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Abstract 

There are several factors that may interact with a person’s ability to obtain a good education. 

Socioeconomic status, immigrant or Swedish background and the possibility to receive 

support from teachers may have separate and all-together effect on the students school 

adjustment, in turn moderating the possibility to get good education. In this study, we tested 

whether perceived family socioeconomic status predicts school adjustment of adolescents, and 

the potential moderating role of perceived support from teachers and immigrant background 

in this effect. We conducted moderated regression analyses with 830 students in 7th - 8th 

grade with various socioeconomic backgrounds attending seven different Swedish schools 

with data from a two-year longitudinal study. As indices of school adjustment, we examined 

three different variables: school liking, perceived school failure and skipping school. Teacher 

support was found to moderate the relation between the families perceived socioeconomic 

status and school adjustment when it came to perceived school failure and school liking. 

Contrary to our expectations immigrant background was not found to be a moderator for any 

variables in the moderated regression models, with or without teacher support as an additional 

moderator. This present study brings new findings to a relatively new research area. 

 

Keywords: socioeconomic status, school adjustment, teacher support, immigrant background 
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The Moderating Role of Teacher Support and Immigration Background on Socioeconomic 

Status predicting School Adjustment 

Having a good education is linked to many different outcomes that affect a person’s 

life. A good education is strongly related to a person’s low involvement in problem behaviors, 

high stability of employment (Reid, 2002), better health, high occupational status (Halleröd & 

Gustafsson, 2011), marriage, life satisfaction (del Mar Salinas-Jiménez, Arte ́s & Salinas-

Jiménez, 2013) and even longevity (Mackenbach, Stirbu, Roskam, Schaap, Menvielle & 

Leinsalu, 2008). The importance of good education is particularly higher for the children and 

youth of families with low socioeconomic status, and those with immigrant background. The 

socioeconomic background of a family is measured on income, education and occupation 

(American Psychology Association, 2016) and education, in most cases, is the way out of 

poverty, low social status, economic instability, and upward social mobility for children of 

families with low socioeconomic background and immigrant families. 

The educational opportunities differ by the level of the family’s socioeconomic status. 

In his meta-analysis, Sirin (2005) demonstrated the systematic link between socioeconomic 

status and low educational outcomes. He argues that children of families with lower 

socioeconomic status do not obtain the same support for school at home. He also states that 

parents of lower socioeconomic status usually do not have the same ability as parents of 

higher socioeconomic status to contribute to their child’s learning, and in turn, their children 

do not perform as well in school (Sirin, 2005). Gauffin and colleagues agree with this and add 

that the child’s school performance can be an early indicator of the child’s future 

socioeconomic status (Gauffin, Vinnerljung, Fridell, Hesse & Hjern, 2013). Further, the 

socioeconomic status of a family determines where they live due to choices regarding the 

family’s income (Hårsman, 2006). People with low socioeconomic status often live in poor 

neighborhoods where the schools may lack adequate resources and good quality teaching staff 
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to provide good education for students. This can contribute to differences in the quality of 

education that is available to children from different socioeconomic background (Sirin, 2005). 

Living in a poor neighborhood can also have an impact on the level of school absence. For 

example, Gottfried (2014) showed that truancy is higher in poor neighborhoods. Next, Gaynor 

and Croll (2006) also showed that truancy has a strong association with students' eventually 

dropping out of school. As a result, the family socioeconomic status is systematically 

associated with the possibilities for children to receive education at the same level and 

quality. 

Poor family socioeconomic status is one of the major adversities that has impact on 

educational outcomes of children. However, not all people from low socioeconomic status 

families perform in the same way in school. Some people may have additional adversities that 

may exacerbate the effects of low socioeconomic status, or have resources that may buffer the 

negative impacts of socioeconomic status on school adjustment. Two factors are immigrant 

background (Shah. 2008) and the students' relationship with the teachers (Baker, 2006). This 

study will examine if and how these two factors moderates the link between family 

socioeconomic status and school adjustment. 

To be able to explain the society, Urie Bronfenbrenner provides a good theoretical 

framework by describing the developmental environment in his ecological model (Alford, 

2000). According to this developmental model, human development is influenced by multiple 

layers of contexts that surround the individual as well as the interactions between the features 

of these contexts. One can with ease place the two moderators, immigrant background and 

teacher support, into it. The immigrant background can as one thing be a part of the micro 

system, which Bronfenbrenner describes as the system where the person has direct links to 

places, a given role, and is performing activities in specific settings (Bronfenbrenner, 1980). 

For the developing individual the family is an example of their microsystem. So, we could 
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expect that the school adjustment of the individuals would be alternated by the features of 

his/her microsystem such as the ethnic/immigrant background and the socioeconomic 

conditions of the family. 

Taking one step further to the mesosystem we end up with a system of collections of 

microsystems. It is being altered and changes every time a person enters a new setting. The 

relationship to school, in which the student attends several days a week, is an example of a 

microsystem that together with the microsystem of the home creates a mesosystem. Here the 

person actively attends unlike in the exosystem, which has an indirect impact on the person. 

Regarding the school attendance the relationship the student forms to its’ teacher is usually 

the only active relationship with an adult available in school. Having parents that are engaged 

in school creates an indirect link between the child and the school (Bronfenbrenner, 1980). 

The school adjustment of a student could be influenced by the interactions between the 

different layers that Bronfenbrenner describes. With all the microsystems forming the 

mesosystem there can emerge a dissonance between these systems if they don’t share the 

same values. For example, Gottfried (2014) brings us the knowledge about poverty in 

neighborhoods predicting the truancy levels and school absence. Of course the school’s and 

the teacher’s primary goal is that all students attend school at all time. But teachers’ aims may 

conflict with the attitudes towards school that the child might bring with them from home. 

This creates a non-harmonious mesosystem since the values of the neighborhood belonging to 

the exosystem has an impact on the mesosystem. Bronfenbrenner (1980) highlights that 

people with different cultural background and different socioeconomic status have values that 

differ and raise their children differently. This adds another setting where it in this example is 

the microsystems that dissonances within the mesosystem. Thus, students from such 

background may need to experience supportive environments in schools so that they may 

value school, focus more on schoolwork, and in turn, like school and attend regularly. In fact, 
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several prior studies showed that positive teacher-student relationship is good for the students’ 

school adjustment. (e.g., Baker, 2006; Gottfried, 2014; Pianta, 2011). 

The relationship that the students form with their teacher is an important resource for 

the students. Having a good relationship with the teacher makes the student more likely to 

engage actively in school (Roorda et al., 2011). Roorda and colleagues (2011) have also been 

able to show that the students perform better in school when they are in good relationship 

with the teacher. Baker (2006) and Pianta (2011) report similar findings. Unfortunately Baker 

(2006) have also found that a negative relationship with the teacher is of more weight than a 

positive one when it comes to school performance but this is something that has been debated 

(see Roorda, et al., 2011). Attwood and Croll (2006) report that students themselves explain 

their truant behavior with bad relationships with their teachers. In sum, a good relationship 

with the teacher is important for the school adjustment of students, and a supportive relation 

could protect students from the negative impact of low family socioeconomic status that has. 

We believe that a good relationship could protect students from low-income families 

from falling into truancy and possibly failing school. This due to Attwood and Crolls (2006) 

earlier mentioned a study about that having poor relationships with the teacher is one of the 

reasons for truancy. For the students with higher perceived socioeconomic status we do not 

expect teacher support to be of high importance since they are presumed to have more support 

from home. 

 Young people with immigrant background often experience problems in school. One 

of the reasons for them having difficulties in school is that some of them are living in 

segregated poor neighborhoods. The reason for them living in segregated areas is that the 

housing costs in these areas are cheaper and the choices made over where to live often are 

related to the families income (Bayer & McMillian, 2005; Hårsman, 2006). The average 

income of families with immigrant background is often lower than the average for a Swedish 
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family (Hårsman, 2006). A study made by Gottfried shows us that children who live in poor 

neighborhoods often have more absence from school than children living in other 

neighborhoods (Gottfried, 2014). He argues that young people, when they see neighbors 

living on or below the poverty threshold, start thinking negatively about school and the value 

of education. In turn, their attitudes towards school are negatively influenced, and they 

become more likely to skip school days.  In sum, living in poverty areas, in which immigrants 

often do, may negatively predict the school adjustment. 

 The students with different ethnicity will in some cases have a harder time adjusting in 

school due to their experiences within the school. There could be several reasons for their 

difficulties. One potential reason for difficulty in adjusting well in school could be that 

students of different ethnicity experience a harder time forming a good relationship to their 

teachers (Murray, Waas & Murray, 2008). It has also been argued that parents of lower 

socioeconomic status or parents who belong to minority groups overall are less likely to be 

involved in the child’s schooling or to create a relation to the child’s teacher (Lareau, 1987 in 

McNeal, 1999). Thus, they may lack the support that they could receive from teachers and/or 

parents to perform well and attach school. But, if they receive the support from both parents 

and teachers it has been shown by Garcia-Reid, Peterson and Reid (2015) that the support had 

a positive effect on school engagement for certain immigrants in the US. In addition, students 

with minority or immigrant background may face negative experiences in school, such as 

ethnic harassment from their peers (Bayram-Özdemir & Stattin, 2014). They have shown that 

students who experience ethnic harassment may develop low self-worth, and due to that 

experience, they think that they are going to fail in school (Bayram-Özdemir & Stattin, 2014). 

Overall, students with immigrant background may have additional adversities, compared to 

the Swedish adolescents, to develop positive adjustment in school. Thus, one can expect that 

the negative effects of poor family socioeconomic status on school adjustment could be much 
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higher for students with immigrant background than the Swedish students due to the 

immigrant students’ additional disadvantages. 

 It is therefor interesting to look in to the school adjustment and have immigrant 

background and teacher support as moderators. Although there could be some 

misunderstanding regarding school adjustment and school achievement. School achievement 

is not equal to school adjustment since it is one of the many aspects in school adjustment. 

Berndt and Kefee (1995) describe school adjustment as “a broad construct with multiple 

facets” (p. 1312), and in our study we will be looking at truancy, school liking and perceived 

school failure. Many studies before ours have conducted research on the school achievement 

but especially in Europe there is a gap in the knowledge about the school adjustment.   

The Current Study 

 We conducted a study examining if perceived family socioeconomic status predicted 

school adjustment and whether this link is moderated by teacher support and immigrant 

background. In the study we used three different measures of school adjustment: school 

liking, perceived school failure and skipping school. The data that we used were from an 

archival longitudinal study. We tested two specific research questions. First, we tested 

whether support from teachers moderates the link between perceived family socioeconomic 

status and school adjustment of adolescents. We expected that students who perceive higher 

support from teachers would adjust better in school even though they come from perceived 

low socioeconomic status families. Second, we tested whether immigrant background 

moderates the link between perceived family socioeconomic status and school adjustment. 

We expected that family SES would have a more negatively impact on immigrant students 

than their Swedish peers. We tested our hypotheses using data, which followed 7th and 8th 

grade students over two years, when they become 8th and 9th grade, respectively. 

Method 
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Participants  

 The data that we used in this study comes from a project called Seven Schools Project 

that started in 2008. The original study was a longitudinal study and followed some of the 

students up to three years. We have chosen to use data from only two occasions due to only 

two occasions contain the same adolescents in them. We have made this choice due to the 

oldest students ageing out and therefor dropping out of the study because of graduation. The 

participants of the current study were all youths in the 7th and 8th grade when the first wave of 

data were collected. When the second wave of data were collected, they were in 8th and 9th 

grade. They came from seven different schools and from areas that varied in socioeconomic 

status, the town was of medium size in Sweden. There were 1002 participants in the study 

from the beginning, 172 dropped out and then it was 830 students who retained in this study. 

All of them had answered the questions at both of the data collection occasions one year 

apart. The data contains youths with both Swedish (63.5%) and immigrant background 

(36.5%) with both groups having varying socioeconomic backgrounds. Their ages ranged 

from 12 to 15 (M = 13.94). We have chosen not to use gender as a variable, although the 

sample contained 45.6% females and 54.4% males.  

Measures 

 We were interested in examining whether the prediction by perceived family 

socioeconomic status on school adjustment was moderated by the students’ perceived support 

from teacher and if this varied between immigrant and non-immigrant background. Thus, we 

used following measures in the study: school liking, perceived school failure, skipping school 

as indicators of school adjustment; adolescent reported family socioeconomic status; 

perceived support from teachers; and immigrant status. 

School liking. How much students liked the school was measured using the following 

items and response scales: “How do you like school?” (1 = a lot, 5 = not at all); “Do you do 
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your best in school?” “Are you satisfied with your school work?” (1 = most often, 5 = almost 

never); “Does school feel like a constraint?” (1 = very often, 5 = almost never); “How would 

you describe the relationship between yourself and school?” (1 = as best friends, 5 = as 

enemies). We reverse coded negatively worded items, so that the questions would be in the 

same direction, and created a scale score using standardized values. Inter-item reliability of 

the measure was .76 at Time 1 and .70 at Time 2.  

Perceived school failure. In the assessment of perceived school failure, the students 

answered questions about if they during this semester had “Been failing in school”, ”A hard 

time keeping up with the work”, ”Difficulties with reading and/or writing”, ”Difficulties with 

math” and ”Not bothered doing my homework” (1 = don’t agree at all, 5 = agree completely). 

Inter-item reliability of the measure was .74 at Time 1 and .67 at Time 2. 

Skipping school. Here we were interested in if the student had been absent from school 

and if so, how often. The question was “Have you cut class this semester (i.e., been away 

from school for an entire day)?” (1= No, it has not happened, 5= More than 10 times)  

 Perceived Family Socioeconomic Status. Here we asked “Do you have more or less 

money in your family than other families in your area?” (1= We have a lot less money than 

other families, 5= We have a lot more money than other families). 

 Perceived support from teachers. Here we were interested in looking on the positive 

teacher relationships and how the students experiencing it. The items asked were ”Do the 

teachers at school care about the students?”, ”Are your teachers there for you if you want to 

talk about things that aren’t school-related?”, ”Are the teachers at school fair towards the 

students?”, ”Do the teachers give the students praise when they are doing a good job?” and 

”Do the teachers at the school like the students?”. (1= Yes, all of them or almost all of them, 

5= No, hardly any of them). Another question we asked was ”If you have problems with 

something at school, can you talk to your teachers about it? ” (1 = Yes, with all of them or 
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almost all of them, 5 = No, hardly with any of them). Inter-item reliability of the measure was 

.87 at Time 1 and .89 at Time 2. 

 Immigrant status. We wanted to know what background the students were of. If at 

least one of their parents or themselves was born outside Sweden or outside any of the other 

Nordic countries like Finland, Denmark or Norway they were considered to be of immigrant 

background due to the similarities in culture. If both themselves and their parent were born in 

Sweden or any other Nordic country they were placed in the category named Swedish 

background. 

Data analysis 

To conduct the data analysis we used the SPSS program and the PROCESS module, 

which was developed by Andrew Hayes, to test mediation and moderation models. Using the 

PROCESS program, we conducted a series of moderated regression analysis with two 

different moderators: perceived support from teachers and immigrant status. We included 

both of the moderators in the same regression model simultaneously, and tested their main 

effects as well as the two-way and three-way interactions among them. In all series we 

entered perceived family socioeconomic status as the predictor variables, and the first 

assessment of the outcome variable as covariate so that we could model the changes in the 

outcome. A separate model was fitted for each of the three indicators of school adjustment.  

Attrition analysis 

 We ran an attrition analysis to see how many of the participants had dropped out and if 

they were significantly different from those who stayed in the study.  The attrition analysis 

showed that there was a significant difference between those who dropped out and those who 

stayed on immigrant background (F(1, 964) = 13.68, p < .001), school liking, (F(1, 960) = 

20.02, p < .001), skipping School, (F(1, 951) = 26.20, p <. 001), perceived school failure 

(F(1, 890) = 11.93, p <. 001) and teacher support (F(1, 949) = 4.68, p < .05). The students 
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with immigrant background were more likely to drop out of the study (30%) compared to 

Swedish students (16%).  

Procedure  

 The data collection took place in schools during a chosen class. The students filled out 

the questionnaire, which was handed out by a trained assistant. The youth were informed 

about their rights as participants in and the study as whole, that they could quit whenever they 

wanted to during the questionnaire and that it was voluntary. They were also informed that the 

data would be treated confidentially and would only be used for scientific purposes. The 

Swedish Regional Ethics Board has reviewed and approved the study protocol and the study 

is there for following all ethic guidelines about how a study should be conducted.  

Results 

Descriptive analysis 

By running a bivariate correlation (see Table 1) for the students we found that 

perceived family socioeconomic status had a significant positive correlation to school liking 

for both immigrant (r = .22, p < .001) and Swedish students (r = .10, p < .01) and a negative 

correlation to perceived school failure for both immigrant (r = -.15, p < .05) and Swedish 

students (r = -.14, p < .01). Perceived family socioeconomic status did not significantly 

correlate with skipping school for either immigrant (r = .04, p > .05) or Swedish students (r = 

.07, p > .05). In sum, the higher the perceived family socioeconomic status the higher the 

school liking gets. Also the higher the perceived family socioeconomic status the lower the 

perceived school failure gets for both immigrant and Swedish students.  

 Perceived family socioeconomic status lacked a significant correlation with teacher 

support for the students with immigrant background (r = .11, p > .05) and for the Swedish 

students (r = .01, p > .05). We found no systematic connection between the perceived family 

socioeconomic status and the support the student receives from teachers in school.  
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 For the youths with immigrant background teacher support had a positive significant 

correlation with school liking (r = .31, p < .001) and a negative correlation with perceived 

school failure (r = -.25, p < .001) and skipping school (r = -.13, p < .05). The correlations for 

the Swedish students went in the same direction with a positive correlation regarding school 

liking (r = .38, p < .001) and negative correlations for both perceived school failure (r = -.28, 

p < .001) and skipping school (r = -.23, p < .05). Thus, the higher the teacher support the 

more the student likes the school and the higher the teacher support the less is the student is 

absent from class and perceives school failure less.   

 For both the immigrant and Swedish students their school liking had a significant 

negative correlation with perceived school failure (r = .53, p < .001) and (r = .62, p < .001).  

They also had a negative correlation with skipping school with (r = .32, p < .001) for 

immigrant and (r = .39, p < .001) for Swedish students. The more the students liked the 

school the less they perceived that they were going to fail and skipped school less.  

 Looking at perceived school failure one can see that for the youths with immigrant 

background there is a significant positive correlation with skipping school at (r = .51, p < 

.001). Looking at the same correlation for the Swedish youths there also is a positive 

correlation (r = .57, p < .001). With almost the same results there is a slightly higher 

connection between perceived school failure and skipping school for the youths with 

immigrant background than for the Swedish youths.  

Does perceived socioeconomic background, teacher support, and immigrant 

background predict school adjustment? 

 In the regression models, we entered all of predictor variables (i.e., perceived family 

socioeconomic status, teacher support, and immigrant background) as well as both the two-

way and three-way interaction terms into the regression equation. In addition, we included the 

previous assessment of the outcome variables into the model to estimate the overtime 
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changes. The regression model for school liking, explained 33% of the variance in school 

liking, (R2 = .33, F(8, 795) = 48.41, p < .001). The model for perceived school failure 

explained 31% of the variance (R2 = .31, F(8, 725) = 40.90, p < .001) and the model for 

truancy explained 26% of the variation in the outcome variable (R2 = .26, F(8, 791)=33.90, p 

< .001). 

 Perceived family socioeconomic status predicted only one of the three school 

adjustment indicators. Specifically, perceived family socioeconomic status negatively 

predicted perceived school failure (B = –.11, p = .02) suggesting that adolescents who 

perceived to have higher socioeconomic status were less likely to perceive that they have been 

failing in school related tasks than students who perceived to be from lower socioeconomic 

status. On the other hand, we found that perceived family socioeconomic status predicted 

neither school liking (B = .09, p = .06) nor truancy (B = –.03, p = .70).  

 Teacher support predicted two of the three school adjustment indicators. Specifically, 

teacher support negatively predicted skipping school (B = –.12, p = .03) suggesting that 

adolescents who perceived that they were from higher socioeconomic status families were 

less likely to skip school. Teacher support positively predicted school liking (B = –.09, p = 

.01) However, we did not find that teacher support predicted students perceived school failure 

(B = –.06, p = .10) 

 Immigrant background predicted only one of the three school adjustment indicators. 

The only one immigrant background positively predicted was skipping school (B = –.23, p = 

.00) which tells us that students with immigrant background are more likely to be truant then 

students from the category Swedish. On the other hand, we did not find that immigrant 

background predicted school liking (B = .00, p = .98) or perceived school failure (B = –.04, p 

= .44). 

 The three-way interaction between perceived family socioeconomic status, teacher 
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support and immigrant background did not show any significant prediction of the three school 

adjustment indicators: school liking (B = .18, p = .19), perceived school failure (B = .29, p = 

.05), and skipping school (B = .33, p = .15). These findings suggest that the prediction of 

perceived family socioeconomic status on school adjustment does not vary at different levels 

of teacher support and immigrant background in predicting school adjustment simultaneously. 

Does teacher support moderate the association between perceived family socioeconomic 

status and school adjustment? 

 The moderated regression analysis showed that teacher support moderated the 

association between perceived family socioeconomic status and two of the three indicators of 

school adjustment. Specifically, perceived support from teachers moderated the prediction of 

perceived family socioeconomic status on school liking (B = .15, p = .02) and on perceived 

school failure (B = -.14, p = .04), although they both only explained 1% each of the change. 

The simple slope test for school liking shows that the students of high socioeconomic status 

liked school the most when they perceive high support from teachers (B = .17, p = .04) (see 

Figure 1). Although the simple slope test for low perceived family socioeconomic status was 

not significant. The simple slope test for perceived school failure shows that students of high 

socioeconomic status reported lower perceived failure in school when they received high 

support from teachers (B = -.31, p = 01) (see Figure 2). Although the simple slope test for low 

perceived family socioeconomic status was not significant. On the other hand, we did not find 

that teacher support moderated the association between perceived family socioeconomic 

status and skipping school (B = -.06, p = .56). In sum, the level of teacher support does predict 

the relationship between perceived family socioeconomic status and both school liking and 

perceived school failure. Specifically, students of high socioeconomic status liked school the 

most and perceived the least school failure when receive high support from teachers whereas 

perceived support from teachers did not make a difference in school adjustment of the 
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students who perceived that they came from families with low socioeconomic status.

  

Figure 1. Level of school liking for students with perceived high/low socioeconomic status 

and high/low support. 

 

 

   

Figure 2. Level of perceived school failure for students with perceived high/low 

socioeconomic status and high/low support. 
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Does immigrant background moderate the association between perceived family 

socioeconomic status and school adjustment? 

 The moderated regression models showed that immigrant background does not 

moderate the association between perceived family socioeconomic status and school 

adjustment. The interactions between perceived family socioeconomic status and immigration 

status were non-significant for school liking (B = -.05, p = .61), perceived school failure (B = 

.04, p = .71) and skipping school (B = .04, p = .82). We were not able to find that immigrant 

background moderated the relationship between family socioeconomic status and any of the 

indicators of school adjustment.  

 In the moderated regression analyses, we also tested if there were any interaction 

between teacher support and immigrant background. None of the results were significant for 

any of the outcome measures. 
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Table 1  

Bivariate correlations, means, and standard deviations of the study variables 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Age -          

2. Immigrant background .00 -         

3. Family SES – T1 -.05 -.02 -        

4. Teacher support – T1 -.05 .14*** .01 -       

5. School liking – T1 -.06 .15*** .14*** .55*** -      

6. School liking – T2 -.06 .06 .12*** .36*** .56*** -     

7. School failure – T1 .06 -.06 -.15*** -.42*** -.60*** -.46*** -    

8. School failure – T2 -.06 -.05 -.14* -.28*** -.46*** -.63*** .53*** -   

9. Skipping school – T1 .11*** .00 -.07* -.26*** -.47*** -.32*** .54*** .37*** -  

10. Skipping school – T2 .07* .06 -.14*** -.17*** -.28** -.44*** .40*** .54*** .48*** - 

 
Mean 13.94 .42 2.75 -2.05 3.92 3.79 1.56 1.79 1.63 1.79 

SD .743 .59 .47 .70 .78 .74 .64 .73 1.07 1.13 

 

Note. SES refers to socioeconomic status. 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 2  

Regression perceived family socioeconomic status on school adjustment with school liking as 

moderator 

Note. SES refers to socioeconomic status 

 

Table 3  

Regression perceived family socioeconomic status on school adjustment with perceived 

school failure as moderator 

Note. SES refers to socioeconomic status 

    95% Confidence 

Intervals 

 B t p Low High 

Step 1      

School liking at T1 .51 14.44 <.001 .45 .58 

Family SES .09 1.89 .059 -.00 18 

Teacher support .09 2.46 .014 .02 .17 

Immigrant background -.00 -.02 .983 -.09 .09 

R2 .32  <.001   

Step 2      

SES X Teacher support .15 2.34 .020 .02 .28 

SES X Immigrant background -.05 -.51 .613 .25 .15 

Teacher support X Immigrant 

background 
-.07 -1.04 .299 -.20 .06 

R2
change due to 2-way interactions .01  .012   

Step 3      

SES X Teacher Support X 

Immigrant background 
.18 1.31 .188 -.09 .46 

R2 .33  <.001   

R2
change due to 3-way interaction .00  .188   

    
95% Confidence 

Intervals 

 B t p Low High 

Step 1      

Perceived school failure at T1 .60 14.65 <.001 .51 .68 

Family SES -.11 -2.30 .022 -.21 -.02 

Teacher support -.06 -1.65 .098 -.14 .01 

Immigrant background -.04 -.78 .438 -.13 .06 

R2 .30  <.001   

Step 2      

SES X Teacher support -.14 -2.10 .036 -.28 -.01 

SES X Immigrant background .04 .38 .706 -.17 .25 

Teacher support X Immigrant 

background 
.01 .16 .874 -.13 .15 

R2
change due to 2-way interactions .01  .018   

Step 3      

SES X Teacher Support X 

Immigrant background 
-.29 -1.94 .053 -.57 .00 

R2 .31  <.001   

R2
change due to 3-way interaction .00  .053   
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Table 4  

Regression perceived family socioeconomic status on school adjustment with skipping school 

as moderator 

 

Note. SES refers to socioeconomic status. 

 

Discussion 

 Our goal with this study was to test if the relationship between family socioeconomic 

status and school adjustment could be moderated by teacher support and immigrant 

background. We found that teacher support moderated the way the perceived family 

socioeconomic status would predict how much the students liked the school if they perceived 

that they were of high socioeconomic status. We also found that students who perceived to be 

of high socioeconomic status perceived that they were going to fail less in school when 

receiving teacher support. However, we did not find that being immigrant alone or together 

with the teacher support could alternate the way perceived family socioeconomic status 

predicted school adjustment, which was contrary to our initial expectation. We also found that 

immigrant background alone predicted truancy, that the support the students received from 

    95% Confidence 

Intervals 

 B t p Low High 

Step 1      

Skipping school at T1 .53 14.56 <.000 .46 .60 

Family SES -.03 -.38 .703 -.18 .12 

Teacher support -.12 -2.25 .025 -.23 -.02 

Immigrant background .23 3.13 .002 .09 .38 

R2 .26  <.001   

Step 2      

SES X Teacher support -.06 -.58 .559 -.27 .15 

SES X Immigrant background .04 .23 .818 -.28 .36 

Teacher support X Immigrant 

background 
.03 .28 .780 -.18 .24 

R2
change due to 2-way interaction .00  .581   

Step 3      

SES X Teacher Support X Immigrant 

background 
.33 1.44 .149 -.12 .77 

R2 .26  <.001   

R2
change due to 3-way interaction .00  .149   
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their teacher predicted their school liking, and that the perceived family socioeconomic status 

predicted students' perception of failing in school.  

 As previously stated education is important for everyone but especially for those of 

lower perceived socioeconomic status. Our findings suggest that teacher support alone 

moderates the link between perceived family socioeconomic status and how the students 

perceived that they were going to fail in school when the students perceived to be of high 

socioeconomic status. Previous work by Roorda et al. (2005) and Baker (2006) shows us that 

students with a good relationship to their teacher engage more actively in school and achieve 

more, something that could be of much importance for their graduation grades. How well a 

student does in school would automatically have an impact on the way they feel about their 

risks of failing in school in the future. We suggested that teacher support would not be of as 

high importance for students who perceived to be from high socioeconomic status families. 

Contrary to this expectation, we actually found that students of higher perceived 

socioeconomic status who received support from their teacher did not think that they were 

going to fail in school as much as students of lower perceived socioeconomic status receiving 

the same support. This unexpected finding, however, may suggest that students who 

perceived to be from high socioeconomic status families benefit more from supportive 

relationships with their teachers than the students who perceived to be from low 

socioeconomic status.  

 Students from low perceived socioeconomic status may have adversities in their life 

that are strongly altering their expectations about success in school. For example, lack of 

support from their parents might be more alternating on their perception of failure (Sirin, 

2005) then the support they receive from their teacher. In contrast, students who perceived to 

be from high socioeconomic status, who probably receive substantial support at home may 

develop higher expectations of success and lower their expectations of failure, when they 
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have access to additional support from teachers.  

 In our results we could also see that for students who perceived to be from families 

with higher socioeconomic status the relationships with the teacher were of importance when 

it came to school liking. However, we could not find that supportive relations with teachers 

changed the level of school liking for the students who perceived to be from families with 

lower socioeconomic status. Again, we were expecting that students who perceived to be 

from families with lower socioeconomic status would benefit from perceiving support from 

teachers. The students who do not have adequate support from home environment might find 

the support they need at school, which would lead them to feel positive about and connected 

to school (Birch & Ladd, 1997). This would logically lead to the students who perceived to be 

from lower socioeconomic status liking school more, but the results speak against. A reason 

for this could be that students who perceived to be from families with lower socioeconomic 

status brings with them negative attitudes towards school from home and even neighborhood 

environment. These two settings are probably much closer to them, and might alternate their 

views of school much more than their relationship with the teachers at school. In fact, 

according to the ecological theoretical framework of human development, a dissonance 

between two microsystem, home and school, within the same mesosystem might have 

emerged, and creating a negative outcome.  

 Another interesting finding we observed was that the students who perceived to be 

from families with higher socioeconomic status were less likely to perceive that they are 

going to fail in school. This finding was consistent with prior research. For example, Zhan 

(2006) describes that children who perceived to be from families with higher socioeconomic 

status do better in school. In our study we found that the student’s family’s socioeconomic 

status alternated students’ perception of failure. We draw the conclusion that depending on 

the socioeconomic status the student belongs to, the student may develop expectations about 
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their school achievement, and their individual perception of how well they do in school. This 

particular impact of family socioeconomic status may have negative implications, especially 

for students who perceive to be from families with low socioeconomic status. They already 

receive low support and guidance from their parents due to lack of resources (Gauffin, 

Vinnerljung, Fridell, Hesse & Hjern, 2013; Sirin, 2005) and could therefore be more likely to 

perceive that they are going to fail. These negative evaluations about the future outcomes 

together with not getting enough support from the parents may lead to actual school failure. 

Although we were not able to find any results that supported that support from teacher helped 

in this situation. 

 We also observed that immigrant background positively predicted school skipping. 

This finding is in line with previous results shown by Motti-Stefanidi, Masten, and Asendorpf 

(2015). Similar to our findings, they also found a wide gap between immigrant and non-

immigrant students regarding their tendency of skipping school. They suggest that language 

barriers are a possible reason for truancy among immigrants. Another explanation could be 

that students with immigrant background have a harder time forming good relationship with 

their teacher (Murray, Waas & Murray, 2008) and it has been shown that poor relationships 

with teacher are one of the reasons for truancy (Attwood & Croll, 2006). However, as stated, 

our results did not show a significant moderation by teacher support when immigrant 

background also was a moderator. 

Limitations and Strengths 

 We used a self-report measure of skipping school. The fact that the students 

themselves report their earlier absence can be a problem. Students who tend to skip school 

might also have been skipping the whole school day at the time of data collection. There, we 

might not have reached the students who are more likely to skip school than the others. Also, 

some of the students may not be willing to truthfully report how often they have skipped 
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school. To prevent such problems, one could have used the teachers’ notes regarding how 

often the students had been skipping school. 

 The other two measures we used for school adjustment are subjective measures. The 

problem with asking the students whether they believe that they are going to fail in school can 

have many different meanings for the individual. For some, failing school could mean 

receiving just passing grades and for someone else it could really mean not being able to 

receive any passing grade. Some students may underestimate their performance due to their 

personality. Others may under- or overestimate their performance due to different 

expectations from themselves. Liking school could also mean different things. One solution 

for this problem could be using actual grades or test scores of the students rather than asking 

perceived failure in school. 

 Using perceived socioeconomic status as a measure can have its downsides. Youths 

can have a different view of their families’ socioeconomic status and it can even differ 

between youths in different areas what is perceived as high or low socioeconomic status. 

Since we asked whether the students had more or less money then the other families in the 

area the comparison will probably be biased depending on in which neighborhood the school 

is in. Also, it might be hard for the student to give an accurate answer about which 

socioeconomic status the family has when asked only one question about their income and not 

about the parents’ education. It might even be that the student actually does not have 

knowledge about the family’s income and give a completely faulty answer.  

 Another limitation in the study is the categorization of students regarding their 

background, immigrant or Swedish. As our archival data did not provide any further 

information about the actual backgrounds of the students we can unfortunately not interpret 

these. Also, being of immigrant background can mean many things, but as stated in the 

introduction being of immigrant background can have a negative impact on school 
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adjustment. Bronfenbrenner (1980) also points out that growing up in different cultural 

context shapes the person. Therefor it is of importance to make some sort of categorization to 

be able to compare and reach conclusions the hopefully will lead to a more adaptable school, 

although our results did not show any significant results for immigrant background as a 

moderator.   

 Studying students schooling is not a new research area per se. But, previous research 

has mainly focused on the students’ school achievement. The feature that stands out the most 

in our study is in fact that we have directed our attention to school adjustment and not school 

achievement as many others before us have done. In the end, school adjustment itself will in 

most cases predict the school achievement since the achievement can be seen as a part of the 

adjustment. Therefore, understanding the predictors and conditions for the development of 

school adjustment is of high importance. Although we have brought up that our subjective 

measures as a limitation, it could also be a strength for the study, because with these measures 

we can develop an understanding of what the child actually perceive. 

 Other strength of our study was that the data that we used was longitudinal. Also, our 

measures have high inter-item reliability. By examining school adjustment using three 

different indicators (i.e., school liking, perceived school failure, and skipping school), we 

believe that it was possible to develop a broader understanding of the topic. 

Conclusions 

 The work that we have conducted brings new findings to a research area that has not 

been very deeply investigated until recent years, especially in the European context. Based on 

previous research we came up with our beliefs about the outcome. Surprisingly the teacher 

support only boosts the students who perceived to be from families with high socioeconomic 

status and leave immigrant youths and students who perceived to be from families with low 

socioeconomic status unaffected. Since our results are against several previous studies there 
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needs to be further investigation about what is needed to build better relations between the 

students left out from effective support and the teachers. We can also see that measuring 

school adjustment can be hard since it includes several factors. Based on the current findings, 

we can conclude that schools and teachers have to put more effort into forming good 

relationships with the students who perceived to be from families with low socioeconomic 

status and with immigrant background to ensure their possibility to adjust well in school and 

receive a good education.   
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