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ABSTRACT :
) B , o

_ Surpr1singly 11tt]e js known about how teachers evaluate the:
various 1nstruct1ona1 methods at their d1sposa1 The study |
addressed th1s 1sSUe in an effort to determine which of certa1n.

'mod81$ of teach1n9 S?Te teachers prefer, how, fiﬁchers categorize

| -'models of teaching, and which factors are assoc1ated ‘with the1r

" preferences. Results suggest the‘r01e51deals and philosophical
‘beliefs both ;rg'systematicaljy related idfpfefgrences, that j
philosopﬁica1 beliefs may influence teachers more.iha:/Feacher o

"eduCators*generally recognize, and that' teachers curr nt1§ focus
St ) teoe ' )

on basic gkil1ls iSsues jn making preference decisions. |
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: A
Clark (1978) has argued\that.it is important-tg understand
~teachers"aecision-making prbCesses,‘because "teacher behavibr that is
sensible and effective ih gne setting may be inappropriate in another
_settihg, and it is the individual teacher who makes.decisions about

. appropriateness and definés the teach?ng situation." -Unfortunately,

| there is substantially more conjecture. than hard“év1dence regard1ng .

\

<L‘M‘i> . j,'hdn teachers view modé1s of teaching or wh1ch varlables are associated -
-+ with teachers pnefereﬁﬁgsATor var1pus models of teach1ng As Joyce
(1978) notes,. “theréﬁhave been relatively few invest1gat10ns of the

th1nk1ng_patterns of teachers. o -

The literature generally reflects a strong emphasis on using

‘ 4
actual teacher behav1ors as a data base for most 1nvestigat10ns. ' s:yTQ'

',Although this emphas1s may be appropriate for determ1ning wh1ch teacher
. .7 behaviors are refated to student ach1evement for.two reasons this
sort of data w111 not support inquiry regarding teachers preferences

~N

_ for various 1nstr' tlona)/approaches. First, many researchers
assume that the level of data they emgloy in their

inappropriate

L N studies hgs psychological meaning for teachers; While low-inference
L::;;‘ measures such as counts of statements pra1s1ng students may be re11ab1e, ]

'j there is no evidence that teachers even can attend to most’ c]assroom

",c

! ; behav1ors at this léevel of spécificity. Too;many situational demands ."




> —

compete for attention in'a:claSSroom.' In tact, researchv(cﬁ:.Moskowftz,_
i967) indicates that teacher effectiveness can be improVec'by providing .
teachers with~feedback based on'interaction analysis ot classroom |
act1v1t1es, apd this feedback probab1y wou]d be less he]pfu] it

teachers normal]y cou]d attend to m1nute classroom behav1ors w1thout

the ass1stance of feedback. «t:ﬁk; \ . s N

s o . ¢ - o

. .
< . - .

Second, some researchers inappropriately assume that teachers

-have unrestricted freedom to seléct the instructional approaches"tK
they will use in the1r classrooms, and that consequent1y behaviors
only reflect preferences. However, as Joyce (1969) indicates, teacherS/)

must cope w1th a comp]ete amalgm of soc1a1, 1nst1tut1ona1, and other

needs when teaching. Schools 11keW1se feel pressured to insure that

v

teachers are effective. Consequently, teachers may choose or be

required to select their instructional approaches from among.more - )
. . B

Pt

‘s conventional methods, because if desired Qutcomes are not achieved
the burden of failure can then be more easily shared with students or

institutions. Certainly, the amount of academic freedom which teachers
ehjoy is sifyation-specific, but few if any teachers-h!ve unrestricted ~*

[

freedom. !
(’%’ g — A . '
The study reporte ere was conducted so as hopefu]ly to avoid
Y -these pitfalls. The’study focused on teachers' perceptions of global
\ 3 ,-/“{’ 5
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teaching methods rather\t»an on preferences for m1nute, h1gh]y

specific behaviors. Since the study sought to ‘promote.. understand1ng .

* of how teachers perceive 1nstruct1on emphas1s was placed oy exam1ning

. how teachers want to teach rather than on how they - feel they ought to

teach given situation- spec1f1c influences. Spec1f1ca11y, the study

taddressed three quest1ons. F1rst, if teachers could employ any model(s)

. of teach1ng, which ones would they generally prefer to econd

' regard1ng1the ﬁ/oper ends and methodg of educat)dn. As Joyce and Weil, .

enhance human beings." ' 6

how dq\teachers categor1ze var1ous models of teach1ng7 Third, what

role 1deals and ph1]osoph1ca1 be11ef§/are associated with preferences

for the various categories of models of teaph1ng?

‘ &

.1)’ K . | ) . ] ~

. - ) . w
The’]ast question is based on a -theoretical expectation that

' both role ideals and ph1losoph1ca1 beliefs a(e assoc1ated with o

. preferences for various models of teach&ng The character1st1¢s wh1ch

teachers ascr1be to 1dea1’teachers should be associated w1th the . e

4prefer°nces ‘which teachers h: ve for vzgreus models of teach1ng\\and
soc

ph1losoph1ca1 be11efs should also be

because thesé var1ab1es all at least partly involve vaTue Judgments

-

(1972) suggest., "educat:onal procedures are generated from geniral views

-

about human nature and about the kinds of goals and environments that °
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iated with teach1ng preferences,- :



Method

Subiects
The 235 teachers who part1c1pated in the study. included 127
;dersons certified to teach only at the eTementary school level,. 106
persons,cert1f1ed to teach only at the secondary school Tevel, and
two ﬁersons who were/éertified to‘teach at hothvlevels The number'
of years of teach1ng expe[1ence of the teachers ranged from .Zero, to ) -
35 years; the median number of years taught was 5.6 years. The . k“ : ﬂgu:

subjects were selected from the popuTat1on of currently employed

__teachers* and not from the more restn1cted population involving only

teachers who are currentTy enroTTeﬁ in graduate courses.

) 2 . . 7
Instrumentation e “E wrj“a— " I
.7 |
Preference for'modeTs of’téachgpgawas measured by as§1ng the :

> R
teachers to rate how strongTy they preferred summar1es of | each of 16

) conceptual-fi eTs of teach;ng The summameioeach consisted of a brief

-,agraph pre nting the. essent1aT eTements of one of 15 modeTs of ',
~

teach1ng d1scus§ed by-Joyce ‘and. wéil (1972) or the Tectureﬁnethbd of

instruction. Tabtile’ 1 br1eny descr1b£s each modeT The va11d1ty of
‘“the’instrument, detenn1ned by 1nter-qudge agreement,fjs repgrted by

Thompson (1978). The teachers rated each summary by{marajgg(through

an unbroken line drawn between the. extremes of a sematic-differential
. i l . - - 5 ' ‘
. P : _ -
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‘jdeal. The instrument;produces factor scores on four scales. The

. - N ) T, ’
scale, "dislike-1ike." The distance of a mark from the end of the

sca)e was then used*to 1dentify the rat1ng for each summary (1 =

comp]ete]y dis11ke to 33 completely like).

\Insert Table 1 about heref e

1

The characteristics each teacher believed an ideal teacher'should ‘
'possess were measured by -using the Multiple Teacher Factor (MTF} Survey

(M111er, et al., 1975). The instrument has performed stably im several

‘studies; including studies by Thompson and Mitler (1978) and Brawn
"(1977, 1978, in press). - The Survey. asks subjects,to;nate.how mach

“each of 24 adjectives are descriptive of téachers they ccnsider to be

first scale measures attributes of teacher, warmth and involves ratings

“\

on adjectives-such‘és'“caring,“ "warm," and "coqcerned.' The sacond
scale measures attributes of teacher scho]ar]iness'andgtnvo1ves ratings
_on adjectives such as “scholar]y,“ "1nte111gent," and ana]ytlcal .
The’th1rd scale meesures attr1butes of teacher r1gor and invo]ves rat1ngs

\
on ad3ect1ves such as "exect1ng,“ "r1gorous,“ and\§profound. ‘The fourth

scale measures attr1butes of teacher potency and involves rat1ggs on

S . .
adjectives such as¥'simple," "easy," and "docile.".

/
¥ ‘ N . ..
-

Ph11osoph1ca1 beliefs were measured by us1hg the Educat1on Ph11osophy

Index (EPI). Evidence regard1ng the construct va11d1ty of the FPI is

6

3
Q



T

' presented by Miller and Thompson (1979). The instrument asks teachers } -

-to rate how much they agree with each of ¥4 statements. Responses

were coded one for “strongly disagree," two for "disagree," three
for "egree,"land four for "stwongly agree." The EPI produces a factor
score on'each of 'six scales. The factor names and typ1ca1 beliefs

e

assoc1ated with each scale are presented in Table 2. .

Insert Tab]e'Z about here.
-

Results
Univariate statistics for the ratings"of'the 16 summaries of models

of teaching are presented in Table 3. These results constitute the

,ansﬁer to the study's first research question. . The teachers particularly

11ked or preferred the Classroom Meeting, B1o1og1ca1 Science Curr1cu1um

| Study (BSCS) Advance Organizer, Inductive, and 1ecture models of

teaching. . The teachers part1cu1ar1y disliked the Non-directive

-

model of teaching.

Insert Table 3 about here.

The answer to the study's second research question was obtained

by factor analyzing the teachers' ratings of the summaries In essence, ’

]

the procedure groups the summar1es 1nto categories ‘based on the perce1ved

relationships among the models, as reflected in the teachers ratings of ~

N
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l ~ .
N . . . s
the summaries. Four categories were identified.

‘The first factor included summaries of the Group investigatibn,
Sdcia];Inquir}, Jurisprudential, Non-directivé;‘Concept Attaihment,
and Inquiry Training models of teaching?;\}hé factpr éncompasses,
models of teaching which involve inquiry strategies.

The second factor included summaries of the BSCS, Syﬁectics,
Advance Organizer, Inquiry Train%ng, and Inductive mode]svaf teéching.
The factor appears to involve models which emphasize incisive
understanding of a discipline'qr instructional content.

.The third factor included summaries of the Awareness Training,

,C]assfoom Meeting, Laboratory Method, Deve]opﬁenta], and Non-directive
, models of teaching. The factor appears to invo]vé models of teaching
which have an affective orientation. '
The foﬁrth factor included summaries of the lecture, Operant'
' Conﬁitibnjng, Advance Organizen, and Concept Attainment models of. |
~ teaching. The %actor appears to involve mode[i of tqaching which

-

emphasize a highly structured environment.
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A canonical correlation analysis was conducted in order to
addréss the §Eﬁd§'s third researqh ques;ion; Four pairs of .
statiétifa]]y significant (p< .05) canonical variates were identified.
The canonical correlations of the role-ideals and philosophy variables
with the models of teaching facters were respectively .46, .42, .34,
and .31. ‘Thesé resu]ts_suggest“that teachers’ preferences for summaries .
of conceptual models pf teéching'are substantially and systemati;a]]j
related to teachers',;ro1e ideals and phi]osophi;a] beliefs.

Canonical structure and index coefficients were computed in order
to achieQe some understanding of fhe dynamics of these relationships
(Thompson and Frankiewicz, in press). These coeffieien;s are presented
inﬂTab1e 4. Argtructﬁre coefficient when squared indicates the
percentage of v;;iance which a variable linearly shared with ah aggregate'
of the variables of its own set, e.g. — the models of téachjng factors.:

~ An index coefficient when squared indicates the percentages of variance

which a variable shared with an aggregate of a1]‘the variab]gs of the

other set. ! ‘ ; . ;f -

Insert Table 4 about here.'

Inspection of these coefficients sudgests the following general

-

conclusions. The first pair of canonical variates suggests that tqadheré

-

11 | o



who ascribe characteristics of "5mpotency" to their role-ideals,
disagree with the tenets of Prggressiyism, and are Existeﬁtia]ist
in outlook, tend to dislike the models-of teaching associated with
the“inci;iVé understanding" factor. The second pair of canonical
vé?kafe§ sﬁggests that teachers who ascribe characteristics of

"impotency" and warmth to their role-ideals a];o tend to prefer the

. models ofutgaching associated with the "affective orientation" and

"inquiry stratggies" factors. The third-pair_of canonica1'variates
syggests that teachers who disagree with the tenets of Essentialism
also tend to dislike the "structured environment" models of teaching.
but tend to prefer the models of teaching assoéiated with the "inquiry
strategies" factor. The foﬁrth pair of canonical Variates sugéests
that teachers who ascribe characteristics of r1gor to. their role-
ideals, disagree with the tenets of Progress1v1sm, and agree w1th¥the

tenets of Perennialism, also tend to dislike the “affect1ve orientation"

models of .teaching but tend to prefer the models of teaching associated

*with the "structured envifonment",factor.

Discussioh
The results of the study have three major 1mplicat1ons for persons
jnvolved in educating teachers. The first 1mp11cat10n stems from an
analysis of the cahonical index coefficients. It was suggested at ﬂpe"

outset of the study that both role ideals and philosophical beliefs \
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