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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the mediating and moderating effects of teacher-child relationships on
children’s social behavior and peer preference. The participants were 508 children and 28 head teachers of their
classes. Teachers measured the children’s social behavior and the teacher-child relationships. Peer preference was
measured by peer nomination. The association between prosocial behavior and peer preference was partially
mediated by teacher-child conflict. The association between withdrawal, aggression and peer preference was fully
mediated by teacher-child conflict. The moderating effects of teacher-child conflict were found between prosocial
behavior and peer preference. In addition, teacher-child conflict moderated the association between phuysical
aggression and peer preference.
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Table 1.
Means and standard deviations of variables (N = 508)
Variables M (SD)
Prosocial behavior 2.80 (.50)
Social behavi Withdrawal 1.59 (.50)
ocatbehavior Physical aggression 1.90 (.74)
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Table 2.
Correlations between variables (N = 508)
1 2 5 4 5 6
1. Prosocial behavior
2. Withdrawal - 26"
3. Physical aggression - 377 357
4. Relational aggression -.16"* 217 52
5. Intimacy 27 — 34 -.11* -.15"*
6. Conflict — AT 427 59*** A46™* - 397
7. Peer preference 297 -.15"* - 28" -.11* 07 -3

*p < .05, *p <.01, **p <.001
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Figure 1. Measurement model of social behavior.
Table 3.
Fit index of confirmatory factor analysis
X2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA
147.994 82 .000 986 980 040

-71-



6  Che7bEsE|x| M50 55, 2012

Figure 2. Measurement model of teacher-child relationships.

Table 4.
Fit index of confirmatory factor analysis
X2 df p CFI TLI RMSEA
52.823 34 021 992 986 033
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Fit index of mediating model (N = 508)
X2 daf p CFI TLI RMSEA
284.796 147 .000 978 968 043
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Figure 3. Mediating model of teacher-child relationships between social behavior and peer preference.
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I\T/iaz)%zrg.ting model of teacher-child conflict on the association between prosocial behavior and peer preference (N = 508)
Dependent variables Peer preference
1 Step 2 Step 3 Step R? AR? F
Independent variables B B B
Prosocial behavior 290" 084 46.484***
Prosocial behavior 196 -
Conlict o 128 044 36.97
Prosocial behavior -.209
Conflict — 981 150 022 29.536™**
Prosocial behavior x Conflict 709%**
4 < 001
o ok 2 gt o] GG =~ 011, ng). % FAYS} ZE450] Lhe 790
WARFORAA| O] A5 S ARTHM + 1SD)¥} SR = rore] AlAIA 3449 A Tl Aol ke vlA
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o] 7ol 2Akel S T ok kel do] vheubA] okt
tHB = —.015, ns). 5, WAL 25 =7 W 75 o]
HALR O] Alees EejAl Dol e vAA] koL, A IV, ko g A=
9}7‘E A7k 2 Aol frote] ZAkelE At w2 E =
Aol v el H 2 4= ge & 4 Qltk ~%%¥WHEEMF%%ﬂﬁQ%ERP%Q%M%@
%AAWV‘%E%ﬂ EfA S 7H WA oA 9] O AbalA as2l HIALRl, §1578, AAIA 9 HAA A
5ol tigt FAEI= Table 500 AlAJgH vkel 2k, ”4Eﬂ“§ﬂ4¢WMWUWH L A7 A=A +f
Table 7o AAE AAA 3474 1WAl EHHes yohaat shgleh, =8 AHANE Qofslal o5 SHoR
8.0% A3l F2UcHB = —.282 p €.001). 2tHAIe] A5 37 w=olshH theat Ak
2 3.1%9 7t o] yehgton, sehAlolA AlA1A & A, w7 FEe AR Aol SJshi, Fobe] AL
243 A5 e A e 1.3%2] 7 drEls Bl At B AT AN A WAFoRA o] ZES it v
o AAA S0 5B = -.566, p (.0DQ] FEAE- Mefeke sk Aoz Uepstth &, frote] A2
Helo] frolRh gafelo] yehtene At e HHow Eejdso] dgs v wuk ofye}, wA-fof
& 4= Qlek A Zs2 viZlE B Aol THAS JE v
WA= O} WA O] At AWM + 18D sheh & Tk AL WAoot A o 250 =S 4
(M - 1SD)L.& -isto] B4 S AR 23} A7l A 4= glom o]5 Foto] Bl s =Y
A5, AR 348 BT fofRt daFdol lgle = A&7t 2ol EQle}, ZIAta)do] Eefjlagof <
HB—*%8p<m,ﬂ”%ﬂ Foll= frefulRt Y P& uHh= o Al A7 (Coie et al., 199007} HaLE]o]

Table 7.
Moderating model of teacher-child conflict on the association between physical aggression and peer preference (N = 508)
Dependent variables Peer preference
1 Step 2 Step 3 Step R? AR? F
Independent variables B B B
Physical aggression — 282" .080 43.859***
Physical aggression —.154* 11 031 31.530™*
Contflict —.219***
Physical aggression 174
Conflict 076 124 013 23.688"**
Physical aggression x Conflict - .566™

*p <.01, "*p <.001
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