
Legal Notice
This work is protected by copyright and/or the indication of a licence. You are 
free to use this work in any way permitted by the copyright and/or the licence 
that applies to your usage. For other uses, you must obtain permission from 
the rights-holders.

This document is made available 

Date of secondary publication:   

Secondary Publication

Primary publication

Persistent identifier:

Franz, Sebastian; Fackler, Sina; Paetsch, Jennifer

Profiles of pre-service teachers’ personality traits and cognitive abilities : 
relations with graduation and teacher self-efficacy

15.05.2025

Version of Record (Published Version), 

urn:nbn:de:bvb:473-irb-1082809

Franz, Sebastian; Fackler, Sina; Paetsch, Jennifer (2024): Profiles of pre-service teachers’ 
personality traits and cognitive abilities : relations with graduation and teacher self-efficacy, in: 
European Journal of Teacher Education, London [u.a.]: Taylor & Francis, Vol. 47, Nr. 4, pp. 
638–657, doi: 10.1080/02619768.2022.2114896.

under a Creative Commons license.

The license information is available online:
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/legalcode

Article

https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2022.2114896
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/legalcode


Profiles of pre-service teachers’ personality traits and 
cognitive abilities: Relations with graduation and teacher 
self-efficacy
Sebastian Franz a, Sina Fackler b and Jennifer Paetschc

aCompetencies, Personality, Learning Environments, Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi), 
Bamberg, Germany; bChildren and Child Care, German Youth Institute (DJI), Munich, Germany; cChair of 
Evaluation in Teacher Education, University of Bamberg, Bamberg, Germany

ABSTRACT
The present study investigates the effect of pre-service teachers’ 
cognitive abilities and personality traits on graduation and teacher 
self-efficacy using data from the German National Education Panel 
Study (N = 5 520). Applying latent profile analysis, we found four 
different profiles of pre-service teachers based on high school grade 
point average, reading and maths achievement as well as the Big 
Five. Our results show that the profile with low cognitive abilities and 
low extraversion is negatively associated with graduation and teacher 
self-efficacy. Conversely, high cognitive abilities in combination with 
high extraversion are positively related to both aspects of university 
success. The findings provide novel evidence on the identification of 
at-risk students in teacher education and have implications on the 
selection of teacher candidates as well as targeted support offers.
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Introduction

Concerning the study success of pre-service teachers, pre-entry characteristics of teacher 
candidates play an important role in research on teacher education. This interest has been 
triggered by a need to better understand the requirements of pre-service teachers during 
initial teacher education as plenty of pre-service teachers do neither graduate nor enter 
the teaching profession (OECD 2005).

Students’ personal characteristics could provide information about a successful devel
opment during teacher-education training. In particular, cognitive abilities and person
ality traits are often used as admission criteria (Casey and Childs 2007) as their predictive 
validity in terms of teacher performance has been demonstrated (Klassen and Kim 2019; 
Klassen et al. 2017). To efficiently guide teacher candidates, identifying factors that 
contribute to achieving academic outcomes, such as graduation and teacher self- 
efficacy (TSE), is important (Rots, Aelterman, and Devos 2014; Rots et al. 2007).

Research shows that pre-entry characteristics such as cognitive abilities (e.g. measured 
by competence tests or grades), motivation, and personality traits are predictive for 
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graduation from higher education (HE) (Kappe and van der Flier 2012; Trapmann et al. 
2007a; Trapmann et al. 2007b). Cognitive abilities refer to the skill to acquire knowledge 
and are the most promising predictor of academic achievement in HE (Richardson, 
Abraham, and Bond 2012). Moreover, teachers’ personality traits have been found to be 
significantly related with career adaptability as well as student achievement and student 
well-being (Eryilmaz and Kara 2017; Eryilmaz 2014).

Furthermore, studies demonstrate that dispositional traits like cognitive abilities, extra
version, agreeableness, and openness to new experience are associated with (teacher) 
self-efficacy (Judge et al. 2007, 2013; Perera, Granziera, and McIlveen 2018). TSE is a crucial 
outcome in teacher education as it is not only related to students’ academic achievement 
(Caprara et al. 2006; Klassen and Tze 2014), occupational commitment (Klassen and Chiu 
2011; Chesnut and Burley 2015), commitment to finishing a teaching degree (Pfitzner- 
Eden 2016a) but also burnout (Fives, Hamman, and Olivarez 2007).

However, literature has been limited to addressing the additive effect of personality traits 
and cognitive abilities by using a variable-centred approach (Rockoff et al. 2011). For a more 
holistic understanding of the role of personality and cognitive abilities in pre-service teacher 
outcomes, a person-centred approach is essential (Perera, Granziera, and McIlveen 2018).

This study explored profiles of pre-service teachers based on their expression of the Big 
Five personality traits and cognitive abilities applying latent profile analysis (LPA). More 
specifically, the study investigated the association of the profile membership with the 
probability to graduate within a six-year period and TSE. The results provide arguments 
for evidence-based admission criteria for teacher education and help to identify at-risk 
students who need individual support.

Theoretical background

The amount to which pre-service teachers graduate is an important factor of the quality of 
initial teacher education (OECD 2005), as graduation is a necessary condition for the entrance 
into the second practical preparatory phase of teacher education (Cortina and Thames 2013).

Furthermore, TSE is viewed as a crucial outcome for students starting into a professional 
career as teachers (Kunter et al. 2013; Pfitzner-Eden 2016a). TSE describes teachers’ beliefs 
about their own capacities with regard to specific tasks in the teaching context, such as 
interactions with children, successfully conveying knowledge, or providing a stimulating and 
positive classroom climate (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy 1998). Therefore, TSE is 
seen as an indicator of pre-service teachers’ preparedness for teaching (Tschannen-Moran 
and McMaster 2009; Pfitzner-Eden 2016a; Rots, Aelterman, and Devos 2014).

Great individual and societal costs are incurred when pre-service teachers do not 
graduate or begin a teaching career (OECD 2005). Thus, identifying the factors that 
contribute to explaining pre-service teachers’ academic success is important. In the 
following, empirical findings of the prognostic value of students’ individual characteristics 
for graduation and TSE are presented.

Predicting graduation in higher education

Students’ cognitive abilities have frequently been found important for successful gradua
tion in HE (Raju and Schumacker 2015). More specifically, studies have demonstrated the 
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predictive value of high school grade point average (HSGPA) and admission test scores for 
academic achievement (e.g. Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012) and graduation 
(Reason 2009; Burton and Ramist 2001; Schmitt et al. 2009). HSGPA illustrates the previous 
level of individual achievement and quality of learning experiences, whereas admission 
test scores are often used to measure students’ cognitive abilities.

There is evidence that predictions of graduation are more precise when accounting for 
personality traits in addition to cognitive abilities and previous achievement (Richardson, 
Abraham, and Bond 2012; O’Connor and Paunonen 2007). This finding is explained by the 
reduced variation in university students’ cognitive abilities (Richardson, Abraham, and 
Bond 2012), thus students differ mainly in terms of their personality. The Big Five (Costa 
and McCrae 1992) are a prominent conceptualisation of personality. Openness to new 
experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism reflect beha
vioural tendencies as well as habits that are associated with academic success (O’Connor 
and Paunonen 2007).

Conscientiousness is the most powerful personality trait for predicting academic 
achievement in HE even after controlling for cognitive abilities (O’Connor and 
Paunonen 2007; Poropat 2009; Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012). This finding is in 
line with other studies which found conscientiousness to be associated with achievement 
orientation, self-discipline, and motivation to perform well (O’Connor and Paunonen 
2007; Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012; Trapmann et al. 2007a).

Current meta-analyses showed that openness to new experience and extraversion are 
not associated with achievement in HE to the same degree as conscientiousness, with 
effects being either small or not significant (Kappe and van der Flier 2012; O’Connor and 
Paunonen 2007). In fact, students who are highly open to new experiences tend to need 
more time to graduate (Kappe and van der Flier 2012) but do not have a higher prob
ability to drop out of their studies (Trapmann et al. 2007a). Extraversion has been found to 
be related neither to retention nor to time until graduation (Trapmann et al. 2007a; Kappe 
and van der Flier 2012).

Predicting teacher self-efficacy: the role of cognitive abilities and personality traits

Although TSE is deemed to be an important outcome of teacher education, findings of 
predictors for TSE are scarce (Pfitzner-Eden 2016a; Klassen and Chiu 2010).

TSE is based on cognitive processes of self-perception and interpretation of prior 
experience (Gist and Mitchell 1992). Taking into account that teaching is a complex and 
intellectually demanding task (Byrnes, Kiger, and Shechtman 2003; Bardach and Klassen 
2020), high cognitive abilities might encourage pre-service teachers to deal with teaching 
requirements and to evaluate and reflect on their teaching experience during practical 
training, which may result in higher TSE (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy 1998). 
Empirical studies confirmed the predictive validity of cognitive abilities on academic and 
job-related self-efficacy (Judge et al. 2007; Phillips and Gully 1997).

Not only cognitive abilities but also personality traits contribute to the individuals’ 
perceptions and interpretations of situations, including the classroom context (Kaplan 
1996). Therefore, pre-service teachers’ personalities play an important role in the forma
tion of TSE (Jamil, Downer, and Pianta 2012). The teaching profession is highly commu
nicative and interactive and requires decisiveness and myriad social interactions (Byrnes, 
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Kiger, and Shechtman 2003). Hence, it can be assumed that extraversion, which is 
associated with good communication skills, the provision of social support, and perfor
mance in jobs with interpersonal interactions (Barrick and Mount 1991), contributes to the 
development of a higher level of TSE. In contrast, high neuroticism, which is associated 
with emotional instability and weak job performance (Judge et al. 2013), seems likely to 
negatively affect teachers’ successful coping with the demands of both teacher education 
and teaching (Frenzel et al. 2018). This might lead to lower TSE.

There is strong empirical evidence supporting the relation between extraversion and 
TSE of pre-service (Jamil, Downer, and Pianta 2012; Senler and Sungur-Vural 2013) and in- 
service teachers (Djigić, Stojiljković, and Dosković 2014). In addition, a number of studies 
have illustrated a positive association of agreeableness and conscientiousness with TSE 
(Senler and Sungur-Vural 2013; Djigić, Stojiljković, and Dosković 2014). However, the 
relationship between neuroticism and TSE remains unclear. Some researchers found 
a negative association (Jamil, Downer, and Pianta 2012), whereas others could not report 
any significant association between both constructs (Senler and Sungur-Vural 2013).

A person-centered approach to pre-service teachers Individual characteristics

Recent research demonstrates that dispositional factors like cognitive abilities and per
sonality traits are associated with graduation and TSE as facets of pre-service teachers’ 
professional development (Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012; Bardach and Klassen 
2020; Kunter et al. 2013). However, this literature has been limited to variable-centred 
approaches that address the additive effects of cognitive abilities and personality traits on 
teacher education outcomes. This type of analysis is based on the assumption that all 
individuals in the sample belong to a single population and have the same set of 
parameters, expressed as average relations across a given sample (Morin et al. 2016). 
Thus, the variable-centred approach ignores the possibility of unobserved heterogeneity 
in the sample, even though combinations of traits may shape latent homogenous sub
populations of individuals (Herman, Hickmon-Rosa, and Reinke 2018).

Within the person-centred approach, individuals with similar patterns on personal 
features are grouped together (Morin et al. 2016). In this case, the person-centred 
approach has the advantage of analysing the combination of cognitive abilities and 
personality traits, which can provide a more complete understanding of the ways in 
which pre-service teachers’ dispositions influence their career advancement.

Previous studies that found profiles based on personality traits assigned teachers to 
four different groups whereby the level of extraversion and neuroticism seem to be the 
key indicators for the profile membership (Perera, Granziera, and McIlveen 2018). The 
profile with the lower neuroticism than average was associated with preferable outcomes, 
e.g. self-efficacy for student engagement and instructional strategies as well as job 
satisfaction.

Research question and hypotheses

The purpose of this study is to identify pre-service teacher profiles based on cognitive 
abilities and personality traits at the beginning of their studies and examine how these 
profiles are associated with pre-service teachers’ graduation and TSE.
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It is assumed that due to individual differences; groups of pre-service teachers can be 
identified who have similar cognitive abilities and personalities. This implies that the 
homogenous groups differ from one another in the way that certain characteristics are 
high and others are low. Concerning student outcomes, we expect that graduation and 
levels of TSE would differ as a function of profile membership while controlling for 
sociodemographic information and study programme characteristics. In detail, we specify 
the following hypotheses: 

H1. Profiles of pre-service teachers based on HSPGA, reading, and maths achievement as 
well as their personality traits based on the Big Five will be identified.

H2. Pre-service teachers in profiles characterised by high cognitive abilities and high 
conscientiousness have a higher probability of graduation than students in other 
profiles.

H3. Pre-service teachers in profiles characterised by high cognitive abilities, high extra
version, and low neuroticism have higher TSE than students in other profiles.

Methods

Sample

Data is drawn from the first-year student cohort of the German National Educational Panel 
Study (NEPS; see Blossfeld and Roßbach 2019), a nationwide random sample that aims to 
depict educational pathways through the life course. The participants entered HE in the 
winter term 2010/11. The last measurement point used for the analyses was in 2017, 
which results in an observation time of about six to seven years. Pre-service teachers were 
over-sampled, resulting in a larger sample size.

Participants were surveyed about every six months. In addition to retrospective ques
tions about participants’ school history, the study collected information on biographical 
events related to participants’ university study programmes, such as graduation as well as 
several measures of demographic information, attitudes, personality traits, and 
achievement.

We excluded all students with missing values for teacher type or school track and 
students with missing values in all indicators for cognitive abilities and personality 
traits from our analytical sample. The resulting sample consists of 5 520 pre-service 
teachers.

Sociodemographic characteristics are presented in Table 1. Among the participants, 
17% intended to work in elementary school, 17% at lower secondary school (Haupt-/ 
Realschule), 55% at upper secondary school (Gymnasium), 6% at vocational schools and 
5% at special education schools.

About 30% of participants were studying a subject combination including one subject 
in the fields of science, technology, and engineering or mathematics (STEM), and 14% 
were studying two or more STEM subjects.
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Measurements

Control variables
Analyses were controlled for sex, migration background, academic background, number 
of STEM subjects, and school type, as these variables have been found to be associated 
with academic achievement at university, programme completion as well as TSE (Fackler 
and Malmberg 2016; Decker and Rimm-Kaufman 2008; Bohndick 2020). Table 1 shows the 
descriptive statistics.

Cognitive abilities
To assess cognitive abilities, we used HSGPA and mathematic and reading achievement. 
HSGPA was retrospectively collected, achievement tests occurred in the first wave. In the 
German educational system, grades range from one to six, where one is the best and six 
the worst. Students’ grades were reversed and standardised, meaning that higher values 
indicate higher cognitive abilities.

Reading comprehension was measured with five different text types involving realistic 
and age-specific themes as well as diverse task types (Gehrer et al. 2013).

The maths test measures practical everyday life mathematical competencies 
(Neumann et al. 2013). A broad range of items was included both thematically as well 
as in terms of mathematical demands (e.g. mathematical problem solving).

Maths and reading tests (Wave 1) were scaled by NEPS standards using an item 
response model. For each person, a WLE (Warm’s weighted maximum likelihood estimate) 
was estimated with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one (Pohl and Carstensen 
2013). The test items have good item fit, are measurement invariant, and have an 
acceptable to good reliability (see Pohl, Haberkorn, and Hardt 2014; Gerken and 
Schnittjer 2017). Due to the study design, only around one-third of the students com
pleted the achievement tests.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics.
N M/% SD Min Max Percent Missing

Sociodemographic Characteristics
Age 5 520 20.42 2.65 17 64 –
Female (ref. male) 5 520 75% - 0 1 –
Academic background (ref. no academic background) 5 520 43% - 0 1 –
Migration background (ref. no migration background) 5 520 4% - 0 1 –

Cognitive Characteristics (Wave 1)
High school GPA 5 323 2.30 .58 1.00 3.80 3.57
Mathematical competence 2 009 −.19 1.14 −5.03 3.91 63.61
Reading competence 2 010 .00 .85 −2.46 4.18 63.59

Personality Traits (Wave 3)
Extraversion 4 258 3.87 .79 1.00 5.00 22.86
Agreeableness 4 259 3.70 .52 1.67 5.00 22.84
Conscientiousness 4 259 3.85 .76 1.00 5.00 22.84
Neuroticism 4 259 2.73 .79 1.00 5.00 22.84
Openness 4 259 3.67 .88 1.00 5.00 22.84

Outcomes (up to Wave 12)
Graduation 3 284 0.68 .47 0 1 40.51
TSE (Wave 9) 2 905 2.71 .31 .90 4.00 52.63
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Personality traits
The Big Five were measured with a shortened version of the BFI-10 (Rammstedt and John 
2007). The dimensions openness to experience, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and 
extraversion were measured with two items each, while agreeableness was measured 
with three items (Wohlkinger et al. 2011). The Big Five were first measured in the third 
wave; about one and a half years after the participants began their studies at university. 
This led to around 23% missing values for these items (see Table 1).

As the Big Five are relatively stable over time (Cobb-Clark and Schurer 2012), the results 
should not be biased by using full information maximum likelihood (FIML) to account for 
the missing values.1

The constructs’ reliability measured with Spearman-Brown coefficient varies from low 
to moderate (openness to new experience: r = .55; neuroticism: r = .55; conscientiousness: 
r = .59; extraversion: r = .73). The consistency of the three items measuring agreeableness 
seems questionable, with Cronbach’s α = .34 and was, therefore, excluded from the 
analysis. Although the reliabilities of the subscales are intermediate, the measurement 
shows high convergent validity with longer scales, for instance, the revised NEO person
ality inventory (Rammstedt and John 2007).

Graduation and teacher self-efficacy
A binary variable indicates whether a student had already graduated teacher training with 
a master’s degree or state examination within six years. Since the standard period of study 
in teacher education varies between four (for primary, lower secondary, and special 
school) to five years (upper secondary and vocational school), we expect the majority of 
pre-service teachers to have graduated within this six-year-period. The graduation status 
of people who neither did graduate nor participated in the last panel wave were coded as 
missing values.

TSE was measured using the 10-item scale by Schwarzer and Schmitz (1999). The 
measurement of TSE took place about five years after students began initial teacher 
education, which is at the end of their studies or in the first years of preparatory phase 
(wave 9). Internal consistency was acceptable (α = .73).

Statistical analyses

Table 2 represents the analytical steps. LPA was used to identify the number of profiles 
that best describe the association between students’ cognitive abilities and their person
ality traits. Data analysis was performed using Mplus (Muthén and Muthén 2014), with 500 
initial random starting values and 100 replications to find the global instead of a local 
maximum (Nylund-Gibson and Choi 2018). To deal with the missing values, the full 
information maximum likelihood approach (FIML) implemented in Mplus was employed.

Table 2. Analytical steps.
1st step LPA
2nd step compare profiles
3rd step (logistic) regression with profile membership as predictors for graduation/TSE
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To identify the best-fitting model, three fit indices suggested were calculated: Bayesian 
information criterion (BIC), sample-adjusted Bayesian information criterion (SABIC), and 
approximate weight of evidence criterion (AWE). It is advised to select the latent profile 
model that has the lowest values on these information criteria, with BIC providing the 
most reliable indicator (Nylund et al. 2005; Nylund, Asparouhov, and Muthén 2007). We 
also report the entropy, which is an indicator for the precision of classification, although 
models should not be selected based on this criterion (Tein, Coxe, and Cham 2013). An 
entropy value close to one implies a higher classification precision.

Additionally, the fit between two nested models were compared using the Vuong-Lo- 
Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (VLMR-LRT) and bootstrapped likelihood ratio test 
(BLRT). If the p-values of these likelihood difference tests are not significant, the model 
with one less profile is supported (Nylund-Gibson and Choi 2018).

The membership probabilities for each participant and latent profile were calculated 
and then assigned to the profile with the highest probability. Afterwards, the associations 
between profile membership, and programme completion and teacher self-efficacy were 
analysed with regression analysis using Stata 16 (StataCorp 2019).

Results

Latent profile analysis

HGPA, maths, and reading achievement as well as self-reported Big Five were indicators 
for the LPA to calculate the optimal number of profiles for pre-service teachers at the 
beginning of their studies. Eight models were estimated to determine the best solution 
based on model fit. The information criteria BIC and SABIC (see Table 3) do not provide 
a distinct solution indicating the best model, since their values decrease with the number 
of profiles. However, the four-profile model has the lowest AWE as well as the highest 
entropy, and all other p-values of VLMR-LRT of models with more than four profiles are 
insignificant on a five percent level. The graphical representation (see Figure 1) provides 
further evidence of the four-profile solution since its slope decreases at a weaker rate from 
this point on (Morin et al. 2016). Thus, based on numerical and graphical inspection of the 
fit indices as well as theoretical considerations, we decided on the four-profile solution.

The entropy of the four-profile solution is rather small (.534), indicating that the profiles 
are not well separated from each other. Nonetheless, the diagonal of the average latent 
profile probabilities exceed .7, which can be seen as a rather clear delineation of profiles 

Table 3. Fit statistics and classification coefficients.
n K LL npar BIC SABIC AWE BLRT p VLMR-LRT p Entropy

5 520 1 −33 225 14 66 570 66 526 66 733 0 0 –
5 520 2 −32 843 22 65 875 65 805 66 130 0 0 .505
5 520 3 −32 717 30 65 693 65 598 66 042 0 .040 .469
5 520 4 −32 581 38 65 490 65 369 65 931 0 0 .534
5 520 5 −32 516 46 65 428 65 281 65 962 0 .196 .5
5 520 6 −32 466 54 65 398 65 226 66 025 0 .129 .511
5 520 7 −32 420 62 65 373 65 176 66 094 0 .312 .518
5 520 8 −32 373 70 65 348 65 126 66 161 0 .095 .497

Note: N = sample; K = number of profiles; LL = log likelihood; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; SABIC = sample- 
adjusted Bayesian information criterion; AWA = approximate weight of evidence criterion; BLRT = bootstrapped 
likelihood ratio test; VLMR-LRT = Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test.
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and relatively accurate profile assignment (Nagin 2005). This result supports the first 
hypothesis.

Figure 2 presents the mean scores and illustrates the characteristics of each of the four 
profiles. The profiles have a clear pattern, although the personality traits conscientious
ness and openness to experience do not seem to differ much across profiles. Instead, the 
profiles can be crystallised by the indicators for cognitive abilities as well as extraversion 
and, to a somewhat lesser extent, neuroticism.
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Figure 1. Plot of information criterion values.
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Figure 2. Profiles of pre-service teachers based on their cognitive abilities and the big five. Note: 
Different scales: GPA ranges from 1–4; maths and reading are on an IRT scale; the Big Five range from 
1–5. GPA = high school grade point average; MATHS = competence in mathematics; READ = 
competence in reading; EXTRAVER = extraversion; CONSCIEN = conscientiousness; NEUROTIC = 
neuroticism; OPENNESS = openness to new experience.

646 S. FRANZ ET AL.



The first profile, which we named ‘low cognitive abilities/high extraversion (LC/HE)’, 
includes 39% of the pre-service teachers. A lower HSGPA and lower scores on the reading 
and maths tests as well as higher extraversion characterise this profile. A somewhat larger 
number of pre-service teachers (43%) fell into the second profile, ‘high cognitive abilities/ 
high extraversion (HC/HE)’, encompassing high scores on cognitive abilities and high 
values on extraversion. About nine percent of the pre-service teachers have high cogni
tive abilities and lower values in extraversion and score slightly higher in neuroticism 
compared to their fellow students. We thus labelled this third profile ‘high cognitive 
abilities/low extraversion (HC/LE)’. The fourth profile ‘low cognitive abilities/low extraver
sion (LC/LE)’ contains about 10% of the sampled pre-service teachers. Students with poor 
HSGPA and test scores, low values in extraversion, and high values in neuroticism belong 
to this profile.

Differences between profiles regarding graduation

To investigate which profiles are predictive for graduation of teacher education pro
gramme, logistic regression with AME was applied. Due to panel attrition and missing 
data on the outcome variable, we could not use the full sample for these analyses. In the 
analysed sample, about 54% of the pre-service teachers completed their programme 
within the survey period.

As the results show (see Table 4), pre-service teachers who fell into a profile charac
terised by high cognitive abilities have a ten to eleven percentage higher probability of 
graduating from teacher training 6 years after enrolment. This finding supports 
the second hypothesis.

The probability of programme completion in the LC/HE profile did not differ from those 
assigned to the LC/LE profile. The explained variance of the model is rather low.

This effect remains stable when controlling for school type, the number of STEM 
subjects, sex, age, migration background, and college-graduate parents, with slight 
changes for HC/HE and HC/LE. The probability of programme completion among 
students in the HC/HE and HC/LE profiles increases by about three to four percentage 
points.

Differences between profiles regarding teacher self-efficacy

To examine the association between profile membership and TSE regression models with 
robust standard errors were estimated. Tests for normality of residuals (via graphical 
representation, e.g. kernel density plots) and multicollinearity (all variance inflation factors 
were lower than 2.1) indicate that the requirements of linear regression analysis are 
fulfilled. Table 5 shows the results, with LC/HE as the reference category. The coefficients 
for all profiles are negative. This indicates that belonging to the reference category LC/HE 
is the most beneficial profile for high TSE. Furthermore, the HC/LE profile seems to be the 
most disadvantaged in terms of self-efficacy, as membership in this profile is more 
negatively related to TSE than the profiles HC/HE and LC/LE. This finding somewhat 
corresponds with the third hypothesis.

Besides, when considering the control variables that predict profile membership, the 
directions of the coefficients remain stable and only change slightly.
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to determine profiles of pre-service teachers based on 
their cognitive abilities and the Big Five. Moreover, associations between the identified 
profiles and graduation and TSE were investigated. Our findings substantially contribute 
to the understanding of the interplay between individual characteristics and success in 
initial teacher education. Whereas previous studies showed that cognitive abilities and 
the Big Five are separately predictive for success in teacher education, this study 
examined how different combinations of pre-service teachers’ cognitive and personality 
characteristics are associated with university outcomes. The present study advance 
previous findings on cognitive and personality profiles of teachers (Holzberger et al. 
2021; Perera, Granziera, and McIlveen 2018). The paper provides important insights for 
teacher education, especially for the understanding of the relationship of cognitive 
abilities and personality traits with graduation and TSE. Furthermore, the findings have 
practical relevance for admission criteria of teacher education programmes, monitoring 
and support during studies.

Table 4. Results of logistic regression predicting graduation 
within six years.

Model 1 Model 2

Reference: LC/HE
HC/HE .11* .14*

(.02) (.02)
HC/LE .10* .13*

(.03) (.03)
LC/LE −.04 −.05

(.03) (.03)
Ref: primary
Lower secondary −.07*

(.02)
Upper secondary −.28*

(.02)
Vocational −.26*

(.04)
Special education −.01

(.03)
Ref.: no STEM subject
One STEM subject .01

(.02)
Two STEM subjects .05*

(.02)
Female (ref. male) .08*

(.02)
Age −.01*

(.00)
Migration background −.08

(.05)
Academic background .01

(.02)
Pseudo-R2 .0133 .0855
N 3 284 3 248

Note: Average marginal effects (AME) reported; robust standard errors 
in parentheses; * p < 0.05.
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Pre-entry characteristics of pre-service teachers: four profiles

Applying a person-centred approach, this study identified four different profiles of pre- 
service teachers based on their cognitive abilities and personality traits (H1). The 
number of profiles is comparable to previous findings on profiles of pre-service tea
chers. Identified profiles have either high cognitive abilities and high or low levels of 
extraversion or low cognitive abilities with either high or low extraversion. High extra
version always goes hand in hand with a lower value of neuroticism and vice versa. 
However, the personality traits openness to experience and conscientiousness did not 
differ between profiles.

This implies that pre-service teachers are a homogenous group regarding openness 
and conscientiousness but differ substantially in terms of extraversion, HSGPA, reading, 
and maths achievement. This is somewhat surprising since previous studies have often 
shown a high correlation between conscientiousness and achievement (Richardson, 
Abraham, and Bond 2012). This result must be interpreted with caution, as the validity 
and reliability of the Big Five measurements are limited.

Table 5. Results of regression predicting teacher self- 
efficacy (wave 9).

TSE TSE

Reference: LC/HE
HC/HE −.06* −.05*

(.01) (.01)
HC/LE −.17* −.16*

(.02) (.02)
LC/LE −.10* −.10*

(.02) (.02)
Ref.: primary
Lower secondary −.03

(.02)
Upper secondary −.05*

(.02)
Vocational −.12*

(.03)
Special education −.02

(.03)
Ref.: no STEM subject
One STEM subject −.02

(.01)
Two STEM subjects −.00

(.02)
Female (ref. male) −.01

(.01)
Age .00

(.00)
Migration background −.01

(.03)
Academic background −.02

(.01)
Intercept 2.76* 2.74*

(.01) (.06)
R2 .0271 .0344
N 2 950 2 950

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05.
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Referring to Klassen and Kim (2019) who suggest that teachers should not only be 
selected based on cognitive but also non-cognitive factors, our findings imply that 
extraversion and neuroticism are the crucial personality traits as pre-service teachers 
seem to be rather homogenous with the other personality traits.

Predicting graduation

We expected the profiles with high cognitive abilities and high conscientiousness to be 
positively related to graduation (H2). The results showed that students who were more 
likely to graduate from teacher education within the survey period had a higher prob
ability of falling into classes characterised by high cognitive abilities (HC/HE, HC/LE). This 
finding is consistent with preceding research on academic achievement in HE and 
indicates that the previous achievement is the best predictor of academic success in 
teacher education (Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012; Burton and Ramist 2001; 
Trapmann et al. 2007b). However, no clear relation between conscientiousness and 
graduation could be revealed, as profiles do not differ in this personality trait.

Differences in personality traits do not seem to be related to graduation or even 
compensate for low cognitive abilities. This may have two reasons: On the one hand, 
the profiles only differ in terms of neuroticism and extraversion, which are not key factors 
for graduation from university (Kappe and van der Flier 2012). Conscientiousness is much 
more important for graduation, but the level of this personality trait did not differ mean
ingfully across profiles. On the other hand, personality traits only play a minor role in HE 
compared to other individual features like motivation, self-esteem, and sense of belong
ing (Bohndick 2020; Schneider and Preckel 2017; Richardson, Abraham, and Bond 2012). 
Additionally, the quality of the instructional methods as context factors impact the 
probability for graduation (Severiens and Schmidt 2009; Georg 2009). The results indi
cated that school type as well as the number of STEM subjects predict programme 
completion, which indicates that contextual factors related to the study programme 
matter. The low pseudo-R2 indicates that other factors could play a more important role 
in completing teacher education programmes, such as quality of teaching and student 
engagement, which were not part of our analysis.

Predicting teacher self-efficacy

We expected profiles characterised by high cognitive abilities, high extraversion, and low 
neuroticism to be positively related to TSE (H3). Our findings, however, show that all 
profiles are negatively associated to TSE in comparison to the profile with low cognitive 
abilities and high extraversion. Extraverted pre-service teachers might be more enthu
siastic and consequently get better feedback from the students they teach, leading to 
higher TSE (Pfitzner-Eden 2016a).

Cognitive abilities only play a minor role in the development of TSE according to our 
findings. The differences between the HC/HE and LC/HE profiles were very low. Therefore, 
against our theoretical assumptions, cognitive characteristics appear to be not strongly 
associated with teacher self-efficacy.

Since the explained variance in the respective models was rather low, profile member
ship is not very closely associated with teacher self-efficacy. This suggests that pre-service 
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teachers’ success in terms of TSE might also be associated with other individuals factors 
not included in the present study, such as motivational and self-regulatory characteristics 
(Kunter et al. 2013). Learning opportunities during studies and practical experience, also 
play an important role in the development of TSE (Pfitzner-Eden 2016a).

Limitations and future research

This study also has a few limitations that should be mentioned. We used graduation 
within the survey period of approximately six years as indicators for academic success in 
this study. Due to panel attrition, missing data, and implausible values, we could only take 
the most recent information provided by participants into account. Hence, the results may 
be slightly biased, as students who are prone to drop out are more likely to stop 
participating in the panel study (Liebeskind and Vietgen 2017; Zinn et al. 2018).

The four profiles that emerged are theoretically plausible, but the fit indices do not 
provide evidence for only one solution. However, the results nonetheless provide 
a valuable insight into different combinations of pre-service teachers’ personality and 
cognitive traits. Big Five were measured with a short scale resulting in intermediate 
reliabilities and limited validity. Due to low Cronbach’s alpha, agreeableness, which is 
an important character trait for teachers (Senler and Sungur-Vural 2013), was not part of 
the analysis. It would have been valuable to predict profile membership based on this 
characteristic as well. Longer scales for the Big Five could produce more robust results, 
but are not feasible in large-scale assessments like the NEPS whose data was analysed in 
this study.

Moreover, the measurement of TSE took place about five years after students began 
the teacher education programme and, therefore, not exactly at the time of graduation. 
Due to only one measurement point, we were not able to map the development of TSE. It 
may be that TSE already differs between pre-service teachers at the very beginning of 
their studies. Although TSE is an aspect of teacher professional development, it is only one 
aspect of academic outcomes in the first phase of initial teacher education at university. 
Other valid outcomes that should be examined include teachers’ beliefs, professional 
knowledge, and self-regulation skills that play a role in the teaching profession (Kunter 
et al. 2013). Moreover, measurements of other non-cognitive characteristics such as 
motivation or self-concept might be useful to further refine the pre-service teacher 
profiles and gain deeper insights into what distinguishes a promising from an at-risk pre- 
service teacher.

Conclusion and practical implications

Our results indicate that cognitive characteristics and personality traits predict pre-service 
teachers’ university success in different ways. Profiles encompassing high cognitive 
abilities are more academically successful for graduation, while personality seems to be 
associated with occupation-related criteria in terms of TSE. Thus, pre-service teachers who 
fall into the HC/HE profile seem to be the most successful students, whereas members of 
the LC/LE profile tend to be rather unsuccessful. Favourably, it appears that around 43% of 
beginning pre-service teachers belong to the HC/HE profile, which was found to be 
positively associated with all of the investigated outcomes of teacher education.
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These findings have implications for student admissions to teacher education pro
grammes. Our findings indicate that the common practice of using HSGPA as an admis
sions criterion for teacher education programmes seems quite justified. Pre-service 
teachers in the profiles with high cognitive abilities have higher success in teacher 
education. Moreover, considering personality traits is useful to identify at-risk subgroups 
of students, because students’ variation in cognitive abilities might be rather low (Casey 
and Childs 2007). Taking not only cognitive abilities but also personality traits into 
account seems to be a worthwhile approach for the identification of at-risk students in 
teacher education.

In Germany, the most often used admission criterion for teacher education is the 
HSGPA. However, recruitment in teacher education differs between European countries, 
e.g. Denmark almost every student is accepted for teacher education programme, 
whereas Finland is very selective as they additionally use entrance tests, observed clinical 
activity replicating school situations as well as interviews (Reimer and Dorf 2014; Sahlberg 
2010). Therefore, it seems important to replicate the results of the current studies in other 
countries to see if similar profiles based on cognitive ability measures and personality 
traits can be explored. Our findings hint that using interviews or aptitude tests as 
admission criteria in addition to selection based on previous achievement is beneficial 
to explore the personality of teacher candidates.

Conversely, identifying pre-service teachers at-risk makes it possible to better support 
them during their studies. Self-assessments including questions regarding personality 
traits could be included within teacher education programmes to prevent dropout and 
reassure students of their professional choice.

Interventions and tutoring for this at-risk group can either seek to influence their 
personality development (Roberts et al. 2017) or help them with their studies to improve 
their academic achievement and reduce their risk of dropping out (Rheinheimer et al. 2010).

Notes

1. We also conducted a sensitivity analysis to investigate whether the results differ with the 
smaller sample without missing values. No significant differences were determined.

Acknowledgments

This paper uses data from the National Educational Panel Study (NEPS): Starting Cohort First-Year 
Students, doi:10.5157/NEPS:SC5:12.0.0. From 2008 to 2013, NEPS data was collected as part of the 
Framework Program for the Promotion of Empirical Educational Research funded by the German 
Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF). Since 2014, NEPS has been carried out by the 
Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi) at the University of Bamberg in cooperation with 
a nationwide network.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

652 S. FRANZ ET AL.



Funding

This work was supported by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research [B1018A].

Notes on contributors

Sebastian Franz is currently working in the project Teacher Education Panel Study (LAP) at the 
Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi) in Bamberg. He is also a PhD student at the 
University of Bamberg and researches reasons for withdrawals from teacher education.

Sina Fackler has worked as a researcher in the department of education at the University of Oxford 
where she also received here PhD and the working unit competencies at the Leibniz Institute for 
Educational Trajectories. She is currently head of the research unit K2 Education and provision of 
services of the welfare state at the German Youth Institute in Munich, Germany.

Jennifer Paetsch has worked as a researcher in the Professional School of Education at the 
Humboldt University of Berlin where she also received here PhD. She is currently holding the 
chair of evaluation in teacher education at the University of Bamberg.

ORCID

Sebastian Franz http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9425-4196
Sina Fackler http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2952-4046

References

Bardach, L., and R. M. Klassen. 2020. “Smart Teachers, Successful Students? A Systematic Review of 
the Literature on Teachers’ Cognitive Abilities and Teacher Effectiveness.” Educational Research 
Review 30. doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100312.

Barrick, M. R., and M. K. Mount. 1991. “The Big Five Personality Dimensions and Job Performance: A 
Meta-analysis.” Personnel Psychology 44 (1): 1–26. doi:10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x.

Blossfeld, H.-P., and H.-G. Roßbach, edited by. 2019. “Education as a Lifelong Process: The German 
National Educational Panel Study (NEPS).” Edition ZfE. 2nd ed. Springer VS.

Bohndick, C. 2020. “Predictors of Dropout Intentions in Teacher Education Programmes Compared 
with Other Study Programmes.” Journal of Education for Teaching 46 (2): 207–219. doi:10.1080/ 
02607476.2020.1724652.

Burton, N. W., and L. Ramist. 2001–2002. Predicting Success in College: SAT® Studies of Classes 
Graduating Since 1980 2001. College Board Research Report. https://www.neps-data.de/Data- 
Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation. 10.1007/978-3-658- 
23162-0.

Byrnes, D. A., G. Kiger, and Z. Shechtman. 2003. “Evaluating the Use of Group Interviews to Select 
Students into Teacher-Education Programs.” Journal of Teacher Education 54 (2): 163–172. doi:10. 
1177/0022487102250310.

Caprara, G. V., C. Barbaranelli, P. Steca, and P. S. Malone. 2006. “Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs as 
Determinants of Job Satisfaction and Students’ Academic Achievement: A Study at the School 
Level.” Journal of School Psychology 44 (6): 473–490. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.001.

Casey, C., and R. Childs. 2007. “Teacher Education Program Admission Criteria and What Beginning 
Teachers Need to Know to Be Successful Teachers.” Canadian Journal of Educational 
Administration and Policy 67: 1–24.

Chesnut, S. R., and H. Burley. 2015. “Self-Efficacy as a Predictor of Commitment to the Teaching 
Profession: A meta-analysis.” Educational Research Review 15: 1–16. doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2015.02.001.

Cobb-Clark, D. A., and S. Schurer. 2012. “The Stability of Big-Five Personality Traits.” Economics Letters 
115 (1): 11–15. doi:10.1016/j.econlet.2011.11.015.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION 653

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2020.100312
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2020.1724652
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2020.1724652
https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation
https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102250310
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487102250310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.11.015


Cortina, K. S., and M. H. Thames. 2013. “Teacher Education in Germany.” In Cognitive Activation in the 
Mathematics, edited by M. Kunter, J. Baumert, W. Blum, U. Klusmann, S. Krauss, and M. Neubrand, 
49–62. New York: Springer.

Costa, P. T., and R. R. McCrae. 1992. “Normal Personality Assessment in Clinical Practice: The NEO 
Personality Inventory.” Psychological Assessment 4 (1): 5–13. doi:10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.5.

Decker, L. E., and S. E. Rimm-Kaufman. 2008. “Personality Characteristics and Teacher Beliefs among 
Pre-Service Teachers.” Teacher Education Quarterly 35 (2): 45–64. http://www.teqjournal.org/ 
back_issues.htm .

Djigić, G., S. Stojiljković, and M. Dosković. 2014. “Basic Personality Dimensions and Teachers’ Self- 
Efficacy.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 112: 593–602. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01. 
1206.

Eryilmaz, A. 2014. “Perceived Personality Traits and Types of Teachers and Their Relationship to the 
Subjective Well-Being and Academic Achievements of Adolescents.” Kuram Ve Uygulamada 
Egitim Bilimleri 14 (6): 2049–2062.

Eryilmaz, A., and A. Kara. 2017. “Comparison of Teachers and pre-service Teachers with respect to 
Personality Traits and Career Adaptability.” International Journal of Instruction 10 (1): 85–100. 
doi:10.12973/iji.2017.1016a.

Fackler, S., and L.-E. Malmberg. 2016. “Teachers’ Self-Efficacy in 14 OECD Countries: Teacher, Student 
Group, School and Leadership Effects.” Teaching and Teacher Education 56: 185–195. doi:10.1016/ 
j.tate.2016.03.002.

Fives, H., D. Hamman, and A. Olivarez. 2007. “Does Burnout Begin with student-teaching? Analyzing 
Efficacy, Burnout, and Support during the student-teaching Semester.” Teaching and Teacher 
Education 23 (6): 916–934. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2006.03.013.

Frenzel, A. C., B. Becker-Kurz, R. Pekrun, T. Goetz, and O. Lüdtke. 2018. “Emotion Transmission in the 
Classroom Revisited: A Reciprocal Effects Model of Teacher and Student Enjoyment.” Journal of 
Educational Psychology 110 (5): 628–639. doi:10.1037/edu0000228.

Gehrer, K., S. Zimmermann, C. Artelt, and S. Weinert. 2013. “NEPS Framework for Assessing Reading 
Competence and Results from an Adult Pilot Study.” Journal for Educational Research Online 5 (2): 
50–79.

Georg, W. 2009. “Individual and Institutional Factors in the Tendency to Drop Out of Higher 
Education: A Multilevel Analysis Using Data from the Konstanz Student Survey.” Studies in 
Higher Education 34 (6): 647–661. doi:10.1080/03075070802592730.

Gerken, A.-L., and I. Schnittjer. 2017. “NEPS Technical Report for Mathematics: Scaling Results of 
Starting Cohort 5 for First-Year Students.” NEPS Survey Paper.

Gist, M. E., and T. R. Mitchell. 1992. “Self-Efficacy: A Theoretical Analysis of Its Determinants and 
Malleability.” Academy of Management Review 17 (2): 183–211. doi:10.5465/amr.1992.4279530.

Herman, K. C., J. Hickmon-Rosa, and W. M. Reinke. 2018. “Empirically Derived Profiles of Teacher 
Stress, Burnout, Self-Efficacy, and Coping and Associated Student Outcomes.” Journal of Positive 
Behavior Interventions 20 (2): 90–100. doi:10.1177/1098300717732066.

Holzberger, D., C. Maurer, O. Kunina-Habenicht, and M. Kunter. 2021. “Ready to Teach? A Profile 
Analysis of Cognitive and Motivational-Affective Teacher Characteristics at the End of Pre-Service 
Teacher Education and the Long-Term Effects on Occupational Well-Being.” Teaching and Teacher 
Education 100 (4): 103285. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2021.103285.

Jamil, F. M., J. T. Downer, and R. C. Pianta. 2012. “Association of Pre-Service Teachers’ Performance, 
Personality, and Beliefs with Teacher Self-Efficacy at Program Completion.” Teacher Education 
Quarterly 39 (4): 119–138.

Judge, T. A., C. L. Jackson, J. C. Shaw, B. A. Scott, and B. L. Rich. 2007. “Self-Efficacy and Work-Related 
Performance: The Integral Role of Individual Differences.” The Journal of Applied Psychology 92 (1): 
107–127. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.107.

Judge, T. A., J. B. Rodell, R. L. Klinger, L. S. Simon, and E. R. Crawford. 2013. “Hierarchical 
Representations of the Five-Factor Model of Personality in Predicting Job Performance: 
Integrating Three Organizing Frameworks with Two Theoretical Perspectives.” Journal of 
Applied Psychology 98 (6): 875–925. doi:10.1037/a0033901.

654 S. FRANZ ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.1.5
http://www.teqjournal.org/back_issues.htm
http://www.teqjournal.org/back_issues.htm
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1206
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1206
https://doi.org/10.12973/iji.2017.1016a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.03.013
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000228
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070802592730
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1992.4279530
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098300717732066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103285
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033901


Kaplan, H. B. 1996. “Psychological Stress from the Perspective of Self Theory.” In Psychosocial Stress: 
Perspective on Structure, Theory, Life-Course, and Methods, edited by H. B. Kaplan, 175–244. San 
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Kappe, R., and H. van der Flier. 2012. “Predicting Academic Success in Higher Education: What’s More 
Important than Being Smart?” European Journal of Psychology of Education 27 (4): 605–619. doi:10. 
1007/s10212-011-0099-9.

Klassen, R. M., and M. M. Chiu. 2010. “Effects on Teachers’ Self-Efficacy and Job Satisfaction: Teacher 
Gender, Years of Experience, and Job Stress.” Journal of Educational Psychology 102 (3): 741–756. 
doi:10.1037/a0019237.

Klassen, R. M., and M. M. Chiu. 2011. “The Occupational Commitment and Intention to Quit of 
Practicing and pre-service Teachers: Influence of Self-Efficacy, Job Stress, and Teaching Context.” 
Contemporary Educational Psychology 36 (2): 114–129. doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.01.002.

Klassen, R. M., T. L. Durksen, L. E. Kim, F. Patterson, E. Rowett, J. Warwick, P. Warwick, and 
M. A. Wolpert. 2017. “Developing a Proof-of-Concept Selection Test for Entry into Primary 
Teacher Education Programs.” International Journal of Assessment Tools in Education 4 (2): 
96–114. doi:10.21449/ijate.275772.

Klassen, R. M., and L. E. Kim. 2019. “Selecting Teachers and Prospective Teachers: A Meta-Analysis.” 
Educational Research Review 26: 32–51. doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2018.12.003.

Klassen, R. M., and V. M. Tze. 2014. “„Teachers’ Self-Efficacy, Personality, and Teaching effectiveness: 
A meta-analysis.”.” Educational Research Review 12: 59–76. doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2014.06.001.

Kunter, M., T. Kleickmann, U. Klusmann, and D. Richter. 2013. “The Development of Teachers’ 
Professional Competence.” In Cognitive Activation in the Mathematics Classroom and 
Professional Competence of Teachers: Results from the COACTIV Project, edited by M. Kunter, 
J. Baumert, W. Blum, U. Klusmann, S. Krauss, and M. Neubrand, 63–77. Boston, MA: Springer US.

Liebeskind, U., and S. Vietgen. 2017. “Panelausfall in der Studierendenkohorte des Nationalen 
Bildungspanels.” [Panel attrition in the student cohort of the National Education Panel]. NEPS 
Working Paper 70.

Morin, A. J. S., J. P. Meyer, J. Creusier, and F. Biétry. 2016. “Multiple-Group Analysis of Similarity in 
Latent Profile Solutions.” Organizational Research Methods 19 (2): 231–254. doi:10.1177/ 
1094428115621148.

Muthén, L. K., and B. Muthén. 2014. Mplus User’s Guide. Vol. 8. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.
Nagin, D. S. 2005. Group-Based Modeling of Development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjf9z1f .
NEPS Network. 2019. “National Educational Panel Study, Scientific Use File of Starting Cohort First-Year 

Students”. Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi), Bamberg. https://www.neps-data. 
de/Data-Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation. doi:10. 
5157/NEPS:SC5:12.0.0.

Neumann, I., C. Duchhardt, M. Grüßing, A. Heinze, E. Knopp, and T. Ehmke. 2013. “Modeling and 
Assessing Mathematical Competence over the Lifespan.” Journal for Educational Research Online 
5 (2): 80–109.

Nylund-Gibson, K. L., and A. Y. Choi. 2018. “Ten Frequently Asked Questions About Latent Class 
Analysis.” Translational Issues in Psychological Science 4 (4): 440–461. doi:10.1037/tps0000176.

Nylund, K. L., T. Asparouhov, and B. O. Muthén. 2007. “Deciding on the Number of Classes in 
Latent Class Analysis and Growth Mixture Modeling: A Monte Carlo Simulation Study.” 
Structural Equation Modeling: a Multidisciplinary Journal 14 (4): 535–569. doi:10.1080/ 
10705510701575396.

Nylund, K. L., B. Muthén, A. Bellmore, A. Nishina, S. Graham, and J. Juvoven. 2005. “The State of 
Victimization during Middle School: A Latent Transition Mixture Model Approach.” In Paper 
presented at the Annual Convention of Society for Prevention Research. Washington, DC.

O’Connor, M. C., and S. V. Paunonen. 2007. “Big Five Personality Predictors of Post-Secondary 
Academic Performance.” Personality and Individual Differences 43 (5): 971–990. doi:10.1016/j. 
paid.2007.03.017.

OECD. 2005. Teachers Matter: Attracting, Developing and Retaining Effective Teachers. Paris: 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION 655

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-011-0099-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-011-0099-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.01.002
https://doi.org/10.21449/ijate.275772
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2014.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115621148
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115621148
http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctvjf9z1f
https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation
https://www.neps-data.de/Data-Center/Data-and-Documentation/Start-Cohort-Students/Data-and-Citation
https://doi.org/10.5157/NEPS:SC5:12.0.0
https://doi.org/10.5157/NEPS:SC5:12.0.0
https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000176
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.03.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.03.017


Perera, H. N., H. Granziera, and P. McIlveen. 2018. “Profiles of Teacher Personality and Relations with 
Teacher Self-Efficacy, Work Engagement, and Job Satisfaction.” Personality and Individual 
Differences 120: 171–178. doi:10.1016/j.paid.2017.08.034.

Pfitzner-Eden, F. 2016a. “I Feel Less Confident so I Quit? Do True Changes in Teacher Self-Efficacy 
Predict Changes in Preservice Teachers’ Intention to Quit Their Teaching Degree?” Teaching and 
Teacher Education 55: 240–254. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2016.01.018.

Pfitzner-Eden, F. 2016b. “Why Do I Feel More Confident? Bandura’s Sources Predict Preservice 
Teachers’ Latent Changes in Teacher Self-Efficacy.” Frontiers in Psychology 7: 1486.

Phillips, J. M., and S. M. Gully. 1997. “Role of Goal Orientation, Ability, Need for Achievement, and 
Locus of Control in the Self-Efficacy and Goal-Setting Process.” Journal of Applied Psychology 
82 (5): 792–802. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.82.5.792.

Pohl, S., and C. H. Carstensen. 2013. “Scaling of Competence Tests in the National Educational Panel 
Study – Many Questions, Some Answers, and Further Challenges.” Journal for Educational 
Research Online 5 (2): 189–216.

Pohl, S., K. Haberkorn, and K. Hardt. 2014. “NEPS Technical Report for Reading—Scaling Results of 
Starting Cohort 5 for First-Year Students in Main Study 2010/11.”

Poropat, A. E. 2009. “A Meta-Analysis of the Five-Factor Model of Personality and Academic 
Performance.” Psychological Bulletin 135 (2): 322–338. doi:10.1037/a0014996.

Raju, D., and R. Schumacker. 2015. “Exploring Student Characteristics of Retention that Lead to 
Graduation in Higher Education Using Data Mining Models.” Journal of College Student Retention: 
Research, Theory & Practice 16 (4): 563–591. doi:10.2190/cs.16.4.e.

Rammstedt, B., and O. P. John. 2007. “Measuring Personality in One Minute or Less: A 10-Item Short 
Version of the Big Five Inventory in English and German.” Journal of Research in Personality 41 (1): 
203–212. doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001.

Reason, R. D. 2009. “Student Variables that Predict Retention: Recent Research and New 
Developments.” NASPA Journal 46 (3): 482–501. doi:10.2202/1949-6605.5022.

Reimer, D., and H. Dorf. 2014. “Teacher Recruitment in Context: Differences between Danish and 
Finnish Beginning Teacher Education Students.” Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 
58 (6): 659–677. doi:10.1080/00313831.2013.821088.

Rheinheimer, D. C., B. Grace-Odeleye, G. E. Francois, and C. Kusorgbor. 2010. “Tutoring: A Support 
Strategy for at-Risk Students.” Learning Assistance Review 15 (1): 23–34.

Richardson, M., C. Abraham, and R. Bond. 2012. “Psychological Correlates of University Students’ 
Academic Performance: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.” Psychological Bulletin 138 (2): 
353–387.

Roberts, B. W., J. Luo, D. A. Briley, P. I. Chow, S. Rong, and P. L. Hill. 2017. “A Systematic Review of 
Personality Trait Change through Intervention.” Psychological Bulletin 143 (2): 117–141. doi:10. 
1037/bul000008.

Rockoff, J. E., B. A. Jacob, T. J. Kane, and D. O. Staiger. 2011. “Can You Recognize an Effective Teacher 
When You Recruit One?” Education Finance and Policy 6 (1): 43–74. doi:10.1162/EDFP_a_00022.

Rots, I., A. Aelterman, and G. Devos. 2014. “Teacher Education Graduates’ Choice (Not) to Enter the 
Teaching Profession: Does Teacher Education Matter?” European Journal of Teacher Education 
37 (3): 279–294. doi:10.1080/02619768.2013.845164.

Rots, I., A. Aelterman, P. Vlerick, and K. Vermeulen. 2007. “Teacher Education, Graduates’ Teaching 
Commitment and Entrance into the Teaching Profession.” Teaching and Teacher Education 23 (5): 
543–556. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2007.01.012.

Sahlberg, P. 2010. “The Secret to Finland’s Success: Educating Teachers.” Stanford Center for 
Opportunity Policy in Education 2: 1–8.

Schmitt, N., J. Keeney, F. L. Oswald, T. J. Pleskac, A. Q. Billington, R. Sinha, and M. Zorzie. 2009. 
“Prediction of 4-Year College Student Performance Using Cognitive and Noncognitive Predictors 
and the Impact on Demographic Status of Admitted Students.” The Journal of Applied Psychology 
94 (6): 1479–1497. doi:10.1037/a0016810.

Schneider, M., and F. Preckel. 2017. “Variables Associated with Achievement in Higher Education: 
A Systematic Review of Meta-Analyses.” Psychological Bulletin 143 (6): 565. doi:10.1037/ 
bul0000098.

656 S. FRANZ ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.08.034
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.5.792
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014996
https://doi.org/10.2190/cs.16.4.e
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.02.001
https://doi.org/10.2202/1949-6605.5022
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2013.821088
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul000008
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul000008
https://doi.org/10.1162/EDFP_a_00022
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2013.845164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2007.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016810
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000098
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000098


Schwarzer, R., and G. S. Schmitz. 1999. “Skala Zur Lehrer-Selbstwirksamkeitserwartung.” In [Scale for 
teacher self-efficacy expectation]. In Skalen zur Erfassung von Lehrer- und Schülermerkmalen: 
Dokumentation der psychometrischen Verfahren im Rahmen der wissenschaftlichen Begleitung des 
Modellversuchs selbstwirksame Schulen [Scales for recording teacher and student characteristics] 
(Berlin: Freie Universitaet Berlin), edited by G. S. Schmitz and R. Schwarzer, 60–61 http://userpage. 
fu-berlin.de/~health/self/skalendoku_selbstwirksame_schulen.pdf .

Senler, B., and S. Sungur-Vural. 2013. “Pre-Service Science Teachers’ Teaching Self-Efficacy in 
Relation to Personality Traits and Academic Self-Regulation.” The Spanish Journal of Psychology 
16 (e12): 1–20. doi:10.1017/sjp.2013.22.

Severiens, S. E., and H. G. Schmidt. 2009. “Academic and Social Integration and Study Progress in 
Problem Based Learning.” Higher Education 58 (1): 59–69. doi:10.1007/s10734-008-9181-x.

StataCorp. 2019. Stata Statistical Software: Release 16. College Station, TX: StataCorp LLC.
Tein, J.-Y., S. Coxe, and H. Cham. 2013. “Statistical Power to Detect the Correct Number of Classes in 

Latent Profile Analysis.” Structural Equation Modeling: a Multidisciplinary Journal 20 (4): 640–657. 
doi:10.1080/10705511.2013.824781.

Trapmann, S., B. Hell, J.-O. W. Hirn, and H. Schuler. 2007a. “Meta-Analysis of the Relationship 
between the Big Five and Academic Success at University.” Zeitschrift Für Psychologie/Journal of 
Psychology 215 (2): 132–151. doi:10.1027/0044-3409.215.2.132.

Trapmann, S., B. Hell, S. Weigand, and H. Schuler. 2007b. ““Die Validität von Schulnoten zur 
Vorhersage des Studienerfolgs-eine Metaanalyse”. [The Validity of School Grades for Predicting 
Study Success - a meta-analysis].” Zeitschrift für Pädagogische Psychologie 21 (1): 11–27. doi:10. 
1024/1010-0652.21.1.11.

Tschannen-Moran, M., and P. McMaster. 2009. “Sources of Self-Efficacy: Four Professional 
Development Formats and Their Relationship to Self-Efficacy and Implementation of a New 
Teaching Strategy.” The Elementary School Journal 110 (2): 228–245. doi:10.1086/605771.

Tschannen-Moran, M., A. Woolfolk Hoy, and W. K. Hoy. 1998. “Teacher Efficacy: Its Meaning and 
Measure.” Review of Educational Research 68 (2): 202–248. doi:10.3102/00346543068002202.

Wohlkinger, F., H. Ditton, J. von Maurice, M. Haugwitz, and H.-P. Blossfeld. 2011. “10 Motivational 
Concepts and Personality Aspects across the Life Course , , .” Education as a Lifelong Process - the 
German National Educational Panel Study (NEPS). Vol. 14. Zeitschrift für Erziehungswissenschaften, 
edited by Hans Peter. Sonderheft 14:155–168.

Zinn, S., A. Würbach, H. W. Steinhauer, and A. Hammon. 2018. “Attrition and Selectivity of the NEPS 
Starting Cohorts: An Overview of the past 8 Years.” NEPS Survey Paper 35.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF TEACHER EDUCATION 657

http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/~health/self/skalendoku_selbstwirksame_schulen.pdf
http://userpage.fu-berlin.de/~health/self/skalendoku_selbstwirksame_schulen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/sjp.2013.22
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9181-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2013.824781
https://doi.org/10.1027/0044-3409.215.2.132
https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652.21.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652.21.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1086/605771
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543068002202

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Predicting graduation in higher education
	Predicting teacher self-efficacy: the role of cognitive abilities and personality traits
	A person-centered approach to pre-service teachers Individual characteristics

	Research question and hypotheses
	Methods
	Sample
	Measurements
	Control variables
	Cognitive abilities
	Personality traits
	Graduation and teacher self-efficacy

	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Latent profile analysis
	Differences between profiles regarding graduation
	Differences between profiles regarding teacher self-efficacy

	Discussion
	Pre-entry characteristics of pre-service teachers: four profiles
	Predicting graduation
	Predicting teacher self-efficacy
	Limitations and future research

	Conclusion and practical implications
	Notes
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References



