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A Qualitative Inquiry into the Relationships between Teacher Efficacy 

Beliefs and Teaching Task Analysis in the Context of Learner-centred 

Pedagogy  

 

Theoretically, teacher efficacy beliefs (TEBs) are influenced by the analysis of the 

teaching task and its context (hereafter, teaching analysis). However, there is a lack of 

empirical study on the relationships between them. This qualitative exploratory study 

investigated how teachers related their TEBs to their teaching analysis. Interviews 

were conducted with ten science teachers in Singapore, who were adopting learner-

centred pedagogy in their teaching. Six themes emerged: (a) familiarity with the task; 

(b) improvability of the task; (c) complexity of the task; (d) compatibility of the task 

with students; (e) collegiality, and (f) structural supports. Findings also reveal the 

dynamic nature and the contingent aspect of TEBs. Implications for school leaders 

and educators are suggested.   

Keywords: teacher efficacy beliefs; self-efficacy beliefs; teaching task analysis; 

analysis of teaching task and its context; thematic analysis  
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Introduction 

Empirical studies have suggested that teacher efficacy beliefs (TEBs) vary across subject 

domains, teaching levels, student characteristics, and other contextual factors such as school 

locations (Rubie-Davies et al. 2012; Knoblauch and Hoy 2008). In other words, TEBs are 

context-specific, meaning that teachers make sense of their efficacy in relation to their 

teaching situations (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 2001). Although Klassen et al. (2011) found 

that TEBs research has moved toward a domain-specific direction and covered diverse 

contexts (e.g., different countries and teaching levels), they acknowledged that contextual 

influences on TEBs remain unclear. This lack of context sensitivity in TEBs research was 

also highlighted by Labone (2004), who claimed that existing meanings of TEBs were 

insufficient in the changing educational environments, where teachers are teaching diverse 

learners and required to work collaboratively. More recently, researchers (Rubie-Davies et al. 

2012; Wang et al. 2017) cautioned that understanding the social-cultural influences on TEBs 

is necessary in order to meaningfully interpret research findings. Although these researchers 

have urged for more studies on the contextual influences, few have responded.  

Globally, we have witnessed the trend of moving from teacher-centred to learner-

centred pedagogical practices in classrooms. However, little is known about how this 

transition affects TEBs. Teachers from developed countries (McCabe and O'Connor 2014; 

McCombs and Whisler 1997) as well as developing countries (Schweisfurth 2011) are 

challenged by learner-centred pedagogy because learners are unique in their backgrounds, 

learning styles, abilities, interests, and needs. Furthermore, individual differences need to be 

addressed and learner autonomy must be respected to provide meaningful learning 

opportunities for all (Yilmaz 2008; Schweisfurth 2013). As such, teachers no longer act as 

knowledge providers who just deliver content knowledge and facilitate rote learning (Schuh 

2004). They are expected to plan teaching tasks differently. The challenges teachers 
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encounter nowadays include: creating the learner-centred cultures; acquiring the learner-

centred teaching skills; adapting to the changing roles and responsibilities; and balancing 

students’ personal needs against the requirement of standardised learning outcomes (McCabe 

and O'Connor 2014; Pedersen and Liu 2003; Schweisfurth 2011; Rowell 1995). Considering 

these challenges, it is important to understand how TEBs develop and evolve while teachers 

embark on the task of implementing learner-centred pedagogy. This study aimed to 

investigate contextual influences on TEBs in learner-centred pedagogy contexts by 

unpacking how TEBs relate to the analysis of the teaching task and its context (teaching 

analysis hereafter) based on teachers’ experiences in implementing learner-centred pedagogy.  

Teaching analysis depicts the process of what teachers consider while planning, 

designing and implementing the teaching task. This is an implicit mental process, which can 

be manifested in the lesson plans, articulated through interviews and /or exhibited in teaching 

actions. We adopted the integrated model of TEBs by Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) to 

frame this study. In this paper, we first present the adopted framework and a literature review 

on TEBs in the learner-centred pedagogy context. The research method and context are 

subsequently explained, followed by the findings, discussion and implications.  

Theoretical Framework and Literature Review 

This study focuses on TEBs in the context of learner-centred pedagogy. Considering 

that, we adopted Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998) model as the theoretical framework 

because the model highlights the context-specific nature of TEBs. Explicitly, the model 

proposes that analysis of teaching and its context is one of the key components that 

constructs TEBs. Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) stated that the construction of TEBs 

involves Analysis of teaching task and its context and the Assessment of Personal Teaching 

Competence (see the shaded box in Figure 1). To ease the flow of reading, we refer to the 

process of the “analysis of teaching task and its context” as “teaching analysis”. Teaching 
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analysis is a process during which teachers set objectives, design tasks, make pedagogical 

decisions, and evaluate the teaching environment when they plan and implement a teaching 

task. The analysis process occurs during planning the lessons (Clark and Yinger 1987), 

modifying the instruction during the lessons (Kohler et al. 2008), and reflecting on the 

lessons after the implementation (Barak and Shakhman 2008; Aubusson et al. 2010). It 

entails the judgement of the likely consequences of the means or actions and the contingent 

considerations in the situated teaching contexts. These considerations may be related to the 

task itself (e.g., task difficulty and demand), the students (e.g., abilities and motivation) and 

the context (e.g., resources and school culture). In this study, we focused on the teaching 

analysis while teachers were engaging with learner-centred pedagogy.  

Additionally, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) illustrated the development of TEBs 

based on the four sources of efficacy information, including verbal persuasion, vicarious 

experience, physiological arousal, and mastery experience. Cognitive processing determines 

how these sources are interacting in the formation of TEBs. TEBs may have consequences to 

the setting of goals, investing effort, and persistence in the day-to-day teaching work. These 

will in turn affect teachers’ performance.  
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Figure 1. The cyclical nature of TEB. Adapted from “Teacher efficacy: Its meaning and 
measure,” by M. Tschannen-Moran, A. W. Hoy, & W. K. Hoy, 1998, Review of Educational 
Research, 68(2), p. 228. 

 

A recent review on the current development of TEBs research found that the 

relationship between teaching analysis and TEBs was largely unexplored (Lee et al. 2017). 

The review identified six prominent themes of TEBs research within the learner-centred 

pedagogy context. These themes depicted that TEBs were shaped or related to (a) teaching 

experiences, (b) physiological arousal, (c) beliefs about learner-centred pedagogy, (d) 

intended enactment of learner-centred pedagogy, (e) provision of resources, and (f) teacher 

knowledge. Five out of the six themes could be mapped to Tschannen-Moran’s model of 

TEBs. First of all, teaching experiences (theme a) and physiological arousal (theme b) are 

important sources of efficacy information that construct positive TEBs. Teachers developed 

positive TEBs through their experiences in learner-centred teaching (Thomson and Gregory 

2013). Specifically, TEBs were found to correlate positively with the learner-centred teaching 

experiences. Teachers who reported high TEBs were more likely to have more learner-

centred teaching experiences compared to teachers with low TEBs (e.g., Cobanoglu and 

Capa-Aydin 2015; Nie et al. 2013). Also, TEBs improved when teachers experienced 

physiological arousal, such as the feelings of pleasure and satisfaction (e.g., Mansfield and 

Woods-McConney 2012; Nuangsaeng et al. 2011). In regards to cognitive processing, 

teachers’ beliefs in learner-centred pedagogy are positively correlated with TEBs (theme c). 

Teachers who expressed positive TEBs also had positive beliefs in learner-centeredness and 

constructivist teaching (e.g., Dunn and Rakes 2011; Gürbüztürk and Şad 2009).  

Regarding the consequences of TEB, it is still inconclusive whether high TEBs would 

definitely lead to the implementation of learner-centred lessons (theme d). On one hand, 

some studies revealed that positive TEBs could lead to the implementation of learner-centred 

teaching (e.g., Bumen 2009; Temiz and Topcu 2013). On the other hand, empirical evidence 
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indicated that the correlation between TEBs and intention to implement learner-centred 

pedagogy actually varied (e.g., Teo 2009; Gorozidis and Papaioannou 2011). Gorozidis and 

Papaioannou (2011) claimed that some dimensions of TEBs could not predict the 

implementation. For example, TEBs in conducting learner-centred teaching and promoting 

student self-regulation could not predict teachers’ intention to implement learner-centred 

teaching. Furthermore, TEBs can be improved by the provision of resources (theme e), such 

as time, teaching resources and human resources. For example, TEBs improved when 

teachers were provided with teaching kits and more time to implement learner-centred 

teaching (Liang and Richardson 2009; Thomson and Gregory 2013). Lastly, teacher 

knowledge (theme f) is closely related to TEBs, yet the relationship between them is 

inclusive. There were studies showing that TEBs improved after teachers expanded their 

content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge (Bruce and Flynn 2012; Wyatt 2010). 

In contrast, negative and non-significant correlation between TEBs and teacher knowledge 

were reported when teachers were overwhelmed with new knowledge (Ertmer et al. 2014; 

McCormick and Ayes 2009; Cohen and Zach 2013).  

Through comparing these themes against Tschannen-Moran’s model, we became 

aware that the relationship between teaching analysis and TEBs required further unpacking. 

Although teachers’ consideration of resources has been identified (e.g., Liang and Richardson 

2009; Soprano and Yang 2013; Moseley et al. 2010), there are many other considerations in 

teaching analysis which have been left without examination, such as students’ ability, school 

culture, and task preparation, particularly in the learner-centered pedagogy context.  

Furthermore, there was still a lack of understanding about the role of TEBs in the 

context of learner-centred pedagogy (Gorozidis and Papaioannou 2011; Wheatley 2002). 

How TEBs relate to the intention and actual implementation of learner-centred pedagogy 

remained unclear (Lee et al. 2017). For example, Gorozidis and Papaioannou (2011) found 
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that TEBs in learner-centered teaching were unable to predict teachers’ intended enactment 

of the learner-centered curriculum. Ford et al. (2013) reported that the increased TEBs did 

not necessarily contribute to teachers’ intention to implement learner-centered pedagogy due 

to the challenging requirement of this pedagogy. This is probably because most teachers 

found that it is challenging to design learner-centred pedagogy (Pedersen and Liu 2003; 

Schweisfurth 2011; Rowell 1995). Since the context of learner-centered pedagogy is quite 

different from that of traditional classrooms, we aimed to take a close look at how teaching 

analysis is related to TEBs in the context of learner-centred pedagogy.  

Methods 

Qualitative Pragmatic Approach 

We adopted the qualitative pragmatic approach in this study. This approach allows inquiries 

into individuals’ perception and experiences in the language of participants, as interpreted by 

researchers (Savin-Baden and Major 2013). The adoption of qualitative inquiries is advocated 

by a number of researchers to explore the nature and development of TEBs (Wyatt 2014; 

Wheatley 2005; Labone 2004). Specifically, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) had called for 

more qualitative inquiries to understand the influence of teachers’ experiences on TEBs and 

examine how teaching analysis leads to teacher efficacy judgment.  

Research Context and Participants  

This study was conducted in Singapore, where many initiatives have been introduced to 

promote learner-centred education during the past two decades. In 2004, ‘Teach Less, Learn 

More’ was introduced to engage students in meaningful learning rather than exam 

preparation and encourage teachers to transform their pedagogy to engage students in active 

and life-long learning. In 2009, a model for Teacher Education for the 21st Century (National 

Institute of Education 2009) was adopted for teacher learning. In this model, learner-centred 
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values are emphasised through embracing learner diversity and believing all children have 

the potential to learn and excel. Despite these initiatives, a teacher-centred pedagogy such as 

direct teaching is still prevalent in classroom practices. The concern about students’ 

performance in high-stakes examination still causes significant impact on teaching and 

learning. Although many teachers agree with learner-centred values, they encounter a 

dilemma of keeping the balance between adopting the learner-centred pedagogy for 

meaningful learning and conducting direct teaching for examination preparation (Kim et al. 

2013)  

Against this background, this study managed to recruit ten teachers from nine 

different secondary schools (i.e., middle schools’ level) in Singapore with the criteria that the 

teachers were actively adopting the learner-centred pedagogy in teaching science. These ten 

teachers were recruited through multiple channels, such as personal contact, participants’ 

reference, and invitation through school principals. Table 1 provides the backgrounds of 

these participants.  

Table 1. Profile of the participants 

Characteristic No. of participants 

Gender 
Male 
Female 

 
5 
5 

Years of teaching 
<5 
5 to <10 
10 to <15 
15 to <20 

 
3 
1 
3 
3 

Age  
<35 
35 to <45 
45 to <50 

4 
5 
1 

Academic qualification 
Bachelor degree 
Postgraduate degree*  

 
3 
7 

Type of school (current teaching) 
Normal Secondary School  

 
6 
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Autonomous Secondary school 2 
Junior College with integrated  
program for secondary level 

1 

Specialised Independent School 1 
*Postgraduate degree in education, e.g., Master degree and Doctor 
of Philosophical Degree  

 

Data Collection  

The semi-structured interviews consisted of (a) open-ended questions, (b) closed-ended 

questions, and (c) probing questions (see Appendix A). All the interviews began with open-

ended questions to help the participants recall their experiences related to learner-centred 

pedagogy and invite them to talk about their considerations in planning, conducting, and 

refining learner-centred tasks. The participants were then asked to describe their TEBs. The 

TEBs question was framed as “How well do you think you can perform the teaching tasks 

after your planning?” In addition, three closed-ended questions were used to elicit the 

participants’ judgement of TEBs in classroom management, student engagement, and 

instructional strategy. For example, “On a scale of 1 to 9, how effective do you think you are 

in applying the instructional strategy?” After answering these TEBs questions, the 

participants were asked to explain their answers. Although the closed-ended questions were 

asked by the researchers in a general fashion, the participants were expected to refer to the 

learner-centred tasks they had embarked on and the school contexts they operated in when 

they explained their judgment in their answers. Probing questions were designed to elicit 

more details and descriptions.  

Data Analysis  

Thematic analysis was adopted to identify prominent themes delineating the relationship 

between teaching analysis and TEBs. Six phases of thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke 

2006) were adopted. In Phase 1, the leading researcher familiarised herself with the interview 

data through conducting and transcribing the interviews. In Phase 2, each transcript was 



10 
 

coded separately with the data analysis software (i.e., NVivo 11). Initial and focused codes 

were generated using the grounded approach (Charmaz 2006). The initial codes were coded 

in a sentence or a chunk of a few sentences that described TEBs. Examples of the initial 

codes are: ‘TEBs are high when teaching upper secondary students’ and ‘TEBs vary when 

dealing with immature students.’ Then, the initial codes that described the similar aspect of 

TEBs were coded as a focused code. Examples of focused codes are ‘task-based attributions’ 

and ‘students-related attributions.’ In Phase 3, consistent and prominent initial themes were 

searched for by comparing and collating the focused codes. In Phase 4, the leading researcher 

reviewed the initial themes and validated them with the interview data again. This validation 

was for the purpose of establishing the trustworthiness of the analysis. In Phase 5, the initial 

themes and supporting excerpts were presented to the other two researchers. The themes were 

then refined through discussion in the research team. In Phase 6, excerpts that best delineate 

the identified themes were chosen and reported in this paper. Additional descriptions were 

added in brackets wherever applicable in the excerpts to help readers understand the contexts.  

Findings  

In general, the participants expressed positive TEBs. When the participants were asked to 

give scores of their self-efficacy in the three aspects of their teaching (i.e., classroom 

management, student engagement and instructional strategies), all of them rated themselves 

six or above six out of nine on the scale. However, the participants’ responses to the open 

questions disclosed fairly unstable TEBs while engaging in teaching analysis. Six themes 

were identified to illustrate the complex relationships between teaching analysis and TEBs. 

They are: (a) familiarity with the task; (b) improvability of the task; (c) complexity of the 

task; (d) compatibility of the task with students; (e) collegiality and (f) structural supports. 
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Theme 1: Familiarity with the Task 

The participants’ TEBs were affected by their familiarity with the tasks they aimed to 

implement. Specifically, the participants expressed less positive TEBs when they were 

implementing new tasks when compared to repeated tasks. First of all, being able to 

anticipate the process of implementation due to past experiences boosted TEBs.  

I tried this [a repeated learner-centred task] like one or two years, and then every 

year I can improve [the task] by the response from the students….So activities 

like this where I'm very confident, I think seven to eight [TEBs score]…So for 

the newer ones [new tasks], maybe just five [TEBs score]. But those that I've 

been doing, maybe you can say about seven, seven [TEBs score]. (P10) 

Regarding familiarity with the content, the participants expressed low TEBs when 

they were not familiar with the contents of the tasks. An illustrative story was provided by 

teacher P03, who shared her experience of not feeling confident while teaching lower 

secondary students due to the new teaching content and material.  

I will say yes [I have a lower sense of efficacy when I teach lower secondary as 

compared to higher secondary] because I am pretty new to lower secondary. In 

terms of material, it takes me time to be familiar with it…. I will say I will need 

some time to be confident in that aspect. (P03)  

Theme 2: Improvability of the Task  

The improvability of a task was another important consideration that influenced TEBs. 

Positive TEBs came along with the participants’ efforts to improve the tasks further.  

My confidence level, now is nine [TEBs score]. Why? Because along the way, 

we fine-tune [the learner-centred task] already. (P07) 
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For Teacher P03, to ‘fine-tune’ the task refers to going through a cyclic process of 

implementing, evaluating, and modifying the task. This process eventually caused an impact 

on TEBs.  

[After] implementing the lesson…If the response goes well…, of course, it will 

boost your confidence. If it (the response) is not too well, of course, it affects you, 

but typically you will just try [to] find ways to improve on it. (P03)  

Theme 3: Complexity of the Task 

In addition to the familiarity with and improvability of the task, TEBs were also affected by 

the complexity of the task. Some participants disclosed efficacy doubts due to the complex 

task objectives such as helping students to understand the scientific practices, transferring 

knowledge into daily life, and achieving a conceptual understanding. For example, Teacher 

P05 mentioned that he was not confident in helping his students to achieve higher order 

objectives of certain learner-centred tasks.  

[My] confidence level in [getting] them [students] to bring the essence of how 

scientific knowledge is advanced in this real world…, and [to keep] the continual 

learning for the rest of their lives is something that I'm not too certain about. I'm 

not confident if they have fully grasped what I'm trying to do with them, and then 

making that epistemology [into] something…they can use in the future. (P05) 

In addition to teaching objectives, ‘complexity’ also refers to different levels of 

knowledge and skills that are required to engage students. Teacher P09 showed her 

reservation in claiming ‘full confidence’ because she was not sure whether she could handle 

the unanticipated situation and challenging issue that came along with the task.  

When I brought the dry ice [for the learner-centred task] into the classroom, I 

would have known them [students] sufficiently well ….But I also did not really 



13 
 

know how excited they would really be, so it's not like nine out of nine [TEBs 

score], maybe about six out of nine [TEBs score]. (P09) 

Theme 4: Compatibility of the Task with Students 

Another significant influence on TEBs was the participants’ consideration of the 

compatibility of the task with the students. When the participants thought the task was 

compatible with their students’ characteristics, their TEBs were more positive. These 

characteristics include students’ abilities, learning styles, motivation, and maturity. 

Firstly, TEBs were relatively negative when the participants perceived that the 

students’ ability was below the requirement of the task.  

Confidence level, I really think it varies...I need to see the students….So this four 

[four students in the group with compatible ability], I'll tell you, nine [TEBs 

score]….Then this one [the group of low ability students], I tell you, go to six 

[TEBs score], or maybe go to five. (P07) 

TEBs were also affected negatively when the participants realised that the nature of 

the task was incompatible with students’ learning styles. Teacher P08 mentioned that some 

students preferred group work while others might like rote learning more. Her understanding 

of students’ different learning styles and the nature of tasks made her sense of efficacy an 

unstable one. 

Besides students’ abilities and learning styles, TEBs were also found to be influenced 

by the compatibility between task requirements and student motivation. The following 

excerpt illustrates that TEBs were positive when the task requirements were compatible with 

the student motivation. 

I think it depends on the kind of students I have. Here… students are generally 

very, very motivated, so my confidence level of running such activities 

successfully would be…close to a six or a seven [TEBs score]. (P05) 
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Lastly, TEBs were found to be more positive when the participants thought their 

students were mature enough to handle learner-centred tasks. The participants referred 

student maturity to better self-control, stronger engagement in tasks, and more desirable 

behaviours.  

Because they [Secondary Four students] are older, they have better self-control. 

So the confidence level is higher I can trust them a bit more, that they won't do 

extremely stupid things. (P09) 

Theme 5: Collegiality 

Another impactful consideration that shaped TEBs was collegiality. When the participants 

were supported by their colleagues and received constructive feedback, they expressed more 

positive TEBs. One excerpt was selected out of many to illustrate this finding.  

We would have the questions crafted already and then we would check with the 

team [colleagues in a team] whether they are fine with it or not and if there are 

any other questions to be modified or added…When you do planning like that, 

you get feedback from other people in our team. So the input from them 

[colleagues] will probably allow you to be more confident when you plan out 

such a particular lesson. (P03)  

Theme 6: Structural Supports 

TEBs were also closely related to structural supports. TEBs were more positive when the 

participants were assigned to teach in a smaller class, given more sufficient time, and 

provided with more helpful resources. Teacher P09, for example, mentioned that her TEBs 

would change inversely depending on the class size. She felt more confident when the class 

size was small.  

How confident was I in carrying out whatever strategy I was thinking of? Eight or 

nine [TEBs score]. Because my class size is not big. It was not a full class; it was 

like half a class or even less than half a class….But this year, my classes are 
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larger, larger than the last year….So then the confidence level for classroom 

management was about six or seven [TEBs score]. Six out of nine [TEBs score]. 

(P09) 

As far as resources were concerned, teacher P06 shared that he was very confident in 

implementing online learner-centred tasks as the school had supported him by subscribing to 

Google classroom to assist the online task.  

I'm very confident. I just finished two lessons using IT [online learning 

environment]... It has become a routine for me because I have Google Classroom 

[subscribed by school]. (P06) 

In sum, the TEBs were affected by teaching analysis. First of all, TEBs was more 

positive if the participants were familiar with the task and had the opportunity to improve the 

task. Moreover, TEBs were also affected by the complexity of the task and negatively 

affected when the task was not compatible with students’ characteristics. Also, healthy 

collegiality and structural support allowed the participants to develop a better sense of 

efficacy.  

Discussion and Implications 

Establishing Conducive Environment  

The findings suggest that a conducive teaching environment helps develop positive TEBs in 

implementing learner-centred pedagogy. Structural supports including small class sizes, 

adequate time and abundant resources are all influential elements in the cultivation of 

positive TEBs. These findings resonate with existing literature, showing that teachers need to 

be given sufficient time and equipped with resources to develop better TEBs (Thomson and 

Gregory 2013; Gurvitch and Metzler 2009; Moseley et al. 2010; Liang and Richardson 2009; 

Soprano and Yang 2013). To achieve this, it is important to raise school leaders’ awareness 
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of establishing a conducive school environment.  

Developing TEBs Collectively 

The participants of this study were able to develop positive TEBs if they received support and 

constructive feedback from their colleagues during collective teamwork. These findings have 

different implications for various stakeholders. To educational researchers, although the call 

for more research on collective TEBs is not new, few have responded (Goddard et al. 2000; 

Klassen et al. 2011; Tschannen-Moran et al. 1998; Klassen et al. 2009). These findings 

remind us that conceptualising TEBs solely as an individual construct may not be sufficient 

to understand TEBs fully. Therefore, we also endorse the value of future research on 

collective TEBs. To school leaders, they need to play a more active role in cultivating 

collegiality. In an earlier study, Cha and Ham (2012) found that TEBs were positively 

correlated to various types of collaborative interactions, such as observing other teachers’ 

teaching, participating in peer supervision, and engaging in joint teaching activities. 

Similarly, peer collaboration was helpful to foster individual efficacy through refining 

teachers’ instruction together (Ciampa and Gallagher 2016). With these studies sending a 

similar message, we would suggest school leaders put in greater effort in creating more 

opportunities for collaboration. In practice, factoring in more time for collective sharing, 

experimenting, and implementing learner-centred tasks among teachers would be useful. To 

teacher educators, teacher learning programs could feature more collaborative tasks. Studies 

(Chong and Kong 2012; Bruce and Flynn 2012) have shown professional development that 

involved teachers discussing and improving lessons collaboratively could produce promising 

results on TEBs’ development. A study in Australia also revealed that pre-service teachers’ 

self-efficacy correlated positively with their perception of support from significant others 

(e.g., their supervisors) and sense of belonging to professional communities (Shaw et al. 

2008). Thus, we suggest that teacher educators should make deliberate attempts to 
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incorporate more collaborative elements into teacher training and professional development 

programs to facilitate TEBs gain.  

Embracing the Dynamic Nature of TEBs 

One significant contribution of this study is that it captures the dynamic nature of TEBs. The 

findings provide clear evidence that TEBs fluctuate across different learner-centred tasks and 

teaching contexts, taking diverse impacts from teachers’ considerations of the familiarity, 

improvability, complexity, and compatibility of the tasks. The dynamic nature discovered in 

this study exposes the limitation of quantitative inquiry on TEBs, proving that TEBs can 

hardly be measured precisely without referring to a specific task or group of students. This is 

probably the reason why quantitative researchers often face the challenge of designing 

specific yet generalisable instruments (Wyatt 2014; Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 2001). 

Although some quantitative instruments are claimed to be subject-specific (Riggs and Enochs 

1990; Enochs et al. 2000) or task-specific (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 2001), it is still under 

debate whether they are specific enough (Wyatt 2014). One of the major criticisms of these 

instruments is that they are developed to cover a wider range of activities or subjects, and so 

they must compromise the specificity such as failing to consider particular learners and 

teaching context. The cost of this compromise is that these instruments are unable to capture 

the dynamic nature of TEBs. In contrast, as shown in this study, a qualitative inquiry is 

capable of not only depicting the dynamic nature of TEBs but also of providing an 

explanatory account of the dynamics. 

Unpacking the Contingent Aspect 

This study provides empirical evidence that illustrates the contingent aspect of TEBs in 

Tschannen-Moran et al.’s (1998) conceptual model. The six identified themes enrich the 

model by showing that the contingent aspect refers not only to the external provision from the 

collegiality and structural supports, but also to teachers’ evaluation of the familiarity, 
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improvability, complexity, and compatibility of the task.  

The findings provide a more nuanced understanding about how TEBs are affected by 

teaching analysis. First of all, according to Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), the difficulty of 

tasks will affect the teaching analysis and then shape TEBs. Hence, TEBs will likely be low 

when the task is difficult. However, this study found that TEBs were not affected by the 

complexity of the task alone; it was also simultaneously shaped by the compatibility of the 

task with student characteristics. This implies that the task itself may be difficult, but teachers 

could still feel confident to implement it if they believe that their students’ abilities, learning 

styles or motivation are compatible with the requirements of the task. Therefore, we suggest 

teachers to consider the issue of compatibility in task design rather than focusing on the task 

(e.g., objectives, requirements) or the students (e.g., abilities, learning styles) independently. 

Also, the participants’ analysis of the familiarity and improvability of the task as 

shown in this study shed new light on the explanation of the potential benefits of efficacy 

doubts. Wheatley (2002) argued that low efficacy might not necessarily hinder teachers from 

refining pedagogy. In this study, TEBs were closely related to the opportunities to get 

familiar with and improve the task progressively. Although the participants might suffer from 

low TEBs at the early stage of introducing learner-centred tasks, their evaluation of the 

familiarity and improvability of the task could be beneficial to the eventual efficacy gains due 

to their self-awareness of ‘what is lacking’ and ‘what is needed to improve.’ Hence, school 

leaders should not be overly concerned about low TEBs when teachers are trying out new 

pedagogies. Instead, school leaders should encourage teachers to take risks in making 

pedagogical decisions. With more opportunities to familiarise and improve new pedagogy, 

teachers will get a better chance to develop positive TEBs.  

Furthermore, the participants’ evaluation of the complexity and compatibility of the 

task implies that they juggled with task goals, and instructional strategies, and worked on 
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their knowledge about students’ abilities, learning styles, and motivation. Previous studies 

have found that highly efficacious teachers showed greater understanding of their students’ 

prior knowledge, family backgrounds, and learning processes (Leonard et al. 2011; Bruce and 

Flynn 2012). We suggest that professional development programs should provide more 

specific courses to help teachers understand students’ learning trajectory. For example, Sztajn 

et al. (2012) have conceptualised a teaching model, claiming that constantly monitoring 

students’ learning trajectory would be an effective learner-centred way of teaching. Courses 

that incorporate such teaching models would be helpful for teachers to enhance their TEBs. 

Student learning should also be emphasised in initial teacher education programs. Ell and her 

colleauges (2019) have established a conceptual model by putting student learning at the 

centric of the model. They elaborated two promising cases in Australia to advocate for 

collective efforts from all stakeholders in the complex education system to equip prospective 

teachers with better knoweldge about student learning. 

Lastly, the discovery of the contingent aspect of TEBs in this study opens up an 

alternative way to develop TEBs, which is to introduce contingent and structural supports to 

teachers during teaching analysis. In the past, programs on TEBs development have put great 

emphasis on the provision of sources of efficacy information (Bumen 2009; Liang and 

Richardson 2009; Alsawaie and Alghazo 2010). In this study, however, we found that 

teaching analysis profoundly influenced TEBs. Hence, learning courses with the focus on 

task analysis, analysing cognitive demand, material modification, and differentiated 

instruction (Tekkumru-Kisa et al. 2015; Maeng and Bell 2015) would also be valuable in 

helping teachers develop positive TEBs.  

Limitation and Future Study 

The findings of this study should be interpreted with the following caution. All the teachers 

who were willing to participate in this research expressed high TEBs. Therefore, to a certain 
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extent, the findings only reveal the considerations in teaching analysis of the teachers who 

were already relatively efficacious in teaching. Teachers with poor TEBs might relate to 

teaching analysis differently. Moreover, since this study only involved a small number of 

teachers, the findings should not be generalised. Future studies that take a qualitative lens to 

examine the relationship between task analysis and TEBs in different cultural and educational 

settings would also enrich the understanding of the dynamics of TEBs.  

Conclusion 

In this study we identified six themes that delineated the relationships between teaching 

analysis and TEBs, providing empirical evidence showing that teaching analysis profoundly 

shapes TEBs. These findings not only substantiate the conceptual model proposed by 

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998), but also enrich the model by identifying the contingent 

features of teaching analysis. These features illustrate the dynamic nature of TEBs. These 

findings also deepen our understanding of how TEBs are modified during the process of 

planning, implementing and refining teaching tasks in the learner-centred pedagogy context. 

They are informative to educational researchers and teacher educators for the refinement of 

training programs to facilitate the development of positive TEBs and effectuate the TEBs 

gains. 
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Appendix A Semi-structured Interview Questions 

Section Interview questions  
Background 
information and 
teaching profile 

1. Can you tell me about yourself? 
 

Probing questions: 
• How many years of teaching experience do you have in teaching 

science? 
• What level are you normally teaching? 

 
Experiences in 
learner-centred 
pedagogy  

2. Can you please share one of the examples of a learner-centred 
lesson with me?  

3. Where/How do you learn about learner-centred pedagogy? 
4. How do you carry out learner-centred pedagogy lessons? 
 

Considerations 
in teaching task 
analysis  
 

5. What are the considerations you have in mind when you are 
planning a lesson with learner-centred pedagogy?  

6. How do you design or prepare learner-centred pedagogy lessons? 
7. Why are these considerations important in planning your learner-

centred pedagogy lessons?  
 

Probing questions:  
• What are the efforts you put into your learner-centred pedagogy 

lessons? 
• What are the supports or resources you have in implementing such 

a teaching task? 
 

Relationships 
between 
teaching task 
analysis and 
TEB  
 

8. How well do you think you can perform learner-centred tasks after 
your planning? 
 

Probing questions:  
• Which aspects of the learner-centred task you think you will or 

may not perform well? Why? 
• How well do you feel you can manage the class/ engage your 

student/ carry out the instructional strategies according to the 
learner-centred tasks you have planned? Why? 

Closed questions: 
• On a scale of 1 to 9, how effective do you think you are in 

classroom management/ in implementing the instructional strategy/ 
can engage your students? 
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