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Abstract
Past research provided strong evidence that positive family–school partnerships 
were not only beneficial for students’ school success, but they also helped to pro-
mote parental involvement in schooling. However, relatively little is known about 
teachers’ reasons for becoming engaged in family–school partnerships and the ben-
efits of their engagement. In fact, the role of teachers in family–school partnerships 
requires prosocial actions (e.g., helping, sharing, feeling empathy). As guided by 
self-determination theory, previous studies suggest that prosocial-oriented persons 
tend to take prosocial actions and these actions tend to promote a social connec-
tion, thereby promoting well-being. To the best of our knowledge, this assumption 
has not been applied to research on family–school partnerships yet. The aim of this 
study was to examine whether teachers’ prosociality would be associated with their 
well-being at work (i.e., job satisfaction, work-related self-esteem) and whether this 
connection would be mediated by teacher engagement in family–school partner-
ships. Using the framework of the Vodafone Foundation Germany, we focused on 
two important aspects of teacher engagement: effective communication and educa-
tional cooperation. A total of 190 teachers (72% females; mean age: 44.78 years) 
participated in an online-survey. In line with SDT, teachers’ prosociality was associ-
ated with greater well-being at work even after controlling for teachers’ background 
(age, gender, experience, school track). As expected, this connection was partially 
mediated by teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. The results and 
implications of the present study are discussed.
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1  Introduction

Since the 1990’s, Epstein’s theory of overlapping spheres (e.g., Epstein, 1987) and her 
work on parental involvement typologies (e.g., Epstein, 1996, 2001) have influenced 
theoretical frameworks to explain processes in family–school partnerships around 
the world. Within these frameworks, Epstein proposed six types of parental involve-
ment addressing the integrated role of school, family, and community in promoting 
student development. The six types of involvement include parenting, communicat-
ing, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and collaborating with com-
munity. Most importantly, Epstein’s typologies were used as a theoretical framework 
for the development of the U.S. Parent-Teacher Association’s National Standards 
for Family–School Partnerships (see Parent–Teacher Association (PTA), 2009, for 
greater detail). Inspired by Epstein’s frameworks, previous studies have confirmed 
a positive connection between family–school partnerships and a wide range of stu-
dent academic outcomes such as school achievement, motivation, and well-being at 
school (e.g., Dettmers et al., 2019; Epstein, 2001; Kraft & Dougherty, 2013; Reparez 
& Sotés-Elizalde, 2019; Sheldon, 2003; Sheldon & Van Voorhis, 2004). In addition, 
recent studies showed that parents could also benefit from positive family–school 
partnerships. For instance, it was found that effective family–school communication, 
as an important aspect of family –school partnerships, was related to the enhance-
ment of quantity and high-quality of parental involvement at home and in school. The 
former is the matter of how often parents become involved, while the latter focuses 
on the question of how and in what way parents become involved (e.g., Dettmers et 
al., 2019; Yotyodying et al., 2020; Yotyodying & Wild, 2019). Apart from benefits 
of positive family–school partnerships for students and parents, little is known about 
reasons for teachers to become engaged in activities that promote positive family–
school partnerships and the benefits of their engagement.

Taking a self-determination theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 2000) perspective, numer-
ous studies demonstrated that people’s prosociality—their behaviors intended to help 
or benefit to others—is connected to the enhancement of their own well-being. Most 
importantly, this connection is claimed to be mediated by the satisfaction of the three 
basic needs: autonomy, competence, and relatedness (e.g., Martela & Ryan, 2016; 
Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Liao et al. (2022) conducted a meta-analysis of 252 stud-
ies (666 effect sizes) on prosocial behavior and well-being, particularly in workplace. 
The results of this meta-analysis demonstrated that prosocially motivated people 
tended to experience greater well-being at work and became engaged in more pro-
social work behaviors (Liao et al., 2022). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 
teachers’ prosociality would be beneficial for teacher engagement in family–school 
partnerships. Likewise, teacher well-being at work would be a possible benefit of 
their engagement. Thus, these assumed connections will be examined in the present 
study.

1.1  Teacher engagement in family–school partnerships

The present study focused on family–school partnerships in the German context. 
Unlike in the United States, research on family–school partnerships has received 
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increasing attention among German scholars, but only in the past few years. On the 
political level, the conference of ministers of education (Kultusministerkonferenz), 
on 11, October 2018, spoke for the intensification of educational and parenting part-
nerships between school and parents (KMK, 2018). A few years before that, the 
Vodafone Foundation Germany, in collaboration with five experts, already proposed 
four standards for quality features of family–school partnerships in German schools. 
The purpose of this work was to provide practical guidelines to improve the quality 
of family–school partnerships (see Vodafone Stiftung Deutschland, 2013; see also 
Yotyodying et al., 2020, for a short summary of this framework in English). These 
recommended quality features of family–school partnerships were developed based 
on the PTA’s National Standards for Family-School Partnerships (Parent–Teacher 
Association (PTA), 2009). Overall, the four proposed standards include: welcom-
ing and meeting culture (standard A), various and respectful communication (stan-
dard B), educational cooperation (standard C), and parent participation (standard D). 
Unlike the PTA’s National Standards, it must be noted that the collaboration with 
community was not considered as a quality feature in the framework for the Ger-
man context. To the best of our knowledge, Yotyodying et al. (2020) were the first 
to develop instruments to assess parental perceptions of these quality features of 
family–school partnerships in German schools. The results of this work showed that 
parents reported relatively high levels of standard A (welcoming and meeting cul-
ture) and standard B (various and respectful communication), while they reported 
relatively low levels of standard C (educational cooperation) and standard D (parent 
participation). However, the extent to which the teachers perceive these quality fea-
tures, has not been investigated.

Although, the framework of family–school partnerships should be implemented 
in schools, previous research has documented numerous barriers to successful fam-
ily–school partnerships, especially family barriers that limit parents’ abilities and 
motivation to become involved. These barriers include, for instance, parental hard-
ship (e.g., poorly educated, having less time), psychological barrier (e.g., having 
negative experiences about school), and cultural barrier (e.g., language differences) 
(for reviews, see Hoover-Dempsey & Walker, 2002; Hornby & Lafaele, 2011). On 
the other hand, some studies underlined school-sided barriers to family–school part-
nerships. For instance, dedication of time and resources from the school side were 
found to be critical to the successful implementation of family–school partnerships in 
school (e.g., Rubach et al., 2020; Sheldon, 2003). However, relatively little is known 
about the role of teachers’ behaviors in promoting positive family–school partner-
ships in school. In this article, teacher engagement is concerned with the extent to 
which teachers’ participations in activities that promote family–school partnerships 
in their schools. To assess teacher engagement in family–school partnerships, we 
relied on the Vodafone Foundation’s recommendations for the quality features of 
family–school partnerships for the German context (Vodafone Stiftung Deutschland, 
2013). Since we were particularly interested in the teachers’ role, we only inves-
tigated various and respectful communication (standard B) and educational coop-
eration (standard C) in the present study since these two standards are particularly 
affected by teachers’ behaviors. According to the Vodafone Foundation’s framework, 
standard B describes that the parents and teachers inform each other regularly, and 
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regardless of the occasion, about everything that is important for the education and 
upbringing of the children (Yotyodying et al., 2020). Standard C describes that the 
parents, teachers, and students work together on upbringing and educational success, 
and agree on learning objectives and learning contents. Individual forms of participa-
tion for parents and students are guaranteed (Yotyodying et al., 2020).

1.2  Linking self-determination theory to family–school partnerships

The present study addressed the question of why teachers become engaged in activi-
ties promoting family–school partnerships and what are consequences of this partici-
pation. In the present study, we used the self-determination theory (SDT) to explain 
this connection from a motivational perspective (see Deci & Ryan, 2000, for an over-
view). SDT postulates that a satisfaction of the three basic needs (i.e., autonomy, 
competence, and social-relatedness) is essential for human’s autonomous motivation 
and well-being.

Taking a SDT perspective, past research proposed and empirically confirmed that 
people’s prosociality—their volitional or autonomous behaviors intended to help oth-
ers—is connected to the enhancement of their own well-being through basic needs 
satisfaction. For instance, Weinstein and Ryan (2010) conducted a series of experi-
mental studies. In the first study, they used a diary method to examine the relationship 
between helpers’ helping for autonomous reasons and their well-being (i.e., subjec-
tive well-being, vitality, self-esteem) and also the mediating role of basic needs sat-
isfaction (i.e., autonomy, competence, social relatedness). At the beginning of the 
experimental study, participants took part in an introductory session: Providing an 
introduction to a diary session, completing survey questionnaire. One or two days 
later, they took part in a 14-day diary session. During these two weeks, they were 
asked to answer questions about helping and well-being experienced every day and 
complete another survey questionnaire. The results confirmed a significant connec-
tion between helping for autonomous reasons and well-being and showed that basic 
needs satisfaction mediated this connection. In the second study, they used a dictator 
game (helping task) to examine whether basic needs satisfaction—all three needs 
together—would mediate the effect of choice on well-being. To play a dictator game, 
a participant should distribute the money between him/herself and the other partici-
pant, while the other participant should only accept or reject the money. While taking 
part in this game, participants received five rounds of the money (a total of $25, $5 
per round). Participants were randomly assigned to play a dictator game in two condi-
tions in helping: choice or no-choice. In the choice condition in helping, participants 
(helper) could choose to keep any portion of the money and give the rest to the other 
participants (responder). In contrast, participants in the no-choice condition in help-
ing were told to give a prespecified amount of the money to the other participant and 
keep the rest of the money for her/himself. Before and after the game, participants 
were asked to complete survey questionnaires. The results revealed that the helpers 
reported greater well-being when they experienced choiceful helping activities. In 
addition, the results confirmed a full mediating effect of basic needs satisfaction on 
the relation of motivation to help to well-being. Using a computer game, Martela and 
Ryan (2016) further examined the connection between prosocial behaviors—with 
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and without beneficence condition—and a wider range of well-being variables (i.e., 
affect, vitality, meaningfulness, game interest/enjoyment). Mediation by basic needs 
satisfaction was also examined. The results demonstrated that, for both conditions, 
prosocial behavior was positively related with increased well-being. For beneficence 
condition, prosocial behavior was positively associated with the satisfaction of the 
three basic needs. It was worth nothing that a full mediation by the satisfaction of the 
autonomy and competence needs (but no relatedness need satisfaction) was found.

According to Caprara et al. (2005), people’s prosocial behaviors include four types 
of actions, including helping others, sharing with others, taking care of others, and 
feeling empathy for others. Most importantly, these prosocial actions tap into the 
role of teachers in promoting family–school partnerships according to the Vodafone 
Foundation’s recommendations for the quality features of family–school partnerships 
(Vodafone Stiftung Deutschland, 2013). For instance, when teachers should help par-
ents with schooling issues (e.g., providing parents with concrete tips on how to sup-
port their children at home), share important information about the child’s school 
success with parents or take parents’ opinions and interests into account while work-
ing together (see Yotyodying et al., 2020, for an overview of the definitions of fam-
ily–school partnerships). The SDT postulates that a positive relationship between 
an individual and others is essential for relatedness need satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 
2000). It is therefore reasonable to assume that teacher engagement in family–school 
partnerships—such as helping parents with children’s school-related problems— 
would enhance their sense of social relatedness. In addition, Aknin et al. (2013) con-
firmed that prosocial behavior is more likely to promote social connection between 
the giver and recipient, thereby promoting a good feeling of the giver.

1.3  The present study

The aim of the present study was twofold. The first aim was to examine whether 
teachers’ prosociality would be positively associated with their well-being at work. 
Well-being has been defined and operationalized in a variety of ways, for instance, 
with self-esteem, affective states, life satisfaction, and positive mental health (see 
Martela & Sheldon, 2019, for a review). According to Liao et al. (2022), recent lit-
erature has underlined the importance of antecedents and consequences of prosocial 
motivation in the context of workplace. Therefore, this paper focused on teacher well-
being at work. We operationalized teacher well-being at work in terms of teachers’ 
job satisfaction (e.g., Ho & Au, 2006) and work-related self-esteem (e.g., Kanning & 
Schnitker, 2004). In the present study, we focused particularly on both indicators of 
well-being due to several reasons. First of all, past research demonstrated teachers’ 
self-esteem and teachers’ job satisfaction were highly correlated (e.g., Çevik, 2017). 
Furthermore, both constructs were found to depend on teachers’ socio-demographics 
(Dicks et al., 2023; Zydziunaite et al., 2020) as well as work-related factors (e.g., 
stress, activities in schools, workloads, working conditions) (e.g., Dicks et al., 2023; 
Ortan et al., 2021; Zydziunaite et al., 2020). Most importantly, the role of teachers in 
family–school partnerships can be considered as teachers’ workloads and activities in 
schools, apart from teaching duties. It is therefore reasonable to assume that teacher 
engagement in family–school partnerships would be connected with teachers’ self-
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esteem and their job satisfaction. According to strong evidence by previous research 
(e.g., Liao et al., 2022; Martela & Ryan, 2016; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), we antici-
pated that teachers’ prosociality (focused particularly on teacher collegium) would be 
beneficial for their well-being at work as measured in terms of job satisfaction and 
work-related self-esteem. The second aim was to examine whether the connection 
between teachers’ prosociality and their well-being at work would be mediated by 
teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. As (a) prosocially oriented people 
tend to take more prosocial actions (e.g. Liao et al., 2022) and (b) prosocial actions 
tend to promote a social connection, thereby promoting well-being (e.g., Aknin et 
al., 2013; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), we assumed that teacher engagement in fam-
ily–school partnerships would play a mediating role in this connection. To the best 
of our knowledge, these connections have not been tested in the educational context 
that yet.

2  Method

2.1  Sample

Participants were 190 teachers (73% females; M age = 44.82 years, SD = 12.03) from 
different federal states in Germany (70% Bavaria) who participated in an online-
survey during summer semester 2016. Of the teacher participants, 69% worked at 
regular secondary school tracks, 50% had more than 10 years of teaching experi-
ences, 56% worked more than 20 h per week, and 41% worked in a large team of 
greater than 50 colleagues. Descriptive statistics for teachers’ background are shown 
in Table 1. We used a convenience sampling design to recruit our participants. Our 
online questionnaire was advertised in a various online platforms, for instance, virtual 
laboratory, students’ café online platform, and various Facebook groups. Teachers 
were informed that their participation in the online questionnaire would be anony-
mous and voluntary so that they could quit the online questionnaire whenever they 
wanted without any disadvantages. No formal ethic vote was sought due to the non-
controversial nature of the study.

2.2  Measures

2.2.1  Teachers’ prosociality

We used the Prosocialness Scale for Adults (Caprara et al., 2005) to assess this con-
struct. Teachers were asked to rate the extent to which they try to help others, share 
the things with others, take care of others, and have feelings of empathy for others. 
This scale included 16 items (“I am pleased to help my colleagues in their activities; 
“I try to help others”). In the present study, the Teachers’ Prosociality scale proved 
reliable (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89). The alpha of the present study was quite similar 
to the original work (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91). Responses were given on a four-point 
rating scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
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2.2.2  Teachers’ job satisfaction

We used 7 items drawn from two published scales to assess teachers’ job satisfaction. 
Five items (e.g. “I am satisfied with being a teacher”) were drawn from the Teaching 
Satisfaction Scale (Ho & Au, 2006), while another two items (e.g. “Sometimes, I am 
proud to have this job”) were drawn from the Job Satisfaction Survey Scale (Spector, 
1997). Responses were given on a four-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (strongly 

Table 1  Descriptive Statistics for Teachers’ Background
Background Variable Frequency %
Federal state
(n = 190)

Baden-Württemberg 10 5.3
Bavaria 133 70.0
Berlin 4 2.1
Hesse 4 2.1
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania 2 1.1
Lower Saxony 4 2.1
North Rhine-Westphalia 17 8.9
Rhineland-Palatinate 3 1.6
Saxony 7 3.7
Saxony-Anhalt 2 1.1
Schleswig Holstein 2 1.1
Thuringia 2 1.1

School track
(n = 190)

Primay school track 30 15.8
Regular secondary school track 131 68.9
Other school track 29 15.3

School track greater 
in detail
(n = 190)

Primary school track
Grundschule/Volksschule 30 15.8
Regular secondary school track
Gesamtschule (comprehensive school) 5 2.6
Gymnasium (highest regular school track) 58 30.5
Hauptschule (lowest regular school track) 7 3.7
Mittelschule (middle school) 13 6.8
Realschule/Wirtschaftsschule (middle/commercial 
school)

42 22.1

Other school track
Förderschule (special school) 24 12.6
Waldorfschule (Waldorf school) 1 0.5
Berufsschule (vocational school) 10 5.3

Work experience
(n = 190)

0 ‒ 5 years 52 27.4
6 ‒ 10 years 43 22.6
11 ‒ 15 years 28 14.7
16 ‒ 20 years 17 8.9
greater than 20 years 50 26.3

Teaching hours per 
week
(n = 190)

0 ‒ 10 h 12 6.3
11 ‒ 20 h 71 37.4
greater than 20 h 107 56.3

Number of 
colleagues
(n = 190)

1 ‒ 25 39 20.5
26 ‒ 50 74 38.9
greater than 50 77 40.5
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disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). The scale reliability of the original Teaching Satisfac-
tion Scale (5 items; Ho & Au, 2006) yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.77. After com-
bining five items with two further items from Spector (1997), the current measure 
of teachers’ job satisfaction (7 items) revealed a better scale reliability (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.86).

2.2.3  Teachers’ work related self-esteem

We used the German version of the Organization-Based Self-Esteem Scale (Kanning 
& Schnitker, 2004) to assess teachers’ work-related self-esteem. This scale included 
9 items (e.g. “I am valuable”; “I can make a difference”). Responses were given on 
a four-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). In 
our sample, the result of a reliability test demonstrated a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.91 
which was similar to the result of the original scale.

2.2.4  Teacher Engagement in family–school partnerships

We adopted two validated scales to assess (a) various and respectful communication 
(standard B) and (b) educational cooperation (standard C) from the Parent Ques-
tionnaire on Quality Features of Family–School Partnerships in German Schools 
(Yotyodying et al., 2020). The original scales for each standard consisted of numer-
ous items: standard B (15 items, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91) and standard C (25 items, 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.95). However, we focused particularly on those items that tapped 
into teachers’ perceptions of their roles in family–school partnerships (e.g. “I contact 
the parents regardless of occasion”). The Various and Respectful Communication 
Scale included 7 items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.80). The Educational Cooperation Scale 
included 6 items (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81). In the current sample of teachers, the 
results of scale reliabilities for both scales were slightly different from the results of 
the original scales used in a parent sample. Responses of both scales were given on 
a four-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). To 
check for scale validity, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) of single-factor measure-
ment models were performed by using Mplus 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2021). 
According to McDonald and Marsh (1990), a CFA model fit was rated based on a 
nonsignificant χ2 test, a comparative fit index (CFI) value of greater than 0.90, a stan-
dardized root mean square residual (SRMR) value of 0.08 or lower, and a root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) value of 0.08 or lower.

The CFA results of the two-factor measurement model demonstrated a good model 
fit to the data, χ2 (50, N = 190) = 91.27, CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = 0.07. 
All standardized factor loadings proved statistically significant, ranging from 0.50 
(p < .001) to 0.73 (p < .001). The factor correlation was significant and positive (r = .89, 
p < .001), indicating that both standards were good indicators of teacher engagement 
in family–school partnerships. Scale items, descriptive statistics for the items, and 
CFA factor loadings for the study measure for teacher engagement in family–school 
partnerships are shown in Table 2.
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3  Results

3.1  Descriptive statistics and correlational findings

Table 3 displays descriptive statistics for study variables and inter-correlations among 
study variables. Overall, the teachers scored high (M > 2.50; tapped into the range of 
“agree and strongly agree”) on all study measures with an exception of teachers’ 
perceptions of educational cooperation. Significant correlations among study vari-
ables ranged between r = .20 (p < .01) and r = .84 (p < .01). The two measures for the 
operationalization of teacher engagement in family–school partnerships were posi-
tively inter-correlated (r = .70, p < .01). Likewise, a positive correlation between the 
two well-being variables was found (r = .50, p < .01). Moreover, the results revealed 
positive correlations between teachers’ prosociality and two measures of well-being. 
Likewise, there were positive correlations between teachers’ prosociality and two 
measures of teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. Furthermore, two 
measures for teacher engagement and two well-being variables were positively 
inter-correlated.

Table 2  Psychometric Properties of the Measures for Teacher Engagement in Family –School Partnerships
Scale Items M SD Factor 

loading 
(SE)

Various and Respectful Communication (7 items; α = 0.80)
1. I also contact the parents regardless of the occasion. 2.24 0.96 0.60(0.05)
2. I create a climate of trust by providing the parents with all relevant infor-
mation without being asked.

2.94 0.86 0.65(0.05)

3. I exchange ideas with the parents about special life situations of the 
children (e.g. precarious family situations after separation of parents, death, 
unemployment, etc.).

3.20 0.75 0.68(0.05)

4. I inform parents comprehensively and punctually about news from the 
school.

3.04 0.82 0.67(0.05)

5. I regularly offer or attend parent class meetings. 2.70 1.05 0.62(0.06)
6. I make sure that all parents can contact me at short notice via a school 
telephone number or a school email address.

3.44 0.82 0.53(0.06)

7. I also offer the parents talks with other educational specialists (e.g. social 
pedagogues, school management) to talk about the child’s development.

3.54 0.77 0.50(0.06)

Educational Cooperation (6 items; α = 0.81)
1. I transparently show how the parents can and should be committed to 
school.

2.54 0.85 0.69(0.05)

2. I enable parental co-determination and participation in the design of the 
reception of newcomers as well as class attendance.

2.03 0.96 0.54(0.06)

3. Together with the parents of my school, I agree on educational goals. 2.19 1.02 0.66(0.05)
4. I take the parents’ interests into account when planning trips etc. 2.15 0.93 0.56(0.06)
5. I am in regular dialogue with the parents about the learning development 
of the children

2.92 0.88 0.73(0.05)

6. Parents receive concrete tips from me on how to support their children at 
home and how learning can be structured in everyday life (e.g. addition in 
the supermarket, tips for table discussions)

3.07 0.91 0.66(0.06)

Note. All standardized estimates for factor loadings and correlations demonstrated statistical 
significance at p < .001
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3.2  The relationship between teachers’ prosociality and well-being at work as 
mediated by teacher engagement in family–school partnerships

To examine the associations among study variables, we performed a structural equa-
tion modelling analysis (SEM) using Mplus 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2021). In 
the SEM analyses, teachers’ prosociality and teachers’ background variables served 
as manifest variables. Teacher engagement in family–school partnerships served as 
latent variable. In this latent construct, standard B (welcoming and meeting culture) 
and standard C (educational cooperation) served as measuring indicators. Likewise, 
teacher well-being at work served as latent construct. Job satisfaction and work 
related-self-esteem serve as indicators for measuring this latent construct. Unlike pre-
vious studies, we included teachers’ background variables (i.e. teacher age, teacher 
gender, teachers’ work experience, and school track) as control variables in the SEM 
analyses. An SEM model fit was also evaluated based on the recommendations of 
McDonald and Marsh (1990). All standardized estimates and model fit indices are 
shown in Table 4.

Overall, the SEM models demonstrated a good fit to the data, χ2 (11, N = 190) = 6.46, 
CFI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.01, RMSEA = 0.00. The results demonstrated that greater teach-
ers’ prosociality was associated with greater teacher engagement in family–school 
partnerships and greater teacher well-being at work. Moreover, greater teacher 
engagement in family–school partnerships was associated with greater teacher well-
being at work. Teacher age was not found to be significantly associated with teacher 
engagement in family–school partnerships and teacher well-being at work. However, 
teacher gender and teachers’ work experiences were significantly negatively associ-
ated with teachers’ prosociality. That is, male teachers tended to report lesser proso-
cial behaviors. Likewise, teachers who reported longer work experiences tended to 
report lesser prosocial behaviors. In terms of school track, we found a significantly 
positive connection between primary school teacher and teacher engagement in fam-
ily–school partnerships. This means that primary school teachers tended to report 
greater teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. The variance explained 

Table 3  Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables and Inter-Correlations Among Study Variables
Study measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prosociality —
2. Job satisfaction .31** —
3. Work-related self-esteem .34** .50** —
4. Various and respectful 
communication

.37** .32** .38** —

5. Educational cooperation .30** .27** .32** .70** —
6. Age –.01 .08 .14 .14 .10 —
7. Gender (male) –.23** –.07 –.11 –.12 –.12 .04 —
8. Work experience1 –.09 .12 .10 .13 .09 .84** .09 —
9. Primary school –.01 .05 .09 .14 .20** –.09 –.23** –.06 —
M 3.03 2.98 3.23 3.00 2.48 44.82 0.27 2.84 0.16
SD 0.44 0.60 0.54 0.58 0.67 12.02 0.44 1.57 0.37
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 1Work experience: 1 = 0–5 years, 5 = more than 20 years
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was between 24% (for teacher engagement in family–school partnerships) and 38% 
(for teacher well-being at work).

In this model, the mediating effect of teacher engagement in family–school part-
nerships was also examined. The results of mediation analysis on 5,000 boothstraped 
samples revealed a significant indirect effect of teachers’ prosociality on their well-
being at work via teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. As teachers’ 
prosociality was also significantly associated with teacher well-being at work, the 
connection between teachers’ prosociality and their well-being at work was then 
partially mediated by teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. Parameter 
estimates for the mediation analysis are also shown in Table 4. Figure 1 displays the 
final SEM model with significant standardized estimates.

4  Discussion

This article attempted to link SDT to explain why teachers become involved in activi-
ties that promote family–school partnerships and whether their engagement would 
contribute to greater well-being at work. Two research questions were therefore 
addressed. First of all, we examined whether teachers’ prosociality would be posi-
tively associated with their well-being at work. Secondly, we examined more pre-
cisely whether the connection between teachers’ prosociality and their well-being at 
work would be mediated by teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. The 
research participants were 190 teachers. In terms of analytical procedures, we per-
formed SEM and mediation analyses on 5,000 boothstraped samples to examine both 
research questions using Mplus 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2021).

Table 4  Standardized Estimates for the Assumed Associations among Study Variables
Study variables Prosociality FSP Well-being at 

work
Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Age 0.18 0.12 0.04 0.13 0.01 0.16
Male –0.23** 0.08 –0.01 0.08 –0.01 0.09
Work experience –0.22* 0.11 0.15 0.14 0.11 0.17
Primary school –0.05 0.06 0.20** 0.07 0.04 0.07
Prosociality — — 0.42*** 0.09 0.31** 0.11
FSP — — — — 0.39*** 0.11
R2 0.07 0.04 0.24 0.07 0.38 0.11

Estimate SE CI95%
Mediation by FSP
Total 0.47*** 0.12 [0.26, 

0.63]
Total indirect 0.16** 0.05 [0.07, 

0.24]
Direct 0.31** 0.11 [0.12, 

0.48]
Note. N = 190. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. FSP = Teacher engagement in family–school partnerships. 
Teachers’ background variables (control variables) are italicized
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4.1  Discussion

In line with our expectation made for the first research question, the results showed 
that teachers—who reported greater prosociality—were more likely to report greater 
well-being at work. These results were in line with previous SDT research and meta-
analysis who found a significantly positive relationship between helpers’ prosocial 
behaviors and perceived well-being (e.g., Liao et al., 2022; Martela & Ryan, 2016; 
Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).

According to the second research question, it was found, as expected, that teach-
ers—who reported greater prosociality—were more likely to report higher levels of 
engagement in family–school partnerships. The greater the teacher engagement in 
family–school partnerships, the greater the well-being at work the teachers reported. 
Most importantly, we were able to confirm a partial mediation by teacher engage-
ment in family school partnerships. These findings added to the literature on proso-
cial behavior and teacher well-being (e.g., Aknin et al., 2013; Çevik, 2017; Deci & 
Ryan, 2000; Ortan et al., 2021; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010) in the sense that teachers’ 
prosociality prompts their readiness to become actively involved in family–school 
partnerships activities in terms of providing various and respectful communication 
and educational cooperation. In turn, teachers—who report greater engagement in 
such prosocially required activities—are more likely to report greater satisfaction 
with teaching career and work-related self-esteem, such as feeling valuable or feeling 
that they can make a change at their work place. Apart from this, it must be noted that 
these associations appeared to depend on teachers’ background (e.g., gender, work 
experience, and school track). Thus, teachers’ background could be considered as 
barriers to teacher engagement in family–school partnerships.

Fig. 1  SEM model for the associations among teachers’ background, teachers’ prosociality, teacher 
engagement in family–school partnerships, and teacher well-being at work
Note: N = 190. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. For reasons of simplification, only significant standard-
ized estimates are shown
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4.2  Limitations and future directions

The results of the current article suggested that, not only students and parents, but 
teachers could also benefit from their engagement in family–school partnerships 
activities in terms of well-being at work. Although our expectations were fully con-
firmed, several limitations must be noted. First of all, the analyses of the present 
study were based on a cross-sectional data. Therefore, the future research should 
employ a longitudinal research design to analyze long-term impacts of teachers’ pro-
sociality on their engagement and well-being at work. Moreover, the relationships 
among three central variables—teachers’ prosociality, teacher engagement in family–
school partnerships, and teacher well-being at work—might have a different direction 
than what was tested in the present study. For instance, past research indicated that 
job satisfaction, was connected with engagement in extra role activities and prosocial 
behavior (e.g., Li et al., 2018; Limpanitgul et al., 2013). Thus, it is reasonable to 
assume that teacher well-being at work could also lead to increased teacher engage-
ment in family–school partnerships and teachers’ prosociality. To date, these possible 
associations have not been systematically examined in the school context. Therefore, 
it is imperative to investigate these relationships in future studies.

In the present study, participants were not systematically recruited across federal 
states and federal state-specific school tracks. 70% of the teachers were recruited 
from the federal state of Bavaria. 69% of the teachers worked in various regular sec-
ondary school tracks. As the German school system varies from state to state (e.g., 
Henniges et al., 2019), the results of the present study are therefore not representative 
of Germany. To increase the representativeness of our results, there is still a need to 
replicate our working model in a large sample using a systematic sampling design 
across German federal states and federal state-specific school tracks. As mentioned 
earlier, SDT researchers found that basic needs satisfaction (i.e., need for autonomy, 
need for competence, and need for relatedness) mediated the connection between 
prosociality and well-being (e.g., Martela & Ryan, 2016; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).

In the present study, we assumed that teacher engagement in family–school part-
nerships should promote social connection which is essential for the satisfaction of 
need for social relatedness (Aknin et al., 2013; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Weinstein & 
Ryan, 2010). However, teachers’ needs satisfaction was not examined in the current 
research. Thus, future study may want to include teachers’ basic needs at work in the 
working model. In addition to this, there is also still a need to look at a wider range 
of measures of prosocial behaviors, for instance, autonomous versus controlled moti-
vation for help or prosocial behaviors with and without benevolence condition (e.g., 
Martela & Ryan, 2016; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Likewise, future research may 
want to include a wider range of teacher well-being such as vitality or affective well-
being that were typically used to assess well-being in SDT research (e.g., Martela & 
Sheldon, 2019).

Apart from this, future studies should focus more on possible factors that account 
for the school context. Especially, the role of school principals in supporting family–
school partnerships and collegiality among teachers should be further investigated. 
For instance, a previous study by Epstein et al. (2011) showed that principals’ active 
support for work on partnerships (e.g., providing time for team meeting, encouraging 

1 3

1425



S. Yotyodying et al.

teachers to support family–school partnerships activities) significantly predicted the 
quality of basic program implementation, as assessed in terms of whether and how 
well schools organized basic components of a program for family–school partner-
ships. To date, relatively little is known about the role of school principals in support-
ing family–school partnerships, especially in the German school context. Moreover, 
past research revealed that positive collegiality among teachers was essential for 
teacher well-being at work in terms of teachers’ job satisfaction (see, Kelchtermans, 
2006, for a review). However, it has not been systematically examined whether 
teacher engagement in family–school would mediate this connection. Thus, positive 
collegiality among teachers should be included in future studies.

4.3  Conclusion and implications

According to Vodafone Stiftung Deutschland (2013), the German experts have 
already provided clear guidelines of how different standards for family–school part-
nerships can be implemented in the school practice. In the present study, we high-
lighted the role of teachers in promoting family–school partnerships in schools, 
especially in various and respectful communication (standard b) and educational 
cooperation (standard c). Our results could further provide practical implications to 
the school practice in the sense that teachers’ background and teachers’ prosocial-
ity matter for their engagement in family–school partnerships. In fact, past research 
demonstrated that an implementation of training program using a wide range of 
activities (e.g., using video to boost participants’ motivation to prosocial behavior, 
identifying personally meaningful values, reflecting on how those behaviors relate to 
one’s values) could help to promote a prosocial behavior (e.g., Baumsteiger, 2019). 
It is therefore possible to develop such a training program with different activities 
focusing on the important role of teachers in promoting family–school partnerships 
in the school practice. Most importantly, such a training program should be included 
in teacher education programs. That is, pre-service teachers should participate in this 
kind of training program before they start their careers as teachers in schools. To 
develop such programs, teachers’ individual differences (e.g., gender, teaching expe-
rience) as well as school context differences (e.g., school track) should be taken into 
consideration.
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