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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examined the teaching perspectives among faculty from a research extensive university 

in the southern United States.  A simple random sample was drawn from the institution’s faculty, 

and a total of n = 131 responded to the survey.  Respondents were asked to complete the Teaching 

Perspectives Inventory via the Internet and complete a demographic survey.  The Analysis of 

Variance procedure was used to determine if dominant teaching perspectives were discipline-

specific.  The results of this analysis concluded that a significant difference existed among 

respondents, with Apprenticeship as a dominant teaching perspective [F(12, 118) = 2.036, p = 

.027]. 

 

Keywords:  teaching perspectives (inventory), personal theories of teaching and learning, web-based/electronic 

surveys  

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

ost higher education faculty strive to become more effective teachers so that students can learn 

better, and many explore methods to improve their teaching practice.  Higher education faculty do 

not ordinarily receive training as teachers, which is often attributed to the fact that graduate 

programs have not traditionally included courses on leading a class.  This is because graduate programs have 

focused on the advancement of content knowledge and have not generally allowed for the synthesis between content 

knowledge and teaching pedagogy (Bartlett, 2005; Cambridge, 1999; Kreber, 2001).  The focus on content 

knowledge relative to the discipline begs questions about how the perspectives of faculty in different disciplines.   

 

Perhaps Menges (2000) best summarizes current knowledge and understanding of faculty roles related to 

teaching.  Menges stated that we know much about what faculty members do as teachers, including how time is 

spent, teaching goals, and instructional methods (including how they are influenced by other variables and their 

consistency over time).  However, some questions remain such as, “How do they [teachers] derive personal theories 

of teaching and learning?” (Menges, 2000, p. 7).  This study sought to further explore those personal theories of 

teaching and learning among faculty utilizing the Teaching Perspectives Inventory.   

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Teaching perspective is defined by Pratt and Associates (1998) as what we “do as teachers and why we 

think such actions are worthy and justified” (Pratt & Associates, 1998, p.10).  The five perspectives on teaching 

include Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social Reform.  Teaching perspectives are not 

synonymous with teaching styles.  Teaching perspectives are more innate, as Pratt stated: 

 

Each perspective on teaching is a complex web of actions, intentions and beliefs; each, in turn, creates its own 

criteria for judging or evaluating right and wrong, true and false, effective and ineffective.  Perspectives determine 

our roles and idealized self-images as teachers as well as the basis for reflecting on practice.  (Pratt & Associates, 

1998, p. 35) 

M 
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  Teachers who exemplify the Transmission perspective are assumed to have a high degree of mastery of 

subject matter.  Effective Transmission teachers “make efficient use of class time, clarify misunderstandings, answer 

questions, provide timely feedback, correct errors, provide reviews, summarize what has been presented, direct 

students to appropriate resources, set high standards for achievement and develop objective means of assessing 

learning” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 1).   

 

Teachers who subscribe to the Apprenticeship perspective “must reveal the inner workings of skilled 

performance and must now translate it into accessible language and an ordered set of tasks” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., 

para. 2).  Through the learning process, teachers start with simple and move to complex tasks.  The role of the 

Apprenticeship teacher changes as the learner masters content, so that the learner assumes more responsibility.  

 

The Developmental perspective is founded in the notion that teaching is planned and focused from the 

learner’s point of view.  Effective Developmental teachers “understand how their learners think and reason about the 

content” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 3) and teach with the primary goal of “helping learners develop increasingly 

complex and sophisticated cognitive structures for comprehending the content” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 3).  This 

is done by questioning learners in simple to more complex content, and offering meaningful examples for the 

learner. 

 

Teachers with the Nurturing perspective make a “long-term, hard, persistent effort to achieve [which] come 

from the heart, as well as the head” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 4).  Nurturing teachers feel that they can affect 

learners because students “can succeed at learning if they give it a good try; their achievement is a product of their 

own effort and ability, rather than the benevolence of a teacher; and their efforts to learn will be supported by their 

teacher and their peers” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 4).   

 

Finally, the Social Reform perspective is focused on “Effective teaching [that] seeks to change society in 

substantive ways” (Pratt & Collins, n.d., para. 5).  Social Reform teachers are concerned with the “awakening of 

students to values and ideologies that are embedded in texts and common practices within their discipline” (Pratt & 

Collins, n.d., para. 5).   

 

A greater understanding of teaching perspectives is embedded in the understanding of the indicators of 

commitment, or the actions, intentions, and beliefs that frame each teaching perspective.  Actions are described as 

the “routines and techniques we use to engage people in content” (Pratt & Associates, 1998, p. 17).  Actions are the 

most concrete and accessible aspect of a teaching perspective, and are the means through which we activate 

intentions and beliefs to help people learn.  “Intentions are general statements that point toward an overall agenda of 

purpose” (Pratt & Associates, 1998, p. 18).  The intention of the teacher is the “teacher’s statement of purpose, 

responsibility, and commitment directed toward learners, content, context, ideals, or some combination of these” 

(Pratt & Associates, 1998, p. 18).  Beliefs are the final aspect of understanding teaching perspectives.  As the most 

abstract aspect, beliefs represent underlying values which are held to varying degrees of meaning among people.  

Beliefs about knowledge determine what is to be taught and what evidence will be accepted that the knowledge has 

been taught.  Beliefs represent the most stable and least flexible aspect of a person’s perspective on teaching (Pratt 

& Associates, 1998).  

 

Teaching perspectives are different than teaching styles.  “Our teaching style represents those enduring 

personal qualities and behaviors that appear in how we conduct our classes” (Grasha, 2002, p. 1).  One of the most 

recognized works on teaching style is Grasha’s (2002) work, Teaching With Style, in which he stated that 

“identifying the elements of our styles as teachers has proved to be difficult” (Grasha, 2002, p. 1), and that “no clear 

consensus about the common components of style” exists (Grasha, 2002, p. 1).  Amongst the themes and variations 

offered by Grasha, are the general modes of classroom behavior, characteristics of popular teachers, behaviors 

common to all faculty, various roles that teachers play, and personality traits (Grasha, 2002, p. 38-39).  Grasha 

rightfully stated that “information about teaching style is only one-half the teacher-student interaction” (Grasha, 

2002, p. 41).   
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Teachers often adopt teaching styles, or roles in the classroom, that feel right in a given teaching situation.  

Although there are many “natural” or “born” teachers that fill the classrooms and provide instruction, there is not 

one best way to be a teacher. Furthermore, Cranton defined teaching style as “a product of our vision or philosophy 

of education and our practical responses to contexts and students” (Cranton, 1994, p. 1).  The beliefs, values, and 

assumptions about teaching which teachers hold are revealed in their teaching style, which may be influenced by the 

content taught.  Cranton offered the example of teaching statistics and adult education, where the teaching 

philosophy is the same, but different methods and techniques are employed to teach the two different respondents in 

a somewhat different style (Cranton, 1994).   

 

METHOD 

 

The first objective of this study was to describe the dominant teaching perspective of higher education 

faculty, as measured by the Teaching Perspective Inventory (TPI).  The categories measured by the TPI include 

Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social Reform.  

 

The second objective of this study was to compare the dominant teaching perspective of higher education 

faculty by the academic college or school in which the faculty member holds his or her teaching appointment. The 

colleges and schools of the institution in which this study was conducted include Agriculture, Art & Design, Arts & 

Sciences, Basic Sciences, Business Administration, School of the Coast and Environment, Education, Engineering, 

Library & Information Science, Mass Communication, Music & Dramatic Arts, Social Work, and Veterinary 

Medicine. 

 

 The primary data collection instrument used in this study was the Teaching Perspective Inventory (TPI), 

which was developed “through successive stages of operationalizing Pratt’s five perspectives into five separate 

scales concerning actions, intentions and beliefs related to teaching” (Pratt, Collins & Selinger, 2001, Instrument 

Development section, para 1).  The most recent version of the TPI included 45 items which were tested on more 

than 25 groups, totaling over 1,000 respondents – including teachers of adults in law, pharmacy, dietetics, workforce 

training, nursing, industry, and fitness, as well as adult education graduate students in the United States, Canada, and 

Singapore.  Reliability of the data from the subscale was found to be high: Transmission (.81); Apprenticeship (.88); 

Developmental (.85); Nurturance (.92); and Social Reform (.82).   The TPI provides respondents with one (and 

sometimes two) dominant teaching perspectives.  A dominant perspective is considered one standard deviation or 

more above an individual’s personal mean, which is the mean of all five of their TPI scores (Pratt et al., 2001).   

 

The frame for this study included assistant professors, associate professors, and professors whom have been 

granted tenure or whom are in a tenure-track position at the institution in which this study was conducted, with at 

least a 10 % or higher teaching load.  The frame of the accessible population was identified through personnel 

records at the institution in which this study was conducted.  A simple random sample of N = 536 was drawn from 

the population of N = 890 faculty at this institution. Cochran’s sample size determination Formula for n With 

Continuous Data (Cochran, 1977), was used to determine the minimum sample size.  To ensure that adequate data 

were collected, the sample size was doubled from 268 to 536. 

 

DATA COLLECTION 

 

Arrangements were made for the electronic delivery of data collected through the web-based version of the 

Teaching Perspective Inventory (TPI).  The developers of the TPI placed a button on the instrument’s webpage so 

that data collected from this study could be separated from other data collected on the website.  Data collected from 

participants in this research study were sent by instrument developers in an unprocessed format to the researchers.   

 

Follow-up postcards were sent to those individuals whom did not respond to the initial survey mailing, two 

weeks after the first survey questionnaire had been sent, to request a response in accordance with the procedures 

developed by Dillman and Salant (1994).  A follow-up letter was sent one month after the initial survey 

questionnaire was sent, along with a replacement questionnaire and return self-addressed envelope.  The decision 

was made to not include any questionnaire received six weeks after the initial survey was sent.  A total of n = 131 
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(24.4%) subjects (out of a sample of N = 536) responded to this survey throughout the three (3) waves of data 

collection.   

  

To minimize non-response error, the procedures established by Lindner et al. (2001) were followed.  

Twenty (20) non-respondents were randomly selected and contacted via telephone for inclusion in a follow-up 

survey, and were asked to respond to 10 randomly selected items from the demographic survey instrument.  The 

data collected from these non-respondents were statistically compared to the data from the respondents for these 10 

items.   

 

It was decided a’ priori that, if statistically significant differences were found in more than two scale items, 

it would be concluded that responders differed from non-responders.  The chi-square analysis found no statistically 

significant differences in any of the 10 items from the demographic survey instrument; therefore, it was concluded 

that there were no statistically significant differences between the responders and non-responders.  

 

FINDINGS 

 

The first objective of this study was to describe the dominant teaching perspective of higher education 

faculty at the institution in which this study was conducted, using the results of the TPI [as developed by Pratt and 

Collins (Pratt and Collins, 2001)].  A majority of study respondents (n = 95, 72.5%) had one dominant teaching 

perspective.  The dominance of teaching perspectives is outlined in Table 1.  

 
 

Table 1 

Dominance of Teaching Perspectives 

 

Dominance of  

Teaching Perspectives  Number Percent 

 

One Dominant  

Perspective 95 72.5 

 

Two or More Dominant 

Teaching Perspectives 5 3.8 

 

No Dominant  

Teaching Perspectives 31 23.7 

 

Total 131 100.0 

 

 

The second objective of this study was to compare the dominant teaching perspective of higher education 

faculty by the academic college or school in which the faculty member holds his or her teaching appointment at the 

institution in which this study was conducted.  The analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure was used to compare 

the dominant teaching perspective by the academic college or school in which the faculty member holds their 

teaching appointment.  A significant F value [F (12, 118) = 2.036, p = .027] was found among the colleges and 

schools, indicating that there was a statistically significant difference amongst the colleges and schools on the 

dominant teaching perspectives of the faculty.   

 

Tukey’s Post-hoc Multiple Comparison test was used to specifically determine which colleges or schools 

were different.  Results indicated that faculty with “Apprenticeship” as dominant teaching perspectives were 

statistically different among the colleges and schools of the institution where this study was conducted.  Table 2 

presents the means and standard deviations of the total teaching perspective scores by academic college, and Table 3 

represents the result of the ANOVA.  
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Table 2 

Means and Standard Deviations of Total Teaching Perspective Scores 

 

Academic  

College or School       n                  M   SD 

 

Agriculture       24   32.3   3.1 

 

Art & Design         8   34.7   4.8 

 

Arts & Sciences           25   30.8      3.5 

 

Basic Sciences       17       31.6   3.3 

 

Business Administration             9   31.3   2.4 

 

Coast & Environment        3   30.0   3.0 

 

Education         7   31.1   3.5 

 

Engineering       12   31.7   5.6 

 

Library & Information Science           3   33.5   1.7 

 

Mass Communication       2   35.0   1.4 

 

Music & Dramatic Arts        10    34.4   3.4 

 

Social Work        4   36.2   1.8 

 

Veterinary Medicine       7   29.7   2.4 

 

Total a    131   32.0   3.7 
a Reported as overall mean and standard deviation.  

 

 

Table 3 

Analysis of Variance for Dominant Teaching Perspective 

 

Source              df    MS    Fa    pb   

 

Between Groups              12            25.785  2.036  .027 

 

Within Groups            118            12.662  

 

Total             130         

Note. Groups were the academic colleges and schools of the institution in which this study was 

conducted for the sample (n = 131). 
a 
One-Way Analysis of Variance. 

b 
.05 Alpha Level for the 2-Tailed Test of Significance. 

 

 

RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Pratt and Associates (1998) stated that faculty members have personal epistemologies, which represent 

beliefs of knowledge, learning, and evaluation of learning.  These personal epistemologies serve as a basis for 
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validating one’s personal truth.  The teaching process requires the faculty member to constantly consider their 

personal epistemology (Pratt & Associates, 1998).   

 

A majority of study respondents (n = 95, 72.5%) had one dominant teaching perspective.  Five (n = 5, 

3.8%) study respondents had two or more dominant teaching perspectives, and a total of thirty-one (n = 31, 23.7%) 

faculty had no dominant teaching perspective.   

 

The number of respondents with one dominant teaching perspective in this study (72.5%) is similar to the 

results of a study conducted by Collins et al. (n.d.), where a total of 356 students seeking secondary teaching 

certification completed an earlier on-line version of the Teaching Perspective Inventory.  The results of their study 

found that 70.5% of the respondents had one dominant teaching perspective.   

 

This study found that 3.8% of respondents had two or more dominant teaching perspectives; however, 

Collins et al. found that 25.8% of the respondents in their sample had two or more dominant teaching perspectives.  

This study found that 23.7% of respondents had no dominant teaching perspective, while Collins et al. found that 

3.4% of their respondents had no dominant teaching perspective.     

 

These results would support the notion that dominance of one teaching perspective may be typical; 

however, the results from Collins et al. cannot be compared to this study because it included secondary teachers and 

this study included postsecondary faculty.  Furthermore, the results for two or more dominant perspectives versus no 

dominant perspective are inverted for the two studies.  This may perhaps demonstrate the differences between the 

discipline-specific epistemologies of secondary versus postsecondary faculty.   

 

This study also compared the dominant teaching perspective of higher education faculty, and the academic 

college or school in which the faculty member holds his or her teaching appointment.  The results of this analysis 

concluded that a statistically significant difference existed among faculty with “Apprenticeship” as a dominant 

teaching perspective [F(12, 118) = 2.036, p = .027].  However, this finding should be applied judiciously given the 

small delivered sample size (n = 131, 24.4%).   

 

Dinham (1996) suggested that teaching perspectives might be related to the academic field.  Dinham stated, 

“The field not only represents an academic specialization, it also provides the lens through which the academic 

views life itself.  The discipline thus influences teaching not only in selection of course content but in the teacher’s 

very thinking” (Dinham, 1996, p. 303).  This was confirmed in only the “Apprenticeship” perspective in this study.   

 

When considering how teaching perspectives are derived among the other four perspectives, perhaps 

McKeachie (1999) offers the best explanation:    

 

We develop values by observing and modeling ourselves after others and testing out our values in thought and 

words and action.  Teachers are significant models, and teacher behavior is important, both as it models values and 

as teachers create situations in which the expression of values becomes salient. (McKeachie, 1999, p. 344) 

 

Based upon McKeachie’s statement, as found with the other four perspectives in this study, the discipline-specific 

epistemologies do not affect teaching perspectives.  

 

The results of this study did not yield a conclusive response for the question posed by Menges (2000) 

related to how faculty derive personal theories of teaching and learning.  Further research should be conducted to 

explore personal theories of teaching and learning among higher education faculty, especially related to how faculty 

derive personal theories of teaching and learning and why those actions are worthy and justified.  
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