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Introduction

Every school day, millions of children walk into classrooms carrying
relational histories that shape how they learn. For most, those
histories include a reliably available caregiver, and the classroom is
one more setting in which to explore, make mistakes, and recover.
For a substantial minority, the picture is different. In federal fiscal
year 2023, child protective services agencies in the United States
substantiated maltreatment for 546,159 children, a rate of 7.4 victims
per 1,000 children (Children’s Bureau, 2025). On September 30,
2025, preliminary federal data counted 331,747 children in foster care
(Children’s Bureau, 2026). In fall 2021, 5.3 million students, or 10.6
percent of public school enrollment, were English learners, many of
them navigating a new language, a new culture, and in some cases
family separation (National Center for Education Statistics, 2024).
Add children living with poverty-related stress, students with
disabilities, and first-generation students whose families cannot
translate the hidden curriculum of school, and the population for
whom the relational climate of the classroom is a precondition for
learning becomes large.

Attachment theory offers one of the most developed frameworks for
understanding why relationships matter for learning. It proposes that
children build expectations about the availability of caregivers from
repeated experience, that those expectations organize how they
regulate stress and explore their environments, and that a trusted
adult functions as a “secure base” from which exploration, including
intellectual exploration, becomes possible. Over three decades,
researchers have asked whether teachers can serve this function,
whether teacher—student relationship quality predicts engagement
and achievement, through what mechanisms, and whether schools
can deliberately strengthen those relationships. The result is a large
and uneven body of evidence: meta-analyses pooling hundreds of
studies, a growing set of randomized trials, long-running longitudinal
cohorts, and a sprawling practice literature in which claims
sometimes outrun data.

This review synthesizes that evidence for practitioners who work with
vulnerable K—12 students. It is organized around a simple appraisal
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question that Higher Learning Lab applies to every claim it reviews:
Does the evidence support the claim, by what reasoning, and how
robust is that evidence? Throughout, we distinguish meta-analytic
and experimental findings from correlational ones, report effect sizes
only where we have read them in the source, and flag where popular
claims about “attachment-aware” or “relationship-based” practice
rest on thin or methodologically weak studies. The emphasis on peer-
reviewed work from roughly the last decade is deliberate; a small
number of foundational and official sources are included where they
anchor the field or supply prevalence data.

Three conclusions will emerge. First, the association between
affective teacher—student relationship quality and students’
engagement is consistent and moderate in size, while the association
with measured achievement is smaller and partly indirect. Second,
the evidence that attachment insecurity and maltreatment histories
compromise the regulatory and attentional capacities on which
school learning depends is strong, and it points toward the relational
quality of classrooms as a plausible lever. Third, interventions that
train teachers in specific, proactive relationship practices have
produced credible effects in randomized trials, but whole-school
“attachment-aware” and trauma-informed models remain far ahead
of their evidence base. Each of these conclusions carries practical
implications, which we develop in the final sections.

Foundations: Attachment Theory in the
Classroom

Secure base, safe haven, and internal working models

Attachment theory originated in John Bowlby’s account of the
infant—caregiver bond and Mary Ainsworth’s observational
classification of attachment patterns. Its core propositions are that
children form an attachment behavioral system that is activated by
distress and deactivated by the perceived availability of a caregiver;
that a caregiver who is sensitive to the child’s signals provides both a
safe haven (comfort when distressed) and a secure base (support for
exploration when calm); and that children internalize these
experiences as “internal working models,” generalized expectations
about whether others will be available and whether the self is worthy
of care. These models are hypothesized to guide behavior in new
relationships, including at school.

The link to learning runs through exploration and regulation. A child
who expects adults to be available can tolerate uncertainty, attend to



a task rather than to threat, seek help when stuck, and recover from
frustration. A child whose working model predicts rejection may
spend attention on vigilance, avoid help-seeking, or escalate conflict.
Bergin and Bergin (2009), in a widely cited review that remains the
standard introduction for educators, summarized evidence that
securely attached students tend to have higher grades and test scores
than insecurely attached students, that security is also linked to better
emotion regulation, social competence, and willingness to take on
challenges, each of which is in turn associated with achievement, and
that these effects are stronger for high-risk students. They argued
that strengthening teacher—student relationships is fundamental to
raising achievement rather than an optional extra, and offered a set of
concrete suggestions for doing so.

The teacher as an ad hoc attachment figure

Can a teacher be an attachment figure? The most careful treatment
comes from the Leuven and Amsterdam research groups led by
Karine Verschueren and Helma Koomen. Introducing a special issue
on the topic, Verschueren and Koomen (2012) contended that the
teacher can be regarded as an ad hoc attachment figure with safe
haven and secure base functions, while cautioning that for most
children the relationship with the teacher is probably not an
attachment bond in the full sense. Attachment bonds are selective,
enduring, and organized around a specific person; teacher—student
relationships are shorter, less exclusive, and embedded in a group.
What the attachment perspective contributes is a template: it
specifies which dimensions of relationship quality should matter
(closeness, conflict, and dependency), identifies teacher sensitivity as
the central proximal determinant of quality, and generates
hypotheses about mechanisms and interventions.

Verschueren (2015) noted that attachment-based teacher—child
relationship research had concentrated on early childhood and that
the years from roughly age 6 to 12 were understudied. A systematic
review of 24 studies published between 2010 and 2020 concluded
that early care experiences influence the formation of new
relationships at primary school, that teachers’ own attachment styles
and availability relate to children’s school adjustment, and that
teacher—student relationship quality is associated with externalizing
and internalizing behavior, school liking, peer acceptance, academic
performance, self-concept, and emotion regulation (Garcia-Rodriguez
et al., 2023). The same review documented that the teacher-report
Student—Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS) remains the dominant
measurement tool, with student-report instruments emerging more
recently.



Spilt et al. (2022), in a practitioner review, compared the theoretical
lenses applied to dyadic teacher—child relationships: the attachment
perspective is the most widely used in psychological research, self-
determination theory is well established, and interpersonal theory,
used extensively for teacher—class interactions, has been largely
overlooked at the dyadic level. Their recommendations converge on
teacher sensitivity, relationship-based communication, and flexibility
in interpersonal behavior.

Attachment to the teacher versus attachment to school

Two related constructs are easily conflated. The first is the dyadic
relationship between a student and a particular teacher,
operationalized in attachment-informed research with the STRS
dimensions of closeness, conflict, and dependency (Koomen et al.,
2012). The second is school belonging or connectedness, a student’s
sense of being accepted, respected, and included in the school as an
institution: a group-level appraisal rather than a dyadic bond,
typically measured by student self-report, with its own meta-analytic
literature (reviewed below). The two are related, since teacher
support is among the strongest correlates of belonging (Allen et al.,
2018), but interventions that target one will not automatically move
the other.

Attachment versus the broader teacher—student
relationship construct

A third distinction separates an attachment perspective from the
broader umbrella of teacher—student relationship (TSR) research.
Much TSR research draws on motivational theories (support for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness), on interpersonal theory, or
on observational frameworks such as the Classroom Assessment
Scoring System, which rates emotional support, classroom
organization, and instructional support at the classroom level. These
frameworks overlap with but are not reducible to attachment
constructs. The meta-analyses summarized below pool studies using
a variety of measures, and their findings are best read as evidence
about affective relationship quality broadly rather than attachment
bonds narrowly. This is the single most common place where popular
summaries overstate what the research shows.

Dependency: the neglected third dimension

Closeness and conflict have received most of the attention, but the
attachment perspective also identifies dependency, the child’s
excessive reliance on the teacher and failure to explore



autonomously. Verschueren and Koomen (2021) argued that
dependency should be understood as a relational construct rather
than a stable child trait. A meta-analysis of 28 studies with 7,849
students from preschool through upper elementary school found that
dependency was negatively associated with engagement,
achievement, and prosocial behavior (small to medium effects) and
positively associated with externalizing behavior (medium) and
internalizing behavior (medium to large), with the significant
moderator analyses consistent with an academic risk hypothesis in
which associations were stronger for at-risk students (Roorda et al.,
2021). For practitioners working with anxious or clingy children, a
secure base is one that supports exploration, not one that substitutes
for it.

Teacher-Student Relationships and
Academic Outcomes: The Meta-Analytic
Evidence

The Roorda meta-analyses

The reference point is a pair of meta-analyses from the University of
Amsterdam. Roorda et al. (2011) synthesized 99 studies spanning
preschool through high school and found that positive relationship
qualities were associated with engagement at medium-to-large
magnitudes and with achievement at small-to-medium magnitudes,
with corresponding negative associations for negative relationship
qualities. Effects were generally stronger in higher grades, although
the effects of negative relationships were stronger in primary than in
secondary school.

Roorda et al. (2017) updated the sample to 189 studies and 249,198
students and applied meta-analytic structural equation modeling to
test whether engagement mediates the link between relationships and
achievement. The pooled correlations are the clearest available
summary of the field. Positive relationships correlated with
engagement at .35 and with achievement at .17; negative
relationships correlated with engagement at —.28 and with
achievement at —.16; engagement correlated with achievement at .28.
In the structural model, the direct path from positive relationships to
engagement was .29 and from negative relationships to engagement
was —.19, while the direct paths to achievement were small (.07 and
—.07) and the indirect paths through engagement were of similar size
(.07 and -.05). Engagement therefore partially, not fully, mediated
the relationship—achievement link, and in the longitudinal subsample



of 52 studies all direct effects remained significant. The pattern held
in both primary and secondary school studies, and the pooled
correlation between positive relationships and engagement was
stronger in secondary (.38) than in primary (.30) school. The model
explained 13 percent of the variance in engagement and 9 percent of
the variance in achievement in primary studies, and 18 percent and 9
percent respectively in secondary studies.

Two features deserve emphasis under a claim—evidence—reasoning
lens. First, the relationship—achievement association is modest; a
pooled correlation of .17 means relationship quality accounts for a
small share of variance in grades and test scores. Second, in the
longitudinal subsample the direct effect of negative relationships on
engagement (—.23) was somewhat stronger than that of positive
relationships (.16). This matters because longitudinal designs rule out
some, though not all, alternative explanations for cross-sectional
associations.

Convergent meta-analyses

Other syntheses corroborate the pattern. Lei et al. (2016) meta-
analyzed 57 studies with 73,933 students on affective teacher—student
relationships and externalizing behavior problems. Positive
relationship indicators correlated with externalizing problems at —.26
and negative indicators at .55, with the latter association notably
larger. Culture, age, gender, and informant moderated the effects; the
negative correlation between positive relationship indicators and
externalizing problems was stronger among Western than Eastern
students, in the lower primary grades, and when behavior was rated
by teachers or parents rather than students or peers. Lei et al. (2018)
examined teacher support and academic emotions across 65 studies
with 58,368 students and found correlations of .34 with positive
academic emotions and —.22 with negative academic emotions.

A three-level meta-analysis of 74 studies and 233,961 students in
China reported an overall correlation of .26 between teacher—student
relationship quality and academic achievement, with stronger
associations in senior high school (.35) than junior high (.25) or
primary school (.22) (Lei et al., 2023). Tao et al. (2022) meta-
analyzed 71 articles on perceived teacher support and achievement
and found a correlation of .16, with larger associations for upper-
secondary students, for course grades than for standardized tests, and
for emotional support than for autonomy or academic support;
student engagement partially mediated the association. These
findings match Roorda et al.’s conclusion that relationship effects on



engagement exceed those on achievement and that relationships do
not matter less in adolescence.

Endedijk et al. (2022) extended the frame to peer relationships.
Pooling 297 studies and 1,475 effect sizes, they found that negative
aspects of the teacher—student relationship were the strongest
predictors of students’ peer relationships and that relationship
quality partially mediated the association between student behavior
and peer standing. The authors infer that preventing or reducing
conflict with students who have behavioral difficulties can improve
classroom peer relationships.

Systematic reviews of longitudinal evidence

Quin (2017) systematically reviewed 46 published studies (13
longitudinal) on teacher—student relationships and adolescent
engagement, finding associations across psychological engagement,
grades, attendance, disruptive behavior, suspension, and dropout
that held after controlling for individual, family, school, and teacher
covariates. Di Lisio et al. (2025) reviewed 37 longitudinal studies
from an explicitly attachment-informed perspective and reported
significant associations between relationship quality and engagement
over time, with smaller effects on achievement, and with students
from low socioeconomic backgrounds, minority backgrounds, and
those with mental health difficulties experiencing poorer
relationships that in turn predicted poorer academic outcomes.

Moderators: age, risk status, and background

Three moderator findings matter for practitioners serving vulnerable
students. First, relationship effects persist and may strengthen in
secondary school, contradicting the assumption that adolescents have
outgrown adult support (Roorda et al., 2011, 2017; Lei et al., 2023;
Tao et al., 2022). Second, the academic risk hypothesis, which
predicts stronger associations for students already at risk, receives
support in the dependency meta-analysis (Roorda et al., 2021) and in
longitudinal reviews (Di Lisio et al., 2025). Third, students from low-
SES and minority backgrounds are at elevated risk of poorer
relationships in the first place. A Dutch longitudinal study of 1,566
primary students found that low-SES and non-Western ethnic
minority students had more conflict-laden and less close
relationships with their teachers; for low-SES students, this was
partly explained by observed dyadic interactions that were more
negative and less positive, with negative interactions carrying more
weight than positive ones (van Vemde et al., 2026). In the United
States, a follow-up to a large longitudinal study of 657 academically



at-risk children found that African American ethnicity, but not IQ or
SES, uniquely predicted atypical trajectories of increasing teacher—
student conflict across elementary school, trajectories previously
shown to forecast underachievement (Spilt & Hughes, 2015). The
implication is uncomfortable: the students for whom a positive
teacher relationship is most protective are, on average, the least likely
to have one.

What the correlational evidence cannot establish

The meta-analytic literature is overwhelmingly correlational. Even
longitudinal designs that control for prior achievement are vulnerable
to reverse causation (teachers may feel closer to students who are
doing well) and to confounding by child characteristics. Several
rigorous studies illustrate the problem. Using cross-lagged panel
models with a national sample of 1,133 children, Hajovsky et al.
(2017) found that prior math achievement predicted subsequent
teacher-rated closeness and conflict, but that closeness and conflict
did not predict subsequent achievement once prior achievement was
controlled. A more recent analysis of the Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Cohort of 2010—2011 using dual
change score models likewise found that variability in relationship
ratings did not predict latent changes in reading or mathematics
achievement, nor the reverse (Hajovsky & Chesnut, 2025). By
contrast, McCormick et al. (2013) used multilevel propensity score
matching with 324 low-income Black and Hispanic kindergartners
and found a significant effect of high-quality kindergarten teacher—
child relationships on first-grade math achievement, though not on
reading.

These mixed results constrain the inference without negating the
pattern. The most defensible reading is that affective relationship
quality is robustly associated with engagement and behavior; that its
association with achievement is real but small, partly indirect, and
possibly concentrated among at-risk students and in particular
domains; and that the strongest causal evidence comes from the
intervention trials reviewed below.

Mechanisms: How Relationships Reach
Learning
If relationship quality influences learning, it must do so through

identifiable processes. The literature points to several, with varying
empirical support.



Engagement

Engagement is the best-documented mediator. Roorda et al. (2017)
found partial mediation in both the full sample and the longitudinal
subsample, and Tao et al. (2022) found that behavioral, cognitive,
and emotional engagement each partially mediated the link between
perceived teacher support and achievement. A longitudinal study of
5,382 Belgian adolescents followed from Grade 7 to Grade 9 found
that teacher-reported closeness positively and conflict negatively
predicted student-reported engagement, and that behavioral and
emotional engagement, and disaffection in particular, predicted
standardized math achievement within the same school year (Engels
et al., 2021). In secondary classrooms, Ruzek et al. (2016) found that
observed teacher emotional support early in the year predicted
student-reported increases in behavioral engagement and mastery
motivation across the year among 960 students aged 11 to 17 in the
classrooms of 68 teachers, with the effect mediated by students’ mid-
year experiences of autonomy and peer relatedness, but not by
competence beliefs.

Self-regulation and executive function

Attachment theory predicts that secure relationships support self-
regulation, and meta-analytic evidence on parent—child attachment
bears this out. Pallini et al. (2018), pooling 100 studies and 20,350
participants, found that securely attached children scored higher on
effortful control than insecurely attached children (r = .20), with
children classified as having organized attachments scoring higher
than those with disorganized attachments (r = .17), though the latter
finding may reflect publication bias. A companion meta-analysis of
62 studies found that insecurely attached children had more attention
problems than securely attached children (r = .21), with the largest
difference between disorganized and organized attachment (r = .27)
(Pallini et al., 2019).

Whether teacher relationships specifically support executive function
is a separate question. Vandenbroucke et al. (2018) meta-analyzed 28
studies (23 with sufficient data) and found that teacher—student
interactions were related to general executive functioning, working
memory, and inhibition, but not cognitive flexibility, with stronger
associations at the beginning of elementary school, in higher-SES
samples, in samples with more boys, and when interactions were
measured at the dyadic rather than classroom level. In a sample of
206 socially disadvantaged preschoolers, teacher—child closeness
predicted gains in observed self-regulation across the year (Cadima et
al., 2016). Portilla et al. (2014) modeled bidirectional pathways in



338 ethnically diverse kindergartners and found that low self-
regulation in the fall predicted more teacher—child conflict by spring,
that this effect persisted into first grade, and that conflict and low
self-regulation jointly predicted decreases in engagement that in turn
predicted first-grade academic competence. The process is
transactional: dysregulated children elicit conflict, and conflict
undermines the engagement through which regulation is practiced.

A striking experimental demonstration comes from Ahnert et al.
(2013), who exposed 120 kindergartners to brief computerized
cognitive tasks preceded either by a photograph of their teacher or by
a neutral image. Children in close teacher relationships solved
problems faster when primed with the teacher’s image, an effect that
persisted after the transition to first grade. Accuracy was unaffected,
but the finding supports the idea that the mental representation of a
secure relationship can facilitate cognitive processing.

Stress physiology

A small body of research has measured children’s cortisol in relation
to classroom relationships. Ahnert et al. (2012) collected diurnal
cortisol profiles from 105 German first graders on a Monday and a
Friday and found that children in non-supportive classrooms had
flatter profiles, suggesting impaired down-regulation of stress, and
that children in conflict-laden relationships with their teachers were
less able to down-regulate stress than children with what the authors
termed proximal-balanced relationships. Oberle and Schonert-Reichl
(2016), in a sample of 406 upper-elementary students, found that
about 10 percent of the variance in morning cortisol lay between
classrooms and that teacher burnout significantly predicted this
classroom-level variability, a pattern they described as possible stress
contagion. In the Banking Time randomized trial, a pilot cortisol
study of 113 preschoolers found that children in the Banking Time
condition showed a significantly greater decline in cortisol across the
morning than children in the business-as-usual condition (Hatfield &
Williford, 2017). These are small studies and cortisol is a noisy
indicator, but together they offer convergent physiological support for
the claim that relationships regulate stress at school.

Motivation, belonging, and academic emotions

The Lei et al. (2018) meta-analysis documented moderate
correlations between teacher support and students’ positive and
negative academic emotions. In a sample of 534 middle school
students, teachers’ “developmental relationships” (combining care,
challenge, support, shared power, and expanded possibilities)



strongly predicted academic motivation at the beginning and end of
the year, directly predicted belonging and perceived school climate,
and indirectly predicted GPA through motivation; relationship
quality for low-SES students was lower and declined more across the
year (Scales et al., 2020). Prewett et al. (2019) found that among 336
fifth and sixth graders, teachers’ prosocial classroom behavior and
social-emotional support were the strongest predictors of students’
perceptions of relationship quality, both of which are malleable.

Help-seeking

A secure base should make it easier to ask for help. The
developmental literature proposes that children who trust their
teachers seek instrumental help (asking for hints) rather than
expedient help (asking for answers) or avoiding help altogether. In a
study of 1,037 fifth and sixth graders using peer nominations, teacher
help was associated with higher adaptive and lower expedient help-
seeking, while seeking help from higher-achieving non-friends was
associated with more expedient help-seeking (Kilday & Ryan, 2023).
Direct tests linking attachment-informed relationship measures to
help-seeking are scarce.

Peer relationships as a conduit

Teachers also shape peer ecologies. The Endedijk et al. (2022) meta-
analysis showed that teacher—student relationship quality, and
especially its negative aspects, predicts how classmates view a
student. Mikami et al. (2017) followed 1,084 adolescents in 65
secondary classrooms and found that perceived relatedness with
classroom peers predicted increases in behavioral engagement from
fall to winter and winter to spring, and that spring engagement
predicted end-of-year achievement test scores controlling for prior
scores. A teacher’s conduct toward an individual student therefore
operates partly through that student’s standing among peers,
consistent with Ruzek et al.’s (2016) finding that peer relatedness
mediates the effect of teacher emotional support.

Attachment Insecurity, Maltreatment, and
Learning

What insecure and disorganized attachment predict

The evidence that early attachment matters for school-relevant
outcomes is now meta-analytic. Fearon et al. (2010), pooling 69
samples and 5,947 children, found that attachment insecurity



predicted externalizing problems (d = 0.31), with the elevated risk
concentrated in disorganized attachment (d = 0.34) rather than
avoidance (d = 0.12) or resistance (d = 0.11). Madigan et al. (2016),
using representational and questionnaire measures in children aged 3
to 18, found that insecure attachment was associated with
internalizing problems (165 studies, d = .58) and externalizing
problems (116 studies, d = .49), with only disorganized attachment
associated with externalizing problems. Groh et al. (2017) concluded
that this program of meta-analyses supports attachment theory’s
claim that early attachment predicts later socioemotional adaptation,
while calling for better measurement and more attention to
mechanisms and moderators.

The more direct question for educators is whether attachment
predicts cognitive and language development. Deneault et al. (2023)
conducted a series of meta-analyses on 125 studies and 9,213
participants and found that child-mother attachment security was
associated with cognitive outcomes (r = .17) and with language
outcomes across 54 studies and 5,564 children (r = .16). Both
associations were small to medium. In a meta-analytic structural
equation model, attachment partially mediated the path from
maternal sensitivity to cognition and language, although the indirect
effects were small. Secure attachment, on this evidence, is one of
several early experiences that support cognitive and language
development, not a dominant determinant.

Taken with the self-regulation and attention meta-analyses (Pallini et
al., 2018, 2019), these findings support a coherent account: insecure
and especially disorganized attachment is associated with weaker
effortful control, more attention problems, and more behavior
problems, each of which predicts difficulty with the behavioral
demands of school, and modestly with lower language and cognitive
performance. A classroom that imposes high regulatory demands
without relational support will amplify these disadvantages.

Maltreatment, foster care, and adoption

Maltreatment is the strongest known environmental predictor of
attachment disorganization. Cyr et al. (2010) meta-analyzed 55
studies with 4,792 children and found that maltreated children were
far less likely to be securely attached (d = 2.10) and far more likely to
be disorganized (d = 2.19) than other high-risk children, while
children exposed to five or more socioeconomic risks showed
disorganization rates not significantly lower than maltreated
children. Raby et al. (2019), using the Minnesota Longitudinal Study
of Risk and Adaptation (N = 267), found that abuse and neglect in the



first five years of life were consistently associated with lower
academic achievement and more interpersonal problems from
childhood through ages 32 to 34; after controlling for demographic
confounds and early sensitive caregiving, the enduring association
held for social but not academic competence. Romano et al. (2015)
reviewed maltreatment and educational outcomes and documented
impairments in academic performance (special education placement,
grade retention, lower grades) and mental health, most pronounced
among children in out-of-home care, with disrupted attachment,
emotion regulation, and sense of agency as plausible explanatory
processes.

Children in foster care illustrate the compounding of these risks. In
England, analysis of the National Pupil Database comparing 5,175
children looked after by the state, 17,392 children “in need” but not in
care, and 22,567 matched peers found that children in need and
children not yet in care were already about one standard deviation
below the cohort average at age seven and fell further behind
thereafter, while their unauthorized absences and exclusions grew;
removal into care appeared to halt or greatly reduce the decline but
did not, on average, reverse it (Sinclair et al., 2019). A trajectory
analysis of 47,500 looked-after children found that earlier entry into
care was associated with a higher probability of a high-achievement
trajectory (Sutcliffe et al., 2017). A systematic review of 39 studies
identified male gender, ethnic minority status, and special
educational needs as consistent predictors of poor educational
outcomes among children in foster or kinship care, and carers’ and
young people’s aspirations as predictors of success (O’Higgins et al.,
2017). In the United States, Pears et al. (2013) compared 93
maltreated children in foster care with 54 low-income non-
maltreated peers and found that foster children had lower affective
and cognitive school engagement in early elementary school, and that
these dimensions of engagement mediated the association between
foster status and academic competence in Grades 3 to 5. Engagement,
again, is the bridge.

Can attachment be repaired, and does repair reach school? A
randomized trial of the Attachment and Biobehavioral Catch-up
(ABC) intervention with 100 Child Protective Services—referred
families found that children whose parents received the ten-session
intervention in infancy reported higher attachment security at age
nine (d = 0.49) than children in the control condition (Zajac et al.,
2020). This is a parenting intervention, but it establishes that
attachment security is malleable in high-risk populations and that
effects can persist into the school years.



The teacher as a compensatory figure

The most practice-relevant question is whether teacher relationships
can buffer insecure attachment at home. The evidence is encouraging
but limited to a handful of studies. Buyse et al. (2011) observed
mother—child attachment in 127 preschoolers and then measured
teacher sensitivity and teacher—child closeness in kindergarten. With
high teacher—child closeness, less securely attached children were no
longer at elevated risk for aggressive behavior; with high teacher
sensitivity, less securely attached children were no longer at risk of
forming less close relationships with their teachers. O’Connor et al.
(2012), using the NICHD Study of Early Child Care and Youth
Development (N = 1,140), found that insecure maternal attachment
at 36 months predicted externalizing and internalizing behavior in
fifth grade, and that these effects were mediated through teacher—
child relationships during childhood. Magro et al. (2020), using the
same cohort (N = 1,306), found that the association between early
maternal sensitivity and teacher—student closeness faded from
kindergarten to sixth grade, whereas the association with teacher—
student conflict endured and was partially accounted for by children’s
externalizing problems. Early caregiving histories keep showing up in
classrooms mainly through conflict, and conflict is the dimension
teachers have most leverage over.

Hamre and Pianta (2005) provided a frequently cited demonstration
of compensatory effects: among 910 children in a national
prospective study, those identified as at risk in kindergarten who
were placed in first-grade classrooms with strong instructional and
emotional support had achievement scores and teacher relationships
comparable to low-risk peers, while at-risk children in less supportive
classrooms had lower achievement and more conflict. Hamre and
Pianta (2001) had earlier shown, in a sample of 179 children followed
from kindergarten to eighth grade, that kindergarten teachers’
reports of relational negativity (conflict and dependency) predicted
academic and behavioral outcomes through eighth grade, particularly
for boys and for children with high behavior problems in
kindergarten. These studies are correlational and their samples are
not maltreated or foster populations specifically, but they are the
empirical basis for the claim that one supportive teacher can change a
trajectory.

School Belonging and Connectedness

Belonging research has its own meta-analytic base. Allen et al. (2018)
synthesized 51 studies with 67,378 secondary students and identified



ten themes associated with belonging; teacher support and positive
personal characteristics were the strongest predictors, and effects
were generally stronger in rural than urban settings. Korpershoek et
al. (2020) meta-analyzed 82 correlational studies published between
2000 and 2018 and found that school belonging had a small positive
correlation with academic achievement; small to moderate positive
correlations with motivational outcomes such as mastery goal
orientation, with social-emotional outcomes such as self-concept and
self-efficacy, and with behavioral, cognitive, and agentic engagement;
and a small negative correlation with absence and dropout. Results
were similar across grade level and SES but varied by measurement
instrument and region.

The pattern mirrors the dyadic literature: belonging relates most
strongly to engagement and motivation and only weakly to
achievement. Using PISA 2015 data from 309,785 students in 52
countries, Allen et al. (2023) found support for a layered socio-
ecological structure of belonging predictors and noted that PISA had
tracked a decline in secondary students’ sense of belonging between
2003 and 2015. Hughes and Cao (2018), following 550 academically
at-risk adolescents across the transition to middle school, found that
teacher-reported warmth dropped at the transition beyond age-
related declines and that this drop predicted lower math scores and
engagement three years later; student-reported school belonging was
among the outcomes modeled.

Belonging interventions in K—12 settings are few, and most come
from the social-psychological rather than attachment tradition.
Borman et al. (2019) tested a brief intervention that led 1,304 sixth
graders across a district to reappraise the academic and social
adversity of the middle school transition; it reduced disciplinary
incidents by 34 percent, increased attendance by 12 percent, and
reduced failing grades by 18 percent, with about 80 percent of the
long-term effect on GPA accounted for by changes in attitudes and
behaviors. Such interventions work on students’ interpretation of
belonging cues rather than on relationships themselves, and are
complementary to, not substitutes for, relationship-building by
adults.

Peer attachment is a distinct construct from both teacher
relationships and institutional belonging. A meta-analytic review
found that parent attachment is moderately correlated with peer
attachment in adolescence, that females report stronger peer
attachment than males, and that peer attachment does not change
systematically with age across the adolescent years (Gorrese &
Ruggieri, 2012). With the evidence that teachers shape peer standing



(Endedijk et al., 2022) and that peer relatedness drives engagement
(Mikami et al., 2017), the picture is one of interdependent relational
systems rather than a hierarchy in which adults matter and peers do
not.

Interventions: What Has Been Tested

Only intervention studies can show that deliberately improving
relationships changes outcomes. This section reviews that literature
with attention to design quality, because this is where the gap
between what practitioners are told and what has been demonstrated
is widest.

The meta-analytic picture

Kincade et al. (2020) conducted the only meta-analysis of universal
(school-wide or class-wide) approaches to improving student—teacher
relationships. Twenty-one studies (17 randomized controlled trials
and 4 quasi-experiments) evaluating 13 programs met inclusion
criteria. The overall effect on relationship quality was small (d =
0.26), with a small effect on closeness (d = 0.22) and essentially no
effect on conflict (d = —0.05). Two programs stood out: Establish—
Maintain—Restore (combined d = 0.64 across two studies) and
BRIDGE (d = 0.65 in a single study). A common-elements procedure
extracted 44 discrete practices, 14 of which were classified as both
proactive and direct: praise, respect, one-to-one time, coaching
emotions, objective observations, getting to know students
personally, maintaining a positive-to-negative interaction ratio,
check-ins, reflective and supportive listening, positive greetings,
expressing care, child-led activities, positive farewells, and home
visits. Programs with medium or larger effects contained a higher
proportion of these practices, although the sample was too small for
formal moderator analysis.

Under a claim—evidence—reasoning lens, the meta-analysis supports
a modest claim: universal relationship programs produce small
average improvements in teacher-reported relationship quality, and
the programs that work best give teachers concrete, proactive
behaviors to enact. It does not show that such programs reliably
reduce conflict or produce achievement gains, which most studies did
not measure.

Establish—Maintain—Restore

Establish—Maintain—Restore (EMR) is a brief professional
development model in which teachers learn to intentionally establish



relationships with each student (for example, through banking time
and positive greetings), maintain them through a favorable ratio of
positive to negative interactions, and restore them after conflict. Cook
et al. (2018a) evaluated EMR with fourth- and fifth-grade teachers in
a matched randomized design and found significant improvements in
teacher-reported relationships and in observed academic engaged
time and disruptive behavior, with changes in relationships
associated with moderate changes in student behavior. Duong et al.
(2019) then ran a randomized controlled trial with 20 middle school
teachers and 190 students, using three hours of training plus
implementation support. Multilevel models showed improvements in
student—teacher relationships (Hedges’ g = .61), academically
engaged time (g = .81), and disruptive behavior (g = 1.07). The
confidence intervals for the behavioral outcomes were wide (lower
bounds of 0.01 for both), a reason for caution about the magnitudes.

An equity-explicit adaptation (E-EMR) for the ninth-grade transition
has been tested twice. A mixed-methods pilot with 133 students and
16 teachers found that students of color showed greater improvement
than White students in belonging, behavior, motivation, and GPA
from pre- to post-test (Gaias et al., 2020). A cluster-randomized pilot
across six high schools (94 ninth-grade teachers, 417 students; three
schools treated, three control) found no significant main effects on
student-reported relationships, belonging, motivation, or
engagement, but found targeted benefits for students with low
baseline scores and for Asian, Latinx, multicultural, and to a lesser
extent Black students, alongside some unexpected less favorable
outcomes for high-performing or advantaged groups in the treatment
condition (Duong et al., 2022). EMR has the strongest evidence of
any brief relationship-focused teacher training in elementary and
middle school; its high school evidence is preliminary and mixed, and
its evidence base consists of small trials conducted largely by the
developers.

Positive Greetings at the Door

Greeting students by name at the door, with brief precorrective
reminders, is among the simplest relationship practices. Cook et al.
(2018b) randomly assigned middle school teachers to a Positive
Greetings at the Door condition or an attention control and observed
academic engaged time and disruptive behavior before and after
implementation. The strategy produced significant improvements in
engaged time and reductions in disruptive behavior, and teachers
rated it feasible and acceptable. Secondary summaries report an
increase of roughly 20 percentage points in engagement and a
decrease of roughly 9 percentage points in disruptive behavior across



10 classrooms and 203 students; readers should consult the original
article for exact statistics. The study is small and the outcomes
behavioral rather than academic, but it is an experimental test of one
of the proactive-direct practices identified by Kincade et al. (2020).

Banking Time

Banking Time is a dyadic, attachment-based intervention in which a
teacher holds regular one-to-one sessions with a target child,
following the child’s lead, labeling emotions, and refraining from
teaching or directing. It is the intervention most explicitly derived
from attachment theory and has been tested in the largest
randomized trial in this literature. Williford et al. (2017) randomized
183 preschool teachers and 470 children aged 3 to 4 to Banking Time,
a “child time” comparison condition (one-to-one time without the
specific Banking Time techniques), or business as usual. Evidence for
main effects on child externalizing behavior was sparse. Teachers in
Banking Time showed lower negativity but also fewer positive
interactions with children at post-assessment compared with
business-as-usual teachers. The impacts of both Banking Time and
child time on reductions in parent- and teacher-reported
externalizing behavior were greater when teachers had higher-quality
classroom-level interactions at baseline. A fidelity analysis of the
same trial found that Banking Time practices were present across
conditions and that the presence of more positive Banking Time
practices accounted for improvements in teacher—child interactions
(LoCasale-Crouch et al., 2018). The cortisol pilot described earlier
found a steeper morning cortisol decline among Banking Time
children (Hatfield & Williford, 2017).

Banking Time is therefore a cautionary case: the theory is clear, the
trial was rigorous, and the results were modest and conditional. One-
to-one time appears to help, but the attachment-derived techniques
did not outperform generic one-to-one time on child behavior, and
the intervention worked best in classrooms that were already
interactionally strong.

Playing-2-gether

Playing-2-gether (P2G) is a Belgian two-component, twelve-week
intervention for preschool boys with elevated externalizing behavior;
the first component is attachment-based and targets relationship
quality through child-led play, and the second is behavioral and
targets teacher behavior management. In a three-wave randomized
trial with 175 teacher—child dyads (89 intervention, 86 control), the
intervention group showed larger decreases in teacher—child conflict,



conduct problems, and hyperactivity/inattention at post-test.
Notably, all positive effects were already visible after the first,
attachment-based component and did not increase further during the
behavioral component; closeness increased after the first component
but the gain had disappeared by post-test (Vancraeyveldt et al., 2015).
A follow-up analysis of the same trial found a direct intervention
effect on teacher-rated academic engagement at mid-intervention, an
indirect effect on engagement at post-test, and a marginally
significant indirect effect on standardized language achievement
through engagement (Van Craeyevelt et al., 2017). P2G is one of the
few relationship interventions with a measured academic outcome,
and the pathway it documents, from relationship to engagement to
language, is the one the meta-analyses predict.

Relationship-focused reflection

A distinct intervention strategy targets teachers’ mental
representations of specific relationships rather than their behavior.
Spilt et al. (2012) developed a Relationship-Focused Reflection
Program and compared it, in a randomized comparative trial with 32
teachers and 64 children with above-median externalizing behavior,
against an intervention targeting teacher behavior directly. The
reflection program produced changes in closeness for about half the
dyads, declines in conflict among teachers with high efficacy beliefs,
and increases in observed teacher sensitivity. Bosman et al. (2021)
evaluated a coaching program built on this approach (LLInC) in a
quasi-experimental design with 46 intervention teachers (92
children) and 32 control teachers (88 children) in Grades 2 to 6.
Intervention teachers reported short-term improvements in closeness
and in self-efficacy for emotional support, and decreases in conflict,
relative to controls; some transfer to other children with whom the
teachers had difficulties was observed. These are small studies, and
the LLInC evaluation was not randomized, but they test a mechanism
that follows directly from attachment theory: change in the teacher’s
internal working model of a specific child.

My Teaching Partner and interaction-focused coaching

My Teaching Partner—Secondary (MTP-S) is a web-mediated
coaching program in which teachers review video of their own
classrooms with a coach using an observational framework of
emotional support, classroom organization, and instructional
support. It targets interaction quality rather than attachment per se.
In a randomized controlled trial with 78 secondary teachers and
2,237 students, MTP-S produced gains in student achievement in the
year after the intervention equivalent to moving the average student



from the 50th to the 59th percentile, with effects mediated by the
targeted interaction qualities (Allen et al., 2011). A replication in a
more urban and diverse district with 86 classrooms and 1,194
students produced gains of the same magnitude (Allen et al., 2015).
In early childhood, a randomized trial of a 14-week course on
effective teacher—child interactions with 440 teachers found that
course participants demonstrated more effective emotional and
instructional interactions than controls (Hamre et al., 2012). MTP-S
is one of very few relationship-adjacent interventions with an
achievement effect in a well-powered randomized trial.

Brief social-psychological interventions targeting the
relationship

Two experimental programs target the relationship from unusual
angles. Gehlbach et al. (2016) randomized 315 ninth graders and their
25 teachers to receive feedback about five actual similarities they
shared; when teachers received feedback about specific students, they
perceived better relationships with those students and the students
earned higher course grades, with exploratory analyses suggesting the
effects were concentrated among “underserved” students. Okonofua
et al. (2016) tested a brief online exercise encouraging teachers to
adopt an empathic rather than punitive mindset about discipline;
across five middle schools, 31 teachers, and 1,682 students, year-long
suspension rates fell from 9.6 percent to 4.8 percent. A larger active-
placebo-controlled replication with 66 teachers and 5,822 students
found that the exercise reduced the Black—White and Hispanic—
White suspension disparity from 10.6 to 5.9 percentage points over
the school year, with reductions persisting into the following year
when students had different teachers (Okonofua et al., 2022). These
studies target the teacher’s relational stance toward students who
misbehave, the point at which conflict trajectories diverge for
minoritized students (Spilt & Hughes, 2015).

Check & Connect and mentoring

Check & Connect pairs at-risk students with a mentor who monitors
attendance, behavior, and grades. The What Works Clearinghouse
(2015) rated it as having positive effects on staying in school and
potentially positive effects on progressing in school, with no
discernible effects on completing school, based on two studies
meeting standards. Subsequent trials have been sobering. A multisite
randomized trial with 260 primarily Hispanic, economically
disadvantaged students in 14 urban middle and high schools found
improvements in academic performance and reductions in



disciplinary referrals but no effect on attendance (Maynard et al.,
2014). A randomized trial with 553 high school students at the
highest predicted risk of not graduating found no statistically
significant impacts on engagement, academic progress, dropout, or
graduation after three years (Heppen et al., 2018). A large Chicago
randomized trial in Grades 1 to 8 found that the program reduced
absences in Grades 5 to 7 by 4.2 days, or 22.9 percent, with no
detectable effects in Grades 1 to 4 and no significant effects on test
scores or GPA (Guryan et al., 2021).

Youth mentoring more broadly shows the same pattern. Raposa et al.
(2019) meta-analyzed 70 outcome studies of one-to-one
intergenerational mentoring programs with 25,286 youth and found
a statistically significant overall effect in the medium range by
prevention-program standards, while emphasizing that impacts are
modest as programs are currently implemented. For youth in foster
care specifically, a meta-analysis of nine U.S. programs found a
small-to-medium overall effect (g = 0.342), weaker effects in samples
with more emotional abuse histories, and more than twice the effect
for near-peer mentors than for intergenerational mentors (Poon et
al., 2021). Adding a caring adult is helpful but not transformative on
its own, and mentoring programs serving children with trauma
histories need trauma-informed training.

Nurture groups

Nurture groups, a United Kingdom intervention dating to the 1960s,
place a small group of young children with social, emotional, and
behavioral difficulties in a homelike classroom with two adults for
part of the school day, with the explicit aim of providing reparative
attachment experiences. Hughes and Schlosser (2014) systematically
reviewed 11 effectiveness studies and found evidence that nurture
groups improve emotional well-being, but called for higher-quality
and longitudinal research and noted a paucity of studies in secondary
schools. The largest evaluation to date used a non-random control
group design with 384 children aged 5 to 6 from 30 nurture group
schools and 14 matched comparison schools in Northern Ireland and
found effect sizes ranging from g = 0.53 to 1.35 across social,
emotional, and behavioral outcomes measured with the Boxall Profile
and Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire, but no evidence of
effects on academic outcomes (Sloan et al., 2020). A 2025 systematic
review of 14 studies concluded that nurture groups are effective
overall for social and emotional outcomes but that improvements
were not consistent across both sections of the Boxall Profile and
varied by age, baseline score, and gender (Jones et al., 2025). No
randomized trial has been published, and the Boxall Profile is



completed by nurture group staff themselves, which introduces
expectancy bias.

Attachment-aware schools and emotion coaching

The United Kingdom has also seen the spread of “attachment-aware
schools” programs, typically delivered by local authorities and
combining staff training in attachment and trauma, emotion coaching
as a universal relational practice, and targeted support for children
with additional needs. Rose et al. (2019) reported on a project
involving over 200 participants (107 staff and 94 pupils aged 5 to 16)
in 40 schools across two local authorities, using a mixed-methods
design. They reported significant improvements in pupils’ reading,
writing, and math, decreases in sanctions and exclusions, and
positive changes in practitioners’ self-regulation and confidence. The
Rees Centre’s independent evaluation of the Bath and North East
Somerset program (Dingwall & Sebba, 2018) was more circumspect.
Attainment and Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire data for a
small number of vulnerable pupils in six primary schools showed
gains, but there was no control group, parallel programs ran in the
same schools, response rates were low, and much of the evidence
came from participant self-report; the authors noted that causal
claims remain uncertain. A Derbyshire program working with 77
schools reported ethos change through action research but did not
measure pupil outcomes against a comparison group (Kelly et al.,
2020).

The appraisal must be blunt. Attachment-aware schools programs are
theoretically coherent, popular with staff, and supported by
promising before-and-after data. They have not been tested in any
design that can rule out maturation, regression to the mean,
concurrent programs, or expectancy effects. The claim that they raise
attainment is not yet supported, even though the claim that they
change staff attitudes and practices is reasonably well documented.

Trauma-informed schools

The same verdict applies with greater force to trauma-informed
school models. A Campbell systematic review that searched
comprehensively for evaluations of trauma-informed approaches in
schools found that no studies met inclusion criteria, which the
authors interpreted as indicating a lack of evidence rather than
evidence of ineffectiveness (Maynard et al., 2019). A systematic
review of multi-tiered trauma-informed approaches identified 13
published and unpublished studies and described the evaluations as
limited (Berger, 2019). A later review of school-wide approaches



published between 2008 and 2019 identified four papers covering
four models, found high risk of bias and low generalizability, and
called for urgent research (Avery et al., 2021). The Attachment,
Regulation, and Competency (ARC) framework, which is frequently
recommended for schools, is listed by the federal Title IV-E
Prevention Services Clearinghouse as not currently meeting criteria
because no eligible outcome studies were identified (Title IV-E
Prevention Services Clearinghouse, n.d.). This is not a reason to
abandon trauma-sensitive practice, whose components overlap
heavily with the proactive relationship behaviors that do have
evidence. It is a reason to be skeptical of outcome claims made for
branded whole-school packages.

Two-by-ten

The “two-by-ten” strategy, in which a teacher spends two minutes a
day for ten consecutive days in non-academic conversation with a
student, is widely recommended in practitioner outlets, but peer-
reviewed evaluation is nearly nonexistent. The one recent study we
located examined its use by 18 student teachers and reported
improved behavior among selected students, with the authors
describing the results as promising and warranting further study
(Conniff & Wasburn-Moses, 2025). Two-by-ten plausibly works
because it operationalizes one-to-one time and getting to know
students personally, but it should be presented as a reasonable
practice rather than an evidence-based intervention.

Vulnerable Populations

Students with disabilities

Students with special educational needs are at elevated risk of poorer
teacher relationships, and the evidence suggests that behavior rather
than disability status per se drives most of the gap. In a Portuguese
study of 360 students in Years 3, 5, and 77, of whom 169 had identified
special educational needs, teachers’ reports of students’ social skills
and externalizing problems were the strongest predictors of closeness
and conflict; internalizing problems and special needs status also
predicted lower closeness, with smaller effects (Freire et al., 2020). Di
Lisio et al. (2025) found in their longitudinal review that for students
with special needs, positive relationships supported behavioral
engagement and achievement while poor relationships were linked to
increased conflict and disengagement. Teachers do not need
disability-specific relationship strategies so much as support in



sustaining warmth with students whose behavior makes warmth
harder to sustain.

English learners and immigrant students

Attachment-informed research on English learners is thin. The
strongest relevant evidence comes from the Longitudinal Immigrant
Student Adaptation Study, which followed 407 recently arrived
immigrant youth from Central America, China, the Dominican
Republic, Haiti, and Mexico over five years and found that supportive
school-based relationships strongly contributed to both academic
engagement and school performance after accounting for country of
origin, gender, maternal education, and English proficiency (Suérez-
Orozco et al., 2009). The Dutch longitudinal study described earlier
found that non-Western ethnic minority students experienced more
conflict and less closeness with teachers, though unlike for low-SES
students this was not explained by observed dyadic interactions (van
Vemde et al., 2026). Cross-cultural work shows that closeness and
conflict achieve partial measurement invariance across Dutch and
Chinese samples, with Chinese students reporting more closeness
and less conflict, a reminder that relationship norms vary across
contexts (Chen et al., 2019). Redding’s (2019) review of racial and
ethnic matching found fairly strong evidence that Black students
score higher on achievement tests when assigned to a Black teacher,
with less consistent evidence for Latino/a students; the mechanisms
likely include relationship quality and expectations, though the
review did not isolate them.

Students with maltreatment histories and in foster care

Children with maltreatment histories arrive at school with elevated
rates of disorganized attachment (Cyr et al., 2010), weaker self-
regulation and attention (Pallini et al., 2018, 2019), and lower
engagement (Pears et al., 2013), and these difficulties forecast
underachievement that persists into adulthood (Raby et al., 2019).
School-based intervention evidence for this population is thin.
Nurture groups were designed for exactly these children and show
social-emotional but not academic effects (Sloan et al., 2020).
Mentoring for foster youth has a small-to-medium effect that
weakens with emotional abuse history (Poon et al., 2021). The
empathic-discipline interventions, which reduce suspensions among
previously suspended and minoritized students (Okonofua et al.,
2016, 2022), are relevant to students whose behavior draws frequent
sanctions, though they have not been tested in foster populations
specifically. Practice with maltreated and fostered children in schools



is currently guided more by developmental theory and clinical
experience than by school-based trials.

Adolescents

Relationship effects do not fade in secondary school. Meta-analyses
find stronger relationship—achievement associations in high school
than in primary school (Lei et al., 2023; Tao et al., 2022), and the
direct effect of positive relationships on engagement is larger in
secondary than primary studies (Roorda et al., 2017). Longitudinal
studies show that teacher warmth drops at the transition to middle
school and that this drop predicts subsequent engagement and math
achievement (Hughes & Cao, 2018); that student-perceived closeness
predicts changes in achievement and conflict predicts changes in
conduct problems across the transition to high school in a sample of
122 Italian students (Longobardi et al., 2016); and that conflict with
teachers and externalizing behavior reinforce each other reciprocally
within a school year (Roorda & Koomen, 2021). Trajectory analyses
from Grades 1 through 12 identify adolescent-onset conflict as a
distinct risk pattern associated with conduct problems (Ettekal & Shi,
2020), and children with chronic co-occurring internalizing and
externalizing problems show sustained conflict, lower warmth, and
lower math and reading performance, with scholastic maladjustment
worsening after the middle school transition (Shi & Ettekal, 2021).
Departmentalization, larger enrollments, and shorter contact time
work against the relational continuity these findings imply
adolescents need.

School Transitions and Relationship
Continuity

If relationships matter and take time to build, the organizational
decision to break them every year is consequential. Three lines of
evidence bear on this.

First, transitions are risk points. Longobardi et al. (2019) studied 480
Italian students across three normative transitions (kindergarten to
primary, primary to middle, middle to high school), using teacher
reports, and found that a stable, low-conflict teacher—student
relationship was protective against increases in internalizing and
externalizing symptoms across all three, while increases in conflict
during the transitions to middle and high school predicted
exacerbation of externalizing symptoms in the first year of the new
school. Hughes and Cao (2018) documented the warmth drop at the
middle school transition and its downstream costs.



Second, keeping students with the same teacher helps, modestly. Hill
and Jones (2018) analyzed North Carolina administrative data for
Grades 3 to 5 and found that students who had the same teacher for a
second year scored higher in reading and math, with larger gains in
math, and that the gains were largest for students of color and for
students of less effective teachers; the authors attributed the benefit
to familiarity and cautioned against departmentalizing elementary
grades. Albornoz et al. (2023) found robust positive effects of repeat
student—teacher matches on test scores for the universe of eighth
graders in Chile, with effects aggregating to the class and school level,
extending to university admission exams, and operating partly
through attendance, progression, behavior, and teacher expectations.
Mangan et al. (2026), distinguishing intentional looping from
incidental repeat matches in a large urban district over more than a
decade, estimated that looping in Grades 4 to 8 was associated with
gains of roughly 0.04 to 0.05 standard deviations in English language
arts and 0.025 to 0.04 in math, meaningfully larger than the gains
from incidental repeats. These are quasi-experimental
administrative-data studies with small effects, but they are consistent
across three countries.

Third, school structure can be designed for relationships. New York
City’s small schools of choice, which emphasized personalization and
sustained adult relationships, raised graduation rates by 9.5
percentage points in lottery-based comparisons across 12,130
participants (Bloom & Unterman, 2014). A subsequent analysis of 68
of these schools found suggestive evidence that personalized learning
and teacher—student respect were among the features associated with
graduation gains, though most of the average effect remained
unexplained (Bloom et al., 2020). Advisory programs, in which a
teacher meets regularly with a small group of students across years,
are widely used for similar reasons, but we located no rigorous
outcome evaluations and make no claims about them.

Measurement and Methodological Issues

The measurement literature carries several cautions.

Teacher reports dominate. The Student—Teacher Relationship
Scale, completed by the teacher, is the most widely used instrument.
Validation work in a Dutch sample of 2,335 children aged 3 to 12
supported its three-factor structure and metric invariance across
gender and up to age 8, but found that scalar invariance generally did
not hold and that invariance weakened for conflict items at ages 8 to
12 (Koomen et al., 2012). Teacher reports are also not independent of
teacher-rated engagement or behavior outcomes.



Student and teacher reports measure different things.
Among 714 academically at-risk students, teacher and student reports
of relationship quality showed low correspondence; student reports
uniquely predicted belonging, perceived competence, and math
achievement, while teacher reports uniquely predicted behavioral
engagement (Hughes, 2011). A multitrait-multimethod analysis of
709 second and third graders found that peer reports of teacher—
student support carried the most trait variance and child reports the
most method variance (Li et al., 2012). Student-report instruments
developed within the attachment framework, including the Child
Appraisal of Relationship with Teacher Scale (Vervoort et al., 2015)
and the Student Perception of Affective Relationship with Teacher
Scale, have good psychometric properties; notably, the latter’s third
factor emerged not as dependency but as “negative expectations,” a
lack of confidence in the relationship that may be the student-side
counterpart of an insecure working model (Koomen & Jellesma,
2015).

Attachment is rarely measured directly in school studies.
Almost all teacher—student relationship research measures
relationship quality (closeness, conflict, dependency) rather than
attachment classification. The meta-analyses on attachment and self-
regulation, attention, cognition, and language concern child—parent
attachment, assessed with the Strange Situation, Attachment Q-Set,
or representational measures. Inferences from those findings to
teacher relationships are theoretical extrapolations, not empirical
demonstrations.

Cross-sectional designs predominate. Dias et al. (2024),
reviewing 38 studies of socio-emotional security and school outcomes
published between 2018 and 2022, found that 76.3 percent were
cross-sectional. The longitudinal subsample in Roorda et al. (2017)
was 52 of 189 studies. Cross-lagged and latent change analyses that
control for prior achievement sometimes find that the achievement-
to-relationship path is stronger than the reverse (Hajovsky et al.,
2017; Mason et al., 2017; Hajovsky & Chesnut, 2025).

Teacher characteristics are understudied. Teachers’ own
attachment orientations, self-efficacy, and well-being plausibly shape
relationship quality. Zee and Koomen (2016) reviewed 165 studies of
teacher self-efficacy and found positive links with classroom quality
and student adjustment. Aldrup et al. (2018) found in a sample of
222 teachers and 4,111 students that the teacher—student relationship
mediated the link between perceived misbehavior and teachers’ work
enthusiasm, consistent with Spilt et al.’s (2011) model in which
relationships with students are a central determinant of teacher well-



being. Relationship-building is not only something teachers do for
students; it is a condition of their own sustainability.

Implications for Practice

The evidence supports concrete action at three levels. Each
recommendation is tied to the strength of its evidence.

For teachers

Establish relationships deliberately with every
student, not just the easy ones. The proactive-direct
practices identified across effective programs are specific and
inexpensive: learn and use names, greet students at the door,
hold brief check-ins, express care explicitly, find one-to-one
time, listen reflectively, and close the day with positive
farewells (Kincade et al., 2020; Cook et al., 2018b). Evidence
strength: meta-analytic for relationship quality; experimental
for engagement and behavior.

Monitor the ratio of positive to negative interactions,
especially with students whose behavior invites
correction. Negative aspects of relationships predict
outcomes more strongly than positive aspects in several meta-
analyses (Lei et al., 2016; Endedijk et al., 2022), and negative
dyadic interactions explain part of the relationship gap for low-
SES students (van Vemde et al., 2026). Evidence strength:
meta-analytic and longitudinal.

Repair after conflict. The “restore” component of EMR, in
which the teacher takes responsibility for reconnecting after a
negative exchange, is most relevant to students whose working
models predict abandonment after conflict (Cook et al., 2018a;
Duong et al., 2019). Evidence strength: small randomized
trials.

Adopt an empathic stance toward misbehavior. Brief
exercises that reframe discipline as an opportunity to
understand and sustain the relationship halved suspensions
and reduced racial disparities in two randomized trials
(Okonofua et al., 2016, 2022). Evidence strength: randomized,
replicated.

Support exploration, not dependence. Dependency on
the teacher predicts poorer engagement and achievement
(Roorda et al., 2021). For anxious or clingy students, a secure
base means scaffolding independent attempts, not providing
constant proximity. Evidence strength: meta-analytic,
correlational.



Treat help-seeking as a relational act. Make it explicit
how and when to ask for help, and respond to requests in ways
that reward instrumental over expedient help-seeking (Kilday
& Ryan, 2023). Evidence strength: correlational.

Expect relationship work to matter more, not less, in
secondary school. Adolescents’ engagement is at least as
sensitive to teacher relationships as younger children’s (Roorda
et al., 2017; Lei et al., 2023). Evidence strength: meta-analytic.

For school leaders

Protect relational continuity across transitions. Where
feasible, loop teachers with classes, limit departmentalization
in elementary grades, and build intentional handoffs into the
transitions to middle and high school (Hill & Jones, 2018;
Mangan et al., 2026; Longobardi et al., 2019). Evidence
strength: quasi-experimental administrative data; longitudinal.
Invest in brief, structured relationship training with
follow-up support. EMR’s three-hour training plus
implementation support produced measurable effects; one-off
awareness sessions without follow-up have not (Duong et al.,
2019; Kincade et al., 2020). Evidence strength: small
randomized trials.

Use video-based coaching on interactions. My Teaching
Partner—Secondary is one of the only relationship-adjacent
interventions with achievement effects in well-powered
randomized trials (Allen et al., 2011, 2015). Evidence strength:
randomized, replicated.

Audit relationship quality by student group. Low-SES,
minoritized, and behaviorally challenging students are
systematically more likely to experience conflict-laden
relationships (Spilt & Hughes, 2015; van Vemde et al., 2026;
Freire et al., 2020). Collect and disaggregate student-report
relationship data and treat disparities as an improvement
target. Evidence strength: longitudinal.

Attend to teacher well-being as a relational variable.
Teacher burnout is associated with students’ physiological
stress (Oberle & Schonert-Reichl, 2016), and relationships with
students mediate the effect of misbehavior on teacher
enthusiasm (Aldrup et al., 2018). Evidence strength:
correlational.

Be skeptical of branded whole-school packages.
Attachment-aware and trauma-informed school models have
not been evaluated in designs that can support their outcome
claims (Maynard et al., 2019; Avery et al., 2021; Dingwall &



Sebba, 2018). Adopt their component practices without
assuming the package has been shown to work. Evidence
strength: systematic reviews finding insufficient evidence.

For districts and policymakers

« Fund relationship-focused professional development
as a core instructional investment, not an add-on. The
engagement effects of relationship quality are moderate and
consistent, and engagement predicts achievement (Roorda et
al., 2017; Quin, 2017). Evidence strength: meta-analytic.
Design secondary schools for personalization. Small

schools of choice emphasizing sustained adult relationships
raised graduation rates in lottery-based evaluations (Bloom &
Unterman, 2014; Bloom et al., 2020). Evidence strength:
natural experiment.

Require comparison-group evaluation before scaling
attachment-aware or trauma-informed initiatives. The
absence of such evaluations is the central weakness of this field
(Maynard et al., 2019; Berger, 2019). Evidence strength:
systematic reviews.

Prioritize children in care and children in need before

age seven. Educational gaps for these children are already
large at age seven and widen thereafter; early entry into care is
associated with better trajectories (Sinclair et al., 2019;
Sutcliffe et al., 2017). Evidence strength: population
administrative data.

Match mentoring programs to population. Near-peer
mentors outperformed intergenerational mentors for foster
youth, and effects weaken with emotional abuse history,
implying a need for trauma-informed mentor training (Poon et
al., 2021). Evidence strength: meta-analytic.

Limitations and Research Gaps

This review has limitations, and the field has more.

Construct slippage. Most of the evidence concerns affective
relationship quality, not attachment. The teacher is rarely an
attachment figure in the technical sense, and almost no school-based
study measures attachment classification. Claims that “attachment”
explains school outcomes are mostly claims that closeness and
conflict do, with attachment theory supplying the interpretation
(Verschueren & Koomen, 2012; Schuengel, 2012).



Correlational dominance and reverse causation. The great
majority of studies are correlational, and several rigorous
longitudinal analyses find that achievement predicts relationship
quality at least as strongly as the reverse (Hajovsky et al., 2017;
Hajovsky & Chesnut, 2025). The strongest causal evidence comes
from intervention trials, most of which are small, developer-led, and
focused on behavior rather than achievement.

Informant confounding. Teacher reports of relationships and
teacher reports of behavior or engagement share method variance.
Studies using student, peer, or observational measures of outcomes
are fewer, and effect sizes are often smaller when informants differ
(Lei et al., 2016; Li et al., 2012).

Thin intervention evidence for the most vulnerable. No
randomized school-based trial of a relationship intervention has
specifically targeted children in foster care or with substantiated
maltreatment. Nurture groups, attachment-aware schools, and
trauma-informed models, which were designed for these children,
have the weakest designs in the literature (Sloan et al., 2020; Rose et
al., 2019; Maynard et al., 2019).

Geographic and cultural concentration. The dyadic
relationship literature is dominated by samples from the United
States, the Netherlands, and Belgium; the whole-school attachment
literature by the United Kingdom; the attachment meta-analyses by
North America and Europe (Deneault et al., 2023). Cross-cultural
invariance work is beginning but limited (Chen et al., 2019).

Gaps in the secondary and adolescent literature. Although
effects persist into adolescence, most intervention trials are in
preschool and elementary settings, and the only high school trial of a
relationship-focused teacher training found no main effects (Duong
et al., 2022).

Under-researched mechanisms. Help-seeking, stress
physiology, and peer-mediated pathways each rest on a handful of
studies. The teacher’s side of the relationship, including teachers’ own
attachment histories and the training that builds relationship
competence, is only beginning to receive systematic attention (Spilt et
al., 2022; Zee & Koomen, 2016).

Research priorities. The field needs (a) randomized trials of
relationship interventions with achievement outcomes and
independent evaluators; (b) trials targeting maltreated and fostered
children in school settings; (c) studies that measure both attachment
and relationship quality to test the extrapolations on which much



practice rests; (d) secondary school trials with adequate power; (e)
multi-informant designs that separate relationship quality from the
informant’s view of the child; and (f) comparison-group evaluations
of the whole-school models now spreading through policy.

Conclusion

The claim that relationships are the foundation of learning is one
educators find intuitively true and the research supports, with
qualifications. Across hundreds of studies and several hundred
thousand students, the affective quality of teacher—student
relationships is moderately and consistently associated with
engagement and behavior, and more modestly associated with
achievement, with the achievement link running partly through
engagement. The association is not an artifact of age; adolescents are
at least as responsive as younger children. Children with insecure and
disorganized attachment histories, most sharply those who have been
maltreated, bring to school weaker self-regulation, more attention
problems, and lower engagement, and the classroom can either
compound those disadvantages through conflict or offset them
through a sensitive, available adult. The evidence that teachers can
function as a compensatory secure base is suggestive and
theoretically coherent, though it rests on fewer and smaller studies
than the rhetoric implies.

The intervention evidence is the most useful and the least known.
Brief, structured training that gives teachers specific proactive
practices to establish, maintain, and restore relationships has
produced credible effects on relationship quality, engagement, and
behavior in randomized trials. Exercises that shift teachers’ mindsets
about discipline have halved suspensions and narrowed racial
disparities. Video-based coaching on interaction quality has raised
achievement. Keeping students with the same teacher produces small
but consistent gains, largest for the students most at risk of relational
disadvantage. Against this, the whole-school attachment-aware and
trauma-informed models that have attracted the most policy
attention have the least rigorous evidence, and some widely
recommended practices have none.

For practitioners working with vulnerable students, the implication is
to act on the evidence that exists while remaining honest about its
limits. Learn students’ names and greet them. Watch the ratio of
positive to negative exchanges with the students who are hardest to
like. Repair after conflict. Treat misbehavior as information about a
relationship rather than a verdict on a child. Protect continuity across
years. Measure relationship quality from the student’s side and look



at who is being left out. These practices are cheap, consistent with
attachment theory, and, unlike many things schools are asked to do,
several have survived randomized tests. That is a reasonable standard
for a profession to hold itself to, and a reasonable place for research
to build.

References

Ahnert, L., Harwardt-Heinecke, E., Kappler, G., Eckstein-Madry, T.,
& Milatz, A. (2012). Student—teacher relationships and classroom
climate in first grade: How do they relate to students’ stress
regulation? Attachment & Human Development, 14(3), 249—263.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.673277

Ahnert, L., Milatz, A., Kappler, G., Schneiderwind, J., & Fischer, R.
(2013). The impact of teacher—child relationships on child cognitive
performance as explored by a priming paradigm. Developmental
Psychology, 49(3), 554—567. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031283

Albornoz, F., Contreras, D., & Upward, R. (2023). Let’s stay together:
The effects of repeat student-teacher matches on academic
achievement. Economics of Education Review, 94, Article 102375.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2023.102375

Aldrup, K., Klusmann, U., Liidtke, O., Gollner, R., & Trautwein, U.
(2018). Student misbehavior and teacher well-being: Testing the
mediating role of the teacher-student relationship. Learning and
Instruction, 58, 126—136. https://doi.org/10.1016/

jlearninstruc.2018.05.006

Allen, J. P., Hafen, C. A., Gregory, A. C., Mikami, A. Y., & Pianta, R.
(2015). Enhancing secondary school instruction and student
achievement: Replication and extension of the My Teaching Partner-
Secondary intervention. Journal of Research on Educational
Effectiveness, 8(4), 475—489. https://doi.org/
10.1080/19345747.2015.1017680

Allen, J. P., Pianta, R. C., Gregory, A., Mikami, A. Y., & Lun, J. (2011).
An interaction-based approach to enhancing secondary school
instruction and student achievement. Science, 333(6045), 1034—
1037. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1207998

Allen, K., Kern, M. L., Vella-Brodrick, D., Hattie, J., & Waters, L.
(2018). What schools need to know about fostering school belonging:
A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 30(1), 1—34.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9389-8



https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.673277
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031283
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2023.102375
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2015.1017680
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2015.1017680
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1207998
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9389-8

Allen, K.-A., Gallo Cordoba, B., Ryan, T., Arslan, G., Slaten, C. D.,
Ferguson, J. K., Bozoglan, B., Abdollahi, A., & Vella-Brodrick, D.
(2023). Examining predictors of school belonging using a socio-
ecological perspective. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 32(9),
2804—2819. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02305-1

Avery, J. C., Morris, H., Galvin, E., Misso, M., Savaglio, M., &
Skouteris, H. (2021). Systematic review of school-wide trauma-
informed approaches. Journal of Child & Adolescent Trauma, 14(3),
381-397. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40653-020-00321-1

Berger, E. (2019). Multi-tiered approaches to trauma-informed care
in schools: A systematic review. School Mental Health, 11(4), 650—
664. https://doi.org/10.1007/512310-019-09326-0

Bergin, C., & Bergin, D. (2009). Attachment in the classroom.
Educational Psychology Review, 21(2), 141—170. https://doi.org/
10.1007/510648-009-9104-0

Bloom, H. S., & Unterman, R. (2014). Can small high schools of
choice improve educational prospects for disadvantaged students?
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 33(2), 290—319.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21748

Bloom, H. S., Unterman, R., Zhu, P., & Reardon, S. F. (2020).
Lessons from New York City’s small schools of choice about high
school features that promote graduation for disadvantaged students.
Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 39(3), 740—771.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22192

Borman, G. D., Rozek, C. S., Pyne, J., & Hanselman, P. (2019).
Reappraising academic and social adversity improves middle school
students’ academic achievement, behavior, and well-being.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(33), 16286—
16291. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1820317116

Bosman, R. J., Zee, M., de Jong, P. F., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2021).
Using relationship-focused reflection to improve teacher—child
relationships and teachers’ student-specific self-efficacy. Journal of
School Psychology, 87, 28—47. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jspP.2021.06.001

Buyse, E., Verschueren, K., & Doumen, S. (2011). Preschoolers’
attachment to mother and risk for adjustment problems in
kindergarten: Can teachers make a difference? Social Development,
20(1), 33—50. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00555.X



https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02305-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40653-020-00321-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-019-09326-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-009-9104-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-009-9104-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.21748
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22192
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1820317116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2021.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2021.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00555.x

Cadima, J., Verschueren, K., Leal, T., & Guedes, C. (2016). Classroom
interactions, dyadic teacher—child relationships, and self-regulation
in socially disadvantaged young children. Journal of Abnormal Child
Psychology, 44(1), 7—17. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10802-015-0060-5

Chen, M., Zee, M., Koomen, H. M. Y., & Roorda, D. L. (2019).
Understanding cross-cultural differences in affective teacher-student
relationships: A comparison between Dutch and Chinese primary
school teachers and students. Journal of School Psychology, 76, 89—
106. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2019.07.011

Children’s Bureau. (2025). Child maltreatment 2023. U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for
Children and Families. https://acf.gov/cb/report/child-
maltreatment-2023

Children’s Bureau. (2026). AFCARS dashboard: Preliminary FY
2025 estimates. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families. https://acf.gov/sites/
default/files/documents/cb/2025-afcars-dashboard-printable.pdf

Conniff, K., & Wasburn-Moses, L. (2025). The 2x10 intervention in
teacher preparation: The use of a simple relationship-building
strategy by teacher candidates. Mid-Western Educational
Researcher, 37(1), Article 16. https://doi.org/10.25035/

mwer.37.01.16

Cook, C. R, Coco, S., Zhang, Y., Fiat, A. E., Duong, M. T., Renshaw, T.
L., Long, A. C., & Frank, S. (2018a). Cultivating positive teacher—
student relationships: Preliminary evaluation of the Establish—
Maintain—Restore (EMR) method. School Psychology Review, 47(3),
226—243. https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0025.V47-3

Cook, C. R, Fiat, A., Larson, M., Daikos, C., Slemrod, T., Holland, E.
A., Thayer, A. J., & Renshaw, T. (2018b). Positive greetings at the
door: Evaluation of a low-cost, high-yield proactive classroom
management strategy. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions,
20(3), 149-159. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300717753831

Cyr, C., Euser, E. M., Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J., & Van
IJzendoorn, M. H. (2010). Attachment security and disorganization
in maltreating and high-risk families: A series of meta-analyses.
Development and Psychopathology, 22(1), 87—108. https://doi.org/
10.1017/50954579409990289

Deneault, A.-A., Duschinsky, R., van IJzendoorn, M. H., Roisman, G.
L, Ly, A., Fearon, R. M. P., & Madigan, S. (2023). Does child-mother


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-015-0060-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-015-0060-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2019.07.011
https://acf.gov/cb/report/child-maltreatment-2023
https://acf.gov/cb/report/child-maltreatment-2023
https://acf.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/2025-afcars-dashboard-printable.pdf
https://acf.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/2025-afcars-dashboard-printable.pdf
https://doi.org/10.25035/mwer.37.01.16
https://doi.org/10.25035/mwer.37.01.16
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0025.V47-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300717753831
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579409990289
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579409990289

attachment predict and mediate language and cognitive outcomes? A
series of meta-analyses. Developmental Review, 70, Article 101093.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2023.101093

Di Lisio, G., Halty, A., Berastegui, A., Mila Roa, A., & Couso Losada,
A. (2025). The longitudinal associations between teacher-student
relationships and school outcomes in typical and vulnerable student
populations: A systematic review. Social Psychology of Education,
28(1), Article 144. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-025-10107-8

Dias, P., Verissimo, L., Carneiro, A., & Duarte, R. (2024). The role of
socio-emotional security on school engagement and academic
achievement: Systematic literature review. Frontiers in Education, 9,
Article 1437297. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1437297

Dingwall, N., & Sebba, J. (2018). Evaluation of the Attachment
Aware Schools Programme: Final report. Rees Centre, University of
Oxford. https://www.education.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/
2019/06/Bath-and-NE-Somerset-Attachment-Aware-Schools-

Programme-Evaluation-report.pdf

Duong, M. T., Gaias, L. M., Brown, E., Kiche, S., Nguyen, L., Corbin,
C. M., Chandler, C. J., Buntain-Ricklefs, J. J., & Cook, C. R. (2022). A
cluster randomized pilot trial of the Equity-Explicit Establish-
Maintain-Restore program among high school teachers and students.
School Mental Health, 14(4), 951—966. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$12310-022-09516-3

Duong, M. T., Pullmann, M. D., Buntain-Ricklefs, J., Lee, K.,
Benjamin, K. S., Nguyen, L., & Cook, C. R. (2019). Brief teacher
training improves student behavior and student—teacher
relationships in middle school. School Psychology, 34(2), 212—221.
https://doi.org/10.1037/Spgo000296

Endedijk, H. M., Breeman, L. D., van Lissa, C. J., Hendrickx, M. M.
H. G., den Boer, L., & Mainhard, T. (2022). The teacher’s invisible
hand: A meta-analysis of the relevance of teacher—student
relationship quality for peer relationships and the contribution of
student behavior. Review of Educational Research, 92(3), 370—412.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211051428

Engels, M. C., Spilt, J., Denies, K., & Verschueren, K. (2021). The role
of affective teacher-student relationships in adolescents’ school
engagement and achievement trajectories. Learning and Instruction,
75, Article 101485. https://doi.org/10.1016/

j.learninstruc.2021.101485



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2023.101093
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-025-10107-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1437297
https://www.education.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Bath-and-NE-Somerset-Attachment-Aware-Schools-Programme-Evaluation-report.pdf
https://www.education.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Bath-and-NE-Somerset-Attachment-Aware-Schools-Programme-Evaluation-report.pdf
https://www.education.ox.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Bath-and-NE-Somerset-Attachment-Aware-Schools-Programme-Evaluation-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-022-09516-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-022-09516-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000296
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543211051428
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2021.101485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2021.101485

Ettekal, I., & Shi, Q. (2020). Developmental trajectories of teacher-
student relationships and longitudinal associations with children’s
conduct problems from grades 1 to 12. Journal of School Psychology,
82, 17-35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jSp.2020.07.004

Fearon, R. P., Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J., Van IJzendoorn, M. H.,
Lapsley, A. M., & Roisman, G. L. (2010). The significance of insecure
attachment and disorganization in the development of children’s
externalizing behavior: A meta-analytic study. Child Development,
81(2), 435—456. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01405.X

Freire, S., Pipa, J., Aguiar, C., Vaz da Silva, F., & Moreira, S. (2020).
Student—teacher closeness and conflict in students with and without
special educational needs. British Educational Research Journal,
46(3), 480—499. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3588

Gaias, L. M., Cook, C. R., Nguyen, L., Brewer, S. K., Brown, E. C,,
Kiche, S., Shi, J., Buntain-Ricklefs, J., & Duong, M. T. (2020). A
mixed methods pilot study of an equity-explicit student-teacher
relationship intervention for the ninth-grade transition. Journal of
School Health, 90(12), 1004—1018. https://doi.org/10.1111/

josh.12968

Garcia-Rodriguez, L., Iriarte Redin, C., & Reparaz Abaitua, C. (2023).
Teacher-student attachment relationship, variables associated, and
measurement: A systematic review. Educational Research Review,
38, Article 100488. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100488

Gehlbach, H., Brinkworth, M. E., King, A. M., Hsu, L. M., McIntyre,
J., & Rogers, T. (2016). Creating birds of similar feathers: Leveraging
similarity to improve teacher—student relationships and academic
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(3), 342—352.
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000042

Gorrese, A., & Ruggieri, R. (2012). Peer attachment: A meta-analytic
review of gender and age differences and associations with parent
attachment. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 41(5), 650—672.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9759-6

Groh, A. M., Fearon, R. M. P., van IJzendoorn, M. H., Bakermans-
Kranenburg, M. J., & Roisman, G. I. (2017). Attachment in the early
life course: Meta-analytic evidence for its role in socioemotional
development. Child Development Perspectives, 11(1), 70—76. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12213

Guryan, J., Christenson, S., Cureton, A., Lai, I., Ludwig, J., Schwarz,
C., Shirey, E., & Turner, M. C. (2021). The effect of mentoring on
school attendance and academic outcomes: A randomized evaluation


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01405.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3588
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12968
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12968
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100488
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000042
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9759-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12213
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12213

of the Check & Connect program. Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management, 40(3), 841—882. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22264

Hajovsky, D. B., & Chesnut, S. R. (2025). A longitudinal examination
of parallel growth and reciprocal changes in teacher—student
relationships and academic achievement. School Psychology, 40(1),
1—12. https://doi.org/10.1037/spqo000583

Hajovsky, D. B., Mason, B. A., & McCune, L. A. (2017). Teacher-
student relationship quality and academic achievement in elementary
school: A longitudinal examination of gender differences. Journal of
School Psychology, 63, 119—133. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jSp.2017.04.001

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher—child
relationships and the trajectory of children’s school outcomes
through eighth grade. Child Development, 72(2), 625—638. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2005). Can instructional and emotional
support in the first-grade classroom make a difference for children at
risk of school failure? Child Development, 76(5), 949—967. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00889.x

Hamre, B. K., Pianta, R. C., Burchinal, M., Field, S., LoCasale-Crouch,
J., Downer, J. T., Howes, C., LaParo, K., & Scott-Little, C. (2012). A
course on effective teacher-child interactions. American Educational
Research Journal, 49(1), 88—123. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0002831211434596

Hatfield, B. E., & Williford, A. P. (2017). Cortisol patterns for young
children displaying disruptive behavior: Links to a teacher-child,
relationship-focused intervention. Prevention Science, 18(1), 40—49.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0693-9

Heppen, J. B., Zeiser, K., Holtzman, D. J., O’Cummings, M.,
Christenson, S., & Pohl, A. (2018). Efficacy of the Check & Connect
mentoring program for at-risk general education high school
students. Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness, 11(1),
56—82. https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2017.1318990

Hill, A. J., & Jones, D. B. (2018). A teacher who knows me: The
academic benefits of repeat student-teacher matches. Economics of
Education Review, 64, 1—12. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.econedurev.2018.03.004

Hughes, J. N. (2011). Longitudinal effects of teacher and student
perceptions of teacher-student relationship qualities on academic


https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22264
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000583
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00889.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00889.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211434596
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831211434596
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0693-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2017.1318990
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2018.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2018.03.004

adjustment. The Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 38—60. https://
doi.org/10.1086 /660686

Hughes, J. N., & Cao, Q. (2018). Trajectories of teacher-student
warmth and conflict at the transition to middle school: Effects on
academic engagement and achievement. Journal of School
Psychology, 67, 148-162. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.10.003

Hughes, N. K., & Schlosser, A. (2014). The effectiveness of nurture
groups: A systematic review. Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties,
19(4), 386—409. https://doi.org/10.1080/13632752.2014.883729

Jones, B., Wood-Downie, H., & Golm, D. (2025). The effectiveness of
nurture groups at supporting social and emotional outcomes: A
systematic review. Children and Youth Services Review, 173, Article
108278. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108278

Kelly, P., Watt, L., & Giddens, S. (2020). An attachment aware
schools programme: A safe space, a nurturing learning community.
Pastoral Care in Education, 38(4), 335—354. https://doi.org/
10.1080/02643944.2020.1751685

Kilday, J. E., & Ryan, A. M. (2023). Who do students ask for help with
classwork? Sources of help and changes in help-seeking from peers
during early adolescence. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 43(6),
746—783. https://doi.org/10.1177/02724316221124784

Kincade, L., Cook, C., & Goerdt, A. (2020). Meta-analysis and
common practice elements of universal approaches to improving
student-teacher relationships. Review of Educational Research,
90(5), 710—748. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320946836

Koomen, H. M. Y., & Jellesma, F. C. (2015). Can closeness, conflict,
and dependency be used to characterize students’ perceptions of the
affective relationship with their teacher? Testing a new child measure
in middle childhood. British Journal of Educational Psychology,
85(4), 479—497. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12094

Koomen, H. M. Y., Verschueren, K., van Schooten, E., Jak, S., &
Pianta, R. C. (2012). Validating the Student-Teacher Relationship
Scale: Testing factor structure and measurement invariance across
child gender and age in a Dutch sample. Journal of School
Psychology, 50(2), 215—234. https://doi.org/10.1016/
].JSP.2011.09.001

Korpershoek, H., Canrinus, E. T., Fokkens-Bruinsma, M., & de Boer,
H. (2020). The relationships between school belonging and students’
motivational, social-emotional, behavioural, and academic outcomes


https://doi.org/10.1086/660686
https://doi.org/10.1086/660686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632752.2014.883729
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108278
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2020.1751685
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2020.1751685
https://doi.org/10.1177/02724316221124784
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320946836
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.001

in secondary education: A meta-analytic review. Research Papers in
Education, 35(6), 641—680. https://doi.org/
10.1080/02671522.2019.1615116

Lei, H., Cui, Y., & Chiu, M. M. (2016). Affective teacher—student
relationships and students’ externalizing behavior problems: A meta-
analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article 1311. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311

Lei, H., Cui, Y., & Chiu, M. M. (2018). The relationship between
teacher support and students’ academic emotions: A meta-analysis.
Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 2288. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2017.02288

Lei, H., Wang, X., Chiu, M. M., Du, M., & Xie, T. (2023). Teacher-
student relationship and academic achievement in China: Evidence
from a three-level meta-analysis. School Psychology International,
44(1), 68—101. https://doi.org/10.1177/01430343221122453

Li, Y., Hughes, J. N., Kwok, O.-M., & Hsu, H.-Y. (2012). Evidence of
convergent and discriminant validity of child, teacher, and peer
reports of teacher—student support. Psychological Assessment, 24(1),
54—65. https://doi.org/10.1037/20024481

LoCasale-Crouch, J., Williford, A., Whittaker, J., DeCoster, J., &
Alamos, P. (2018). Does fidelity of implementation account for
changes in teacher—child interactions in a randomized controlled trial
of Banking Time? Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness,
11(1), 35—55. https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2017.1329365

Longobardi, C., Prino, L. E., Marengo, D., & Settanni, M. (2016).
Student-teacher relationships as a protective factor for school
adjustment during the transition from middle to high school.
Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article 1988. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2016.01988

Longobardi, C., Settanni, M., Prino, L. E., Fabris, M. A., & Marengo,
D. (2019). Students’ psychological adjustment in normative school
transitions from kindergarten to high school: Investigating the role of
teacher-student relationship quality. Frontiers in Psychology, 10,
Article 1238. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01238

Madigan, S., Brumariu, L. E., Villani, V., Atkinson, L., & Lyons-Ruth,
K. (2016). Representational and questionnaire measures of
attachment: A meta-analysis of relations to child internalizing and
externalizing problems. Psychological Bulletin, 142(4), 367—399.
https://doi.org/10.1037/buloo00029



https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1615116
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1615116
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02288
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02288
https://doi.org/10.1177/01430343221122453
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024481
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2017.1329365
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01988
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01988
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01238
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000029

Magro, S. W., Fraley, R. C., & Roisman, G. I. (2020). Early maternal
sensitivity and teacher—student relationship quality across grade
school: Enduring or transient associations? Child Development,
91(4), e883—e901. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13322

Mangan, D., Atteberry, A., & Engel, M. (2026). Multiyear looping and
student achievement. Educational Policy. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048261458165

Mason, B. A., Hajovsky, D. B., McCune, L. A., & Turek, J. J. (2017).
Conflict, closeness, and academic skills: A longitudinal examination
of the teacher—student relationship. School Psychology Review,
46(2), 177—189. https://doi.org/10.17105/sSpr-2017-0020.v46-2

Maynard, B. R., Farina, A., Dell, N. A., & Kelly, M. S. (2019). Effects
of trauma-informed approaches in schools: A systematic review.
Campbell Systematic Reviews, 15(1—2), Article e1018. https://
doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1018

Maynard, B. R., Kjellstrand, E. K., & Thompson, A. M. (2014). Effects
of Check and Connect on attendance, behavior, and academics.
Research on Social Work Practice, 24(3), 296—309. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1049731513497804

McCormick, M. P., O’Connor, E. E., Cappella, E., & McClowry, S. G.
(2013). Teacher—child relationships and academic achievement: A
multilevel propensity score model approach. Journal of School
Psychology, 51(5), 611—624. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.JSp.2013.05.001

Mikami, A. Y., Ruzek, E. A., Hafen, C. A., Gregory, A., & Allen, J. P.
(2017). Perceptions of relatedness with classroom peers promote
adolescents’ behavioral engagement and achievement in secondary
school. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(11), 2341—2354.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0724-2

National Center for Education Statistics. (2024). English learners in
public schools. In Condition of education. U.S. Department of
Education, Institute of Education Sciences. https://nces.ed.gov/
programs/coe/indicator/cgf

Oberle, E., & Schonert-Reichl, K. A. (2016). Stress contagion in the
classroom? The link between classroom teacher burnout and morning
cortisol in elementary school students. Social Science & Medicine,
159, 30—37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.04.031

O’Connor, E. E., Collins, B. A., & Supplee, L. (2012). Behavior
problems in late childhood: The roles of early maternal attachment


https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13322
https://doi.org/10.1177/08959048261458165
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-2017-0020.v46-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1018
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731513497804
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049731513497804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0724-2
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cgf
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cgf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.04.031

and teacher—child relationship trajectories. Attachment & Human
Development, 14(3), 265—288. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14616734.2012.672280

O’Higgins, A., Sebba, J., & Gardner, F. (2017). What are the factors
associated with educational achievement for children in kinship or
foster care: A systematic review. Children and Youth Services
Review, 79, 198—220. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.childyouth.2017.06.004

Okonofua, J. A., Goyer, J. P., Lindsay, C. A., Haugabrook, J., &
Walton, G. M. (2022). A scalable empathic-mindset intervention
reduces group disparities in school suspensions. Science Advances,
8(12), Article eabjo691. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abjo691

Okonofua, J. A., Paunesku, D., & Walton, G. M. (2016). Brief
intervention to encourage empathic discipline cuts suspension rates
in half among adolescents. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences, 113(19), 5221—-5226. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1523698113

Pallini, S., Chirumbolo, A., Morelli, M., Baiocco, R., Laghi, F., &
Eisenberg, N. (2018). The relation of attachment security status to
effortful self-regulation: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin,
144(5), 501—531. https://doi.org/10.1037/bulo000134

Pallini, S., Morelli, M., Chirumbolo, A., Baiocco, R., Laghi, F., &
Eisenberg, N. (2019). Attachment and attention problems: A meta-
analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 74, Article 101772. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2019.101772

Pears, K. C., Kim, H. K., Fisher, P. A., & Yoerger, K. (2013). Early
school engagement and late elementary outcomes for maltreated
children in foster care. Developmental Psychology, 49(12), 2201—
2211. https://doi.org/10.1037/20032218

Poon, C. Y. S., Christensen, K. M., & Rhodes, J. E. (2021). A meta-
analysis of the effects of mentoring on youth in foster care. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 50(9), 1741—1756. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10964-021-01472-6

Portilla, X. A., Ballard, P. J., Adler, N. E., Boyce, W. T., & Obradovi¢,
J. (2014). An integrative view of school functioning: Transactions
between self-regulation, school engagement, and teacher—child
relationship quality. Child Development, 85(5), 1915—1931. https://

doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12259


https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672280
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abj0691
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1523698113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1523698113
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2019.101772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2019.101772
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032218
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01472-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01472-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12259
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12259

Prewett, S. L., Bergin, D. A., & Huang, F. L. (2019). Student and
teacher perceptions on student-teacher relationship quality: A middle
school perspective. School Psychology International, 40(1), 66—87.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034318807743

Quin, D. (2017). Longitudinal and contextual associations between
teacher—student relationships and student engagement. Review of
Educational Research, 87(2), 345—387. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0034654316669434

Raby, K. L., Roisman, G. 1., Labella, M. H., Martin, J., Fraley, R. C., &
Simpson, J. A. (2019). The legacy of early abuse and neglect for social
and academic competence from childhood to adulthood. Child

Development, 90(5), 1684—1701. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13033

Raposa, E. B., Rhodes, J., Stams, G. J. J. M., Card, N., Burton, S.,
Schwartz, S., Sykes, L. A. Y., Kanchewa, S., Kupersmidt, J., &
Hussain, S. (2019). The effects of youth mentoring programs: A meta-
analysis of outcome studies. Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
48(3), 423—443. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s10964-019-00982-8

Redding, C. (2019). A teacher like me: A review of the effect of
student—teacher racial/ethnic matching on teacher perceptions of
students and student academic and behavioral outcomes. Review of
Educational Research, 89(4), 499—535. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0034654319853545

Romano, E., Babchishin, L., Marquis, R., & Fréchette, S. (2015).
Childhood maltreatment and educational outcomes. Trauma,
Violence, & Abuse, 16(4), 418—437. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1524838014537908

Roorda, D. L., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2021). Student—teacher
relationships and students’ externalizing and internalizing behaviors:
A cross-lagged study in secondary education. Child Development,
92(1), 174—188. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13394

Roorda, D. L., Jak, S., Zee, M., Oort, F. J., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2017).
Affective teacher—student relationships and students’ engagement
and achievement: A meta-analytic update and test of the mediating
role of engagement. School Psychology Review, 46(3), 239—261.
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0035.V46-3

Roorda, D. L., Koomen, H. M. Y., Spilt, J. L., & Oort, F. J. (2011). The
influence of affective teacher—student relationships on students’
school engagement and achievement. Review of Educational
Research, 81(4), 493—529. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0034654311421793



https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034318807743
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316669434
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316669434
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-00982-8
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654319853545
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654319853545
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537908
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537908
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13394
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0035.V46-3
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793

Roorda, D. L., Zee, M., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2021). Don’t forget
student-teacher dependency! A meta-analysis on associations with
students’ school adjustment and the moderating role of student and
teacher characteristics. Attachment & Human Development, 23(5),
490-503. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2020.1751987

Rose, J., McGuire-Snieckus, R., Gilbert, L., & McInnes, K. (2019).
Attachment aware schools: The impact of a targeted and collaborative
intervention. Pastoral Care in Education, 37(2), 162—184. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2019.1625429

Ruzek, E. A., Hafen, C. A., Allen, J. P., Gregory, A., Mikami, A. Y., &
Pianta, R. C. (2016). How teacher emotional support motivates
students: The mediating roles of perceived peer relatedness,
autonomy support, and competence. Learning and Instruction, 42,
95—103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.01.00

Scales, P. C., Van Boekel, M., Pekel, K., Syvertsen, A. K., &
Roehlkepartain, E. C. (2020). Effects of developmental relationships
with teachers on middle-school students’ motivation and
performance. Psychology in the Schools, 57(4), 646—677. https://
doi.org/10.1002/pits.22350

Schuengel, C. (2012). Teacher—child relationships as a developmental
issue. Attachment & Human Development, 14(3), 329—336. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.675639

Shi, Q., & Ettekal, I. (2021). Co-occurring trajectories of internalizing
and externalizing problems from grades 1 to 12: Longitudinal
associations with teacher-child relationship quality and academic
performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 113(4), 808—829.
https://doi.org/10.1037/eduo000525

Sinclair, 1., Luke, N., & Berridge, D. (2019). Children in care or in
need: Educational progress at home and in care. Oxford Review of
Education, 45(4), 443-460. https://doi.org/
10.1080/03054985.2019.1600488

Sloan, S., Winter, K., Connolly, P., & Gildea, A. (2020). The
effectiveness of Nurture Groups in improving outcomes for young
children with social, emotional and behavioural difficulties in
primary schools: An evaluation of Nurture Group provision in
Northern Ireland. Children and Youth Services Review, 108, Article
104619. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104619

Spilt, J. L., & Hughes, J. N. (2015). African American children at risk
of increasingly conflicted teacher—student relationships in


https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2020.1751987
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2019.1625429
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2019.1625429
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22350
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22350
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.675639
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.675639
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000525
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1600488
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1600488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104619

elementary school. School Psychology Review, 44(3), 306—314.
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-14-0033.1

Spilt, J. L., Koomen, H. M. Y., & Thijs, J. T. (2011). Teacher
wellbeing: The importance of teacher—student relationships.
Educational Psychology Review, 23(4), 457—477. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10648-011-9170-y

Spilt, J. L., Koomen, H. M. Y., Thijs, J. T., & van der Leij, A. (2012).
Supporting teachers’ relationships with disruptive children: The
potential of relationship-focused reflection. Attachment & Human
Development, 14(3), 305—318. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14616734.2012.672286

Spilt, J. L., Verschueren, K., Van Minderhout, M. B. W. M., &
Koomen, H. M. Y. (2022). Practitioner review: Dyadic teacher—child
relationships: Comparing theories, empirical evidence and
implications for practice. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 63(7), 724—733. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13573

Suarez-Orozco, C., Pimentel, A., & Martin, M. (2009). The
significance of relationships: Academic engagement and achievement
among newcomer immigrant youth. Teachers College Record, 111(3),
712—749. https://doi.org/10.1177/016146810911100308

Sutcliffe, A. G., Gardiner, J., & Melhuish, E. (2017). Educational
progress of looked-after children in England: A study using group
trajectory analysis. Pediatrics, 140(3), Article e20170503. https://
doi.org/10.1542/peds.2017-0503

Tao, Y., Meng, Y., Gao, Z., & Yang, X. (2022). Perceived teacher
support, student engagement, and academic achievement: A meta-
analysis. Educational Psychology, 42(4), 401—420. https://doi.org/
10.1080/01443410.2022.2033168

Title IV-E Prevention Services Clearinghouse. (n.d.). Attachment,
Regulation and Competency (ARC) Reflections. U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and

Families. https://preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/programs/958/

show

Van Craeyevelt, S., Verschueren, K., Vancraeyveldt, C., Wouters, S., &
Colpin, H. (2017). The role of preschool teacher—child interactions in
academic adjustment: An intervention study with Playing-2-gether.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 87(3), 345—364. https://
doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12153



https://doi.org/10.17105/spr-14-0033.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9170-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9170-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672286
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672286
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13573
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146810911100308
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2017-0503
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2017-0503
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2022.2033168
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2022.2033168
https://preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/programs/958/show
https://preventionservices.acf.hhs.gov/programs/958/show
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12153
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12153

Vancraeyveldt, C., Verschueren, K., Wouters, S., Van Craeyevelt, S.,
Van den Noortgate, W., & Colpin, H. (2015). Improving teacher-child
relationship quality and teacher-rated behavioral adjustment
amongst externalizing preschoolers: Effects of a two-component
intervention. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 43(2), 243—
257. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9892-7

Vandenbroucke, L., Spilt, J., Verschueren, K., Piccinin, C., & Baeyens,
D. (2018). The classroom as a developmental context for cognitive
development: A meta-analysis on the importance of teacher—student
interactions for children’s executive functions. Review of Educational
Research, 88(1), 125—164. https://doi.org/
10.3102/0034654317743200

van Vemde, L., Verschueren, K., Colpin, H., Thijs, J., Krijnen, M., &
Hornstra, L. (2026). More conflict and less closeness: The mediating
role of dyadic interactions in explaining lower teacher—student
relationship quality for low SES and ethnic minority students. Social
Psychology of Education, 29(1), Article 17. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11218-026-10175-4

Verschueren, K. (2015). Middle childhood teacher-child
relationships: Insights from an attachment perspective and
remaining challenges. New Directions for Child and Adolescent
Development, 2015(148), 77—91. https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20097

Verschueren, K., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2012). Teacher—child
relationships from an attachment perspective. Attachment & Human
Development, 14(3), 205—211. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14616734.2012.672260

Verschueren, K., & Koomen, H. (2021). Dependency in teacher—child
relationships: Deepening our understanding of the construct.
Attachment & Human Development, 23(5), 481—489. https://
doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2020.1751986

Vervoort, E., Doumen, S., & Verschueren, K. (2015). Children’s
appraisal of their relationship with the teacher: Preliminary evidence
for construct validity. European Journal of Developmental
Psychology, 12(2), 243—260. https://doi.org/
10.1080/17405629.2014.989984

What Works Clearinghouse. (2015). Check & Connect (Dropout
Prevention intervention report). U.S. Department of Education,
Institute of Education Sciences. https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
InterventionReport/78



https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9892-7
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317743200
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317743200
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-026-10175-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-026-10175-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20097
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672260
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2012.672260
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2020.1751986
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2020.1751986
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2014.989984
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2014.989984
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/InterventionReport/78
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/InterventionReport/78

Williford, A. P., LoCasale-Crouch, J., Whittaker, J. V., DeCoster, J.,
Hartz, K. A., Carter, L. M., Wolcott, C. S., & Hatfield, B. E. (2017).
Changing teacher—child dyadic interactions to improve preschool
children’s externalizing behaviors. Child Development, 88(5), 1544—
1553. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12703

Zajac, L., Raby, K. L., & Dozier, M. (2020). Sustained effects on
attachment security in middle childhood: Results from a randomized
clinical trial of the Attachment and Biobehavioral Catch-up (ABC)
intervention. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 61(4),
417—424. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13146

Zee, M., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2016). Teacher self-efficacy and its
effects on classroom processes, student academic adjustment, and
teacher well-being. Review of Educational Research, 86(4), 981—
1015. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315626801



https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12703
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13146
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315626801

	Attachment and Learning in K–12 Education: A Review of the Research
	Introduction
	Foundations: Attachment Theory in the Classroom
	Secure base, safe haven, and internal working models
	The teacher as an ad hoc attachment figure
	Attachment to the teacher versus attachment to school
	Attachment versus the broader teacher–student relationship construct
	Dependency: the neglected third dimension

	Teacher–Student Relationships and Academic Outcomes: The Meta-Analytic Evidence
	The Roorda meta-analyses
	Convergent meta-analyses
	Systematic reviews of longitudinal evidence
	Moderators: age, risk status, and background
	What the correlational evidence cannot establish

	Mechanisms: How Relationships Reach Learning
	Engagement
	Self-regulation and executive function
	Stress physiology
	Motivation, belonging, and academic emotions
	Help-seeking
	Peer relationships as a conduit

	Attachment Insecurity, Maltreatment, and Learning
	What insecure and disorganized attachment predict
	Maltreatment, foster care, and adoption
	The teacher as a compensatory figure

	School Belonging and Connectedness
	Interventions: What Has Been Tested
	The meta-analytic picture
	Establish–Maintain–Restore
	Positive Greetings at the Door
	Banking Time
	Playing-2-gether
	Relationship-focused reflection
	My Teaching Partner and interaction-focused coaching
	Brief social-psychological interventions targeting the relationship
	Check & Connect and mentoring
	Nurture groups
	Attachment-aware schools and emotion coaching
	Trauma-informed schools
	Two-by-ten

	Vulnerable Populations
	Students with disabilities
	English learners and immigrant students
	Students with maltreatment histories and in foster care
	Adolescents

	School Transitions and Relationship Continuity
	Measurement and Methodological Issues
	Implications for Practice
	For teachers
	For school leaders
	For districts and policymakers

	Limitations and Research Gaps
	Conclusion
	References


