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Abstract

This empirical study explores the nature of andil@®in primary teachers’ educational beliefshie Chinese
educational settings. A survey of 820 primary s¢heachers was conducted using a questionnairesiiogu
on teachers’ traditional and constructivist beli®ut teaching and learning. Analysis of variasceé cluster
analysis were applied. Results show that gendersabect domain affect traditional educational disli
Significant differences appear considering econalménd geographical context variables. Cluster yaiel
helps to delineate four teacher belief profilescamstructivist profile, a mixed constructivist/titnal
profile, a traditional profile, and a mixed low aructivist/traditional profile. Interrelation bet&®n teacher
belief profiles and school categories are discussed
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Introduction and problem statement

A growing body of research suggests that teachiefdeaffect teaching practices, classroom judgmemd
classroom management (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Risba, 1996; Shin & Koh, 2007; Thompson, 1992;
Woolley, Benjamin & Woolley, 2004). For instancdafk & Peterson (1986) state that “teacher behaigior
substantially influenced and even determined bghees’ thought processes” (p.255), because tedchers
beliefs represent the rich store of knowledge athers affecting their instructional planning amdcgices.
Teacher beliefs present as such a window to lotéaather decision-making, practices, and in soraes;dhe
efficacy of instructional practices (Nespor, 19B3jares, 1992). Hence, a better understandingudfa¢idnal
beliefs of teachers is essential to influence angrove teaching practices and the potential sucoéss
educational reforms.

In the Chinese context, research focusing on tedwtleefs started only recently. Especially as spomse to
dealing with the more complex demands of modermesgeeducationists and researchers stressed #dtetae
adopt more progressive educational beliefs. Thigr ia particular to the importance of construcivoeliefs
about teaching and learning (LU, 2004; Xie, 200B)is goes together with a shift in the pedagogical
paradigm from teaching as “transmission of know&dg teaching that “activates” the learner throwsgich

as problem-based learning, inquiry learning, caltabive learning, etc. According to Pei (2004),ctéag
strategies of teachers are evolving towards thistroctivist idea. However, many teachers do ndbrene
the constructivist paradigm in their daily classroactivities (Cao, 2006). The latter may be exm@édiby the
inconsistencies between their teaching beliefstaednnovative practices they are expected to adlairk

& Peterson, 1986; Tobin & McRobbie, 1996). Diffeces in the adoption of educational reforms can be
related to contextual variables. Teng (2003) reiffeithe Chinese context to the large diversityéoremical
and cultural development between the western astemaprovinces and between urban and rural areas i
China. Studying educational beliefs should therefoonsider these additional variables in the Cleines
context.

Theoretical background



Defining teacher beliefs

The term “belief” is used in an interchangeable wath concepts as conceptions (Erlwanger, 1975), a
philosophy (Ernest, 1991), or an ideology, peragptand world view (Schoenfeld, 1985). Other redeans
refer to ‘principles of practice’, ‘personal epistelogies’, ‘perspectives’, ‘practical knowledge'y o
‘orientations’ (Kagan, 1992). It is therefore natising that Pajares considered it to be a “mess\cept”
(1992, p. 307). Because beliefs cannot be diretiberved and have to be inferred from behavioeacher
statements, it is difficult to put forward a prexigefinition of beliefs (Leder & Forgasz, 2002)jd&Pas (1992)
argues that the lack of a clear definition anditfe®nsistent adoption of terminology is a major @diment

to progress in research about teacher beliefs.

A Dbelief is a representation of the information swmme holds about an object, or a “person’s
understanding of himself and his environment” (Bamh & Ajzen, 1975. p 131). Beliefs and beliefsteys
serve as personal guides in helping individualsndeénd understand the world and themselves (Rajare
1992). Also, the nature of teacher beliefs has lobanacterized in terms of affective, evaluatived apisodic
processes (Van Driel, Bulte & Verloop, 2007).

Despite the conceptual confusion, researchers imaeke attempts to clarify the terminological disowuss
about teacher beliefs and to centre on profilegeather beliefs (Nespor, 1987; Richardson, 1996)ie®
could be as varied as teaching itself and reflezies related to learners (e.g., beliefs aboutisian, about
diversity), knowledge (epistemological beliefs)adhing components (beliefs about the curriculuniietse
about what learning content is important, belidi®ow media (ICT), teaching strategies, evaluatitn,),
parents, instructional context, and organisatiafialensions (Valcke, Sang, Rots & Hermans (in pjess)
Tondeur, Van Keer, Valcke and van Braak (2008) dmnghese beliefs to centre on three educati@sales:
(a) the general goals of primary education, (b)gbaeeral nature of the educational content, anavég)s of
knowledge acquisition. This is in line with the ception of Woolley et al. (2004), who consequently
distinguish between “traditional teaching” beliefersus “constructivist teaching” beliefs of elenzemt
teachers that mirror student-centered approachesthing and learning.

Theoretical construct and the structure of teachieeliefs

Increasingly, improvement efforts in k-12 schoolsd ateacher education programs are based on
constructivist theories of learning (Richardson9@9Woolley, 2004). Many teacher educators beli¢vs
important for teachers to experience constructitgsiching from a learner’s perspective, and thehatee
opportunities to reconstruct their beliefs abowicteng based on their reactions as students. Howase
objects of reforming, traditional beliefs and metkostill can not be abandoned by teachers and d@each
educators. Thus, the structure of teacher educdtimiefs has been emphasized by researcherdNedalley
et al., 2004; Tondeur et al., 2008).

Since educational beliefs are related to a vardtgducational tenets (see above), researchers ade
attempts to delineate prototypical teacher beliéfisthe literature, authors mainly distinguish betw
“traditional beliefs” and “constructivist beliefs(Kerlinger & Kaya, 1959; Woolley et al.,, 2004). The
traditional beliefs are also labeled as teachetredr(Bramald, Hardman & Leat, 1995), transmissiekefs
(Hermans, van Braak & Van Keer, 2008), or subjeatten oriented (Billig, Condor, Edwards et al., 828
These beliefs are adopted by teachers who conterdgraknowledge transmission, devise well-organized
teaching plans, and adopt step-by-step teachingadst On the other hand, “constructivist beliefi also
referred to as “supporting student learning” (Salowiz & Bain, 1992), a “constructivist philosophyf
learning” (Bramald et al., 1995: 24), “progressiveliefs” (Kerlinger & Kaya, 1959a, 1959b; Hermaisal.,



2007), or “student-centred approach” (Bramald ef &095). Teachers who believe in student-centred
approaches to teaching and learning, concentrateaononious development of students and integraifon
different subjects can be characterized into tb@structivist” dimension.

But the bipolar approach to teacher beliefs prsfilas - from the start - been criticized by redeas (see
e.g., Kerlinger & Kaya, 1959). Their study providedpport for the hypothesis that teachers hold both
“traditionalistic” and “progressive” educationallieés. Green suggests that people tend to order iedefs
in clusters, which are “more or less in isolatioom other clusters and protected from any relaingm with
other sets of beliefs” (1971, p.48). Consequentlpple can hold conflicting beliefs, for instarad®out the
need for competition and the importance of learr@taboration (see Van Driel et al., 2007). Recgentl
Tondeur et al. (2008) has also concluded that pgirsahool teachers adopt concurrent educationatfbel
and “specific beliefs profiles can be identifiedt@achers, based on the extent to which they adaghtional
and constructivist teaching beliefs” (p. 84).

Those research on the structure of teachers ednehtieliefs support as a theoretical construgresent
study, considering that teachers are expecteddptdmpolar or concurrent educational beliefs.

Endogenous variables affecting educational beliefsacher characteristics

Teachers seem to adopt different educational Iseli@éépending on their gender (Lin, 1992, Kalaian &
Freeman, 1994), their teaching experience (Shawréni@-Jones, 1989; Wood & Floden, 1990), or the
subject domain they teach (Brown, 1985).

Earlier research points at clear gender differerinesducational beliefs. For example, Kalaian and
Freeman (1994) argue that gender differences frceafidence and educational beliefs play a rolstudent-
teacher persistence and program completion. Gedifferences in the beliefs of Chinese primary s¢hoo
teachers are also reported by researchers (se#&998; LU & Wang, 2004).

The variable teaching experience of preserviceiarggrvice teachers seems to affect beliefs abhwut t
role and position of learners in the instructiooahtext; i.e., to what extent can we hand overaesibilities
to learners (Brousseau, Book & Byers, 1988). Thell®f teaching experience reflects level of teache
reflections on their own practices and on co-teeghgractices. Also, teacher beliefs appear to éaviy
influenced by actual teaching practices (Zahorég7). Furthermore, in Chinese context, teachingegpce
of teachers is related to their professional gicalfifons. According to Xiong (2001), the lowest bjfiation
required to become a primary teacher has been ebaingm “middle normal school diploma” to “college
diploma”. Thus, the more of teaching years theheexexperience, the lower of qualifications thayey and
vice versa.

The teaching subject a teacher is expected to goisvalso expected to be an influencing factor on
teachers’ educational beliefs (Wood & Floden, 199Dgacher beliefs are expected to be mediated by
epistemological differences that are inherent tpeetive content areas or by the instructional rizdse
(Wood & Floden, 1990).

Exogenous variables affecting teacher beliefs: smxonomic and geographical factors

Little research evidence is available as to maevellcontextual variables that are expected tacaffssearch
beliefs. The geographical area (rural/urban) wheaehers teach has been reported to be an impéstaat
influencing factor on teachers’ beliefs. The ingtdnal context in which teachers work has effent o
educational beliefs of teachers (Lim & Torr, 200vartin & Yin (1999) examined for instance diffecas in
classroom management beliefs and found that reaghiers adopted to a significantly higher exteteaaher
induced interventionist instructional approach, levhirban teachers adopted significantly more stubdased



interventionist approach. A hidden variable in floemer study is whether schools are positioned in a
developed or developing province. This returnshi@ study of Nisbet & Grimbeek (2004) who argue that
school location and the related school size is egoeto have an effect on primary teachers’ belafd
practices.

The critical importance of this variable has beewarpinned by earlier research that links school
performance to the underdevelopment of certain €@nprovinces. The “Chinese Western Development
Drive Policy” focuses in this context on 12 underdloped provinces. These provinces comprise 288%
the Chinese population, living in 71.4% of the Gsea (CPG, 2000). Teachers are influenced by local
educational policies that are expected to be heatiécted by these differences in developmentadl|€Teng,
2003). Diversities and differences between urbgmores and rural regions, between developed regamas
developing regions have been discussed in vieveadher opinion (Pei, 2004), sub-cultures (Teng3200
economy development (Zhu, 2003).

Cultural perspectives on educational beliefs

Though the present study does not focus on crdss-audifferences in teachers’ educational beliefdture

is an important variable in discussions about Eeli€onsidering the nature of beliefs, teachersicational
beliefs may be largely shaped by culturally shangaeriences and values.

Teaching is a cultural activity and thinking abtedching and learning is informed by culturally relthideas
about teaching and learning (Correa, Perry, Simal.et2008; Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). Culturallyasied
educational beliefs of teachers may be so ubigsitmod familiar that they become difficult to recizgn
(Correa et al., 2008). Correa et al. (2008) expldhe differences and similarities mmathematics beliefs of
elementary teachers in China and the United Stdiesy state that Chinese and American teachers have
distinct beliefs about teaching and learning. Femtiore, teacher beliefs about teaching and learaneg
consistent with broader values within a culture,stiared as ‘primordial values’ such as individualis
community, or collectivist orientations (Alexand@001). For instance, the Chinese social valueg baen
essentially influenced by Confucianism philosopBpnfucianism emphasizes traditional values rathan t
oA new notions. This tradition might affect in an){imect way choices teachers make about instruation
practices (e.g., individual versus group work), ¢éxéent to which responsibilities are taken oveldarners,
the nature of assessment, etc. Building on thismale, it will be interesting to analyze the résudf the
present study in order to see whether the belmdishelief profiles in Chinese teachers reflectstwWizes been
found in Western teachers.

Research questions

Teachers hold implicit theories (beliefs) aboutdsts, the subjects they teach and their teaching
responsibilities, and that these implicit theoiiguence teachers’ reactions to teacher educaiahto their
teaching practice (Ashton, 1990). Furthermore, ibgraent of students and success of educationatmsfo
also rely on understanding and changing of teatbdtgational beliefs (Pei, 2004). The ultimateeatiye of
the present study is to construct a portrayal efriature of and structure of Chinese teachers’ autunal
beliefs for use by educational researchers, polatigrs, teacher educators and school administraodsio
explore the differences in teachers’ educationiéfseand profiles between urban and rural prinmgaiyools

in developed and developing areas in China, andidmet the four school categories (teachers fromrurba
schools in developed areas; teachers from ruraladshin developed areas; teachers from urban sshool
developing areas; and teachers from rural schaoldeveloping areas). The following research questio
guide the present study:



1. What is the nature of teachers’ educational belaid to what extent are these beliefs affected by
endogenous teacher related variables (gender,itgpsihbject, teaching experience)?

2. To what extent are teachers’ educational belidfsted to exogenous variables (i.e., urban verstel ru
schools; developed versus developing provincestlamébur school categories)?

3. What profiles can be delineated in Chinese teathdtgational beliefs?

4. To what extent do those profiles link to the foalh@ol categories?

Method

We adopted a quantitative approach to develop st tinderstanding of the nature of and structure in
educational beliefs currently adopted by Chineselters. In this context, we adopted a survey melbgy,
based on the administration of questionnaires,(¥ager, 1991).

Instruments

In order to determine the educational beliefs ofn€be teachers, the “Teacher Educational Beliefales
(TEB) was administered. The TEB is based on twal@ea instruments developed in Western educational
settings: the “Beliefs about Primary Education 8¢8BIPES)” (Hermans et al., 2007) and the “TeacleieB
Survey (TBS)” (Woolley et al.,, 2004). The recommeadtranslation procedure “back-translation” was
applied to the development of the instrument (Hatanl, 1992). In total, 18 items from the BPES (15 o
original 18 items) and the TBS (3 of original 2%knits) were selected, after discussions about the
interpretation of the test items with 6 Chinesecadionalists and 10 Chinese primary school teacherthe
two translated instruments.

TEB items request teachers to indicate on a Ligeate the extent the expression is applicabledmth
Typical constructivist belief (CB) items: “The |leang process always has to start from the learnewgls of
the pupils”; “Learners must get the opportunitybiald up their own knowledge in a collaborative waty
together with the teacher”. Typical traditional ibélitems (TB) are: “The content of a lesson hash#o
completely in line with the curriculum”; “Lecturingy teacher is more efficient than students’ ingjuir

Though the TEB was developed after a careful tediasl process and a screening of the items in view
an adequate interpretation, further quality contmals necessary because of the Chinese translatibn a
differences in the number of items as comparedhé driginal instruments. Three ambiguous items that
loaded inconsistently on one of the both factorsewemoved from the scale. For example, the coctbirst
item “The emphasis on cross-curricular goals isdrtgnt in primary education” loaded on the factor
representing the traditional dimension. Three othems were discarded due too low communalities.
Adaptations resulted in adequate validity of thealfiversion of the instrument. In addition, theafiTEB
version reflects a high internal consistency Ideelboth the subscale “CBw(= .81), and the subscale “TB”
(a=.70).

Research sample

A total of 1000 teachers were invited to particgpet the study. A high response rate was achie®2eb). All
820 participants of this study are primary schealchers from 11 different provinces throughout &hirhe
sampling procedure took initially into account tkaching context of teachers (urban versus rutat)evel
of economical development of the province (developersus developing), and the four school categorie

Additional criteria played a role, but did not defithe further stratification strategy of the sampl
Sample characteristics are summarized in Table 1.



< Enter Table 1 here>

Of all respondents, 70.1 % teachers were femalgpdtelents were grouped into 3 categories depetiiig
years of teaching experience: teachers with lems $hyears of teaching experience (12.4%); teackiinss-

15 years of teaching experience (46.2%); and teaciveh more than 16 years of teaching experience
(41.3%). Moreover, respondents were also categbrim® four groups, depending upon their teaching
subject, since subject curriculum and instructicndill preferable to integrated curriculum anstinction in
Chinese educational context: 63.3% of the teactearsh an main academic subject (i.e. Chinese, &ngli
mathematics, science); 19.9% teach non-academigsi(Bary) subject (i.e. fine arts, music, physical
education, information technology); 13.5% teach enthian one subjects; 27 teachers (3.3%) had tgken u
management position and did not teach. As to thedcsetting, 430 (52.4%) teachers work in urbdrosts,
and 390 (47.6%) teachers work in rural schoolstHémmore, schools of 418 (51%) teachers are located
developed areas, and 402 (49%) are located in oj@nel areas. Respondents can be located in oneeof t
four different geographical school types that cae Mentified by combing urban/rural and
developed/developing regions. Sample distributiohshe four school categories are: teachers frobamr
schools in developed areas (N 209; 25.5%); teadhems rural schools in developed areas (N 209; 5,5
teachers from urban schools in developing area2QN 27%); teachers from rural schools in develgpin
areas (N 181; 22.1%).

Data analysis

Data analysis is based on: (1) analysis of desegi#tatistics; (2) ANOVA tests to analyze diffeces in
teachers’ educational beliefs considering endogerma exogenous variables (see Table 1); (3) lolaca
cluster analysis and K-mean cluster analysis tmeale teacher profiles of educational beliefs; @)dross-
tabulation to interpret the direction of differesder school categories and teacher profiles wiaspreted.

Results
The nature of teacher beliefs

Table 1 gives a clear overview of the extent tockhieachers hold constructivist and traditionaloadional
beliefs. In addition, the scores are split up agicqy to endogenous and exogenous teacher chasticteriit
a general level, the means of educational beliefieat that teachers report higher scores in atd
constructivist beliefs (M = 3.06) as compared &ulitional beliefs (M = 2.17).

Teacher beliefs and endogenous teacher charactesst

Result of ANOVA analysis shows that male and femedachers do not differ in their adoption of
constructivist beliefsF(1,818)= 1.908p > .05,n? = .002). In contrast, significant differences &and in
relation to traditional beliefs/(1,818)= 10.221p = .001,n? = .012). Male teachers adopt to significantly
higher extent traditional beliefs.

The number of years of teaching experience has ffemteon adopting either constructivist beliefs
(F(2,817) = .585p > .05,n*= .001) or traditional belief$(2,817) = .676p > .05,n* = .002).

When studying the potential relationship betweearchers’ beliefs and the school subject they teaeh,
observe a significant difference in the extent ¢hemachers adhere traditional beligf3(816) = 6.587p
<.001,n% = .02). On the base of a Post Hoc Test (Schetfajhers who did not answer to teaching subjects,
adopt to a higher extent traditional beligis<(.01). No significant difference in the adoptiminconstructivist



beliefs is observed=(3,816) = 1.921p = > .05,n% = .01).
Teacher beliefs and exogenous variables

We observe in teachers from urban areas significdmngher scores in relation to constructivist bédi
(F(1,818) = 7.191p< .01,n? = .009) and significantly lower scores on traditibbeliefs E(1,818) = 5.086,
p< .05,n* = .006) as compared to teachers from rural areas.

We find in teachers from developed areas signiflgdiower scores in relation to constructivist leéi
(F(1,818) = 7.987p< .01,n* = .01) and traditional belief§(1,818) = 7.121p < .01,n% = .009) as compared
with teachers working in developing regions.

ANOVA analysis with the four school categories las tactor, results in a significant effect of treiable
school categories. This is true for both traditiobaliefs ¢(3,816) = 7.773,p< .001,n*> = .03) and
constructivist belieff(3,816) = 4.329p< .01,n° = .02).

On the base of a Post Hoc Test (Scheffe), we ssetéhchers from urban schools in developing areas
hold significantly higher constructivist beliefsatin teachers from the other areps<(.001). Teachers from
rural schools in developing areas hold significahigher traditional beliefs than teachers fromaurischools
and rural schools in developed areps<(.001). No significant differences were obserbetiveen teachers
from rural schools in developed areas and teadr@mrsurban schools in developed areas or develogiegs,
and teachers from urban schools in developed arghdeveloping areas.

Identifying profiles in teachers’ educational belig

To explore whether teachers can be clustered iomoolgenous subgroups, a hierachical cluster analass
conducted, using constructivist beliefs and tradiai beliefs as variables. Ward’s method, whictasigned

to optimize the minimum variance within clustersasvused as a clustering method (Aldenderfer &
Blashfield, 1984). The results suggest a four-elusolution. Based on this solution, K-mean clustalysis
was applied to delineate clear teacher profiles. @sample of 820 respondents, 235 (28.7%) arssifiad

as belonging to Cluster 1 that is labeled “consivist profile”; 242 (29.5%) are grouped in Clustrlabeled
“mixed constructivist and traditional profile”; 26@31.7%) produce Cluster 3, labeled “traditionabfpe”;

and the remaining 83 teachers (10.1%) model Cluktéabeled “mixed low constructivist and traditdn
profile”.

< Enter Table 2 here>

Linking teacher profiles and school categories

The direction of differences for school categosaes teacher profiles was interpreted using crass-taigure

1 shows the distribution of teachers from the fscinool categories on four Clusters. Teachers frdmaru
schools in developed areas mostly adopditional profile (88, 42%) andonstructivist profile (71, 34%).
Most of the teachers (72, 35%) from rural schonldeveloped areas adopimaxed constructivist/traditional
profile. Teachers from urban schools in developing aredlect the highest proportion of thmixed
constructivist/traditional profile (81, 37%) andconstructivist profile (77, 35%). As to teachers from rural
schools in developing areas, they mostly mirrtnaditional beliefs profile (72, 40%).

< Enter Figure 1 here>




Discussion

The findings of the present study present an ektensrofile of teachers’ educational beliefs in @dse
primary schools.

Teacher beliefs and endogenous variables: teachwaracteristics

In earlier studies, researchers found gender éifi@es in the adoption of specific teachers’ edanatibeliefs
(e.g., Kalaian & Freeman, 1994). The findings of fhresent study are in line with these earlierifigs.
Chinese male teachers hold significantly highatiti@nal beliefs, and slightly higher - but notarsignificant
way - constructivist beliefs as compared to Chirfesgale teachers.

Prior teaching experiences are expected to infla@eachers’ educational beliefs (Richardson, 1996).
Previous studies in Chinese setting indicate thattiers differ in their educational beliefs, depemdheir
years of teaching experience (Xie & Ma, 2007). R0Q4) states in this context that primary and sdapn
teachers with less than 6 years of teaching expeziéend to hold more progressive educational fiselienis
could not be confirmed in the present study. Carang their teaching experience, teachers did rftgrdn
the adoption of traditional or constructivist bédie

The relationship between curriculum subjects arather beliefs is confirmed when compared to the
results of earlier studies. Researchers explo@chers’ beliefs about mathematics (e.g., Renne2)18®out
science (e.g., Posner, Strike, Hewson and Gertr@82), and about language learning and teachimpg, (e.
Yang, 2000) etc. Lu (2004) pointed already at sigamnt differences in general educational belidfseachers
teaching different school subjects. In the prestatly, this is partly confirmed. Teachers teachnog-
academic subjects mirror to a statistically higlestent traditional beliefs. Teaching academic on-no
academic school subjects does — in the Chineseexdontnot yet result in differences in the adoptain
constructivist beliefs.

Teacher beliefs and exogenous variables: socioeenitoand geographical factors

As mentioned earlier, due to historical and ecomainieasons, there are large differences in edugati
levels between urban areas and rural areas, beteastern, central and western Chinese provinces. Th
present findings mirror these differenegs Chinese teachers from urban primary schools nidgher
constructivist beliefs and mirror to a less exteaditional beliefs as compared to teachers froralnorimary
schools. This is in contrast to the findings of &iid Wang who did not find significant differencevieeen
teachers from urban schools and rural schools inaCthi & Wang, 2004). This can be partly explairmsd
the more diverse sample that was involved in tlesgmt study (11 provinces). Surprisingly, we obsenat
teachers working in developing areas hold highestractivist beliefs than those working in develdpeeas.
This contradictory result can be partly explained“disenchanted” (Vandenberghe & Huberman, 1999).
Teachers in basic education system of China haea peovided a large amount of training in view loé t
implementation of the curriculum reform in Chinaathers working in developed areas participatetian
reform earlier than those in developing areas. Heweafter a vigorous period of reform implemerdati
former teachers have encountered “education reftatigue” (Li, 2008) and are suspicious of new
educational theories.

Teacher profiles of educational beliefs

Four different beliefs-based profiles could be iifead. Two relatively small subgroups of teachtake up



an extreme position; they adopt dominantly consitrist beliefs (28.7%) or mixed constructivist/tiaonal
beliefs (29.5%) respectively. The profile of mixednstructivist/traditional beliefs is a new findimng the
Chinese setting. However, in Western settings arebers already observed that some teachers htiichigh
constructivist and traditional beliefs (e.g., Tondet al., 2008). As stated earlier, the bipolastidction
between teacher-centred “traditionalistic’ and ettecentred “progressive” beliefs has thereforenbee
challenged (Kerlinger & Kaya, 1959a, 1959b). Mensbef the largest subgroup (31.7%) adopt traditional
beliefs. Based on this finding, we may argue thastnof the Chinese teachers still hold traditiopaliefs.
Finally, teachers in the smallest subgroup (10.2%gpt a mixed low constructivist/traditional prefilThe
latter profile is comparable to the one found ireeent study, set up in the Belgian context, and labeled
as an “undefined profile” (Tondeur et al., 2008j.i@portance is the fact that many teachers are tbhold
opposing beliefs within their belief system. Thieding is consistent with studies about conceptiohs
teaching (e.g., Pratt, 1992) and teachers’ eduzatioeliefs (Van Driel et al., 2007). These set®mbosing
beliefs are considered to be “functional paradigifisintz & Kass, 1987), that are helpful to catar ¥ery
different situations in the learning and trainiregtsgs.

Linking teacher profiles and school categories

The underlying influence of socioeconomic and gapfical factors on teacher profiles was also exadin
by linking teacher profiles and school categori®darge number of teachers (42%) from urban schovls
developed areas are recognized into extrermebjitional profile. As mentioned above, we may explain this
by “disenchanted” (Vandenberghe & Huberman, 199@) ‘@ducation reform fatigue” (Li, 2008). The lasgje
number of teachers (35%) from rural schools in tgper areas is linked tmixed constructivist/traditional
profile. According to Tondeur et al. (2008), this proféepositive to teachers’ educational practice. Tieas
from urban schools in developing areas posses$atgest proportion omonstructivist profile (35%) and
mixed constructivist/traditional profile (37%). This finding is supported by earlier PosicHTest result:
teachers from urban schools in developing aread $ighificantly higher constructivist beliefs. Thergest
number of teachers (40%) from rural schools in tiag areas can be linked tiaditional profile. A large
body of evidence can be found for this finding (seg., Pei, 2004; Teng, 2003). For instance, P&d4p
states that for primary school teachers in westegions of China, traditional instructional beliefse still
dominant.

Limitations

The design of the present study reflects some dhoins. First, it did only build on self-reports.
Qualitative methods (such as video analysis, ab@ssrobservation) should substantiate the presedinis.
A mixed research method of qualitative and quantgashould therefore be adopted for further stsidie
Secondly, the research instrument was originallyettped by Western researchers in a Western context
Though much time and energy was put in the trainsiand adaptation of a new version, this versiaghin
still be less fit for Chinese respondents; e.g.thi@ way questions were stated, or the way it cefléhe
Chinese context. This calls for the developmenamfinstrument that is completely based on the Gkine
educational setting. Thirdly, the overall numberte$t items to determine particular teacher edocati
beliefs was restricted. This can have affected/dtielity and reliability of the scale (Field, 200%)inally, it is
indecipherable that a large number of teachers higd traditional beliefs. In future research, iight be
interesting to know why traditional beliefs are isgportant for Chinese teachers, and thus to explam
contradictory.



Implications for policy development and teacher deslopment

The findings of the study are important in vieweafucational policy development, teacher educatioa,
teacher professional development.

Firstly, educational policy makers should consiter gender differences of teachers and the difter®n
in the developmental level of particular Chinesgioss, since differences in school categories asmtigr
differences of teachers go together with differsniceteachers’ educational beliefs. Secondly, steeehers
involved in the teaching of non-academic subjeatsamto a higher extent traditional beliefs, thesachers
should be involved in professional developmentguty in view of developing a richer belief systetimat
embraces e.g., both traditional and constructisiefs. Thirdly, teachers’ individual beliefs shaube
challenged since there is a clear connection betvweachers’ educational beliefs and their instouncil
practices (Ertmer 1999; Richardson, 1996). Nesp@87) suggests that instructional change is noatemof
abandoning beliefs, but of gradually replacing mnahing them with belief systems that are relevantiew
of the instructional context. In addition, it isedsed that these beliefs can best be influencedgh concrete
experiences in a supportive environment (Nespo871L9This introduces a dramatic change in the way
professional development is to be set up: towamsa-based, practice-orientated teacher educatdel.

Conclusions

In the present article, we explored the nature stnetture of educational beliefs of Chinese teaxhBased

on an adaptation of available instruments, an pid@icture could be developed of the educatiordiets

that are reported by teachers to play a role iim teaching practices. Comparable teacher charatitsrhelp

to explain differences between teachers. In contias also see clear differences that build onoregi
differences in China. Teachers from developed wemeveloping, and urban versus rural areas report
differences in their educational beliefs. This cbhhve been expected, considering the heterogemabuise

and status of school policy development betweerdifierent regions. Theoretically, our findingsnfarce
theories about teacher thinking process, teachecatidn and curriculum reform in Chinese educationa
settings. Furthermore, based on research instrsntEveloped in Western contexts, our empiricalifigsl
verify some research findings in Western contexts.
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Table 1 Characteristics, mean score (SD), ANOVAlltsgn = 820)

Item Options Number M(g)CB F values M(g) TB  Fvalues
(%) ()
All sample 820 (100) 3.06 (.76) 2.17 (.92)
Gender Male 245 (29.9) 3.11(.75) 1.908 2.32(.97) 10.221 (.001)
Female 575 (70.1) 3.03(.76) (.168) 2.10(.88)
Teaching <5 years 102 (12.4) 3.04 (.72) .585(.557) 2.98)(. .676 (.509)
experience
6 - 15 years 379 (46.2) 3.09 (.76) 2.14 (.92)
> 16 years 339 (41.3) 3.03(.78) 2.21 (.92)
School subjects Academic 519 (63.3) 3.04(.76) 1.92 2.11(90) 6.587 (.000)
(.125)
Non-academic 163 (19.9) 3.17 (.69) 2.30 (.92)
Mixed subjects 111 (13.5) 2.94 (.86) 2.10 (.94)
No response 27 (3.3) 3.10 (.76) 2.80 (.80)
School setting Urban 430 (52.4) 3.12(.70) 7.191 2.10(.87) 5.086 (.024)
(.007)
Rural 390 (47.6) 2.98(.82) 2.24 (.96)
Development level Developed areas 418 (51.0) 288 ( 7.987 2.08(.91) 7.121 (.008)
(.005)
Developing areas 402 (49.0) 3.13(.74) 2.25(.91)
School categories  Urban, developed 209 (25.5) e® 7.773 2.02 (.83) 4.329 (.005)
(.000)
Rural, developed 209 (25.5) 2.99 (.85) 2.15(.99)
Urban, developing 221 (27.0) 3.26 (.69) 2.18).91
Rural, developing 181 (22.1) 2.97 (.77) 2.35).91

Table 2 Profiles in teachers’ constructivist bedi@EB) and traditional beliefs (TB)

Cluster no. N (%) CB B
z-score  z-score

1. Constructivist profile 235 (28.7%) 2.83 -2.82

2. Constructivist/traditional profile 242 (29.5%) .48 3.49

3. Traditional profile 260 (31.7%) -2.35 .30

4. Low constructivist/traditional profile 83 (10.1% -10.70 -3.12

Figure 1 Distribution of teachers from the four aohcategories on four Clusters
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