs were different in suburban versus urban settings, and that she
felt she would have benefitted from seeing both. Finally, future research could examine
the use of discussions in the student teaching seminar to build TSR knowledge through
learning from other teacher candidates’ experiences with building TSRs.

Another recommendation for studying student teaching that could be adopted is to
conduct a study of the impact of the cooperating teacher’s ability to use TSRs on the
student teacher’s ability to learn how to use TSRs. Cooperating teachers were models of
and sources of information about TSRs for the participants in this study, so research
could help determine the cooperating teacher’s impact on the teacher candidate’s
proficiency with TSRs. This research could help inform the selection of cooperating
teachers in the future.

Finally, CRCM is a concept related to both RCT and CRT, but this concept was
not mentioned by any of the participants. An area of future research could include how
TSR instruction could inform the instruction and use of CRCM.

Implications

The findings of this research study contribute to advancing knowledge in the

instruction in teacher preparation programs of use of TSRs to improve student outcomes.

This study may help teacher educators and program directors improve existing teacher
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preparation programs to include explicit TSR instruction in innovative curriculum, and to
inform decisions regarding student teaching placement.

Additionally, implications for positive social change include revising teacher
preparation programs to include explicit instruction in the use of TSRs in the CRT
portion of the teacher education curriculum, possibly through the inclusion of RCT.
While Milner and Howard (2021) warn against a “one size fits all” approach to teacher
education, the inclusion of instruction in the use of TSRs in the teacher education
curriculum could be the key to ensuring that as a result all students receive quality
instruction whether or not they attend urban schools (Whitaker, 2020). Goldhaber (2017)
found that teacher candidates should be prepared to teach in schools similar to those in
which they will work, but those schools could include diverse students whether they are
urban schools or not (Welsh & Swain, 2020). Several studies suggest that preparing
teacher candidates to teach in urban schools will also prepare them to meet the needs of
all learners (Blazar, 2021; Butler et al., 2021; Scott et al., 2021). Gay (2013) and Milner
(2017) suggested that CRT instruction helps all students, not just those in urban schools,
and expanding the TSR instruction in that curriculum could insure positive social justice
outcomes for all students in any type of school.

Conclusion

In this study, I examined the viewpoints of how teachers learn to use TSRs in

urban settings. I interviewed first-, second-, and third-year teachers about their

experiences in their teacher preparation programs. The findings show that TSR
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instruction was implicitly included in some teacher preparation programs, but not
explicitly contained in the curriculum.

There were two types of teacher preparation programs — those that focused on
preparing teachers to work in urban settings, and those that did not. Teacher preparation
programs that focused on preparing teacher candidates to teach in urban schools included
more implicit instruction in TSRs, which was mostly embedded in the CRT instruction.
Participants who did not attend these programs felt they were not prepared to use TSRs in
urban settings, which means they would not be prepared to teach in urban characteristic
settings either. Participants in both programs felt there could have been more instruction
in the use of TSRs. Direct, explicit instruction of TSRs is not included in teacher
preparation curriculum or coursework, but teacher candidates did learn about using TSRs
from their professors who previously taught in urban districts, their cooperating teachers,
their fellow student teachers, and from their own experiences with students.

TSR instruction should be expanded in all teacher preparation programs by
including or expanding it in CRT curriculum. RCT instruction and CRCM could be the
means by which TSR instruction could be included in teacher preparation curriculum.
Teacher education programs should prepare all teachers to teach urban students. This
understanding of diverse learners could prove a model for all student-teacher interactions.
Teachers need to be prepared to teach urban students in any setting because students of
any culture could be in any school district; therefore, teachers should be prepared to teach
in urban schools whether or not they plan on teaching there. Instruction in TSRs is a key

component of CRT and the key to providing social justice for all students in the
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educational system. Adding TSR instruction to teacher preparation programs has the
potential of promoting social justice in education - one teacher-student relationship at a

time.
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Conceptual Research Data needs Data sources Data analysis
framework questions
Culturally What are Teachers’ Interviews of 12 First Cycle:
responsive teachers’ viewpoints first-, second-, precoding,
teaching viewpoints about and third-year structural coding,
the instruction teachers in urban  subcoding.
they received in districts. Two Second cycle:
the TSR elements focus group pattern coding
of culturally discussions with
responsive original 12
teaching? participants
Relationship- What are Teachers’ Interviews of 12 First Cycle:
centered teaching  teachers’ viewpoints first-, second-, precoding,
viewpoints about and third-year structural coding,
the instruction teachers in urban  subcoding.
they received in districts. Two Second cycle:
innovative focus group pattern coding.
methods for using discussions with
positive TSRs in original 12
urban schools in participants.
their teacher
education
courses?
What are Teachers’
teachers’ viewpoints
viewpoints about
the instruction
they received in
innovative
methods for using
positive TSRs in
urban schools in
their student
teaching?
What are Teachers’
teachers’ viewpoints

viewpoints about
the instruction
they received in
the TSR elements
of relationship-
centered teaching?

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship
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Appendix B: Social Media Invitation

Request for First, Second, and Third Year Urban School Teachers to be Interviewed for a Research Study

My name is Cheryl Krapohl, and I have been an urban high school English teacher for 29 years. I
am a doctoral candidate at Walden University, and I am currently writing my dissertation on how teachers
learn about using positive teacher-student relationships. For my study, I am interested in interviewing first,
second, and third year teachers who are currently teaching in an urban school.

Involvement in this study would include participating in an approximately 30 to 45 minute
interview, and being invited to participate in an approximately 30 minute to one hour focus group
discussion with other first, second, and third year urban school teachers. Both will be conducted online
using video conferencing, and both would be followed up with an email to check the accuracy of the
interview or focus group transcript and to possibly ask follow-up questions to clarify responses. The
interviews and focus group discussions will not be video-recorded, but will be audio-recorded. It is possible
to participate in the interview but not the focus group discussion.

The questions will cover how you learned about using teacher-student relationships from your teacher
education courses and your student teaching, and how you learned about the teacher-student relationship
elements of culturally responsive teaching and relationship-centered teaching in your teacher education
courses. Participation in all parts of this study is voluntary, and confidential, and you would be able to
withdraw from the study at any time.

If you would be interested in participating in my study, please contact me at xxx@waldenu.edu so

I can answer any questions you may have.

Thank you, and I hope to hear from you soon.
Sincerely,
Cheryl Krapohl

IRB Approval # 02-21-20-0367694.
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol
Introductory Statement:

Hello, and thank you for agreeing to participate in my study. The purpose of this
interview is to explore your viewpoints about your teacher education courses and student
teaching for what you learned about using teacher-student relationships. Before we begin,
I would like to remind you that I am not affiliated with your college, your professors, or
your current employer, that your answers to my interview questions will be strictly
confidential, and that you may withdraw from this study at any time. In the study I will
not refer to your name, the name of the college you attended, or the district or school for
which you currently work. I will be asking you about elements of your coursework and
student teaching that are related to instruction in TSRs. You may refer to any documents
you have with you that are related to the classes you have taken — an unofficial transcript,
class syllabi, and any class notes related to TSRs. May I begin recording?

Interview Questions

1. Thinking about the content of your teacher education courses, what information
about using TSRs was covered in this instruction?

2. What elements of TSRs were covered in the culturally responsive teaching
components of your teacher education courses?

3. What components of Milner’s theory of relationship-centered teaching were
covered in your teacher education courses?

4. Thinking about your student teaching, what did you learn about using TSRs from

your cooperating teacher?
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5. Thinking about your student teaching seminar, what did you learn about using
TSRs from your instructor or classmates?
6. What information about using TSRs did you apply in your student teaching?
7. What TSR elements of culturally responsive teaching did you apply in your
student teaching?
8. What components of relationship-centered teaching did you apply in your student
teaching?
9. Is there anything else you would like to add about the instruction you received in
your teacher preparation program in using TSRs?
Closing Statement
I have really enjoyed discussing your teacher preparation with you. I truly
appreciate the time you have taken to assist me with my research. I would like to remind
you that your participation has been voluntary, that your information will be kept
confidential, and that you may withdraw from this study at any time. I will contact you to
request your review of the transcript of this interview for accuracy, and to request and
arrange for your participation in a focus group on the same topic. Thank you again. Your

time and cooperation are greatly appreciated.
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Appendix D: Alignment of Research Subquestions and Interview Questions

Research subquestions

Interview questions

What are teachers’ viewpoints 1. Thinking about the content of your

about the instruction they received teacher education courses, what

in innovative methods for using information about using TSRs was

positive TSRs in urban schools in covered in this instruction?

their teacher education courses? 2. Thinking about your student
teaching seminar, what did you
learn about using TSRs from your
instructor or classmates?

3. Is there anything else you would
like to add about the instruction
you received in your teacher
preparation program in using
TSRs?

What are teachers’ viewpoints 4. Thinking about your student

about the instruction they received teaching, what did you learn about

in innovative methods for using using TSRs from your cooperating

positive TSRs in urban schools in teacher?

their student teaching? 5. What information about using
TSRs did you apply in your
student teaching?

What are teachers’ viewpoints 6. What elements of TSRs were

about the instruction they received covered in the culturally

in the TSR elements of culturally responsive teaching components of

responsive teaching? your teacher education courses?

7. What TSR elements of culturally
responsive teaching did you apply
in your student teaching?

What are teachers’ viewpoints 8. What components of Milner’s
about the instruction they received theory of relationship-centered
in the TSR elements of teaching were covered in your
relationship-centered teaching? teacher education courses?

9. What components of relationship-

centered teaching did you apply in
your student teaching?
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Appendix E: Focus Group Protocol

Introductory Statement:
Hello, and thank you for agreeing to participate in this focus group for my study.
The purpose of this focus group is for you to discuss with other first-year teachers your
viewpoints about your teacher education courses and student teaching for what you
learned using teacher-student relationships. Before we begin, I would like to remind you
that you may withdraw from the study at any time, that I am not affiliated with your
college, your professors, or your current employer, that your participation will be strictly
confidential. Therefore, do not use your name during the course of the discussion. In the
study I will not refer to your names, the names of the colleges you attended, or the
districts or schools for which you currently work. May I begin recording?
Focus Group questions:
1. Inyour college courses, what did you learn about using teacher-student
relationships?
2. In your student teaching, what did you learn about using teacher-student
relationships?
3. Inyour college courses or student teaching, what did you learn about culturally
responsive teaching?
4. Please discuss what you learned about relationship-centered teaching.
Closing Statement
I have really enjoyed discussing your teacher preparation with you. I truly

appreciate the time you have taken to assist me with my research. I would like to remind
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you that your participation has been voluntary, that your information will be kept
confidential, and that you may withdraw from the study at any time. I will contact you to
request your review of the transcript of this focus group for accuracy. Thank you again.

Your time and cooperation are greatly appreciated.
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Participant

TSR information learned from professor

P1

P2

P3

P4

P5

P6

P7

P8

P9

P10

P11

P12

“[The professor] always made it a point to make sure that you knew your students.
Make sure they knew what they were doing just like make, she kind of, she kind of
emphasized ‘hey, it's okay if you don't get this lesson today.” If you could take that
day and just help that student build that relationship with that student. And she
basically said it was okay, like, Alright, there's gonna be some days where you may
not teach, you may just have a meaningful conversation with your class. And your
class will walk away a better classroom.””

Professor emphasized having empathy for students’ circumstances. The student
teaching seminar professor told the student teachers they should develop rapport with
their students.

One professor stated that nothing else works without TSR.
One professor focused on differentiating learning based on TSRs.

ELA content professor emphasized building TSRs as part of content instruction.

Professor emphasized importance of making a connection with ELL students to help
them learn the language by getting them involved.

ELL professor’s statement in participant’s words: “The more you know about the
kids, the better you are going to be able to teach them and help them and be there for
them.”

Professor emphasized using restorative circles to build relationships.

Professors used “their real life examples when explaining culturally responsive
teaching.”

According to professor, “TSR helps when something goes wrong, because the
students will work with you. If they don’t respect you they never let you hear the end
of it if you mess up.”

Being able to recover when something doesn’t work is connected to TSRs.

Professor in the student teaching seminar said try to make a connection with every
student every day, such as saying hi to every student every day.

According to professor, participant stated, “Create a space that’s personal and
warm.”

Several professors emphasized importance of building TSR “first and foremost”;
students shut off without it if they feel like you don’t understand them or try to
engage with them on a level they can relate to.

Professor stated the need to have a relationship with students to understand what
problems they may have that could be interfering with their learning.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship; ELL = English language learner.
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Table F2

Courses—Getting to Know Students

Participant Information in courses on getting to know students

P1 Math methods: Get to know students through your lessons.
Getting to know students is “a segue into everything else.” You need context in order to go into
classroom culture.

P2 “Building a rapport with students is key!”

P3 Understand students and where they are coming from; get to know their backgrounds before
beginning the content.
Science methods: Find out what students know about the content or what preconceptions they
have before you begin to teach the content. Teach to whole student. Know your students.
Getting to know students is the first step of using TSRs, because “you can’t really go further in a
relationship with your students if you don’t know who they are.”
“You can’t really go further in terms of like classroom management or other student teacher
relationship things that you might want to discuss.”

P4 Understand students and where they are coming from; get to know their backgrounds before
beginning the content.
Building TSRs isn’t “optional.”
“It's a holistic approach to everything. You need to be involved with your kids, you need to be
involved with their lives, you need to be involved with, you know everything about them, to kind
of be able to teach them how to do the simple content.”

P5 Get to know students’ learning styles (but no mention of getting to know students’ interests and
feelings).
P7 Use student inventories.

Learn cultural backgrounds and personal interests.
Get to know students so you can use Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Gardner’s multiple
intelligences.

P8 Learn about your students. Understand students and where they are coming from; get to know
their backgrounds before beginning the content.
Teach to the whole student.
Know your students.

P9 Learn names, sports, activities, hobbies.
Learn about their lives outside of school.

P10 Understand students and where they are coming from; get to know their backgrounds before
beginning the content.
Learn their cultural background, their socioeconomic status.
Teach to the whole student.
Know your students.
P11 “Try and you know, get to know them, build, build a bond, you know that's how you reach them.”
Getting to know students is needed for differentiation.

P12 “ Make sure you like build a relationship with them or you're not going to get as far.”

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Courses—How to Develop TSRs

Participant Information in courses on how to develop TSRs

P1 Find out what students like.
Math methods: Incorporate icebreakers into the content — teach but learn about the students while
you are teaching. Example: teach graphs by making a graph of student likes and dislikes.

P2 -said missing.

P3 Communicate.
Use icebreakers.

P4 Take what students like, their interests, how they want to approach things, and then find out how
that applies to that individual student. Be yourself; be genuine.
English methods: “But there was also really an emphasis on connecting to the students with the
content, that you can then connect the content to the kids, and kind of tailor what you’re doing.”
Talk to the students “as much as you can . . . the more you can talk to the kids, the more you’re
going to connect to them just because they’re people.”
Students see him in community, such as at a park or a restaurant. He sees them and talks to them:
he wouldn’t have thought of that as a way to make connections if program hadn’t focused on that.

P5 -said missing.

P6 -said missing.

P7 Restorative practices could be applied to building and maintaining TSRs, and being there for
students. Contained instruction in building TSRs.

P8 Discussed how to gain the student’s respect.
Communicate.
Watch what they watch, listen to music they listen to, use the social media they use.

P9 Classes contained “strategies to improve relationships with students.”

P10 -said missing.

P11 -said missing.

P12 Math methods class had: gain their trust, let them know it’s ok to make a mistake, don’t show your

frustration, don’t be judgmental, just find other ways to teach them.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Courses—How to Use TSRs

Participant Information in courses on how to use TSRs

P1 Use to increase interaction; use to make lessons more interesting.

“Get the students to trust you, so that you can teach your class, or you can use that in your lessons.”
Use TSRs to prevent student misbehavior.

P2 “Nothing else works” without positive TSRs. TSRs help students to be comfortable with change,
including when sometimes things don’t work.

P3 “And it was very specific . . . how to talk to students to prevent even classroom management problems
from happening.”

P4 Nothing else works without positive TSRs.

Use to increase interaction. Incorporate what you know about students into instruction. Make learning
relevant.

“They covered a lot about meeting the students where they were and . . . teaching them

‘when you got there.””

Use TSRs to prevent student misbehavior.

P5 Use students’ cultural backgrounds in lessons.

P6 Use students’ cultural backgrounds in lessons.

ELL class: know what is relevant to them, meet them where they are at, bring cultural background into
instruction. The teacher in the interview said “the more you involve them in decisions, the more you’re
going to get from your kids and the more they’re going to give to you.” Allow students to participate in
making decisions.

P7 Apply student inventories to the classroom.

P8 TSRs help students to be comfortable with change, including when sometimes things don’t work.
Communicate, make things relevant, make things interesting. Special education behavioral modification:
Discussed how to keep respect through the year. Incorporate what you know about students into
instruction. Plan meaningful instruction related to students’ cultural experiences.

P9 Classes contained importance of TSR. “You know, how vital it is to student success, to behavior
management, all that kind of stuff. Kind of everything builds off of the relationships you have with the
kids.”

P10 English content class included choosing material “that students would actually find meaningful in their
own lives.”
English content class included “understanding where students are coming from and using that to maybe
help us connect with them a little bit more, but also more mindfully then incorporating that into what
we're choosing to teach in the classroom.” Incorporate what you know about students into instruction.
Plan meaningful instruction related to students’ cultural experiences.

P11 Special education class included idea that you need to reach student on individual level to find a
balance with students with different abilities or disabilities and from different backgrounds.
Special education behavioral modification class: TSR helps bring back in student who is acting out or

P12 exhibiting avoidance.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship; ELL = English language learner.
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Table F5

TSR Information Used During Student Teaching

Participant TSR information used during student teaching
P1 Developed relationships on his own; did not use information from courses.
P2 Got to know each student.

Let students get to know her.
Able to teach once they got to know each other.
Got to know students first.

P3 Used what students liked to “deepen the connection.”

P4 Used his own personality.
From cooperating teacher: had conversations with students; asked them about
themselves and their cultures.
Used meeting them where they are, finding out interests, how they want to approach
stuff, how it connects to that individual student.

P5 Used interest in sports and activities in forming TSRs.
Sat with a student who cried to help her in math.
Used cooperating teacher’s technique of having lunch with students to form TSRs.

P6 From cooperating teacher: she told herself every class, “The more fun you’re going to
have with them the better they are going to do for you.”

P7 Got to know students first.
Learned all names first week, greeted each student at the door.
Used cooperating teacher’s pulling students into hallway and talking to them privately.

P8 Used the relationship she built with a difficult student to get him to do work.
Used cooperating teacher’s Shakespeare teaching strategy. She was able to use this
because of the rapport she built.

P9 Used interest in sports in forming TSRs.
Used getting to know students outside of class and using their names.
Related skills to something one of students did, like playing soccer; said how they
could use the skill in their game this weekend.

P10 Used a mix of everything he picked up and a little of himself too.
Used cooperating teacher’s method of letting students lead class discussion.
Used cooperating teacher’s establishing mutual respect foundation.
Used seminar professors idea of sharing pieces of himself; found students more
responsive when he did.
Used cooperating teacher’s personable, cordial, respectful persona — incorporated into
his teaching practice.

P11 Used cooperating teacher’s “I’m here” for you.

P12 Used cooperating teacher’s talking to students, using games, using morning meeting,
and question of the day.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Table F6

TSR Information Learned During Student Teaching

Participant TSR information learned during student teaching
P2 TSRs help when a lesson doesn’t work or things go wrong, and you have to make changes.
P3 Building TSRs is easier with motivated learners.
P4 A lack of relationships between students in one class made teaching more difficult, and he had to

focus on building relationships between students as well as with students.
He also reported learning not to act like “you’re too good for that situation,” and to be careful the
way he approached and talked to the kids.

P5 Building TSRs is easier with motivated learners.
Forming TSRs was easier in suburban student teaching.
Students did not like the prescripted curriculum she was required to use, and that she had to find
out what the students’ interests were in order to add that into the lesson.

P6 In addition to covering the curriculum, “They’re also kids and you need to have fun with them,
you need to build those relationships that are going to last longer than just the school period that
they’re in your class.”

Learned “to let my guard down, and really be open to building those relationships with each and
every student, . . . and not necessarily worrying about being their teacher and being strict 100% of
the time.”

“And when you build those relationships, you can have more fun, but having that fun with them as
well is kind of what builds up on those relationships.”

P8 “You gotta be yourself. . . . if you get in front of the room and you demand respect: ‘Yeah, [ am
the boss, you are not the boss. I make the rules you follow the rules,” very strict, staccato-type
teaching, you're not really going to get anywhere. I learned that during student teaching, right? I
learned that idea of being silly and being myself and sometimes being sarcastic, and being
flustered or not knowing something. That means more to them than ‘sit down, don't talk, I’'m the
boss.” It doesn't work, right? Your connection with them is as important as their connection with
you, and they won't connect with you if you don't reach out first, because that's, that's part of the
job as
being the teacher, is you have to make the connections, you have to be the one to reach out.”

P12 Forming TSRs was easier in suburban student teaching.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Cooperating Teachers’ Actions

Participant

Cooperating teachers’ actions related to TSRs

P2

P3

P4

P5

P7

P8

P9

P10

Had conversations with students.

Allowed talking in class.

Students accepted responsibility for grades as a result of the TSR he built with them.
He did not have to be “on top of”’ the students all the time.

He could change instruction and plans if he needed to.

Learned about and understood students.
Knew students’ culture and used that knowledge to understand what was going on in
the classroom.

Had conversations with students.

Asked students about themselves and their cultures, and used this information in the
big end of year project.

Learned about and understood students.

Greeted students at the classroom door and said hi in the hallway.

Kept in touch with former students.

Took an interest in all of her students.

Would pull students and have lunch with them if they weren’t doing work.
Listened to students.

Greeted students at the classroom door and in the hallway, and by name. — also
observed other teachers in hall doing this.

Made weekly positive phone calls home.

Would pull student into hallway to discuss misbehavior, and did not demean the
student in front of class. She was a good relationship builder; nine out of ten times the
student would be fine after that.

Used same positive feedback for each student so as not to excessively praise one
(called it silent cue).

Cooperating teacher learned and used student names quickly and often.

Used a lot of humor.

“Developed quite a bit of rapport from the beginning.”

Got reluctant students to read out loud because of rapport — got students to feel
comfortable with him.

Students would eat lunch in his room on his free period.

Would help students with their other homework on his free period.

“His positivity and his attitude with his students made them comfortable, and made
them feel like it was a safe room for them to go.”

Cooperating teacher learned and used student names quickly and often.

Cooperating teacher used discussion: students sat in a circle. She connected reading
back to own lives.

Cooperating teacher’s class climate and discussion format led to a student coming out
to peers during book report on choice of book and personal relation to it. She created
space for student voice to be heard. The book talk was a project the cooperating
teacher helped him to create.

Cooperating teacher was very personable: she approached students in a cordial,
respectful way, which was part of her behavior management. She was never
demanding or punitive.
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Participant Cooperating teachers’ actions related to TSRs

P10 Cooperating teacher used student interest questionnaire at beginning, and referred back
to them and used them to make connections to lit and relate to students for behavioral
issues. She used this information to help understand behavior and connect and relate to
students.

If students acted out, would ask what was going on, how can I help?

Older cooperating teacher was more mom-like in relating to students. She shared
stories about her own kids.

Older cooperating teacher had high expectations; also gave students reigns in
discussion and trusted them to go off on a tangent and then bring it back to topic.
Younger cooperating teacher established boundaries because of her age; she thought
students might push or take advantage, so she had honest discussions about rules and
respect.

She was also able to relate more to student interests like social media: “She was able to
make those connections . . . in a way that felt much more natural because she was not
too far removed from that age group.”

P11 Got down on one knee at the student’s level.
“Very in tune with their needs that showed through how she talked to them, and
through the content that she taught.”

P12 Had conversations with students.
Asked question of the day and let all students share a response.
Gave frequent break to special education students during which she asked them
questions about themselves or let them share or play a game.
Learned about and understood students.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.

Table F8

Cooperating Teachers’ Words

Participant Cooperating teachers’ words related to TSRs as reported by participants.
P5 Cooperating teacher told students about herself.
P6 Cooperating teacher said have fun, be yourself.

Cooperating teacher said when the students see you want to be here and have fun they
will give you so much more.

P7 Cooperating teacher said that building relationships is the best thing you can do because
that takes care of 80% of problems that could happen. You don’t need other classroom
management strategies.

P9 Cooperating teacher said building relationships was “the most important thing first she
wanted me to do.”
Cooperating teacher said to make personal connection, if they have that relationship
with you they don’t want to let you down, and don’t want to not pass.

P11 Cooperating teacher said that to the students respect is a two way street — I’'m here for
you if you need me — I’'m here to teach first, but if you need me for any type of support
I’m here.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Seminar
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Participant

TSR information learned in seminar from fellow student teachers

P1

P4

P6

P8

P10

P11

P12

Some students can’t be in seats for long. He learned to give the loud student or the one who
wants the attention roles to fit their personality, like being the helper.

Don’t pull “on the leash too much;” let them go and they will come back.

“You really have to get to know the student before you can create that culturally responsive
lesson” because there are differences even within a culture. Don’t make assumptions. “And
that’s where like developing that relationship is so essential.” You have to develop TSR
because “the worst thing you can do is assume they don’t know or assume that you know
what they’re talking about without knowing for sure.”

Other student teachers with problems were not able to build the same TSRs that their
cooperating teachers had, mainly because the cooperating teachers knew the students from
previous years.

“You have to be, not necessarily like a second parent, but you have to be someone they
can rely on and that they can have fun with, but still be able to teach them, so, not
necessarily be their friend, but kind of be a friend and a teacher at the same time.”

An art teacher had a difficult student who said he hated art. She let him try different things
and adjusted assignments until he discovered he liked charcoal. She used charcoal to get
him started and then was able to add in other things.

Don’t call parents if you can solve the problem by using TSR, but let students know you
will if you have to.

A Muslim classmate said some of her students had not seen a Muslim teacher before. “I
think there was something powerful about that.” Students commented that they were
happy to see a teacher that looks like them teaching English.

Students have to see it’s not an act. You can’t fake it: they will see right through.

You have to build TSRs in order for the students to engage and work with you.

Having students feel “as though you understand them and you're with them, and you
know, you're not gonna do anything to hurt them is a big key.”

P11 reported that one of his fellow student teachers was one on one with special needs
students and would talk about the hard days. About halfway through the semester she had
a breakthrough with student and her reports were more positive after that.

Talking to seniors is different than talking to first-graders; the conversations are more
adult level. You also have to form TSRs faster with seniors because they are graduating
soon.

Ask them what they like to do, or what are their favorite sports or movies.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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CRT Elements in Courses

Participant Elements of CRT related to TSRs in courses

P1 Included demographics and tracking.
Be aware of situations students live in.
Teachers “have to go to” the students; “do what they like.”
Show students other cultures in addition to teaching to their own: “And a lot, and
especially in urban schools kids tend to, I want to say, segregate on their own. So it's like
a great opportunity to just show them all something different, like and kind of come
together.”
“You have to understand the student, you have to make everything relatable to them.”

P2 “[The professor] talked a lot about having empathy for students. A lot about you know
sometimes you may start with a set of rules and expectations and you have to
understand that life circumstances may cause you to deviate from that. Um, that
students come with baggage. And sometimes you may say on the first day, I'm not
going to accept anything late. Sometimes, you know, kids don't have light. So you're
going to have to accept things late.”

P3 Teach to the whole student, don’t just teach the subject.
Understand and know where your students are coming from.
Know students’ backgrounds before covering content.
Incorporate what you know about students into instruction.
You can’t teach without knowing students and their culture first.
“It was more about us learning about their lives to better teach the students, as people
rather than students like just teaching science to the kids.”
Research the area really well; analyze the school report card.

P4 See TSRs from “the cultural perspective of the students.”
Be aware of situations students live in, and their demographics.
“We were kind of inundated at the beginning with the adapting to the cultural
perspective of different types of schools.”
Understand and know where your students are coming from.
Know students’ backgrounds before covering content.
Focus on understanding of race and socio-economic issues and how to use that in
teaching.

P5 Bringing students’ cultural background into lessons was included in the state math
standards.

P6 ELL course: Teachers need to know students’ interests, what is relevant to them and to
their culture; bring students’ cultural background into lessons.
ELL professor: The more you know about them more you can teach them.
Psychology class on the development of adolescents had some information on the
situations or scenario students come from, “like how their brain might be different than
other students who are coming from different backgrounds, and how we kind of need
to meet those needs.”

P7 Elements of getting to know students through cultures were embedded in a couple

courses.

One course in particular, the first course (the one with the urban field experience),
included recognizing that certain behaviors are cultural differences, and not
disrespectful. It is “important to recognize them (behaviors / cultural differences) so
you can further build relationships with those students.”
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Participant Elements of CRT related to TSRs in courses

P8 ELL course included how to “respond to students’ cultures based on the languages
they speak or, or don’t speak.”
Advice in multiple classes said to watch shows or listen to music you would not
normally: ‘whatever is popular,” whatever your students are listening to.
Professor used the example of handicapped student who did not need help with
something. Communicate so you know what the student needs or does not need (help
with); don’t assume they can or can’t do something.

P9 TSRs help improve classroom management: the better the relationship, the more you
can get out of the students, the more they’re willing to work hard and do your work.
TSRs make it easier, so you don’t have issues in classroom or behavior problems.

P10 Incorporate cultural competencies into instruction.
Be mindful of cultural competencies even without knowing students yet.

P11 Several professors stressed get to know students, neighborhood, community.

P12 ELL class had a study abroad trip in Spanish-speaking country, which included facial
expressions, attitude, and body posture important for communication and forming
relationships and trust.

Note. CRT = culturally responsive teaching; TSR = teacher-student relationship; ELL =
English language learner.

Table F11

CRT Elements Used in Student Teaching

Participant Elements of CRT related to TSRs used in student teaching
P1 Put relationship knowledge into lessons.
P3 Used research projects based on culture: their culture or where they lived.

Brought skin color into genetics lesson.
Build racial knowledge.

P4 Used research projects based on culture: their culture or where they lived.

P5 Put relationship knowledge into lessons. Apply knowledge in teaching, word problems,
activities.

P6 Ask questions, have conversations during downtime or transitions, find out what they are

interested in, from their backgrounds or what they like to do “hot thing that they’re
playing with or doing or video game.”

P9 Be “available for questions and help, . . . reliable,” asking about their day, weekend,
parents.
P11 Showing you are trying to communicate goes a long way.

Created culturally relevant content that matters to students, and used that as a way to
engage and encourage students.

Note. CRT = culturally responsive teaching; TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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RCT Elements in Courses
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Participant

RCT elements in courses

P1

P2

P3

P4

P5

P6

P7

P8

P9

P10

P11

P12

Understand the students’ home lives and why they are behaving the way they do.
Understanding the unwanted behavior can help stop it.

A video shown in class showed a teacher yelling at a student for sleeping in class without
understanding why.

Classroom management is more about teacher behavior.
Teacher behavior leads to TSR.

Understanding the unwanted behavior can help prevent it.
Building a relationship lowers need for classroom management.

Understanding the unwanted behavior can help stop it.
Be positive, not negative; be careful of what you say.
Involve students in decisions, and you will get more out of them.

Building a relationship lowers need for classroom management.

Positive relationship and rapport follow through to classroom management. Procedures
won’t be followed until you have positive TSRs. TSRs affect your ability to manage the
classroom.

Building a relationship lowers need for classroom management.

“Your relationship with your students is completely 100% either the reason for good
behavior or bad behavior.”

“Because that’s how . . . the world works right? Your relationship with somebody
will . . . help your work ethic between the two of you . . . so that was exemplified and
explained to us quite . . . a few times.”

There are three tiers of behavior: the bottom is good behavior, the middle needs a bit
more of a push, and the top level is the kid who needs one to one focus.

Building a relationship lowers need for classroom management.

Contained importance of TSR. Everything builds off of that; it is vital to student success,
to behavior management.

Issues with students are easier to solve with relationships. Relate it to an interest or role
model. Make a connection to their lives.

Building a relationship lowers need for classroom management.

Focus on positive behavioral management: examine the behavior, find the root cause.
Positive TSRs decrease behavior incidents. “It becomes much easier to manage the
classroom when there is this respect established between the teacher and the student.”
Mutual respect is foundation of classroom management.

“Get to know your kids and really figure out what’s going on with them.”

Focused more on Maslow: students might not have supplies or uniform, or be hungry and
not focusing; without a bond or TSR teacher might not know this.

Note. RCT = relationship-centered teaching; TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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RCT Elements Used in Student Teaching

Participant

RCT elements used in student teaching

P1

P3

P4

P5

P7

P8

P9

P10

P11

P12

Got to know each student individually and used that knowledge to differentiate instruction.
His classes noticed and commented that he never yelled as a result of his use of TSRs.

Outwardly expressed love for the different races in her classes.

Used positive narration and I-centered language.

Students were not defensive and were more cooperative when she used I statements in
addressing their classroom behaviors.

Did not yell; used proximity control.

Used knowing her students and who they are as people.

Be genuine and empathetic.

Being vulnerable helped with students who were angry or upset.

Used information he learned from his class materials about being vulnerable as a teacher so that students will
be vulnerable with you, which helped him in his classroom management. Sat and talked with students, used a
gentle tone, and shared his emotions.

Used surveys.

Did not teach the first week; she talked to the students to get to know them.

Had lunch with students and would pull a student aside before class to see how they were doing.
Used Maslow’s hierarchy or needs as a frame of reference for understanding issues students
were facing.

Used positive narration and I-centered language.
Pulled students aside to have discussions.

Gave one student positive feedback to encourage him when he did well with something he had struggled
with. She had two students who did not care about the class but took an interest in her biweekly manicure
colors, so P8 used that interest to make a connection with those students and used that connection to move
the conversations from manicures to literature. After that, these students cared when she was absent one day,
and were sad when she had to leave.

TSRs were helpful with the elementary students in his student teaching because they have a harder time
controlling themselves.

The TSRs he built with the students also helped make the students feel more comfortable with each other.
Reported cultivating relationships with students, sharing personal anecdotes, and “creating a

space where students were able to then speak of their own experiences,” which “ultimately allowed for a
space where students felt totally comfortable.”

If a student is having a rough day, ask questions and find out why, or find out what they are
going through.

Let students know you are on the same team.

Let students know you do not judge and that what they share will remain confidential.
Covering the material in class depended on how the students came to class that day.

Played games with special education students to gain their trust so she could teach them the content.
Asked elementary students who were not able to focus if they were feeling ok or if they needed

to go to the nurse.

Used Maslow’s hierarchy or needs as a frame of reference for understanding issues students were facing.

Note. RCT = relationship-centered teaching; TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Participant Observations About Use of TSRs

Participant Participant observations about use of TSR
P1 He needed to be himself and do what he was comfortable with.
“Kids will do the work for the teachers they like. They will. But, it depends on how much
effort the work requires.”
Tell students information other teachers do not.
P2 Different ways to draw them in — complement then move to next thing.
Being aware of different groups and having empathy is important.

P3 Part of TSRs is making sure students know what is going on — repeat information even if
they heard it before.

P4 Forming a connection with parents changes the TSRs with students and helps with
classroom management. Threats to call a parent work if you have a good relationship with ¢
student, but if you do call a parent, you have to mend the relationship with the student.

P6 Having fun is what builds the relationships: “The more you give them, the more you’re
going to get back from them.”

“You need to build those relationships that are going to last longer than just the school
period that they’re in your class or just the school year you might see them.”
P7 The program focused on restorative practices but this practice is not used where she is
teaching now.
P8 Uses a combination of connecting to student interests while being funny and goofy.
P9 Uses TSR to address issues like cutting.
The relationship he has with the student affects how he addresses issue.
TSRs can be used outside of class to address issues, and makes addressing those issues
easier.
Used similar TSR techniques for elementary and high school students, and for physical
education and health classes.

P11 Part of TSR is meeting students where they are at. Understand the demographic and talk

to them at their level. You can’t be the “high and mighty teacher” or “whatever I say
goes.”

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Participants’ Personal Life Experiences

Participant TSR information participants learned from personal life experiences

P1 Grew up in urban area and attended urban schools.
Shared a similar cultural background with urban students.

P2 Grew up and attended schools in an urban area.

P4 Worked in urban area and had friends from different cultural backgrounds.

P5 Attended urban schools as a child and used those experiences to connect to students.

P6 No experience that helped prepare her for teaching in an urban school other than working at a
Footlocker full-time during college.

P8 Attended an elementary school that included a special education program.
Attended school in a large urban district
Worked at an aftercare and built a relationship with a troubled child that helped her work with
him.

P9 Grew up in a suburb of a major city.

P11 Grew up in a diverse urban area and have friends of diverse ethnicities.
As a student, he would tune out teachers if he felt they did not care about him.

P12 Her mom passed away when she was younger, so she could connect on a personal level with

students that happened to. She has her mother’s picture on her desk; students would ask
questions and they would talk and share memories, which helped her build a relationship with
those students.

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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Participant Suggestions

Participant Participant suggestions for teacher preparation programs

P1 Instruction in using TSRs needs to be more natural; the process in the instruction felt forced.
Students will know if you are not being yourself. Too much emphasis on student struggles
instead of on building connections.

P2 There should be a class on culturally sensitive teaching.

P5 “There should be a whole semester class” on TSRs. “I still truly believe that every preservice
teacher should go and observe an urban setting.”

P6 The “real world experiences of professors that had taught” should be “interwoven within the
classes.” There should be more focus on the “realistic side . . . of teaching.”
There should be more in the curriculum about building TSRs.

P7 “I would have liked to see a more diverse curriculum in terms of building student teacher
relationships.”

P8 TSRs “could use its own course.”
TSR instruction “could have been stronger.”

P11 Would like to see more TSR information in courses.

Instruction “should be centered more around experience in the field and less out of a book.”

Note. TSR = teacher-student relationship.
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