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Moving Beyond Classroom Teaching: A Study of Multidimensional Teacher 

Self-Efficacy Effect on Job Satisfaction and Occupational Commitment 

ABSTRACT: Teacher self-efficacy is a key predictor of teacher attrition, but 

studies have primarily examined teacher self-efficacy via classroom teaching and 

overlooked other roles that teachers play in school. Accordingly, this study explores 

the relationships between, on the one hand, primary and secondary teachers’ job 

satisfaction and occupational commitment and, on the other, their self-efficacy in 

three domains: classroom teaching, teacher-student relationships, and school 

decision-making. The participants included 1,424 primary and secondary teachers 

from Shanxi, Xinjiang, and Chongqing, China. Confirmatory factor analysis was 

performed to ensure the validity of the survey instruments. The results of path 

analysis on the survey responses indicate that although all three types of self-

efficacy showed a positive relationship with these teachers’ satisfaction and 

commitment, self-efficacy in teacher-student relationships and self-efficacy in 

school decision-making both ranked as more important than self-efficacy in 

classroom teaching. The theoretical and practical implications of these findings are 

also discussed. 
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Teacher attrition is detrimental to student learning and achievement (Buchanan et al., 

2013). Many studies have reported that low job satisfaction and low occupational commitment 

are key predictors of teacher attrition (Klassen & Chiu, 2011; McInerney et al., 2015). 

Accordingly, correct identification of the major factors that affect teacher satisfaction and/or 

occupational commitment is critically important for policymakers’ and administrators’ teacher 

retention efforts (Scheopner, 2010).  

Teacher self-efficacy (TSE) is consistently reported as an important influence on 

teachers’ job satisfaction (Canrinus et al., 2012; Chesnut & Burley, 2015) and occupational 

commitment (Malinen & Savolainen, 2016). Although studies of the association between TSE 

and the two outcomes have helped address teachers’ attrition, they have conceptualized TSE 

almost exclusively in the aspect of classroom teaching (Zee & Koomen, 2016) and have tended 

to overlook the multiple roles that teachers play in schools. It is thus possible that the 

relationship between TSE and teacher attrition has been oversimplified in the literature (Chesnut 

& Burley, 2015). 

Specifically, over the past two decades, teachers’ roles in constructing good teacher-

student relationships and participating in school decision-making have been increasingly 

highlighted (Danielson, 2014; European Commission, 2013), and numerous studies have 

explored the importance of these two aspects of teacher work to teacher outcomes, such as 

teacher-student relationships (for a review, see Spilt, Koomen, & Thijs, 2011) and participation 

in school decision-making (for a review, see Wenner & Campbell, 2017). However, few studies 

have discussed the extent to which teachers’ self-efficacy lies in these two aspects and its 

relationships with teacher job satisfaction and occupational commitment. 
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Bandura (2006) asserted that self-efficacy is a “differentiated set of self-beliefs linked to 

distinct realms of functioning” (p. 307). That is to say, the assessment of self-efficacy should be 

“tailored to spheres of functioning and the realities people have to manage” (Bandura, 2012, p. 

9). In the field of teacher education, although most efforts have been devoted to the exploration 

of TSE in classroom teaching (Zee & Koomen, 2016), various types of TSE have been proposed, 

such as interpersonal TSE (see Veldman et al., 2017), TSE in the school context (see Friedman 

& Kass, 2002), and professional self-efficacy (Ventura et al., 2015). In a review of the 

relationship between TSE and occupational commitment, Chesnut and Burley (2015) highlighted 

that conceptually accurate and behavior-specific TSE measures may provide a more accurate 

picture of the relationship between TSE and the outcomes. 

The purpose of this study is to more accurately estimate the effects of TSE on teacher 

outcomes. By moving beyond a narrow view of TSE in classroom teaching, this study used a 

multidimensional perspective of TSE and explored its influences on the two factors known to be 

closely related to teacher attrition: job satisfaction and occupational commitment. Specifically, 

TSE was examined from these three dimensions: 1) classroom teaching, 2) teacher-student 

relationships, and 3) school decision-making. To facilitate the exploration of multidimensional 

TSE on teacher satisfaction and occupational commitment, we began with an articulation of three 

aspects of TSE, as given in the following section. We then reviewed the related literature not 

only from the perspective of TSE but also from that of teacher-student relationships and school 

management to posit our hypotheses on the separate relationships between TSE and job 

satisfaction and between TSE and occupational commitment. 

The study was guided by the following research questions: 

 (1) What are the relationships between the three kinds of TSE and job satisfaction? 
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(2) What are the relationships between the three kinds of TSE and occupational 

commitment?  

Literature Review 

Evolving Definitions of TSE 

Drawing on the social learning theory as described by Rotter (1966), the Rand 

Corporation developed two items to measure a teacher’s perspective on student motivation and 

performance, which were demonstrated to be powerful predictors of student achievement (Armor 

et al., 1976). Given the success of the Rand studies, several researchers continued to use this 

early conception of TSE (Ashton et al., 1982; Guskey, 1981, 1988;), which mainly measured 

teachers’ perspective on their perceived impact on student learning motivation and performance. 

Unlike the strand of research grounded in Rotter’s work, Bandura (1997) theorized 

efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action required to 

produce given attainments” (p. 3). He wrote that self-efficacy is not necessarily uniform across 

tasks and developed a TSE scale that contains seven subscales to measure TSE in various aspects 

of teachers’ daily work, such as instruction, discipline, enlisting parental involvement, 

influencing decision making, and creating a positive school climate. Regarding TSE in 

instruction, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) further developed the Teachers’ Sense 

of Efficacy Scale, which operationalizes TSE in classroom teaching with three dimensions—1) 

instructional strategy, 2) classroom management, and 3) student engagement; it has been widely 

adopted and has had a profound influence on the field (Fackler & Malmberg, 2016). Notably, 

rather than contributing to specification of TSE in classroom teaching, some scholars have 

committed efforts to explore TSE in other domains of teacher work, such as cooperation with 

colleagues and parents (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007), maintaining a positive classroom climate 
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(Dellinger et al., 2008; Veldman et al., 2017), and influencing the achievement of school goals 

(Friedman & Kass, 2002). Amid constant changes in both teachers’ roles and the societal 

expectations of their capability (Danielson, 2014), and given the tangled relationship between 

efficacy and capability (Bandura, 2006), calls have recently been made for a fundamental review 

of the concept of TSE (Chesnut and Burley, 2015; Zee & Koomen, 2016). This paper is partly a 

response to that call. 

Our argument of multidimensional TSE was inspired by the Framework for Teaching 

Evaluation developed by Danielson (2014), who divided teacher competence into four domains: 

1) planning and preparation, 2) instruction, 3) classroom environment, and 4) professional 

responsibilities. The first two of these are closely related to classroom teaching ability, and the 

third refers to teachers’ abilities to develop healthy teacher-student relationships. The final 

category, professional responsibilities, emphasizes teachers’ abilities to influence school change 

by assuming leadership roles. Based on this categorization scheme, we argue that TSE should 

include three dimensions: classroom teaching, teacher-student relationships, and school decision-

making. As noted above, TSE has been extensively examined in classroom teaching, but the 

other two dimensions are seldom discussed (Zee et al., 2016). The theoretical roots of these two 

overlooked dimensions of TSE are discussed in the next two sections. 

TSE in Teacher-Student Relationships 

Pianta et al. (2012) noted that the focus of the teacher-student relationships should be 

placed on how the teacher supports the students’ social and emotional functioning in the 

classroom. This proposed dimension includes three aspects: emotional climate, teacher 

sensitivity, and regard for student perspectives. The emotional climate is the environment in 

which both teachers and students can laugh and play, share stories, and learn together. Teacher 
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sensitivity refers to the teacher’s ability to provide a warm and caring social environment in 

which students feel safe and free. Regard for students’ perspectives refers to a teacher’s 

encouragement of and access to the students’ ideas and thoughts (Pianta et al., 2004). Similarly, 

Millar and Rogers (1976) proposed three features of interpersonal communication—shared 

control, trust, and intimacy—which highlighted that interpersonal communication depends not 

only on mutual trust and an intimate relationship but also on shared control of the topic and 

process of communication. Integrating Pianta’s framework and Millar and Rogers’s theory, our 

understanding of TSE in the teacher-student relationships refers to the extent to which teachers 

feel capable of building an atmosphere of mutual trust in which thoughts and emotions can be 

freely expressed and the bonds of intimacy can be forged. Meanwhile, teachers and students can 

share their control of the classroom, which ensures that effective teaching and learning can be 

carried out. 

As a key element of effective classroom practice, the importance of the teacher-student 

relationships to student and teacher outcomes has been demonstrated both theoretically and 

empirically. Self-determination theory (Deci, 2009) and attachment theory (Furrer & Skinner, 

2003) both lend theoretical support to the importance of the teacher-student relationships. The 

former highlights relatedness as not only a strong psychological power that influences students’ 

intrinsic motivation, self-management, and well-being and thereby students’ learning outcomes 

(Quin, 2017) but also a basic psychological need for teachers (Riley, 2009). An extension of 

attachment theory also indicates that teacher-student feelings of mutual affection and connection 

can provide students with a sense of security that mitigates their frustration, anxiety, and stress 

(Furrer & Skinner, 2003). A growing body of empirical evidence has also confirmed that 

supportive teacher-student relationships can improve students’ psychological engagement and 
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academic achievement (Hamre et al., 2013; Quin, 2017) and teachers’ well-being (Spilt et al., 

2011). 

TSE in School Decision-Making 

An increasing number of studies have highlighted the organizational aspect of teacher 

work (Mangin & Stoelinga, 2008; Somech, 2010) and confirmed the importance of teacher 

participation in school decision-making to teacher outcomes (Sarafidou & Chatziioannidis, 2013; 

Somech, 2010) and school change (Malloy et al., 2015; Wenner & Campbell, 2017). Fisher and 

Fraser (1991) indicated that participation in school decision-making means that teachers have the 

opportunity to share and influence school decision-making at various levels that can affect the 

school as a whole. 

In the field of TSE, Bandura (1997) also suggested that teacher efficacy should include an 

organizational aspect, such as influencing decision-making and generating an open school 

climate. Following this trend, Friedman and Kass (2002) proposed that measurements of TSE 

should consider the teacher’s role as a leader in achieving the school’s goals. Based on the 

literature, we define TSE in school decision-making as the extent to which a teacher believes that 

he or she is able to contribute to school decision-making on various issues, such as curriculum 

revision, instructional reform, or a school development plan. However, few studies have further 

explored how TSE in school decision-making is related to teacher job satisfaction and 

occupational commitment. 

To summarize, today’s teachers face ever-changing demands that have increased the 

array of competences that they are required to possess and demonstrate, including not only 

professional performance when teaching, but also the development of positive relationships with 

students and an influence on school changes. Mirroring the recommendation by Bandura (1997) 
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that efficacy must be tailored to specific domains of functioning, our paper argues that TSE 

should be routinely extended beyond classroom teaching to include at least two additional 

dimensions: teacher-student relationships and school decision-making. 

Research Hypotheses 

Based on a multidimensional perspective on TSE, as discussed above, this study explores 

the relationships between the three proposed TSE dimensions and teachers’ job satisfaction and 

occupational commitment. Studies that are relevant to this approach are reviewed below. 

TSE and Job Satisfaction 

Teacher job satisfaction refers to teachers’ affective reactions to their teaching role and 

tasks (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011). In general, TSE has a positive relationship with job 

satisfaction. Bandura (1997, 2001) noted that when individuals feel content, they become 

inclined to believe that they are efficacious, and conversely, positive beliefs about one’s 

capabilities can also result in satisfaction. 

In the case of the first dimension of TSE, extensive research has confirmed that TSE in 

classroom teaching is a pivotal factor in predicting job satisfaction in teachers with various levels 

of teaching experience (Salanova, Llorens & Schaufeli, 2011) and in elementary (Stephanou, 

Gkavras & Doulkeridou, 2013), middle, and high schools (Canrinus et al., 2012). 

Turning to the second dimension, few studies have directly addressed teacher-student 

relationships, amid a general lack of attention to the emotional aspects of TSE (Zee et al., 2016). 

However, a positive association between teachers’ ability to foster positive teacher-student 

relationships and their satisfaction can readily be deduced from previous findings. Based on a 

review of studies about teachers’ social and emotional competence published over the previous 

three decades, Jennings and Greenberg (2009) concluded that a generally positive association 
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existed between teachers’ social-emotional skills and/or healthy teacher-student relationships on 

the one hand and teacher satisfaction on the other. Based on the known relationship between 

teachers’ skills in a given area and their TSE in that area (Zee & Koomen, 2016), we hypothesize 

that TSE in teacher-student relationships has a positive association with job satisfaction. 

Studies of TSE’s third proposed dimension, school decision-making, exhibit a similar 

pattern to that of TSE in teacher-student relationships: few studies have explored the effects of 

TSE in school decision-making on teachers’ job satisfaction. However, studies of educational 

management have discussed the relationship between decision-making styles and teacher 

satisfaction and reported that participative decision-making can improve teachers’ self-esteem, 

which in turn increases their overall job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Somech, 2010). Studies of 

psychological ownership have also indicated that employees’ participation in decision-making is 

likely to enhance their control over their organizations’ goals and that such control shows a 

positive correlation with job satisfaction (Peng & Pierce, 2015). Therefore, a positive association 

between TSE in school decision-making and teachers’ job satisfaction is predicted for this study. 

TSE and Occupational Commitment.  

Teachers’ occupational commitment refers to the psychological bonds that teachers have 

with teaching as a role, an occupation, and an institution (Chesnut & Burley, 2015). Most studies 

of TSE and occupational commitment have focused on classroom teaching, and the other two 

aspects of TSE highlighted in our study have received little attention. 

Ample empirical evidence across various educational contexts has consistently suggested 

a positive relationship between TSE in classroom teaching and teachers’ commitment (Canrinus 

et al., 2012; Meyer et al., 2004). When teachers believe that they are skilled at implementing the 

curriculum, they will have strong work-related motivations to continue teaching, and as a 
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component of work-related motivation (Meyer et al., 2004), occupational commitment should 

also show a positive correlation with TSE. Based on the outcomes of previous studies, it is 

reasonable to predict a positive relationship between TSE in classroom teaching and 

occupational commitment. 

To the best of our knowledge, the effects of TSE on occupational commitment in teacher-

student relationships have not been specifically examined. However, several theories have 

indirectly indicated that a relationship exists between these constructs, and various studies have 

suggested a link between TSE and more general commitment. Cognitive-emotional theory 

highlights the significance of individual-environment relationships on personal well-being 

(Lazarus, 1991), and increased commitment is likely to result when such a relationship is healthy 

(Jo, 2014). Similar causal mechanisms have been identified in other studies, notably for 

organizational commitment (van Maele & Van Houtte, 2012). Therefore, and in light of the 

efficacy theory advanced by Bandura (1997), this study proposes that a teacher’s belief in his or 

her ability to foster healthy teacher-student relationships will show a positive correlation with the 

level of occupational commitment. 

Occupational commitment and organizational commitment have a positive relationship in 

the school context (McInerney et al., 2015). Many studies of the relationship between TSE in 

school decision-making and organizational commitment have found that a shared decision-

making mechanism can encourage teachers to feel accountable for meeting their targets and to 

experience a sense of belonging, which in turn directly increases the affective dimension of their 

organizational commitment (e.g., Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2011). In a similar way, 

participation in the decision-making process can promote employees’ psychological sense of 

ownership, which also results in a higher level of occupational commitment (Dawkins et al., 
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2017). As such, this study hypothesizes that teachers’ level of belief in their ability to contribute 

to school affairs has a positive correlation with their level of occupational commitment. 

Methods 

To test the multiple dimensions of TSE and investigate the relationship between each 

dimension of TSE on the one hand and job satisfaction and occupational commitment on the 

other hand, this study used the survey method, which is well suited to understand individuals’ 

psychological characteristics (Fowler, 2013) and is commonly used in TSE research (Klassen & 

Tze, 2014). 

Data Collection and Cultural Context 

This study was conducted in three areas of mainland China: the Xinjiang Uyghur 

Autonomous Region, Shanxi Province, and Chongqing Municipality. The educational quality in 

Chongqing is rated at an intermediate level in mainland China, whereas that in Shanxi and 

Xinjiang is rated at a low level for different reasons (Wang et al., 2013). Located in the less-

developed northwest part of China, Xinjiang suffers from a scarcity of good educational 

resources (He & Sun, 2019). Located in central China, the main challenge faced by Shanxi is a 

teacher shortage (Ministry of Education, 2018). 

Because cultural context is important to interpret the findings, we briefly describe the 

cultural context in our study. The Chinese educational system is deeply influenced by Confucian 

culture (Law, 2012), and Chinese people are inclined to adopt a collectivist-cooperative 

orientation that focuses on relationships and networks (Lowe, 2003). The Chinese paternalist 

culture emphasizes obedience to rules, respect for authority, and loyalty to superiors (Hong & 

Engeström, 2004), which can facilitate the construction of harmonious relationships and 
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networks. Chinese teachers tend to be more motivated by teacher-student relationships than their 

Western counterparts (Liu & Onwuegbuzie, 2014).  

Participants  

Convenience sampling was used to recruit teachers from a wide range of urban, 

suburban, and rural school types in each district. All participants were volunteers who were 

approached via questionnaires mailed to 75 schools (40 in Shanxi, 20 in Xinjiang, and 15 in 

Chongqing) along with stamped, addressed return envelopes. A total of 1424 responses with 

complete data were received from 595 teachers at 35 schools in Shanxi, 401 teachers from 15 

schools in Xinjiang, and 428 teachers from 14 schools in Chongqing, corresponding to individual 

response rates of 75.1%, 59.2%, and 76.7% respectively. The participants’ average age was 

34.31 years, and they had an average of 11.29 years of teaching experience; 74% were female, 

63% taught in secondary schools, and 79% had at least a Bachelor’s degree. Table 4 presents the 

demographic information by district. 

(Insert Table 1 here)  

Measures 

All items were answered on the same six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), apart from the items covering TSE in classroom teaching, the 

scale for which ranged from 1 (very low) to 6 (very high). 

TSE in classroom teaching 

 The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short version), adopted from Tschannen-Moran 

and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), includes 12 items (Cronbach’s α = .97). A sample question from this 

instrument is How much can you do to craft good questions for students? 
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TSE in teacher-student relationships 

Based on the theory advanced by Millar and Rogers (1976), we developed three items to 

capture teachers’ sense of their ability to balance intimacy and shared control. A sample item 

from this group is I can let my students laugh or joke in the classroom but keep the teaching on 

the right track. Two additional items were designed to capture teachers’ views regarding their 

ability to empower their students to express emotion. One of these is I can let my students feel 

safe to express their feelings freely in my class. The Cronbach’s α for the five items in this 

subscale was .92. 

TSE in school decision-making 

Ten items were adopted from the efficacy scale of Friedman and Kass (2002) in school 

contexts (Cronbach’s α = .94). A sample item is I can play an important role in solving serious 

school problems. 

Occupational commitment 

The subscale to measure teacher commitment was adapted from one developed by 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993). To keep this study’s questionnaire reasonably brief, only the 

original instrument’s affective subscale of six items was used (Cronbach’s α = .94). A sample 

item is Teaching is important to my self-image. 

Job satisfaction 

 A five-item scale developed by Judge, Locke, Durham, and Kluger (1998) was used to 

measure the teachers’ overall job satisfaction (Cronbach’s α = .90). A sample item is Most days I 

am enthusiastic about my work. 
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Data Analysis 

The five types of background data collected for use as control variables were age, gender, 

education level, teaching experience in years, and current educational context (i.e., elementary or 

secondary school).   

Before performing the analyses to address the research questions, confirmatory factor 

analysis was performed to assess the validity of the latent constructs (i.e., TSE, job satisfaction, 

and occupational commitment). Path analyses were conducted separately for both dependent 

variables (job satisfaction and occupational commitment) to determine whether the 

multidimensional perspective of TSE could explain more variances than a single-construct TSE. 

The background data, including the teacher’s age, gender, years of teaching, highest degree 

earned, and educational setting, were controlled and entered in Model 1 of the path analysis. TSE 

in classroom teaching was entered in Model 2, TSE in teacher-student relationships was entered 

in Model 3, and TSE in school decision-making was entered in Model 4. All quantitative 

analyses were performed with Stata 13 software. 

Results 

Measurement Model 

The results of confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the fitness of all three types of 

TSE, with 12 indicators for classroom teaching, 5 for teacher-student relationships, and 10 for 

school engagement, and of both outcome variables, with 5 indicators for job satisfaction and 6 

indicators for teacher commitment. The results of maximum likelihood estimation indicated that 

the assumption of five latent variables held (χ2(655) = 4711.54, p < .0001, CFI = 0.919, RMSEA 

= 0.066). Although the chi-square results were significant, both CFI and RMSEA were within 

the cutoff model-fit criteria recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999), which suggests that this 



16 
 

 

study’s model had a fair factor structure. In addition, the average variance extracted (AVE) by 

the five latent variables was all above .62, which suggests that the constructs all had satisfactory 

convergent validity. Furthermore, the square roots of AVE for all latent variables were larger 

than the intercorrelations between the latent variables, which suggests that the variables all had 

satisfactory discriminatory validity. In addition, the Cronbach’s α values of all latent variables 

were higher than .90 (see Measures), which suggests good internal reliability. Lastly, the 

composite reliability (CR) of each of the measurement items was also larger than .70. The mean 

scores for each latent variable were calculated for subsequent analyses (see Table 2). 

(Insert Table 2 here) 

Correlation 

On Pearson correlation (Table 3), the three types of TSE showed the following 

correlations: .72 between TSE in classroom teaching and in teacher-student relationships, .49 

between TSE in classroom teaching and in school decision-making, and .49 between TSE in 

teacher-student relationships and in school decision-making. In addition, each type of TSE was 

correlated with both job satisfaction (.57 to .59) and commitment (.42 to .50), and job 

satisfaction and commitment were correlated (.66). 

(Insert Table 3 here) 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 4 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of the participants’ 

questionnaire responses by district. Approximately three-quarters of them were women between 

20 and 65 years of age (mean, 34.31 years; SD, 8.07 years), and the whole sample’s average 

teaching experience was 11.29 years (SD, 7.26 years). Approximately four-fifths of the whole 

sample held at least a Bachelor’s degree. 
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(Insert Table 4 here) 

TSE and Job Satisfaction 

To answer the first research question, path analysis was performed to examine which 

aspect of TSE had the greatest effect on teachers’ job satisfaction (Table 5). Model 1 includes 

background information and reveals that age, gender, years of teaching, and school context did 

not predict teachers’ job satisfaction. However, the teachers with at least a Bachelor’s degree had 

a lower level of job satisfaction than those without a Bachelor’s degree (b = -0.06, p = .018). 

This model explained 0.6% of the variance in satisfaction. 

After adding TSE in classroom teaching in Model 2, school context (i.e., teaching in 

secondary schools) showed a positive and significant association with job satisfaction (b = 0.07, 

p = .002), whereas the effect of the type of degree became insignificant (b = -0.04, p = .055). 

TSE in classroom teaching had a positive effect on job satisfaction (b = 0.58, p < .001), whereas 

the years of teaching had a negative effect (b = -0.10, p = .027). The overall variance explained 

the increase from 0.006 in Model 1 to 0.341 in Model 2. 

 The effects of TSE in classroom teaching on job satisfaction remained significant after 

TSE in teacher-student relationships was added in Model 3; however, the magnitude of that 

effect decreased from 0.58 to 0.32 (p < .001), whereas the effects of the school context (i.e., 

teaching in secondary schools) on job satisfaction remained positive and significant at 

approximately the same level (b = 0.08, p < .001). The years of teaching remained a significant 

predictor of job satisfaction in Model 3 (b = -0.10, p = .019), and the teachers’ degree type once 

again became significant (b = -0.05, p = .010). TSE in teacher-student relationships had a 

positive effect on job satisfaction (b = 0.37, p < .001), and the overall variance explained 

increased from 0.341 in Model 2 to 0.409 in Model 3. 
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 TSE in school decision-making was added in Model 4, and the overall variance explained 

increased from 0.409 to 0.485. The effect of years of teaching again became insignificant (b = -

0.07, p = .093), as did the degree type (b = -0.03, p = .151). The coefficients of TSE in classroom 

teaching (b = 0.22, p < .001) and TSE in teacher-student relationships (b = 0.27, p < .001) both 

decreased, whereas TSE in school decision-making had a positive effect on job satisfaction (b = 

0.33, p < .001), the largest effect among these three types of TSE. TSE in classroom teaching had 

the smallest effect on job satisfaction of the three types. 

(Insert Table 5 here) 

TSE and Occupational Commitment 

For the second research question regarding the relationships between occupational 

commitment and each of the three aspects of TSE, the same analyses were performed using the 

respondents’ occupational commitment as the dependent variable, and a somewhat similar 

pattern was identified in the effects of the three dimensions of TSE (Table 6). In this case, the 

results of Model 1 (background information) reveal that age, gender, and years of teaching did 

not predict teachers’ commitment, whereas school settings (i.e., teaching in secondary schools; b 

= -0.09, p = .001) and possession of a Bachelor’s degree (b = -0.06, p = .021) had a negative 

effect on occupational commitment. This model explained 2.0% of variance in occupational 

commitment. 

After the addition of TSE in classroom teaching in Model 2, the years of teaching became 

a significant negative predictor of commitment (b = -0.12, p = .015), whereas the school setting 

(b = -0.05, p = .062) and degree type became insignificant (b = -0.05, p = .060). TSE in 

classroom teaching had a positive effect on teachers’ commitment (b = 0.43, p < .001), and the 

overall explained variance increased from 0.020 in Model 1 to 0.201 in Model 2. 
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 The effects of TSE in classroom teaching remained positive and significant after TSE in 

teacher-student relationships was added in Model 3, but its magnitude was reduced by roughly 

two thirds (b = 0.14, p < .001), whereas the negative effects of teaching experience (b = -0.12, p 

= .013) remained roughly the same, and the degree type (b = -0.06, p = .004) once again became 

significant. TSE in teacher-student relationships had a positive effect on teachers’ commitment 

(b = 0.40, p < .001), and the explained variance increased from 0.201 in Model 2 to 0.280 in 

Model 3. 

 When TSE in school decision-making was added in Model 4, the overall explained 

variance increased from 0.280 to 0.315. The effect of teaching experience decreased slightly (b = 

-0.10, p = .032), as did TSE in classroom teaching (b = 0.08, p = .013) and TSE in teacher-

student relationships (b = 0.33, p < .001). Gender, meanwhile, emerged as a positive and 

significant predictor of occupational commitment, with female teachers showing greater 

commitment to their profession than their male peers (b = 0.06, p = .015), whereas the effects of 

the degree type (b = -0.04, p = .071) lost their significance. TSE in school decision-making had a 

positive effect on occupational commitment (b = 0.23, p < .001). Of the three studied types of 

TSE, TSE in teacher-student relationships had the greatest effect on commitment, and TSE in 

classroom teaching had the least. 

(Insert Table 6 here) 

Discussion 

If one accepts the argument of Bandura (1997) that efficacy should be linked to a specific 

domain or skills and the teacher competence model of Danielson (2014), it becomes necessary to 

re-examine the effects of TSE on teachers’ outcomes from a multidimensional perspective. 

Specifically, we propose the separate conceptualization and examination of TSE in classroom 
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teaching, teacher-student relationships, and school decision-making. On the basis of this 

multidimensional model, we examined TSE’s effects on both teacher job satisfaction and 

occupational commitment and made three major findings. First, all three studied types of TSE 

were positive predictors of teacher job satisfaction and occupational commitment. Second, we 

found a much smaller effect of TSE in classroom teaching on both of those outcomes than found 

in the literature (e.g., Chesnut & Burley, 2015). Third, TSE in teacher-student relationships and 

in school decision-making were stronger predictors of both outcomes than TSE in classroom 

teaching. 

Toward a Multidimensional View of TSE 

This study responds to the need to expand TSE to better correspond with changes in 

scholars’ understandings of teacher competence (Danielson, 2014) and supports for the first time 

with empirical evidence the resulting multidimensional view of efficacy. All three proposed TSE 

dimensions were positive predictors of teacher outcomes, in line with the assumption of Bandura 

(1997) and the framework of Danielson (2014). 

Moreover, the data derived from our multifaceted approach to TSE highlight the 

limitations of reliance on a single facet (classroom teaching) when examining teacher outcomes. 

Although that facet explained 34.1% and 20.1% of the variance in teacher job satisfaction and 

occupational commitment, respectively, the addition of TSE in teacher-student relationships and 

TSE in school decision-making further increased the explained variance to 48.5% for job 

satisfaction and 31.5% for commitment, representing increases in predictive accuracy of 42.2% 

and 56.7%, respectively, over the teaching-only version of the model. The magnitude of these 

effects highlights the importance of the multidimensional view of TSE. 
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Effects of TSE in Classroom Teaching 

Our arguments for the importance of adopting a multidimensional view of TSE in the 

study of teacher outcomes should not be taken to mean that we no longer view TSE in classroom 

teaching as important. In fact, in our model this construct by itself explained a significant 

amount of the variance in teacher job satisfaction and occupational commitment, and the sizes of 

such effects were in line with the findings of a meta-analysis of occupational commitment 

performed by Chesnut and Burley (2015) and the findings of various other studies of 

occupational commitment (Chesnut & Cullen, 2014) and job satisfaction (Malinen & 

Savolainen, 2016). 

 However, when TSE in classroom teaching and in school decision-making were added to 

the model, the effect of the magnitude of TSE in classroom teaching on job satisfaction 

decreased from .58 to .32 (-45%), whereas its effect on occupational commitment fell from .43 

to .14 (-67%). In other words, it seems fairly clear that efficacious teachers believe in their 

ability to implement curricula and engage students and are thus satisfied with their own 

performance and with the teaching profession (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2011). However, although 

TSE in classroom teaching continued to act as a positive predictor of both teacher outcomes after 

the addition of the other two dimensions of TSE to our models, these changes resulted in much 

smaller effect sizes for classroom teaching than have been reported in studies to date (cf. Chesnut 

& Burley, 2015). These effect-size differences call for a re-examination of the comparative 

importance of various dimensions of TSE and of current educational programs and policies 

aimed at retaining and supporting teachers, as discussed below in detail. 
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Effects of TSE in Teacher-student Relationships 

Zee and Koomen (2016) noted that the questions of how to build an optimal classroom 

climate and provide students with emotional support should be critical to conceptualizations of 

TSE, but they did not examine the effects of TSE in teacher-student relationships on teacher 

outcomes. When TSE in teacher-student relationships was included in the model alongside TSE 

in classroom teaching, the results suggested that the former was pivotal for both job satisfaction 

and occupational commitment. This not only provides empirical support for the hypothesis 

advanced by Zee and Koomen, it also enables comparisons between TSE in classroom teaching 

and other TSE dimensions. 

As noted previously, no studies have specifically examined the relationship between TSE 

in teacher-student relationships and job satisfaction, but Friedman (2003) reported that this TSE 

dimension showed a negative relationship with teacher burnout and exhaustion. Given that 

teacher burnout also has a negative association with job satisfaction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2009), our finding of a positive effect of TSE in teacher-student relationships on job satisfaction 

is not surprising. Similarly, in a non-TSE-related survey conducted in Hong Kong (Opper, 1992), 

teachers reported that the most important component of their job satisfaction was derived from 

relationships with students, and our study’s finding that TSE in classroom teaching and TSE in 

teacher-student relationships had approximately equal importance has implications for the design 

of educational programs and for policymaking, as discussed below. 

 In terms of occupational commitment, studies have indicated that healthy teacher-student 

relationships can promote teachers’ appraisals of classroom interactions, which in turn evokes 

positive emotions (Fredrickson & Cohn, 2010). Those positive emotions can in turn boost 

teacher commitment (Jo, 2014). In fact, of the three dimensions of TSE in our study, TSE in 
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teacher-student relationships was the strongest predictor of occupational commitment. Although 

many studies have elucidated the positive link between teacher-student relationships and 

organizational commitment (Canrinus et al., 2012; Jo, 2014), studies of the link between such 

relationships and occupational commitment are currently lacking. This study helps to fill that gap 

by providing empirical evidence of a relationship between teacher-student interaction and 

teacher commitment. 

Effects of TSE in School Decision-making 

Of the three TSE dimensions we studied, TSE in school decision-making was the 

strongest predictor of teacher job satisfaction. This is generally consistent with the finding of 

Friedman (2003) that teachers’ levels of belief in their ability to influence school affairs has a 

negative association with burnout and exhaustion. Extensive studies on leadership and 

educational administration have also indicated that participative decision-making can cultivate 

teachers’ sense of involvement (Bogler, 2001), increase their feelings of belonging, and decrease 

their emotional exhaustion. However, the manner in which those external factors transform 

individuals’ attitudes remains unclear. Notably, feelings of belonging and emotional exhaustion 

have been identified as pivotal variables that can mediate the effects of contextual factors such as 

relationships with colleagues or value consonance on job satisfaction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 

2011). As identified in this study, TSE in school decision-making can also serve as a crucial 

mediator of this effect and could help to explain the mechanism by which school culture and/or 

leadership affects teacher satisfaction. 

 Studies have demonstrated that empowering teachers or increasing teacher engagement in 

school affairs have positive relationships with teacher commitment (Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). 

We also found that TSE in school decision-making is a stronger predictor of teacher commitment 
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than TSE in classroom teaching. From the perspective of TSE, this study explains the 

relationship between teacher engagement and occupational commitment. If teachers have 

successful experiences in participation in curriculum planning or school management, their TSE 

in school decision-making will be correspondingly higher than that of their counterparts who 

lack similar experience, and as this study has shown empirically, a higher level of TSE in school 

decision-making can contribute to greater commitment. 

Some limitations of this study must be noted. First, we used a one-time survey as an 

initial step toward a comprehensive understanding of TSE’s effects on job satisfaction and 

teacher commitment. Although the results were encouraging, it is important to acknowledge that 

TSE can change with individuals’ experiences (Bandura, 1997). It will thus be necessary to 

conduct a longitudinal study to capture changes in the various dimensions of TSE over time and 

to examine these changes with regard to teacher well-being. Second, because TSE varies across 

cultures (Chesnut & Burley, 2015), the findings of this study might not be generalizable to other 

cultural contexts.  

Implications 

These findings have some important implications for teacher education and school 

policies. First, teacher-education programs should help pre-service teachers develop methods to 

build optimal teacher-student relationships. Our results highlight the crucial role of teacher-

student relationships in understanding teacher satisfaction and commitment. To construct healthy 

teacher-student relationships, a teacher must possess a certain level of social-emotional 

competence; however, in China and in some other countries, pre-service teacher-education 

programs focus largely on knowledge and skills with regard to the needs of specific groups of 

students (e.g., special education) and/or specific subjects and give very limited attention to the 
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development of teachers’ emotional regulation or prosocial competence (Malinen & Savolainen, 

2016). Thus, subject teachers normally have strong backgrounds in the subjects they teach, but 

little knowledge of how to build a positive classroom climate. In light of the findings of this 

study, this is an obvious weakness in current pre-service teacher-education programs, not least 

when it comes to teacher retention. Therefore, such programs should seek urgently to build a 

robust sense of TSE as part of their development of optimal teacher-student relationships. 

Second, school administrators should provide more opportunities and support for teachers 

to exercise leadership in ways that are closely tied to their professional practice. Substantial 

evidence from the teacher leadership field indicates that participation in school decision-making 

can increase teacher commitment and job satisfaction (Hulpia et al., 2011). Our study suggests 

that in addition to such empowerment, administrators should give more attention to how various 

experiences can be leveraged to improve TSE in school decision-making as a means of 

improving teachers’ occupational commitment and job satisfaction, and thus retention. In 

addition, school administrators should establish mechanisms to validate teacher participation and 

ensure that teachers’ voices are heard and can influence all levels of decision-making, from 

curriculum design to assessment. In short, a participation-friendly school environment can 

encourage sustainable active participation by teachers, which can in turn increase TSE in school-

decision making. 

To summarize, if school administrators wish to attract and retain good teachers, they 

must provide meaningful, engaging experiences for teachers and ensure that successful and 

positive emotions can result from those experiences (Ware & Kitsantas, 2011). This is likely to 

require various types of teacher support and training, in which both passive observation of new 
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teachers and active participation by experienced teachers should be effectively combined 

(Fackler & Malmberg, 2016). 

Conclusions 

This study contributes to the theory of self-efficacy by encouraging the measurement of 

TSE in three dimensions (i.e., classroom teaching, teacher-student relationships, and school 

decision-making) and by examining the relationships between these three types of TSE on one 

hand and the teacher outcomes of job satisfaction and occupational commitment on the other 

hand. The results show that the proposed multidimensional TSE was empirically supported by 

research data. In addition, this study extends the current understanding of the effects of TSE by 

demonstrating that TSE in teacher-student relationships and TSE in decision-making are more 

powerful in predicting job satisfaction and occupational commitment than TSE in classroom 

teaching. 
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