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Abstract 

Teachers’ approaches to teaching, which are understood as the interplay 

between their intentions in a given teaching situation and the strategies they 

employ, have been widely examined in higher education research. However, 

approaches to teaching, as a concept, have not been sufficiently studied in 

relation to teaching generic skills, despite universities increasingly recognising 

their importance. Addressing this gap in the present study, we examined 

higher education teachers’ approaches to teaching and their perceptions of 

student learning of generic skills. Conducted in the Hungarian higher 

education context, where research on teaching generic skills remains scarce, 

the study provides novel insights. A total of 221 university teachers filled in 

the online questionnaire. The data were analysed using Pearson’s 

correlations, cluster analysis, the Chi-square test, and a one-way ANOVA. 

Three distinct teaching profiles emerged: interactive-organised, transmissive, 

and mixed. These profiles were associated with different perceptions of how 

students develop generic skills such as critical thinking, collaboration, 

multidisciplinary skills, and self-regulation. Disciplinary background also 

played a role in shaping profile distribution. Overall, the findings provide 

context-sensitive insights into how teaching approaches influence perceptions of generic-skill learning and 

extend the validity of the instrument in a cross-national context. 

Practitioner Notes 

1. Teachers who adopt interactive and well-organised teaching approaches tend to perceive higher 

student development of generic skills than those using transmissive approaches.  

2. Predominantly transmissive teaching approaches are associated with lower perceived learning of 

generic skills and may need to be complemented by interactive practices.  

3. A mixed teaching approach, combining transmissive and interactive elements, is common and is 

associated with moderate support for generic-skill development.  

4. The questionnaire used in this study can be applied to identify teaching profiles related to generic-

skill support in the higher education context. 

5. Institutions should invest in pedagogical training that increases teachers’ awareness of generic 

skills and supports the use of interactive and reflective teaching practices. 
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Introduction 

Across various educational settings and disciplines, higher education institutions increasingly 

emphasise the importance of generic skills, such as critical thinking, collaboration, problem 

solving, and communication, for students’ long-term employability and personal development 

(Tuononen et al., 2022). These skills are widely regarded as essential not only for navigating 

complex professional environments but also for contributing meaningfully to society. Numerous 

studies have highlighted that integrated pedagogical practices, including project-based 

assignments, problem-based learning, and embedding skills into subject-specific lectures, are 

effective in promoting these skills among students (Muukkonen et al., 2022; Tynjälä et al., 2016; 

Virtanen & Tynjälä, 2019). However, despite this theoretical consensus, a gap may still exist 

between pedagogical intention and classroom implementation. 

In parallel, in this article, we engage with the broader scholarly conversation on approaches to 

teaching, a concept that continues to be influential in analysing diverse pedagogical issues in 

higher education. Approaches to teaching refer to the beliefs, intentions, and strategies that 

teachers adopt in planning and delivering instruction. The concept remains valuable because it 

encapsulates not only what teachers do in the classroom but also how they think about teaching 

and learning (Prosser & Trigwell, 2006). Decades of research have shown that teaching 

approaches are closely connected to teachers’ conceptions of teaching and learning (Gonzalez, 

2008; Kember & Kwan, 2002; Lam & Kember, 2006), their instructional design decisions, and 

students’ learning outcomes (Beausaert et al., 2013; Richardson, 2005; Uiboleht et al., 2018). 

However, one area that remains insufficiently investigated is the interplay between teachers’ 

perceptions of generic skills and their approaches to teaching. 

The Hungarian higher education context offers a particularly interesting setting for examining how 

teachers perceive the teaching and learning of generic skills. In recent years, Hungarian 

universities have been undergoing structural and curricular transformations aimed at aligning 

more closely with the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) standards, including an increased 

emphasis on student-centred learning and competence-based education (Kováts, 2019). At the 

same time, traditional academic cultures that prioritise content knowledge and discipline-specific 

expertise remain influential, often resulting in tension between innovation and established 

teaching norms (Bogdány et al., 2021). This duality creates a unique pedagogical landscape 

where diverse approaches to teaching coexist, making it possible to explore how different 

teaching orientations influence the perceived development of skills. Furthermore, national policies 

and accreditation frameworks in Hungary increasingly emphasise the role of transferable skills in 

fostering graduate employability (Kováts & Derényi, 2023). Yet relatively little is known about how 

teachers interpret and implement these expectations in their daily practice. Investigating teachers’ 

perceptions within this context not only contributes to understanding local pedagogical realities 

but also offers broader insights into how system-level changes influence instructional beliefs and 

practices in post-socialist higher education systems. 

Although previous studies have examined academics’ conceptions of generic skills and how these 

conceptions are related to pedagogical practices (Tuononen et al., 2023), little is known about 

whether and how their perceptions of students’ learning of generic skills align with their broader 

approaches to teaching. This study seeks to fill that gap by exploring the relationship between 
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higher education teachers’ perceived development of students’ generic skills and their teaching 

approaches, using a validated instrument in a contextually relevant national setting.  

In addition to this, research on generic skills development is often methodologically fragmented 

or conceptually narrow. Prior reviews of the literature have revealed that many studies introduce 

their own survey instruments, making cross-study comparisons difficult (Chan et al., 2017; 

Tuononen et al., 2022). As a result, research in this area lacks coherent pedagogical frameworks 

and robust measurement tools. To address these gaps, this study uses an existing quantitative 

instrument that captures higher education teachers’ perceptions of how generic skills are learnt 

in their teaching sessions. The study is situated in an educational context in Hungary, where such 

issues are still underexplored, contributing to the cross-national validation of the instrument. 

Research Questions 

1) What kind of teaching profiles can be identified among Hungarian higher education 

teachers? 

2) How are teachers’ disciplines related to their teaching profiles? 

3) How are the teaching profiles associated with teachers’ perceptions of the generic skills 

that students develop in their teaching? 

The present study applies a person-oriented approach to investigate teaching profiles and their 

relationship to teachers’ perceptions of the generic skills that students learn in teaching. This 

approach enhances our understanding of individual differences in approaches to teaching and 

considers the combinations of approaches that teachers may adopt. 

Literature 

Teaching Approaches in Higher Education 

Approaches to teaching refer to the intentions, strategies, and underlying beliefs that teachers 

bring into their instructional practices. Initially, this concept was developed to measure how 

teachers conceptualise the act of teaching, especially in relation to student learning. One of the 

foundational contributions to this field was the development of the Approaches to Teaching 

Inventory (ATI) by Trigwell and Prosser (1996), which became one of the most widely used and 

cited instruments in educational research. It focused on two core dimensions: the Information-

Transmission/Teacher-Focused (ITTF) approach and the Conceptual-Change/Student-Focused 

(CCSF) approach. These dimensions sought to capture the variance in how teaching is enacted, 

from delivering content to fostering deeper understanding. Approaches to teaching are often 

conceptually confused with teaching practices or conceptions of teaching. However, approaches 

to teaching refer specifically to teachers’ own judgments and beliefs about how they teach, while 

conceptions of teaching refer to how teachers conceptualise and define the nature and purpose 

of teaching in broader terms (Kember & Kwan, 2002). The focus of this study is on approaches 

to teaching.  

Importantly, ATI was not merely a tool for identifying teaching preferences, it was informed by 

studies that demonstrated how teaching approaches link to student learning outcomes (Trigwell 

& Prosser, 1996). This established it as a construct with practical implications, helping explain 

why two teachers in similar contexts might employ different strategies, with varying effects on 



students. Understanding teaching approaches became crucial for recognising such pedagogical 

differences. Additionally, teaching approaches are not fixed traits but are context-sensitive and 

relational. They evolve depending on how teachers perceive their students, the subject matter, 

and institutional culture. This relational nature made the study of teaching approaches especially 

valuable across diverse educational contexts. 

More recently, the field has seen renewed interest through the development of the HEAT (Higher 

Education Approaches to Teaching) Inventory (Postareff et al., 2024), which was the response to 

the criticisms and limitations of the previous instrument (Meyer & Eley, 2006; Stes et al., 2010). 

The inventory measures four extended dimensions of teaching approaches. The study by 

Postareff et al. (2024) identifies these as: the interactive approach, which emphasises student 

engagement through discussion and active learning; the transmissive approach, which focuses 

on delivering content in a teacher-centred manner; the unreflective approach, which reflects a 

lack of pedagogical awareness and difficulty understanding how students learn; and the organised 

approach, which highlights systematic planning and preparation in teaching. These dimensions 

offer a more nuanced view than the traditional dichotomy of teacher- versus student-centred 

teaching. Therefore, it will be the underpinning theoretical framework for our study. Civil et al. 

(2025) adopted the same instrument and derived similar teaching profile clusters. They found that 

interactive and transmissive approaches positively predicted teachers’ self-efficacy and self-

compassion, while an unreflective approach predicted them negatively. Additionally, an organised 

approach positively predicted teachers’ self-efficacy.  

Earlier research using a person-centred approach has demonstrated that teachers can integrate 

teaching approaches in various ways, sometimes employing conflicting combinations (Cao et al., 

2019; Postareff et al., 2024, 2007). For example, four profiles – namely, interactive, interactive-

organised, mixed, and transmissive – have been identified (Postareff et al., 2024). Teachers 

belonging to mixed profiles apply both interactive and transmissive approaches in their teaching. 

Disciplinary differences are also found in relation to teaching profiles. Teachers from hard 

disciplines tend to be less student-focused on their teaching approach compared to those from 

soft disciplines (Lindblom‐Ylänne et al., 2006; Stes & Van Petegem, 2014). 

Approaches to teaching have also been explored in relation to professional development 

(Postareff et al., 2007; Postareff & Lindblom-Ylänne, 2008). Studies demonstrated that 

participation in development programs can foster positive changes in teachers’ approaches, 

highlighting their malleability. Subsequent studies have explored how approaches to teaching are 

associated with teachers’ professional growth and responsiveness to institutional initiatives 

(Nevgi & Löfström, 2015; Stes et al., 2010; Vilppu et al., 2019). It has been found that teachers 

with formal pedagogical qualifications used a more interactive and less transmissive approach 

than teachers without such qualifications (Civil et al., 2025).  

While the study of teaching approaches is prominent in global contexts (Montenegro Maggio & 

González Ugalde, 2013; Stes et al., 2010; Tezci, 2016), research specifically focused on 

Hungarian higher education remains relatively limited. Nonetheless, recent work has begun to 

explore this area, and the present study contributes to this research area. A notable contribution 

is the study by Kálmán et al. (2019), which investigated teaching approaches in the Hungarian 

university context. They identified four teacher profiles in relation to their professional 

development and perceptions of departmental teaching culture: experimenters with diverse 
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teaching approaches, experimenters in supportive and collaborative cultures, individualistic 

knowledge-focused teachers, and student-thinking-oriented but professionally unintegrated 

teachers.  

Academics’ Perceptions of Student Learning of Generic Skills  

This section focuses on academics’ perceptions of the extent to which students develop generic 

skills through academic teaching. These perceptions are distinct from teaching strategies or 

intended learning outcomes. They represent a more reflective evaluation of what teachers believe 

students gain in terms of generic skills during the learning process. While some studies have 

explored teachers’ conceptions of how generic skills are taught or emphasised in higher education 

(Barrie, 2006; Tuononen et al., 2023), much less is known about how teachers think that students 

are developing these skills in practice. 

Existing literature indicates that higher education teachers generally endorse the importance of 

generic skills. Studies have shown that most academics agree that graduates should possess 

strong analytical and communication skills, the ability to collaborate, and the capacity for 

autonomous learning (Aničić & Bušelić, 2021; Legget et al., 2004). Additionally, there is 

substantial research exploring how generic skills are being developed through specific 

pedagogical approaches, such as project-based learning, interdisciplinary modules, or problem-

based learning (Choi-Lundberg et al., 2024; Tynjälä et al., 2016; van der Baan et al., 2025). 

However, what remains unexplored is how educators perceive that students acquire these skills 

in their teaching. 

Our study contributes to this emerging field by examining how university teachers perceive 

student learning of four key generic skills: collaboration, critical thinking, multidisciplinary 

competence, and self-regulation. Generic skills, also termed ‘transferable skills, ‘soft skills,’ or 

transversal competences,’ refer to capabilities applicable across diverse professional and 

academic contexts (Barrie, 2006; OECD, 2005). In this paper, we retain this widely adopted 

terminology to align with established educational policy discourse.  

In focusing on these four specific skills, we attempt to respond to growing expectations and the 

relevance of these skills across disciplines. Collaboration is increasingly emphasised as students 

are expected to work in teams both during and after their studies. It enables graduates to work 

effectively in diverse teams, manage conflicts, and contribute to innovative solutions (Ellis et al., 

2018; Thornhill-Miller et al., 2023). Critical thinking fosters the ability to synthesise information, 

evaluate evidence, and construct well-reasoned arguments – skills fundamental to academic 

achievement and lifelong learning (Bellaera et al., 2021; Lincoln & Kearney, 2019; Orhan & 

Çeviker Ay, 2023). Multidisciplinary skills reflect the demand for graduates who can draw on 

diverse knowledge domains to solve complex problems. The integration of knowledge from 

different disciplines and being able to synthesise it enables graduates to develop practical 

solutions for complex, real-world issues (Ashby & Exter, 2018; Hero & Lindfors, 2019). And finally, 

self-regulation underpins students’ capacity to manage their own learning and adapt to different 

academic and professional challenges (Nyman, 2024; Russell et al., 2020). 



Teaching Approaches in Relation to Perceptions of Generic Skills 

Understanding how university teachers perceive students’ acquisition of generic skills provides 

important insight into their beliefs and assumptions about student learning. However, examining 

these perceptions in isolation might not tell us how such beliefs are enacted in actual teaching 

practice. For this reason, exploring teaching approaches in relation to perceptions of generic skills 

offers a new perspective.  

Prior research has shown that student-centred, interactive, and collaborative approaches are 

more likely to support the development of skills such as critical thinking, teamwork, and self-

regulation (Lee et al., 2015; Warsah et al., 2021). Furthermore, previous studies have indicated 

that teachers’ conceptions of generic skills are reflected in their teaching practices (Tuononen et 

al., 2023). For example, teachers who believed that generic skills are best learned through 

participation in authentic multidisciplinary projects and collaboration with researchers and 

practitioners tended to apply more practices related to sharing experiences and integrating theory 

and practice in their teaching compared to other teachers. Since teachers’ conceptions of 

teaching and learning have also been found to influence their broader teaching approaches, it is 

reasonable to assume that there may be links between how teachers perceive generic skills and 

the ways they organise their teaching. 

Exploring connections between intentions and practices might be interesting to open the 

discussion about the interplay and possible discrepancies in teachers’ practices and approaches. 

There is some evidence that teachers’ conceptions and practices are not always aligned 

(Tuononen et al., 2023; Wai Mui Yu & Boulton-Lewis 2008). For example, a teacher may highly 

value the development of self-regulation skills but may still rely heavily on lectures, limiting 

students’ opportunities to take responsibility for their own learning. Conversely, some teachers 

may use active methods without consciously framing them as supporting generic-skill 

development. In both cases, examining teaching approaches alongside perceptions of generic 

skills learning helps us better understand how, and whether, generic-skill learning is supported 

through day-to-day teaching practices. 

Method 

Instrument  

This study employed a quantitative survey instrument to explore higher education teachers’ 

perceptions of how generic skills are developed through teaching, as well as their approaches to 

teaching (see Table 1). Approaches to teaching were measured using the HEAT inventory, 

developed within the HowUTeach project (Parpala & Postareff, 2022). The instrument has been 

validated in recent studies (Lahdenperä & Postareff, 2025; Postareff et al., 2024). Originally 

created in Finnish, the inventory was first translated into English and then into Hungarian. The 

survey was made available in both languages for participants. All items were rated on a five-point 

Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, and the inventory included 26 items 

in total. 

To assess teachers’ perceptions of students’ acquisition of generic skills, this study utilised the 

Teachers’ Pedagogical Conceptions and Practices (TPCP) questionnaire (Tuononen et al., 2023). 

The instrument includes 29 items specifically designed to capture educators’ views on how 



students develop key generic skills within the context of their teaching. Its construction draws on 

established theoretical and empirical frameworks from previous research (Barrie, 2006; Jääskelä 

et al., 2018; Virtanen & Tynjälä, 2019). Respondents rated their perceptions on a five-point scale, 

ranging from 1 (nothing) to 5 (a great deal), indicating the extent to which they believe these skills 

are fostered through their teaching. 

Table 1.  

Factors, items, and Cronbach’s alpha for measuring approaches to learning and generic skills 

Factors  Items  Cronbach’s 
alpha  

Approaches to teaching  

Interactive approach  7. In my teaching, I create situations where I encourage 
students to discuss their thoughts and opinions about the 
topic.  

11. I set aside teaching time so that the students can 
discuss among themselves the key concepts of the subject. 

16. In teaching situations, I provide an opportunity for 
students to deepen their understanding of the subject 
through discussion.  

.77 

Transmissive approach  19. The most important goal of my teaching is to deliver 
what I know to the student.  

2. The majority of my teaching time is spent transmitting 
information to the students about the topic  

10. My teaching is focused on the good presentation of 
information to the students. 

.81 

Unreflective approach  8. I have trouble understanding how I can help the students 
learn. 

14. The students’ learning process is so challenging for me 
to understand. How can I support it as a teacher? 

18. It is difficult for me to understand what learning is all 
about.  

.77 

Organised approach  22. I spend a lot of time preparing my teaching.  

17. I put a lot of effort into my teaching. 

12. I am organised and systematic as a teacher. 

.68 

Perceptions of how students learn generic skills  

Collaboration skills  5. Goal-oriented work together with others.  
7. Working in a group.  
11. Leading group work.  

.84 

Critical thinking skills  

 

15. Identifying central knowledge in their own field.  
16. Questioning knowledge.  
17. Evaluating knowledge from different perspectives.  

.83 

Multidisciplinary skills  24. Asking questions relating to the practices of another 
field.  
25. Presenting expertise to representatives of another field.  

.83 



26. Collaborating with representatives of other fields.  

Self-regulation skills  21. Taking responsibility for their own studies.  
22. Organising their own activities.  
28. Planning their own use of time.  

.82 

Participants and Data Collection  

A total of 221 university teachers took part in the study by completing an online questionnaire. 

The highest number of responses came from Eötvös Loránd University (n = 65), followed by the 

University of Pécs (n = 54). Other notable contributors included Corvinus University of Budapest 

(n = 24), Budapest University of Economics and Business (n = 15), and the University of Szeged 

(n = 14). A smaller number of responses were collected from various other institutions across 

Hungary. This mix reflects engagement from both research-oriented and applied science 

universities across the country. 

Half of the participants (51%, n = 112) were female, and 48% were male. A few reported being 

non-binary or did not want to disclose their gender. Over 70% (n = 159) of the participants were 

professors (assistant, associate, or university professor). Almost 10% were teaching assistants, 

5% were senior lecturers, and 4% were PhD researchers. The rest of the participants held other 

positions, such as visiting lecturers or postdoctoral researchers. Most of the teachers (57%, n = 

126) did not have pedagogical training; however, the majority of them (59%, n = 131) had more 

than 10 years of teaching experience.  

Participants represented a wide range of academic disciplines. To facilitate analysis, these 

disciplines were grouped according to the International Standard Classification of Education 

(ISCED) with minor modifications. The five final categories were: humanities (n = 30, 13.6%), 

which included humanities, arts, and theology; social sciences (n = 126, 57%), encompassing 

fields such as law, education, business, and economics; sciences (n = 41, 18.6%), covering 

natural sciences, mathematics, computer science, and engineering; health and welfare (n = 17, 

7.7%), including medicine, pharmacy, and health sciences; and agriculture (n = 7, 3.2%), covering 

agricultural, forestry, and environmental disciplines. 

Data collection was conducted via an online survey platform. University teachers were contacted 

through official institutional email addresses using an invitation message that had been reviewed 

and approved by the university’s research ethics committee. Additional outreach was carried out 

at academic events and conferences, where printed flyers with survey details and QR codes were 

distributed to increase visibility and participation. The first page of the questionnaire included an 

informed consent form outlining the study’s purpose and ethical considerations, which participants 

had to acknowledge before proceeding with the survey. 

Analysis  

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to validate the new instruments in 

the Hungarian higher education context. Exploratory factor analysis for approaches to teaching 

items suggested a five-factor solution. However, some items had low factor loadings and/or 

communalities, and one factor was theoretically unsound. Subsequently, we conducted 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to determine how the factor structure found in the Finnish 

context (Postareff et al., 2024) works with the Hungarian data. The results showed a good fit, and 



thus a four-factor solution was selected. The fit indices were 0.94 for CFI, 0.058 for SRMR 

(Standardised Root Mean Square Residual), and 0.068 for RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation). The value of the CFI indicated a good fit and SRMR and RMSEA acceptable fits 

between the model and the observed data. Cronbach’s alphas were 0.77 for interactive approach, 

0.81 for transmissive approach, 0.77 for unreflective approach, and 0.68 for organised teaching 

(See Table 1). 

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the generic skills items, resulting in a seven-factor 

solution. However, four items had low communalities, below the desired threshold of 0.40 

(Costello & Osborne, 2005), and one item did not load at all. Additionally, two factors included 

only two items, which can be problematic for reliability. Therefore, all these items were removed. 

For example, three items measuring digital skills did not perform well with this data, and those 

three items were eliminated. After the exploratory factor analysis, we selected the strongest and 

most relevant items and tested them using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). We conducted 

several factor analyses with four to six factors, and ultimately, the four-factor solution provided a 

reasonable fit and theoretically consistent factors. The fit indices were .90 for CFI, 0.067 for 

SRMR, and 0.103 for RMSEA, which can be considered reasonable. Cronbach’s alphas are 

presented in Table 1. 

Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlations were conducted before actual analysis. A K-

means cluster analysis was used to group teachers into different groups based on their 

approaches to teaching. Next, the Chi-square test was used to analyse whether there are 

differences in clusters between different disciplines. Finally, one-way ANOVA was applied to 

compare the clusters about their perceptions of student learning of generic skills. Analyses were 

conducted using SPSS Statistics version 29 and Mplus 8. 

Results 

Teaching Profiles  

A series of K-means cluster analyses were conducted, evaluating models with 2 to 4 clusters to 

identify the optimal number of clusters for the study. The selection of the appropriate number of 

clusters involved careful examination of the distribution of participants across each cluster to 

ensure that each contained enough observations. Additionally, the theoretical relevance of the 

identified clusters was critically assessed, confirming alignment with the conceptual framework 

and ensuring that no further meaningful clusters emerged beyond the selected structure. As a 

result, three clusters were identified from the data. Cluster 1 (n = 59) had the highest scores on 

the interactive approach and organised teaching and the lowest scores on the transmissive and 

unreflective approaches. This cluster was labelled as interactive-organised. The second cluster 

(n = 54) had the highest scores on the transmissive approach and the lowest on the interactive 

approach. Thus, it was labelled as transmissive. The unreflective approach was relatively high, 

and organised teaching was relatively low. The third cluster (n = 108), the largest cluster, had 

high scores across all interactive, organised, and transmissive approaches and was labelled as 

mixed. Mean values of approaches to teaching in clusters are presented in Table 2. 



Table 2. 

The mean values of approaches to teaching in teaching profiles 

 C1 Interactive-
organised  

(n = 59) 

C2 Transmissive  

(n = 54) 

C3 Mixed  

(n = 108) 

Interactive approach 4.53 2.77 4.23 

Transmissive 
approach 

1.98 4.03 3.81 

Unreflective approach 1.47 2.25 1.78 

Organised approach 4.36 3.73 4.34 

Disciplinary Differences in Teaching Profiles 

Next, we examined the disciplinary differences between the three teaching profiles (Table 3). The 

teachers’ subject discipline was found to be significantly associated with their teaching profile 

(χ²(8) = 15.49, p = .050), indicating that the distribution of teaching approaches varied across 

disciplinary areas. In the humanities, the interactive-organised profile was most common, but also 

mixed was quite often employed. The mixed profile predominated in social sciences and sciences, 

health and welfare, and agriculture. The transmissive profile was applied less in all disciplines. 

However, in social sciences, almost a quarter of the teachers belonged to the transmissive profile. 

In the fields of health and welfare as well as agricultural sciences, there was a relatively small 

number of teachers; however, all the profiles were found quite evenly across these fields. In health 

and welfare, the mixed profile is slightly more represented than the other profiles.  

Table 3. 

The teaching profile distribution in different disciplines 

Teaching profile 
Humanities 
(1) 

Social sciences 
(2) 

Sciences 
(3) 

Health & welfare 
(4) 

Agriculture 
(5) 

Total 
n 

Interactive-organised 12 39 3 3 2 59 

Transmissive 8 30 9 5 2 54 

Mixed 10 57 29 9 3 108 

Total 30 126 41 17 7 221 

Associations with Teaching Profiles and Perceptions of Student Learning of Generic Skills 

The ANOVA results showed that teaching profiles differed in perceptions of all generic skills. The 

transmissive profile had the lowest perceptions of student learning across all generic skills 

compared to the other profiles. In addition, the interactive-organised profile showed the highest 

scores on collaboration and self-regulation skills compared to the mixed profile. Table 4 shows 

the results of the profile comparisons. 



Table 4. 

The differences between teaching profiles and perceptions of student learning of generic skills 

 Skills C1 
Interactive-
organised 

(n = 59) 

C2 
Transmissive 

(n = 54) 

C3 

Mixed 

(n = 108) 

F p Eta- 

squared 

Critical thinking  3.64 .94 2.90 .95 3.42 .92 

 

9.443 <.001 .080 

Collaboration  4.10 .90 2.80 1.10 3.71 .85 

 

29.022 <.001 .210 

Multidisciplinary 2.71 1.16 2.18 .88 2.83 1.03 

 

7.398 <.001 .064 

Self-regulation  4.19 .94 2.93 .98 3.54 .87 26.770 <.001 .197 

Discussion 

The present study aimed to explore what kind of teaching approaches can be identified among 

Hungarian university teachers and how these approaches are related to teachers’ perceptions of 

generic skills. This relation has received limited attention in previous research. Our findings 

showed that teaching approaches are significantly related to how teachers perceive students’ 

learning of generic skills.  

Using a person-oriented approach, we identified three teaching profiles: interactive-organised, 

transmissive, and mixed. Similar profiles have been found in previous studies (Cao et al., 2019; 

Postareff et al., 2024; Stes & Van Petegam, 2014). However, compared to the study by Postareff 

and colleagues (2024), we found only three profiles, and the interactive profile was not detected 

in our data. This may reflect the specific characteristics of the Hungarian higher education system, 

which has also been identified as distinct from the Nordic context (Kalman et al., 2019). The 

results of the present study showed that teachers in the interactive-reflective profile perceived 

that students learn all generic skills more than teachers in other profiles. Teachers in this profile 

appear to create student-centred and reflective environments that enable learners to actively 

engage with content, collaborate with peers, and regulate their own learning. Although previous 

studies have not examined teaching approaches in the same way as this study, a substantial 

body of research confirms that interactive, reflective, and well-organised teaching practices are 

particularly effective in fostering generic skills. Chan et al. (2021), for example, showed that active 

learning methods such as flipped classrooms and enhanced lectures significantly improved 

students’ critical thinking, problem-solving, communication, and creative skills, largely because 

such approaches enabled students to plan, organise, and evaluate their own learning strategies.  

Similarly, the principles of Integrative Pedagogy (Tynjälä et al., 2016) emphasise the integration 

of theoretical knowledge, practical experience, reflection, and collaboration. Empirical evidence 

from a Finnish university confirmed that such integration, especially in small-group settings, 

enhanced students’ social competence, reflection, and metacognitive awareness. Other research 

points to the same direction. Madar (2015) highlighted that participatory teaching, which parallels 

cooperative and interactive learning, enabled students to practice knowledge in authentic social 



contexts, while Ballantine and McCourt Larres (2007) showed that cooperative learning in mixed-

ability groups fostered substantial gains in communication, teamwork, problem solving, and 

leadership skills for all students, regardless of prior achievement. 

The second profile, which is the transmissive profile, consisted of teachers who perceived 

students’ learning of generic skills to be the lowest. Teachers in this profile relied heavily on 

knowledge transmission and low interactivity. This finding is consistent with earlier research 

showing that transmissive teaching approaches limit opportunities for developing transferable 

competencies (Virtanen & Tynjälä, 2019; Yusof et al., 2015). Yusof et al. (2015) found that 

lecturers recognised the drawbacks of traditional methods, noting that students became passive 

and unresponsive, with few opportunities to apply knowledge in authentic contexts. Similarly, it 

has been found that traditional forms of university teaching, such as reading, lecturing, and 

working alone, correlated negatively with the learning of key generic skills (Virtanen & Tynjälä, 

2019). Specifically, lecturing was negatively associated with creativity, reading with problem 

solving and adaptability, and working alone with the ability to solve occupational problems. These 

findings highlight that while traditional methods may still play a role in acquiring theoretical 

knowledge, they are insufficient for cultivating the competencies needed in working life. 

Importantly, it can be argued that when such methods are used, they must be complemented by 

practices that require students to actively process knowledge, link theory with practice, and 

engage collaboratively with peers. 

Teachers in the third profile, labelled as mixed, scored high across all teaching dimensions, 

suggesting an attempt to integrate interactive and transmissive elements. While their support for 

generic skills was not as strong as in Profile 1, it was considerably higher than in Profile 2. In 

institutional contexts where systematic professional development is limited, teachers often resort 

to a blend of methods without a clear pedagogical rationale. This tendency can be observed in 

the Hungarian higher education context, where professional training for university teachers is still 

uneven and where traditional teaching norms continue to dominate. The nature of this profile 

resembles the teaching profile that was identified with Kálmán et al. (2019), where teachers with 

diverse teaching approaches had been the most frequent cluster in the Hungarian university 

context. This is the group of teachers who combine knowledge-focused teaching with learning-

outcomes alignment, practice-based tasks, and the development of thinking skills. In such 

environments, adopting a mixed approach may reflect both the persistence of transmissive 

traditions and the gradual introduction of more interactive practices. Most of the teachers 

belonged to this mixed teaching profile.  

One of the objectives of this study was to explore how teachers’ disciplinary backgrounds relate 

to their teaching profiles. The results showed that the interactive-organised profile was most 

common in the humanities, while the mixed approach predominated in social sciences, sciences, 

health and welfare, and agriculture. The transmissive approach appeared in smaller proportions 

across all disciplines, with a slightly higher representation in the sciences and health-related 

fields. This association between teachers’ disciplinary background and teaching profile aligns with 

earlier findings (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2006; Veniger & Kočar, 2018) and also findings from a 

Hungarian university context, where Kálmán et al. (2019) reported clear differences between soft 

and hard sciences. In their study, academics from soft disciplines were more strongly oriented 

towards student-focused approaches, practice-based teaching, and the development of thinking 



skills, whereas teachers from hard sciences prioritised knowledge-focused approaches. The 

findings suggest that disciplinary variation is not only relevant for understanding instructional 

strategies but also for anticipating which environments may be supportive for fostering skills such 

as communication, critical thinking, or collaboration. This consideration carries particular weight 

in the Hungarian university context, where targeted, discipline-sensitive faculty development 

remains limited.  

Practical Implications  

The application of this study lies in clarifying how teaching approaches, captured in teachers’ 

profiles, are likely to support or constrain the development of generic skills in higher education. 

Studies have shown that teachers who adopt interactive and well-organised approaches report 

greater self-efficacy and confidence and a more collaborative culture (Myllykoski-Laine et al., 

2022). These conditions are vital for embedding generic skills, since teachers who feel competent, 

supported, and motivated are more able to design and sustain learning environments that foster 

communication, teamwork, problem solving, and critical thinking. Conversely, transmissive 

approaches have been linked to higher teacher exhaustion and burnout. Such conditions may 

undermine teachers’ capacity to engage students actively, organise collaborative learning, or 

create space for practicing transferable skills (Civil et al., 2025). The results of the present study 

highlight that teachers’ awareness of the importance of teaching generic skills and the significance 

of active and interaction-supporting practices in their instruction needs to be enhanced. This can 

occur through pedagogical training (Tuononen et al., 2023). Support is particularly needed for 

teachers who heavily rely on knowledge transfer in their teaching. By incorporating more 

interaction, group work, and tasks that require critical thinking into their teaching, teachers can 

better support students' learning of generic skills. In addition, skills such as self-regulation, which 

involves students taking responsibility for planning, monitoring, and evaluating their own learning, 

or multidisciplinary thinking, which requires connecting knowledge across context, are complex 

abilities that are supported by interactive and well-organised teaching environments. Creating this 

kind of learning environment requires that teachers regularly create situations of students taking 

ownership of learning, where knowledge is constructed and not transferred, students are required 

to engage in meaningful discussion, conflict resolution, and working on professional dilemmas. 

Applying new teaching practices and changing instruction takes time and resources from 

teachers. Therefore, these changes often require support from management, pedagogical 

leadership, and collaboration among colleagues. Furthermore, it is important to note that it is not 

only the individual teachers' responsibility to ensure that students learn the generic skills they are 

expected to acquire during their studies, as these skills should also be embedded at the 

curriculum level (Hyytinen et al., 2019). 

Beyond the local context, this study contributes to the international field by extending the validity 

of the measurement instrument to a Central European setting. By demonstrating that similar 

teaching profiles - interactive-organised, transmissive, and mixed - can be identified across 

different educational cultures, the research opens pathways for future cross-national comparative 

studies seeking to understand the universal pedagogical drivers of generic skill development. In 

addition to this, by identifying how specific teacher profiles constrain or enable generic skill 

acquisition, this study contributes to a global body of evidence needed to design faculty 

development programs that are effective across diverse educational systems.  



Limitations and Future Research 

However, we acknowledge the possible limitation that may impact the generalisability and depth 

of its findings. First, due to the relatively small sample size, the results should be generalised with 

caution. Using K-means cluster analysis did not allow for the evaluation of BIC values to determine 

the optimal number of clusters. Therefore, larger datasets and more sophisticated analytical 

methods will be important to consider in future research. Second, the uneven distribution of 

participants across various disciplines made it challenging to thoroughly investigate disciplinary 

differences, particularly in fields such as health and welfare and agriculture. Future research 

should aim to include a more diverse and representative sample from various disciplines. Third, 

the data of this study are based entirely on teachers’ self-reports. Therefore, what actually 

happens in classrooms remains unclear. In the future, it would be important to explore teaching 

situations by observing how teachers support students in learning generic skills.  

Conclusion 

The present study identifies three distinct teaching profiles among Hungarian university teachers: 

interactive-organised, transmissive, and mixed. It demonstrates that these profiles are 

meaningfully related to how teachers perceived students’ learning of generic skills. Teachers in 

the interactive-organised profile perceived students’ learning more collaboration and self-

regulation skills than teachers belonging to the mixed profile. These findings expand on previous 

profile-based research within a Central European context and provide empirical support for the 

view that teaching approaches reflect teachers’ beliefs about what generic skills students learn in 

their teaching. 
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