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I N T R O D U C T I O N
When students develop because of teachers’ actions, the teachers generally feel that 
they are positively contributing to students’ lives and, consequently, experience an 
increased sense of efficacy and meaningfulness that validates their efforts (Brunzell 
et al., 2018; Fourie & Deacon, 2015; Turner & Thielking, 2019; Shoshani, 2021). 
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ABSTRACT
Objectives. Despite extensive research on the 
effects of teachers’ growth mindset (i.e., a be-
lief that students’ abilities are malleable quali-
ties that can be developed through effort and 
practice) on student outcomes, limited studies 
have considered how teachers’ growth mindset 
affects teachers’ work experiences.
Sample and settings. Authors assessed the rela-
tionships among teachers’ mindset, self-efficacy 
and the perceived meaningfulness of teaching in 
two studies: a survey of novice Czech teachers 
conducted by the Ministry of Education, Youth 
and Sports (Study 1, n=1447) and a representa-
tive study including all second-level teachers 
from 150 Czech elementary schools (Study 2, 
n=1768). 
Hypotheses. Based on the social-cognitive 
framework, hypotheses were tested regarding 
a positive association between teacher’ growth 
mindset, teacher’ self-efficacy and the perceived 
meaningfulness of teaching, both direct and with 
teacher’ self-efficacy playing a mediating role. 
Statistical analyses. Hypotheses were tested 
within a structural equation modeling frame-
work. 
Results. In both studies, structural equation mod-

eling supported the hypotheses regarding the 
direct relationships between teachers’ growth 
mindset, teachers’ self-efficacy, and the per-
ceived meaningfulness of teaching. While both 
studies revealed a significant mediation effect 
of self-efficacy in the relationship between tea- 
chers’ mindset and perceived meaningfulness, 
the effect was small. The models explained 6.5% 
(Study 1) and 19.8% (Study 2) of variance in 
perceived meaningfulness of teaching. The total 
effects of teachers’ growth mindset on meaning-
fulness of teaching were β=.145 (Study 1) and 
β=.182 (Study 2), while the effects of teachers’ 
self-efficacy were β=.210 (Study 1) and β=.429 
(Study 2). The findings suggest that both teach-
ers’ growth mindset and self-efficacy contribute 
to a positive teaching experience.
Limitations. The limitations of the study include 
a cross-sectional design, self-report measures 
and a limited number of variables included in 
the analysis.
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However, what if teachers believe that some students are unable to progress beyond a 
certain point in their learning because of insufficient levels of intelligence or abilities? 
How would this affect the ways in which teachers see themselves and their work? To 
answer these questions, we explored the relationships among teachers’ mindsets (i.e., 
teachers’ beliefs about the nature of students’ abilities), teachers’ self-efficacy (i.e., 
perceptions of their competence as teachers), and a sense of meaningfulness of their 
work.

As a point of departure, we used the concept of teachers’ mindset (Dweck, 2017; 
DeLuca et al., 2019; Mesler et al., 2021; Seaton, 2018; Yeager et al., 2022), which jux-
taposes two competing teachers’ perceptions of the nature of student abilities. From 
one perspective, teachers may perceive students’ abilities as relatively fixed entities 
that constitute a possible barrier to learning; from another perspective, teachers may 
perceive students’ abilities as malleable qualities that can be developed through effort 
and practice. We argue that teachers’ beliefs about the nature of students’ abilities 
provide teachers with a sense-making framework that may shape their interpretations 
of their work experiences, affecting their self-efficacy (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Lüfte-
negger & Muth, 2024; Perera & John, 2020; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020; Skaalvik 
& Skaalvik, 2010) and their perception of teaching as meaningful work (Martela & 
Pessi, 2018; Martela & Riekki, 2018). In this way, we sidestep the dominant focus of 
the current mindset research on the educational effects of teachers’ mindsets (DeLuca 
et al., 2019; Mesler et al., 2021; Seaton, 2018; Yeager et al., 2022) and focus on pos-
sible relationships between teachers’ mindsets and the ways in which they perceive 
their work. This approach is even more innovative in the Czech context, in which, to 
our knowledge, only one paper has explored the role of teachers’ mindsets as a condi-
tion of quality teaching (Straková & Simonová, 2015).  

For mindset theory, adaptive beliefs about the nature of ability have been consid-
ered important facilitators of successful learning development (Blackwell et al., 2007; 
Dweck, 2000, 2017; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Dweck & Yeager, 2019). From this 
perspective, the key attribute that shapes educational decisions, effort, persistence and 
reaction to failure is what qualities learners attribute to their abilities, i.e., whether 
they consider their abilities to be relatively stable and unchangeable or malleable and 
susceptible to being changed by effort. Dweck (2017) labelled these two competing 
frameworks through which learners make sense of their learning experiences as a 
“fixed mindset” and a “growth mindset”. Learners with a fixed mindset are often 
preoccupied with appearances, endorse performance-avoidant goals and have fewer 
adaptive attributions and beliefs about effort, which impair their learning; learners 
endorsing a growth mindset are more preoccupied than other learners with learning 
and endorse more adaptive goals and beliefs, which facilitates their learning (Dweck 
& Yeager, 2019).

There has been a debate over the actual effects of mindsets, as some studies have 
failed to replicate the results of mindset research (Burgoyne et al., 2020; Li & Bates, 
2019; Yeager & Dweck, 2020), and others have found the effects of mindset only 
in some groups of students (Bernardo, 2021; King & Trinidad, 2021). However, re-
cent meta-analyses and large-scale research have suggested that learners with growth 
mindsets exhibit numerous positive characteristics, such as higher levels of self-reg-
ulatory processes and higher goal achievement (Burnette et al., 2013), lower fear of 
failure (Gouëdard, 2021) or better academic performance (Claro et al., 2016; Gouëd-
ard, 2021).

While the main focus of mindset research has been on the effects of learners’ 
mindsets (Dweck & Yeager, 2019), teachers’ growth mindsets (i.e., teachers’ beliefs 



65	 Výzkumné studie	 /

that students’ abilities can be developed through effort and practice) might play an 
important role in enabling the positive effects of students’ growth mindsets. Some 
authors (Murphy et al., 2021; Trzesniewski et al., 2021) have argued that growth-
mindset classroom cultures cocreated by teachers’ beliefs and practices represent an 
important moderator of the educational benefits of students’ mindsets. In support of 
this claim, teachers’ mindsets have been significantly associated with the mindsets of 
their students (Mesler et al., 2021), and interventions aimed at students’ growth mind-
set have had a positive effect on students’ academic achievement only in classrooms 
with teachers who also endorsed a growth mindset (Yeager et al., 2022). Furthermore, 
teachers with a growth mindset were more likely than other teachers to have students 
with higher achievement and motivation (Gouëdard, 2021). In line with our current 
research, recent studies (Lüftenegger & Muth, 2024; Shoshani, 2021; Stewart, 2018; 
Zeng et al., 2019) have also suggested that teachers’ growth mindsets might be posi-
tively related to not only student educational outcomes but also teachers’ perceptions 
of their work, including self-efficacy and occupational well-being.

However, despite its possible importance, research on the association between 
teachers’ mindsets and work experiences has been scarce, although some preliminary 
evidence exists of a positive relationship between teachers’ growth mindset and oc-
cupational well-being. Most notably, Shoshani (2021) explored the effects of a growth 
mindset intervention in math teachers that consisted of a series of workshops focus-
ing on different themes from the mindset research. The intervention supported the 
development of a growth mindset in teachers from the experimental group, which was 
related to lower student dropout and higher enrolment of new students. Furthermore, 
the intervention increased teachers’ well-being, self-efficacy and sense of meaning 
at work. A structural equation model showed that teachers’ growth mindset was sig-
nificantly related to their professional well-being (conceptualized as teaching satis-
faction, positive and negative emotions, self-efficacy, and meaning at work), which 
was positively related to students’ math performance. The authors argue that one of 
the mechanisms governing the effects of teachers’ growth mindset on professional 
well-being was increased resilience, which helped teachers overcome challenges even 
when working with difficult students (Shoshani, 2021).

In another study, Zeng et al. (2019) found that teachers’ growth mindset as a cog-
nitive belief about the malleability of student abilities was related to teachers’ work 
engagement (i.e., a positive emotional work-related state characterized by vigor, dedi-
cation, and absorption) both directly and through their increased well-being and per-
severance of effort. As the constructs of work engagement and meaningful work are 
closely related (Keating & Heslin, 2015), we may expect that similar processes could 
be in play between a growth mindset and meaningful work. Overall, a growth mindset 
may provide teachers with a cognitive framework that allows interpreting student 
outcomes as controllable and, in turn, allows them to perceive themselves as more 
efficacious, perceive their work as teachers more positively and be more persistent 
when encountering difficulties.

Teachers’ self-efficacy, or “teachers’ self-referent judgments of capability” (Zee 
& Koomen, 2016, p. 981), is considered another essential cognitive characteristic of 
successful teachers (Schleicher, 2011) and has been extensively researched as an im-
portant factor underlying effective teaching and learning (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Zee 
& Koomen, 2016). Overall, teachers’ self-efficacy has been related to the quality of 
the classroom processes and, in the next step, students’ academic adjustment as well 
as teachers’ well-being (Zee & Koomen, 2016). Teachers with higher self-efficacy 
were more willing than other teachers to experiment with new methods to respond to 
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studentsʼ needs (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997) and provided higher-quality instruction, in-
cluding cognitive activation, classroom management, and individual learning support 
of students (Holzberger et al., 2013). Furthermore, teachers’ self-efficacy was related 
to teachers’ job satisfaction (Klassen & Chiu, 2010), engagement (Chesnut & Burley, 
2015), and lower incidence of burnout (Brouwers & Tomic, 2000; Chwalisz et al., 
1992). Teachers’ self-efficacy may be related simultaneously to student and teacher 
outcomes (Perera & John, 2020) and mediates the effects of the school environment 
on teachers’ job satisfaction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).

In terms of work-related outcomes, we presume that teachers with a growth mindset 
and a higher level of self-efficacy may perceive their work as more meaningful than 
other teachers because they are in a better position to expect and actually experience 
a more significant impact of their teaching on students’ learning development. Mean-
ingful work, i.e., “work experienced as particularly significant and holding more posi-
tive meaning for individuals” (Rosso et al., 2010, p. 95), has been related to numerous 
work outcomes, including work engagement (Guo & Hou, 2022), job performance 
(Frieder et al., 2018), psychological well-being (Cassar & Buttigieg, 2013), and oth-
ers (Allan et al., 2019; Rosso et al., 2010). For teachers, the perceived meaningfulness 
of teaching has been related to positive relationships with students and higher job 
satisfaction or sense of happiness (Fourie & Deacon, 2015; Lavy & Bocker, 2018) 
and constitutes a personal resource that buffers the negative impact of stressful work 
conditions (Minkkinen et al., 2020).

In general, meaningful work stems from three main attributes: the significance 
of work (i.e., the work is perceived as important and valuable), broader purpose of 
work (i.e., the work transcends self-interest and contributes to a greater good), and 
self-realization (i.e., the work is authentic, allows expression of self, and enables the 
actualization of one’s potential) (Martela & Pessi, 2018; Martela & Riekki, 2018). In 
the context of teaching, qualitative studies have shown that teachers have found an 
important source of meaningfulness in the transfer of knowledge and making positive 
impact in students’ lives, receiving positive feedback on their work, forming positive 
relationships with students, or developing their teaching competence (Fourie & Dea-
con, 2015; Turner & Thielking, 2019). Even when faced with challenging conditions 
related to teaching difficult students, teachers derived meaning from their work by 
developing their sense of agency and authenticity through their perceived contribu-
tions to a greater good or a sense of belongingness and social identification with their 
students and colleagues (Brunzell et al., 2018).
Aim of the Study: Teachers’ Growth Mindset, Self-efficacy, 
and Meaningful Work
Based on the review above, we expect that a growth mindset and self-efficacy provide 
teachers with sense-making frameworks that frame students’ learning development as 
more responsive to teachers’ actions and facilitate teachers’ sense of agency. The dif-
ference between both concepts is that teachers’ mindsets anchor the possible change-
ability of students’ development in students, while teachers’ self-efficacy involves 
teachers themselves.  Nevertheless, both sets of beliefs allow for positive interpreta-
tions of teachers’ teaching experiences, support their higher expectations of students, 
and enable implementing more effective teaching practices. In this way, teachers may 
perceive themselves as having a more significant impact on students’ lives, which is a 
key attribute of meaningful work as teachers.

Furthermore, we argue that the relationship between teachers’ growth mindsets, 
teachers’ self-efficacy and the perceived meaningfulness of teaching may be hierar-
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chical, with teachers’ self-efficacy as the mediating variable. As teachers’ self-efficacy 
comprises the ways in which teachers judge their own teaching capabilities (Zee & 
Koomen, 2016, p. 981), teachers with a growth mindset may perceive themselves as 
more capable of making positive changes in students’ learning. This may facilitate 
a more proactive approach by teachers toward students, greater resilience and more 
persistence in working with a variety of students, even when encountering difficulties, 
which may further enhance their self-efficacy. In this way, teachers’ growth mindset 
may be part of a belief system directly related to teachers’ self-efficacy (Lüftenegger 
& Muth, 2024; Shosani, 2021).

Based on these arguments, we formulated the following hypotheses of the relation-
ships among teachers’ growth mindset, self-efficacy and perceived meaningfulness of 
teaching that we tested in the structural equation modeling (SEM) framework:
H1: A growth mindset in teachers is positively related to their perceived meaningful-
ness of teaching.
H2: Teachers’ self-efficacy is positively related to the perceived meaningfulness of 
teaching.
H3: A growth mindset in teachers is positively related to teachers’ self-efficacy.
H4: A growth mindset in teachers is positively related to the perceived meaningful-
ness of teaching through self-efficacy.

M AT E R I A L S  A N D  M E T H O D S
Design of the Study
To test the hypothesized relationships among teachers’ mindset, self-efficacy and per-
ceived meaningfulness of teaching, we analyzed data from two large-scale question-
naire studies conducted on Czech teachers. These studies were conducted separately; 
the decisions regarding the methodology were made by different research teams, and 
the studies partially differed in their aims and instruments used, especially in the 
measures of teachers’ self-efficacy (see further). However, we analyze the data from 
both studies in one theoretical and analytical framework, as they both aimed to assess 
the effects of teachers’ motivational beliefs (i.e., teachers’ mindset and self-efficacy) 
on work-related outcomes, including the perceived meaningfulness of teaching. We 
believe that, although the results of both studies are not directly comparable, they may 
have valuable insights into how teachers’ mindsets and self-efficacy relate to their 
perceived meaningfulness of teaching.  
Study 1
The first study included a sample of early career Czech teachers who participated in 
a national survey of teacher graduates and novice teachers conducted by the Ministry 
of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic (MEYS), which was the first 
national survey of this kind. The survey focused on how novice teachers perceived 
their competences in various areas, such as teaching planning, teaching strategies, 
classroom management, assessments, evaluations, and collaboration with others. To 
assess the experiences of novice teachers in a broader context, the questionnaire in-
cluded other scales focusing on work characteristics and attitudes toward teaching.

 The data collection was conducted according to the ethical standards of the MEYS 
and without an involvement of the authors of the study. The authors collaborated 
with MEYS in the preparation of the survey and were provided with the anonymized 
data for secondary analyses. In this study, we only worked with data from novice 
teachers; therefore, we described the data collection related to this subsample. The 
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questionnaire was distributed among novice teachers through school principals who 
were contacted by the MEYS via data mailboxes. Principals of Czech elementary and 
high schools that reported employing at least one novice teacher in the 2021/2022 and 
2020/2021 school years were contacted. Novice teachers were identified by MEYS 
as those in the first two years in the profession; however, the school principals often 
included teachers in their third year, which we retained in the dataset as we did not in-
tend to focus primarily on novice teachers. Principals were asked to forward to novice 
teachers in their schools a document with an anonymized link to the online question-
naire and a request to complete it. Principals were contacted in late May/ early June 
2022. A total of 1620 novice teachers completed the questionnaire; after excluding 
participants with missing values (n=47) and outliers (n=126), we retained a sample of 
1447 participants. A z-score analysis was conducted to detect potential outliers in the 
variables used in the analysis; cases with z-scores beyond ±3 were considered outliers.
Study 2
The second study included a representative sample of Czech elementary school teach-
ers who participated in the first wave of the longitudinal study “Panel 150” that ex-
plored psychosocial environments at Czech elementary schools and their effects on 
pupils’ educational outcomes from perspectives of different actors, including pupils, 
teachers and school principals. The authors of the study prepared the questionnaire 
battery and the data were collected by an external organization (The Public Opinion 
Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Czech Academy of Sciences). The data were 
collected by stratified randomized sampling using CAWI method; the sample was 
stratified to be representative of the regions of the Czech Republic and the school 
size. After a liaison with school principals of the selected schools, all teachers teach-
ing Grades 6-9 (i.e., middle elementary school teachers in the Czech context) were 
approached with the online questionnaire. The total sample participating in Study 2 
included 1768 participants and we retained the full sample in our analysis as we iden-
tified no missing values or outliers. Study 2 was approved by the Ethical committee 
of the Institute of Sociology, Czech Academy of Sciences (Ethical consent no. SOU-
273/2023). The data collection for Study 2 took place between April and June 2023.
Sample
As explained above, the sample included in our analysis consisted of 1447 novice 
elementary and high school teachers who participated in Study 1 and of 1768 second-
level elementary school teachers who participated in Study 2. The descriptive statis-
tics of the participants included in both studies are provided in Table 1.
Methods
Based on our hypotheses, we included the following items as measurement variables.

As demographic variables, we included in both studies the gender and age of par-
ticipating teachers and the length of their teaching experience after graduation. In 
Study 1, the age and the length of teaching experience were measured directly in 
years; in Study 2, the participants were asked to place themselves in one of the prede-
fined categories as shown in Table 1.

As a measure of teachers’ mindset in both studies, we adapted four items of the 
Dweck mindset instrument (Dweck, 2017) to reflect the context of teachers’ beliefs 
about the nature of the cognitive abilities of their students. The participants assessed 
on a six-point scale ranging from 1 – “Strongly agree” to 6 – “Strongly disagree” their 
beliefs about the stability or malleability of the cognitive abilities of their students 
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of the research samples

Variable Category n %

Study 1 (n=1447)

Gender Female

Male

1034

413

71.5

28.5

Years in practice after graduation 1 year 743 51.4
2 years 482 33.3
3 years 222 15.3

School level* Lower elementary 535  37.0
Middle elementary 696 48.1
High school 513 35.5

Mean age 32.47 years (sd= 9.19)

Study 2 (n=1768)

Gender Female

Male

1307

448

73.9

25.3
Other 13 0.8

Years in practice after graduation Less than 1 year 55 3.1
1 – 5 years 385 21.8
6 –10 years 230 13.0
1 – 15 years 202 11.4
16 – 20 years 249 14.1
21 – 25 years 217 12.3
26 – 30 years 146 8.2 
More than 30 years
 

284 16.1

Age Up to 25 years of age 34  1.9
25 – 29 years of age 150 8.5
30 – 39 years of age 378 21.4
40 – 49 years of age 595 33.6
50 – 59 years of age 419 23.7
60 – 69 years of age 180  10.2
Over 69 years of age 12 0.7

* Some teachers were teaching simultaneously at different levels
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(e.g., “Teachers can teach pupils new things, but they can’t truly change their basic 
intelligence.”). The responses were recoded such that a higher value on the response 
scale signifies higher endorsement of the growth mindset. The instrument showed 
good reliability in both studies (Cronbach’s alpha in Study 1 =.75, in Study 2 =.79). 
Considering that we used an adapted version of the Dweck mindset instrument, we 
conducted a confirmation factor analysis based on data pooled from both studies. 
The analysis showed a good fit of the model (CFI=.983; TLI=.949; RMSEA=.087; 
SRMR=.048).

As a measure of teachers’ self-efficacy, we included in the first study a 32-item 
scale, which was constructed by a panel of experts at MEYS on the basis of the 
Teacher Professional Qualities Framework (Tomková et al., 2012). This instrument’s 
overall intent was to measure how novice teachers perceive their capabilities in all rel-
evant areas outlined by the framework, reflecting the task specificity of self-efficacy 
beliefs (Bandura, 1997). In this way, the instrument included six domains of teach-
ers’ self-efficacy based on this framework. The participants assessed themselves on 
a 7-point scale ranging from 1 – “I definitely cannot” to 7 – “I definitely can” in the 
key professional qualities, including instructional planning (4 items, e.g., “I believe I 
can set goals of the teaching lesson in a way that supports the development of pupils’ 
competencies.”), learning processes (6 items, e.g., “I believe I can explain to the pu-
pils an importance of the curriculum content.”), learning environment (6 items, e.g., 
“I believe I can set rules of classroom behavior.”), assessment (5 items, e.g., “I believe 
I can provide feedback to the pupils, so they can improve.”), reflection on teaching 
(4 items, e.g., “I believe I can evaluate whether the goals for the lecture were met.”) 
and school development and collaboration (6 items, e.g., “I believe I can prepare the 
teaching in collaboration with my colleagues.”). The scales showed excellent reliabil-
ity in our study (Cronbach’s alpha =.96). To more thoroughly assess the psychometric 
properties of the instrument, we also conducted a confirmation factor analysis, which 
tested the proposed six dimensions of the questionnaire.  The analysis showed a good 
fit of the model (CFI=.931; TLI=.924; RMSEA=.051; SRMR=.033).

In the second study, we included the Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale (TSES, 
Klassen et al., 2009) as a measure of teachers’ self-efficacy. This 12-item scale meas-
ures teachers’ self-efficacy in three broad dimensions, including instructional strat-
egies, student engagement, and classroom management. In TSES, the respondents 
assess on a 9-points scale their belief that they can successfully perform relevant teach-
ing practices, such as “How much can you do to craft good questions for students” 
(Instructional strategies), “How much can you do to help students value learning?” 
(Student engagement), or “How much can you do to get children to follow classroom 
rules?” (Classroom management). The response scale ranges from 1 – “Nothing” to 
9 – “A great deal”). The TSES scale showed excellent reliability in our study (Cron-
bach’s alpha = .92).

As a measure of the meaningfulness of teaching in both studies, we adapted the 
“Meaning of Work” scale from the Copenhagen Psychosocial Questionnaire III (Burr 
et al., 2019), which consisted of two items (“Is your work as a teacher meaningful?” 
and “Do you feel that your work as a teacher is important?”) to which participants 
responded on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 – “To a very large extent” to 5 – “To a 
very small extent”). In the analysis, we recoded the response scale so that the higher 
number reflected a higher level of perceived meaningfulness of teaching. This meas-
ure showed good reliability in both studies (Spearman-Brown coefficient in Study  
1= .74, and in Study 2 = .80).
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Analysis
We computed descriptive statistics for all included variables in SPSS (Version 23 for 
Windows; IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). While the skewness and kurtosis of the variables 
were within an acceptable range, the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test showed that the vari-
ables were not normally distributed (see Table 2). To address the non-normality in the 
data, we used standard nonparametric bootstrapping with 1,000 resamples to obtain 
confidence intervals for path coefficients in the SEM.

In the next step, based on our hypotheses introduced in the “Aims of the study” sec-
tion, we formulated two unmediated and two mediated models that we tested within 
a SEM framework using the lavaan package in R (Rosseel, 2012) and estimated with 
the maximum likelihood method. In the unmediated models, we hypothesized that 
teachers’ mindset and teachers’ self-efficacy were directly related to the perceived 
meaningfulness of teaching. In the mediated models, we hypothesized that teach-
ers’ mindset was directly related to the perceived meaningfulness of teaching and to 
teachers’ self-efficacy, which, in the next step, was also associated with the perceived 
meaningfulness of teaching. We controlled for the effects of gender, age, and years 
of practice by including their effects on all latent variables. In the measure of teach-
er self-efficacy in Study 1, we collapsed all items related to particular competences 
into parcels (i.e., aggregate-level indicators comprised of the average of two or more 
items) computed as the mean score to reduce the sampling variability of the select-
ed sample and the amount of incorrectness of the model (Little, 2013). Similarly, in 
Study 2, we collapsed all items related to the TSES subscales into parcels representing 
instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom management subscales.

We used the a priori sample size calculator for SEM (Soper, 2019) to determine 
whether the sample size was appropriate for our analyses. Based on the number of 
latent and observed variables included in the models, a statistical power level of .8, 
and an anticipated effect size of .1, the recommended minimum sample size was 1258 
participants. When we lowered the anticipated effect size, the recommended number 
of participants was higher than that of our current samples. Therefore, we report the 
results only at the 1% significance level and interpret only the effects higher than 
.1. All reported coefficients from our analyses were standardized. We assessed the 
model fit using standard measures, including the chi square statistic and correspond-
ing p value; the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA, with values of 
approximately .05 or less being indicative of a close fit, and values of .08 or less being 
indicative of a good fit) (MacCallum et al., 1996); the standardized root mean square 
residual (SRMR, which should approximate or be less than .08 for a good-fitting 
model) (Hu & Bentler, 1999); and the comparative fit index (CFI, where values should 
be higher than .90 for adequately fitting models) (Marsh et al., 2004). The data used 
in the analyses are available upon request.

R E S U LT S
The descriptive statistics of the variables used in the analysis are provided in Table 2.

In the SEM analysis, we tested the unmediated and mediated models for both stud-
ies and determined that the models fit well with the data. The fit indices, regression 
coefficients and variances explained in the mediation models are provided in Tables 
3 and Table 4. 
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The measurement loadings for all latent variables were moderately high to high 
(range: .60-.90) and highly significant (p <.001). We present the mediation models for 
Study 1 and Study 2 including all hypothesized relationships in Figure 1 and Figure 
2. In both models, the teachers’ self-efficacy was positively associated with perceived 
meaningfulness of teaching, with a higher effect observed in Study 2 (β =.21 in Study 
1 and .43 in Study 2). Furthermore, growth mindset was positively associated with 
teachers’ self-efficacy (β =.11 in Study 1 and .19 in Study 2) and both directly (β =.12 
in Study 1 and .10 in Study 2) and indirectly (β =.02 in Study 1 and .08 in Study 2) 
associated with perceived meaningfulness of teaching. Regarding the included demo-
graphic variables, in Study 1 only age had a significant effect on teachers’ self-efficacy 
(β =.18); in Study 2, age had a positive effect on teachers’ self-efficacy (β =.27) and 
negative effect on perceived meaningfulness of teaching (β =.-12). The model ex-
plained 6.1% of the variance in the perceived meaningfulness of teaching in Study 1 
and 19.8% in Study 2.  

Figure 1 SEM model – Study 1

Figure 2 SEM model – Study 2
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In conclusion, models in both studies fit our data, which supports our hypotheses 
that the mindset and self-efficacy of teachers are directly related to the perceived 
meaningfulness of teaching. We also observed the hypothesized partial mediation ef-
fect of teachers’ self-efficacy in the relationship between teachers’ growth mindset and 
perceived meaningfulness of teaching; however, because the effect, albeit significant, 
was weak, we need to discuss its practical applicability. It appears that the hypoth-
esized effects were stronger and the variance explained was higher in Study 2, which 
suggest a higher relevance of the hypothesized model for the general population of 
teachers than for novice teachers included in Study 1.

D I S C U S S I O N
The structural equation models that we formulated based on the mindset framework 
(Dweck, 2017; DeLuca et al., 2019; Mesler et al., 2021; Seaton, 2018; Yeager et al., 
2022) as well as research on teachers’ self-efficacy (Klassen & Tze, 2014; Zee & 
Koomen, 2016) and meaningful work (Martela & Pessi, 2018; Martela & Riekki, 
2018) fit well with our data and largely confirmed our hypotheses regarding the re-
lationships among teachers’ mindset, self-efficacy and perceived meaningfulness of 
teaching, with support for the direct relationships and partial support for the media-
tion effect of teachers’ self-efficacy. While the models explained a relatively small 
portion of the variance in the perceived meaningfulness of teaching, we argue, in line 
with Yeager and Dweck (2020), that even the small effects of a growth mindset are 
meaningful and should be considered useful in real-world contexts in which teachers’ 
perception of their work is shaped by multiple structural, social and personal factors 
(e.g., Dicke et al., 2018; Hakanen et al., 2006; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010; Turner & 
Thielking, 2019).

Our findings contribute in several ways to the knowledge about teachers’ mean-
ing system, including mindset and self-efficacy (Lüftenegger & Muth, 2024), and 
its possible effects. First, in the models, teachers’ growth mindset and self-efficacy 
were directly related to the perceived meaningfulness of teaching. We argue that 
when teachers endorse a belief that student abilities are malleable qualities or perceive 
themselves as capable of high-quality teaching, it relates to the key dimensions of 
meaningful work (Fourie & Deacon, 2015; Martela & Pessi, 2018; Martela & Riekki, 
2018). Within such a meaning system (Lüftenegger & Muth, 2024), a positive change 
in student outcomes may be more attributable to teachers’ actions and teachers may 
experience their teaching as positively contributing to student lives and, in this way, 
as more significant, beneficial, and having a broader purpose (Brunzell et al., 2018; 
Fourie & Deacon, 2015).  As teachers generally find meaning in their involvement in 
transferring knowledge to students (Fourie & Deacon, 2015), believing that such a 
transfer is possible in all students and that teachers themselves are capable of facilitat-
ing this process may add to their sense of meaningfulness of teaching.

Furthermore, teachers’ growth mindset about student abilities may be related to 
their other positive attributes that support the sense of meaningfulness, such as bet-
ter relationships even with lower achieving students or a more positive view of the 
possible development of their teaching competence (Turner & Thielking, 2019). In 
addition, teachers’ growth mindset may actually enhance students’ motivation and 
learning (Gouëdard, 2021; Yeager et al., 2022), which may also contribute to teach-
ers’ perception of their work as significant and meaningful. Nevertheless, compared to 
teachers’ mindset, we observed stronger effects of teachers’ self-efficacy in relation to 
perceived meaningfulness of teaching, supporting the findings of many other studies 
that teachers’ positive perceptions of their teaching capabilities relate to more effec-
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tive teaching practices, as well as positive student and teacher outcomes (Klassen & 
Tze, 2014; Perera & John, 2020; Zee & Koomen, 2016), which all may translate into 
an increased sense of agency, an important attribute of meaningful work (Brunzell et 
al., 2018; Martela & Pessi, 2018).

Our results also suggest that a positive perception of teachers’ competencies may 
be somewhat enhanced by perceiving student abilities as malleable. Along with other 
studies (Lüftenegger & Muth, 2024), we argue that teachers’ growth mindset may be 
approached as part of a meaning system that precedes self-efficacy, as it subjectively 
grounds students’ outcomes in physical reality outside the reach of teachers’ actions. 
According to this perspective, teachers’ growth mindset forms a context in which 
there is a possibility that teachers’ actions can have a significant positive impact on all 
students (Turner & Thielking, 2019). In other words, perceived meaningfulness may 
partially stem from teachers’ sense that positive change in all students is possible (i.e., 
teachers’ growth mindset) and, thus, they are capable of having a positive impact on 
students (i.e., teachers’ self-efficacy).

To consider the practical implications of our results, we may argue that teachers’ 
growth mindset should be a focus in teachers’ education (e.g., Keesey et al., 2018; Ris-
sanen et al., 2019; Shosani, 2021), as it may be related to not only student outcomes but 
also positive teacher outcomes, including self-efficacy and a sense of meaningfulness 
of their work. While the effects of the growth mindset in our models were small, when 
we consider the possible multitude of variables that may contribute to how teachers 
experience their work, our results still suggest that the growth mindset has practical 
value. Our results suggest that the positive effects of teachers’ growth mindset may be 
higher in the general population of teachers (as represented in Study 2) than in nov-
ice teachers (as represented in Study 1). A greater emphasis on the development of a 
growth mindset during teachers’ education, and even more so in experienced teachers, 
could produce a positive change in their beliefs about students and subsequently in 
their teaching experience. As found by other studies, the effectiveness of short-term 
growth-mindset interventions aimed at teachers is limited (Yeager & Dweck, 2020), 
and longer, more intensive educational programs are necessary to produce a lasting 
change (Shoshani, 2021). The inclusion of mindset-related education not only during 
teachers’ formative years but also later in their careers could contribute to their sense 
of efficacy and also positively affect their experience of their work.

When discussing the results of our analysis, we need to consider the limitations of 
the study and our analytical approach. The data collection in both studies provided us 
with a large datasets that were sufficient for the conducted SEM analyses. However, 
our data were cross-sectional, which limits the possibilities of causal interpretations 
of the observed relationships. We hypothesized relationships among teachers’ mind-
set, self-efficacy and perceived meaningfulness of teaching and, based on theories of 
mindset, teachers’ self-efficacy, and meaningful work, we expected that the suggested 
direction of these relationships are at least partially valid. At the same time, it is nec-
essary to acknowledge that in reality, these relationships are more complex than sug-
gested in our models, and we must interpret the results of our analysis with caution. As 
the data collection in Study 1 was relatively restricted by the focus on teachersʼ per-
ceived competences, we were limited by the variables included in the study. A broader 
approach could produce a more comprehensive model providing a better explanation 
of the sense of meaningfulness and other teachers’ outcomes. Our models explained a 
relatively small portion of the variance in the perceived meaningfulness of teaching, 
so we may expect that other variables not included in the analysis, such as teachers’ 
perceptions of the workplace environment, including job resources and demands, play 
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a greater role in explaining the variance in this variable and that the effects of teachers’ 
mindset should not be overestimated.

Considering these limitations, the present article suggests some venues for further 
research. First, the effects of the growth mindset have usually been considered in 
relation to student outcomes (Dweck & Yeager, 2019). Our results suggest that the 
positive effects of a growth mindset could also extend to how teachers perceive their 
work, and future studies should explore this topic. From this perspective, teachers’ 
mindset could be approached as a personal resource and be incorporated into models 
of the occupational health of teachers (e.g., Dicke et al., 2018; Hakanen et al., 2006). 
Furthermore, as our study is only cross-sectional, future studies should implement 
research designs that allow for causal interpretations, such as intervention or longitu-
dinal studies. Growth mindset interventions for teachers are relatively low cost and 
have proven to be beneficial in relation to student outcomes (Yeager & Dweck, 2020) 
and teachers’ self-efficacy (Shoshani, 2021). It would be useful to explore further the 
efficiency of such interventions in relation to the occupational health of teachers. We 
intend to explore some of these venues in a follow-up to Study 2, in which the second 
wave of data collection took place in 2024.

C O N C L U S I O N S
In the present article, we used two large questionnaire datasets collected on different 
populations of Czech teachers and tested assumptions stemming from a social-cogni-
tive perspective, which presupposed that teachers’ growth mindset and self-efficacy 
represent positive sense-making frameworks that facilitate the perceived meaning-
fulness of teaching. We tested structural equation models in which teachers’ growth 
mindset and self-efficacy showed direct effects on the perceived meaningfulness of 
teaching, while the effect of teachers’ growth mindset was also partially mediated 
by teachersʼ self-efficacy. These findings suggest that the effects of teachers’ growth 
mindset, while small, may be beneficial for a positive experience of teachers’ work, 
which opens a venue for future mindset research in the area of teachers’ occupational 
health, including intervention and longitudinal studies.
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