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Abstract

:

This study examined Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development (CKTLD) using a newly developed and validated instrument, the CKTLD scale. Altogether, 1170 kindergarten teachers who were randomly sampled from ten provinces in China participated in the survey. First, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses confirmed a seven-factor structure: motivation, information literacy, cultural literacy, reflection, career planning, teacher collaboration, and belief and mission, thereby indicating that the CKTLD scale was reliable and valid. Second, descriptive statistics showed that the overall status of kindergarten teachers’ learning and development was below average in China; meanwhile, the level of motivation ranked the highest, while that of information literacy and cultural literacy were lower. Third, hierarchical regression analysis revealed that job position and teaching experience were critical predictors of teachers’ learning and development, after controlling for personal and family factors. The findings indicate the necessity of reforming teacher education and providing school support to enhance kindergarten teachers’ learning and development. Further, this study broadens the research framework and provides a valuable tool with which to evaluate kindergarten teachers’ learning and development in China and other countries.
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1. Introduction


Early childhood education (ECE) plays a significant part in the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) [1]. The sustainable development of ECE is crucial to achieving the SDGs [2]. Sustainability, in terms of ECE, focuses on the provision of inclusive and equitable quality care and education [1]. In China, the national goal of popularizing ECE was achieved by 2020. The development goal of ECE was then upgraded to “popularizing the quality of ECE” by 2035 [3]. At present, the accelerated aging of the population and the corresponding Chinese “three-child policy” (wherein couples are allowed to have three children) that was implemented in 2021 pose a severe challenge to the sustainable quality development of ECE [4]. Kindergarten teachers’ learning and development (TLD) plays a significant role in achieving teachers’ sustainable development, which is key to meeting this challenge [5]. In particular, kindergarten TLD is a critical lever for enhancing the educational quality of ECE [6]. Previous research demonstrates the advantages of ongoing learning and development for educators, children, families, and organizations [7,8]. Accordingly, significant reform and public investments in TLD for early childhood educators are made globally to improve teacher professionalism, and China is no exception [9,10]. The Chinese government has implemented the National Training Plan for Kindergarten Teachers (NTPKT) for the past 12 years and has established a five-level training system at the national, provincial, municipal, county, and school levels [11]. So far, these professional development (PD) programs have had a wide range of social effects and have contributed to the balanced development and quality improvement of ECE in various regions of China. For example, the NTPKT invested more than RMB 4.3 billion from 2012 to 2020; in response, 2.43 million kindergarten teachers were trained, basically achieving full coverage of kindergarten teachers in rural central and western China [12]. In 2021, a new five-year national training program was launched [13]. The top-down professional development (PD) programs aim to promote teachers’ self-directed learning, systematic improvement, and sustainable development [14]. However, no research has evaluated the actual teachers’ learning and development levels. To fill this gap, the authors of this study created and validated a scale to assess teacher learning and development status, using an extensive sample of Chinese kindergarten teachers.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Defining Teacher Learning and Development


The concepts of “teacher learning” and “teacher development” have long been vague [15]. The two terms have increasingly been used interchangeably over the last three decades. Professional development (PD) has traditionally been thought of as a series of externally provided, formal, one-size-fits-all “in-service” courses or training, in which teachers are systematically required to participate and thereby learn to teach effectively [16,17]. PD aims to enhance teachers’ knowledge, abilities, and attitudes to improve student learning outcomes [18], which can be measured in lower costs. Thus, PD activities are more likely to be officially supported to regulate teaching practice and maintain standards. This theory-to-practice approach has dominated the field for decades, but a variety of studies have shown its failure to strongly influence teachers’ practice [19].



In reaction to this situation, some scholars argue that the conceptualization of PD in much of the recent literature has its shortcomings. First, the idea behind PD suggests a discourse of deficiency, in which professionals need authoritative directing rather than being treated as engaged, agentic individuals that are capable of self-directed learning. Second, PD is viewed as atomistic, treating the work and learning contexts as separate entities, even though they are intertwined. Research frequently focuses on a single aspect; a particular PD activity and its results, the learning situation, the learner and their preferences, or professional expertise are often studied separately [20]. The limitations derive from an objectivist epistemology that considers knowledge as being transferable. PD activities are therefore viewed as a means to “top up” the professionals’ knowledge. However, this dualist ontology cannot address the issue of putting theoretical understanding into use in the real world [19]. Consequently, scholars have advocated reframing the conceptualization of PD, replacing “teacher development” with “teacher learning” and switching from an “atomistic” to a “holistic” perspective [20,21].



Numerous theories and views of teacher learning fall into the broad socio-cultural perspective; from this perspective, how our consciousness develops is influenced by the particular social activities in which we participate [22]. Compared with PD, teacher learning generates from teachers’ initiatives and is not mandatory [23]. Teachers determine their learning goals and strategies and then organize the learning process independently. Teachers learn from experience, through active engagement in practice, and recognize that learning is a continuous process that is not limited to a certain curriculum or setting [20]. Learning forms encompass a wide variety of experiences, including personal activities such as attending a course, making educational observations, and reading books, as well as engaging in collaborative activities, such as mentorship programs, teacher networks, study groups, and conversations with colleagues and parents [24]. Instead of being broken down into distinct, well-defined elements that can be separated, teacher learning is experienced as a whole. Teachers’ knowledge, abilities, practices, and inherent qualities are enhanced by integrating theory, social practice, and daily experience [25]. In conclusion, “teacher learning” highlights the active role of teachers and emphasizes that teacher learning is situated, social, and constructed [26].



In recent years, considering the fact that learning and development constitute and reflect each other [27], some researchers have tended to merge the two terms into the phrases “teacher professional learning and development” or “teacher learning and development” [28,29,30,31]. Drawing upon such literature, the term “teacher learning and development” (TLD) is used in this study, which encompasses the rich meanings of the two terms of “teacher learning” and “teacher development”, and highlights the personal features of TLD, not just those limited to the professional context. In the present study, TLD is a continuous, context-specific process of system-level change in which teachers learn both individually and collectively in formal or informal contexts. TLD links performance management with the needs of the person and the school for better teachers and positive organizational change [32].




2.2. Assessing Teacher Learning and Development


As for the nature and process of TLD, several models or frameworks have been presented to support TLD’s design, analysis, and evaluation. The process of TLD is complex and dynamic [33]; it is multi-dimensional and multi-level. Therefore, the different models must understand TLD situations by focusing, to various degrees, on the macro, meso, or micro levels. For example, Evans’s [34] theory centered on the micro, encompassing both individual and cognitive experiences. Three elements made up the multi-dimensional model: behavioral, attitudinal, and intellectual development. Clarke and Hollingsworth’s [35] meso model focused on the interaction between the different components of professional learning, which includes four domains: the external domain, the domain of practice, the domain of consequence, and the personal domain. Opfer and Pedder [36] took the macro level into consideration while analyzing the relationship between different systems. They identified three crucial subsystems, using a complexity theory framework: the teacher, the school, and the learning activity system. A significant question as to how TLD connects to the policy context represents a common absence in all three models. L.S. and J.H. Shulman [37] created a framework that conceptualized teachers’ learning and development within a larger context of community, institution, polity, and profession. The model is composed of nested polygons, in which vision, motivation, understanding, practice, and reflection are embodied in some way in each layer of a multi-layered notion. The inner layer is the individual level, which contains the above five elements, serving as a model for all learning. The interlayer is at the community level, where teachers are learners. In both teacher education and school contexts, educators must establish environments that encourage, sustain, and “fine-tune” each member’s visions, understanding, performance, motivations, and reflections. The outermost layer is the realm of policy, which includes venture capital, curricular capital, cultural or moral capital, and technical capital.



Although the above models are constructed from different levels and dimensions, previous empirical studies investigating TLD have focused on individual teacher characteristics or the characteristics of the school context. For example, Freitas conceptualized TLD by concentrating on the micro aspect, which contained teaching knowledge and skills, along with teacher affect (i.e., interactions, emotions, and identities) [38]. The meso factors have been taken into consideration in additional studies. Bektaş et al. highlighted four dimensions of TLD: collaboration, reflection, experimentation, and reaching out to the knowledge base [39]. Aliakbari and Malmir developed a teacher learning scale that included teacher cognition and belief, teacher emotions, teacher motivation, and contextual variables [40]. Chinese scholars have focused mainly on the personal level. The elements of TLD in the related research include professional spirit, professional ethics, belief, knowledge, competence, professional development needs and awareness, learning motivation, learning planning, learning knowledge and ability, learning method, learning management, learning reflection, and evaluation. Previous studies have reported that Chinese kindergarten teachers’ overall level of professional development or learning literacy was above average [41,42,43,44]. In light of the literature review, this study constructed a multi-level framework, taking the policy context into consideration when investigating Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development.




2.3. Predictors of Teacher Learning and Development


Previous studies have found that a range of factors influenced teacher learning and development. At the individual level, personal characteristics (e.g., gender, age, socioeconomic status, and cultural and moral background) were demonstrated to have a significant effect on TLD. In addition, professional characteristics (e.g., experiences, expertise, self-efficacy, professional identity, willingness to commit, and professional satisfaction) are also important influencing factors [45]. Furthermore, teachers’ learning and development are embedded in their professional lives and working environments. School conditions are recognized as pivotal factors for TLD. School characteristics, such as school culture (e.g., prevailing school norms, norms of collaboration and collegiality, school-level beliefs about learning), institutional structures (e.g., duties delegated to teachers by the school administrator; interactions between teachers and students, teachers and other teachers, and teachers and administrators), school policy (e.g., workload; the chance to participate in professional learning and development during the school day), school resources (e.g., school status as urban/rural, public/private, or large/small; technical resources), and principal leadership [27]. In short, such multi-level factors are interdependently and reciprocally influential in supporting or hindering teacher learning and change. Therefore, it is meaningful to understand kindergarten teacher learning and development by examining the individual and contextual predictors in this study.




2.4. Study Framework


Given the complexity of TLD, for this study, we developed a seven-dimensional framework mainly based on L.S. and J.H. Shulman’s nested polygons model and Korthagen’s (2004) “onion model [37,46].” The nested model viewed TLD within a multi-layered and systematic level of individual, community, and policy. The elements of vision, motivation, understanding, reflection, the community of practice, technical capital, and cultural capital were referred to in this study. The “onion model” describes the essential qualities of a good teacher. Six layers comprise the model, from the exterior to the inward: environment, behavior, competencies, beliefs, identity, and mission. The last three dimensions included in this study are widely regarded as the core qualities of a good teacher but were neglected in previous models of TLD. Finally, the seven-dimensional framework in this study comprises motivation, information literacy, cultural literacy, reflection, career planning, teacher collaboration, and belief and mission (see Appendix A). Based on this theoretical model, the Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development scale (CKTLDS) was developed and validated for assessing kindergarten teachers’ learning and development and investigating the influencing factors. The following questions guided this study:




	
Is the Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development scale reliable?



	
What is the level of kindergarten teachers’ learning and development?



	
Which variables affect kindergarten teachers’ learning and development?








The following hypotheses were proposed in this study:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development scale is a reliable scale.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development level is higher than average.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Certain factors influence Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development level.







3. Method


3.1. Sample


National survey data were collected from kindergarten teachers in ten provinces by employing stratified random sampling. First, ten provinces were randomly sampled to represent eastern, central, and western China: Beijing, Shanghai, Shandong, Fujian, Heilongjiang, Anhui, Henan, Hubei, Hunan, and Sichuan, which represent different levels of economic development in China. Second, the educational directors of each province took a random sample of cities from their respective regions: three districts each from Beijing and Shanghai; two cities each from Fujian, Heilongjiang, Hubei, and Sichuan; three cities each from Anhui, Henan, and Hunan; five cities from Shandong. Third, using a convenience sampling method, paper questionnaires were distributed by research assistants from each sample city by contacting the kindergarten principals. We sought participants with teaching experience, including ordinary kindergarten teachers and others in administrative positions, such as the monitor, grade leader, director of nursing and teaching, and principal. Finally, 1337 questionnaires were completed and returned, and 1170 were valid (effective rate = 87.5%). The proportion of female respondents was 97%, which is in accordance with the reported data that few men work as kindergarten teachers in China [47]. The low attractiveness of being kindergarten teachers for men might be associated with low salaries, low social status, and the social bias that the kindergarten teaching profession is female-dominated in China [48]. In addition, the teachers’ age, teaching experience, educational background, professional title, marital status, parental status, teaching-class levels, and geographical area were also obtained (see Table 1).




3.2. Measurements


3.2.1. Initial Item Development


The seven-construct framework was adopted to formulate the elements system and survey scale of teacher learning and development. First, the CKTLDS was developed with reference to China’s national professional standards for kindergarten teachers (2012) and the teacher education curriculum standards for different countries, including China, the US, Canada, the UK, Australia, Russia, Japan, and Singapore. Other instruments, such as the framework for effective teaching, the teaching and learning international survey (TALIS), and the UNESCO ICT competency framework for teachers were also referenced.



Second, we consulted 12 experts in the field of ECE, via two rounds of Delphi expert interviews, to guarantee the scale’s accuracy and efficacy. Among the experts, eight were university professors, one was a principal, and three were teachers with 5, 15, and 20 years of work experience in kindergartens, respectively. The experts recognized the indicators and made various suggestions, particularly regarding the descriptions of indicators that distinguished different levels of teacher learning and development. Finally, the constructs, dimensions, and indications of the revisions were agreed upon by the experts. After that, the pilot study was conducted with 324 kindergarten teachers, recruited from three provinces by using a convenience sampling method. Based on the results, these items were finally reduced to 36 and were then revised for clarity and readability. The revised CKTLDS included seven constructs: motivation (MO), information literacy (IL), cultural literacy (CL), reflection (RE), career planning (CP), teacher collaboration (TC), and belief and mission (BM). It also contained 20 dimensions and 36 items.




3.2.2. Chinese Teacher Learning and Development Scale (CKTLDS)


Two parts comprise the Chinese kindergarten teacher learning and development scale (CKTLDS). The first section collects teachers’ background information about gender, age, teaching experience, educational background, school tenure, job position, professional title, marital status, parental status, and teaching class. The other section is the CKTLDS, which includes 36 items. Each item contains five options, from A to E. Options A to D describe teachers’ performance, with different learning and development levels for each item. Options A to D have been assigned 1, 2, 3, and 4 points, respectively. If participants cannot choose from options A to D, they can note their actual situation in the blank line in option E. The researchers classified E into the first four options, according to the participants’ descriptions. The final scores were determined using the statistical means of each item, dimension, and construct. A high score indicates a high level of Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development in this study.





3.3. Procedures


All procedures in this study abided by ethical research standards. First, the study was approved by the corresponding author’s University Human Research Ethics Committee. Second, local educational directors and the principals of the participating kindergartens were contacted, and they all consented after understanding the research purpose. Third, the kindergarten teachers were given a detailed explanation of the study at the start of the questionnaire. They could choose to participate voluntarily or to leave the study at any point. Lastly, only the research team had access to the data, which were kept entirely private.




3.4. Data Analysis


The psychometric properties were analyzed using a series of statistical analyses, such as item analysis, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and a reliability test to verify the construct validity and reliability of the scale. Descriptive, inferential statistics and hierarchical regression analysis were then conducted to examine the general level and the predictors of kindergarten teachers’ learning and development. The item analysis and the EFA were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 26.0., (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA), and the CFA was performed with IBM SPSS Amos for Windows, Version 24.0., (IBM Corp., Chicago, IL, USA).



Item analysis was performed to test the appropriateness and quality of each particular item. First, the few missing values (<0.5%) were replaced with the mean of the relevant variable. Second, item discrimination was investigated with the critical ratio (CR) of the difference between the lower 27% and the upper 27% of the groups. The value of CR is significantly higher than 3, which is often regarded as an acceptable criterion for discrimination. More strictly, it should be substantially greater than 3.5. Third, item-total score correlations and “Cronbach’s alpha if the item is deleted” were calculated to assess the internal consistency of the items. The item-total score correlation should be greater than 0.4 to show adequate internal consistency. “Cronbach’s alpha if the item is deleted” can indicate a particular item’s removal as leading to a higher α value, which means that the homogeneity of this and other items is not high, and this item can then be considered to be deleted [49].



The total sample of 1170 was randomly divided into two independent subsamples. EFA was conducted with one-half of the sample (n = 585) to identify the underlying dimensions of the variables. The Kaiser–Mayer–Olkin (KMO) value and Bartlett’s test were examined to check whether the data set is appropriate for factor analysis. KMO values above 0.90 and the statistical significance of Bartlett’s test indicate that the data set is excellent for factor analysis. Among the factorization techniques, principal component analysis (PCA) was the first choice because it is more powerful in psychometric terms [50]. The present study used PCA and the varimax rotation method for factorization. A Kaiser’s eigenvalue that was greater than one was used in determining the number of factors to retain. Factor loading of at least 0.45 and commonalities of at least 0.2 were considered necessary for item selection [49].



The CFA was used to evaluate the model fit indices, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. First, a CFA was performed on the other half part of the sample (n = 585), using the maximum likelihood estimation algorithm of AMOS 24.0 to confirm the structure of the proposed scale resulting from the EFA. To evaluate whether the model was consistent with the empirical data, six goodness-of-fit indices were calculated: the chi-square test, normed chi-square (χ2/df), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The following values indicate an acceptable fit: p < 0.01 for the chi-square test; χ2/df < 3; SRMR ≤ 0.08; RMSEA ≤ 0.08; CFI and TLI ≥ 0.90 [51].



Second, convergent validity was estimated using composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE), which refers to the degree of confidence with which the latent variable could be measured by its indicators. A CR > 0.70 and AVE > 0.50 can confirm that a factor has convergent validity, as estimated using the AMOS plugin [52].



Third, discriminant validity, the ability to discriminate among different traits, was assessed through the heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio of correlations [53]. It represents the most recent approach to evaluating discriminant validity, as advocated in the social sciences [54]. The HTMT values should be below the threshold of 0.85 to meet the requirements of discriminant validity.



The reliability of the scale was assessed using McDonald’s omega (ω), which is a more general estimator of reliability than Cronbach’s α because it does not assume essential tau-equivalence. The McDonald’s omega value of > 0.70 was deemed acceptable. It was calculated using the OMEGA macro, an SPSS syntax file downloaded from www.afhayes.com (accessed on 2 December 2022.) [55].





4. Results


4.1. Psychometric Properties of CKTLDS


4.1.1. Item Analysis


Item analysis was adopted to test the adequacy of the 36 items. The item discrimination, item-total score correlations, and “Cronbach’s alpha if the item is deleted” were conducted, respectively. The analysis results were as follows: (1) each item’s CR value exceeded 3.5, thus showing high discrimination ability; (2) the correlation coefficients between items and the total score ranged from 0.58 to 0.71, thus being higher than 0.40; (3) the scale’s Cronbach’s α value was 0.94, and no item’s “Cronbach’s alpha if the item is deleted” value was higher than 0.94.




4.1.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis


To explore the structure of CKTLDS, an EFA was conducted on the first half (n = 585) of the sample, using SPSS 26.0. First, the adaptability of the data was examined, and the fit for the EFA was verified (KMO = 0.959, Bartlett spherical test χ2 = 8002.314 (df = 630, p < 0.001)). Then, using principal component analysis (PCA) and the varimax rotation method, a seven-factor model was created for the scale, which could explain 54.48% of the total variation, demonstrating satisfactory construct validity. The eigenvalues of the seven dimensions were 11.95, 2.05, 1.35, 1.21, 1.13, 1.11, and 1.09, respectively. Moreover, the items of other factors were consistent with the original assumptions, except for the construct of reflection. One item was loaded across the constructs of reflection and career planning; it was then deleted due to overlapping meanings. Therefore, 35 items remained. The EFA was conducted again and the factor loadings of the items were between 0.50 and 0.80, all values being higher than 0.45; the common degree was between 0.45 and 0.69, all of which exceeded 0.2 (see Table 2). Finally, the CKTLDS was verified to contain seven dimensions: motivation, information literacy, cultural literacy, reflection, career planning, teacher collaboration, and belief and mission.




4.1.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis


CFA analysis was conducted on the second half (n = 585) of the data, using AMOS 24.0 to confirm the seven-factor structural validity. All items were continuous and a maximum likelihood estimation was performed in this study. The factor loadings of the 35 items were between 0.59 and 0.79, and all reached a significant level (p < 0.001), implying that the factor structure of the CKTLDS was sound. The χ2/df of this scale was 2.51, this being less than 3; the value of RMSEA was 0.05, which was below 0.08; the values of CFI and TLI were 0.90 and 0.90, reaching the acceptable standard; the value of SRMR was 0.04, which was lower than 0.08 (see Figure 1). Thus, the construct validity was proven by the CFA results.



The composite reliability (CR) coefficient of seven factors ranged from 0.74 to 0.84, which was higher than 0.70. The average variance extracted (AVE) values of the six factors were below the recommended level of 0.50 (see Table 2). According to Fornell and Larcker, CR can confirm the convergent validity alone if it reaches the recommended level, even though the AVE value is lower than 0.50 [56]. As the CR of all seven constructs was above 0.70, the convergent validity of the factors was acceptable.



Discriminant validity was assessed using HTMT analysis, which calculates the ratio of the average correlations between constructs to the geometric mean of the average correlations within items of the same constructs. The results in Table 3 show that all the HTMT values between the constructs were below 0.85, thus indicating that the discriminant validity of the seven factors meets the requirements.




4.1.4. Reliability Analysis


In Table 4, the results revealed that the reliability of each factor varied between 0.81 and 0.90, and the MacDonald’s omega (ω) value for the CKTLDS was 0.94, which was above 0.90, thus indicating the scale’s sufficiently adequate internal consistency.





4.2. Descriptive Analysis of Chinese Kindergarten Teachers’ Learning and Development


As Table 4 shows, the mean score of all 36 items was 2.37, with SD = 0.45. In particular, the level of MO was the highest (M = 2.68, SD = 0.58), followed by CP (M = 2.47, SD = 0.60), BM (M = 2.46, SD = 0.55) and TC (M = 2.39, SD = 0.60), while the levels of RE (M = 2.34, SD = 0.54), IL (M = 2.32, SD = 0.57) and CL (M = 2.01, SD = 0.56) were relatively low. The table revealed a significant difference between the mean of MO, IL, CL, RE, TC, and BM, the total, and the theoretical mean of 2.5. Only the mean of MO was higher than 2.5, while those of the other five dimensions and the total were lower than 2.5. These results indicated that the level of kindergarten teacher learning and development in China was below average. Moreover, their MO level was the highest and above average, although their IL and CL levels needed to be improved. Second, two items among the 36 items that had the lowest mean scores were “Know about information sources related to the teaching profession and use them frequently” (M = 1.92, SD = 0.87) and “Visit art galleries, exhibitions, and museums to improve cultural literacy in leisure time” (M = 1.66, SD = 0.87), showing a relatively low level of CKTLDS in terms of information capacity and cultural activities participation.




4.3. Predictors of Chinese Kindergarten Teachers’ Learning and Development


The correlation between variables and teachers’ learning and development levels was investigated using Spearman’s correlation analysis. As shown in Table 5, the following variables were significantly correlated with the total score of CKTLDS (p < 0.01): age (≤20 years, 21–30 years, 31–40 years, 41–50 years, ≥51 years), marital status (unmarried or married), parental status (no children or having children), teaching experience (≤2 years, 3–5 years, 6–8 years, 9–15 years, 16–20 years, ≥21 years), professional title (no title, junior, first, second, or senior), job position (ordinary teacher, monitor, grade leader, director of nursing and teaching, or principal), school tenure (yes or no), and teaching class (nursery class for 2-year-olds, junior class for 3-year-olds, middle class for 4-year-olds, senior class for 5-year-olds, mixed-age class, or no teaching class). All correlations among the independent variables were weak or moderate, except for marital status and parental status (r = 0.85 and p < 0.01) and school tenure and professional title (r = −0.755 and p < 0.01). Based on their correlations with the dependent variable, parental status and professional title were chosen for entry into the hierarchical regression model.



The predictors of teacher learning and development were identified using a three-step hierarchical regression analysis. Three steps were taken to enter the significantly correlated independent variables. Age was entered in step 1, to control the influence of personal variables. In step 2, parental status was entered, to investigate the effect of family attributes on teacher learning and development. Last, in step 3, we entered the kindergarten teaching variables that were directly correlated with teacher learning and development, such as teaching experience, professional title, job position, and teaching class.



The changes in R2 between the three steps showed that: (1) personal variables could explain 2.4% of the total CKTLDS score. Age was a positive predictor of teacher learning and development. (2) Family variables can only explain 0.6% of the variations in the total CKTLDS score, which was the lowest proportion in this research. Having their own children was a positive predictor of TLD. (3) The kindergarten variables jointly accounted for 8.1% of the variances in the overall score, which was the largest proportion in this study. Among the four variables, only teaching experience and job position were found to be significant predictors.



Hierarchical regression analysis revealed that kindergarten-related variables were critical predictors of teacher learning and development: a high level of TLD was associated with more teaching experience and a higher job position. In addition, age could account for 2.4% of the variation: older teachers have a relatively high level of TLD, compared to younger teachers. Lastly, although the family variables showed the lowest interpretation rate on TLD, parental status still influenced TLD; teachers with no children were more likely to have low scores (see Table 6).





5. Discussion


This study evaluated the level of Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development by developing and validating the CKTLDS model. The results demonstrated that the psychometric properties of CKTLDS were robust, thus supporting Hypothesis 1. In addition, the overall level of Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development was measured, which was lower than the average level, thereby negating Hypothesis 2. Finally, job position, teaching experience, age, and parental status were significant predictors of Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development, thus supporting Hypothesis 3. The key findings and implications are discussed in this section.



5.1. The CKTLDS Is Reliable and Valid


This research validated the newly developed CKTLDS and confirmed its seven constructs: motivation, information literacy, cultural literacy, reflection, career planning, teacher collaboration, and beliefs and mission. This is an improvement to the current assessment framework on the theme of TLD, which focuses solely on individual and school factors but ignored policy factors. The framework of the CKTLDS was constructed from the multi-level individual, community, and policy domains. Regarding policy factors, the scale emphasized information literacy and cultural literacy, which are significant qualities for teachers to attain SDGs [57,58]. In addition, this study found that the scale has satisfactory levels of reliability and internal consistency. The items of the CKTLDS are related to the core elements of how and what teachers learn and develop, which embodies the active, situated, social, and constructed traits of TLD [59]. The scale measures the level of TLD from a holistic perspective, with a concern for the learning process and the purpose of professional development. Therefore, the psychometric properties confirm that CKTLDS is a suitable tool with which to assess the level of kindergarten teachers’ learning and development in China.




5.2. Level of Kindergarten Teachers’ Learning and Development


This study found that the mean score of the total CKTLDS was 2.37, which was significantly below the theoretical mean of 2.5. This revealed that the Chinese kindergarten teachers’ level of learning and development was lower than the average level. This finding is inconsistent with those of previous studies, which reported that Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning literacy or professional development level was above the medium level [42,43]. The difference may be attributed to the different frameworks of TLD. Existing studies have focused on micro levels, such as the outcomes of teacher development or the learning process, and do not pay attention to policy factors such as information literacy and cultural literacy, which had the two lowest scores in this study and resulted in a lower overall score. Comparing the above results, competence-based teacher education in China, which pays too much attention to easily measured knowledge and skills and ignores implicit core qualities, appears to negatively impact kindergarten teachers’ sustainable growth [60]. Thus, the goal and curriculum of teacher education should be reflected and adjusted.



In addition, this study found that the scores of each dimension were imbalanced. The MO score was the highest and had an above-average level (>2.5), which corresponds with the research findings reported by Qiu et al. [44]. Such findings indicate that kindergarten teachers have an intrinsic motivation and learning autonomy, which can provide persistence in sustainable professional development [61]. However, the findings also suggested that kindergarten teachers’ information literacy and cultural literacy need urgent improvement, especially in an information capacity and regarding participation in cultural activities. The former finding is consistent with the previous literature, which found that Chinese teachers’ level of information application was relatively low [62]. Paradoxically, in the past decade, kindergarten teachers’ information literacy has received more attention regarding improving the level of informatization of early childhood education in China. Training courses on information technology application competency are integrated into the teacher training system at all levels. A possible explanation for such findings is that the government led the training, mainly in the form of centralized training or online training with specified credits, which was in a fragmented, single form that was focused more on theoretical knowledge and less on practice, and that was insufficient to meet individual and practical needs [63]. Thus, it is no surprise that kindergarten teachers lack information capacity.



As for the report of low cultural activities participation, the finding is congruent with Zhao’s study, which found that low teacher salaries affect their spending on cultural living, while increased working hours lead to less time being available for teachers to participate in cultural activities [64]. In recent years, the Ministry of Education of China has introduced salary guarantee policies for kindergarten teachers, to enhance the attractiveness of the ECE teacher profession. However, kindergarten teachers are still very dissatisfied with their salaries, as their income is still generally low [65]. After basic living expenses, kindergarten teachers may not have any extra money for cultural activities. As Zhao’s study indicated, compared with ten years ago, the proportion of kindergarten teachers’ total income that is spent on their cultural life has not increased. Moreover, with the establishment of the supervision, evaluation, and accountability system of ECE, kindergarten teachers are experiencing work intensification, with longer working hours and nonteaching roles and duties [66]. This overload of work invades kindergarten teachers’ leisure time, which might account for their low participation in cultural activities.




5.3. Factors Influencing Kindergarten Teachers’ Learning and Development


First, this study found that job position and teaching experience were crucial predictors of Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development. Specifically, this finding indicated that a higher job position corresponds to a higher TLD level, which confirmed the previous result that job position positively predicts teacher quality [67]. On the one hand, this could be because job promotion can motivate teachers to continue development by meeting their spiritual and material needs [68]. Higher positions call for better teacher quality and require teachers to adopt more responsibilities. Therefore, to obtain and be competent in a higher position, teachers must be equipped with the corresponding learning and development level. On the other hand, teachers with high positions may obtain more support and access to resources for learning and development, such as training opportunities, learning resources, and individual coaching from school leaders [69], thus forming the Matthew effect (a concept that can be applied to many instances and refers to accumulated advantage, e.g., “the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer”).



This study also found that teachers with more extensive teaching experience scored higher in TLD, which is in line with existing findings that kindergarten teachers with longer teaching careers tend to have a higher level of learning literacy [44]. The results may be attributable to differences in teacher efficacy, which impact teacher motivation and professional learning engagement. Prior research has indicated that early childhood teachers reporting higher teacher efficacy exhibit greater engagement in professional development activities [70]. Meanwhile, teacher efficacy is closely related to their teaching experience. Teachers who remain longer in the profession become increasingly capable of managing the duties linked to teaching [71]. Subsequently, teacher efficacy is enhanced through the mastery of experiences and increases steadily with years of teaching. Therefore, more experienced teachers tend to have higher teacher efficacy than less experienced teachers and will also show a higher level of TLD.



Second, this study found that age could predict teachers’ learning and development, demonstrating that teachers’ TLD scores will probably increase as they age. Such findings echo previous studies of kindergarten teachers’ professional independent development, which established that older kindergarten teachers have a higher professional independent development level than younger teachers. This fact could be explained by teachers’ diverse levels of self-directed learning strategies. A prior study discovered that age influenced teacher preferences in terms of participation in learning and development activities. Specifically, younger teachers preferred formal PD and collaborative activities, while older teachers preferred informal and individual learning activities [72]. This indicates that senior colleagues had gained more teaching experience and possessed improved, self-directed learning techniques that were based on their own needs. Their professional growth is less constrained by a lack of professional resources, such as training opportunities or peer support.



Third, this study found that parental status could predict teachers’ TLD; in particular, the TLD score of teachers with children was higher. This result corroborates the argument that kindergarten teachers’ maternity and parenting experiences have an important impact on teachers’ learning and development. Specifically, kindergarten teachers with children improved their professional knowledge and skill by nurturing their own children. The practical experience of family parenting can promote teachers’ understanding and reflection of educational theories. Meanwhile, the dual identity of “teacher and parent” can stimulate learning motivation, help teachers to recognize early childhood teachers’ importance, and enhance their professional identity [73]. According to Clandinin’s narrative inquiry theory, personal and professional experiences shape teachers’ personal practical knowledge [74]. This implies that personal life experiences could be an important resource for TLD.





6. Conclusions, Limitations, and Implications


This is the first national research survey to evaluate kindergarten teachers’ learning and development in China. First, the results have demonstrated that the CKTLDS is a reliable and valid scale, with seven constructs: motivation, information literacy, cultural literacy, reflection, career planning, teacher collaboration, and belief and mission. Second, the statistical findings showed that the levels of the seven dimensions of CKTLDS were uneven. Only motivation was higher than the average level, while information literacy and cultural literacy had the two lowest scores. Third, kindergarten factors, including job position and teaching experience, were critical influencing aspects that positively predicted teachers’ learning and development, after controlling for personal factors, such as age, and family factors, such as parental status.



However, this study has several limitations. First, the results were mainly based on teachers’ subjective evaluations. Future studies should collect data from multiple insiders, such as kindergarten administrators and colleagues. Second, it is better to use a mixed-method approach rather than relying merely on questionnaire data to prevent answer biases, such as the social expectation effect from various groups. Third, the current study explored influencing factors chosen from teacher characteristics and family and kindergarten contextual factors. However, because of differing teacher-education systems in different countries, cultural and national contexts influence professional learning and development approaches, duration, and frequency [59]. Therefore, future studies could extend to encompass broader perspectives (e.g., different cultures and countries).



Despite these limitations, the findings have theoretical and practical implications. First, the most remarkable implication is that this scale broadens the research framework of TLD and can be used as an evaluation tool to gain a better understanding of TLD. The CKTLDS model is applicable outside of Chinese settings as a tool to assess teachers’ learning and development by selecting culturally appropriate dimensions. As the ultimate purpose of the scale’s development was to explore how to support sustainable kindergarten teacher learning and development and enhance teacher quality, it can provide evidential support for global decision-makers who are committed to delivering sustainable ECE. Meanwhile, the CKTLDS can be used as a self-assessment tool to help teachers understand their learning and development levels and clarify their development goals.



Second, the study revealed that the Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development level was relatively low, especially regarding information literacy and cultural literacy. This result is primarily due to the narrow goal of competence-based teacher education. Thus, to improve teacher education in China, teachers’ educational purpose and curriculums should be adjusted, based on the need for the sustainable development of ECE, by integrating humanities-oriented teacher education. It is also necessary to strengthen the integration of pre- and post-service education to provide teachers with systematic learning paths, along with more practice-oriented and humanism-oriented professional development activities.



Third, the present study found that job position, teaching experience, age, and parental status were significantly positive influencing factors in Chinese kindergarten teachers’ learning and development, which may be related to differences in job resources, teacher efficacy, learning strategies, and personal experience. Therefore, kindergarten leaders should focus on creating conditions to enhance teacher efficacy. For example, kindergarten leaders should pay attention to the balance of development resources in kindergartens and provide corresponding support according to the teachers’ needs and learning preferences at different stages of their professional development. Moreover, creating a collaborative school culture is vital in promoting teachers’ mutual sharing of personal and professional experiences.
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Table A1. Chinese Kindergarten Teacher Learning and Development Scale Framework.
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Construct

	
Definition

	
Indicators






	
Motivation

	
Motivation of teachers’ learning and development refers to the psychological tendency or internal drive to stimulate and maintain teachers’ learning and development activities.

	
Confidence and expectations of TLD




	
Value identification of TLD




	
Emotional experience of TLD




	
Information literacy

	
Information literacy refers to the ability of teachers to acquire, analyze, process, evaluate and use information.

	
Information awareness




	
Information knowledge




	
Information competence




	
Information ethics




	
Cultural literacy

	
Teachers acquire specific value systems, moral concepts, and aesthetic beliefs, spread by different social and cultural systems through edification or learning.

	
Cultural awareness




	
Cultural edification




	
Cultural comparative vision




	
Reflection

	
Reflection refers to a kind of positive behavior in which teachers adjust and optimize their educational practice activities by examining, thinking, and criticizing their educational concepts, educational practices, and educational experiences.

	
Reflective awareness




	
Reflective ability




	
Reflective practice




	
Career planning

	
Teachers’ career planning refers to the assumption and implementation of teachers’ career development, according to their situation and environment.

	
Formulation of career planning




	
Implementation of career planning




	
Teacher collaboration

	
Teacher collaboration refers to teachers working together and engaging in community learning, with the common goal of improving practice and individual and collective development.

	
Willingness of teacher collaboration




	
Culture of teacher collaboration




	
Ability of teacher collaboration




	
Belief and mission

	
Teacher belief refers to a teacher’s firm concepts of educational work, teachers, curriculum, children, and other related educational factors that are gradually formed in educational practice.

	
Educational belief




	
Professional mission
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Table A2. Chinese Kindergarten Teacher Learning and Development Scale Items.
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	Construct
	Item





	Motivation
	
	
I believe I can achieve professional growth through reflection, practice, and other means.



	
I value learning and development and pursue them from intrinsic motivation.



	
I enjoy and feel a sense of achievement in learning and development activities.








	Information literacy
	
	4.

	
I have good reading habits and frequently go to libraries and bookstores to browse, flip through, and buy books and related materials.




	5.

	
I have mastered the knowledge of information technology applications such as the Internet, multimedia, and new media, and I understand their role in educational activities.




	6.

	
I can acquire and use information relevant to my work, such as from newspapers, journals, websites, television columns, and basic reference books.




	7.

	
I can develop and utilize information technology resources for educational activities.




	8.

	
I consciously abide by information ethics when using and disseminating others’ intellectual property, such as inventions, literary, and artistic works, designs, symbols, and images.









	Cultural literacy
	
	9.

	
I visit art galleries, exhibition halls, museums, etc., to improve my cultural literacy.




	10.

	
I read books or watch programs from different cultures in my leisure time.




	11.

	
I pay attention to cultural differences and select books for children with traditional cultural and multicultural characteristics.




	12.

	
I pay attention to ethnic and local cultural backgrounds and try to construct educational activities with regional characteristics.




	13.

	
I can develop and utilize local curriculum resources for educational activities.









	Reflection
	
	14.

	
I consciously reflect on my work and try new teaching ideas and methods.




	15.

	
I handle paperwork positively and consider it an opportunity to sort out my thoughts.




	16.

	
I keep a recording of my work experience and regularly compare and analyze my records.




	17.

	
I am able to select valuable and meaningful content for reflection.




	18.

	
I insist on making reading summaries and educational essays and regularly reviewing them.




	19.

	
I change my behavior through reflection and try to become a reflective practitioner.




	20.

	
I pay attention to the issue of educational equity in educational activities.









	Career planning
	
	21.

	
I evaluate my career development level and determine my career learning needs.




	22.

	
I can effectively make career development plans at different stages.




	23.

	
I try to be creative and construct strategies to implement my career plan.




	24.

	
I keep abreast of the latest developments and educational policies in early childhood education and think about their significance to my work.









	Teacher collaboration
	
	25.

	
I understand the importance of teamwork activities and am willing to participate with others, such as through communication, dialogue, and seminars.




	26.

	
I treat others with respect and trust, dare to share my ideas, and accept different views.




	27.

	
I take the initiative to participate in formulating class plans and setting goals through discussion and cooperation with colleagues.




	28.

	
I look for opportunities to observe the educational activities of excellent teachers.




	29.

	
I take the initiative to invite excellent teachers to observe my educational activities and humbly listen to their opinions.









	Belief and mission
	
	30.

	
I love children and believe in their development potential.




	31.

	
I regard education as an art and pursue creative work in education.




	32.

	
I understand that a teacher acts as a supporter, collaborator, and guide in children’s learning activities.




	33.

	
I can think about and judge professionally the phenomena related to early childhood education.




	34.

	
I am willing to engage in early childhood education and understand the importance of education for children’s growth, teachers’ development, and social progress.




	35.

	
I have a sense of mission and understand early childhood teachers’ mission for children’s development and early childhood education.
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Figure 1. MO = motivation; IL = information literacy; CL = cultural literacy; RE = reflection; CP = career planning; TC = teacher collaboration; BM = belief and mission. Model fit: χ2 = 1351.205, df = 539, χ2/df = 2.51, p < 0.000, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.05 (90% CI = 0.047; 0.054), AIC = 1533.205, BIC = 1545.161. 






Figure 1. MO = motivation; IL = information literacy; CL = cultural literacy; RE = reflection; CP = career planning; TC = teacher collaboration; BM = belief and mission. Model fit: χ2 = 1351.205, df = 539, χ2/df = 2.51, p < 0.000, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.04, RMSEA = 0.05 (90% CI = 0.047; 0.054), AIC = 1533.205, BIC = 1545.161.



[image: Sustainability 15 01992 g001]







[image: Table] 





Table 1. Demographic characteristics of the participants (N = 1170).
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	Demographic Characteristics
	N
	%





	Gender
	
	



	Male
	35
	3%



	Female
	1135
	97%



	Age
	
	



	≤20
	92
	7.9%



	21–30
	470
	40.2%



	31–40
	404
	34.5%



	41–50
	186
	15.9%



	≥51
	18
	1.5%



	Teaching experience
	
	



	≤2
	156
	13.3%



	3–5
	269
	22.9%



	6–8
	176
	15.1%



	9–15
	224
	19.2%



	16–20
	148
	12.7%



	≥21
	197
	16.8%



	Educational background
	
	



	Junior high school or below
	25
	2.1%



	Technical secondary school or senior high school
	599
	51.2%



	Junior college
	437
	37.4%



	Undergraduate or above
	109
	9.3%



	School tenure
	
	



	Yes
	459
	39.2%



	No
	711
	60.8%



	Job position
	
	



	Ordinary teacher
	536
	45.8%



	Monitor
	163
	13.9%



	Grade leader
	112
	9.6%



	Director of nursing and teaching
	66
	5.7%



	Principal
	293
	25%



	Professional title
	
	



	No title
	637
	54.5%



	Junior
	67
	5.7%



	First
	181
	15.5%



	Second
	67
	5.7%



	Senior
	218
	18.6%



	Marital status
	
	



	Unmarried
	254
	21.7%



	Married
	916
	78.3%



	Parental status
	
	



	No children
	295
	25.2%



	Have children
	875
	74.8%



	Teaching class
	
	



	Nursery class for 2-year-olds
	28
	2.4%



	Junior class for 3-year-olds
	240
	20.5%



	Middle class for 4-year-olds
	266
	22.7%



	Senior class for 5-year-olds
	392
	33.5%



	Mixed-age class
	22
	1.9%



	No teaching class
	222
	19%



	Geographical area
	
	



	Urban area
	625
	53.4%



	Rural area
	545
	46.6%
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Table 2. The results of exploratory factor analysis and convergent validity.
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Construct

	
Item

	
Factor Loading

	
Commonality

	
CR

	
AVE






	
MO

	
Q1

	
0.66

	
0.52

	
0.74

	
0.49




	
Q2

	
0.68

	
0.63




	
Q3

	
0.75

	
0.64




	
IL

	
Q4

	
0.64

	
0.61

	
0.81

	
0.47




	
Q5

	
0.80

	
0.69




	
Q6

	
0.72

	
0.52




	
Q7

	
0.70

	
0.64




	
Q8

	
0.64

	
0.55




	
CL

	
Q9

	
0.70

	
0.56

	
0.79

	
0.42




	
Q10

	
0.62

	
0.55




	
Q11

	
0.69

	
0.64




	
Q12

	
0.76

	
0.69




	
Q13

	
0.50

	
0.47




	
RE

	
Q14

	
0.56

	
0.50

	
0.84

	
0.43




	
Q15

	
0.50

	
0.45




	
Q16

	
0.54

	
0.57




	
Q17

	
0.57

	
0.56




	
Q18

	
0.64

	
0.53




	
Q19

	
0.66

	
0.57




	
Q20

	
0.51

	
0.45




	
CP

	
Q21

	
0.54

	
0.61

	
0.82

	
0.54




	
Q22

	
0.58

	
0.52




	
Q23

	
0.57

	
0.55




	
Q24

	
0.62

	
0.61




	
TC

	
Q25

	
0.52

	
0.53

	
0.81

	
0.47




	
Q26

	
0.63

	
0.55




	
Q27

	
0.73

	
0.61




	
Q28

	
0.51

	
0.58




	
Q29

	
0.62

	
0.59




	
BM

	
Q30

	
0.52

	
0.47

	
0.80

	
0.41




	
Q31

	
0.51

	
0.52




	
Q32

	
0.53

	
0.49




	
Q33

	
0.52

	
0.54




	
Q34

	
0.54

	
0.50




	
Q35

	
0.70

	
0.61








Note: MO = motivation; IL = information literacy; CL = cultural literacy; RE = reflection; CP = career planning; TC = teacher collaboration; BM = belief and mission; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted.
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Table 3. The heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) criterion.
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	Construct
	MO
	IL
	CL
	RE
	CP
	TC
	BM





	MO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	IL
	0.47
	
	
	
	
	
	



	CL
	0.37
	0.59
	
	
	
	
	



	RE
	0.61
	0.59
	0.68
	
	
	
	



	CP
	0.59
	0.53
	0.54
	0.82
	
	
	



	TC
	0.53
	0.49
	0.43
	0.79
	0.80
	
	



	BM
	0.62
	0.51
	0.58
	0.84
	0.76
	0.83
	







Note: MO = motivation; IL = information literacy; CL = cultural literacy; RE = reflection; CP = career planning; TC = teacher collaboration; BM = belief and mission.
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Table 4. Item means, standard deviations, t-test, and reliability of the CKTLDS.
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Construct

	
M

	
SD

	
TM

	
T

	
MacDonald’s ω

	






	
MO

	
2.68

	
0.58

	
2.5

	
10.58 ***

	
0.84




	
IL

	
2.23

	
0.57

	
2.5

	
−16.18 ***

	
0.85




	
CL

	
2.01

	
0.56

	
2.5

	
−29.84 ***

	
0.81




	
RE

	
2.34

	
0.54

	
2.5

	
−10.34 ***

	
0.83




	
CP

	
2.47

	
0.60

	
2.5

	
−1.52

	
0.85




	
TC

	
2.39

	
0.61

	
2.5

	
−5.96 ***

	
0.90




	
BM

	
2.46

	
0.55

	
2.5

	
−2.26 *

	
0.90




	
Overall

	
2.37

	
0.45

	
2.5

	
−9.84 ***

	
0.94








Note: * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; TM = theoretical mean; MO = motivation; IL = information literacy; CL= cultural literacy; RE = reflection; CP = career planning; TC = teacher collaboration; BM = belief and mission.
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Table 5. Correlation matrix.
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	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9





	1. Total TLD score
	——
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Age
	0.158 **
	——
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Marital status
	0.141 **
	0.525 **
	——
	
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Parental status
	0.150 **
	0.560 **
	0.850 **
	——
	
	
	
	
	



	5. Teaching experience
	0.211 **
	0.686 **
	0.542 **
	0.574 **
	——
	
	
	
	



	6. Professional title
	0.130 **
	0.377 **
	0.269 **
	0.258 **
	0.478 **
	——
	
	
	



	7. Job position
	0.288 **
	0.363 **
	−0.343 **
	0.343 **
	0.452 **
	0.313 **
	——
	
	



	8. School tenure
	−0.068 **
	−0.220 **
	−0.160 **
	−0.136 **
	−0.300 **
	−0.755 **
	−0.179 **
	——
	



	9. Teaching class
	0.198 **
	0.286 **
	0.228 **
	0.247 **
	0.303 **
	0.210 **
	0.459 **
	−0.122 **
	——







Note. ** p < 0.01.
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Table 6. Summary of the hierarchical regression analysis predicting TLD.
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	Variable
	β
	R2
	ΔR2
	F-Value





	Step 1
	
	0.024
	—
	30.215 ***



	Age
	0.156 ***
	
	
	



	Step 2
	
	0.030
	0.006
	18.790 ***



	Age
	0.109 ***
	
	
	



	Parental status
	0.088 **
	
	
	



	Step 3
	
	0.107
	0.081
	24.447 ***



	Age
	−0.029
	
	
	



	Parental status
	−0.006
	
	
	



	Teaching experience
	0.108 *
	
	
	



	Professional title
	0.040
	
	
	



	Job position
	0.240 ***
	
	
	



	Teaching class
	0.059
	
	
	







Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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