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Abstract
This research paper introduces the (D)FIT-Choice (Digital Factors Influencing 
Teacher Choice) scale and discusses the outcomes of its initial implementation. 
The (D)FIT-Choice scale expands upon the existing FIT-Choice scale by incor-
porating additional subscales, namely “Prior digital technology use in education” 
within Socialization Influences, “Perceived digital teaching competence” within 
Self-perceptions, and “Contribute to the digital transformation” within Social Utility 
Value. “Intrinsic value subject” has also been incorporated within Intrinsic Value, 
and other items have been improved. By administering the (D)FIT-Choice scale to 
a sample of 506 student teachers, its validity and reliability as an assessment tool 
were established. The results indicate that digital factors are not prominent drivers 
for individuals choosing to pursue a career in teaching. Instead, higher levels of digi-
tal motivation are associated with the practical benefits of the job rather than with 
teaching-related intentions. These findings hold implications for teacher training, 
emphasizing the importance of understanding student teachers’ motivations con-
cerning digital technology and adequately preparing future educators for the present 
and future digital educational landscape.

Keywords  Career choice · (D)FIT-Choice · FIT-Choice · Digital transformation · 
Student teachers · Teacher education

1  Introduction

The digital transformation of education is causing significant changes to teaching 
practices and to the profession as a whole (Iivari et  al., 2020; Leahy et  al., 2019; 
Voogt et al., 2013). Digital technologies are frequently used as teaching tools and 
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also influence the subjects that are taught. According to the Swiss curricula, all 
teachers are supposed to teach computer and information literacy either as an inde-
pendent subject or as integrated into other subjects. The culture of teaching and 
learning is also changing, for example, schools are moving from instruction-cen-
tric to student-centric forms of teaching and learning in which students explore and 
solve tasks by using digital technologies (Walkington & Bernacki, 2020; Xie et al., 
2019). It remains to be seen whether recent changes in the evolution of artificial 
intelligence and large language models will affect the teaching profession more pro-
foundly (Baidoo-Anu & Owusu Ansah, 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023).

Teachers play a crucial role in the digital transformation of education. Most tech-
nology integration models emphasize teachers’ skills, beliefs and attitudes as the 
most important factors of technology uptake in teaching (Davies & West, 2014; Nie-
derhauser & Lindstrom, 2018; Tondeur et al., 2017). Relevant skill-related factors 
for adapting and enhancing teaching practices include general digital competence 
(Fernández-Batanero et al., 2022; Starkey, 2020; Zhao et al., 2021), subject-specific 
technological  pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK; Koehler & Mishra, 2009) 
and transformative digital agency (Fransson et  al., 2019; Lund & Vestøl, 2020). 
Many studies have examined the impact of these core factors of digital transforma-
tion on digital teaching and learning practices, with both in-service and pre-service 
teachers. However, relatively few studies have analysed their impact on why young 
people choose a teaching career in the first place. Thus, it remains unclear whether 
prospective teachers, particularly student teachers, are adequately considering the 
implications of digital transformation and their responsibilities in the digital shift 
when beginning their careers.

In order to better plan and design teacher education curricula, predict future suc-
cess, burnout and career optimism, it is useful to know the factors that influence 
teaching as a career choice (McLean et al., 2019; Watt & Richardson, 2007). In the 
context of digital transformation in education, it is crucial to determine whether 
the motivations of student teachers align with the expectations placed upon them. 
Understanding whether student teachers are motivated to embrace and drive digital 
transformation in their practice is essential to ensure that they are equipped to meet 
the evolving demands of the digital era.

1.1 � General factors influencing teaching career choice

There are extrinsic and intrinsic motives for choosing a teaching career (Keller-
Schneider et al., 2018; Kyriacou & Coulthard, 2000; Thomson et al., 2012; Till-
mann et  al., 2020). Although extrinsic factors, such as job security and salary, 
are important, student teachers’ career choice can be mainly attributed to intrin-
sic factors such as positive prior teaching and learning experiences, the extent to 
which they enjoy and perceive themselves as being good at teaching, and how 
far they can realise personal and societal benefits from the job (Bergmark et al., 
2018; Fray & Gore, 2018; Watt et al., 2012). Intrinsic motives seem to be higher 
in teaching than in other professions (Gubler et al., 2020). However, most studies 
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predate the current era of digital change in schools and have not investigated digi-
tal aspects that prospective teachers might consider.

The FIT-Choice scale (Factors Influencing Teacher Choice) is one of the most 
frequently used and most comprehensive scales for reliable and consistent assess-
ment of the reasons for student teacher career choice (Navarro-Asencio et  al., 
2021; Watt & Richardson, 2007). It is based on expectancy-value theory (Wig-
field & Eccles, 2000), which considers values and expectancy beliefs as the two 
main factors that predict choices and behaviours. The aspects included in the FIT-
Choice scale are depicted in Fig. 1 (along with additions in this study). Examples 
of other questionnaires that go beyond the FIT-Choice scale are STeaM (Student 
Teachers’ Motives; Keller-Schneider et al., 2018) and FEMOLA (Motivation for 
Choosing Teacher Education—in German, Fragebogen zur Erfassung der Motiva-
tion für die Wahl des Lehramtsstudiums; Pohlmann & Möller, 2010), integrating 
enjoyment of teaching specific subjects. However, none of these instruments con-
sider digital aspects of teaching.

Fig. 1   Theoretical (D)FIT-Choice model (Digital Factors Influencing Teacher Choice; now empirically 
validated, new factors highlighted in blue)
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1.2 � Digital factors influencing teaching career choice

While teaching is considered a profession that is unlikely to be replaced by tech-
nology in the near future, technological changes can affect what teachers will 
do and whether it is considered an attractive career choice (Frey & Osborne, 
2017). It is important to ascertain if the factors influencing student teachers 
align with the changing requirements of the profession in the digital era. Very 
few studies have explored this question. Rana et  al. (2021) analysed teachers’ 
motivations for teaching in virtual settings and found that important factors are 
learning a new technology and seeing future growth and opportunities. Rowston 
et al. (2022) analysed case studies of career changers and found that teachers are 
keen to share their technological experiences from their previous occupations 
in classrooms. However, there is a lack of understanding about the digital fac-
tors that influence student teachers’ decisions to become teachers in general set-
tings. Given the ongoing efforts to align education with the demands of a digital 
society, it is crucial to investigate three key aspects in the decision to pursue a 
teaching career: experiences with digital tools in education, perceived teaching 
ability, and social contribution (Beardsley et  al., 2021; Hobbs & Tuzel, 2017; 
Tondeur et al., 2017).

First, while the influence of prior teaching and learning experiences on the 
decision to become a teacher is well-established (See et  al., 2022), it remains 
unexplored if experiences with digital tools in education also influence this deci-
sion. As today’s student teachers are often considered digital natives, it is pos-
sible that their educational experiences with technology may affect their willing-
ness to pursue a teaching career in the digital era. This aspect deserves further 
investigation to better understand the relationship between digital experiences 
and the motivation to become a teacher.

Second, although the role of perceived teaching ability is a significant factor 
in motivation to enter the profession (See et  al., 2022), it is not clear whether 
self-perceived levels of digital teaching competence also influence this decision 
as well as they influence the decision to use technology in the classroom (Petko, 
2012). Digital competence is now a requirement for educators and therefore it is 
important to investigate whether prospective teachers also consider their digital 
teaching competence when deciding to pursue a teaching career.

Third, the aspect of social contribution, which is often cited as a signifi-
cant motivator for becoming a teacher, has not been examined in the context of 
digital transformation. It remains unclear whether the desire to promote social 
equity is connected to the potential of digital tools to facilitate this, or whether 
the aspiration to shape the future of children and adolescents is associated with 
a willingness to prepare them for life in a digital society (Huda et  al., 2017; 
Iivari, 2020). Understanding the relationship between social motivation and dig-
ital transformation could provide insights into how prospective teachers perceive 
the role of digital tools in addressing social issues and preparing students for the 
demands of a digitalized world.



1 3

Education and Information Technologies	

1.3 � Current study

In response to the limited understanding of student teachers’ motivations to 
become teachers in the context of digital transformation in education, we have 
developed the (D)FIT-Choice model (Digital Factors Influencing Teacher 
Choice). This model extends the existing FIT-Choice scale by incorporating dig-
ital-related items. Specifically, three new factors were added to the scale as part 
of existing higher order factors: (1) Prior digital technology use in education, 
as part of Socialization Influences; (2) Perceived digital teaching competence, 
as part of Self-perceptions; (3) Digital transformation, as part of Social Utility 
Value. These additions aim to capture the digital aspects of motivations and pro-
vide a more comprehensive framework for investigating decision-making pro-
cesses in relation to the digital transformation of education.

Given that prospective teachers can be motivated to enter the profession 
because of an interest in subject matters (Keller-Schneider, 2019; Keller-Schnei-
der et al., 2018), a new scale for assessing the intrinsic value that student teach-
ers perceive from the subject they teach was also added, namely, Intrinsic value 
subject. This addition is particularly relevant for secondary education trainees 
who have chosen to become teachers in specific disciplines.

The (D)FIT-Choice theoretical model shown in Fig.  1 includes these newly 
developed factors. The model has three main parts: Prior experiences, Reasons 
to become a teacher, and Choice of teaching career.

This study aims to test and validate the (D)FIT-Choice model. As there is a 
theoretical gap in understanding how digital factors influence teacher choice, the 
relative importance and position of digital-related aspects, compared to other 
factors in shaping the decision to become a teacher, will be investigated. The 
correlations between the digital-related items among them and with other varia-
bles will be explored. It will also be interesting to test whether Contribute to the 
digital transformation can be explained by other variables including Prior digital 
technology use and Perceived digital teaching competence. This research will 
provide insights into the complex interplay between these variables and illumi-
nate the mechanisms underlying the motivation to become a teacher in times of 
digital change.

Therefore, the present study poses the following research questions:

(1)	 Is the (D)FIT-Choice scale a valid and reliable instrument to assess student 
teachers’ reasons for choosing a teaching career?

(2)	 What are the most and least important (D)FIT-Choice factors shaping the deci-
sion to become a teacher?

(3)	 What is the relationship between the digital factors of the (D)FIT-Choice and 
what are their relationships with other factors?
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2 � Methodology

2.1 � Sample

The study required a sample of around 400 participants to sufficiently power the sta-
tistical analysis. Specifically, for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), the moderate 
subject-to-item ratio of 5:1 can be followed (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Kyriazos, 
2018). Based on this ratio and considering 66 items, a minimum of 330 participants 
would be needed. However, some studies recommend that a minimum sample of 
400 is needed to get reliable factor patterns in EFA (Goretzko et  al., 2021; Wolf 
et  al., 2013). For the correlation analysis, a sample of 314 was determined using 
G*Power (Faul et al., 2007).

The developed questionnaire was sent to a sample of 734 student teachers, reach-
ing an overall response rate of 69% to give a sample of 506 participants. A relative 
speed index was calculated based on completion time and one case was eliminated 
from the sample because it had a factor higher than two (Leiner, 2019). Another 
case that incorrectly reported age was also eliminated.

The final sample therefore consisted of 506 student teachers from two different 
universities in Zurich, Switzerland. They were enrolled on one of four different pro-
grammes, which differ qualitatively, as they offer different accreditation levels and 
have different workloads (Table 1).

In terms of gender distribution, 313 participants (61.9%) were women, 176 
(34.48%) were men, three (0.6%) defined themselves in other terms and 14 (2.8%) 
preferred not to answer. The mean age was 28.2 years old (SD = 8.66). The prospec-
tive teachers in upper secondary education were older as they are required to have at 
least a Bachelor’s degree before entering this programme. Participants had a mean 
of 1.01 years of experience teaching (SD = 4.03).

2.2 � Procedure

Since this study aimed to collect data from student teachers at the beginning of their 
training, data were collected one month into their programmes, in October 2022, 
March 2023 and October 2023. Data were collected through an online survey hosted 
on the LimeSurvey platform.

Table 1   Sample distribution in terms of educational programme

PHZH (Zurich University of Teacher Education, Pädagogische Hochschule Zürich), UZH (University of 
Zurich), ECTS (European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System)

Programme University Frequency (n) Percentage (%) Workload 
(ECTS)

Bachelor’s degree for primary education PHZH 131 25.9 180
Master’s degree for lower secondary education PHZH 117 23.1 270
Upper secondary and vocational education PHZH 53 10.5 60
Upper secondary education UZH 205 40.5 60
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Each programme required different recruitment methods. For primary education 
student teachers, in the first cohort we presented the study in a face-to-face session and 
invited them to answer the survey in situ. For lower and upper secondary student teachers, 
we sent them a personalized email with a reminder two weeks later. Finally, upper sec-
ondary and vocational education student teachers were contacted via anonymous email. 
This was also the case for primary education student teachers in the second cohort. The 
participation rate was 69% in primary education, 56% in lower secondary education, 64% 
in upper secondary and vocational and 81% in upper secondary trainees.

2.3 � Instrument

The (D)FIT-Choice scale was developed by extending the FIT-Choice scale (Watt 
et  al., 2012; Watt & Richardson, 2007). We employed the German version of the 
FIT-Choice scale as most students in the sample are native German-language 
speakers (N = 467, 92.3%) or have a proficient level of German required to enter 
the studies, concretely a C1 level based on the Common European Framework of 
Reference for Languages (CEFR). The four new added factors were: Prior digital 
technology use, as part of Socialization Influences; Perceived digital teaching com-
petence, as part of Self-perceptions; Contribute to the digital transformation, as 
part of Social Utility Value; and Intrinsic value subject, as part of Intrinsic Value. 
Following the original structure of the FIT-Choice scale, each new factor included 
three items, in which participants are asked to respond to the statement “I chose to 
become a teacher because…” via a seven-point Likert scale (1 = not at all important; 
7 = extremely important). The new items were originally written and tested in Ger-
man and have been translated for the purpose of this paper.

In addition to the development of new subscales, the existing subscales Job transfer-
ability and Fallback career have been shown to have weak reliability (Navarro-Asencio 
et  al., 2021; Watt & Richardson, 2007) and therefore their items were rephrased or 
new items were created. Additional items were formulated and added to those sub-
scales that consisted of only two items. Having equal number of items per subscale 
ensures that the subscales have the potential of measuring similar amounts of variance.

The final version of the scale includes nine second order factors and 22 first order 
factors, with three items each. The wording of the items is shown in Table 2.

2.4 � Data analysis

The data collected from the four groups was analysed using Jamovi (The Jamovi 
Project, 2022) an open-source statistical platform based on the statistical program-
ming language R—RStudio and the lavaan package (R Core Team, 2021; Rosseel, 
2012). Analyses included: (1) descriptive statistics of single items and subscales, 
and reliability analysis; (2) Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to assess the factorial 
structure of the (D)FIT-Choice scale; (3) Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to 
test the expected structure of the scale; (4) correlational analysis to explore relation-
ships between the digital-related factors and the other factors; (5) regression analysis 
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to analyse the predictability of the item ‘Contribute to the digital transformation’ 
based on the other two digital factors.

A significance level of p < 0.05 was adopted. In the case of correlations, the alpha 
level was adjusted via the Bonferroni correction. The indices used to evaluate the 
reliability of the factors were Cronbach’s alpha (α) and McDonald’s omega (ω), 
accepting 0.7 as a sufficient measure of reliability (Dunn et al., 2014; Taber, 2018). 
The effect sizes were set at r = 0.1 (small), 0.3 (medium) and 0.5 (large) (Cohen, 
1992; Plonsky & Oswald, 2014).

The indicators used to evaluate the goodness of fit of the CFA were the Bentler 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), the Steiger-Lind Root 
Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR). The cut-off criteria were as follows: CFI > 0.95; TLI > 0.95; 
SRMR < 0.08; RMSEA < 0.06 (Hooper et al., 2008; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schreiber 
et al., 2006).

3 � Results

3.1 � Reliability analysis and descriptive statistics

Based on the data collected with the individual items in each factor, the factors 
showed Cronbach’s α coefficients ranging from 0.622 to 0.924 and McDonald’s ω 
coefficients ranging from 0.658 to 0.924 (Table 2). Most factors had good-to-excel-
lent reliability, indicating strong internal consistency across their constituent items. 
The only factors that had lower reliability, with coefficients between 0.6 and 0.7, 
were Social dissuasion (α = 0.622, ω = 0.685), Intrinsic value subject (α = 0.665, 
ω = 0.699) and Fallback career (α = 0.672, ω = 0.737).

The descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) show that the high-
est rated factors were Intrinsic value teaching (M = 6.49, SD = 0.92), Satisfaction 
(M = 6.15, SD = 0.92), and Intrinsic value subject (M = 6.08, SD = 0.78), followed 
by Shape the future of children and adolescents (M = 5.90, SD = 0.95) and Perceived 
teaching ability (M = 5.90, SD = 0.78). The factors scoring below the midpoint of 4 
were Fallback career (M = 2.37, SD = 1.31), Prior digital technology use (M = 3.25, 
SD = 1.37), Social dissuasion (M = 3.27, SD = 1.41) and Social influences (M = 3.97, 
SD = 1.77).

3.2 � Exploratory Factor Analysis

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using the maximum likeli-
hood extraction method in combination with oblimin rotation. Barlett’s Test of 
Sphericity was significant (X2 (2145) = 19,224, p < 0.001), indicating that the cor-
relation structure was adequate for factor analyses. The Kaiser-Meyer Olkin (KMO) 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) indicated values above 0.6 (except for sd3, 
MSA = 0.570), verifying the sampling adequacy for the analysis.
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By fixing 22 factors, we expected to observe the 22 first order theoretical factors 
(Table 3). The solution explained 66.00% of the total variance and presented a good 
model fit (RMSEA = 0.0210, 90% CI [0.0165, 0.0253], X2 (924) = 1132, p < 0.001). 
All factors except two were defined as theorized (Table  3), the exceptions being 
Factor 12 (with all PTA items and ivt2 together) and Factor 16 (with IVT and IVS 
together). However, this model is very approximate to the (D)FIT-Choice theoretical 
model.

3.3 � Confirmatory Factor Analysis

First and second order CFAs were conducted to validate whether the data fits the 
structure of the (D)FIT-Choice model. For the first order CFA, the manifest single 
items were specified as indicators for each factor. For the second order CFA, the dif-
ferent factors were specified as indicators for the higher order factors. In both cases, 
SRMR and RMSEA indicated good fit values, but CFI and TLI were below the 
required threshold (CFI < 0.95; TLI < 0.95; RMSEA < 0.05; SRMR < 0.08; Table 4). 
However, this inconsistency between fit values might be due to the arbitrariness of 
the cut-off values. For instance, CFI and TLI values above 0.9 have previously been 
accepted as being of adequate fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980; McDonald & Ho, 2002) 
and values between 0.90 and 0.95 could be considered as neither good nor bad fit 
(Lai & Green, 2016).

Since the data do not exactly meet the fit standards, but the FIT-Choice model is 
a validated model, single factor CFAs were conducted specifically to test that the 
digital-related factors fit their assigned higher order scale. The manifest single items 
were specified as indicators for the first order factors and the first order factors were 
specified as latent indicators of the second order factors. Each second order factor 
was analysed independently, and all demonstrated good fit (CFI > 0.95; TLI > 0.95; 
RMSEA < 0.05; SRMR < 0.08; Table 5).

3.4 � Correlations

Assumptions of normality and absence of outliers were tested using the Shapiro-
Wilk test and visualization methods including Q-Q plots, histograms, density plots 
and box plots. For some variables, the sample data appeared to be non-normally dis-
tributed and presented outliers. Most variables presented tied data, therefore, Kend-
all’s correlation was used. In total, 231 bivariate correlations were performed with 
the (D)FIT-Choice first order factors’ mean scores. To hold the Type I error rate 
(false-positive cases) to less than 5%, the critical p value was adjusted via the Bon-
ferroni correction (p < 0.0002). The correlations between the (D)FIT-Choice factors 
are reported in Table 6.

The three digital-related factors (Prior digital technology use; Perceived digital 
teaching competence; Contribute to the digital transformation) were significantly 
correlated (r𝝉 pdtc−cdt = 0.447; r𝝉 pdtu−cdt = 0.408; r𝝉 pdtc−pdtu = 0.321), with medium 
effect sizes. Perceived digital teaching competence was also correlated with Per-
ceived teaching ability (r𝝉 = 0.208), Intrinsic value subject (r𝝉 = 0.129), Intrinsic 
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value teaching (r𝝉 = 0.126), and Job security (r𝝉 = 0.127). Prior digital technology 
use also correlated with Prior teaching and learning experience (r𝝉 = 0.225), Job 
transferability (r𝝉 = 0.177), and Shape the future of children and adolescents (r𝝉 
= 0.129). Finally, Contribute to the digital transformation correlated with Make a 
social contribution (r𝝉 = 0.131). However, all the correlations with non-digital fac-
tors had rather small effect sizes.

3.5 � Multiple linear regression

A stepwise multiple linear regression was applied to analyse the effect of differ-
ent factors on the dependent variable Contribute to the digital transformation as a 
motive for becoming a teacher. The variables were introduced in a hierarchical order 
according to the theory behind the model. First, Prior digital technology use and 
Perceived digital teaching were considered; second, the rest of the variables of the 
higher order factor under which the digital-related factors are located were intro-
duced. This includes Perceived teaching ability, Shape the future of children and 
adolescents, Enhance social equity, Make a social contribution, Work with children 

Table 4   Fit statistics for the first and second order CFAs

1 Residual covariances added (First order CFA: pdtu1-pdtu2, pdt2-pdt3, ec1-ec2; Second order CFA: 
PDTC-CDT, CDT-PDTU, PDTC-PDTU, ec1-ec2)

RMSEA 90% 
CI

X2 df p CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Lower Upper

First order CFA1 2890 1845 < 0.001 0.942 0.933 0.041 0.033 0.031 0.036
Second order 

CFA1
3468 2019 < 0.001 0.920 0.915 0.060 0.038 0.036 0.040

Table 5   Fit statistics for the independent higher order CFAs

1 Residual covariances added (Personal utility value: tff2-tff3, jt1-jt2, js1-js2; Task demand: ec1-ec2, hd1-
hd2)

RMSEA 90% 
CI

Higher order factors X2 df p CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Lower Upper

Socialization influences 75.8 48 0.006 0.990 0.986 0.031 0.034 0.018 0.048
Self-perception 17.0 8 0.030 0.994 0.990 0.031 0.047 0.014 0.078
Intrinsic value 12.8 8 0.118 0.992 0.986 0.027 0.034 < 0.001 0.068
Personal utility value1 79.8 21 < 0.001 0.975 0.957 0.028 0.074 0.057 0.092
Social utility value 206 80 < 0.001 0.971 0.962 0.035 0.056 0.047 0.065
Task demand1 18.01 6 0.006 0.986 0.965 0.023 0.063 0.031 0.097
Task return 26.3 8 < 0.001 0.991 0.983 0.039 0.067 0.039 0.097
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and adolescents, and Prior teaching and learning experiences. Finally, the remain-
ing variables were added. The Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated a normal distribution of 
the data in all three models and the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) and Tolerances 
showed no collinearity, indicating adequacy for analysis.

Results indicated that all three models were significant (see Table 7) but that only 
four variables significantly contributed to the predictability of the dependent vari-
able in the third and more complex model (see Table 8). These variables are Per-
ceived digital teaching competence, Prior digital technology use, Perceived teaching 
ability, Make a social contribution, and Job transferability.

Table 7   Multiple linear 
regression, model fit measures

Overall model test

Model R R2 RMSE F df1 df2 p

1 0.666 0.444 1.039 200.7 2 503 < 0.001
2 0.699 0.488 0.996 59.3 8 497 < 0.001
3 0.712 0.507 0.978 23.7 21 484 < 0.001

Table 8   Multiple linear 
regression, Model 3 coefficients

Predictor Estimate SE t p

Intercept 25.041 0.6543 3.827 < 0.001
PDTC 0.4070 0.0426 9.561 < 0.001
PDTU 0.4536 0.0401 11.306 < 0.001
PTA -0.2481 0.0709 -3.497 < 0.001
SFCA -0.0492 0.0702 -0.701 0.484
ESE 0.0868 0.0566 1.533 0.126
MSC 0.1843 0.0593 3.108 0.002
WCA​ 0.0504 0.0496 1.017 0.310
PTLE -0.0690 0.0369 -1.870 0.062
IVT -0.0244 0.1039 -0.235 0.814
IVS -0.0872 0.0694 -1.256 0.210
JS 0.0424 0.0497 0.853 0.394
TFF -0.0345 0.0349 -0.988 0.324
JT -0.1022 0.0387 -2.642 0.009
FC 0.0573 0.0399 1.437 0.151
SI -0.0197 0.0280 -0.705 0.481
EC -0.0265 0.0587 -0.451 0.652
HD -0.0635 0.0576 -1.103 0.271
SS 0.0294 0.0440 0.668 0.504
SY -0.0525 0.0513 -1.025 0.306
SD -0.0416 0.0332 -1.251 0.211
SN 0.0528 0.0597 0.884 0.377
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4 � Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate the digital-related reasons that influence stu-
dent teachers’ decisions to become teachers. The (D)FIT-Choice scale was devel-
oped and validated. Reliability analysis showed that the scale has very good internal 
consistency in most factors, except for Social dissuasion, Intrinsic value subject, and 
Fallback career. In both Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis, most factors 
appeared as theorized.

The most important reasons for becoming a teacher included finding value in 
teaching and in the specific subjects, as shown in previous research (Fray & Gore, 
2018). This was followed by Shape the future of children and adolescents, and Per-
ceived teaching abilities. The least important general factors were Fallback career 
and Prior digital technology use. High levels of satisfaction with  the choice were 
aligned with low ratings on being socially dissuaded or pursuing teaching as a fall-
back career.

Regarding the digital-related factors, it is worth noting that having used digital 
technology in their own education was one of the factors that least motivated student 
teachers to pursue a teaching career. And although student teachers highlighted the 
importance of having good teaching abilities for choosing a teaching career, this did 
not seem to be the case with digital teaching competences. As numerous studies have 
shown that digital teaching skills are a core prerequisite for effective technology 
use in teaching (Davies & West, 2014; Niederhauser & Lindstrom, 2018), the low 
importance given to digital teaching competence in the decision to become a teacher 
should be a matter for concern. Although student teachers indicated that they want to 
bring value to society, particularly in shaping the future of children and adolescents, 
wanting to contribute to digital transformation was among the less important aspects 
for choosing a teaching career. Furthermore, only a very low significant correlation 
was found between the willingness to contribute to the digital transformation and 
the motivation to make a social contribution, but none with shaping the future of 
children and young people. Looking at other correlations, the importance of having 
used technology in education correlated with the importance of job transferability, 
and the relevance of perceiving having good digital teaching skills correlated with 
the importance of job security. These factors capture the practical benefits of the job, 
rather than reflecting teaching-related intentions. In summary, prospective teachers 
do not appear to consider digital aspects as central motives for becoming a teacher. 
Instead, it seems plausible that they consider technological experiences as independ-
ent from pedagogical duties.

Motivation to contribute to digital transformation is of relevant importance in 
the current educational scenario. Therefore, it is worth noting that this willingness 
can be predicted based on prior use of digital technologies, perceived digital teach-
ing competence, perceived teaching ability and willingness to make a social con-
tribution. The finding that becoming a teacher to make a social contribution also 
influences the motivation to contribute to digital transformation could be related 
to the altruistic motives and expectations found in previous studies (Fray & Gore, 
2018; Friedman, 2016). Emphasis should be placed on prior use of technologies 
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for teaching and learning, perceived competence in teaching and, more specifically, 
in teaching with technology (Tondeur et  al., 2017; Zhao et  al., 2021). This could 
help to raise their awareness of the importance of digital change for their future 
career, and increase their willingness to contribute to the digital transformation of 
education.

4.1 � Limitations and future research

Although this study offers interesting insights, especially useful to the educational 
research community, it also has several limitations.

We relied on a sample of nine cohorts from two institutions of teacher educa-
tion in Switzerland, a very homogeneous sample that limits the generalizability 
of the findings. To improve the representativeness of the sample, future studies 
should aim to include larger and more diverse groups of student teachers from dif-
ferent universities and cultural backgrounds to determine if the results can be rep-
licated in a different population. A larger sample could also increase the reliability 
and validity of the results, specifically in the cases of Social dissuasion, Intrinsic 
value subject, and Fallback career, factors that presented low reliability.

While inter-item reliability was tested, consistency across time should also be 
tested by analysing intra-subject reliability. Furthermore, the factor Intrinsic value 
subject could be tested for reliability and subjected to factor analysis with upper sec-
ondary education student  teachers to determine whether this factor is more useful 
when considering the specificity of this group.

Although the (D)FIT-Choice scale includes four new factors, three of which are 
digital-related factors that are important in today’s context, the FIT-Choice scale has 
been criticized for not allowing the detection of new factors (Fray & Gore, 2018). 
Therefore, mixed methods studies that incorporate interviews with participants 
would be useful to identify and explore additional factors that may be relevant to 
understanding teacher motivations.

In alignment with the findings of the correlation analysis, future research should 
conduct a deeper analysis of the prior experiences of student teachers with digital 
technology in education, and the relationships of these experiences with Personal 
utility value. It would also be interesting to see whether teacher motivations are use-
ful predictors of teacher satisfaction and performance.

Finally, the differences in the study programme and in years of teaching expe-
rience of the sample could be used to analyse possible differences in the digital-
related reasons for becoming a teacher.

In summary, this study provides valuable insights into the motivations of student 
teachers, but future research should consider the above limitations and suggestions 
to further enhance the understanding of teacher motivations and inform the develop-
ment of effective teacher education programmes towards the digital transformation 
of education.
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4.2 � Conclusion

This study provides important insights into the digital-related factors that influ-
ence student teachers’ decisions to become teachers. The (D)FIT-Choice scale is a 
valid and reliable instrument for measuring these factors. Intrinsic value teaching 
and subject are the most important reasons for choosing a teaching career, followed 
by Shaping the future of children and adolescents, and Perceived teaching abilities. 
Prior digital technology use, Perceived digital teaching competence and Contribute 
to the digital transformation were found to have a limited influence on the decision 
to become a teacher. This is not aligned with what is expected of student teachers in 
the current educational context, which promotes the digital transformation of educa-
tion and highlights the need for further analysis of these aspects. The results also 
emphasize the importance of promoting digital tools in education to cultivate digital 
competence among student teachers and to encourage them to see digital transfor-
mation in education as a motivation for becoming teachers in the digital era. These 
findings have implications for teacher education to better prepare future teachers for 
the current and future digital educational context.
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