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Abstract

:

Prolonged school closures, forced isolation, and mutations in social interactions due to the COVID-19 pandemic have posed challenges for actors in the educational context; teachers, in particular, have had to develop new instructional strategies to ensure that lessons could continue. The present research measures in a group of 374 Italian teachers—curricular and specialist support teachers—the relationship between self-perceived instructional competence, self-efficacy, and burnout. The present research, conducted between April and December 2020, represents the second part of a larger study conducted from November 2018 to October 2019, which was replicated during COVID-19. Participants completed an anamnestic questionnaire, the Assessment Teaching Scale, and the Maslach Burnout Inventory in both phases of research; an ad hoc questionnaire (to measure teaching practices) and the Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale were added in the second phase. Data confirm that general level of burnout increased and personal accomplishment was reduced during the pandemic; elevated personal accomplishment appears to be a predictor of emotional, socio-relational, and didactic competences before and during the pandemic. Feelings of frustration and accomplishment represent some manifestations of distress caused by the pandemic condition; these dynamics favor the crystallization of roles and behaviors towards the perception of metacognitive teaching processes.
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1. Introduction


One of the factors involved in the teaching process is the adequacy of the instructional strategies, which allows the students to acquire knowledge and a positive connection within the class group [1]. This adequacy not only depends on the teachers’ curriculum, but it also depends on their transversal skills, such as knowledge, method, ability of communication, relationship, evaluation, and sensitivity for the social context [2].



The literature [3] highlights how an adequate teaching–learning process must have three main aspects, namely, possessing a cognitive component (the construction of meaning), an affective component (the attribution of meaning), and carrying out a social function. In this perspective, teachers must know how to establish emotional relationships with students and create a positive classroom atmosphere, showing interest in their learners, trust in their potential, and a desire to transmit knowledge. Furthermore, teachers must be witnesses of values, interested in the social formation of students, and open to the change and reflection that comes from them.



Some authors suggest that perceived instructional self-efficacy—defined as a judgment of the teacher’s capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning—can affect an important part of didactic efficacy [4], although the teacher’s perceived self-efficacy is strongly influenced by their ideal image and to a lesser extent by objective evaluations of their work [4,5,6,7,8].



Even relational variables, which fall within transversal skills, influence the instructional competence and ways of managing and directing the class, which, if being flexible, will adapt to demands and contingencies of the class group. Transversal skills, in particular, appear to be fundamental requirements to face situations of great change, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, which hit the whole world starting in March 2020.



COVID-19 (acronym for coronavirus disease 2019) represents, in fact, a challenge on multiple fronts: health, economic, social, and educational. With reference to the Italian educational context, starting in March 2020, the government ordered the temporary closure of schools throughout the nation as a measure to prevent the spread of the infection. Furthermore, the high number of asymptomatic subjects, presenting the same viremia and high transmissibility, made it necessary to implement measures of containment and social distancing [9,10]. Italian schools, in accordance with the provisions of the government, implemented remote teaching systems to allow students and teachers to complete the school year, through synchronous (real-time lessons) and asynchronous lectures (the storage and dissemination of educational material, such as video lessons, handouts, audio, and films). In particular, the government provided funds to equip schools with digital tools and for the use of e-learning platforms, which were scarcely present in Italian schools. Furthermore, in order to help less well-off students, the government provided for the free loan of individual digital devices and the online training of teachers on distance teaching methodologies and techniques.



Although distance learning—compared to normal classroom-taught lessons—is characterized by a greater flexibility in programming and the ability to customize learning processes and easy distribution of information [11,12,13], it can present a barrier for younger students [14]. In particular, distance learning requires the student to be able to self-monitor and regulate their motivation to learn [15,16,17], determining a higher risk of passive procrastination in younger students or dropouts in older students. For example, a recent Indian study found that in the use of virtual classrooms, the average of the actual benefits was significantly lower than the average of the expected benefits. The main problems of virtual classrooms seemed to be network problems, lack of training, and reduced interaction due to connection problems [18].



In addition, Xie and Yang [19], in a study on autonomous learning during the pandemic, found two main critical issues: socio-economic differences and the lack of targeted autonomous learning materials. Regarding the first point, it emerged that not all students had electronic devices (phones, tablets, computers), the connection signal was poor or insufficient, and there were conflicts within the family. With regard to the second element, in classroom teaching, the teacher designs the teaching process based on the learning objectives of each lesson, identifying the connection between old and new knowledge and developing students’ ability to cooperate in groups; with online teaching, due to limited interaction, students have to study independently by exploring textbooks and materials provided.



Furthermore, Kong [20] observed that primary school students could not study effectively at home due to various problems, such as fundamental changes in the study environment (transition from a traditional classroom to online learning), but above all unsatisfactory learning because of reduced supervision by the teachers and parents. The author also pointed out that teachers have difficulties in adapting to the new online mode: They cannot express themselves in front of a webcam, their language lacks flexibility, the form is simple and does not attract students, and they do not interact in real time with students, leading to a low level of participation.



The pandemic situation, therefore, has posed great challenges for all actors in the educational context. Teachers in particular have had to develop new instructional strategies to ensure that lessons can continue without interruption [21]. Parents, on the other hand, took on the role of teachers in addition to their work and family obligations. Students also found themselves in a new situation: Whereas in classroom-taught lessons, fixed structures regulated daily school life and learning time, students now had to organize and regulate their learning independently [22].



1.1. Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Burnout


Prolonged school closures and confinement at home have had negative effects on the mental and physical health of children and adults [23]. In teachers in particular, psychological problems strictly related to home isolation are added to pre-existing pictures of burnout, a syndrome resulting from chronic stress in the workplace; this appears to be characterized by a feeling of depletion of energy or exhaustion, an increase in mental distance and negative or cynical feelings towards work and others, and reduced professional efficacy [24,25].



The literature prior to the pandemic shows how part of teachers perceived their work as very stressful due to specific elements, such as the presence of an excessive workload, lack of resources, poor feedback received from students, frequent lack of support from colleagues and the head teacher, wage inadequacy, and an often problematic relationship with parents [26]; to these are added low self-esteem and control over one’s work, reduced knowledge of work goals, and difficulties in managing extra-didactic situations [27]. The consequences of burnout on teachers are generally characterized by and increase in levels of absenteeism, substitution, and early retirement, and a deterioration in instructional self-efficacy.



The literature shows how their levels of burnout seem to increase in relation to some independent variables, such as age, the grade of school they teach, and level of experience [28], but above all instructional effectiveness and perception of self-efficacy. In fact, the well-being and psycho-physical health of teachers appears to be closely correlated with perceived self-efficacy in teaching, good performance, and didactic–metacognitive strategies [29,30]. In particular, teachers with a lower level of burnout and a strong sense of instructional effectiveness, planning, and organizing are more open to new ideas and more willing to experiment with new methods of improving and meeting the needs of their students [31]. Furthermore, they are likely to exert a positive influence on student achievement and their sense of effectiveness [32].



On the other hand, Skaalvik and Skaalvik [33] showed that job satisfaction is positively correlated with self-efficacy, and that emotional stress represents an important predictor of the perception of didactic self-efficacy. This is probably due to the fact that as teachers with low burnout levels become more aware of their ability to teach, their self-efficacy increases; consequently, their self-competence improves because they develop a metacognitive and self-regulated approach through a reflection on why, what, and how to teach [34].



More recently, Pellerone et al. [35] underlined the predictive role of emotional stress, depersonalization, and self-fulfillment on the didactic quality of primary school teachers. In particular, the authors showed how teachers with high levels of stress more frequently use negative coping strategies such as avoidance; on the contrary, teachers with elevated experience and personal fulfillment seem to have higher emotional, socio-relational, and didactic skills. In such circumstances, the socio-emotional characteristics of teachers seem to be an important mediator of the relationship between their emotional stress and didactic strategies.



In the light of the literature examined, it would seem interesting to analyze the changes that have occurred in teachers’ condition during the COVID-19 pandemic, and in particular the possible mutations in the effectiveness of teaching processes and in the educational strategies adopted by teachers, following a modification of the levels of burnout.




1.2. Self-Perceived Instructional Competence and the Effects of Pandemic: Teachers’ Attitudes toward Change


The forced isolation due to lockdown and quarantine, the change in the context of work, and the mutation in social interactions and other factors related to the pandemic could have worsened the levels of burnout or caused its onset. Although the literature is not yet exhaustive in this regard, a recent study by Cardullo et al. [36] highlighted how in the pandemic phase, among the difficulties encountered by teachers were the lack of technological devices and the low level of perceived self-efficacy in the use of technology, the lack of parental support in on-line learning, and above all, the difficulty in motivating and involving students in remote contexts. On the other hand, many teachers affirmed the usefulness of online teaching in small subgroups thanks to the use of additional resources, and they also mentioned less peer pressure and fewer distractions in these contexts.



However, despite the benefits of technology, we cannot underestimate some mediating factors that often hinder the online learning environment, such as teachers’ confidence in their ability to face new challenges through flexible teaching styles and new educational strategies: Many teachers feel overwhelmed, unprepared, and mentally exhausted as they try to successfully navigate the online learning environment. In this regard, Pressley [37] showed how for teachers who returned to class during the COVID-19 pandemic, stressors more proximal to burnout were COVID-19-related anxiety, anxiety about teaching requests, reduced communication with parents, and lack of administrative support. The author also demonstrated how levels of burnout did not differ significantly according to ethnicity, the geographical location in which the school was located, the teaching experience, and the teacher’s education level.



In addition, Ibanez et al. [38] showed the presence of higher levels of burnout in female and older teachers: This difference was mediated by the lack of knowledge of computer science. In fact, the authors showed that the computer skills possessed by women appear to be lower than those of men; this determined, in the group of women, a greater probability of expressing negative emotions and a high workload. An age difference related to digital skills was also detected during the pandemic, as the progressive widening of the age gap has a major impact on student education in a world where technology has taken on special relevance.



A longitudinal study conducted by Sokal et al. at the beginning of the pandemic [39] showed how the effectiveness of the teacher, the attitude towards change, and the perception of support were correlated with resilience and burnout. In particular, during the first three months of the pandemic, teachers showed increasing exhaustion and cynicism, but also greater effectiveness for classroom management and a sense of achievement. The same authors, confirming the previous literature [40], suggested that the intensity and nature of a challenge depended on both the context and the personal interpretation; in particular, in the teaching context during COVID-19, the lack of resources (such as support from parents or professional learning methods) was negatively correlated with achievement, showing that if the perception of reduced resources increases, the perception of results decreases.



It is therefore essential to analyze these barriers in order to provide the resources that allow teachers to move from expected behavior to actual behavior by acting on three components, namely, cognitive, affective, and behavioral intention [41,42,43].




1.3. Objective and Research Hypotheses


Within a metacognitive approach, the present research examines the variables inherent in the teacher as an agent, taking into account the dual nature of their dynamic activity: a more individual one (i.e., the emotional component) and a more social one (i.e., the socio-relational and organizational components).



The purpose of this research is to measure the self-perceived instructional competence, self-efficacy, and burnout in a group of Italian teachers, and curricular and specialist support, comparing these dimensions before and during the pandemic; to value the predictive role of the possible presence of burnout on the quality of teaching; and to analyze the mediating role of teachers’ self-efficacy on the relationship between burnout and self-perceived instructional competence.



In particular, the following hypotheses were formulated:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The socio-emotional factor (composed of variables related to relationship skills and inner balance) and the didactic factor (composed by skills of adaptation to new situations, planning, and didactic control) were reduced during the pandemic.





Hypothesis 2 (H2).

The burnout level—in particular, personal accomplishment—was reduced during the pandemic.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Personal accomplishment is a predictive variable of emotional, socio-relational, and didactic abilities before and during the pandemic.





Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Before the pandemic, socio-emotional, communicative-relational, and didactic abilities were predicted by the years of experience, presence of disabled students, and number of students per class, and during the pandemic only by the years of experience.





Hypothesis 5 (H5).

Teachers’ self-efficacy was a mediator of the relationship between burnout and self-perceived instructional competence during the pandemic.







2. Materials and Methods


The present research was conducted between April and December 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic. It represents the second part of a larger study that was conducted from November 2018 to October 2019 (Time 1), which was replicated during COVID-19 (Time 2).



In the first phase (Time 1), the research involved 374 Sicilian teachers, aged between 20 and 66 years old (M = 45.78; SD = 10.16), who worked in three school orders: kindergarten, primary, and middle school. In the second phase of the study (Time 2), 344 teachers were traced (mean age of 46.92, standard deviation of 10.40, and range between 22 and 68 years), with a mortality rate of 8%.



Inclusion criteria comprised the desire and satisfaction of participating in the research.



Consent of the school authorities was sought before the distribution and collection of the instruments. The questionnaires were anonymous and the participants were given the following information: the purpose and structure of the study, voluntary participation, a guarantee of anonymity, and the free will to withdraw from participation, with no disadvantage upon withdrawal. All participants provided written informed consent.



The Internal Review Board (IRB) of the Faculty of Human and Social Sciences at the University of Enna “Kore” approved the administered instruments and the research project.



The instruments were administered by qualified researchers, and teachers were given 50–60 min to complete them. The participants were from a medium to high socio-economic background.



Participants completed an anamnestic questionnaire, the Assessment Teaching Scale (ECAD-EP), and the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) in both phases of research; in the second phase only, an ad hoc questionnaire that analyzed teaching practices during the pandemic and the Teacher Sense of Self Efficacy Scale (TSES) were completed.



Anamnestic data were collected through the administration of a questionnaire divided into two parts: the first to acquire basic information, age, sex, years of experience, and role at the school (curricular or specialist support teacher), and the second to establish the number of students per class, presence of students with disabilities, and grade they teach.



The ECAD-EP questionnaire, or Escala de Evaluación de la Competencia Autopercibida of the Teacher of Primary Education [44], stems from the need to create a valid and accurate tool able to identify and thus being able to measure the strategic competences of schoolteachers. This is a questionnaire on a 5-point Likert scale (from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”) consisting of 58 items grouped into three factor dimensions:




	-

	
Socio-emotional factor (Factor A), which measures the ability to mediate and involve the class group, adaptability, communicative sensitivity, the capacity to establish a healthy coexistence, affective involvement, empathy, and self-efficacy;




	-

	
Communicative-relational factor (Factor B), which includes assertiveness, affective and executive leadership, conflict resolution, and nonverbal and para-verbal communication;




	-

	
Didactic factor (Factor C), which is linked to the management processes of teaching; it refers to skills of adaptation to new situations, planning, and didactic control.









The literature and the present study report sufficient estimates of the internal validity of the tool (Table 1).



The Maslach Burnout Inventory is a 22-item questionnaire on 7-point Likert scale (from “never” to “every day”) designed to assess the level of burnout [45]. It is a multidimensional questionnaire that addresses three areas of expertise: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. In particular, emotional exhaustion constitutes the answer to a working situation that induces excessive emotional involvement and emotional overload. Depersonalization is manifested by a detached, sometimes decidedly negative and hostile attitude towards users. Reduced personal accomplishment is substantiated in an exhausting feeling of inadequacy to establish an effective relationship of help with its users and implies a reduced level of self-esteem and the attenuation of the desire for success.



The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was equal to 0.87 for the emotional exhaustion scale, 0.71 for the depersonalization scale, and 0.78 for the personal accomplishment scale [46]. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was equal to 0.85 for the emotional exhaustion scale, 0.67 for the depersonalization scale, and 0.71 for the personal accomplishment scale in the first phase, and 0.87 for the emotional exhaustion scale, 0.69 for the depersonalization scale, and 0.72 for the personal accomplishment scale in the second phase.



The ad hoc questionnaire measured teaching practices during two last months related to the pandemic condition. It is a questionnaire on a 5-point Likert scale (from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”), consisting of 12 items grouped into three factors: emotional, didactic, and relational dimensions. Some examples of items are the following:




	
“I am aware that my task is also to accompany and support the students” (emotional dimension).



	
“I use the electronic register as my first organizational channel, but I don’t limit myself to it” (didactic dimension).



	
“I am aware that in an emergency situation the priority is not to lose the continuity of relationships with students” (relational dimension).








Teaching efficacy was measured using the Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy Scale [47]. This measure includes 12 questions related to three aspects of efficacy—efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies, and efficacy in classroom management—and each question is on a Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 9 (a great deal).



The literature and the present study reported good estimates of internal validity of the tool. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was equal to 0.87 for the engagement scale, 0.91 for the instruction scale, 0.90 for the management scale, and 0.90 for the general level of self-efficacy [47]. In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was equal to 0.85 for the engagement scale, 0.87 for the instructional scale, 0.91 for the management scale, and 0.90 for the general level.




3. Data Analysis


All analyses were conducted with Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 26.0 (IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY, USA). The level of significance was 0.05.



Descriptive analysis was used to assess the mean scores of all variables.



In reference to the Assessment Teaching Scale, the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to measure the influence of independent variables (age, years of experience, type of function, school grade, presence or absence of students with disabilities, and number of students per class) in ECAD-EP subdimensions. In reference to the burnout level, the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was carried out to value the potential effect of the independent variables on MBI subdimensions. The same analysis was carried out to measure the influence of independent variable on teaching practices and self-efficacy during the pandemic.



To compare the level of burnout and the self-perceived instructional competence before and during the COVID-19 pandemic, a T test for an independent group was conducted; the hypotheses was tested using Bonferroni’s correction of significance level.



The hierarchical regression for separate blocks was used in order to explore the predictive contribution of the burnout on the self-perceived instructional competence at Time 1 and Time 2, including anamnestic data (in the first block) and the MBI subdimensions (in the second block).



Furthermore, a mediation analysis was conducted in order to identify whether the relationship between burnout and self-perceived instructional competence was mediated by teachers’ self-efficacy during the COVID-19 pandemic.




4. Results


4.1. Inferential Analysis


A descriptive analysis was conducted in order to investigate the anamnestic data. In reference to the school order, 67.4% of participants worked in a primary school, 26.6% teaches in a middle school, and 6% in kindergarten. The participating teachers in the research had an average experience of 21.60 years (with a range between 2 and 44 years and standard deviation equal to 11.47); in reference to their role, 78.8% were curricular teachers, and 21.2% were specialist support teachers. The average number of students for each classroom was equal to 21.64 (with a range between 6 and 30 students). Furthermore, 83.4% declared to have students with an intellectual and/or physical disability, and 16.6% declared to not have students with a difficulty.



In reference to the ECAD-EP scores, the MANOVA was carried out in order to verify the influence of personal variables (age, years of experience, and role of teachers) on socio-emotional, communicative-relational, and didactic factors at Time 1 and Time 2.



In reference to the emotional factor at Time 1, the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed how years of experience seemed to influence the ability to mediate (F = 1.98; p < 0.01) and self-efficacy (F = 1.89; p < 0.01). Tukey’s post hoc underlined that teachers with an elevated experience tended to manifest a higher level of mediation and self-efficacy. At Time 2, only mediation was influenced by experience (F = 1.63; p < 0.05).



In reference to the communicative-relational factor at Time 1, nonverbal communication seemed to be influenced by experience (F = 1.92, p < 0.01), and affective leadership by role (F = 4.95, p < 0.05). Tukey’s post hoc underlined that teachers with more experience used nonverbal communication, but support teachers tended to manifest a lower level of affective leadership than curricular teachers. At Time 2, only nonverbal communication (F = 1.63, p < 0.05) was influenced by experience; age influenced conflict resolution ability (F = 1.72, p < 0.05) and executive (F = 1.68, p < 0.05) and affective leadership (F = 1.60, p < 0.05), which was also influenced by role (F = 5.47, p < 0.05). So, similar to Time 1, teachers with more experience used nonverbal communication, and older teachers presented a higher level of affective and executive leadership and an elevated ability to resolve conflict.



Regarding the didactic factor at Time 1, planning ability seemed to be influenced by age (F = 1.69, p < 0.05) and experience (F = 2.02, p < 0.01), which also influenced instructional control; moreover, interaction between age and experience seemed to influence planning ability (F = 1.60; p < 0.05) and situational adaptability (F = 1.44; p < 0.05). Interaction between experience and role seemed to influence the perceived instructional control (F = 2.89; p < 0.01). In particular, as underlined by Tukey’s post hoc analysis, older teachers and/or those with more experience presented elevated planning ability and adaptation to new situations; teachers with more experience—above all, curricular teachers—perceived reduced instructional control. At Time 2, instructional control was influenced by age (F = 2.08, p < 0.01) and experience (F = 1.69, p < 0.05), which also influenced planning ability (F = 2.11, p < 0.05); the interaction between experience and role seemed to influence instructional control (F = 4.29; p < 0.05). In detail, Tukey’s post hoc analysis underlined that younger teachers or those with less experience perceived elevated instructional control that seemed to be reduced in the curricular teachers with more experience.



In reference to the ECAD-EP, the same analysis was carried out in order to verify the influence of organizational variables (number of students, the presence or absence of students with disabilities, grade taught) on the socio-emotional, communicative-relational, and didactic factors. In reference to the emotional factor at Time 1, the data analysis underlined how grade influenced communication sensibility (F = 3.16, p < 0.05), mediation (F = 6.29, p < 0.001), group dynamization (F = 4.06, p < 0.01), and self-efficacy (F = 7.08 p < 0.001). The interaction between the number of students per class and disabled students influenced the level of self-efficacy (F = 2.24, p < 0.01), which was also influenced by the interaction between the presence of disabled students and grade (F = 6.74, p < 0.001). Tukey’s post hoc underlined that the kindergarten teachers used a higher level of communication sensibility, but those in primary school had an elevated mediation ability; in the middle school they manifested a reduced use of group dynamization and level of self-efficacy. At Time 2, only the grade seemed to influence the use of mediation instrument (F = 4.76, p < 0.01), which appeared more present in the primary school.



In reference to the communicative-relational factor at Time 1, nonverbal communication (F = 4.24, p < 0.01), conflict resolution ability (F = 2.97, p < 0.05), and affective (F = 2.95, p < 0.05) and executive leadership (F = 3.04, p < 0.05) seemed to be influenced by the grade in which the teachers worked. Tukey’s post hoc underlined that in the kindergarten, teachers used more nonverbal communication and affective leadership; in the middle school, they manifested elevated executive leadership and problem-solving abilities. Furthermore, MANOVA underlined how the interaction between the presence of disabled students and number of students per class influenced the reduced use of affective leadership (F = 1.19; p < 0.05). At Time 2, teachers who worked in the kindergarten used pre-verbal communication (F = 3.97, p < 0.05).



Regarding the didactic factor at Time 1, the grade only seemed to influence the perception of instructional control (F = 2.78, p < 0.05) and planning ability (F = 2.68, p < 0.05): In particular, in the middle school, teachers perceived a reduced level of instructional control, but in the primary school an elevated level of planning ability. Similarly, at Time 2, the grade influenced the perception of institutional adaptation (F = 5.13, p < 0.01) and planning ability (F = 4.90, p < 0.01), which appeared to be elevated in teachers in the primary school, in opposition to the institutional adaptation that was elevated in the middle school.



The MANOVA, carried out to verify the influence of personal variables (age, years of experience, and role) on burnout subdimensions at Time 1, underlined the main effect linked to the experience on the general level of burnout (F = 1.70; p < 0.05): Teachers with elevated experience manifested a reduced level of burnout. At Time 2, the MANOVA emphasized the influence of the interaction effect between experience and age on personal satisfaction (F = 1.50; p < 0.05): In particular, younger participants with elevated experience tended to manifest great personal satisfaction.



Another MANOVA was carried out to verify the influence of independent organizational variables (number of students, presence or absence of students with disabilities, grade) on burnout subdimensions at Time 1. The analysis showed that grade influenced personal accomplishment (F = 3.36; p < 0.05) and depersonalization (F = 4.40; p < 0.01), which appeared to also be influenced by the presence of disabled students (F = 7.00; p < 0.01). In particular, the descriptive analysis showed that participants teaching in a lower grade school tended to manifest reduced accomplishment and depersonalization; similarly, teaching in a context with disabled students determined an elevated perception of depersonalization. At Time 2, grade influenced depersonalization (F = 5.20; p < 0.01) and general level of burnout (F = 3.73; p < 0.05); depersonalization was also influenced by the presence of disabled students in the class group (F = 1.67; p < 0.05). Likewise, participants who taught in the primary school tended to manifest a reduced level of depersonalization and general level of burnout; teaching in a context with disabled students caused depersonalization.



In reference to the teaching practices during the pandemic, the MANOVA underlined the main effect of age on the use of adaptive socio-emotional (F = 1.70; p < 0.05) and didactic strategies (F = 1.65; p < 0.05), and the interaction effect between age and experience on socio-emotional (F = 1.65; p < 0.05) and didactic strategies (F = 2.04; p < 0.01). The descriptive statistics underlined that younger teachers with elevated experience tended to use adaptive socio-emotional and didactic strategies during the pandemic.



The MANOVA, carried out to verify the influence of independent organizational variables, showed only the influence of grade on the use of didactic (F = 2.93, p < 0.05) and communicative strategies (F = 7.39; p < 0.001). In particular, teaching in a primary school influenced the use of practices characterized by didactic adaptive strategies and a simpler language, which captured the attention of young students in remote teaching.



In reference to the teachers’ self-efficacy during the pandemic, the MANOVA underlined that the engagement scale was influenced by interaction effect between the number of students per class and the grade (F = 1.65; p < 0.05), and between the number of students per class and the presence of disabled students (F = 4.12; p < 0.05); the instructional efficacy was influenced by the interaction between the number of students per class, disabled students, and grade (F = 3.16; p < 0.05). The descriptive statistics underlined that teachers working in a numerous class in the primary school or working in a numerous class with disabled students perceived a lower level of efficacy in student engagement. Teachers manifesting a lower level of efficacy in instructional strategies were those who taught in a numerous class in the primary school with disabled students.




4.2. Instructional Competence and Burnout during the Pre-Pandemic and Pandemic Phase


In reference to the first hypothesis, T-test analysis showed the presence of significant differences in all subdimensions of the self-perceived instructional competence except communicative sensitivity, nonverbal communication, and assertiveness (Table 2): In particular, during Time 2 (pandemic phase), the teachers seemed to manifest a lower level of instructional competence than the teachers assessed during Time 1 (pre-pandemic phase).



In reference to the second hypothesis, the same analysis underlined differences in the following subdimensions of the burnout: personal accomplishment (p < 0.001) and the general level of burnout (p < 0.001); in particular, the first subdimension seemed to be reduced (Time 1: M = 4.97, SD = 0.83; Time 2: M = 3.44, SD = 0.89) and the second seemed to be increased (Time 1: M = 2.64, SD = 0.57; Time 2: M = 2.96, SD = 0.57) during the pandemic phase.




4.3. Predictive Variables of Instructional Competence during the Pre-Pandemic and Pandemic Phase


In reference to the third hypothesis, multiple regression analyses were conducted to evaluate the contribution of the burnout subdimensions on the teachers’ instructional competence. In Time 1, the first regression underlined that predictors of the socio-emotional factor were, in the first step, only the years of experience (β = 0.29; p < 0.01) explaining 10% of the total variance, and in the second step, the level of personal accomplishment (β = 0.62, p < 0.001) explaining 36% of the total variance.



Similarly, the second regression analysis underlined that predictive variables of the communicative-relational factor were years of experience (β = 0.28, p < 0.01) in the first step (10% of total variance), and level of personal accomplishment (β = 0.39, p < 0.001) in the second step, explaining 27% of the total variance.



The third regression analysis underlined that predictive variables of the didactic factor were experience and role in the first step (8% of total variance), and the level of personal accomplishment in the second step, explaining 25% of the total variance (Table 3).



In reference to the fourth hypothesis, in Time 2, predictors of the socio-emotional factor were years of experience and grade in the first step, explaining 10% of the total variance, and number of disabled students, level of personal accomplishment, and emotional exhaustion in the second step, explaining 33% of the total variance (Table 4).



During Time 2, predictors of the communicative-relational factor were years of experience (β= 0.19, p < 0.05) in the first step (6% total variance), and level of personal accomplishment (β = 0.47, p < 0.001) and depersonalization (β = -0.14, p < 0.01) in the second step, explaining 28% of the total variance.



The third regression analysis underlined that predictive factors of the didactic dimension were the following: number of students per class and presence of disabled students in the first step (explaining 7% of the total variance), and level of depersonalization and personal accomplishment in the second step, explaining 21% of the total variance (Table 5).




4.4. The Mediated Effect of Teachers’ Self-Efficacy


In order to verify whether the teachers’ self-efficacy was a mediator of the relationship between personal accomplishment (burnout subdimension) and self-perceived instructional competence during the pandemic, another linear regression analysis was carried out (hypothesis number 5). The data showed the presence of a simple relationship between personal accomplishment and the emotional factor of ECAD-EP (β = 0.50, p < 0.001). Adding the hypothesized mediator, or the teachers’ self-efficacy, into the regression analysis, the beta value of the personal accomplishment became insignificant (β = 0.07, p > 0.05), whereas the beta value of the factor hypothesized as mediator was highly significant (β = 0.18, p < 0.001). Therefore, the data confirm that the level of self-efficacy can be considered a mediator of the relationship between burnout and Factor A (Figure 1).





5. Discussion


The objectives of the present study were the following: to measure self-perceived instructional competence, burnout, and self-efficacy in a group of Italian teachers; to value the predictive role of burnout on quality of teaching before and during the COVID-19 pandemic; and to measure the mediating role of self-efficacy on the relationship between burnout and instructional competence during the pandemic.



In the phase preceding the pandemic, the preliminary analyses show how teachers with more experience seemed to manifest greater self-efficacy, mediation, communication skills (mainly oriented to the use of non-verbal communication), planning abilities, and perception of reduced instructional control, the latter especially in curricular teachers. Support teachers, on the other hand, seemed to perceive excessive control by the head teacher and less affective leadership than curricular teachers, probably due to their precarious working condition.



Furthermore, working in a primary school led teachers to manifest an elevated ability to mediate and communicative sensitivity, which was expressed with the use of non-verbal communication, but also higher levels of planning abilities and affective leadership; this could have occurred because primary school teachers help children develop and improve their literacy skills, but above all, support students to express their emotions and behavior. On the other hand, participants who taught in the middle school tended to display great conflict resolution skills and executive leadership—suited to the adolescent phase the students were going through—although they displayed a low level of perceived self-efficacy, probably because of the need to cope with the emotions and conflicts activated by daily contact with adolescent problems [48,49,50].



It is interesting to underline that during the pandemic phase, the experienced teachers seemed to have a greater capacity for mediation, planning, and non-verbal communication. Older teachers, on the other hand, tended to show good ability for problem management and skill planning; executive and affective leadership, which is useful for dealing with the change caused by the pandemic; and a reduced perception of instructional control. The literature underlined that within the school context, the perception of lower instructional control could determine the presence of affective leadership among teachers, because it facilitates their sense of empowerment at work through participative and attuning practices [51,52]. Furthermore, during COVID-19 the grade in school seemed to influence the teachers’ ability to adapt to new situations—which appeared to be greater for middle school teachers—and the ability to plan work and use pre-verbal communication, which was higher in primary school teachers.



Regarding burnout, in the pandemic phase, younger teachers with experience showed high levels of personal satisfaction, probably because their status as young teachers belonging to the generation of “digital natives” guaranteed that they had developed sophisticated digital skills. Furthermore, primary school teachers tended to show an elevated level of burnout and, above all, depersonalization, which increased in the presence of pupils with disabilities; this was probably due to the teacher’s difficulty in involving pupils with disabilities in distance learning.



In reference to the measurement of teaching practices, during the pandemic, younger teachers with elevated experience tended to use adaptive socio-emotional and didactic strategies; furthermore, teachers who worked in the primary school tended to use practices characterized by adaptive didactic strategies and simpler language, which captured the attention of students in online teaching.



In reference to self-efficacy during the pandemic, teachers with reduced efficacy in instructional strategies and in students’ engagement taught in a numerous class in the primary school with disabled students. The data confirm the self-efficacy theory [8], which explains the role of self-efficacy in influencing behavior when facing challenges.



Confirming the first research hypothesis (H1), during the pandemic, teachers seemed to manifest a lower level of instructional competence than teachers assessed during the pre-pandemic phase. The absence of the influence of the communicative-relational dimension confirmed that the current teaching method lacks the non-verbal dimension, above all during the online teaching, in which interactions and communicative dynamics are reduced.



Confirming the second hypothesis (H2), among independent variables only elevated experience seemed to be predictive of emotional, socio-relational, and didactic competences before the COVID-19 pandemic.



The third research hypothesis was confirmed (H3), because the results show that the general level of burnout increased and personal accomplishment was reduced during the pandemic. This probably happened because teachers initially lost the ability to manage behavior in physical proximity, and experienced uncertainty about ways of managing behavior while online due to distance.



Confirming the fourth hypothesis (H4), elevated personal accomplishment was predictive of the emotional, socio-relational, and didactic competences before and during the pandemic; during Time 2, the depersonalization was a predictor of the communicative-relational and didactic dimensions. These data are confirmed by the literature, which states that greater personal satisfaction determines the presence of elevated socio-relational resources of the teacher, which is useful to cope with difficult interactions with parents and colleagues [26,35]. In addition, during the pandemic, elevated experience seemed to predict the use of the emotional and communicative-relational strategies; furthermore, teaching in a primary school with a reduced number of disabled students predicted the use of adaptive emotional strategies. In fact, to confirm the literature, an elevated experience of the teachers determined a greater ability to manage the classroom demand, the emotional climate within the school, the teacher–student interactions, and the imbalance between these demands and the available resources [9,53].



Confirming the last hypothesis (H5), the teachers’ self-efficacy could be considered a mediator of the relationship between personal accomplishment and their emotional competence during the pandemic. The data confirm Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, because teachers’ efficacy affected their motivation to organize and execute actions required to successfully accomplish a specific teaching task in a particular context; hence, teachers’ efficacy partly determines how teaching and learning activities are structured in their classrooms [8,54]. The teaching process is, therefore, a set of organizational strategies aimed at promoting in students the ability to learn and organize the contents of knowledge in an autonomous and meaningful way, so that the students are able to perform the various cognitive tasks that they intend to tackle.



The study presents some limitations, such as the use of a cross-sectional measurement that does not allow all causal relationships proposed in the theoretical framework to be measured.



Furthermore, there are some frailties regarding one measure used. In particular, three sub-scales in the ECAD-EP questionnaire presented a Cronbach’s alpha under 0.60, although the macro areas reported good estimates of internal validity.



A further limitation of the study is the use of convenience sampling methods for data collection: Although cross-sectional convenience samples may prove useful in exploring theoretical models, such as the one identified in the present study, caution should be exercised while generalizing the results beyond the current research.



Finally, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the data collection in Time 2 was conducted with an online modality, which, compared to the face-to-face modality (used in Time 1), may have presented a lower accuracy.



Future research could analyze the impact of COVID-19 on other levels of functioning in the educational context.




6. Conclusions


Teachers help build a relationship with the students, from which configurations emerge that the class group reads and gives meaning. This mutual relationship presupposes that there is a common commitment to personal growth, or of a local community, as well as of an entire society. The teacher, as an educator, has the duty to interpret and give answers to the most disparate questions and should possess the following characteristics: willingness to change; the ability to define learning objectives and construct and re-construct those objectives; the ability to provide a framework, design training material, and present innovation; and the ability to increase their ability to solve problems, verifying the quality of learning. These characteristics are influenced by self-perceived instructional competence and self-efficacy.



In the current pandemic context, teachers with a high level of perceived effectiveness may experience different effectiveness given the demands of online learning, the lack of face-to-face contact with students, and the need to balance their own home life demands with simultaneous teaching requests. For example, some teachers may have an initial decrease in effectiveness in light of new needs, but their effectiveness may recover over time as they learn to adapt to the new situation or take advantage of the external resources available to them.



Present research has shown that although teachers can learn and acquire new good practices in distance learning [55,56], the school remains the environment that allows responsible teachers to provide structured learning opportunities to students [57]. Distance learning of any kind cannot therefore be considered an adequate replacement tool to deal with the pandemic situation, and above all it cannot replace face-to-face learning because the school is a place of social learning among students and a place in which to master important age-specific development tasks [58,59,60,61]. Finally, the present research has pointed out that due to the current state of education and the pandemic, teachers are facing new demands and showing high levels of burnout that are determining new educational requirements and, above all, different instructional competence. The current results are understandable. For this reason, teachers need support during this unprecedented period. Interventions could include educational, technological, or emotional support.



The information obtained from the teachers involved in the research can identify some critical issues of work in school contexts and give them an order of priority, on the basis of which improvement actions could be planned.







Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Institutional Review Board of “Kore” University of Enna.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


Datasets analyzed in this study can be found by contacting the corresponding author.




Acknowledgments


Thanks to Trischitta M.C.A. for the informatic support.




Conflicts of Interest


The author declares no conflict of interest.




References


	



Ávalos, B. La Inserción Profesional de los Docentes. Profesorado. Revista de Currículum y Formación de Profesorado 2009, 13, 43–59. [Google Scholar]

	



Bortolon, P.; Pinto, T. Competenze Trasversali e Formazione Degli Insegnanti; Armando Editore: Roma, Italy, 2004; pp. 23–45. [Google Scholar]

	



Serrano, T.; José, M.P.; Pons Parra, R.M. La concepción constructivista de la instrucción. Hacia un replanteamiento del triángulo interactivo. Rev. Mex. de Investig. Educ. 2008, 13, 681–712. [Google Scholar]

	



Carbonero, M.A.; Martín-Antón, L.J.; Monsalvo, E.; Valdivieso, J.A. School performance and personal attitudes and social responsibility in preadolescent students. Anales de Psicología 2015, 31, 990. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dana, N.F.; Floyd, D.M. When Teacher Educators Collaboratively Reflect on Their Practices: A Case Study on Teaching Cases. 1994. Available online: https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/When-Teacher-Educators-Collaboratively-Reflect-on-A-Dana-Floyd/801d4d5f7f8da20cd6d620b7772bc7cbf224e0cc (accessed on 20 September 2020).

	



Wise, S.L.; Lukin, L.E.; Roos, L.L. Teacher beliefs about training in testing and measurement. J. Teach. Educ. 1991, 42, 37–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, S. Reexamining the affective advantage of peer feedback in the ESL writing class. J. Second. Lang. Writ. 1995, 4, 209–222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bandura, A. The anatomy of stages of change. AJHP 1997, 12, 8–10. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Du, Z.; Wang, L.; Cauchemez, S.; Xu, X.; Wang, X.; Cowling, B.J.; Meyers, L.A. Risk for Transportation of Coronavirus Disease from Wuhan to Other Cities in China. Emerg. Infect. Dis. 2020, 26, 1049–1052. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Moorhouse, B.L. Adaptations to a face-to-face initial teacher education course ‘forced’ online due to the COVID-19 pandemic. J. Educ. Teach. 2020, 46, 609–611. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Means, B.; Toyama, Y.; Murphy, R.; Baki, M. The effectiveness of online and blended learning: A meta-analysis of the empirical literature. Teach. Coll. Rec. 2013, 115, 1–47. [Google Scholar]

	



Paechter, M.; Maier, B.; Macher, D. Students’ expectations of, and experiences in e-learning: Their relation to learning achievements and course satisfaction. Comput. Educ. 2010, 54, 222–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rice, R.E. Influences, usage, and outcomes of Internet health information searching: Multivariate results from the Pew surveys. Int. J. Med. Inform. 2006, 75, 8–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cavanaugh, C.; Gillan, K.J.; Kromrey, J.; Hess, M.; Blomeyer, R. The Effects of Distance Education on k-12 Student Outcomes: A Meta-Analysis; Learning Point Associates/North Central Regional Educational Laboratory (NCREL): Washington, DC, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Adams, D.; Samat, S.N.A.; Samah, H.A. Teacher leadership: Going beyond classroom. Int. Online J. Educ. Leadersh. 2018, 2, 1–3. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fryer, L.K.; Bovee, H.N. Supporting students’ motivation for e-learning: Teachers matter on and offline. Internet High. Educ. 2016, 30, 21–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fryer, R.G., Jr. Injecting charter school best practices into traditional public schools: Evidence from field experiments. Q. J. Econ. 2014, 129, 1355–1407. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arora, A.K.; Srinivasan, R. Impact of pandemic COVID-19 on the teaching–learning process: A study of higher education teachers. Prabandhan: Indian J. Manag. 2020, 13, 43–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Xie, Z.; Yang, J. Autonomous learning of elementary students at home during the COVID-19 epidemic: A case study of the Second Elementary School in Daxie, Ningbo, Zhejiang Province, China. Best Evid. Chin. Edu. 2020, 4, 535–541. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kong, Q. Practical exploration of home study guidance for students during the COVID-19 Pandemic: A case study of Hangzhou Liuxia elementary school in Zhejiang Province, China. Sci. Insigt Edu. Front. 2020, 5, 557–561. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bozkurt, A.; Sharma, R.C. Emergency remote teaching in a time of global crisis due to CoronaVirus pandemic. Asian J. Distance Educ. 2020, 15, i–vi. [Google Scholar]

	



Viner, R.M.; Russell, S.J.; Croker, H.; Packer, J.; Ward, J.; Stansfield, C.; Mytton, O.; Bonell, C.; Booy, R. School closure and management practices during coronavirus outbreaks including COVID-19: A rapid systematic review. Lancet Child Adolesc. Health 2020, 4, 397–404. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, W.; Wang, Y.; Yang, L.; Wang, C. Suspending classes without stopping learning: China’s education emergency management policy in the COVID-19 outbreak. J. Risk Financ. Manag. 2020, 13, 55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



World Health Organization. Noncommunicable Diseases Country Profiles; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2018. [Google Scholar]

	



Pulido-Martos, M.; Lopez-Zafra, E.; Estévez-López, F.; Augusto-Landa, J.A. The moderator role of perceived emotional intelligence in the relationship between sources of stress and mental health in teachers. Span. J. Psychol. 2016, 19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Stasio, S.; Fiorilli, C.; Benevene, P.; Uusitalo-Malmivaara, L.; Di Chiacchio, C. Burnout in special needs teachers at kindergarten and primary school: Investigating the role of personal resources and work wellbeing. Psychol. Sch. 2017, 54, 472–486. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Girard, A.; Penati, V.; Ferrari, G. Manuale di Valutazione dei Rischi Psicosociali: Linee Guida e Strumenti D’indagine; Edizioni Ferrari Sinibaldi: Milano, Italy, 2016; pp. 16–31. [Google Scholar]

	



Converso, D.; Viotti, S.; Sottimano, I.; Cascio, V.; Guidetti, G. Capacità lavorativa, salute psicofisica, burnout ed età, tra insegnanti d’infanzia ed educatori di asilo nido: Uno studio trasversale. Med. Lav. 2015, 106, 91–108. [Google Scholar]

	



Boekaerts, M.; Cascallar, E. How far have we moved toward the integration of theory and practice in self-regulation? Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2006, 18, 199–210. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cascallar, E.; Boekaerts, M.; Costigan, T. Assessment in the evaluation of self-regulation as a process. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2006, 18, 297–306. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guskey, T.R. Teacher efficacy, self-concept, and attitudes toward the implementation of instructional innovation. Teach. Teach. Educ. 1988, 4, 63–69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Moè, A.; Pazzaglia, F.; Ronconi, L. When being able is not enough. The combined value of positive affect and self-efficacy for job satisfaction in teaching. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2010, 26, 1145–1153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Skaalvik, E.M.; Skaalvik, S. Teacher self-efficacy and teacher burnout: A study of relations. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2010, 26, 1059–1069. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cardelle-Elawar, M.; Sanz De Acedo, M.L. Low-performing students’ mathematical learning through self-regulation of emotional competence. J. Curr. Res. Pract. Lang. Minority Educ. 2002, 1, 35–48. [Google Scholar]

	



Pellerone, M.; Rapisarda, V.; Trischitta, M.C.A.; Vitale, E.; Ramaci, T. Burnout and Self-Perceived Instructional Competence: An Exploratory Study of a Group of Italian Female Elementary School Teachers. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1356. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cardullo, V.M.; Wilson, N.S.; Zygouris-Coe, V.I. Emerging technologies: Perspectives from metacognitive teachers. In Information and Technology Literacy: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications; Khosrow-Pour, M., Ed.; IGI Global: Hershey, PA, USA, 2020; pp. 203–223. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pressley, T. Factors Contributing to Teacher Burnout During COVID-19. Educ. Res. 2021. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ibáñez, M.B.; Portillo, A.U.; Cabada, R.Z.; Barrón, M.L. Impact of augmented reality technology on academic achievement and motivation of students from public and private Mexican schools. A case study in a middle-school geometry course. Comput. Educ. 2020, 145, 103734. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sokal, L.J.; Trudel, L.G.E.; Babb, J.C. Supporting Teachers in Times of Change: The Job Demands-Resources Model and Teacher Burnout During the COVID-19 Pandemic. Int. J. Educ. Res. 2020, 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boldrini, E.; Sappa, V.; Aprea, C. Which difficulties and resources do vocational teachers perceive? An exploratory study setting the stage for investigating teachers’ resilience in Switzerland. Teach. Teach. 2019, 25, 125–141. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mei Kin, T.; Kareem, O.A.; Sahari Nordin, M.; Bing, K.W. Principal change leadership competencies and teacher attitudes toward change: The mediating effects of teacher change beliefs. Int. J. Leadersh. Educ. 2018, 21, 427–446. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ajzen, I. Attitudes, Personality, and Behavior; McGraw-Hill Education: London, UK, 2005; pp. 35–64. [Google Scholar]

	



Bouckenooghe, D.; Devos, G.; Van Den Broeck, H. Organizational change questionnaire–climate of change, processes, and readiness: Development of a new instrument. J. Psychol. 2009, 143, 559–599. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Valdivieso, J.A.; Carbonero, M.A.; Martín-Antón, L.J. Elementary school teachers’ self-perceived instructional competence: A new questionnaire. Revista de Psicodidáctica 2013, 18, 47–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E. The measurement of experienced burnout. J. Organ. Behav. 1981, 2, 99–113. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sirigatti, S.; Stefanile, C. Maslach Burnout Inventory in Italia alla luce dell’analisi fattoriale confirmatoria. Boll. Psicol. Appl. 1991, 200, 39–45. [Google Scholar]

	



Tschannen-Moran, M.; Hoy, A.W. Teacher efficacy: Capturing an elusive construct. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2001, 17, 783–805. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellerone, M. Influence of Identity, Congruence of Interest and Coping Strategy on Decision Making. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2015, 191, 1344–1348. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellerone, M.; Tolini, G.; Polopoli, C. Parenting, identity development, internalizing symptoms, and alcohol use: A cross-sectional study in a group of Italian adolescents. Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat. 2016, 12, 1769. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellerone, M.; Ramaci, T.; Herrera López, M.; Craparo, G. The role of identity development and decision making process on adult attachment: A cross-national study in sicilian and andalusian adolescents. Clin. Neuropsychiatry 2017, 14, 141–150. Available online: http://www.clinicalneuropsychiatry.org/ePub.php?code=CN100011 (accessed on 28 August 2020).

	



Aelterman, N.; Vansteenkiste, M.; Haerens, L.; Soenens, B.; Fontaine, J.R.J.; Reeve, J. Toward an integrative and fine-grained insight in motivating and demotivating teaching styles: The merits of a circumplex approach. J. Educ. Psychol. 2019, 111, 497. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Collie, R.J.; Bostwick, K.; Martin, A.J. Perceived autonomy support, relatedness with students, and workplace outcomes: An investigation of differences by teacher gender. Educ. Psychol. 2020, 40, 253–272. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maricuțoiu, L.P.; Sulea, C.; Iancu, A. Work engagement or burnout: Which comes first? A meta-analysis of longitudinal evidence. Burn. Res. 2017, 5, 35–43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ghaith, G.; Yaghi, H. Relationships among experience, teacher efficacy, and attitudes toward the implementation of instructional innovation. Teach. Teach. Educ. 1997, 13, 451–458. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaiser, G.; König, J. Competence measurement in (mathematics) teacher education and beyond: Implications for policy. High. Educ. Policy 2019, 32, 597–615. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Krommer, A.; Wampfler, P.; Klee, W. Impulse für das Lernen auf Distanz; Ministry of North-Rhine Westphalia: Düsseldorf, Germany, 2020; pp. 56–78. [Google Scholar]

	



Lipowsky, F.; Rzejak, D. Key features of effective professional development programmes for teachers. Ricercazione 2015, 7, 27–51. [Google Scholar]

	



Klieme, E. Policies and practices of assessment: A showcase for the use (and misuse) of international large scale assessments in educational effectiveness research. In International Perspectives in Educational Effectiveness Research; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2020; pp. 147–181. [Google Scholar]

	



Heshmati, R.; Pellerone, M. The big five personality traits and dispositional mindfulness as predictors of alexithymia in college students. Clin. Neuropsychiatry 2019, 16, 98–106. [Google Scholar]

	



Iacolino, C.; Pellerone, M.; Pace, U.; Ramaci, T.; Castorina, V. Family functioning and disability: A study on Italian parents of disabled children. Eur. Proc. Soc. Behav. Sci. 2016, 8, 39–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pellerone, M.; Tomasello, G.; Migliorisi, S. Relationship between parenting, alexithymia and adult attachment styles: A cross-sectional study on a group of adolescents and young adults. Clin. Neuropsychiatry 2017, 14, 125–134. Available online: http://www.clinicalneuropsychiatry.org/ePub.php?code=CN100010 (accessed on 18 July 2020).








[image: Ejihpe 11 00035 g001 550] 





Figure 1. The mediated effect of teachers’ self-efficacy. * (p < 0.05), *** (p < 0.001). 
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Table 1. The estimates of the internal validity of the ECAD-EP.
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Factors

	
Variables

	
Cronbach’s Alpha

	
Cronbach’s Alpha in the Study (Phase I)

	
Cronbach’s Alpha in the Study (Phase II)




	
Socio-emotional factor

	
Coexistence

	
0.78

	
0.72

	
0.68




	
Empathy

	
0.74

	
0.69

	
0.67




	
Communicative adaptation

	
0.63

	
0.55

	
0.53




	
Communicative sensitivity

	
0.62

	
0.72

	
0.64




	
Mediation

	
0.56

	
0.75

	
0.73




	
Affective bonding

	
0.54

	
0.39

	
0.32




	
Group dynamization

	
0.53

	
0.73

	
0.67




	
Self-efficacy

	
0.51

	
0.66

	
0.65




	
Communicative-relational factor

	
Nonverbal communication

	
0.76

	
0.67

	
0.65




	
Assertiveness

	
0.69

	
0.55

	
0.51




	
Executive leadership

	
0.62

	
0.52

	
0.53




	
Conflict resolution

	
0.55

	
0.63

	
0.71




	
Paraverbal communication

	
0.46

	
0.35

	
0.41




	
Affective leadership

	
0.46

	
0.38

	
0.46




	
Didactic factor

	
Instructional control

	
0.80

	
0.72

	
0.85




	
Planning

	
0.71

	
0.65

	
0.82




	
Adaptation

	
0.55

	
0.69

	
0.83
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Table 2. T test for independent group: ECAD-EP (Time 1 and Time 2).
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Measures

	
Time 1

	
Time 2

	
Levene Test

	
Student’s Test

	




	
M ± S.D

	
M ± S.D

	
F

	
p-Value

	
T

	
Df

	
p

	
Adjusted p




	
Coexistence

	
4.06 ± 0.47

	
3.79 ± 0.51

	
3.56

	
0.05

	
7.35

	

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Empathy

	
4.37 ± 0.60

	
3.17 ± 0.44

	
39.454

	
0.000

	
30.267

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Communication adaptation

	
4.51 ± 0.48

	
4.32 ± 0.59

	
14.809

	
0.000

	
4.738

	
716

	
0.001

	
<0.001




	
Communication sensitivity

	
4.77 ± 0.43

	
4.64 ± 0.60

	
58.211

	
0.000

	
3.261

	
716

	
0.423

	
0.667




	
Mediation

	
4.42 ± 0.50

	
4.39 ± 0.50

	
0.065

	
0.799

	
0.802

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Affective bonding

	
4.18 ± 0.63

	
3.78 ± 0.58

	
2.443

	
0.118

	
8.878

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Group dynamization

	
4.19 ± 0.52

	
4.11 ± 0.52

	
0.006

	
0.938

	
8.913

	
716

	
0.025

	
0.049




	
Self-efficacy

	
4.46 ± 0.43

	
4.36 ± 0.44

	
0.470

	
0.493

	
2.248

	
716

	
0.002

	
0.004




	
Nonverbal communication

	
4.05 ± 0.62

	
4.00 ± 0.61

	
0.678

	
0.411

	
3.173

	
716

	
0.221

	
0.393




	
Assertiveness

	
4.29 ± 0.62

	
4.23 ± 0.62

	
0.005

	
0.942

	
1.225

	
716

	
0.148

	
0.274




	
Executive leadership

	
4.45 ± 0.56

	
4.34 ± 0.61

	
8.073

	
0.005

	
1.449

	
716

	
0.012

	
0.024




	
Conflict resolution

	
4.45 ± 0.50

	
4.32 ± 0.55

	
6.453

	
0.011

	
2.524

	
716

	
0.002

	
0.004




	
Paraverbal communication

	
4.09 ± 0.67

	
3.66 ± 0.68

	
0.532

	
0.466

	
3.141

	
716

	
<0.001

	
0.002




	
Affective leadership

	
4.20 ± 0.67

	
4.03 ± 0.76

	
1.968

	
0.161

	
8.510

	
716

	
0.002

	
0.004




	
Instructional control

	
4.50 ± 0.55

	
4.19 ± 0.72

	
25.223

	
0.000

	
3.102

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Planning

	
4.46 ± 0.47

	
4.18 ± 0.66

	
58.826

	
0.000

	
6.485

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Adaptation

	
4.38 ± 0.64

	
3.77 ± 0.91

	
24.585

	
0.000

	
6.499

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Factor A

	
4.37 ± 0.36

	
4.07 ± 0.36

	
0.004

	
0.947

	
10.508

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Fctor B

	
4.26 ± 0.43

	
4.10 ± 0.47

	
1.706

	
0.192

	
11.177

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001




	
Factor C

	
4.45 ± 0.46

	
4.05 ± 0.52

	
1.567

	
0.211

	
4.728

	
716

	
<0.001

	
<0.001








Note: Time 1 = pre-pandemic phase; Time 2 = pandemic phase; Abbreviation: Adjusted p = Bonferroni adjusted p-values.
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Table 3. Multivariate two-step hierarchical modeling of burnout on the didactic factor (pre-pandemic phase).
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Model

	
Variables

	
B

	
SE

	
Beta

	
T

	
p




	
1

	
Costant or intercept

	
4.523

	
0.234

	

	
19.338

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
−0.002

	
0.004

	
−0.033

	
−0.337

	
0.736




	
Years of experience

	
0.009

	
0.004

	
0.225

	
2.257

	
0.025




	
Grade

	
0.081

	
0.056

	
0.074

	
1.445

	
0.149




	
Role

	
−0.070

	
0.030

	
−0.128

	
−2.339

	
0.020




	
Number of students

	
−0.009

	
0.006

	
0.072

	
−1.419

	
0.157




	
Disabled students

	
0.022

	
0.057

	
0.020

	
0.384

	
0.701




	
2

	
Costant or intercept

	
3.584

	
0.251

	

	
14.304

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
−0.002

	
0.004

	
−0.052

	
−0.580

	
0.562




	
Years of experience

	
0.007

	
0.004

	
0.182

	
2.006

	
0.046




	
Grade

	
0.072

	
0.051

	
0.066

	
1.421

	
0.156




	
Role

	
−0.025

	
0.028

	
−0.046

	
−0.908

	
0.364




	
Number of students

	
−0.007

	
0.006

	
−0.056

	
−1.208

	
0.228




	
Disabled students

	
0.034

	
0.052

	
0.031

	
0.644

	
0.520




	
Emotional exhaustion

	
−0.008

	
0.104

	
−0.020

	
−0.078

	
0.938




	
Depersonalization

	
−0.079

	
0.063

	
−0.125

	
−1.247

	
0.213




	
Personal accomplishment

	
0.235

	
0.080

	
0.427

	
2.938

	
0.004




	
Total level of burnout

	
−0.020

	
0.252

	
−0.025

	
−0.078

	
0.938








Abbreviations: SE = standard error; β = beta standardized coefficients.
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Table 4. Multivariate two-step hierarchical modeling of burnout on the socio-emotional factors (pandemic phase).
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Model

	
Variables

	
B

	
SE

	
Beta

	
T

	
p




	
1

	
Costant or intercept

	
3.810

	
0.215

	

	
17.743

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
0.004

	
0.003

	
0.107

	
1.145

	
0.253




	
Years of experience

	
0.006

	
0.003

	
0.194

	
2.048

	
0.041




	
Grade

	
−0.007

	
0.052

	
−0.007

	
−0.128

	
0.898




	
Role

	
−0.049

	
0.028

	
−0.094

	
−1.733

	
0.084




	
Number of students

	
−0.002

	
0.005

	
−0.023

	
−0.440

	
0.660




	
Disabled students

	
0.081

	
0.063

	
0.067

	
1.279

	
0.202




	
2

	
Costant or intercept

	
2.912

	
0.212

	

	
13.708

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
6.492 × 10−5

	
0.003

	
0.002

	
0.023

	
0.982




	
Years of experience

	
0.007

	
0.003

	
0.222

	
2.687

	
0.008




	
Grade

	
−0.010

	
0.046

	
−0.010

	
−0.220

	
0.826




	
Role

	
−0.009

	
0.025

	
−0.017

	
−0.350

	
0.727




	
Number of students

	
−0.002

	
0.005

	
−0.015

	
−0.332

	
0.740




	
Disabled students

	
0.150

	
0.055

	
−0.124

	
−2.710

	
0.007




	
Emotional exhaustion

	
−0.029

	
0.016

	
−0.090

	
−1.785

	
0.045




	
Depersonalization

	
−0.026

	
0.021

	
−0.062

	
−1.233

	
0.219




	
Personal accomplishment

	
0.182

	
0.019

	
0.453

	
9.567

	
<0.001








Abbreviations: SE = standard error; β = beta standardized coefficients.
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Table 5. Multivariate two-step hierarchical modeling of burnout on the didactic factor (pandemic phase).






Table 5. Multivariate two-step hierarchical modeling of burnout on the didactic factor (pandemic phase).





	
Model

	
Variables

	
B

	
SE

	
Beta

	
T

	
p




	
1

	
Costant or intercept

	
3.686

	
0.316

	

	
11.675

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
0.000

	
0.005

	
0.005

	
0.051

	
0.959




	
Years of experience

	
0.008

	
0.004

	
0.169

	
1.744

	
0.082




	
Grade

	
0.129

	
0.077

	
0.090

	
1.673

	
0.095




	
Role

	
−0.023

	
0.042

	
−0.031

	
−0.555

	
0.580




	
Number of students

	
−0.015

	
0.008

	
−0.102

	
−1.889

	
0.050




	
Disabled students

	
0.178

	
0.093

	
−0.102

	
−1.913

	
0.047




	
2

	
Costant or intercept

	
2.586

	
0.333

	

	
7.760

	
<0.001




	
Age

	
−0.005

	
0.004

	
−0.107

	
−1.200

	
0.231




	
Years of experience

	
0.010

	
0.004

	
0.225

	
2.501

	
0.013




	
Grade

	
0.115

	
0.072

	
0.080

	
1.612

	
0.108




	
Role

	
−0.015

	
0.039

	
−0.020

	
−0.377

	
0.706




	
Number of students

	
−0.013

	
0.007

	
−0.092

	
−1.844

	
0.066




	
Disabled students

	
0.203

	
0.087

	
0.116

	
2.336

	
0.020




	
Emotional exhaustion

	
0.017

	
0.026

	
0.035

	
0.646

	
0.519




	
Depersonalization

	
0.087

	
0.034

	
0.142

	
2.593

	
0.010




	
Personal accomplishment

	
0.219

	
0.030

	
0.378

	
7.326

	
<0.001








Abbreviations: SE = standard error; β = beta standardized coefficients.
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