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 The current study investigated teaching typologies, more specifically, motivational 

profiles and differences among the identified typologies based on their instructional 

beliefs and teaching efficacy beliefs. Data was collected using surveys from preservice 

teachers in the United States (N=327) enrolled in a traditional teacher training program 

at a major university in the Southeast. Study results identified distinct teacher 

typologies based on their teaching motivations, and differences with respect to their 

instructional and efficacy beliefs. Study findings can help researchers and teacher 

education programs understand the complex interplay between teaching motivations, 

beliefs and cultural nuances related to these concepts. Study implications are further 

discussed in relation with findings. 
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Introduction 

 

National and international educational reports show that thousands of teachers leave the profession, most of them 

with fewer than five years of experience (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 2007; OECD, 

2009; Thomson & Palermo, 2014, 2018). Many teachers leave the profession because teaching is not what they 

believed it would be, or they are not a good fit for the profession (Guarino, Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Thomson 

& McIntyre, 2013). As they learn what the work truly is, novice teachers recalibrate their views about teaching 

and citing working conditions, self-efficacy for teaching, administrative support, and lack of influence over school 

policy (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Thomson et al., 2019, 2020). These factors point to prospective teachers 

having goals and a belief system about teaching that do not often match the realities of classrooms and schools. It 

is essential therefore to understand prospective teachers’ initial motives for teaching, and how these relate to their 

beliefs (i.e., views about teaching, instructional and efficacy beliefs), within a specific cultural context.  

 

The purpose of the current study was to identify teacher typologies based on their motivational patterns in a sample 

from the United States. Further, we explored how the identified typologies are different in terms of demographic 

characteristics and their personal beliefs. Our study is a response to the scarcity of such research in the teaching 

education field. Hence, with the current study’s aim, we respond to the need for more research in this area, and 

also to the need to explore teaching motivations in connection with other variables, such as teaching efficacy and 

instructional beliefs.  

 

The research questions addressed in the current study were:  

1) What typologies can be identified based on preservice teachers’ motivations for teaching? 
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2) What are the differences between the identified typologies with respect to their instructional and teaching 

efficacy beliefs? 

3) Do motivational profiles predict teacher’s instructional beliefs and their teaching efficacy?  

 

Theoretical Underpinnings 

Teaching Motivations 

 

In recent years a great deal of research has been focused on teacher motivation and teaching as a career choice as 

the profession has been impacted by increasing rates of attrition and ever-changing demands being placed on 

teachers. Some of this research examines motivational factors and individuals’ choices about teaching; entry 

motives and values of preservice teachers; persistence in the teaching profession, and profiles of those who choose 

teaching as a career (Berger & D'Ascoli, 2012; Berger & Girardet, 2021; Watt & Richardson, 2008, 2011). 

Researchers commonly classify teaching motivators into intrinsic and extrinsic reasons, described as key reasons 

and values to teach, along with individuals’ perceptions of and commitment to the teaching career (Konig & 

Rothland, 2012; Pop & Turner, 2009; Richardson & Watt, 2005; Smethem, 2007; Thomson & Berger, 2021). 

Research focused on expectancy-value approaches have found that the types of values and expectations of 

preservice teachers are critical for their teaching choices, their goal persistence, and their effort (Fokkens-

Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Parkes & Jones, 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2008).  

 

Other studies conducted with preservice teachers from the United States, Australia, Germany, Turkey, and Estonia 

have reported similar conclusions, highlighting the importance of personal and social values across cultural 

contexts (Kilinc, Watt, & Richardson, 2012; Taimalu, Luik, Voltri, & Kalk, 2011; Watt & Richardson, 2008, 

2011; Watt et al., 2012). Furthermore, initial career satisfaction in addition to self-perceived teaching ability has 

been linked to altruistic motivations and intrinsic values in studies from various countries (Pop & Turner, 2009; 

Watt & Richardson, 2007, 2008, 2011; Thomson et al., 2012). When examining the motivational causes of 

individuals leaving the teaching profession, Müller, Alliata, and Benninghoff (2009) documented the gap between 

teachers’ professional entry motives at and their exit motives, noting differences found between the two points in 

time such as job characteristics, working conditions, and professional image. Specifically, teachers were found to 

enter the profession expecting a consistent job routine and autonomy in how they approached their pedagogy, and 

as a result had a strong sense of identification with the profession. At the time they exited the profession, however, 

teachers were frustrated by the inconsistency introduced by reform initiatives as well as the lack of autonomy and 

flexibility they found in the classroom, and as a result over time had dis-identified with the profession (Smith & 

Southerland, 2007). 

 

Studies exploring teaching motivation have found that the types of values and expectations of preservice teachers 

are crucial for their persistence in pursuing teaching goals, and the effort invested in accomplishing these 

professional goals (Fokkens-Bruinsma & Canrinus, 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2008). Parkes and Jones (2012) 

explored the motivations to teach music of undergraduate preservice teachers in the United States, finding a strong 

correlation between utility value and participants’ motivation to teach. The authors determined that individuals 

who chose to enter the teaching profession generally did so because of a belief that society would benefit from 
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their work (Parkes & Jones, 2012). Therefore, socioeconomic status, cultural values and cultural contexts 

contribute greatly to shaping one’s career expectations and motivations (Thomson et al., 2012). 

 

Instructional and Efficacy Beliefs 

 

Teaching beliefs (i.e., instructional beliefs, beliefs about career and teaching efficacy beliefs) are extremely 

important in influencing someone’s decisions to become a teacher (Thomson et al., 2014). Research shows that 

teachers’ and prospective teachers’ schooling experiences are crucial in developing their perceptions about 

effective teaching and their preferred instructional approaches. Most preservice teachers reported that they will 

use a teaching approach like what they experienced as K-12 students and will teach the way their former teachers 

have taught (Thomson et al., 2019).  

 

Additional studies conducted in Australia (Watt & Richardson, 2007, 2008), UK (Kyriacou, & Coulthard, 2000; 

Smethen, 2007) and US (Thomson et al., 2012, 2013, 2019) show that individuals’ teaching motivations are 

strongly connected with their teaching beliefs and their expectations of the profession. Research exploring the 

relationship between teacher expectancies and ability beliefs and a range of outcome variables, find these 

constructs to be strongly connected with motives for entering and persisting in the teaching profession, as well as 

engaging in professional development and implementing professional development-related initiatives. For 

example, Ware and Kitsantas (2010) examined the beliefs of 26,000 teachers in the United States and found that 

teachers’ beliefs, including teachers’ efficacy for classroom management, significantly predicted their 

commitment to teaching.  

 

There also exists a growing body of literature examining teacher efficacy, or teachers’ beliefs about their abilities 

to help students learn. Research on teacher efficacy has shown that teachers make judgments about the demands 

of teaching tasks as well as their abilities to meet those demands (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; 

Pajares, 1996). Research investigating teaching beliefs related to expectation for compensation and the value 

placed on salary as a function of their career choice has also been examined. Preservice teachers in previous 

studies revealed one of two beliefs: they were motivated to teach based on the belief that they would be adequately 

compensated for their work, or they were undeterred by the reportedly low wages associated with the profession, 

believing that other positive factors eclipsed the payment (Watt & Richardson, 2011).  

 

Methods 

Sample 

 

In the current study, we used quantitative data (survey) from prospective teachers (N=327) enrolled a teacher 

education program at a major university in the United States (US). Table 1 presents a summary of participants’ 

demographics. Most participants were females (n=241; 73.7%), and 86 (26.3%) were male participants. Also, 

301(92%) participants reported their age between 17- 26 years old. Participants were enrolled in a teacher 

education program from several different areas. From the Elementary Education undergraduate program, we had 

120 (36.7%) participants, and from the STEM (Science Technology Engineering and Mathematics) undergraduate 
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education program we had 44 (13.5%). Further, we had 69 (21.1%) participants from the graduate Master of Arts 

Teaching program (MAT).  

 

Table 1. Participants’ Demographics (N = 327) 

Demographics Frequency  

(n) 

Percentages  

(%) 

Age group   

17-26 301 92 

27-36 19 5.7 

37-46 6 1.8 

17-26 301 92 

27-36 19 5.7 

 

Gender   

Female 241 73.7 

Male 86 26.3 

 

Program area 

  

Elementary  120 36.7 

STEM 44 13.5 

Social studies 6 1.8 

MAT (elementary) 29 8.9 

MAT (middle and secondary) 40 12.2 

Other education programs 87 26.6 

 

Intention for teaching 

  

Yes 295 90.2 

Undecided 25 7.6 

 

Participants enrolled in an undergraduate education program follow a four-year coursework, which is the 

traditional route in the US for becoming a teacher. Participants from the MAT program follow a two-year master’s 

program focusing on teacher preparation in various areas (e.g., mathematics, science, elementary education). All 

study participants mentioned in their surveys their intention for teaching and 295 (90.2%) participants said that 

they intend to teach immediately after graduation. 

 

Measures 

 

In the current study, we used three measures to examine variables related to prospective teachers’ motivations for 

teaching, their instructional beliefs, and their teaching efficacy beliefs. Table 2 presents a summary of measures 

and Appendix A presents the instruments with their subscales.  
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Table 2. Study Measures and Reliability 

Survey  Subscales  Reliability 

scores 

FIT-Choice Scale (Watt, & Richardson, 2007)  

(62 items, alpha=.91) 

- Motivation 

- Antecedent socialization 

- Perceptions of teaching 

alpha=.90 

alpha=.79 

alpha=.93 

Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS, 

OECD, 2009) 

(8, items, alpha =.95) 

-Constructivist beliefs 

-Traditional beliefs 

alpha=.62 

alpha=.63 

Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSE; Tschannen-

Moran, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) 

(12 items, alpha = .91) 

-Student Engagement 

-Instructional Strategies 

-Classroom Management 

alpha=.81 

alpha=.79 

alpha=.84 

  

FIT-Choice Scale (Watt, & Richardson, 2007). To examine prospective teachers’ motivations for teaching and 

their perceptions of teaching we used an adapted version of the FIT-choice scale (validated in Berger et al., 2012), 

a 62-item inventory on a 7-point Likert scale asking participants to rate their most influential motivations for 

teaching and their agreement with statements about the teaching profession. The adapted version of the FIT-choice 

scale used in the current has a reliability score Chronbach’s alpha for the instrument of. 91. The reported values 

for the subscales are .90 for the Motivation to teach dimension and .93 for the Perceptions of teaching dimension.  

 

Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS, OECD, 2009). To examine prospective teachers’ 

instructional beliefs, we used two scales from the Teaching and Learning International Survey (TALIS, OECD, 

2009), an 8-item inventory on a 7-point Likert scale asking participants to rate their agreement with pedagogical 

statements provided in the survey. In the current study, a reliability score Chronbach’s alpha for the instrument 

was found as .95. The two subscales assess Constructivist beliefs (Chronbach’s alpha was .62) about teaching and 

learning versus Traditional beliefs (Chronbach’s alpha was .63) about teaching and learning.  

 

Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSE, Tschannen-Moran, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). To examine preservice 

teachers’ efficacy beliefs, we use the TSE short version (12 items, on a 7-point Likert scale, Chronbach’s alpha 

was .95). In our analysis we used the three subscales, namely Student Engagement (Chronbach’s alpha was .81), 

Instructional Strategies (Chronbach’s alpha was .79), and Classroom Management (Chronbach’s alpha was .84). 

 

Results 

Identified Teaching Typologies 

 

To answer our first research question “What typologies can be identified based on preservice teachers’ motivations 

for teaching?'' a hierarchical cluster analysis on the FIT-Choice variables was performed with the sample of 327 

preservice teachers. Ward’s method (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011) of minimum variance procedure using squared-

Euclidean distances was used for the analysis. First, we used hierarchical agglomerative clustering. We identified 

four clusters by exploring large changes in fusion coefficients and examining the dendrogram.  
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A cluster solution is considered more robust and stable when it is repeated under different algorithms. Thus, we 

also used k-means cluster analysis to validate the hierarchical clustering result (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011; Chittum 

& Jones, 2017). K-means allow for multiple iterations which help to test cluster stability. After identifying K-

means cluster membership of each sample, cluster reliability was identified using Cohen’s K. The agreement 

between hierarchical clustering and K-means clustering was .674.   

 

For further validating the cluster solution, we used principal component variable grouping (PCVG), an 

unsupervised, intuitive method that assigns a large number of variables (dimensions) to a smaller number of 

dimensions (usually one/two) that can be more readily visualized and understood (Ivosev et al., 2008). The visual 

output of PCVG revealed four distinct clusters (i.e., typologies) among study participants (see Figure 1) which 

confirms the four cluster solutions obtained via hierarchical cluster analysis. 

 

 

Figure 1. FIT-choice Variables using Principal Component Variable Grouping with respect to Participants’ 

Cluster Membership 

 

We identified four teaching typologies and further explored the identified four clusters/typologies of individuals 

(n’s of 24, 64, 164, and 71). Results show that each cluster demonstrates a distinct set of motivational features, 

thus displaying distinct motivational profiles. The identified typologies in the current study were labeled as: cluster 

1 “Low aptitude and intrinsic value”, cluster 2 “High personal utility and perception”, cluster 3 “High social 

utility”, cluster 4 “High aptitude and intrinsic value”. Figure 2 shows a visual representation of four clusters across 

all the variables.  
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Figure 2. The Four Teaching Typologies identified (N=327). Clustering Profiles and Motivational Patterns from 

FIT-choice Factors 

 

Cluster 1: High personal utility and low social utility. In cluster 1 (n=24), participants’ profiles indicated that 

preservice teachers in this group obtained the lowest scores on intrinsic value and social utility value, as well as 

the lowest aptitude scores compared to all other participants from the remaining clusters. Overall, participants 

from this cluster obtained a high score for personal utility value, such as expectation of job security, transferability, 

and availability of spending time with family. Additionally, participants in this cluster had the lowest scores 

regarding their satisfaction with their decision to choose teaching as a career. Moreover, cluster 1 participants 

indicated in their survey responses that they consider teaching a fallback career and/or decided to become teachers 

because this opportunity was presented to them. 

 

Cluster 2: High personal utility and perception of teaching career. Cluster 2 participants (n=64) indicated in 

their survey responses that they highly value the personal utility value of a teaching career. However, unlike 

cluster 1, this cluster expressed a higher perception of teaching as a career choice. Participants’ scores regarding 

their perception of the teaching career, i.e., good salary, highly demanding, needing expertise and having a social 

status, were relatively higher in this cluster, compared to participants from the other clusters. However, like cluster 

1, participants in this cluster also considered teaching as a fallback career plan and their responses indicated that 

they are less satisfied with the choice of teaching as a career. 

 

Cluster 3: Low personal utility and high social utility. Cluster 3 had the highest number of participants (n=164). 

Compared to the other three clusters, cluster 3 had the highest social utility values, such as shaping the future of 

the children, and making social contributions. Participants from cluster 3 however, obtained a low score regarding 

the personal utility value of teaching. Noteworthy, this cluster had the lowest score among all clusters when 

considering teaching as a career by opportunity or as a fallback career. In contrast to cluster 1 and 2, participants 

from cluster 3 were more satisfied with their decisions to become teachers.  
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Cluster 4: High personal utility and high social unity. Overall motivation is highest in cluster 4 (n=71); 

participants showed high personal utility values as well as high social unity among all four clusters. Also, cluster 

4 participants did not consider teaching as a fallback career, showing high satisfaction with their decisions to 

pursue teaching as a career. Table 3 presents the cluster centers of the four-cluster solution for all study participants 

(N=327).  

 

Table 3. Cluster Profiles Based on Motivation (N=327) 

  Cluster 1 

(n=24) 

Cluster 2 

(n=66) 

Cluster 3 

(n=164) 

Cluster 4 

(n=71) 

  

 M SD M SD M SD M SD F ηp
2 

Motivation           

Aptitude  -1.98 0.98 -0.48 0.88 0.14 0.69 0.80 0.49 100.8*** 0.485 

Intrinsic value  -1.89 1.00 -0.36 0.90 0.12 0.76 0.72 0.57 74.3*** 0.41 

 

Social utility 

Work with children -1.94 1.27 -0.70 0.90 0.28 0.59 0.70 0.25 120.2*** 0.529 

Shape future of 

children 

-1.78 1.38 -0.67 1.00 0.26 0.60 0.65 0.32 89.3 0.455 

Enhance social equity  -1.45 1.06 -0.75 0.91 0.22 0.79 0.68 0.45 70.6*** 0.398 

Make social 

contribution 

-1.57 1.17 -0.81 0.98 0.25 0.69 0.69 0.32 87.9*** 0.451 

 

Personal utility 

Job security  -0.40 0.97 -0.03 0.89 -0.30 0.92 0.85 0.79 29.6*** 0.217 

Job transferability -0.39 0.65 -0.08 0.88 -0.34 0.94 0.99 0.64 43.0*** 0.287 

Time for family -0.28 0.93 0.08 0.96 -0.28 0.95 0.68 0.81 18.8*** 0.149 

 

Perception of teaching career 

Good salary 0.03 0.88 0.11 1.08 -0.14 0.91 0.15 1.03 1.9 0.018 

High demand -1.56 1.49 -0.29 0.81 0.11 0.88 0.55 0.49 39.7*** 0.271 

Social status -0.28 0.80 0.01 1.02 -0.14 0.95 0.42 1.06 6.1*** 0.054 

Expert career -1.10 0.98 -0.47 0.98 0.12 0.90 0.58 0.67 29.9*** 0.219 

 

Antecedent experiences 

Prior Experiences -0.99 1.10 -0.55 0.95 0.02 0.92 0.78 0.44 38.78 0.266 

Social influences -0.80 0.55 -0.24 0.84 -0.26 0.89 1.12 0.54 62.3*** 0.368 

Opportunity -0.23 0.64 0.21 0.99 -0.35 0.82 0.68 1.11 23.1*** 0.178 

Fallback career 0.51 0.96 0.65 1.22 -0.29 0.64 -0.11 1.15 18.7*** 0.149 

Satisfaction  

With choice 

-1.81 1.12 -0.44 0.98 0.21 0.77 0.55 0.50 62.6*** 0.369 

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.005; *** p<.001 



International Journal on Studies in Education (IJonSE) 

 

 

185 

Differences in Teaching Beliefs among Typologies 

 

We used ANOVA in order to answer our second research question “What are the differences between the 

identified typologies with respect to their instructional and teaching efficacy beliefs?” We tested the differences 

between the four identified clusters (see Table 5) with respect to participants’ instructional beliefs (TALIS) and 

self-efficacy beliefs (TSE). With respect to participants’ instructional beliefs (TALIS), ANOVA results revealed 

a significant difference between the means of the four clusters on both TALIS subscales, the constructivist beliefs, 

F (3, 311) = 9.81, p = .000, ηp
2 = .085, and traditional beliefs, F (3,311) = 8.31, p = .000, ηp

2 = .073. Cluster 4 

showed comparatively higher constructivist beliefs (M = .39) and lower traditional beliefs (M = .27), whereas 

cluster 1 showed higher scores in traditional beliefs (M = .34) and low scores on constructivist beliefs (M = -.86).  

 

With respect to participants’ self-efficacy beliefs (TSE), ANOVA results revealed a significant difference between 

the means of the four clusters on all three TSE subscales, namely student engagement, instructional strategies, 

and classroom management. ANOVA results suggests that there is a significant difference between the means of 

the four clusters on student engagement, F (3,311) = 18.88, p = .000, ηp
2 = .152, instructional strategies, F (3,311) 

= 10.15, p = .000, ηp
2 = .088 and classroom management, F (3,311) = 12.79, p = .000, ηp

2 = .109. However, only 

student engagement has a large effect size among all the subscales. Clusters’ efficacy beliefs progress from low 

to high starting with cluster 1 to cluster 4 (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Cluster Differences (N=327) 

 
Cluster 1  Cluster 2  Cluster 3  Cluster 4 F ηp

2 

M SD  M SD  M SD  M SD   

Instructional 

beliefs 

(TALIS) 

             

Constructivist 

beliefs 
-0.86 0.92  -0.13 0.92  0.00 1.01  0.39 0.89 9.819*** 0.085 

Traditional 

Beliefs 
0.34 0.73  0.27 0.96  -0.26 0.92  0.27 1.14 8.31*** 0.073 

Teacher 

Efficacy 

(TSE) 

             

Classroom 

management 
-0.66 0.84  -0.36 1.00  0.03 0.93  0.48 0.97 12.792*** 0.109 

Student 

engagement 
-0.98 1.17  -0.29 0.83  0.01 0.93  0.55 0.90 18.878*** 0.152 

Instructional 

Strategies 
-0.89 1.11  -0.16 0.98  0.03 0.92  0.36 0.99 10.15*** 0.088 

Note: * p<.05; ** p<.005; *** p<.001 
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Predicting Teacher Instructional Beliefs and Teaching Efficacy 

 

We used multiple regression analysis to answer our third research question “Do motivational profiles predict 

teacher’s instructional beliefs and their efficacy beliefs?” Results from a multiple regression analysis were 

statistically significant, Adj. R2 = .127, F (5, 311) = 10.18, p < 0.001 with the predictors of cluster membership 

(see Table 5). These predictors selected in our analysis are namely, teachers’ self-efficacy in classroom 

management, student engagement, instructional strategies, and teachers’ instructional beliefs (constructive and 

direct instruction). All these variables accounted for 12.7% of the variation in the cluster profiles. Teachers’ self-

efficacy for students’ engagement had the highest correlation with the cluster membership of teachers with a 

coefficient of β = 0.247, t (5,311) =3.08, p < .01. Instructional beliefs in constructive teaching had a coefficient 

of β = 0.170, t (5,311) = 3.16, and p <.001 and beliefs in traditional teaching had a coefficient of β = 0.183, t 

(5,311) =3.41, and p < .01. However, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs about classroom management (p = 0.628) and 

instructional strategies (p = 0.423), were not statistically significantly correlated with teachers’ cluster 

membership. 

 

Table 5. Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for the Cluster Profiles 

Variable β b SE(b) t 

Constructivist beliefs 0.170 0.116 0.049 3.36** 

Traditional beliefs 0.183 0.167 0.049 3.41*** 

Classroom management -0.037 -0.034 0.070 -0.49 

Student Engagement 0.247 0.224 0.073 3.08** 

Instructional Strategy 0.059 0.053 0.067 0.80*** 

F 10.18*** 

Adj. R2 0.127 

Note: N = 311, SE = standard error 

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

 

Conclusion 

 

The current study findings indicate the existence of four major teacher motivational profiles (i.e., typologies) 

showing a variation in teachers’ motivations, instructional and efficacy beliefs, as well as teaching career 

intentions and values. Our findings also indicate that the identified teaching motivational typologies can 

significantly predict teachers’ instructional and self-efficacy beliefs. 

 

Differences in Typologies 

 

The identified typologies from our study show that differences among the four clusters are due largely to 

participants’ perceptions of teaching, more specifically the personal utility value of a teaching career. As we 

explored both the social and personal utility of teaching, we found that where teachers placed high values for 

social utility of teaching, they found teaching as a valuable service to the society. Vice versa, participants with 
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high scores in personal utility found the teaching career personally beneficial to them but placed less value on 

social utility for school teaching. Teacher typologies identified in cluster 1 and 2 indicated that participants from 

these clusters had high personal utility values and low social utility values for teaching, however, the difference 

lies in one holding a higher perception of the teaching career. Participants in both cluster 1 and 2 view teaching 

as a fallback career and obtained low scores in satisfaction with the choice of becoming a teacher. The other two 

typologies, respectively cluster 3 and 4, show that participants have high social utility values, but differ in their 

perceptions of personal utility value for teaching. With these typologies, it seems that teachers in cluster 3 and 4 

do not consider teaching as a fallback career and are rather satisfied in their decision of choosing teaching as a 

career despite one cluster having low personal utility values. Although conventionally it might seem that people 

will prefer teaching as a job if they find high personal utility for teaching, the identified typologies indicate 

otherwise. Considering teaching as a primary career option and being satisfied in choosing teaching as a career 

seem to be depending on teachers’ perception of social utility about the teaching profession. 

 

Differences in Beliefs among Typologies 

 

Participants in the identified typologies from our study significantly differed in their self-efficacy beliefs and their 

instructional beliefs. Participants from cluster 4 who obtained high scores in both social and personal utility value, 

also obtained comparatively high scores with respect to their constructivist beliefs. Teachers in this typology also 

have the highest scores in all constructs with respect to their efficacy beliefs. On the contrary, teachers in cluster 

1 and 2 indicated higher personal utility and lower social utility values compared to cluster 3 and 4 participants. 

Also, participants from cluster 3 and 4 have comparatively high scores with respect to their traditional teaching 

beliefs and have lower scores in their self-efficacy beliefs. Depending on these findings, we can postulate that 

having a high social and personal utility perception for the teaching career may also impact on how teachers 

perform in the classroom. 

 

Typologies and Other Variables 

 

Finally, the typologies identified in our study indicated that teacher typologies can significantly predict teachers’ 

instructional beliefs and teacher efficacy (e.g., specific constructs like student engagement and instructional 

strategies). Although not a high level of variation is explained by the prediction model, our study suggests that 

teacher typologies can lead to more effective exploration of how teachers’ motivations impact or predict different 

variables of interest. Overall, the current study findings suggest that at some level, all participants had similar 

motivations for teaching, but placed different values for certain aspects of teaching, and expressed different beliefs 

about traditional versus constructivist instruction and teaching efficacy. Study findings can help teacher educators 

identify initial teaching motivations and identify teaching views as pre-service teachers progress through their 

teacher education program and develop professionally (Thomson et al., 2019, 2020, 2021). The US reforms 

emphasize the need to place more qualified and motivated teachers in the field to increase students’ academic 

achievements; to do so, teachers need to be better prepared in their teaching education programs, helped to develop 

professionally and develop positive attitudes towards teaching (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005; NCTQ, 

2004; NCTA, 2007).  
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Limitations and Future Research 

 

The main study limitations are due to participants’ demographics and their academic background. The majority 

of study participants are female, and this is typical of a teacher education program in the US. Their views could 

be different from a population that is predominantly of male pre-service teachers. Also, study participants 

followed a traditional teacher preparation program in a public institution. It is possible that their teaching 

motivations, their teaching views and their pedagogical beliefs could be different that individuals following a non-

traditional teacher training program (i.e., alternative programs to teaching licensure) or individuals enrolled in 

teacher training programs from private institutions. 

 

Future research could address these limitations by examining the motivations, teaching views and pedagogical 

beliefs of participants with various backgrounds and following various teacher education routes to licensure (i.e., 

from private and public institutions, traditional and non-traditional teacher training programs). Future studies 

could build on our study findings by using longitudinal mixed-methods study designs to follow the identified 

teacher typologies into their first five years of teaching (which are critical to teacher professional development) 

and analyze more in-depth participants’ changes in their teaching motivations, their views about teaching and 

their changes to teaching beliefs.  

 

It is possible that participants from particular typologies identified in our study might make dramatic changes over 

time due to their teaching experiences, their desire to grow professionally and their ability to adapt to the realities 

of teaching (which could be different than their initial motivations and beliefs about the profession). The prediction 

model from our study cannot account for a high level of variation, thus, leaving us to restrain from any conclusive 

statements. Also, future studies can examine if certain identified teacher typologies are more prone to remain in 

teaching compared to others, and if there are differences with respect to their students’ academic achievements. 

 

Moreover, longitudinal studies could examine initial professional goals (e.g., motives and beliefs about teaching) 

and follow participants from all typologies into their teaching profession to further examine their goal 

development. Also, what appears over time as a persistence of beliefs about teaching may be explained by a 

person’s early socialization into the teaching profession (Thomson et al., 2012, 2019). Future research in this area 

may help explain teacher attrition as being related to an existing gap between prospective teachers’ beliefs about 

teaching and the reality of teaching practice.  

 

Research studies on prospective teachers show that teacher education courses did little to prepare them for real 

classroom experiences and participants often referred to the existing gap between theory and practice in training. 

Curriculum implementations regarding professional socialization may help prospective teachers clarify their 

views of teaching and reflect on their motivation for teaching and on their career choices. By addressing these 

issues in various contexts (e.g., in the course content combined with students’ teaching internship), the gap 

between theoretical and practical aspects of teacher training can be reduced. Teachers’ beliefs and expectations 

are more realistic if support is provided through practical training in the school setting and with more support 

from administration. 
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Appendix A.  Subscales for Motivation, Instructional Beliefs and Efficacy (N=327) 

 

Measure/Scale Mean  SD 

1. FIT-Choice    

Motivation   

Intrinsic career value 5.73 1.16 

Ability 5.81 1.05 

Enhance social equity 5.70 1.32 

Shape future of young people  6.12 1.11 

Make social contribution 5.96 1.16 

Work with young people 6.12 1.09 

Job security 4.28 1.40 

Time for family 3.82 1.43 

Opportunity 3.21 1.51 

Antecedent socialization   

Prior teaching and teaching 

experiences 

5.64 1.28 

Social influences 3.93 1.66 

Social dissuasion 4.64 1.62 

Perceptions of teaching   

High demand 6.12 0.94 

Expert career 5.54 1.15 

Good salary 2.15 1.23 

Social status & Teacher morale 4.03 1.27 

 

2. TALIS 

  

Constructivist Beliefs 5.49 0.84 

Traditional Beliefs 3.48 0.97 

 

3. TSE 

  

Student Engagement 7.53 0.99 

Instructional Strategies 7.76 0.94 

Classroom Management 7.50 0.84 

 

Note: 1. FIT-Choice Scale (Watt, & Richardson, 2007); 2. TSE, Teacher’s Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-

Moran, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001); 3. TALIS, Teaching and Learning International Survey (OECD, 2009). 

 




