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Abstract

Teacher educators’ approaches to teaching, and their experience of burnout and self-efficacy
beliefs, are related to how they are able to facilitate student teachers’ learning. In this study,
115 Chinese teacher educators responded to a questionnaire in 2015. Based on the previous
study investigating the teacher educators’ approaches to teaching, the present study explored
how these approaches were related to their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching and burnout.
Burnout was measured through inadequacy in teacher-student interaction and exhaustion
subscales. The analyses revealed that a student-focused approach to teaching among teacher
educators was positively related to their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching. Both student- and
teacher-focused approaches to teaching were positively related to the educators’ experience of
inadequacy in teacher-student interaction. However, the study revealed no relationship
between teacher educators’ approaches to teaching and the experience of exhaustion. To
prevent feelings of inadequate interaction with their students, pedagogical training should
provide these teacher educators with efficient guidance on how to interact with student
teachers. The present study provides new insights in the teacher educators’ adoption of the

student- and teacher-focused approaches to teaching.
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Introduction

Teacher educators contribute significantly to the development of student teachers towards becoming
competent teachers (Koster et al. 2005). They interact with student teachers, create learning
environments for them, and support student teachers’ learning about teacher’s work (Toom et al.
2017). Teacher educators need to be flexible with their approaches to teaching to adapt them to
support student teachers’ learning (Baeten et al. 2016). Approaches to teaching are combinations of
teaching intentions and strategies (Postareff and Lindblom-Y ldnne 2008; Trigwell, Prosser, and
Taylor 1994). Furthermore, it is argued that teacher educators act as models for their students about
how to teach through their own approaches to teaching (Lortie 1975; Lunenberg, Korthagen, and
Swennen 2007). Though student teachers’ approaches to teaching are affected by many variables,
and they demonstrate reflective thinking and critical judgements before adopting the teaching for
their future pupils, the student-activating learning environments and student-focused approach to
teaching from the teacher educators lead the student teachers towards the student-focused approach
in their own teaching (Struyven, Dochy, and Janssens 2010).

‘Teaching about teaching’ is one of the tasks that teacher educators undertake. As
professionals of teaching and education, teacher educators engage in multiple pedagogical tasks
(Koster et al. 2005; Smith 2011), and they need substantial knowledge and competency to fulfil
their complex pedagogical roles (Celik 2011). Thus it is necessary to explore teacher educators’
burnout and self-efficacy beliefs correlated to their demanding work (Nagra and Arora 2013).
However, little research has focused on how teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs and burnout are
related to their approaches to teaching. Teacher educators reported an average degree of burnout
(Brewer and McMahan 2003). Teachers suffering from burnout are more likely to experience
negative emotions and poor teacher-student interaction (Grayson and Alvarez 2008). Perceived

inadequacy in teacher-student interaction is positively related to teachers’ intentions to leave the



profession (Heikonen et al. 2016). Furthermore, burnout is related to a low level of self-efficacy
(Skaalvik and Skaalvik 2007), which is another factor that influences teachers’ motivation and
teaching behaviour (Temiz and Topcu 2013).

It is necessary to explore how teacher educators apply their approaches to teaching to
support their students’ learning, and furthermore to determine the factors that may influence their
preferences. As important elements which affect teacher educators’ professional development and
academic career, teacher educators’ self-efficacy and burnout have been investigated. However,
there exist only a small number of empirical studies on teacher educators’ approaches to teaching
and insufficient understanding of the associations with self-efficacy and burnout. Therefore, this
study focuses on the approaches to teaching among teacher educators as well as their perceived self-

efficacy and burnout.

Teacher educators’ approaches to teaching

Trigwell, Prosser, and Taylor (1994) differentiated between the Information transmission/teacher-
focused approach to teaching (ITTF) and the Conceptual change/student-focused approach to
teaching (CCSF). The former sees teaching as knowledge transmission from teachers to students.
The latter sees teaching as helping students develop their own understanding of knowledge. Some
teachers apply a single approach to teaching, that is, either a purely teacher-focused or a purely
student-focused approach. However, most teachers adopt a combination of both approaches, which
results in dissonant approaches to teaching (Postareff et al. 2008; Stes and van Petegem 2012).
Teachers are encouraged to adopt the student-focused approach to teaching, as it is more likely to
encourage students to implement the deep approach to learning (Trigwell, Prosser, and Waterhouse

1999). Furthermore, university teachers with the student-focused approach tend to have positive



emotions towards teaching, whereas university teachers with the teacher-focused approach are more
likely to feel either neutral or negative about teaching (Postareff and Lindblom-Yladnne 2011;
Trigwell 2012).

Studies on teacher educators’ approaches to teaching are rare. Teacher educators perceived
different kinds of roles in teaching: some teacher educators think themselves as transmitters in
teaching and student teachers are receivers; other teacher educators believe themselves as
facilitators and guiders to assist student teachers’ active role in the learning process (Wan, Wong,
and Zhan 2013). These perceptions of teacher educators are in line with the teacher-focused and
student-focused approaches to teaching descripted above. Teacher educators face a complex issue
that approaches to teaching are context-dependent and influenced by many factors. The tension
between ‘telling and growth’ in teacher educators’ teaching describes their dilemma regarding
teaching for knowledge transmission on the one hand and teaching for student teachers’ own
development of understanding on the other (Berry 2004).

Teacher educators need to be flexible to adapt their approaches to teaching to different
teaching context. The uniqueness of teaching in teacher education is that the focus of teaching is not
just on what student teachers should know and believe about teaching, but more importantly on
what student teachers actually do when they are teaching. The knowledge for teaching is practice-
based that involves actual tasks and activities of teaching. Thus, the content of teaching about
teaching is much more than just theories and knowledge about teaching and learning, because
teacher educators offer student teachers opportunities to learn the actual interactive work of
teaching (Ball and Forzani 2009). Teacher educators decompose the teaching practice into parts and
identify the ones that are important for the student teachers to understand and help them to build the
foundation of the teaching profession (Ball and Forzani 2009). Moreover, teacher educators model
expert teaching to student teachers and allow them to learn to become teachers (Toom et al. 2017).

Teacher educators need to help student teachers to generate a deeply personal form of



transformation to reformulate their beliefs of teaching (Berry 2004). Student teachers enter their
professional studies with prior experiences as learners, and they have well-settled beliefs about
teaching that might be extremely hard to change (Berry 2004). A student-focused approach to
teaching of teacher educators is more related to student teachers’ employment of a deep approach to
learning, which is more beneficial for student teachers’ conceptual change and reconstruction of
beliefs (Trigwell, Prosser, and Waterhouse 1999).

Some researchers argue that learners need to be responsible for their own learning process
and thus the instruction in teacher education should be shifted from teacher-focused to student-
focused. Furthermore, teacher educators need competences to promote this shift (Lunenberg and
Korthagen 2003; Toom et al. 2017). It is indicated that in terms of instructional practices, teacher
educators are a distinct group of teachers within the higher education setting as they apply more
various teaching methods and assessments than other university teachers and use student-focused
teaching strategies more often (Goubeaud and Yan 2004). However, the change towards more
student-focused approach to teaching is challenging and the contextual factors, such as the specific
topic being taught and the particular student groups, influence teachers’ application of approaches
to teaching (Sadler 2012). Thus, studies on teacher educators’ approaches to teaching are important

as they reveal knowledge of teacher educators’ practices in the particular teacher education context

(Nilsson and Loughran 2012).

Teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs

Self-efficacy beliefs have been shown to be related to teachers’ approaches to teaching (Temiz and
Topcu 2013). Teacher self-efficacy is defined as ‘individual teacher’s beliefs in their own ability to

plan, organise, and carry out activities that are required to attain given educational goals’ (Skaalvik



and Skaalvik 2010). Teachers with high self-efficacy are more likely to set higher educational goals
for themselves and their students, and expect their students to pursue personal development.
Teachers with confidence about a good acquiring of subject knowledge in an area would approach
their teaching with more of student involvement. They are more willing to engage in teacher-
student interaction during the teaching process and apply the teaching methods that stimulate
students’ engagement and motivation in learning (Guskey 1988; Pitkdniemi 2002; Temiz and Topcu
2013). In contrast, teachers with low self-efficacy tend to employ teacher-directed teaching methods
and believe in controlling students rather than trust them (Pitk&niemi 2002; Swackhamer et al.
2009). It is also demonstrated that a strong sense of self-efficacy beliefs is more related to strong
personal accomplishments, and less stress and depression (Bandura 1994). Studies have revealed
that positive emotions enhance perceived self-efficacy, and negative emotions diminish it
(Kavanaugh and Bower 1985).

Teacher self-efficacy is related to teachers’ teaching practices and effectiveness (Taimalu et
al. 2010). Furthermore, it also influences students’ motivation and achievement through teachers’
teaching practices, enthusiasm and commitment (Mojavezi and Tamiz 2012). Therefore, there have
been studies focusing on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and the effects on their teaching as
demonstrated above. However, most of these studies were conducted with primary school teachers
and general university teachers. The rare studies with teacher educators explored their self-efficacy
on the general professional level and found a positive relationship between self-efficacy and
professional commitment (Attri and Devi 2017; Velu and Nordin 2011). There is a need for studies
about teacher educators’ self-efficacy in teaching, and more specifically, to study to what degree

their self-efficacy beliefs in teaching account for the way they approach their teaching.



Teacher educators’ burnout

A strong relationship has been found between teacher self-efficacy and burnout (Skaalvik and
Skaalvik 2007). Teacher burnout is a serious occupational problem with three symptoms:
exhaustion, cynicism and professional inadequacy (Pietarinen et al. 2013). One study on the
relationship between the self-efficacy of classroom management and the three dimensions of
burnout showed that emotional exhaustion influences perceived self-efficacy. The direction was
reversed in the relationships between self-efficacy and the other two dimensions of burnout:
perceived self-efficacy affected cynicism and professional inadequacy (Brouwers and Tomic 2000).
Other studies have revealed that emotional exhaustion and cynicism are negatively related to
teacher self-efficacy, and that the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and burnout may be
mutual. On one hand, low teacher self-efficacy may lead to burnout: on the other hand, burnout may
also affect teacher self-efficacy (Skaalvik and Skaalvik 2007; 2010).

A low level of teacher self-efficacy is connected to a high level of burnout which could
impede teachers’ teaching work. Teachers with burnout tend to have low self-evaluation of
themselves and experience more negative emotions (McGeary and McGeary 2012). The negative
aspects of burnout are related to teachers’ low quality of teaching and poor reaction to their
students’ learning needs (Grayson and Alvarez 2008). This can lead to teachers’ estrangement from
their students and result in a negative relationship with them (Brouwers and Tomic 1999).
Furthermore, teachers with burnout tend to apply teaching practices that are less related to students’
development of conceptual application skills (Retelsdorf et al. 2010).

Research on teacher educators’ burnout is scarce, although they accomplish demanding
work in educating qualified future teachers (Koster et al. 2005). Besides the teaching role, teacher
educators also work as researchers and developers of knowledge and curricula (Celik 2011). It is

argued that university teachers’ teacher-researcher role conflict could lead to their feelings of



uncertainty, stress and dissatisfaction, further result in emotional exhaustion and depersonalization
(Xu 2017). It 1s revealed that teacher educators experienced a moderate level of occupational stress
and burnout, and that a moderate level of stress could improve their work (Brewer and McMahan
2003; Nagra and Arora 2013). Nonetheless, previous studies failed to explain how much burnout
could influence teacher educators’ teaching performance, more specifically, to what extent burnout
is related to their preference towards the student-focused and teacher-focused teaching. It is also
revealed that female teacher educators were more stressed than male teacher educators (Nagra and
Arora 2013). However, the demographic factors explain little of the variance in teacher educators’
burnout, and more studies are needed to explore teacher educators’ burnout (Brewer and McMahan
2003). It is necessary to investigate this issue because the pursuit of becoming a qualified teacher
educator could lead to burnout, which might have negative effects on teacher educators’ well-being

and professional development, and further influence student teachers’ learning.

Aims and research questions

The present study focuses on the teacher educators, who take the responsibility for educating
competent future teachers. The purpose is to investigate how teacher educators’ self-efficacy and
burnout are related to their approaches to teaching. More specifically, in ascertaining how self-
efficacy and burnout predict approaches to teaching, the study aims to explore teacher educators’
application of the student- and teacher-focused approaches in teaching. The specific research
questions are:

(1) How are teacher educators’ approaches to teaching related to their self-efficacy beliefs?

(2) How are teacher educators’ approaches to teaching related to their burnout?



(3) How do teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs and burnout predict their approaches to
teaching?

First, it is hypothesised that teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs are positively related to
the student-focused approach to teaching, and negatively to the teacher-focused approach. Second,
it is assumed that teacher educators’ burnout is negatively related to the student-focused approach to
teaching and positively to the teacher-focused approach. The student-focused approach to teaching
is related to teachers’ positive emotions, and the teacher-focused approach to their negative
emotions (Postareff and Lindblom-Yldnne 2011; Trigwell 2012). Furthermore, teachers’ positive
emotions enhance their self-efficacy beliefs, and negative emotions diminish them (Kavanaugh and
Bower 1985). Teachers with burnout tend to experience a low level of self-efficacy beliefs

(Skaalvik and Skaalvik 2007) in addition to negative emotions (McGeary and McGeary 2012).

Methods

Research context: Teaching and teacher educators in China

Teaching and learning in China is influenced by Confucius and Chinese traditional culture, and thus,
has its own distinctive nature. For example, Watkins and Biggs’s (1996, 82) ‘paradox of the
Chinese learner’ explained that Chinese learners perceive memorisation and repetition as processes
that lead to understanding and discovering new meanings, which indicates the deep approach to
learning. This differs from the Western understanding of learning, in which memorisation and
repetition are seen as elements of the surface approach to learning.

Our previous study explored Chinese teacher educators’ approaches to teaching (Cao et al.

forthcoming). Analyses revealed that similarly with the ‘paradox’ in Chinese learners’ learning,
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Chinese teacher educators perceived information transmission as an element of the student-focused
approach to teaching. While in the Western cultures it is included in the teacher-focused approach.
It indicates how Chinese teacher educators’ approaches to teaching may be related to their
understanding of student learning, and therefore differentiated from the Western understanding.
Our previous study (Cao et al. forthcoming) identified that most Chinese teacher educators
adopted the student-focused approach to teaching. However, one group of teacher educators had a
vague approach to teaching, as they showed no preference for either the teacher-focused or the
student-focused approach. It is argued that although a majority of Chinese teacher educators adopt
more student- than teacher-focused approaches to teaching, they encounter barriers to doing so,
such as the pressure of institutional academic evaluation (Zhu 2010). However, with the reform of
Chinese basic education and the demands of qualified school teachers, the research on teacher
educators at universities and how they facilitate student teachers to become competent teachers is

important (Li 1999).

Participants

The study involved two teachers’ universities in North-Eastern part of China. One university is
under the direct administration of the Ministry of Education, China, and represents high quality
teacher education in China. Another one is a key university of the province in the same area as the
former one. The 115 teacher educators (response rate 51%) were from either the faculty of
education or teacher-education programmes in other faculties at these two teachers’ universities.
Sixty-three participants were female (54.8%), 49 were male (42.6%) and three did not report their
gender (2.6%). The ages of the participants varied from 26 to 54 years (M = 39; SD = 6.42). Their
teaching experience was between one and 33 years (M = 13; SD = 7.66). Twenty of the participants

(18%) were early career teacher educators with teaching experience of five years or less. Three-
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quarters of the participants (n = 86) reported that they had pedagogical training, which varied from
three days to 12 months (M = 1.91 months, SD = 2.21). Of these, 61 teacher educators (74.4%) had
training of one month or even less. Twenty-six teacher educators (22.6%) had no pedagogical

training, and three provided no information on their pedagogical training.

Measures and data collection

The data were collected using an instrument including 32 items. First, teacher educators’
approaches to teaching were investigated using the revised version of Approaches to Teaching
Inventory (ATI-R; Trigwell, Prosser, and Ginns 2005), in which 11 items measure the teacher-
focused approach to teaching, another 11 items measure the student-focused approach.

Second, four items, developed by Trigwell, Ashwin, and Lindblom-Ylédnne, were used to
explore teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching (Lindblom-Ylidnne et al. 2006). These
items were adapted for measuring teachers’ self-efficacy from items measuring students’ self-

efficacy in learning (Pintrich, Smith, and McKeachie 1989; Table 1).

(Table 1 about here)

Third, teacher educators’ burnout was measured using six items of the Socio-contextual
Teacher Burnout Inventory (STBI; Pietarinen et al. 2013). The STBI consists of nine items on three
scales: exhaustion, cynicism towards the teacher community and inadequacy in teacher-student
interaction, with three items on each respective scale. As the present study focuses on exploring
teacher educators’ approaches to teaching, the authors only applied six items from the exhaustion
and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction scales (Table 2). 29 items regarding approaches to

teaching, self-efficacy and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction were measured using a five-
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point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = only rarely or never true’ to ‘5 = almost always or always true’.
Two items of exhaustion were measured using a seven-point Likert scale and the single item
regarding stress on the exhaustion scale was measured on a 10-point scale, as in the scales applied

in the original questionnaire (Elo, Leppédnen, and Jahkola 2003; Pietarinen et al. 2013).

(Table 2 about here)

The Chinese version of the ATI-R had been translated by a Chinese researcher and was used
in our previous study (Cao et al. forthcoming). Other items were translated into Chinese by the first
author of the present study. Some changes in terminology were made to make the questionnaire
correspond to the specific research context. Afterwards, the Chinese translation was back-translated
into English by two scholars. The original English version and the back-translated one were very
similar, with only minor differences, which were not considered as affecting the meanings of the
items. The items were revised according to these differences.

The questionnaire was sent to the participants in 2015. The instructions to the questionnaire
informed the respondents about the aims of the study and that the submission of the questionnaire
was voluntary. Before answering the questionnaire, the participants were asked to think of a specific

course and give a short description of the teaching situation.

Data analyses

First, exploratory factor analyses (principal axis factoring with Promax rotation) and reliability
analyses (Cronbach’s alpha) were conducted on the self-efficacy and burnout scales. The teacher
educators’ mean scores on these scales were calculated. Furthermore, the relationship between

approaches to teaching, and self-efficacy and burnout were explored with correlation analysis. Next,
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one-way ANOVA was applied to explore the differences in the self-efficacy and burnout of the
three clusters of teacher educators that were identified in our previous study (Cao et al.
forthcoming). Since the variance homogeneity assumption was violated, the Dunnett T3 post hoc
test method was used to detect the differences between the specific groups (Shingala and Rajyaguru
2015). Finally, multiple regression analyses were conducted to explore how self-efficacy and
burnout could predict approaches to teaching.

In our previous study, the exploratory factor analysis of the ATI-R (Trigwell, Prosser, and
Ginns 2005) showed that the factor structure of the inventory slightly differed from the original one
presented by its developers (Cao et al. forthcoming). Two items were left out, and three items about
teachers presenting information to the students loaded from the ITTF scale to the CCSF scale.
Finally, the CCSF scale had 13 items with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .86, and the ITTF scale had seven
items with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .72 (Appendix A).

Afterwards, a two-step cluster analysis identified three clusters of teacher educators (Figure
1). These results were used in the present study to analyse how approaches to teaching are related to
teacher educators’ self-efficacy and burnout. Cluster 1 had similar scores on the student- and
teacher-focused approaches, and was thus named Teacher educators with a vague approach.
Teachers in Cluster 2 had high scores on both approaches, and were labelled Teacher educators
with a dissonant approach. Teachers in Cluster 3 emphasised the student-focused approach and
were thus named Teacher educators with a student-focused approach. On the CCSF scale, Cluster 2
and Cluster 3 had similar scores, which were statistically significantly higher than those of Cluster
1. On the ITTF scale, Cluster 2 scored the highest, while Cluster 3 scored the lowest, and Cluster 1

had moderate scores. The differences between their scores were statistically significant.

(Figure 1 about here)
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Results

Teacher educators’ self-efficacy and burnout

Exploratory factor analyses showed that on the self-efficacy scale, one factor was extracted with a
Cronbach’s Alpha of .85. On the burnout scale, two factors were extracted, inadequacy in teacher-
student interaction and exhaustion, with Cronbach’s Alphas of .72 and .69, respectively. Because of
the small sample size and the small number of items per scale, the scales were considered usable.
Afterwards, the means and standard deviations of teacher educators’ self-efficacy and
burnout were calculated (Table 3). Since the stress item on the exhaustion subscale of burnout was
measured using a 10-point Likert scale, while the other two items on exhaustion were measured

using a seven-point Likert scale, the mean of the single stress item were calculated separately.

(Table 3 about here)

The relationship between teacher educators’ approaches to teaching, and self-efficacy and
burnout were explored through correlation analysis. It revealed statistically significant positive
relationships between the student-focused approach to teaching (CCSF) and self-efficacy, and
between the teacher-focused approach (ITTF) and inadequacy. A statistically significant negative
relationship between the student-focused approach and exhaustion was found. No relationship was

shown between approaches to teaching and the single item of stress (Table 4).

(Table 4 about here)
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Self-efficacy and burnout of three different teacher educator groups

Based on our previous study in which the teacher educators were divided into three clusters (Cao et
al. forthcoming), the teacher educators’ mean scores of self-efficacy and burnout were calculated

firstly according to these clusters (Table 5 and Figure 2).

(Table 5 about here)

(Figure 2 about here)

Afterwards, one-way ANOV A revealed statistically significant differences between the
three clusters’ mean scores on the self-efficacy scale (F = 10.92, p <.001) and inadequacy in
teacher-student interaction subscale of burnout (F = 6.16, p = .003). No difference was shown on
the exhaustion subscale of burnout.

The Dunnett T3 post hoc tests on the self-efficacy of the three clusters revealed that the
teacher educators with a vague approach (Cluster 1) statistically significantly differed from the
teacher educators with a dissonant approach (Cluster 2) and the teacher educators with a student-
focused approach (Cluster 3). However, there was no statistically significant difference between
Cluster 2 and Cluster 3. On the inadequacy in teacher-student interaction subscale, Cluster 2
statistically differed from Cluster 1 and Cluster 3, no statistically significant difference was found

between Cluster 1 and Cluster 3 (Table 6).

(Table 6 about here)
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Compared with the teacher educators with a vague approach (Cluster 1), other teacher
educators who had higher scores on the CCSF scale also scored higher on their self-efficacy beliefs.
Teacher educators who scored higher on the ITTF scale also scored higher on inadequacy in

teacher-student interaction.

Relationship between approaches to teaching, and self-efficacy and burnout

After exploring the differences in the self-efficacy beliefs and burnout of teacher educators with
different approaches to teaching, multiple regression analyses were conducted to investigate how
self-efficacy and burnout predict these approaches. On the CCSF scale, 41.7% of the total variance
of the student-focused approach to teaching can be explained by self-efficacy beliefs, inadequacy,
exhaustion and stress (adjusted R?= 417, F (4, 110) = 21.41, p <.001). Two predictor variables
were statistically significant: self-efficacy and inadequacy, with standardised coefficients of .64

and .25, respectively (Table 7).
(Table 7 about here)
On the ITTF scale, 12.1% of the total variance of the teacher-focused approach to teaching
can be explained by the predictor variables (adjusted R?> = .121, F (4,110) = 4.94, p = .001). The
statistically significant standardised coefficient of inadequacy in teacher-student interaction was .40.

Other standardised coefficients of the predictor variables were not statistically significant (Table 8).

(Table 8 about here)
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The first hypothesis was partly supported because the analysis showed that the teacher
educators’ student-focused approach to teaching correlated positively with their self-efficacy.
However, teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs had an insignificant influence on their teacher-
focused approach to teaching. As regards the second hypothesis, inadequacy in teacher-student
interaction subscale of burnout had a positive relationship with both student- and teacher-focused
approaches to teaching. Though in the correlation analysis, exhaustion had a statistically significant
negative relationship with the student-focused approach to teaching, while the multiple regression
analysis revealed an insignificant influence from exhaustion on approaches to teaching. Thus, the

second hypothesis was also partly supported.

Discussion

In line with a previous study, which indicated that teachers’ self-efficacy may influence which
teaching methods they applied (Temiz and Topcu 2013), our study revealed that teacher educators
in the present study with different kinds of approaches to teaching differed in their self-efficacy
beliefs in teaching. The more student-focused they were in their approaches to teaching, the
stronger self-efficacy they had. Furthermore, multiple regression analysis showed that self-efficacy
had the greatest and most positive influence on the student-focused approach to teaching. Thus, the
relationship between the student-focused approach to teaching and self-efficacy might be reciprocal.
Teachers with a strong sense of self-efficacy believe in their ability to teach and are more likely to
engage in teacher-student interaction (Guskey 1988; Pitkédniemi 2002; Temiz and Topcu 2013).
Similarly, teacher educators with a high level of self-efficacy might be confident in their teaching
competencies and more willing to engage with student teachers in their teaching, promoting the

students’ own personal development. Moreover, teacher educators with the student-focused
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approach to teaching may strengthen their self-efficacy through helping their students in their
personal development.

The ANOVA analysis showed a positive relationship between their teacher-focused
approach to teaching and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction. Furthermore, multiple
regression analysis indicated a positive influence from inadequacy on not only the teacher-focused
approach to teaching, but also the student-focused approach. This suggests that the relationship
between teacher educators’ approaches to teaching and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction is
complex. Previous studies have elaborated that teachers’ positive emotions are positively related
with their student-focused approach to teaching and student-focused teachers experience enthusiasm
and enjoyment from teaching and feel strong empathy towards students (Postareff and Lindblom-
Ylanne 2011; Heikonen et al. 2016; Trigwell 2012). Thus, the student-focused teacher educators
who are more motivated and enthusiastic about teaching, despite feeling ineffective in their
interaction with their students, might have more positive attitudes towards developing this
interaction, approach their teaching with a focus on their students, and interacting more with their
students. Further, the more student-focused teacher educators are also more exposed to interaction
with their students than the teacher-focused teacher educators. They might thus find interactive
teaching-learning situations more challenging, and be more critical about their ability to create
meaningful interactions with their students.

The negative emotions are positively related to the teacher-focused approach to teaching,
and thus teacher-focused teachers tend to feel negatively about teaching and the development of
teaching (Postareff and Lindblom-Ylédnne 2011; Trigwell 2012). Thus, if teacher-focused teacher
educators feel that their interaction with their students is inadequate, they may have a negative
attitude towards improving this interaction, and focus more on themselves and the teaching content.

This may further strengthen their teacher-focused approach. However, the reason for why teacher

19



educators’ inadequacy in teacher-student interaction is positively related to both student- and

teacher-focused approaches to teaching is complicated, and requires further exploration.

Methodological reflections

The questionnaire included six items from the STBI (Pietarinen et al. 2013), which has been
developed to detect teacher burnout in the school context, and has not been validated in any country
other than Finland. In the present study, some changes to the terminology were made to make the
six items suitable for the teacher education research context. Factor analysis and reliability analysis
revealed that the scales were valid and reliable for measuring teachers’ burnout in the current
research context. The response rate of the study was 51%. It is possible that the non-respondents
were not as concerned about or interested in teaching as those who responded, the sample of the

study might be biased.

Implications regarding the practice of teacher educators and future studies

It has been suggested that teacher educators should be encouraged to adopt gradually the student-
focused approach to teaching (Postareff, Lindblom-Yldnne, and Nevgi 2007; Saariaho et al. 2016;
Toom et al. 2017; Trigwell, Prosser, and Waterhouse 1999). The present study showed that the
sampled teacher educators’ self-efficacy beliefs in teaching have a positive effect on their student-
focused approach to teaching and thus, strengthening self-efficacy beliefs could also serve as a
means to support adoption of the student-focused approach to teaching. Chinese student teachers
experience complex emotional feelings and ethical dilemmas in their identity formation during the
teacher education study, it is necessary for teacher educators to be attentive to their students’

confusions in the study (Zhu 2017). The communication and interaction between teacher educators
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and student teachers are helpful for student teachers. Moreover, it is revealed in the study that
teacher educators’ feelings of inadequate interaction with student teachers could lead to their
application of the teacher-focused approach to teaching. Thus, instructions and examples on how to
interact with student teachers and increase student teachers’ participation as well as active role in
teacher education courses would be helpful for teacher educators.

Previous studies have stressed the importance of professional development and pedagogical
training programmes for university teachers. For example, university pedagogical courses are an
effective way to develop teachers’ approaches to teaching from teacher-focused to student-focused
(Gibbs and Coffey 2004; Postareff, Lindblom-Yldnne and Nevgi 2007; 2008). The professional
development programmes and pedagogical training could be arranged especially suitably to the
Chinese teacher educators’ teaching context and cultural background. Our previous study showed
that Chinese teacher educators’ perceptions of the teacher- and student-focused approaches to
teaching could be related to the ‘paradox’ in their students’ learning and the Chinese culture, thus
differentiated from the traditional understandings in Western countries (Cao et al. forthcoming;
Watkins and Biggs1996).

The present study showed that the teacher educators in the study had a high level of self-
efficacy beliefs, a low level of inadequacy in teacher-student interaction and a moderate level of
exhaustion. Moreover, it produced new knowledge on how Chinese teacher educators’ self-efficacy
and burnout influence their approaches to teaching, and highlights the importance of addressing
self-efficacy and burnout during training programmes targeted for the Chinese teacher educators.
Increasing their awareness of their own self-efficacy and burnout, and how these two factors relate
to their own teaching development, could be of importance during the training programmes.

The study applied quantitative methodologies to improve the understanding of how teacher
educators’ approaches to teaching, self-efficacy and burnout are related to each other. Future

research could be qualitative, to further explore the explanation of the positive correlations between
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inadequacy in teacher-student interaction and both the student- and teacher-focused approaches to
teaching. Furthermore, teacher educators’ self-efficacy and burnout could only explain little (12%)
of the variance of the teacher-focused approach to teaching, what kind of other factors account for
the variance of the teacher-focused approach could be a start for new studies. Unfortunately, our
study did not reveal how exhaustion could influence teacher educators’ approaches to teaching. As
an important dimension of burnout, further analysis should be conducted on teacher educators’
exhaustion. Our present study explored the connections between Chinese teacher educators’
approaches to teaching, and self-efficacy and burnout. However, more research on the variation in
teaching and learning generated by cultural difference and more studies about Chinese teacher
educators’ teaching are needed to enrich the knowledge in this area and verify the results of our

study.
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Appendix A. Scales of ATI-R (Cao et al. forthcoming)

CCSF scale

3. In this course I try to develop a conversation with my students about the topics we are studying.

6. I set aside some teaching time so that the students can discuss, among themselves, key concepts and
ideas in this subject.

8. I encourage students to restructure their existing knowledge in terms of the new way of thinking about
the subject that they will develop.

10. In teaching sessions for this subject, I deliberately provoke debate and discussion.

17. I make available opportunities for students in this course to discuss their changing understanding of
the subject.

18. It is better for students in this course to generate their own notes rather than copy mine.

23. I see teaching as helping students develop new ways of thinking in this subject.

24. In teaching this subject it is important for me to monitor students’ understanding of the subject matter.
27. Teaching in this course should help students question their own understanding of the subject matter.
28. Teaching in this course should support students to find their own learning resources.

(Three items that were originally on the ITTF scale)

4. It is important to present a lot of facts to students so that they know what they have to learn for this
subject.

21. In this course my teaching focuses on the good presenting information to students.

29. I present material to enable students to build up an information base in this subject.

ITTF scale

1. In this course students should focus their study on what I provide them.

2. It is important that the course is completely described in terms of specific objectives that relate to the
assessment of the course.

7. In this course I concentrate on covering the information that might be available from key texts and
readings.

11. I structure my teaching in this subject to help students to pass the assessment of the course.

13. T think it is important to give students a good set of notes in this course.

14. In this course, I provide the students with the information they will need to pass the formal
assessments.

25. My teaching in this course focuses on delivering what I know to the students.

2 deleted items

15. I should know the answers to any questions that students may put to me during this course.
20. A lot of teaching time in this course should be used to question students’ ideas.

Tables



Table 1. Items of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and students’ self-efficacy beliefs.

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs Students’ self-efficacy beliefs

9. I am confident that my knowledge of this subject | 1. I am confident that I can understand the most

matter is not a barrier to teaching it well. complex material presented by the instructor in this
course.

16. I am certain that I have the necessary skills to 2. I am certain that I can master the skills being taught

teach this course. in this class.

22. I am confident that students will learn from me | 3. I am confident I can learn the basic concepts taught
in this course. in this course.
26. I am confident that my knowledge of teaching | 4. I am certain I can understand the most difficult

is not a barrier to teaching well. material presented in the readings for this course.

Table 2. Items of burnout.

Inadequacy in teacher-student interaction

5. Dealing with problem situations considering my students often upsets me.
12. The challenging students make me question my abilities as a teacher.
19. 1 often feel I have failed in my work with students.

Exhaustion

30. I feel burnt out.

31. With this work pace I don’t think I will make it to the retiring age.

32. Stress means a situation in which a person feels tense, restless, nervous or anxious or is unable to sleep
at night because his/her mind is troubled all the time. Do you feel this kind of work-related stress?

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of teacher educators on the two scales.

Teacher self-efficacy Teacher burnout
Inadequacy Exhaustion Stress
(5-point Likert scale) (5-point Likert (7-point Likert (10-point Likert
scale) scale) scale)
M 4.28 1.82 3.05 5.01
SD .70 .89 1.61 2.82
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Table 4. Correlations of approaches to teaching, and self-efficacy and burnout.

Approaches to Self-efficacy Burnout
teaching
CCSF ITTF Inadequacy  Exhaustion  Stress
R R R R R R
Approaches ~ CCSF _ -.08 A49x* -.08 -.30%* -.13
to teaching ITTF -.08 _ -.03 33w A1 .03
Self-efficacy A49%* -.03 _ - 43%* -.22% .00
Inadequacy -.08 33 -43%* _ 28%* 12
Burnout Exhaustion ~ -.30%* A1 -22% 28%* _ S2%*
Stress -.13 .03 .00 12 S2%*

Note: ** means correlation is significant at the 0.01 level, * means correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 5. Means and standard deviations of self-efficacy and burnout per cluster.

Self-efficacy Burnout
Inadequacy Exhaustion Stress
(5-point Likert (5-point Likert scale) (7-point Likert scale)  (10-point Likert scale)
scale)

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Cluster 1 3.74 .90 1.66 .61 3.54 1.74 5.52 2.77
Cluster 2 4.40 .58 2.22 1.13 3.25 1.75 5.14 2.96
Cluster 3 4.44 .56 1.61 71 2.67 1.37 4.68 2.72

Note: Cluster 1: Teacher educators with a vague approach; Cluster 2: Teacher educators with a dissonant
approach; Cluster 3: Teacher educators with a student-focused approach.

Table 6. Post hoc tests of self-efficacy and inadequacy in teacher-student interaction of the three

clusters.
Self-efficacy Inadequacy
Mean difference p Mean difference p
Cluster 1 — Cluster 2 -.66 .007 -.56 .042
Cluster 1 — Cluster 3 -.70 .003 .05 .986
Cluster 2 — Cluster 3 -.04 976 .61 .016

Note: Cluster 1: Teacher educators with a vague approach; Cluster 2: Teacher educators with a dissonant
approach; Cluster 3: Teacher educators with a student-focused approach.
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Table 7. Standardised coefficients of predictor variables on CCSF scale.

Variable Standardised t p
coefficients (Beta)

Constant 3.07 .003

Self-efficacy .64 8.16 <.001

Inadequacy 25 3.20 .002

Exhaustion -.16 -1.77 .080

Stress -.06 -.66 513

Table 8. Standardised coefficients of predictor variables on ITTF scale.

Variable Standardised t p
coefficients (Beta)

Constant 2.96 .004

Self-efficacy A1 1.17 245

Inadequacy .40 4.19 <.001

Exhaustion .06 .56 .580

Stress -.05 -.50 .618
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forthcoming).
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