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Abstract 
 

The purpose of the study is to determine the impact of learning environment and teacher effectiveness to the student 

well-being of mathematics education students in a local college in Davao del Norte. The study is quantitative research 

that utilizes a descriptive-correlational approach. A sample of 245 randomly selected mathematics education students 

who were identified using stratified random sampling answered the surveys on the three variables. The collected data 

underwent statistical analysis, and the findings were subsequently evaluated. The statistical tools used in the study 

included the mean, Pearson-r, and regression. Results showed that the level of learning environment and teacher 

effectiveness were all very high in level while student well-being was high in level. Results also revealed that there is 

a significant relationship between learning environment and student well-being. Likewise, there is also a significant 

relationship between teacher effectiveness and student well-being of the mathematics students. Moreover, results show 

that domain of learning environment such as structure and steer can significantly influence student well-being. Finally, 

it was revealed that domain of teacher effectiveness such as subject matter knowledge can significantly predict student 

well-being of the respondents. Results imply that the variables are significant in improving the student well-being of 

mathematics education students. 
 

Keywords: learning environment, teacher effectiveness, student well-being, mathematics education student, 

Philippines 

 

Introduction 
 

In the realm of education, student wellbeing is becoming increasingly important, covering emotional, social, and psychological 

dimensions that are essential for both quality of life and academic success. It involves more than the absence of negative experiences, 

focusing on fostering positivity, motivation, resilience, and engagement. In mathematics education, where anxiety and stress are 

common, understanding key factors such as the learning environment and teacher effectiveness is important. Despite the acknowledged 

significance of student wellbeing, there is a gap in comprehending how these factors impact students, particularly in mathematics 

education. Bridging this gap is essential for fostering a positive learning environment and enhancing overall student wellbeing (Suldo 

& Shaffer, 2018). 

In Australia, student wellbeing has gained prominence as a critical concern, characterized by a noticeable increase in stress, anxiety, 

and mental health issues among students. These challenges often stem from academic pressures and the dynamics of the learning 

environment, reflecting broader global trends. The specific challenges faced by students in Australia are particularly pertinent to 

mathematics education. Mathematics anxiety and the dynamics of the mathematics learning environment significantly impact student 

wellbeing and academic performance in Australia. Consequently, exploring the intricate relationships between these variables within 

the context of mathematics education in Australia provides valuable insights into global challenges and offers the potential to inform 

evidence-based policies and interventions with broader implications (Muir et al., 2021; Blue, 2021). 

Student  well-being  is  a  significant   concern  contributing  to  mental  health issues among students in Laguna, Philippines. The 

educational system often prioritizes academic excellence at the expense of students' overall well-being. This leads to high expectations 

from parents, teachers, and society, placing immense pressure on students to excel in their studies. The competitive nature of the 

education system, reliance on standardized tests, and parental aspirations add to the burden. Consequently, students may struggle to 

maintain a healthy work-life balance and may experience heightened stress, anxiety, and depression as they grapple with the fear of 

not meeting these demanding expectations. Recognizing the importance of student well-being, it is imperative to adopt a holistic 

approach to education that values mental health alongside academic achievements (Aligada, 2020). 

In an era marked by increasing academic pressures, rapid technological advancements, and unprecedented global challenges, the need 

to prioritize student well-being in education has never been more critical. Student well-being is socially relevant because it directly 

influences academic success and future life outcomes. When students are physically and mentally healthy, they engage better in 

learning, increasing their chances of success in education and employment. Moreover, it fosters a safe and inclusive environment, 

reduces bullying, and contributes to overall community well-being. This study delves into the intricate interplay between learning 

environments, teacher effectiveness, and student well-being with a sense of urgency for several compelling reasons. Moreover, the 

urgency to prioritize student well-being extends beyond individual students. It ripples through families, communities, and society at 

large. This study is deemed urgent and relevant because it can shed light on how the learning environment and teacher effectiveness 

impact students' mental health and overall well-being, helping to address mental health issues among students. Understanding and 

improving student well-being is not merely an academic pursuit but an urgent societal imperative.  
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There were  studies conducted  that is somewhat related to this study such as the study entitled "Teacher-Student Relationships and 

Student Well-being in Mathematics Education”; this study explored the impact of teacher-student relationships on student well-being 

within the context of mathematics education. Additionally, "Assessing Classroom Environment and Student Well-being" focused on 

assessing the classroom environment's influence on student well-being across various subjects, including mathematics. However, their 

study primarily employed qualitative methods and did not delve deeply into the specific role of teacher effectiveness in enhancing 

student well-being. Moreover, "Teacher Effectiveness in Mathematics Education" focused on an extensive study on teacher 

effectiveness in mathematics education, with an emphasis on its impact on students' academic achievement. These related studies offer 

valuable contributions to the field of education and student well-being, but they differ from the researcher’s proposed research in terms 

of their primary focus, methodologies, and the comprehensiveness of their investigation. The study offers a fresh perspective by 

exploring how the learning environment, teacher effectiveness in math education, and student well-being interact. It aims to fill gaps 

in current research and provide practical insights to improve educational practices and student outcomes. To address this gap, the 

researcher’s study aims by examining the broader dynamics of the learning environment and teacher effectiveness in mathematics 

education and their combined effects on student well-being.  

The dissemination plan for this study involves a multifaceted approach to ensure widespread reach and impact. Firstly, the findings 

will be disseminated through publication in reputable peer-reviewed journals, targeting both academic and practitioner audiences. 

Additionally, presentations at national and international conferences will provide opportunities for direct engagement with educators 

and researchers. In addition, digital avenues such as institutional websites and social media platforms will be used in sharing main 

discoveries and observations.  Furthermore, targeted workshops and seminars will be organized in collaboration with educational 

institutions and professional organizations to facilitate dialogue and implementation of research-informed practices. Using these 

various means, this study hopes to transform learning environments by instituting changes that guarantee student wellbeing alongside 

improving mathematics education outcomes for students’ benefit in general.   

Research Objectives 

The aim of this study was to determine the effects of learning environment and teacher effectiveness on student wellbeing among 

mathematics student. To be more precise, this study aimed to address the following objectives: 

1. To determine the level of learning environment of mathematics education student in terms of: 

1.1. motivate to exert learning effort; 

1.2. activate towards self-regulated learning; 

1.3. give feedback and coach; and 

1.4. structure and steer. 

2. To determine the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education student in terms of: 

2.1. subject matter knowledge; 

2.2. instructional planning and strategies; 

2.3. assessment; and 

2.4. learning environment. 

3. To determine the level of student well-being of mathematics education student in terms of: 

3.1. school connectedness; 

3.2. joy of learning; 

3.3. educational purpose; and 

3.4. academic efficacy. 

4. To determine the significant relationship between: 

4.1. learning environment and student well-being; and 

4.2. teacher effectiveness and student well-being. 

5. To determine which domain/s of learning environment and teacher effectiveness that can considerably influence the student 

well-being of mathematics education student. 

Methodology 

Research Design 

The study employed a quantitative research design utilizing a descriptive-correlational research technique and regression analysis to 

assess the impact of the learning environment and teacher effectiveness on the well-being of mathematics education students. This 

approach involved gathering and analyzing numerical data to thoroughly examine and quantify the variables, ultimately extracting 

valuable insights. Descriptive quantitative research facilitated the collection and evaluation of numerical data, enabling the 

identification of patterns, the computation of averages, the prediction of trends, and the testing of relationships between variables, with 

the goal of generalizing findings to a larger population (Bhandari, 2020). 

The research design was non-experimental, allowing for the exploration of natural occurrences within educational settings without 

manipulating the environment or behaviors. A quantitative research design was suitable to be utilized because of its ability to measure 
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and analyze numerical data, which was essential for identifying trends, forming hypotheses, and examining the causality of various 

correlations between variables. Statistical analyses enhanced the external validity of the study, supporting broader generalizations and 

providing a systematic, objective examination. The research adhered to ethical principles by maintaining an authentic investigation of 

the variables within their natural context. 

Furthermore, a descriptive-correlational research approach represents a quantitative methodology entailing the collection and 

examination of data pertaining to a specific subject matter without directly manipulating or impacting the subjects under study. Data 

collection from the sample population was followed by statistical analysis to uncover correlations among the variables. While this 

method provided valuable insights into the interrelationships between the learning environment, teacher effectiveness, and student 

well-being, it did not offer conclusive evidence of causality due to the potential influence of unexamined variables (Quaranta, 2017). 

Moreover, the decision to employ a descriptive-correlational research methodology proved to be particularly effective in capturing the 

current landscape of the field. This approach facilitates a comprehensive examination of the various variables influencing the well-

being of BSEd-Mathematics students within college settings. By utilizing a correlational design, the study adopts a quantitative lens 

that allows for the exploration of significant linkages in this educational context. Specifically, it focuses on establishing statistical 

connections between the learning environment, teacher effectiveness, and student well-being. This methodology not only provides 

insights into the interplay among these variables but also highlights how they collectively contribute to the overall educational 

experience of the students. 

Respondents 

The research took place at  Kapalong  College  of  Agriculture,  Sciences  and Technology (KCAST) situated in the Province of Davao 

del Norte. The researcher employed a random sampling approach to recruit participants. Among the 245 mathematics education 

students across all year levels in the first semester of the 2023-2024 academic year, 152 students were chosen as the study's sample. In 

the first year, there were two sections, while there was one section each for second, third, and fourth-year levels. The selection of these 

students as respondents was based on the study's focus, which was on evaluating the impact of the learning environment and teacher 

effectiveness on student well-being. Specifically, because the study was centered around student well-being, it was considered 

appropriate and justified to include students from the mathematics education program at the chosen local college. 

The researcher utilized a stratified random sampling technique to choose participants for the study. This method involved dividing a 

larger population into smaller groups based on specific characteristics relevant to the research. Instead of randomly selecting from the 

entire population, samples were picked from each of these categorized groups. This approach improved the sample's representativeness 

by ensuring that each subgroup was proportionately represented, resulting in more precise and broadly applicable findings. The choice 

of this method was driven by the research's specific objectives and the aim to reduce potential biases in participant selection (Hayes, 

2023). 

The study employed stratified random sampling using proportional allocation through Slovin’s formula with a margin of error of 0.05 

to ensure participants were selected from various levels of mathematics education, guaranteeing representation from each year level. 

This approach involved dividing the larger population into smaller groups or strata based on a relevant characteristic, allowing the 

researchers to obtain a more precise representation of the overall population because each group was proportionally included in the 

sample. 

The table provided data on how respondents were distributed across different academic years within the mathematics education student 

population. It showed that out of a total of 245 students, 30.13% were in their first year, 12.66% were in their second year,  10.89% 

were in their third year, and 8.36% were in their fourth year. 

The dataset comprises 152 respondents, including 119 first-year students, 50 second-year students, 43 third-year students, and 33 

fourth-year students. 

Table 1. Distribution of Respondent 
BSED Mathematics Programs Population Sample Percentage 

1A 63 39 15.92% 

1B 56 35 14.29% 

2A 50 31 12.65% 

3A 43 27 11.02% 

4A 33 20 8.16% 

Total 245 152 62.04% 
 

Instrument 

The researcher utilized adapted questionnaires from web sources to measure the variables. These adapted questionnaires that were used 

in the study underwent thorough expert validation before the dissemination of the research questionnaires towards the students. The 

first set of questions evaluated mathematics education students' views on the learning environment. This assessment included a 

reliability test with a score of 0.76, 0.83, 0.78, and 0.77 along with its corresponding indicators: motivation to exert learning effort, 



1655/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

activation towards self-regulated learning, giving feedback and coaching, and structuring and steering (Schelflout et al., 2006). The 

second set of questions concentrated on assessing the effectiveness of teachers. This evaluation involved a reliability test yielding a 

score of 0.84, along with the associated indicators: subject matter knowledge, instructional planning and strategies, assessment, learning 

environment, and effective communication (Liakopoulou, 2011; Darling-Hammond, 2000; Stronge, 2010). The third set of questions 

centered on examining the well-being of students. This inquiry included a reliability test that yielded a score of 0.72, along with its 

respective indicators: school connectedness, joy of learning, educational purpose, and academic efficacy (Törneke, 2010). 

The Likert scale, a five-point measuring instrument, allowed individuals to communicate their level of agreement or disagreement with 

a particular statement. It typically presented five response choices, permitting respondents to indicate the intensity of their agreement 

or emotions regarding the statement. In this research, we employed the 5-point Likert scale to evaluate the levels of respondents' 

perceptions of their learning environment, the effectiveness of their teachers, and the well-being of students (McLeod, 2023). 

The Likert scale was utilized to assess the degree of agreement or disagreement with statements regarding the effectiveness and benefits 

of the learning environment. This scale facilitated the collection of data that was not only straightforward to analyze but also easy to 

comprehend. It played a critical role in evaluating participants' readiness for self-directed learning, an essential component of 

mathematics education. Participants received clear instructions to indicate their responses by marking a checkbox corresponding to a 

numerical value. They utilized a five-point Likert scale, which ranged from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." Subsequently, the 

scores from these responses were aggregated across all items, yielding an overall score for each participant. This comprehensive 

approach allowed for a nuanced understanding of the participants' perspectives on their learning environment. 

Procedure 

The following steps were taken to collect the data for this study. 

Questionnaire Formulation and Development. The researcher searched the questionnaires from reputable journal articles and related 

internet research which can be positively related to the three variables. 

Revision and Validation of Questionnaires. Afterwards, it was submitted to the panel of experts to be evaluated and be contextualized 

towards mathematics learning.  The researcher followed the advice of those revision experts until it was for administration. 

Requesting Permission to Conduct a Study. Once the questionnaires were ready for administration, the permission to administer the 

study in the concerned institution was secured from Vice President for Academic Affairs of the college through a formal letter. 

Distribution of Questionnaires. The research instruments were given directly to the respondents via Google forms and face-to-face 

surveys with permission, and the study was conducted by the researcher herself. 

Collection and   Tabulation of   Data.   After performing the survey, the researcher took and analyzed the research instrument to record 

and tabulate the collected data or the survey responses from the respondents. The statistical data were analyzed and the results were 

interpreted. From the final data, conclusions were drawn, and recommendations were presented based on the results obtained. 

Data Analysis 

The following statistical tools were used to calculate the data in this study.   

Mean. This was used to determine the level of quality of learning environment, teacher effectiveness, and student well-being among 

the respondents. 

Pearson-r. This was used to determine the significant relationship between quality of learning environment and student well-being as 

well as teacher effectiveness and student well-being of the respondents. 

Regression. This was used to determine the significant influence of learning environment and teacher effectiveness on the student well-

being of the respondents. 

Ethical Considerations 

In the process of conducting research involving human participants, it was imperative for a researcher to uphold robust ethical 

principles. Therefore, this quantitative study has implemented various measures to ensure the ethical integrity of the research, with the 

primary objective of safeguarding the well-being of the individuals involved. In this study, we have embraced the ethical guidelines 

put forth by Denzin and Lincoln in (2011). These guidelines predominantly revolved around three key areas: obtaining informed 

consent, mitigating the potential for harm, ensuring anonymity and confidentiality, and addressing any conflicts of interest. 

Informed Consent. The participants received clear information about the nature of the questions, the intended purpose of the data, and 

any potential repercussions before they took part in the study. To participate, individuals must grant informed consent, which entails 

recognizing their right to access their data and the option to withdraw from the study at any time. In a way, the informed consent 

process serves as a legal agreement between the researcher and the participants (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 

In the Google survey forms that was used for this research, the researcher included an informed consent question, inquiring whether 
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participants remained willing to take part in the study considering the possible risks and the study's purpose. Additionally, participants 

were provided with the opportunity to decline if they had any reservations about the agreement. 

As part of the informed consent procedure, participants were educated about their various rights. They were informed that they could 

discontinue their participation in the study without providing any reasons. Furthermore, they had the option to decline answering 

sensitive questions. Additionally, participants were entitled to inquire about any aspects of the study they were unclear about. Lastly, 

they had the right to receive information about the study's results once the research had been completed. 

Risk of  Harm,  Anonymity  and Confidentiality. It ensures  that the personal information of respondents, such as their names and 

identifying details, remain confidential throughout the study. This serves as a critical protective measure to prevent potential harm or 

negative consequences arising from the exposure of their personal details. Anonymity also plays a crucial role in preventing any biases 

from affecting the study, as the researcher was not influenced by participants' individual traits or identities. To maintain participant 

anonymity, researchers often use codes or pseudonyms instead of participants' actual names and took measures to secure the 

confidentiality of any personal information collected (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 

To maintain data confidentiality, the researcher refrained from gathering participants' phone numbers and email addresses through 

Google Forms. Additionally, measures were taken to guarantee that research outcomes and findings remained confidential and were 

not disclosed publicly. This precaution was put in place to prevent participants from experiencing psychological distress, including 

feelings of shame and embarrassment, that could result from inadvertent or unauthorized data sharing. It was also stipulated that the 

data would be securely stored and ultimately disposed of three years after the completion of the study. 

Conflicts of Interest. When a researcher has preexisting relationships or past actions that could lead to a conflict of interest, it was 

imperative to transparently disclose these in an application for ethical approval. This transparency allows the ethics committee to 

provide guidance on how to effectively manage such conflicts. Conflict of interest can also arise when a researcher either prioritizes or 

appears to prioritize their personal interests or commitments over their professional obligations and responsibilities. These conflicts 

can encompass both financial and non-financial benefits, whether they are real, potential, or even perceived. Such conflicts of interest 

may influence or be perceived as influencing a researcher's impartiality and judgment, which in turn can erode confidence in the 

integrity of the research outcomes (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). 

Moreover, since the respondents were fellow students, the researcher did not have any conflict of interest within the study. A conflict 

of interest only arose when the researcher possessed the capability to compel respondents to participate by means of coercion, 

withholding benefits, or imposing penalties (for example, a student-researcher within the same institution could have created a conflict 

of interest if they employed any form of pressure or authority to coerce other students into participating in the survey, or if the student-

researcher held a leadership role in a student organization or wielded influence among their peers, and they exploited this position to 

exert pressure on other students to join the study, possibly offering incentives or threatening social consequences for non-compliance). 

Results and Discussion 

Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Motivate to Exert Learning Effort 

The level of learning environment of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

motivate to exert effort. The responses of mathematics major students on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Table 2 presents the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of motivate to exert effort. The data 

revealed that the level of learning environment in terms of motivate to exert learning effort had a total mean of 4.33 with a descriptive 

equivalent of very high. This indicated that the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of motivate 

to exert learning effort is always manifested. 

The highest mean is 4.37 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 4 – Feeling that the subject matter will be useful to me later. 

In contrast, the lowest mean is 4.30 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 2 - Observing the teacher utilizing a pleasing array of teaching approaches, promoting  an  enjoyable  

diversity  in  instruction and item no. 5 – Being motivated to exert extra effort in my learning due to the teacher's approach to teaching.  

Table 2. Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Motivate to Exert Learning Effort 

Motivate to Exert Learning Effort Mean Description 

1. Finding that the teacher ensures my engagement by making sure I am interested in the subject matter 4.32 Very High 

2. Observing the teacher utilizing a pleasing array of teaching approaches, promoting an enjoyable 

diversity in instruction 

4.30 Very High 

3. Working in a pleasant manner 4.36 Very High 

4. Feeling that the subject matter will be useful to me later 4.37 Very High 

5. Being motivated to exert extra effort in my learning due to the teacher's approach to teaching 4.30 Very High 

Overall 4.33 Very High 
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Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Activate Towards Self-Regulated Learning 

The level of learning environment of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

activate towards self-regulated learning. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 3 is the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of activate towards self-regulated 

learning. The data revealed that the level of learning environment in terms of activate towards self-regulated learning had a total mean 

of 4.32 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicated that the level of learning environment of mathematics education 

students in terms of activate towards self-regulated learning is always manifested. The highest mean is 4.42 which descriptively means 

very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This is from item no. 4 – Appreciating the teacher 

providing examples of situations in daily life where the subject matter can be applied. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.23 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by 

the respondents. This is from item no. 2 - Noticing that when we begin a new subject, the teacher dedicates time to revisiting previous 

subject matter that will be pertinent to the upcoming topic. 

Table 3. Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Activate Towards Self-Regulated Learning 
Activate Towards Self-Regulated Learning Mean Description 

1. Receiving tasks that inspire me to continuously seek solutions, encouraging a persistent approach 

to problem-solving 

4.24  High 

2. Noticing that when we begin a new subject, the teacher dedicates time to revisiting previous 

subject matter that will be pertinent to the upcoming topic 

4.23  High 

3. Encountering situations that are described and can occur in the real world, requiring a 

mathematical solution 

4.32  Very High 

4. Appreciating the teacher providing examples of situations in daily life where the subject matter 

can be applied 

4.42  Very High 

5. Valuing how the teacher offers subtle clues that assist us in finding solutions on our own 4.38  Very High 

Overall 4.32 Very High 
 

Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Give Feedback and Coach 

The level of learning environment of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

give feedback and coach. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 4 is the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of give feedback and coach. The 

data revealed that the level of learning environment in terms of give feedback and coach had a total mean of 4.34 with a descriptive 

equivalent of very high. This indicated that the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of give 

feedback and coach is always manifested.  

The highest mean is 4.49 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 3 – Finding it helpful that the teacher explains the solution after each exercise. 

In contrast, the lowest mean is 4.22 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 4 - Receiving the solutions on paper after a test. 

Table 4. Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Give Feedback and Coach 
Give Feedback and Coach Mean Description 

1. Observing the teacher revisiting the subject matter whenever some students do not properly 

understand it, ensuring clarity for everyone 

4.38  Very High 

2. Appreciating how the teacher clarifies errors in tests, providing valuable feedback for 

improvement 

4.36  Very High 

3. Finding it helpful that the teacher explains the solution after each exercise 4.49  Very High 

4. Receiving the solutions on paper after a test 4.22 High 

5. Being encouraged to contemplate the reasons behind problems occurring in assignments or tests 

and brainstorm potential solutions to rectify them 

4.25  High 

Overall 4.34 Very High 
 

Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Structure and Steer 

The level of learning environment of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

structure and steer. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 5 is the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of structure and steer. The data 

revealed that the level of learning environment in terms of structure and steer had a total mean of 4.32 with a descriptive equivalent of 

very high. This indicated that the level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of structure and steer is 

always manifested.  
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The highest mean is 4.41 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 2 – Appreciating how the teacher presents new topics in a clear and well-organized manner and item no. 5 - 

Appreciating how the teacher maintains control over the class. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.13 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by 

the respondents.  This is from item no. 3 - Getting the opportunity to explain our solution to the teacher. 

Table 5. Level of Learning Environment in Terms of Structure and Steer 
Structure and Steer Mean Description 

1. Thanking my teachers approach that I understand the subject matter well 4.30 Very High 

2. Appreciating how the teacher presents new topics in a clear and well-organized manner 4.41  Very High 

3. Getting the opportunity to explain our solution to the teacher 4.13  High 

4. Finding that the teacher helps us comprehend new subject matter by asking questions to the class 

and following up with explanations 

4.36  Very High 

5. Appreciating how the teacher maintains control over the class 4.41  Very High 

Overall 4.32 Very High 
 

Summary of the Level of Learning Environment 

Presented in Table 6 is  the overall level of learning environment of mathematics education students in terms of motivate to exert 

learning effort, activate towards self-regulated learning, give feedback and coach, and structure and steer. The data revealed that the 

level of learning environment of mathematics education students has a total mean of 4.33 with the descriptive equivalent of very high. 

This indicates that learning environment is always manifested as perceived by the respondents.   

Further, the highest mean is 4.34 with the descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of learning environment in 

terms of give feedback and coach is always manifested.  

In contrast, the lowest indicators are activate towards self-regulated learning and structure and steer which obtained a mean of 4.32 

with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of learning environment in terms of active towards self-regulated 

learning and the level of learning environment in terms of structure and steer is always manifested.  

Moreover, motivate to exert learning effort obtained a mean of 4.33 which means  very high.  This indicates  that the level  of learning  

environment  in terms of motivate to exert learning effort is always manifested.  

Table 6. Level of Learning Environment 
Indicators Mean Description 

Motivate to Exert Learning Effort 4.33 Very High 

Activate Towards Self-Regulated Learning 4.32 Very High 

Give Feedback and Coach 4.34 Very High 

Structure and Steer 4.32 Very High 

Overall 4.33 Very High 
 

Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Subject Matter Knowledge 

The level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

subject matter knowledge. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 7 is the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of subject matter knowledge. The 

data revealed that the level of teacher effectiveness in terms of subject matter knowledge has a total mean of 4.35 with a descriptive 

equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of subject 

matter knowledge is always manifested.  

The highest mean is 4.40 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 1 – Demonstrating accurate knowledge according to subject matter while teaching.  

Table 7. Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Subject Matter Knowledge 
Subject Matter Knowledge Mean Description 

1. Demonstrating accurate knowledge according to subject matter while teaching 4.40 Very High 

2. Linking present content with past and future learning experiences 4.26  Very High 

3. Teaching content through a variety of teaching skills 4.38 Very High 

4. Making the subject matter accessible to me 4.38 Very High 

5. Linking the content with practical life 4.33 Very High 

Overall 4.35 Very High 
 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.26 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is always manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 2 - Linking present content with past and future learning experiences. 
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Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Instructional Planning and Strategies 

The level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

instructional planning and strategies. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 8 is the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of instructional planning and 

strategies. The data revealed that the level of teacher effectiveness in terms of instructional planning and strategies has a total mean of 

4.36 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students 

in terms of instructional planning and strategies is always manifested.  

The highest mean is 4.45 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 1 – Using different teaching strategies to enhance students’ understanding and item no. 5 - Engaging, motivates, and 

maintains students’ attention to their lesson. 

Table 8. Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Instructional Planning and Strategies 
Instructional Planning and Strategies Mean Description 

1. Using different teaching strategies to enhance students’ understanding 4.45 Very High 

2. Changing his/her teaching methodology to make topics relevant to students’ lives 4.31 Very High 

3. Teaching the students according to their individual differences 4.22 High 

4. Using the appropriate material, technology and resources while teaching 4.36 Very High 

5. Engaging, motivates, and maintains students’ attention to their lesson 4.45 Very High 

Overall 4.36 Very High 
 

In contrast, the lowest mean is 4.22 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 3 - Teaching the students according to their individual differences. 

Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Assessment 

The level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

assessment. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 9 is the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of assessment. The data revealed 

that the level of teacher effectiveness in terms of assessment has a total mean of 4.34 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This 

indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of assessment is always manifested. 

The highest mean is 4.41 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 5 – Encouraging the students to do better next time. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.26 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This means that the item is always manifested 

by the respondents. This is from item no. 2 - Evaluating students’ performance and provides timely feedback on their errors. 

Table 9. Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Assessment 
Assessment Mean Description 

1. Conducting class tests to monitor students’ performance regularly 4.30 Very High 

2. Evaluating students’ performance and provides timely feedback on their error 4.26 Very High 

3. Maintaining a record of students’ results 4.38 Very High 

4. Using multiple assessment strategies 4.34 Very High 

5. Encouraging the students to do better next time 4.41 Very High 

Overall 4.34 Very High 
 

Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Learning Environment 

The level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

learning environment. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Table 10. Level of Teacher Effectiveness in Terms of Learning Environment 
Learning Environment Mean Description 

1. Creating a climate of mutual trust and respect in the classroom 4.43 Very High 

2. Emphasizing continuous improvement towards students’ achievement 4.38 Very High 

3. Maintaining a classroom setting that minimizes disruption 4.26 Very High 

4. Creating an attractive and friendly classroom environment 4.44 Very High 

5. Ensuring students’ participation in the learning process 4.43 Very High 

Overall 4.39 Very High 
 

Presented in Table 10 is the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of learning environment. The 

data revealed that the level of teacher effectiveness in terms of learning environment has a total mean of 4.39 with a descriptive 

equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of learning 



1660/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

environment is always manifested. 

The highest mean is 4.44 which means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This is from item 

no. 4 – Creating an attractive and friendly classroom environment. 

In contrast, the lowest mean is 4.26 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 3 - Maintaining a classroom setting that minimizes disruption. 

Summary of the Level of Teacher Effectiveness 

Presented in Table 11 is the overall level of teacher effectiveness of mathematics education students in terms of subject matter 

knowledge, instructional planning and strategies, assessment, and learning environment. The data revealed that the level of teacher 

effectiveness of mathematics education students has a total mean of 4.36 with the descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates 

that teacher effectiveness is always manifested as perceived by the respondents.   

Table 11. Level of Teacher Effectiveness 
Indicators Mean Description 

Subject Matter Knowledge 4.35 Very High 

Instructional Planning and Strategies 4.36 Very High 

Assessment 4.34 Very High 

Learning Environment 4.39 Very High 

Overall 4.36 Very High 
 

Furthermore, the highest mean is 4.39 with the descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness 

in terms of learning environment is always manifested.  

On the other hand, the lowest indicator is assessment which obtained a mean of 4.34 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This 

indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness in terms of assessment is always manifested.  

Moreover, instructional planning and strategies obtained a mean of 4.36 which means very high. This indicates that the level of teacher 

effectiveness in terms of instructional planning and strategies is always manifested.  

Lastly, subject matter knowledge obtained a mean of 4.35 which means very high. This indicates that the level of teacher effectiveness 

in terms of subject matter knowledge is always manifested.  

Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of School Connectedness  

The level of student well-being of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

school connectedness. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 12 is the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of school connectedness. The data 

revealed that the level of student well-being in terms of school connectedness has a total mean of 4.08 with a descriptive equivalent of 

high. This indicates that the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of school connectedness is 

oftentimes manifested.  

Table 12. Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of School Connectedness 
School Connectedness Mean Description 

1. Feeling like I belong at this school 4.34 Very High 

2. Being really myself at this school 4.13 High 

3. Feeling like people at this school care about me 3.95 High 

4. Being treated with respect at this school 4.32 Very High 

5. Experiencing sometimes no stress related to schoolwork 3.69 High 

Overall 4.08 High 

 

The highest mean is 4.34 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 1 – Feeling like I belong at this school.  

In contrast, the lowest mean is 3.69 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 5 - Experiencing sometimes no stress related to schoolwork. 

Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Joy of Learning  

The level of student well-being of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

joy of learning. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 13 is the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of joy of learning. The data revealed 

that the level of student well-being in terms of joy of learning has a total mean of 4.25 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This 
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indicates that the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of joy of learning is oftentimes manifested. 

The highest mean is 4.35 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 1 – Getting excited about learning new things in class. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.17 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by 

the respondents. This is from item no. 3 - Enjoying working on class projects and assignments. 

Table 13. Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Joy of Learning 
Joy of Learning Mean Description 

1. Getting excited about learning new things in class 4.35 Very High 

2. Being really interested in the things I am doing at school 4.29 Very High 

3. Enjoying working on class projects and assignments 4.17 High 

4. Feeling happy when I am working and learning at school 4.24 High 

5. Finding meaning and satisfaction in my academic pursuits 4.20 High 

Overall 4.25 High 
 

Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Educational Purpose 

The level of student well-being of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

educational purpose. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 14 is the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of educational purpose. The data 

revealed that the level of student well-being in terms of educational purpose has a total mean of 4.42 with a descriptive equivalent of 

very high. This indicates that the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of educational purpose is 

always manifested.   

Table 14. Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Educational Purpose 
Educational Purpose Mean Description 

1. Feeling like the things I do at school are important 4.43 Very High 

2. Thinking school matters should be taken seriously 4.42 Very High 

3. Feeling it is important to do well in my classes 4.41 Very High 

4. Believing the things I learn at school will help me in my life 4.45 Very High 

5. Having a clear understanding of the purpose of my education 4.40 Very High 

Overall 4.42 Very High 
 

The highest mean is 4.45 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 4 – Believing the things I learn at school will help me in my life. 

In contrast, the lowest mean is 4.40 with a descriptive equivalent of very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the 

respondents. This is from item no. 5 - Having a clear understanding of the purpose of my education. 

Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Academic Efficacy 

The level of student well-being of mathematics education students was measured through the survey questionnaire with the indicator, 

academic efficacy. The responses of the respondents on each indicator were presented and analyzed below. 

Presented in Table 15 is the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of academic efficacy. The data 

revealed that the level of student well-being in terms of academic efficacy has a total mean of 4.24 with a descriptive equivalent of 

high.  

This indicates that the level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of academic efficacy is oftentimes 

manifested. 

Table 15. Level of Student Well-Being in Terms of Academic Efficacy 
Academic Efficacy Mean Description 

Feeling successful in accomplishing all easy and difficult academic tasks 4.39 Very High 

Doing good work at school 4.27 Very High 

Doing well on my class assignments 4.22 High 

Getting good grades in my classes 4.18 High 

Being always feel confident in my ability to succeed academically 4.14 High 

Overall 4.24 High 
 

The highest mean is 4.39 which descriptively means very high. This means that the item is always manifested by the respondents. This 

is from item no. 1 – Feeling successful in accomplishing all easy and difficult academic tasks. 

On the other hand, the lowest mean is 4.14 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This means that the item is oftentimes manifested by 

the respondents. This is from item no. 5 – Being always feel confident in my ability to succeed academically. 
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Summary of the Level of Student Well-Being 

Presented in Table 16 is the overall level of student well-being of mathematics education students in terms of school connectedness, 

joy of learning, educational purpose, and academic efficacy. The data revealed that the level of student well- being of mathematics 

education students has a total mean of 4.25 with the descriptive equivalent of high. This indicates that student well-being is oftentimes 

manifested as perceived by the respondents.  

Further, the highest mean is 4.42 with the descriptive equivalent of very high. This indicates that the level of student well-being in 

terms of educational purpose is always manifested. 

In contrast, the lowest indicator is school connectedness which obtained a mean of 4.08 with a descriptive equivalent of high. This 

indicates that the level of student well-being in terms of school connectedness is oftentimes manifested.  

Moreover, joy of learning obtained a mean of 4.25 which means high. This indicates that the level of student well-being in terms of 

joy of learning is oftentimes manifested.  

Additionally, academic efficacy obtained a mean of 4.24 which means high. This indicates that the level of student well-being in terms 

of academic efficacy is oftentimes manifested.  

Table 16. Level of Student Well-Being 
Indicators Mean Description 

School Connectedness 4.08 High 

Joy of Learning 4.25 High 

Educational Purpose 4.42 Very High 

Academic Efficacy 4.24 High 

Overall 4.25 High 
 

Significant Relationship Between Learning Environment and Student Well-Being  

Presented in Table 17 is the result of the relationship between learning environment and student well-being, r (150) = .726, p<.001. 

Since the probability value (p<.001) is less than the level of significance (α=0.05), the null hypothesis is rejected. This means that there 

is a positive, and significant relationship between learning environment and student well-being. 

Table 17. Significant Relationship Between Learning Environment  

and Student Well-Being 
Variables Correlated Mean r-value p-value Decision 𝛼=0.05 

Learning Environment 4.33 
   

  
.726 p<.001 Ho Rejected 

Student Well-Being 4.25 
   

 

Significant Relationship Between Teacher Effectiveness and Student Well-Being  

Presented in Table 18 is the result of the relationship between learning environment and student well-being, r (150) = .759, p<.001. 

Since the probability value (p<.001) is less than the level of significance (α=0.05), the null hypothesis is rejected. This means that there 

is a positive, and significant relationship between teacher effectiveness and student well-being. 

Table 18. Significant Relationship Between Teacher Effectiveness  

and Student Well-Being 
Variables Correlated Mean r-value p-value Decision 𝛼=0.05 

Teacher Effectiveness 4.36 
   

  
.759 p<.001 Ho Rejected 

Student Well-Being 4.25 
   

 

Domain/s of Learning Environment that can Considerably Influence the Student Well-Being of Mathematics Education 

Student 

Presented in Table 19 is the significant influence of the domains or indicators of learning environment towards the level of student 

well-being among mathematics education students. The results showed that one domain of learning environment, structure and steer, 

appear to be statistically significant predictors of the level of student well-being of mathematics education students – structure and steer 

(β=.353, p<.001). At 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected.   

The beta value, β= .353, indicates that for every one unit increase of structure and steer, the level of student well-being among 

mathematics education students will also increase by .353 units. Therefore, structure and steer is the only indicator of learning 

environment that can significantly influence the student well-being of mathematics education students. 

On the other hand, the other three domains – give feedback and coach (β=-.190, p=.059), motivate to exert learning effort (β=.138, 

p=.138), and activate towards self-regulated learning (β=.087, p=.351) – do not have a significant influence on student well-being. At 
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0.05 level of significance, the probability values of the three domains exceeded. This suggests that the three domains were not a 

significant predictor/s of student well-being. 

Table 19. Domain/s of Learning Environment that can Considerably Influence the Student Well-Being of Mathematics  

Education Student 
Independent Variable 

Learning Environment 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t-stat p-

value 

Decision 

@ α= 0.05 

B SE Beta 

(Constant) 
      

Motivate to Exert Learning Effort .138 .093 .144 1.493 .138 Ho Accepted 

Activate Towards Self-Regulated 

Learning 

.087 .093 .091 .935 .351 Ho Accepted 

Give Feedback and Coach .190 .100 .186 1.903 .059 Ho Accepted 

Structure and Steer .353 .088 .389 4.005 <.001 Ho Rejected 

Dependent Variable: Student Well-Being 

Note: R= .736 R2 = .542 F-ratio= 43.521 P-value= <.001 
 

Moreover, learning environment explained a significant proportion of variance in student well-being, 𝑅2= .542, F= 43.521, p<.001. 

The 𝑅2 of .542 shows that the model predicts 54.2% of the statistical variation observed in the level of student well-being among the 

respondents. The coefficient of alienation which is 45.8% points to the extent at which other indicators or domains not included in the 

study may explain the variance observed in the level of student well-being among mathematics education students. 

Domain/s of Teacher Effectiveness that can Considerably Influence the Student Well-Being of Mathematics Education Student  

Presented in Table 20 is the significant influence of the domains or indicators of teacher effectiveness towards the level of student well-

being among mathematics education students. The results showed that three domains of teacher effectiveness, subject matter 

knowledge, instructional planning and strategies and learning environment, appear to be statistically significant predictors of the level 

of student well-being of mathematics education students – subject matter knowledge (β=.367, p<.001), instructional planning and 

strategies (β=.245, p<.001) and learning environment (β=.213, p<.001). At 0.05 level of significance, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Table 20. Domain/s of Teacher Effectiveness that can Considerably Influence the Student Well-Being of Mathematics  

Education Student 
Independent Variable 

Teacher Effectiveness 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t-stat p-value Decision 

@ α= 0.05 B SE Beta 

(Constant) 
      

Subject Matter Knowledge .367 0.081 .382 4.531 <.001 Ho Rejected 

Instructional Planning and 

Strategies 

.245 .083 .247 2.944 .004 Ho Rejected 

Assessment .049 .089 .050 0.559 .577 Ho Accepted 

Learning Environment .213 .085 .192 2.495 .014 Ho Rejected 

Dependent Variable: Student Well-Being 

Note: R= .769 R2 = .592 F-ratio= 53.267 P-value= <.001 
 

The beta value, β=.367, indicates that for every unit increase of subject matter knowledge, the level of student well-being among 

mathematics education students will also increase by .367 units. Likewise, the beta value, β=.245, indicates that for every unit increase 

of instructional planning and strategies, the level of student well-being among mathematics education students will also increase by 

.245 units. Moreover, the beta value, β=.213, indicates that for every unit increase of learning environment, the level of student well-

being among mathematics education students will also increase by .213 units. Therefore, subject matter knowledge is the only indicator 

of teacher effectiveness that can significantly influence the student well-being of mathematics education students. 

On the other hand, one domain – assessment (β=.049, p=.577) – do not have a significant influence on student well-being. At 0.05 level 

of significance, the probability values of one domain exceeded. This implies that one domain did not significantly predicts student 

well-being. 

Moreover, teacher effectiveness explained a significant proportion of variance in student well-being, 𝑅2= .592, F= 53.267, p<.001. The 

𝑅2 of .592 shows that the model predicts 59.2% of the statistical variation observed in the level of student well-being among the 

respondents. The coefficient of alienation which is 40.8% points to the extent at which other indicators or domains not included in the 

study may explain the variance observed in the level of student well-being among mathematics education students. 

Conclusions 

Drawing upon the results, conclusions were formulated in response to the questions posed in the preceding chapter. The respondents 

consistently reported a significant prevalence of learning environment, indicating that this variable is always observed by students. 

Based on the result of learning environment as perceived by students, it was determined to be very high. This means that the students 
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always observe the presence of the variable. Moreover, based on the result of the teacher effectiveness as perceived by students, it can 

be also drawn that the level of teacher effectiveness among mathematics education students was very high. This means that the students 

always manifest the variable. In addition, the students were assessed the preparedness level for student well-being, and it was 

determined as high. This means that the student well-being of mathematics education students is oftentimes manifested. 

Furthermore, the correlation between the learning environment and student well-being revealed a significant relationship between one 

variable. The study shows that learning environment has a positive and significant relationship with the student well-being among 

mathematics education students. This means that the first null hypothesis proposed in the study is rejected. 

In addition, the correlation between the teacher effectiveness and student well-being also revealed a significant relationship between 

three variables. The study also shows that teacher effectiveness has a positive and significant relationship with the student well-being 

among mathematics education students. This means that the first null hypothesis proposed in the study is rejected. 

Based on the result of regression analysis, in learning environment one domain have shown significant influence to the student well-

being. This means that the domain ˗˗ structure and steer ˗˗ is significant predictors of student well-being of mathematics education 

students. This also indicates the rejection of the second null hypothesis proposed in the study. Accordingly, the model describes 54.2% 

of the statistical variation in the level of student well-being of the respondents, while the remaining 45.8% refers to other variables that 

have not been included in the study that may also affect the student well-being of the respondents. 

Lastly, the regression analysis of teacher effectiveness has three domain that significantly influence the student well-being of the 

respondents. This means that the domain ˗˗ subject matter knowledge, instructional planning and strategies, and learning environment 

– are significant predictors of student well-being. This also indicates the rejection of the second null hypothesis proposed in the study. 

Accordingly, the model describes 59.2% of the statistical variation in the level of student well-being of the respondents, while the 

remaining 40.8% refers to other variables that have not been included in the study that may also affect the student well-being of the 

respondents. 

The study's findings resonate with Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory, which emphasizes the reciprocal interaction between personal 

factors, environmental influences, and behavior. The significant positive correlations observed between learning environment, teacher 

effectiveness, and student well-being align with SCT's notion that environmental factors play a crucial role in shaping individual 

behavior and outcomes. Bandura's theory suggests that individuals learn from observing others, and in an educational context, students' 

perceptions of their learning environment and teacher effectiveness can significantly impact their well-being and academic 

performance. Therefore, the study's results provide empirical support for the relevance of SCT in understanding the dynamics of student 

well-being within mathematics education. 

The suggestions of the researcher are established based on the results and the wholeness of the paper. Among the learning environment 

indicators, it was found that activate towards self-regulated learning has the lowest mean. Therefore, the following recommendations 

are given. 

It is hereby recommended that teachers adopt a multifaceted approach to enhance self-regulated learning (SRL) in the classroom, 

fostering metacognitive awareness, promoting autonomy, providing timely feedback, and integrating instructional strategies. Similarly, 

institutions may offer faculty development, and implement policies supporting autonomy and metacognitive development. Creating a 

culture valuing self-directed learning empowers students to become lifelong, independent learners. Additionally, students are advised 

to enhance SRL through proactive strategies like goal-setting, progress monitoring, effective study techniques, and fostering a growth 

mindset. 

The findings also revealed that structure and steer resulted in the lowest mean in learning environment. Consequently, a set of targeted 

recommendations was formulated to improve and strengthen this specific aspect. Several targeted recommendations were proposed to 

address and enhance this aspect. 

Therefore, it is hereby recommended that in structure and steer in the learning environment, both teachers and students collaborate to 

strike a balance between guidance and autonomy. Teachers may provide a clear framework with learning objectives and organized 

materials while allowing flexibility for student exploration and individualized learning paths. Students, in turn, are encouraged to 

actively engage with the provided structure, setting goals, monitoring progress, and seeking guidance when needed.  

Based on the results, assessment has been identified as having the lowest mean among the teacher effectiveness indicators. The findings 

emphasize the need for improvement and strengthen this specific aspect. Therefore, the following recommendations are given.  

It is hereby recommended that institutions, teachers, and students collaboratively prioritize a comprehensive approach to assessment 

within the educational framework. Institutions may establish clear assessment guidelines and provide professional development 

opportunities for teachers to enhance their assessment literacy. Teachers, in turn, may implement varied assessment methods aligned 

with learning objectives, ensuring a holistic understanding of student progress. Furthermore, students are encouraged to actively engage 

in self-assessment and reflection, fostering a culture of continuous improvement and contributing to their own academic development. 

The findings also revealed that school connectedness resulted in the lowest mean among student well-being indicators. Consequently, 
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a set of targeted recommendations was formulated to improve and strengthen this specific aspect. Therefore, the following 

recommendations are given. 

It is hereby recommended that teachers, and students actively prioritize fostering a sense of school connectedness as a foundational 

aspect of student well-being. Teachers can actively endeavor to establish mentoring connections with students, cultivate a classroom 

climate that promotes emotional safety and belonging, and form supportive relationships with them. In a same vein, students are 

encouraged to actively engage in school communities, look to their classmates and teachers for assistance, and contribute to a 

welcoming and good school climate in order to improve their overall well-being and academic achievement. Additionally, it is 

hereby recommended for future researchers to contemplate the utilization of a mixed-method approach when exploring the intricate 

relationship between learning environment, teacher effectiveness, and student well-being. While this study primarily employed a 

quantitative research design involving 245 students, incorporating a mixed-method approach offers several advantages. Combining 

quantitative data from surveys with qualitative insights gathered through interviews or focus groups can provide a comprehensive 

understanding of students' perspectives and attitudes. This approach allows for a more nuanced exploration of the topic, enriching the 

depth of analysis and yielding valuable insights for both research and practice.  

References 

Adler, J., & Venkat, H. (2020). Subject matter knowledge within “Mathematical Knowledge for Teaching.” In Springer eBooks (pp. 

817–820). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15789-0_98 

Ahmed, Y., Taha, M. H., Alneel, S., & Gaffar, A. M. (2018). Students’ perception of the learning environment and its relation to their 

study year and performance in Sudan. International Journal of Medical Education, 9, 145–150. https://doi.org/10.5116/ijme.5af0.1fee 

Akyuz, D. (2023). Exploring contextual factors for pre-service teachers teaching with technology through planning, teaching, and 

reflecting. International Electronic Journal of Mathematics Education, 18(1), em0721. https://doi.org/10.29333/iejme/12624  

Alexander, P. A. (2018). The importance of the learning environment in supporting self-regulation. In D. H. Schunk & J. A. Greene 

(Eds.), Handbook of Self-Regulation of Learning and Performance (2nd ed., pp. 3-24). Routledge. 

Aligada, R. G. (2020). Factors affecting the academic stress of high school students: A basis for holistic student support services.  Asian 

Journal of Education and E-Learning, 8(5), 1-9. 

Ashwin, P. (2022). The educational purposes of higher education: changing discussions of the societal outcomes of educating students. 

Higher Education, 84(6), 1227–1244. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-022-00930-9 

Atkinson, A., Watling, C. J., & Brand, P. L. P. (2022). Feedback and coaching. European journal of pediatrics, 181(2), 441–446. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-021-04118-8 

Balog, N. (2018). Impacts of the Learning Environment on Developer’s Progress. Coding Dojo. Retrieved April 10, 2019, 

https://www.codingdojo.com/blog/impacts-of-the-learning-nvironment. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory. Prentice-Hall. 

Bardach, L., & Klassen, R. M. (2020). Smart teachers, successful students? A systematic review of the literature on teachers’ cognitive 

abilities and teacher effectiveness. Educational Research Review. Advance online publication. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100312. 

Bassi, M., Steca, P., & Delle Fave, A. (2018). Academic Self-Efficacy. In R. J. R. Levesque (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Adolescence. 38-

49. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-33228-4_310 

Bates, M., & Boren M. D. (2019). Assessing wellbeing in schools. Cc_By-nc. https://edtechbooks.org/wellbeing 

Becton, L. (2017). Strategies for Building a Productive and Positive Learning Environment. Education Corner. Retrieved July 10, 2019, 

https://www.educationcorner.com/building-a-positive-learning-environment.html. 

Bhandari, P. (2020) What Is Qualitative Research? Methods & Examples. https://www.scribbr.com/methodology/qualitative-research 

Black, P., & Wiliam, D. (2018). Classroom assessment and pedagogy. Assess. Educ. Principles, Policy Pract. 5 (1), 7–74. 

https://doi:10.1080/0969594X.2018.1441807. 

Briand-Newman, H., Wong, M., & Evans, D. L. (2012). Teacher subject matter knowledge of number sense. Mathematics Education 

Research Group of Australasia, 130. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED573190.pdf 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1968, February 1). Motivational and social components in compensatory education programs: suggested 

principles, practices, and research designs. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED024464 

Burgess, S. (2019). Understanding teacher effectiveness to raise pupil attainment. IZA World of Labor. 

https://doi.org/10.15185/izawol.465 



1666/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

Burroughs, N., Gardner, J., Lee, Y., Guo, S., Touitou, I., Jansen, K., & Schmidt, W. H. (2019). A review of the literature on teacher 

Effectiveness and student Outcomes. In IEA research for education (pp. 7–17). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-16151-4_2 

Carroll, A., York, A., Fynes-Clinton, S., Sanders-O’Connor, E., Flynn, L., Bower, J., Forrest, K., & Ziaei, M. (2021). The downstream 

effects of Teacher Well-Being Programs: Improvements in teachers’ stress, cognition and Well-Being benefit their students. Frontiers 

in Psychology, 12. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.689628 

Cheryan, S., Ziegler, S. A., Plaut, V. C., & Meltzoff, A. N. (2014b). Designing classrooms to maximize student achievement. Policy 

Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 1(1), 4–12. https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732214548677 

Closs, L. Q., Mahat, M., & Imms, W. (2021). Learning environments’ influence on students’ learning experience in an Australian 

Faculty of Business and Economics. Learning Environments Research, 25(1), 271–285. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-021-09361-2 

Cronqvist, M. (2021). Joy in learning. Educare, 3, 54–77. https://doi.org/10.24834/educare.2021.3.3 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of state policy evidence. Education Policy Analysis 

Archives, 8(1), 1-40. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/240273279_Teacher_Quality_and_Student_Achievement_A_Review_of_State_Policy_Evi

dence 

Dawson, P., Henderson, M., Mahoney, P., Phillips, M., Ryan, T., Boud, D., & Molloy, E. (2019). What makes for effective feedback: 

staff and student perspectives. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 44(1), 25-36. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2018.1467877 

Denzin, N., & Lincoln, Y. (2011). The SAGE handbook of qualitative research. SAGE. 

Desai, R., Rai, N., Karekar, J. (2023). Optimum Use of LMS for Dynamic Mathematic 

Classrooms in Blended Mode. JEET, 2(36), 492-499. https://doi.org/10.16920/jeet/2023/v36is2/23075 

Douwes, R., Metselaar, J., Pijnenborg, G. H. M., & Boonstra, N. (2023). Well-being of students in higher education: The importance 

of a student perspective. Cogent Education, 10(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186x.2023.2190697 

Dreer B. (2023). On the outcomes of teacher wellbeing: a systematic review of research. Frontiers in psychology, 14, 1205179. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1205179 

Fakhrou, A., & Habib, L.H. (2021). The relationship between academic self-efficacy and academic achievement in students of the 

department of special education. International Journal of Higher Education, 11(2). https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v11n2p1 

Filgona, J., John, S., Gwany, D. M., & Okoronka, A. U. (2020). Motivation in learning. Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies, 

16–37. https://doi.org/10.9734/ajess/2020/v10i430273 

Galla, B. M., & Wood, J. J. (2015). Self-regulatory efficacy as a predictor of academic outcomes in college students with and without 

attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Journal of Attention Disorders, 19(2), 165-175. 

Hacker, D. J., & Bol, L. (2019). Calibration and self-regulated learning: Making the connections. In J. Dunlosky & K. Rawson (Eds.), 

The Cambridge handbook of cognition and education (pp. 647-677). Cambridge University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235631.026 

Hatch, L., & Clark, S. (2021). A study of the instructional decisions and lesson planning strategies of highly effective rural elementary 

school teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 108, 103505. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103505 

Hayat, A. A., Shateri, K., & Amini, M. (2020). Relationships between academic self-efficacy, learning-related emotions, and 

metacognitive learning strategies with academic performance in medical students: a structural equation model. BMC Medical 

Education, 20(76). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-01995-9 

Hayes, A. (2023). How Stratified Random Sampling Works, with Examples. Investopedia. 

https://www.investopedia.com/terms/stratified_random_sampling.asp 

Herpratiwi, H., & Tohir, A. (2022). Learning interest and discipline on learning motivation. International Journal of Education in 

Mathematics, Science and Technology, 10(2), 424–435. https://doi.org/10.46328/ijemst.2290 

Hill, J., & Jordan, L. (2021). Instructional strategies. In J. K. McDonald & R. E. West (Eds.), Design for Learning: Principles, Processes, 

and Praxis. EdTech Books. 

Honicke, T., Broadbent, J., & Fuller-Tyszkiewicz, M. (2023). The self-efficacy and academic performance reciprocal relationship: the 

influence of task difficulty and baseline achievement on learner trajectory. Higher Education Research and Development, 1–18. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2023.2197194 



1667/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

Hooshyar, D., Kori, K., Pedaste, M., & Bardone, E. (2019). The potential of open learner models to promote active thinking by 

enhancing self-regulated learning in online higher education learning environments. British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(5), 

2365–2386. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12826 

Hossain, S., O’Neill, S. C., & Strnadová, I. (2022). What Constitutes Student Well- Being: A Scoping Review of Students’ Perspectives. 

Child Indicators Research, 16(2), 447–483. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-022-09990-w 

Hough. L. (2022). A space for joy in teaching. Harvard Graduate School of Education. https://www.gse.harvard.edu/ideas/ed-

magazine/22/05/space-joy 

Johnson, A., & Smith, B. (2019). The impact of learning environments on student well-being: A predictor analysis. Journal of 

Educational Psychology, 111(3), 456-468. 

Johnson, L., & Thompson, R. (2021). The Influence of Subject Matter Knowledge on Student Well-being. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 125(3), 456-468. 

Jones, J. M., & Lee, L. H. (2022). Art-based mindfulness at school: A culturally responsive approach to school mental health. 

Psychology in the Schools, 59(10), 2085–2105. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22660 

Keiler, L. S. (2018). Teachers’ roles and identities in student-centered classrooms. International Journal of STEM Education, 5(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40594-018-0131-6 

Kiani, K. M., Shah, N. H., & Azhar, M. T. (2022). Effectiveness of Instructional Planning and Strategies of Teachers as A National 

Professional Standard for Teachers in Pakistan. Journal of Education and Social Studies, 3(3), 194–204. 

https://doi.org/10.52223/jess.20223303 

Kim, C., Carney, J. V., & Hazler, R. J. (2022). Promoting school connectedness: A critical review of definitions and theoretical models 

for school-based interventions. Preventing School Failure, 67(4), 256–264. https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988x.2022.2119359 

Kokkinou, E., & Kyriakidēs, L. (2022). Investigating differential teacher effectiveness: searching for the impact of classroom context 

factors. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 33(3), 403–430. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2022.2030762 

Kraft, M. A. (2019). Teacher effects on complex cognitive skills and social-emotional competencies. Journal of Human Resources, 

54(1), 1–36. https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.54.1.0916.8265R3. 

Lauret, D., & Bayram-Jacobs, D. (2021). COVID-19 lockdown Education: The importance of structure in a suddenly changed learning 

environment. Education Sciences, 11(5), 221. https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11050221 

Liakopoulou, M. (2011). The Professional competence of teachers: Which qualities, aattitudes, skills and knowledge contribute to a 

teacher’s effectiveness? International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 1(21), 66-78. doi.org/10.1017/9781108235631 

Mae, C. (2020). Subject matter knowledge: It matters!. Scan: The Journal for Educators, 39(5), 2-15. 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED604493.pdf 

Mafarja, N., Mohamad, M. M., Zulnaidi, H., & Fadzil, H. M. (2023). Using of reciprocal teaching to enhance academic achievement: 

A systematic literature review. Heliyon, 9(7), e18269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e18269 

Malik, R. H., & Rizvi, A. A. (2018). Effect of classroom learning environment on students’ academic achievement in mathematics at 

secondary level. Bulletin of Education and Research, 40(2), 207–218. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1209817.pdf 

Mamoon-Al-Bashir, M., Kabir, M. R., & Rahman, I. (2018). The value and effectiveness of feedback in improving students’ learning 

and professionalizing teaching in higher education. Journal of Education and Practice, 7(16), 38–41. 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1105282.pdf 

Martin, A., & Smith, J. (2018). Reevaluating the Impact of Feedback and Coaching on Student Well-being. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 112(4), 789-802 

Marzano, R. J. (2003). What Works in Schools: Translating Research into Action. ASCD. https://www.ascd.org/books/what-works-in-

schools?variant=102271 

Masaki, F. (2023). Self-regulated Learning from a Cultural Psychology Perspective: Shifting from Strategy to Process with the 

Trajectory Equifinality Approach. Human Arenas. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42087-023-00326-w 

Mastrokoukou, S., Kaliris, A., Donche, V., Chauliac, M., Karagiannopoulou, E., Christodoulides, P., & Longobardi, C. (2022). 

Rediscovering Teaching in University: A Scoping Review of teacher Effectiveness in Higher education. Frontiers in Education, 7. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.861458 

Monteiro, V., Carvalho, C., & Santos, N. N. (2021). Creating a supportive classroom environment through effective feedback: effects 



1668/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

on students’ school identification and behavioral engagement. Frontiers in Education (Lausanne), 6. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.661736 

Monteiro, V., Mata, L., & Santos, N. N. (2021). Assessment Conceptions and Practices: Perspectives of primary school teachers and 

students. Frontiers in Education, 6. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.631185 

Morales, V., Moreno, A. & Rojas, R. (2021). The Transformation of Higher Education After the COVID Disruption: Emerging 

Challenges in an Online Learning Scenario. Frontiers in Psychology. 12. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.616059 

Mørk, G., Magne, T. A., Carstensen, T., Stigen, L., Åsli, L. A., Gramstad, A., Johnson, S. G., & Bonsaksen, T. (2020). Associations 

between learning environment variables and students’ approaches to studying: a cross-sectional study. BMC Medical Education, 20(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020-02033-4 

Muir, T., Livy, S., Trakulphadetkrai N. V., & Larkin, K. (2021). Australian primary school teachers’ perceived barriers to and enablers 

for the integration of children’s literature in mathematics teaching and learning. Journal of Mathematics Teacher Education, 26(1), 6-

26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10857-021-09517-0 

Murray, J. (2023). What is the purpose of  education?  A  context for  early  childhood education. International Journal of Early Years 

Education, 31(3), 571–578. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669760.2023.2238399 

Nanquil, L. M. (2019). Making a Difference through Effective Instructional Strategies. Journal of English Teaching, 5(2), 135. 

https://doi.org/10.33541/jet.v5i2.1067 

Omidire, M. F., Aluko, F. R., & Mampane, M. R. (2021). Promoting the joy of teaching and learning in a diverse world. South African 

Journal of Higher Education, 35(5). https://doi.org/10.20853/35-5-3861 

Page, A., Charteris, J., Anderson, J., & Boyle, C. (2021). Fostering school connectedness online for students with diverse learning 

needs: inclusive education in Australia during the COVID-19 pandemic. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 36(1), 142–

156. https://doi.org/10.1080/08856257.2021.1872842 

Panadero, E. (2017). A review of self-regulated learning: Six models and four directions for research. Frontiers in Psychology, 8(422), 

1-28. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00422 

Pulimeno, M., Piscitelli, P., Colazzo, S., Colao, A., & Miani, A. (2020). School as ideal setting to promote health and wellbeing among 

young people. Health Promotion Perspectives, 10(4), 316–324. https://doi.org/10.34172/hpp.2020.50 

Raniti, M., Rakesh, D., Patton, G. C., & Sawyer, S. Μ. (2022). The role of school connectedness in the prevention of youth depression 

and anxiety: a systematic review with youth consultation. BMC Public Health, 22(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-14364-6 

Reigeluth, C. M. (1999). The elaboration theory: Guidance for scope and sequence decisions. In C. M. Reigeluth (Ed.), Instructional 

design theories and models (pp. 335– 381). Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Riva, E., Freeman, R., Schrock, L., Jelicic, V., Ozer, C., & Caleb, R. (2020). Student Wellbeing in the teaching and learning 

Environment: A study exploring student and staff perspectives. Higher Education Studies, 10(4), 103. 

https://doi.org/10.5539/hes.v10n4p103 

Rizwan, S. (2021). Performance based professional development of in-service teachers. Pakistan Journal of Educational Research, 4(2). 

https://doi.org/10.52337/pjer.v4i2.128 

Rodriguez, M. E., & Gomez, L. M. (2019). The Influence of Assessment on Student Well-being. Journal of Educational Psychology, 

122(3), 456-468. 

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (1985). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of    intrinsic motivation, social development, and 

well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68–78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68 

Schelfhout, W., Dochy, F., Janssens, S., Struyven,  K., & Gielen, S. (2006).  Towards an equilibrium model for creating a powerful 

learning environment. Validation of a questionnaire on creating powerful learning environments during teacher training internships. 

European Journal of Teacher Education, 29(4), 471–503. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02619760600944787 

Schuelka, M. J., & Engsig, T. T. (2020). On the question of educational purpose: complex educational systems analysis for inclusion. 

International Journal of Inclusive Education, 26(5), 448–465. https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2019.1698062 

Shenhav, A., Fahey, M. P., & Grahek, I. (2021). Decomposing the motivation to exert mental effort. Current Directions in Psychological 

Science, 30(4), 307–314. https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214211009510 

Shrestha, E., Rs, M., Mandal, G., Chaudhary, K., & Pradhan, N. (2019). Perception of the learning environment among the students in 

a nursing college in Eastern Nepal. BMC Medical Education, 19(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-019-1835-0 



1669/1669 

 
 

 
 

 

Saquido & Muegna 

Psych Educ, 2024, 29(10): 1652-1669, Document ID:2024PEMJ2835, doi:10.5281/zenodo.14580162, ISSN 2822-4353 

Research Article 

Spicksley, K. (2020). The Centre Cannot Hold: primary teachers, educational purpose and the future. Forum for Promoting 3-19 

Comprehensive Education, 62(3), 379–392. https://doi.org/10.15730/forum.2020.62.3.379  

Stanton, A., Zandvliet, D. B., Dhaliwal, R., & Black, T. (2016). Understanding Students’ experiences   of   Well-Being   in   learning   

Environments   Higher Education Studies, 6(3), 90. https://doi.org/10.5539/hes.v6n3p90 

Stipek, D. (2018). Motivation to learn. Integrating theory and practice. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Stronge, J. H. (2010). Evaluating what good teachers do: Eight research-based standards for assessing teacher excellence. Larchmont, 

NY: Eye on Education. http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315854403 

Suldo, S. M., & Shaffer, E. J. (2018). Looking beyond psychopathology: The dual-factor model of mental health in youth. School 

Psychology Review, 47(1), 52-64. zzhttps://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2008.12087908 

Sun, R., & Shek, D. T. L. (2018). Well-Being, student. In Springer eBooks. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0753-5_2891 

Tabrizi, Y. F., & Sheikholeslami, R. (2020). The role of perception of classroom structure on students mental health. Educational 

Research and Reviews, 15(10), 639–644. https://doi.org/10.5897/err2019.3793 

Tawfik, A. A., Gatewood, J., Gish-Lieberman, J. J., & Hampton, A. (2021). Toward a definition of learning experience design. 

Technology, Knowledge, and Learning, 27(1), 309–334. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09482-2 

Törneke, N. (2010). Learning RFT: An introduction to Relational Frame Theory and its clinical application. Oakland, CA: New 

Harbinger. Cognitive and Behavioral Practice 19(1). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpra.2011.05.004 

Umar, A. M. A. (2018). The Impact of Assessment for Learning on Students’ Achievement in English for Specific Purposes A Case 

Study of Pre-Medical Students at Khartoum University: Sudan. English Language Teaching, 11(2), 15. 

https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v11n2p15 

Usher, E., & Schunk, D. (2018). Social cognitive theoretical perspective of self-regulation. In D. Schunk & J. Greene (Eds.), Handbook 

of self-regulation and learning and performance (2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315697048 

Valtonen, T., Leppänen, U., Hyypiä, M., Kokko, A., Manninen, J., Vartiainen, H., Sointu, E., & Hirsto, L. (2020). Learning 

environments preferred by university students: a shift toward informal and flexible learning environments. Learning Environments 

Research, 24(3), 371–388. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-020-09339-6 

Vlasov, M., Panikarova, S., & Drašković, M. (2020). Evaluating university Academic efficacy: Institutional approach. Montenegrin 

Journal of Economics, 16(1), 241–250. https://doi.org/10.14254/1800-5845/2020.16-1.16 

Waldman, C. (2018). Four Elements for Creating a Positive Learning Environment. Alliance for Excellent Education. Retrieved 

September 20, 2019, https://all4ed.org/four-elements-for-creating-a-positive-learning-environment/. 

Weatherson, K., O’Neill, M., Lau, E. Y., Qian, W., Leatherdale, S. T., & Faulkner, G. (2018). The protective effects of school 

connectedness on substance use and physical activity. Journal of Adolescent Health, 63(6), 724–731. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2018.07.002 

Wilkins, N., Krause, K. H., Verlenden, J. V., Szucs, L. E., Ussery, E. N., Allen, C. T., Stinson, J., Michael, S. L., & Ethier, K. A. 

(2023). School connectedness and risk behaviors and experiences among high school students — Youth Risk Behavior Survey, United 

States, 2021. MMWR Supplements, 72(1), 13–21. https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.su7201a2 

Winne, P. (2018). Theorizing and researching levels of processing in self-regulated learning. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 

88(2108), 9-20.  

Xu, X., Schönrock-Adema, J., Jaarsma, A., Duvivier, R., & Bos, N. (2022). A conducive learning environment in international higher 

education: A systematic review of research on students’ perspectives. Educational Research Review, 37, 100474. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2022.100474 

Yu, B. (2023). Self-regulated learning: A key factor in the effectiveness of online learning for second language learners. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1051349 

Affiliations and Corresponding Information 

Arthea Joana B. Saquido 

Kapalong College of Agriculture, Sciences, and Technology – Philippines 
 

Kristy Jane R. Muegna 

Kapalong College of Agriculture, Sciences, and Technology – Philippines 

 


