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Abstract: Many present-day students orient towards outcomes instead of learning. This is leading to
failure that affects students, families, the educational system itself, and occupational and financial
systems in Spain. Indeed, current data points to an 18.2% university drop-out rate during the first
year. The present study seeks to identify teachers’ perceptions of the deficiencies pertaining to study
orientations, their involvement in training processes, and student knowledge about the actual state
of affairs regarding this topic. The target population for this incidental study was 1769 university
lecturers, with a final participating sample of 317. A cross-sectional study was conducted, which was
descriptive and inferential in nature. Linear regression was employed to explain variance. Outcomes
showed a high degree of homogeneity in teachers’ responses. Outcomes indicate that orientations
towards academic learning and study are deemed necessary. Furthermore, such orientations do
not prevail due to a lack of teacher engagement, possibly due to a lack of teacher training directed
towards managing and balancing class time with monitoring practices. A degree of insufficiency
was observed with regards to teacher training for study management, in addition to greater teacher
engagement amongst hired teaching staff with indefinite contracts working at public or private
institutions, relative to official permanent teaching staff.

Keywords: outcome orientation; learning orientation; baccalaureate students; teaching staff

1. Introduction
1.1. Current State of the Issue

Student training includes a number of aspects that orient them towards learning or
outcomes. Such aspects include the cultural level of the family, and the development of
moral judgement and a sense of ethics. Other aspects, which form the basis of this present
work, refer to teachers’ perceptions of the need to orient students in their studies, student
knowledge about their own disposition towards studying, and teacher engagement when
guiding students in this sense [1].

When responses to formulated questions are not adequately approached, it is common
for teachers to lack knowledge in the practical sense of relevant epistemology [2] or to
fail to develop commitment to taking in students’ concerns. This constitutes an essential
link in the relationship between teachers and students [3], possibly because, as indicated
by Ibáñez-Martín [4], teachers have “( . . . ) left to one side the dimension of teachers for
humanity” (p. 162).

It is certainly true that the aforementioned indicators, along with others that are
not under investigation here (such as family socioeconomic and cultural levels, social
uprooting, etc.), have a negative impact on students in particular, and on society in general.

Baccalaureate students who are oriented towards outcomes and who most frequently
end up in university lecture halls often end their academic career with academic fail-
ure, and later, as university dropouts [5]. In the report entitled “Spanish Universities in
Figures” requested by the Confederation of Spanish University Rectors (CRUE), Hernández-
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Armenteros and Pérez-García [6] urge for “( . . . ) those responsible for education at pre-
university and university stages to improve and generalise personal academic guidance
services” (p. 57). This is due to the concerning finding indicated in the report that 18.2% of
students who begin the first year of university drop out during this same academic year.

The aforementioned situation constitutes an unfortunate end to a process that begins
during adolescence, keeping in mind that during this stage, the primary source of support
to students changes, whilst, at the same time, a psychological adjustment that defines their
personality takes place [7,8]. Positive effects can result when family and teacher support is
present. This is beneficial, above all, for students whose orientational profile leans towards
outcomes and tend to be unaware of their personal situation or tend to avoid it.

We live in a highly competitive society based on the premise of accepting a labour
market that links the knowledge and operability of citizens to their production capacity.
Students who are oriented towards outcomes tend to find themselves in a situation of
school failure. Their access to the job market tends to be complicated, not just because of
their deficiencies, but also because of the problems they experience with self-concept.

Considering this last circumstance, actions that enable training conditions and pro-
cesses to be improved will have to be put into practice in the educational setting. This
will be especially important for those who face more challenges when it comes to opti-
mising their sense of self-perception [9,10], an aspect whose positive effect on Spanish
adolescents’ future expectations favours orientations towards work [11]. In this same sense,
Abiétar et al. [12] indicated that adolescents with good work capacity and also employ that
capacity in the classroom tend to have positive attitudes towards their work life.

The reference framework reflected in these findings provides an argument of the
highest magnitude, from which preventative approaches can be planned in order to assist
students with their studies and help them to avoid dropping out and academic failure.
These actions should not only favour study performance as an intellectual activity that
promotes learning, but should also broaden students’ expectations of their working future.

1.2. Literature Review and Justification of Study Validity

That being said, it is necessary for teachers to orient students’ education in such a
way that they equip them with the strategies and competencies available in order to ap-
propriately tackle the demands of their academic situation, avoiding negative dispositions
towards training [13,14].

Recent studies indicate that when students achieve poor results, if not tackled imme-
diately, this can give rise to negative personal dispositions towards academic activities [15].
Avoiding this type of situation demands that skills and knowledge be internalised by
students, whose achievements are mediated by the guiding actions of teachers. For this
reason, teachers must be equipped with the knowledge, skills, and abilities needed for
adequate counselling [16].

In addition to having knowledge of determined procedures, students should also
exert effort when completing activities, with this being more inherent in academic-oriented
students than outcome-oriented ones. This is achieved with the support of the monitoring
of activities and the organisation of daily work [17]. This generates a good climate of
persistent work that is regulated throughout the academic year via self-efficacy, which
teachers must teach their students how to manage [18].

One of the important functions that teacher guidance should be able to maintain is that
of a good classroom environment. Its evaluation facilitates the detection of potential deficits,
which may stand in the way of students achieving their objectives [19]. A good classroom
environment facilitates the performance of tasks and allows students to define objectives
and subsequently reach them [20–22]. The reality described above can be achieved when
teaching staff reinforce the achievements of students with motivational dispositions that
favour the definition of objectives, performance of tasks, and development of habits in
the organisation of daily work. This is possible when teachers assert themselves, even
when students are outcome-oriented, and takes a humanistic stance in which they are more
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committed to the student. This generates an ethical commitment that goes beyond just
this challenge, and it is based on caring and taking responsibility for the student, with this
being relevant to both individual teachers and departments as a whole, given that such
work is performed by a team. Nonetheless, the levels of commitment shown in research
studies are not the most appropriate.

A review of the literature indicates that teachers urge for the skills alluded to here
to be developed in students. Nevertheless, institutions imparting primary and secondary
education and vocational training continue, to a certain extent, to deliver academic-centric
training. Curricula are overloaded with information and knowledge, which means that
basic teaching has been converted into a mere disseminator of knowledge [23].

For this reason, teachers are urged to perform didactic actions that are linked to the
development of skills and abilities, in the sense that they should favour the exercise of
reasoning and, consequently, develop the intellectual work techniques [24] required in
order to make the exercise of knowledge operational. Nonetheless, the available literature
highlights the fact that the need mentioned by teachers to orient students towards studying
does not correspond to their engagement in this process.

Studies carried out by Grillo and Kier [25] alluded to a commitment deficit in the
professional identity of teachers. Other research studies refer to the absence of teamwork
based on professional commitment [26–28]. Equally as essential as the aforementioned
aspects are the support provided by the school leadership and the supervision of inspection
services, which should favour a culture of collaboration and facilitate teacher training,
alongside the consequent extra time available to attend to students [28]. In the same way,
studies have been conducted on the impact of a fluid teacher–student relationship. This
is necessary in responding to their doubts, in the sense of defining a series of questions
as a function of responses given by students to teachers. This will enable more in-depth
knowledge of student indecisiveness and the mistakes made in the discursive process [29].

Research studies have been conducted in which it can be seen that students are not
imaginative and do not consider learning to be the most important aspect of studying.
These studies have attributed the origin of these aforementioned situations to the fact that
students are often concerned about objectives, which are only based on outcomes, and do
not value the processes needed to achieve them [30].

The importance of the present study is found in the fact that the orientation of students
towards studying is not only impacted by deficient initial preparation and the absence
of study habits, but also the didactic sequence, which must be tightly related to teacher
knowledge of their students’ learning styles and, consequently, to the methods used in
response to the learning demanded by these styles. As a result, methodological training is
vitally important for teachers to be able to support students in developing an orientation
towards learning. Such an orientation will facilitate positive attitudes and motivation
towards studying [31]. In the same way, and in relation to that which was mentioned
previously, it is important for teachers, families, and the students themselves to understand
the consequences of school failure, such as academic abandonment and reduced labour
insertion [32].

2. Materials and Method
2.1. Research Objetives

Reflections and analysis integrated into the introduction and the literature review
permit the following research objectives to be defined:

1. Identify teacher perceptions of the need for secondary school students to orient
towards studying;

2. Examine teacher dispositions towards teaching their students to study;
3. Evaluate teacher opinions of their students’ perceptions of their own study-based

orientations.



Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 732 4 of 15

2.2. Population and Research Sample

Due to the nature of the population, causal or incidental sampling was carried out.
Given that the whole teaching body had not previously committed to participate, the
participating sample was made up of teachers who agreed to participate in this research.

The sample was calculated through the application of the Sample Size Calculator
for a proportion (absolute margin): http://www.berrie.dds.nl/calcss.htm (accessed on
19 February 2021). The population was made up of 1709 teachers. The minimum sample
was 268, and the participating sample was 316.

2.3. Data Collection Instrument

The selected instrument was a Likert-type scale, which was initially made up of
27 items and was designed by those involved in the project. The professional experience
of teachers working with students who were oriented towards outcome or learning was
taken as a reference, as was previously conducted literature in the field.

The process used to elaborate the scale, in line with that described by García-Sánchez
et al. [33], consisted of first defining the potential dimensions to be evaluated. Namely,
these were students’ level of orientation towards study, teacher engagement in students’
study, and student self-knowledge of their disposition towards studying. Secondly, relevant
variables were defined for each dimension. Definitions were based on a literature review.
A pilot sample of secondary school teachers were provided with the preliminary scale in
order to evaluate it (from 0 to 1). According to Lawshe [34], content validity indices (CVI)
“should be considered between 0.33 and 1”, producing a CVI of 1.67. None of the items
were dropped from the scale, with the final scale being constructed according to the items
previously defined. Following this, exploratory factor analysis was conducted, followed by
confirmatory factor analysis and reliability analysis.

The scale, which was ordinal in nature, offered 5 response options, with the aim of en-
abling inferential studies to be carried out later. Values ranged from “totally disagree” = 1
to “totally agree” = 5.

The dependent variable was defined as: “Teacher perceptions of the reasons why
students are oriented towards outcome vs. learning”. The independent variables were
made up of two dichotomous variables—specifically, teachers’ highest level of qualification
(5-year degree/4-year degree/PhD) and school location (Jaen capital or provincial), and
two categorial variables (didactic training received by teachers and employment status).

Questionnaire administration and collection was performed by the Educational In-
spection Service of the Territorial Delegation for Education and Sport in Jaen (EIS; Council
of Andalusia). EIS management was first informed; they also communicated with teaching
staff and sent out “drive” forms via email.

3. Methodology
3.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis
Scale Construct Validity

The scale was initially made up of twenty-seven items. Analysis examined whether
items really evaluated what the questionnaire sought to evaluate, alongside inter-item
correlations and the factors with which they correlated (KMO test). Furthermore, the
orthogonality of analysed variables was examined (Bartlett sphericity test); in other words,
whether correlations between variables were zero was examined. Both the Bartlett spheric-
ity test (χ2

(351, df) = 1938.019; p = 0.000) and the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy (0.777) indicated that factor analysis was appropriate within the present sample
(Table 1).

http://www.berrie.dds.nl/calcss.htm
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Table 1. KMO and Bartlett sphericity tests.

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.773

Bartlett sphericity test
Approx. Chi-squared 1938.019

df 351
Sig. 0.000

Specifically, sixteen of the twenty-six items that made up the scale were eventually
used in the final study. The distribution of these items according to the factors was
examined, while considering the correlation indices produced in relation to defined factors.
Factor loadings had a strength of 0.5.

Commonality highlights that item responses ranged from an explained variance of
0.740 (item 8) to 0.466 (item 7).

Variable distribution according to factors is presented in Table 2, although factor 3
had only two variables, which affect the estimations for analysis. Nonetheless, whether
or not confirmatory factor analysis produced reasonable values of explained variance for
each variable, with respect to its respective latent variable, will be considered. However,
total variance was explained, suggesting that the Likert scale measures the targeted trait
reasonably well (Table 3).

Table 2. Distribution of variables according to factors and rotation through principal components.

Variable Name Items Comprised

F-1: Need for students to orient towards studying. 7, 11, 14, 17, 21, 22, 24, 25
F-2: Lack of teacher engagement with regards to

students studying effectively. 8, 10, 12, 13, 16, 18

F-3: Self-knowledge of students about their disposition
towards studying. 1, 6

Table 3. Explained variance according to factors and in relation to the overall scale.

Explained Variance Percentage of Explained Variance

F-1: Need for students to orient towards studying. 21.621%
F-2: Lack of teacher engagement with regards to

students studying effectively. 9.265%

F-3: Self-knowledge of students about their
disposition towards studying. 7.577%

Variance explained by the overall set of items. Rotation
performed according to principal components. 38.463%

3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed through structural equation models and
by using Lisrel 8.80. The aim of this analysis was to determine “to what extent sample data
supports a theoretical model of multiple dependent relationships between variables” [35].

An SEM model was developed for factor analysis as this enables the creation of models
that incorporate measurement error [36]. This analysis was conducted in 4 phases:

Phase 1 Determination of the estimation model, operationalised through a Likert-type
scale. The model was previously defined through exploratory factor analysis,
with rotation adhering to principal components. This defined sixteen observed
variables which were integrated according to 3 latent factors.

Phase 2 Identification, implementation of structural equation procedures in order to per-
mit the determination of whether the model had been identified. This required
the calculation of the degrees of freedom (df). In the present study, df = 101 < 0,
suggesting an over-indication.
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Phase 3 Parameter estimation, which responded to a graphical representation of the theo-
retical and conceptual structure of the instrument under analysis. This provided
the basis for the formulation of the reproduced matrix, which would be compared
with the derived matrix. Parameters of unknown values were determined. This
process was carried out using the software Lisrel 8.80.

The graphical representation is presented in Figure 1. This defines 3 latent variables
and the coefficient regressions defined between the latent and observed variables; in other
words, the variance percentage is explained by each item. The interpretation of these
results is as follows:
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− Latent variable F-1 (need to be oriented towards studying). The latent variable most
strongly influenced tem17 (0.47). Student motivation increased with prior experience
of achievement (tem22 = 0.45). A positive work climate favoured the definition of
objectives by students (tem14 = 0.43/tem21 = 0.43). The above means that organising
daily work promotes a learning orientation, and the generation of an appropriate
work climate favours task performance.

− Latent variable F-2 (teacher engagement to achieve effective studying). The latent
variable most strongly influenced tem-13 (0.51). Orientation towards better time
organisation facilitated meaningful learning (tem-18 = 0.46). A fluid relationship with
teachers increased study motivation (tem-10 = 0.45). Subject material was tackled
through learning based on reasoning.

− Latent variable F-3 (knowledge of students about their own disposition towards study-
ing). The latent variable most strongly influenced tem-6 (0.58). Students considered
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learning to be the most important aspect of studying. This variable also had a notable
impact on tem-1 (0.53). Students tended to be imaginative and creative.

The strongest relationship between latent variables was defined as follows: F1–F2–>(0.96)
(the need to be study-oriented (F1) and teacher engagement in achieving effective studying
(F2)). A medium–strong relationship was found between F2–F3–>(0.71) (teacher engagement
(F2) and student knowledge of their own disposition towards studying (F3)). A weak to
medium relationship was found between F1–F3–>(0.50) (need to be study-oriented (F1) and
student knowledge about their own disposition towards studying (F-3)).

Evaluation of model fit. In this phase, goodness of fit criteria and indicators enable ev-
idence regarding validity to be related with the structure of the instrument being evaluated.
The following outcomes were found: 4.1. Coefficient X2/df (122.61/101 = 1.21; X2/df = 1.21
< 5). The coefficient was then adjusted. 4.2. Absolute fit indices (AFI): GFI (0.99); RMSEA
(0.073); NCP (21.62), (0.00), (53.72); ECVI (1.95). 4.3. Incremental fit indices (IFI): AGFI
(0.79); IFI (0.97); NNFI (0.97); CFI (0.97). 4.4. Parsimonious fit indices: PNFI (0.73); PGFI
(0.62). According to Lévy-Mangin and Varela-Mallou [37], the model produced acceptable
goodness of fit indices; for this reason, it is considered acceptable.

3.3. Scale Reliability

Internal consistency of the instrument was evaluated via Cronbach’s alpha coefficient,
with the lower limit estimated to be at 0.60–0.70, in accordance with Hair et al. [38]. The
Cronbach alpha coefficient with regards to the overall scale was 0.831, with this value being
highly acceptable. With regards to the two halves, evenly numbered items had a Cronbach
alpha of 0.717, and unevenly numbered items had an alpha of 0.749. This indicates that the
scale is well-balanced with regards to its consistency. Furthermore, the Guttman coefficient
pertaining to the two halves was 0.777, which confirms the data presented above.

3.4. Statistical Analysis

A cross-sectional descriptive-inferential study was conducted to uncover the opinions
held by teachers about the reasons why students orient towards outcomes vs. learning. The
study was based on a maximum potential standard deviation of 2 (SD). An inferential study
of gathered data was conducted in order to determine whether statistically significant
differences emerged as well as statistical power and effect size. The Student’s t-test analysis
was used for the two variables with two categories, whilst one-way ANOVA was used for
the variables with three or more categories.

Finally, linear regression analysis was conducted with the aim of identifying the
proportion of variance explained by each of the 3 considered factors.

With regards to all variables, data was found to be normally distributed, whilst
Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS), homogeneity of variance, and Levene test outcomes were all
acceptable. Parametric tests could therefore be used.

3.4.1. Descriptive Analysis

Teachers were found to “agree” that there was a “need for students to be study ori-
ented”, with responses being largely homogeneous (M = 4.02; SD = 0.464). This perception
was emphasised through their agreement that there is a “need to help students to create
an appropriate study climate” (M = 4.48; SD = 0.624) and to “reinforce students’ capacity
to organise their work, given that this facilitates their motivation to study” (M = 4.40;
SD = 0.690). This finding was corroborated by the opinion that “effort in itself does not de-
termine student performance” (M = 2.81; SD = 0.828), with teachers generally “moderately
agreeing” with this item.

Teachers commonly “agreed” that there was a “lack of teacher engagement to ensure
that students study effectively” (M = 3.91; SD = 0.510). This lack of engagement was mainly
manifested through statements that “students lacked guidance when it came to managing
study time” (M = 4.27; SD = 0.739), and that there existed a “lack of monitoring around how
to run activities for meaningful learning” (M = 3.95; SD = 0.797). A lack of commitment
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was also highlighted in agreement with a “lack of guidance to learn content through rea-
soning”, with this item being strongly linked with the aforementioned deficiency (M = 3.66;
SD = 0.850). These findings were manifested through the “moderate agreement” of teach-
ers that “students are prepared to use intellectual work techniques”, either on very few
occasions or with little continuity (M = 3.46; SD = 0.867). As a consequence, the fact that
“there is a fluid relationship between teachers and students that increases the motivation
to study” (M = 4.32; SD = 0.713) is not effective. This is because it is not normally taken
advantage of when it comes to developing the skills and abilities of students.

In addition, teachers did not consider that “students have knowledge of their own
disposition towards studying” (M = 2.93; SD = 0.759). This was the case both in terms of
their lack of knowledge about the possibilities open to them, and in terms of their possible
approach to studying, but this was more evident among teachers who had the employment
status of “official with final assignment” (OFA). Data referred to in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive analysis according to means and standard deviations.

Variable M. D.T.

7. The consequences of poor results push students to study. 3.37 0.840
11. Effort determines, to a large extent, student performance. 2.81 0.828
14. Organising work increases motivation towards learning. 4.40 0.690
17. Reinforcing achievement facilitates motivation towards learning. 4.28 0.736
21. An appropriate work climate means that work is more likely to be performed correctly. 4.36 0.769
22. An appropriate work climate enables students to be oriented towards specific goals. 4.48 0.624
24. During study, new content is reviewed, organised, and integrated with knowledge that has already
been acquired. 3.38 0.840

25. Student interest motivates them towards new learning. 3.99 0.835
F-1. Need for students to be oriented towards studying. 4.02 0.464

8. Students are prepared to use intellectual work techniques. 3.46 0.867
10. Lack of guidance to learn content through reasoning. 3.66 0.850
12. There is a lack of activity monitoring for learning to be meaningful. 3.95 0.797
13. There is a lack of guidance around organising study time. 4,27 0.739
16. At their school or institute, teachers reinforce the achievements made by students. 3.85 0.805
18. There is a fluid relationship between teachers and students that increases the motivation to study. 4.32 0.713
F-2. Lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study effectively. 3.91 0.510

1. Baccalaureate students are aware of their limitations and opportunities. 3.07 0.854
6. Students consider learning to be the most important aspect of studying. 2.79 0.940
F-3. Student knowledge about their own disposition towards studying. 2.93 0.759

3.4.2. Inferential Study

− Mean differences between teachers’ academic level and the three factors of the dependent
variable.

Data was found to be normally distributed (KS = 0.262 > 0.05). Outcomes of the
Levene test demonstrate that variances were equal (p = 0.802 > 0.05). For this reason,
parametric tests could be used.

Outcomes indicate that no statistically significant differences existed between “teacher’s
qualification level” (a 4-year degree, 5-year degree, or a doctorate) and the “need for stu-
dents to be oriented towards studying” (F(238) = 0.796; t(238) = 0.758; p = 0.464 > 0.05) or
“lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study effectively” (F(238) = 0.686;
t(238) = 0.758; p = 0.449 > 0.05). There were also no statistically significant differences found
between the reference variable and “students’ knowledge of their own disposition towards
studying” (F(238) = 0.482 t(238) = 783; p = 0.434 > 0.05) (Table 5).
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Table 5. Analysis of mean differences according to the highest academic qualifications (Student’s t-test).

Dimensions Pertaining to the
Dependent Variable

University or Other
Higher Studies

M ± SD

Doctor
M ± SD t(df) p

Need for students to orient towards studying. 4.276 ± 0.461 4.229 ± 0.549 t(238) = 0.758 0.465
Lack of teacher engagement to ensure that

students study effectively. 3.321 ± 0.565 3.565 ± 0.631 t(238) = 0.758 0.449

Student knowledge about their own
disposition towards studying. 3.674 ± 0.642 3.543 ± 0.700 t(238) = 0.783 0.434

p ≤ 0.05, statistically significant difference.

− Mean differences between school location (capital city or other schools in the province) and the
three factors formed by the dependent variable.

The Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS = 0.712 > 0.05) and the Levene tests (p = 0.525) showed
that data were normally distributed and variances were equal. For this reason, parametric
tests were appropriate.

No statistically significant differences were found between the perceptions of teach-
ers who delivered teaching in Jaen capital city or in the rest of the province; between
the “need for students to be oriented towards studying” (F(342) = 0.952; t(245) = −0.952;
p = 0.342 >0.05) and the “lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study effec-
tively” (F(245) = 0.735; t(245) = −1.246; p = 0.214 > 0.05); or between school location and the
level of “student knowledge about their own disposition towards studying” (F(245) = 0.018;
t(245) = −0.592; p = 0.555 > 0.5) (Table 6)

Table 6. Analysis of mean differences according to the centre’s location—Jaén capital or province (Student’s t-test).

Dimensions Pertaining to the
Dependent Variable

Jaén-Capital
M ± SD

Province
M ± SD t(df) p

Need for student to orient towards studying. 3.991 ± 0.456 4.047 ± 0.473 t(245) = 0.952 0.342
Lack of teacher engagement to ensure that

students study effectively. 3.876 ± 0.536 3.957 ± 0.485 t(245) = −1.246 0.214

Student knowledge about their own
disposition towards studying. 2.907 ± 0.770 2.965 ± 0.751 t(245) = −0.592 0.555

p ≤ 0.05, statistically significant difference.

− Mean differences between teacher employment status and the factors comprised by the depen-
dent variable.

Parametric tests were used given that the KS (=0.448 > 0.05) and Levene test (p = 0.186
> 0.05) outcomes were not statistically significant, confirming that data distribution was
normal, and variance was homogeneous.

No statistically significant differences were found between employment status and
the “need for students to be study oriented” (F(5,223) = 1.809; p = 0.076 > 0.05) (Table 7).

Statistically significant differences did exist between teachers’ employment status and
the “lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study effectively” (F-2). Differences
were found between teachers with an indefinite contract (TIC) and officials with final
assignment (OFA) (F(5,223) = 1.822; p = 0.000 < 0.05). In this case, statistical power was
(d) = 0.987. This translates to outcomes being repeated in 98.7% of research studies. Effect
size was (1 − β) = 0.106, giving a very low explained variance of just 1.06%.
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Table 7. Mean differences between teacher employment status and the factors comprised by the dependent variable.
ANOVA.

DV WHOLE OFA OPA MFS ICPS (ST) F(df) p (1 − β)

D-1 4.02 ± 0.466 3.99 ± 0.470 4.16 ± 0.356 423 ± 0.382 4.05 ± 0.490 4.04 ± 0.390 F(5,223) = 1.809 0.076 —
D-2 3.91 ± 0.505 3.84 ± 0.487 3,88 ± 0.491 4.39 ± 0.369 4.02 ± 0.522 4.19 ± 0.296 F(5,223) = 1.822 0.000 0.106
D-3 2.90 ± 0.003 2.85 ± 0.739 2.57 ± 0.437 3.47 ± 0.790 3.58 ± 0.651 3.11 ± 0.650 F(5,223) = 1.127 0.000 0.114

Note: Official with final assignment (OFA); official with provisional assignment (OPA); indefinite contracts working at mixed funded
schools (MFS); indefinite contracts working at private schools (ICPS); substitute teachers (ST). D-1: Need for students to be oriented towards
studying; D-2: Lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study effectively; D-3: Student knowledge about their own disposition
towards studying. Dimensions of the dependent variable: DV.

Statistically significant differences were established in relation to item 8, “students
are prepared to use intellectual work techniques that are focused towards study” and
“teachers’ employment status” (F(5,220) = 1.888; p = 0.000 < 0.05; (d) = 0.991; (1 − β) = 0.112).
These differences emerged between officials with final assignment (OFA) at mixed funded
(private and public) schools (MFS), with outcomes favouring the second (MFS) (M(MFS)
= 4.21 > 3.30 = M(OFA); p = 0.000 < 0.05). Statistically significant differences were also
found between officials with provisional assignment (OPA) but without a permanent
school destination (PSD) and teachers who had indefinite contracts at mixed funded
schools (MFS). Once again, outcomes favoured the MFS, with teachers reporting to be “in
agreement” (M(MFS)) = 4.21 > 3.25 = M(OFA); p = 0.006 < 0.05).

Statistically significant differences were also found in relation to item 13, “lack of
guidance around the organisation of study time” and “teachers’ employment status
(F(5,223) = 2.307; p = 0.009 < 0.05; (d) = 0.874; (1 − β) = 0.066). Observed differences emerged
between official with final assignment (OFA) and a permanent school destination and those
with an indefinite contract working at mixed funded schools (MFS) (M(MFS) = 4.79 > 4.19
= M(OFA); p = 0.012 < 0.05), favouring teachers with indefinite contracts at mixed funded
schools who reported strong agreement.

Statistically significant differences persisted with regards to item 16, “teachers at the
school reinforce the achievements made by students” and teachers’ employment status
(F(5,220) = 0.647; p = 0.000 < 0.05; (d) = 0.990; (1 − β) = 0.111).

Differences were produced between teachers who were official with final assignment
(OFA) and substitute teachers (ST) (M(OFA) = 3.72 < 4.56; M(ST); p = 0.022 < 0.05), and
between teachers who were official with final assignment (OFA) and those with indefinite
contracts at mixed funded schools (MFS) (M(OFA) = 3.72 < 4.53; M(MFS); p = 0.000 < 0.05).
In both cases, evaluations were more favourable for non-permanent staff; however, in the
case of all three, opinions demonstrated “agreement”.

Statistically significant differences were generated in relation to teachers’ employment
status and item 18, “fluid relationship between teachers and students increases study
motivation” (F(2,220) = 2.648; p = 0.047 < 0.05; (d) = 0.732; (1 − β) = 0.049). Nonetheless,
these significant differences were not evident when comparing the different categories of
this variable.

Statistically significant differences were also found in relation to teachers’ employment
status and “level of students’ knowledge about their own disposition towards studying
(F3) (F(5,223) = 1.127; p = 0.000 < 0.05; (d) = 0.993; (1 − β) = 0.114). Differences were produced
among teachers who were official with final assignment (OFA), particularly between those
with indefinite contracts who work in private schools (ICPS) (M(OFA) = 2.85 < 3.47 = M(ipcs);
p = 0.006 < 0.05) and those with indefinite contracts working at mixed funded schools
(MFS) (M(OFA) = 2.86 < 3.69 = M(MFS); p = 0.006 < 0.05)

These statistically significant differences were specified in relation to teachers’ em-
ployment status and item1 (“baccalaureate students are aware of their challenges and
limitations”) (F(5,222) = 1.139; p = 0.000 < 0.05; (d) = 0.997; (1 − β) = 0.097).

Statistically significant differences were established between teachers who were official
with final assignment (OFA) and those with indefinite contracts working at mixed funded
schools (MFS) (M(OFA)= 2.97 < 3.58 = M(MFS); p = 0.032 < 0.05), and between teachers who
were official with final assignment (OFA) and those with indefinite contracts working at
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private schools (ICPS) (M(OFA) = 2.97 < 3.88; M(CICP); p = 0.033 < 0.05), with opinions being
more favourable amongst those working at private institutions.

Statistically significant differences were found to exist with regards to teachers’ em-
ployment status and item 6 (“students consider learning to be the most important aspect of
studying”) (F(5,222) = 1.854; p = 0.003; (d) = 0.993; (1 − β) = 0.078). Differences were specified
between teachers with an official final assignment (OFA) and those with indefinite contracts
working at mixed funded schools (MFS) (M(OFA) = 2.72 < 3.37; M(MFS); p = 0.042 < 0.05),
with outcomes being favourable to the latter despite being generally similar.

Differences also emerged between teachers official with provisional assignment (OPA)
and those with indefinite contracts working at mixed funded schools (MFS) (M(OPA) =
2.40 < 3.37 = M(MFS); p = 0.013 < 0.05), and with regards to those with indefinite contracts
working at private schools (ICPS) (M(OPA) = 2.72 < 3.50 = M(ICPS); p = 0.047). In both cases,
opinions were more favourable within the former, although the most common response
was “moderately agree” for all groups.

− Mean differences between hours of teacher training and the three factors that make up the
dependent variable.

Outcomes of the Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS = 0.209 > 0.05) and Levene tests (p = 0.970)
confirmed normal data distribution and homogeneity of variance.

Variance analysis performed according to the hours of didactic teacher training and
the three factors that make up the dependent variable indicated that no differences existed
in any of the 3 dimensions, factor-1 (F(4,240) = 0.485; p = 0.272 > 0.05); factor-2 (F(2,240) = 1.242;
p = 0.095 > 0.05); and factor-3 (F(4.240) = 0.133; p = 0.177 > 0.05) (Table 8).

Table 8. Mean differences between teacher employment status and the factors comprised by the dependent variable
(ANOVA).

DV OVERALL TRAINING HOURS F2 p (1 − β)<0 >30 30 > 61 61 > 121 <120

D-1 4.02 ± 0.464 4.34 ± 0.365 4.10 ± 0.457 4.01 ± 0.441 3.97 ± 0.455 4.02 ± 0.490 F(4,240) = 0.485 0.272 —
D-2 3.92 ± 0.509 397 ± 0.301 3.90 ± 0.471 4.03 ± 0.506 3.79 ± 0.526 3.94 ± 0.505 F(4.240) = 0.1.24 0.095 —
D-3 2.93 ± 0.761 2.93 ± 0.776 3.32 ± 0.705 3.00 ± 0.772 2.92 ± 0.770 2.83 ± 0.745 F(4,240) = 0.133 0.177 —

Note: Has not received training (<0); less than 30 h; between 30 and 60 h; between 61 and 120 h; less than 120 h. DV: Dimensions of the
dependent variable.

3.4.3. Regression Analysis

Three stepwise regression analyses were carried out in order to identify whether the
independent variable describing the teachers’ employment status could be predictive. This
analysis was performed due to the fact that this was the only variable that could explain a
reasonable proportion of variance in the inferential analysis.

In the case of factor 1 (“need for students to be study oriented”), the linear regression
analysis showed that the only variable with potential predictive value, teachers’ employ-
ment status, was not predictive in this case.

None of the considered independent variables appears to be predictive. Considering
the employment status of teachers (F = 1.135; p = 0.095; R2

adjus = 0.020), in this case, only
2% of total variance could be explained (F(4,218)= 1.135; p = 0.341 > 0.05; R2

adjus = 0.017).
With regards to factor 2 (“lack of teacher engagement to ensure that students study

effectively”), teachers’ employment status was observed to differ significantly from zero
and explained 7.1% of the overall variance in the dependent variables (F(5,241) = 5.241;
p = 0.000 < 0.05; R2

adjus = 0.071).
With regards to factor 3 (“level of students’ knowledge about their own disposition

towards studying”), the best model explained 9.6% of all variances in this factor and
integrated the variable describing teachers’ employment status (F(4,218) = 6.881; p < 0.000;
R2

adjus = 0.096).
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4. Discussion

The aim of the present study was to identify baccalaureate teachers’ perceptions
regarding the need to guide students when it comes to studying, teacher engagement in
this process, and the knowledge of students about their own disposition towards studying.

Teachers unanimously agreed that it was necessary to orient students towards study-
ing, showing a high degree of homogeneity in their responses. This orientation was
considered to revolve around the need to help students create an appropriate study climate.
This is understood as a central part of this process, allowing for potential shortcomings to
be detected, which may stand in the way of achieving the proposed objectives [19,22]. In
addition, it facilitates the performance and monitoring of tasks, which allows for the effort
to be consolidated around pre-defined goals, with these being indicators of appropriate
time management by the students [18]. To this end, appropriate methodological training
is necessary for teachers as this will help students to increase their interest and positive
attitudes towards studying, whilst also enabling them to reach new goals. This, at the
same time, breeds an appropriate work climate and the motivation needed for students
to orientate towards learning [30]. In this same sense, as stated by Wolf et al. [32], it is
necessary to urge families, teachers, and other social agents to assume responsibility, not
only for achieving targets, but also for the personal and social consequences that lead to
school failure.

Nonetheless, the homogeneity of opinions is not enough, given that student orienta-
tions towards studying demand the commitment of teachers to ensure that pedagogical
beliefs fit into the culture in which training activities are carried out [39].

Given that strategies are necessary for developing intellectual work techniques and
habits through activity monitoring, teachers in the present study considered that students
must receive moral reinforcement from their families and teachers. In addition, it was
deemed important to facilitate interaction between teachers and students. All of this is
based on a more humanistic stance that favours teacher commitment to students.

Teachers considered that the actions they described were not only relevant to guidance,
but also, when performed appropriately from the end of primary education, would permit
the development of preventive processes. These, in turn, as a means of achieving the goals
set by the students, facilitate better student self-perceptions [9,10] and a greater capacity to
take on challenges and actions that require effort [11].

The need to deepen knowledge about guidance relative to the indicators outlined in
the present study raises the need for teacher training to move from one that is saturated
by content, to another that is based on the execution of skills, as described by Ubieto [30].
Hence, the need to upscale the execution of reasoning through the development of intel-
lectual work techniques is shown. This must be accompanied by the monitoring of these
same activities [24].

However, as argued by participating teaching staff, the lack of alignment between
the content that must be learned and skill development, alongside deficiencies in teacher
training around provident student guidance, has led to a lack of commitment amongst
teachers [25], and, above all, a lack of teamwork due to the absence of professional com-
mitment [27]. The circumstances alluded to were shared by teachers, regardless of their
academic qualification, whether they delivered teaching in urban or rural populations,
and, most interestingly, regardless of their academic training. The latter of these findings
leads us to reflect on the appropriateness and quality of the current training received by
teachers. Further reflection will help to discern what works and what does not, and to
offer solutions.

Furthermore, teachers considered that their lack of engagement was due to the lack of
time availability, although greater time availability arises when the performance of class-
room activities is balanced with monitoring [28]. This occurs not only because it optimises
time use, but also because monitoring work enables erroneous reasoning processes to be
deconstructed, helping those involved to learn through reasoning [29].
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It is important to highlight that teachers working at private or mixed funded schools
have less free time available and so more often make the link between commitment and
engagement with students that help them to study. In this sense, these teachers considered
their students to be more creative, more aware of their limitations, and more likely to
consider learning to be a central aspect of studying. This finding may be rooted in more in-
depth tutoring processes that would encourage students to face up to their own reality [30].

5. Conclusions

The information provided by participating teaching staff was fairly unanimous and ho-
mogeneous. An opinion shared by all teachers, regardless of their employment status, was
that there is a need to guide students so that they could acquire study tools. Nonetheless,
significant differences emerged in some cases with regards to the commitment of teachers
to orient students towards engaging in appropriate studying techniques, in addition to
their perceptions of student knowledge about their own disposition towards studying.
However, the differences were marginal and favoured teachers working at private or mixed
funded schools.

More tutoring actions were observed among teachers who were hired indefinitely
at private or mixed funded schools. This came with greater knowledge of students and
favoured students’ own knowledge about themselves. In this sense, preventative actions,
such as tutoring and the monitoring of student intellectual activity, were judged to act as
preventative processes that moved students away from an outcome orientation.

Tutoring is not only linked with student knowledge of methodological tools, but its
importance is also highlighted through the need for support from families and teachers, in
the sense that the primary source of social support for students changes at this life stage [7].

It is important to reflect on the fact that teachers’ academic training (university degree,
PhD) and professional training were not high-quality discriminative indicators when it
came to reflecting on and deepening knowledge about the reasons behind the lack of
teacher engagement (no statistically significant differences were found). Nonetheless,
teachers associated greater engagement with using up more teaching time, when in reality
this should not be the case. This encourages further reflection about the orientation and
purpose of ongoing teacher training.

Other important outcomes include the “nods” of teachers towards the need for lead-
ership to be shown by school management. This was seen as capable of energising work
teams who subscribe to the same shared culture and have students as their central focus.
Combining, in a coordinated way, that which is legislated in regulatory frameworks with
that which is then carried out in real life was also seen as a challenging demand. An exam-
ple of this comes from the exams used to evaluate students and grant access to university,
which are almost always based on content learning, and yet juxtapose with baccalaureate
curricula which are determined by skill execution. In a tacit way, teachers demand for
solutions to be found in order to bring these two highly different realities in line with
actual needs.

All of the matters discussed above could provide a point of reflection to orient students
more towards learning than outcomes.

Study Limitations

Access to teaching staff was not a challenge with regards to the administration of the
scale. However, collaboration was not very strong given that, out of a population of 1779
teachers, only 317 participated. Limitations also arose with regards to knowledge about
teachers’ professional culture. It is possible that this led to a degree of bias at the time of
completing the scale.

In the same way, following data analysis, it could also be observed that it would have
been possible to propose a number of other items which were not foreseen a priori, but
that the information provided by the research suggested as being opportune.
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In conclusion, some additional independent variables were included which were not
easily delimited prospectively. It is also important to consider the potential effects of social
desirability, which can sometimes cause informants to respond in a way that contrasts with
the way they truly think.
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