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ABSTRACT

Teaching is deemedfo be the noblest of all professions. The innovations in teaching fechniques have placed the feacher
educator's approach individualized and more learner-centred. The advancement of science and fechnology has
provided the modern teacher with beffer feaching aids and exposure. The novel methods of group discussion,
symposium, seminar, debate and quiz programmes have fremendous influence upon the teaching-learning process
effectively. The present study has focused on the teaching style of 30 feachers from colleges of education in the Union
Territory of Puducherry. The data have been collected from the subject teachers, the feachers of humanities and
language. The data have been analyzed by employing 't' fest and coefficient of concordance. The resulfs reveal that
their instructional planning varies. The rewarding result of the observation is that there continues fo be alinking feature.
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INTRODUCTION

The age in which we live is an age of knowledge and
information. The art of feaching calls for a high degree of
flexibility and adaptability of mind. Teaching is an
intricate, exacting and challenging job. Teaching style
describes the manner in which a feacher manages
instructions and the classroom environment. In
permissive teaching style the teacher establishes few
rules and is inconsistent in enforcing rules in the
classroom. The other type of teaching style is known as
authoritarian  teaching style by which the teacher
promotes the rules. Thus leamning become teacher
centered, the students' role is to obey the rules and carry
out the tasks to the fullest satisfaction. In democratic
teaching style the teacher reacts positively to students'
desires, needs and reaction. An effective teacher is the
one who helps in development of basic skills,
understanding, proper work habits, desirable attitudes,
value judgments and adequate personal adjustment of
the students (Ryan 1969). Education is a cosmic process
that plays a vital role in the social development of the
personality of an individual. The present study is made to
identify the teaching style of teachers in the colleges of
education.

Objectives

e The objectbehindisto carryover a deep study onthe
varied modes of teaching.

e To ascertain the difference between the teaching
style adapted by the teachers of science and
humanities.

¢ To examine the difference between the teaching
style of the feachers of language and other subjects.

¢ Tofind out the difference between the teaching style
of the teachers of science and language.

¢ To know the relationship between the teaching style
of different categories of (i) Instructional Planning (ii)
Teaching methods (i) Teaching environment and (iv)
Evaluation technique.

Hypothesis of the Study

The following hypotheses are framed for the present

studly.

o There exists no significant difference between the
teaching style of teachers of science and
humanities.

o There exists no significant difference between the
teaching style of language and other subjects.

e There exists no significant difference between the
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teaching style of teachers in the faculty of science

andlanguage.

o There exists no significant relationship between the
teaching style of insfructional planning and the
teaching methods followed by teachers.

o There exists no significant relationship between the
tfeaching pertaining to the teaching methods and
teaching environment of the teachers.

o There is hardly any significant relationship between
the teaching environment and evaluation fechnique
oftheteachers.

e There is absolutely no relationship one can notice
between the teaching style of instructional planning
and evaluation technique handled by the teachers.

Methodology

The systematic study had been undertaken diligently for
the teachers to gain foreground knowledge in the
methods of teaching in the colleges of education in
Puducherry Union Territory. The teaching style inventory
has been evolved by Dunn and Dunn (1993) and
validated according to Indian context with the aim of
promoting ideal teaching methods.

Sample

About 30 teachers, feaching in colleges of education in
Puducherry Union Territory, have been randomly selected
for the study. The teaching style inventory comprised of
four areas. (i) Instructional Planning (ii) Teaching methods
(iii) Teaching environment and (iv) Evaluation techniques.
Five-point scale has been used forthe inventory.

Data analysis

The data were analyzed using the following statistical
techniques.

() ‘ttest

(i) Coefficientof concordance

As an outcome of the study it has been found out that
there is significant difference between the teachers of
science and humanities in their instructional planning
(Tablel1). The obtained t-value 2.30 is statistically
significant since itis greater than the table ' value 1.96 at
0.05 level of significance.

Variable Science Teachers Humanities tvalue  Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Instructional 12 116.2 31.2 10 141.8 20.9 230  Significant
Planning at 0.05 level

Table 1. Distribution of 't' value between science and
humanities teachers in their instructional planning.

Hence the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
differenceininstructional planningis rejected.

The calculated 't' value 0.066 (Table 2) is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between the teachers of science and
humanities and theirteaching methods are accepted.

In Table 3, the calculated ' value 0.707 is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between the teachers of science and
humanities and theirteaching environmentis accepted.

In Table 4, the calculated ' value 0.599 is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference
between the teachers of science and humanities and
theirevaluationtechnique is accepted.

In Table 5, the calculated 't' value 1.98 is greater than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference
between language teachers and the teachers of other
subjectsintheirinstructional Planning is rejected.

Variable Science Teachers Humanities 't value Remark
Teachers
N ™M SD N M SD
Teaching 12 538 12.2 10 54.1 65 0.066 Not
Methods Significant

Table 2. Distribution of '' value between teachers
belonging to the faculty of science and humanities
in their teaching methods.

Variable Science Teachers Humanities 't value Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Teaching 12 795 23.3 10 93.8 13.1 0.707 Not
Environment Significant

Table 3. Distribution of '' value between science and
humanities in their teaching environment.
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Variable Science Teachers Humanities 't value Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Evaluation 12 85.7 268 10 93.6 33.1 0.599 Not
Technique Significant

Table 4. Distribution of 't value between the teachers of
science and humanities in their evaluation techniques.

Variable Language Teachers Other subject 't value Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Instructional 8 139 15.5 22 1278 6.4 1.98 Significant at
Planning 0.05 level

Table 5. Distribution of 't' value between the teachers of language
and other subject teachers in their instructional Planning.

It is found out that there was no significant difference
between language teachers and the teachers of other
subjects in their mode of feaching. The obtained 't' value
0.56in Table 6 is statistically not significant since it is lesser
thanthe table 't' value at 0.05 level of significance.

Hence the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between the teachers of language and the
teachers of other subjects in their feaching method is
accepted.

Table 7 reveals that there was no significant difference
between the teachers of language and other subjectsin
theirteaching environment. The obtained 't valueis 0.

Hence the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between the teachers of language and other

Variable  Language Teachers Other subject t'value  Remark

Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Teaching 8 522 56 22 539 107  0.56 Not

Methods Significant

Table 6. Distribution of 't' value between the teachers of
Language and other subject teachers
in their teaching method.

Variable  Language Teachers Other subject 't value Remark

Teachers
N M SD N M SD
leaching 8 86 298 22 85 231 0 Not

environment Significant

Table 7. Distribution of '' value between language teachers
and the teachers of other subjects in
their teaching environment.

subjectsintheirteaching environmentis accepted.

In Table 8, the calculated 't value 0.330 is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between language teachers and subject
teachersintheir evaluationtechnique is accepted.

It is found out that there was significant difference
between science and language teachers in their
instructional planning. In Table 9, the obtained 't' value
2.16 is statistically significant since it is greater than the
table't'value at 0.05 level of significance.

Hence the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between science and language teachers in
theirinstructional planningis rejected.

The calculated ' value 0.39 (Table 10) is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between science and language teachers in
their tfeaching methodsis accepted.

In Table 11 the calculated 't' value 0.19 is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant

Variable Language Teachers  Other subject 't value Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Evaluaion 8 83.6 25.8 22 89.3 69.5 0.330 Not
Technique Significant

Table 8. Distribution of 't' value between language teachers and
the teachers of other subjects in their evaluation technique.

Variable Science Teachers Language 't' value Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Instructional 12 116.2 31.2 8 139 155 216 Significant at
Planning 0.05 level

Table 9. Distribution of 't value between science and
language teachers in their instructional planning.

Variable Science Teachers  Language 't value Remark
Teachers
N M §D N M §D
Teachingl 12 538 122 8 5622 565 039 Not
Methods Significant

Table 10. Distribution of 't value between science and
language teachers in their teaching methods.
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difference between science and language teachers in
theirteaching environmentis accepted.

The calculated 't' value 0.178 (Table 12) is lesser than the
table value 1.96 at 0.05 level of significance and hence
the null hypothesis that there exists no significant
difference between the teachers of science and
language feachers in their
accepted.

evaluation technique is

It is inferred from Table 13 that there was significant
relationship between instructional planning and
teaching methods (0.9867) at 0.05 level of significance.
Hence the formulated hypothesis shows there exists
significant relatfionship between instructional planning
and teaching methods of the teachers. So the null
hypothesisisrejected.

It is also found out that there was significant relationship
between teaching method and teaching environment
0.9891 calculated value and the table value is 0.3749 at

Variable Science teachers  Language tvalue Remark
Teachers
N M SD N M SD
Teaching 12 795 23.3 8 86 298 019 Not
Environment Significant

Table 11. Distribution of 't value between science and language
teachers in their teaching environment.

Variable  Science teachers Language 'f'value Remark

Teachers

N M SD N M SD
12 857 268 8 836 258 ot

Evaluation 0.178 Significant

Table12. Distribution of 't' value between science and language
teachers in their evaluation technique.

Category N df CalculatedT Table Value Remark
Value

Instructional N

Planning & 30 28 09867 03749 ~ Sonificant

Teaching methods at 0.05 level

Teoching methods Significant

& Tepchmg 30 28 0.9891 0.3749 at 0.05 level

Environment

Teaching

Environment & Significant

Evaluation 80 28 0.9890 0.3749 o’rg0.0S level

Technique

Instructional

Plonning & 30 28 0.9871 0.3749  Significant

Evaluation

Technique

Table 13. Co-efficient of correlation between the
Teaching styles of teachers.

0.05 level of significance. Hence there exists significant
relationship between the methods of teaching and
teaching environment of teachers. So the null hypothesis
isrejected.

It is found out that there was significant relationship
between teaching environment and evaluation
technique of the teachers at 0.05 level of significance.
Hence the formulated hypothesis reveals that there exists
significant relationship between teaching environment
and evaluation technique of the teachers. So the null
hypothesisis rejected.

Table 13 shows significant relationship between
instructional planning and evaluation technique 0.9871
at 0.05 level of significance. Hence the formulated
hypothesis reveals that there exists significant relationship
between instructional planning and evaluation
technique of the teachers. So the null hypothesis is
rejected.

Findings & Conclusions

e Theteachers of science and humanities significantly
differininstructional planning.

o The teachers of language and other subjects
significantly differininstructional planning.

e Science and language teachers significantly differin
instructional Planning.

o There is significant relationship between instructional
planning and teaching methods of the teachers.

o There is significant relationship between teaching
methods and teaching environment.

o Thereis significant relationship between environment
and evaluationtechnique of the teachers.

e There is significant relationship between instructional
Planning and evaluation technique of the teachers.

Conclusion

World Education Report (1998) points out that the young
generation is entering a world, which is ever fluctuating in
all spheres: scientific, technical, Political, economic,
social and industry. So feachers should be aware of these
fransformations and adopt new techniques in teaching.
The present study reveals that there were variations in the
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teaching manner of teachers in their respective subjects.
The teachers of science and humanities differ in their
instructional planning. The reason may be that the mode
of teaching advocated for science teachers is more
practical oriented. But teaching humanities need more
explanation to promote the sense of apprehension.
Science and language teachers differ in their
instructional Planning. There was no significant difference
between the teachers of science and humanities in
teaching methods and teaching environment and
evaluation technique. The teaching methods and
teaching environment should be leamer centered. The
teaching methods should be more individualized. The
present study also highlights their instructional Planning,
teaching methods, teaching environment and
evaluation techniques which are always interlinked and
the one without the otheris absurd and meaningless.
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