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" identified six groups og;;qstructofs vith members'ot each : =

ABSTRACT

The goal of this research was io develop and validate
an empirical classification of natdrally occurring teacéing
styles irr university undergraduate lecture courses.
Teaching style was described in terms of patterns of
observaéle classroom teaching behaviour. —

In the first study. the classification vas_dévelopeh
vith reference to an initial sample of, 298 university

lecturers. ﬁach ihstructor was observed by student raters.

who judged the frequency of occurrence q;ﬂ1oo lqv-inferencel-

behaviours. ~Student rat(ngs vere-s§eﬁég§§"fthth;Lasses

<. - s .. ~ . (
!

and eight scale scores were computeﬁ \A' 'chluste'r ahaleis .

141 )
group hoaoqeneous in terms of their classroom teachinq

Yoy,

behavicur patterns. The replicabilttx of the cLusters vas
assessed within ‘this sample through split-half samples
statistical tests, and a conp;rlson of results baSed on item
and scale s;oresQ . 4 . foe : : R -

In the second study. the typplogy was validated by
investigating relationships between teafﬁlng style and othsr

relevant variables., such as instructor characteristics and - . ' l

attitudes, course characteristics, anq'global student . . |

ratings of teaching effectiveness. For this purpose. a R 1

second sample of 135 classes was obtained. Slgnitfcant

differences in the frequencies of the six styles across

b .. T iid



" subject area and course level had been noted In theyorzgzna!
sample. These differences in style frequencies were <
replicated in the second sample with regard to course level
but not subject area. Overall elevation of the behavioural
sScale scores played a ma jor role in deterﬁlnlng ‘
relationships between teaching style and global student
ratings. Instructor characteristics such as years of

teéchlng experlience, academic rank, and educational goals

and attitudes did not display significant relationships with

—

. {teachinq style . . -

. In’ the third.study additional validation evidence for

gha txpology was gathered-thrpugh'examing;iqn'o{ the .

stability of téachfné*étyles'aérdgg-courses~ah§:é€koss\.ff
N t . R . .A - ° N "Z - .. . R R ,—_ - . - cen
years.AAIt was fouhd;that.behaviéur vas relablvely stab;eJ,Z, o

when courses were at the same academicylevel (l e. !fj’;'

. - s -

“::1ntroductory general honours) even.iY the courses were -

~

separated by as nuch as elght years “':‘;‘:'. -

~

L{ In general there vas.evidence that the- emp£rical .
. classiftcatioh approach 1s a\useful nethqd for describing

‘uteacher behaviour.' Jt allows a definittgn ¢f teaching

Cem - o, T, P PR

—sty{e or edq;atlonal treatment 1n terms ot discrete‘- "~~—-»5~;;:n

v .t ,— " I L NI

.observable behaViours g - .‘ B ;_ff:.;'lif"l Lol

N
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: ; . INTRODUCTION
.
- ’ The educational process is among the most ‘complex human - .

< interactions studied by pSychologists. As such, Ghe need in
this area for parsimonious yet oberationally.meaniygful
-”» - . -

descriptions of behavieur is of tantamount importance. For
many df’the agents in the educqt\onal process. this need for

description is on the vemge of being qef: ‘characteristics

of effective kéhools can be assessed (Good & Weinstein,
e 1986) , textual passage difficulty can.be estimated (K}are.

1974-1975). the knowledge structurd of course material can

- ?

beorganized into hierarchies (CS@ng. 1977) or networks

: (Donald, 1983) ., and relevant student apfitudés.'attitudes.

- /

and achievements can all be measured with a high degree of

accuracy, ‘The one component upon whiéh'?gasuremént
attention has no?‘yet‘been effectively fo;use?:is the medium
through which.students receivé most of their férmal'
educatioa, the.te;;her. ) . ; t

The progrgm.of'reséarch\described here'addréssed\thi§
remaining need. The three studies outiined below compr ise
the .development apd initial val

classification of classroom tea

ation of an empirical

ing styles in légtu}e
> * - 4
. courses at the postsecondary level. .

/] ' . j S




'undeveloped. I

Need for a Dsss:ih&inn of Les&u:ina BehavioJr ’ ’

.

The neéed for a valid multidimensional ‘description of

teacher behaviour has become increasinglylépparent in

- [

. . .
educational research over the past fifteen . years. .The

.

recent emphasis on aptitude-treatment interaction (ATI)
research (Crombach & Snow, 1977) has oniy.served to.
emphasize this lack. -Infa‘pgradigm which predicts

!

differential outcomes as'a;fuﬁ:ﬂibn'of an dinteraction

between student characteristics and edusétional\treatments.

it is imperative that we have effectivé ways of measuring. .
. - *

or describiﬁg, all of these components. Advances in item

- .

response theory (e.g..” Hambleton, 1983) and cniteyion-

referenced testing (Popham. 1978) have yielded great gains

- in the measuremént of ‘student ability and achievement. In

contrast, thé.description of educational treatment. of which
teacher beha idur- is one ma jor aspect. is as ‘yet quite

s typically been limited to dichotomies

such as lecture vs, discpss;on method, or student-céntered
. ’ b .t
vs; teéacher-centered approaches, distinctions which:are '

often insensitive to other relevant variables or to

gradations within each caiegofy.;;This d{fficulty has often
been'citéa as é possiblé reason for the dl;appointing record

o

of ATI research (e.g., Tobias, 1979). Any diffepéntial

. © .

‘effectiveness of various édgéatipnal-approa&hes r various

groups of students will not be unquered orfrépiiqateq if we
canngt adequately understand and describe the edudatfonal

o

‘t}eatments bejng éppl%ed. N . : “

. . i
.
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Increasincly; teacher behaviocur is beling recognized as
‘a crucially important component of educational treatments.
and as soneching that must be consfeered'in educational |
research. At the elementary school level Brophy (1986)

observed that the research focus has sh:i:fted over the past

fifteen years from teachgr traits to teacher behaviours.
Al :

He summar:zed this ‘esearch and concluded that a consistent

Body of knowledge has beeéen developed, linking particular

teacher behaviours to student achievement. In contrast

R . »

similar research at the postsecondary level. though abundant

in numbers. still remains very much a collection of isolated

results. For example. althoudh close to 800 studies were

published between 1965 and 1980 on student ratings éf

® v '

teacher’ effectiveness (Murray- r980) and although these
ratings have been found to be statistzcally related to

! specific teaching behaviours (e.g.i.Murray.A1983a). student
ratings of global ins;ructor'charactéristics must be viewed
as no more than-remote.approximations to 3 prcper

description of teacher behaviour.

I v . .
Current attempts at describing.teacher. hbehaviour suffer
b from several disadvantages. - Eor‘efemple,'most of the

research on the effects of teacher *behaviour has failed to

-

examine the multidimensional'nature of teaching style

Ihstead, researchers have focused on unidimensional sinqle-'
. . ' 'v
behaviour constructs such as teacher questinning gkhdrews

4 :

1980; Gall et al 1978; Merlino 1977) or have collapsed

a number of constructs into a syndrome of behaviours which

- L)
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is then treated-as avéingle dimension. such as student-

. centered vs. teacher-centered instruction (cff Costin

1971) . Although these two approaches can simplify

. éexperimental design and data analysis considerably » a3

importan® issues are often oyerlocked. . : «

First. the teaching-learning act is. among other

things. a complex social interaction Petween teacher and .
students. The social psycholog’ literature tells us that

-
the interpretation of another's behaviour is strongly i

»

} ' affected by the context. both situaticnal and behavioura.

in which a given act is observed. For examble. it seems., i

" reasonable to postulate that high-level teacher questions

Yi.e.. questions that call for interpretation or. application

rather than only retall of basic knowledge) may seem to the
students to be indicative of genuine teacher interest when

. R . . ‘ i
the questions are asked by a teacher with good student T . T

rapport. Alternatively, the:séme questions mighﬁ be 7 -

o7 | . interpreted as threatenin§ or-intrusive in a low r#ﬁport ‘;
situati?’n. As a Tesult ohé-ﬁight, well expect different . ’;
‘ . outcomes resulting’from the same béhaviour in the two ;ﬁf iéJ
) sitq;cions‘(e.g.; Andrews. 1980: . Hegarty. 1978). . Z;f" k{?ﬁ
: Consistent u}th this concern. Brophy (1986) has recoQggﬁagégé IE
: . | a 'shift in emphasis away from the counting;of siqgﬁpf /" -
molecular behaviours and. tovard an invesgigatian'of more ,'_'_f: f:
1 - . ‘molar o; contirtual instructional patterns - :

N -*.Second. collapsing seveial variables into one composite’

to represent a syndrome or pattern of behaviour requires the

b -

W »
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assumption that the effects cf the‘ind$vidﬁai behaviours are
always additive. For examcle, this approach‘a;sumes that an
instructor with a score of 10 on_student:centeredness by
virtue of scoring S on rappert;and's on availability outside
'of class, is the same in students® eyes as anvinstructor who
scores 10 on rapport and 0 on availabilitfn Lacking any

emp1rical ewvidence to justify - the qse of an addltlve lndex

to measure teachmg f&e a better strategy would be to

take a multivariate approach. which allows the .examination

-

£ patterns of behavxour without losing Lndxvzdual trait

data.

-

Third, regardless of whether\a unidimensional or .a

mult%dimensional appreach.is takeh to describe teacher .
behaviour a more general concern is the lack of empirical
data to support the teach;ng styles 1nvestlgated As
elaborated‘below, types of teachers are often listed*in the

~

literature -along with the defining characteristics of each

’type but no evidence-is provided in support of elther the S

hypothesized trait 1nterre1ationships in each type or thei
prevalence of each type among teachers in general
A fxnal problem with current descriptions of teacher

classroom behav1our lies in the measures used. At the

elementary _and secondary school levels, the tendency. has;'

been.xo coltect detailed observat10na1 data usxng a time-

'sampling scheme (e.g., Elanders 1970) . Although the

.
.

reSultant data .are usually of high quality the complexiti

-~ -

of the observational systems'must be seen as a contributing

- ¢ .
-
.
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factor in the overemphasis on slﬁble'Sehaviours In .

contrast., teacher descrxptions at tha postsecondary level

are frequently based upon student ratxngs of global . o -
instructor characteristics suchnas clarity, organlzation.'cr | ~

enthusiasm. These data have the disadvantage of requiring a

o tamged it

substantial -amount of inference on the part of student ) . _;

observers.
In sumﬁary. ugiqimensional approaches to‘teacher . \\\\

.behaviour héQe failecﬁco.prévide a cpmpleterunéerscanding of

the complexities of the beech;ng érocess, part;cularly'aq

the postseéondarx 1eve1,- Mcltidimensional approaches’ .on '!

the other hand._have~in:some cases been_limited'to a series )

of untdimensionel analyses of traits., with no investigation

of interactions or context effects:. and in other cases have

‘failed to include empirical data of any sort.*

Because the logical flrst step in studyxng any

phenomenon is fxnding a method of descrlbing and measurxng

jit. the preSent series of research studies uas aimed at ‘{’ I

¢_developinq a aescriptxon of Iec&urzng behavxour at the ] ' T

'Apostsecondary level. > A

Teachxne/was‘descrgbed th;iegh ratxngs from‘students SR
who must be viewed as the group—ofrraters ln the best . E
pps}tlon te judge:xbevinstrqctqr s;in-cLess behaviour.

: HoveVér. rather than globaf chéracteristics‘ students were

‘asked to rate the frequency of-occurrence ‘of observable.

low inference classrqg? teaching behaviours such as . - ‘e

. L~

"exhibits facial. qesﬁures or expressions" and “criticizbs "




students when they make errors". Results reported by Murray
£1980) indicate that student ratings'of such behaviours
agree well with simllar ratings made by impartial traxned

observers. It was assumed that such ratxngs would provzde -

an accurate, detailed‘descrlptlon of behaviour from whuch a

.

more global,. multidimen!!onal descrlption can be emprrzcaluaav

-

derived. . N o ~‘4“f\ _‘_~~.g“ ‘-.:\eﬁ <L

N . o o
The first gecal of the research was to develop a
typology of. teaching styles Specifically ‘Study 1 was

conducted to derive empirlcally a set of naturally occurrL“g

teachlng stykes wlthin universlty Iecture courses.»'A .

- -

teaching style is rdentxfxed when a‘sxmilar.pattern of

classroom teachlng behavxours 1s exhibited by a number of

-

different xnstructors Dunkin (1983 1986) has recentlﬁ

called £or an anreased emphasis oh field studies of thxs

) .
-

sort. 1n the 1nvestzgation of lecturzng behavxours " An

understandxng of the patterns of behavzour whxch xnstructors

- naturally exhibit\xs :he first step toward understanding the

. causes and effects of thosé behaviours ~These pat:erns can

.’

be xdeﬂtifxed by applyinq such data-rg@uetion techniques as

cluster analysis to the student observatxons-of a }arge

number of lnstructors 4 ~H,ﬁ .. .f ”t - : 'n' BT
. .. .‘V, . ’ <l i o
. The second gaab of this research Vas to valmdate the

. .-descrxptxve typoloqy of teaching styles against criteria ?;Jf'
ﬂf‘i etther i%ternal or external to. the classitication .Ec;:
‘ (: examplo the 1nterna1 criterlon of mathematical stabilxty of
:.the empirically derived teachlng styles was e;aluated.§n~ '

.
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Study 1. Exterral criteria included the relationships
between these styles and other relevant variables

investigated in.Studies 1"and 2. and the stabllity‘of an
: . 3

~ . - . B
instructor's style adross time and- agross sqQurses. examined
- - R - - - T~ .
in-Study 3: IS . S .

o I - '

Jhere are a number of approaches to classxfication in

a - ‘o,

general and to classification of teacher- behaViour in

particular 'At one level probabﬁy all human belngs engage

B in classxficatioh of the objects in their -environment. ' Such

7

Y

'~informa1 grouping enables us to react to a wide variety of

—

’

stimuli in. an appropriate and efficient manner However,~

classification of classroam teaching styles on.the basis of

informal observation and/or rational description is

especially difficult, Teaching is in dbneral a solitary

profession. v1th each instructor working 1n 1solation in a

4

classroom and seldom if ewer observing ‘the work of, his or
her colleagues (Sarason 1982) Particularly at the
pgscsec(;ndary level. few individuals have, the benefit of

-~

either formal eraining in teachinq methods or systematic

observation of other instructars ciassroom behaviours For
!

thls reason. the literature on universsty’teachlng styles is

; replete with “armchair theoriz&ng -vhich has Little or no

P -

observational basis. As pointéd out by~ Dunkin (1983)

concepts of teaching styles and foles are much hore to be
. ¢

féund in popular parlance than in research en teaching in

I4 . o . . . N A
. . . . . ‘
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L \ 3 : Inﬁnmauohs.erxa&mnal Classifications. Several . s
. ‘ N . . . . ' “ "\'
authors have developed teaching style typologies based'on -~ g,
N . K . N .

. anecdbtal observation and/or rational considerations. The ~ '\
fibe.fypologies presented below are examples of ) .

o EIessification systems based upon what seem to be purely .

iﬁ}brmal methods. in that no theoretical model is offered

] ' for the derivation of the "styles™ and no supporting
) empirical data are presented. .
i1 . Axelrod, (1973) identified two general teaching styles

based upon interviews with over 100 faculty members in the

L

, , humanities. The didactic teaching style. used primarily by

Y

V% adpere e WV

j; co . | individuals labelldd "teacher-craftsmen". is completely °
teacher-centered and does not require or encourage inquiry
on the part of students. The purpose of tﬁe didactic
teechind ;ty}e is’te impart very speclfic knowledge pr'
skills, as in language training. The evocative teaching
| e style. used primarily by "teacher-ertists", does encourage {
student inquiry and is_the style advocated strongly by 4
o ‘ .Axelrod. Within the evocative teaching style, Axelrod
) describe§ fod{ ihstructor prototypes: principles-and- facts,
. a instructor-centered, student-as-mind. and student'as-person.
" ' The first two prototypes are subﬁect centered and the last
S ". . two are student-centered. The p;ingiplek;and;iacﬁs.
AN prototype is the most common of tﬁe four models and embodies
an emphasis on cognieive knowledge. The linstructor-centered

Ay

prototype is the second most commen model and also includes’ ’

. . .
[




A .
R \ . ' .-
~ . . ~ ' .

- an emphasis on the transmission of knowledge. It 1is

. : (J- distinct from the principles-and-facts model in 1ts focus on
N . . . -~

. the viewpoints of the instructor, who acts as role model
Y and in its emphasis on the presentation of a diversity of
appfdaches and controversies as opposed to universélly-

accepﬁed-fgc;s. The student-as-mind h;big;ypg focuses on

' L)
, " the intellectual development of the student. The

L L ' student-as-person Rrototype emphasizes the personal

development df‘the'hhole student. not just his or her mind.

Axelrod's description of the four prototypes focuses.on

[y

.instructor goals and values. rather than on instructor

. . behaviours. He emphasizes that. within each of the styles.

-~ .

= there are very effective teachers and very ineffective

.

teachers. "Axelrod states that there is no strong:
1 relationship between teaching styles and type of course.
Subject-centered stylés are not limited to lecture courses

o ’ and student-centered styles are not limited-to discussion

Ay

) -

— (1970) described college teaching in terms of six teacher

>

courses. ) .
v ’ ., 'Utilizing an intensive case study approach, Mann et al.

roles: Expert..Formal Authoerity, Socializing Agent,

Facilitator, Ego Ideal, and Person. Thése roles can be .

interpreted as 'strategies or patterns of behaviours‘which

might be utilized at various timés'by the same instructor.:

.
.

However, one wauld expect that instructors will differ in

-

the relative amount of time.they'devoté to each of these

roles and in the manner in which they utilize these. :

- \ B

-
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strategies in the classroom.

Three additional typologies have been offered in short,

ﬁser-friendly,.non-technical articles. Although they
undoubtedly reach a wider audience than the work of Axelrod
and Mann. they are even more lacking in scient:i:fic rigour.
No éxplanaqion of the derivation of the class:ification is

offered in anf of these typologies. ' These papers are

included “here as somewhat extreme examples of the informal/

- observational approach.

Bonnici (1978) described two types of teache;s: the
Mechanic, who is a highly structured person valuing
efficiency and organization. and the Artist. who is an

unstructured and creative person. He also offers a 20-item

-questionnaire which the reader can use to answer the

question, "WHich type are you?;

Fischer ;nd Fischer (1979). in an article emphasizing
eleméntary and sécondary school teaching. discussed six
teaching styles: task-oriented, cooperative planner, child
centered, subject centered, léarning centered, and
emotionally exciting vs. rational. They emphasize that a
teaching style is dlstinc: from a teaching method. A
teaching style is "a classroom méde; a pervasive way of
approaching the learners that might be consistent with
several methods of teaching” (p. 251&.

Hamachek (1972) classified teaching in terms of four

neurotic styles expressed in a classroom context:

obsesaive-compulsive. paranoid, hystertcal. and impulsive.

11

T skt
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The instructor's particular neurotic style will determine
his or her choice of teaching method. Additipnally,
Hamachek states that classroom situations may have the
effect of exaggerating the behaviours_charaéteristic ;f
particular personality styles.

E.Qmalm:ueszne&;sal Classifications. In contrast to the
above typoclogies. other researchers have taken the ab;roach
of using a theoretical model to describe teaching styles.
Variables are selected which atcording to the_modellﬁpould
be relevant and empirical data are collectéd:to.tesé the fic

of the model.

Abbott (1970) developed a theoretical model of college

teaching style which specifies three distinct domains:
cognitive, affective, and manipulative: The- components of
the model are: behaviours., traits. dimensions. and styles.
These components were postulated to be developmental stages
of style attainment. Using a selection of traits and
dimensions from the teaching effectiveness‘;esearch
literature, Abbott4constructed six written’cameos of <
hypothetical teaching-styles. She found some empirical
support for the model in a factor‘analysis'of s;udeni//
ratings of the written cameos. No data were presenteéed to.
support the existence of these styles in an actual
population of teachers. ‘

Newpor e=T99) provided a set oflcomponents which can
be used to operationélly describe and ide;tify teaching
styles. The seven componenté are: specgfication of N

.



objectives (behavioural. vague. none., or a combination).

determiner of learne; activities (teacher or studenrt).

pacing of éctivities (class. small group. or indiQidual), ; \\\_.f

initiator of actiQities {(teacher or student). determiner of.

t;e direction of activities (teacher. student. vr other).

- focus of activities (objectives,. task,‘subﬁect matter. time,
interest, experience, or a combination),.and evalgation
procedures (norm-referenced tests, criterion-referenced
tests., informal teacher observation., or a cembinationr). " The
style of any particular teacher would be fully desc"bed by

‘ class:fylng his or her bemaviour on each of these\
dimensions.

Tﬁree studies have defined teaching style‘as a varijant
of cognitive style.\ Wyett k1967) déscribed both cognitive
styles and teaching styles in terms of three componenﬁs:

- symkgl system (qualitative v§\ thecreticall}, percepgion base'
(family. associates. or individualism),.and modalities gf
inferenée (magnitude. ;ifferegce, relationship. or N

o appraisal): Instructors were also described in terms of~the
consistéhcy of their teaching style (predominant vs:
switcher) . Sgddying 27 student ggachers, Wyett found ;pafj

. i 'performance'decréased in teaching's}€uations which required

the inStruétor to use an approach inconsistent with nis or
her. preferred coqﬁitive and/or teaching style.

-Raines (1576) déscribed teaching-style by use of the
Teaching Styles Inventory developed by Canfield (cited 'in

Raines 1976) This measure, an agdaptation of the earljer
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Q to describe and compare student learning styles and

- ‘Science faculty in a community college. He identified three

P

different teaching style groups.” He found that the two

(vs. permissive) teaching style.

i "f<‘ Genereliy, the formal/theoretical approach to

%

. " ' extent to which teaching styles described in this manner are

of _eachzng styles that is not llnked'to clas;\\b

Behaviours will be of limited valuevxn furchering our

N T unders:andzng of the teaching process: . o
* ' , ' "‘Empirical Classifications. Other invest;gators have
. ’ established typologies of teaching style throggh pu(eLy
H -8, — \ T
. , 't{
':) R ¢ [ 3
- - ,.Itﬂ U SV U e T e e -
. \ ‘.. . , ," .

Learning Styles Inventory by Canfield and Lafferty (cited 1in

Raines. 1976). focuses on the cognitive style preferred by

instructor ieaching styies uxthinvmathemaiics courses.
foq;d that &he learning styles of hlgh achieving students
were more similar to the instructor's teaching styles than
wvere the learning styles of lov-achieving students.
Crookes (1977) cempa%ed instructors in tbe Arts and

Science faculty to instructors in the Applied Arts and

faculties differed only in the prevalence of autheoritarian

db;crbbinéfteéchinq'style has not beeri characterized by an
emphasis oe observable behaviour. Abbott's fecus was on
more global.traits and dimensions, Newport's measures ;re'
more accurately described as teeching methods' and. Wyett.

Raines, and Crookes examined cognitive preferences."?he

L. reflected in classroom behaviour is unknowrn: A'description

\
AN
’ AN

AN N

- the instructor. Raines (1976) used Canfield'shtwb"meagures

-

\

- ather
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empirical classification methods. This is the category'in

»

which the present research can be placed. Two groups of
researchers have conducted studies in this area.

Bennett and hisxasgociateg (Bennett. 1976: Aitkin.
Anderson & Hinde, 1981:; Aitkin, Bénnet: & Hesketh, l981f
conducted a large-scale study of teaching styles in British
elementary schools. in which 12'distinct styles of teaching
were identified among 468 fourth grade teachers,.and'
teacher's using each style were cohparéd on student .«
achievement mea§ufes. The original report of the study
(Bennett. 1976) concluded that formalrteaching.styles'
yielded greater student gains in basic skills than informal
styles. The conclusion generated much controversy in both
the popular_gress and the statistical journals (Cray &
Satterly, 1976: Bennett & En:ui:scie. 1976: Alitkin.

'Andergon & Hinde, 1981: Aitkip. Bennett § Hesketh, 1981). -
Some of the controversy-revolééd around the method used to

compare ‘gain scores in, 8tudent achievement in intact

" 3 . .
classrooms. Aside from these issues. the il8entification of

teaching styles in the Bénnett study is relevant to the
s *

.
a

present research. Clusters were identified on the basis of
a éelf-report quéstionnaire containing 38 yes-no items. The
o questionngzre ?ocpsed on six major areas of teagher
.clas;room behaviour: ‘cgassroom management and organizatioq,>
teacher control and sanctiéns. curriculym content and
planninéfninstructional strategies. motivational techniques.

and assessment procedures. It should be noted that thése

-
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items dld not assess discrete behaviours such as gestures’
. : . ]

-

with hands"\or:"put§\outline on blaékboardf; but rathey
focused on generai teaching strategiés or ﬁethodS's&ch as )
"pupils allocated to seéting'b¥ ability" and "emphasis on
separate subject teaching". - The reanalyses of- the Sennett
data by Aitkin and his colleagues in 1981 identified only -
three teaching styles“;which could be defined as Formal,

Informal, and Mixed. The.difference between the two

analyses can be attributed to the number of questionnaire

items included in the analysis and the particular 'clustering

-

technique applied.
Another‘group of researchershhas used empirical methods

to dévglop a typology of'ﬁniversity letturing styles.

Brown, Bakhtar, and &opngman 14984)>had'258 lecturers

complete a 42-item‘se1é?repor; qugs;ionnaite,;omprised'of:6

scales: Information giving._Structgred leéturefAﬁurposivé..

lecture, Visual presentation lecture, Self-doubt lecture, '

" and Presentation. Most items assessed specific lecturing ;

behaviours (e.g.. providing a list 65 headihgs to students).
although some were more a;?it@dinal in natﬁre (e.g.. "Is
lecturing an economical method of teaching?") . Itgms were
sélectéa from an original set of 60 items‘and assigned to
scales on the basis of an obllque factor andlysis. Scales
ranged in lengtﬁéTer 4 to 12 itémsj with alpha

.. \
reliabilities: ranging from .52 to '.63. ‘A relocation cluster

.

~analysis was performed on the scale scores, but Brown et al.

» ' ~ . N ) .
specify neither the distance measure nor the clustering

-
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criterion chosen. Five clusters or teacher styles were
' * »

identified: .
(1) Qral Lectyrer. These instructors were above
-, . :
average on stricture. and below average on visual «

presentation and self-doubt. They -were described as -

depending primarily upon oral preserntatioéon in their

"lectures. They typically did not use overheads and
| 4

blackbeoards and did not present lecture notes or

summaries of objectives to students.

(2) Exemplary Lecturer. These instructors were below

average on information giving and self-doubt. and above

average on the remaining four scales. They were
. ) A

described as being opposed to reading‘thé lecture from

notes and to giving too detailed information to

students. . . . . -7 .

(3) ;ngg;ma;ign é;gxidgns. This lester was marked by - . .

o~ .
high scores orl information giving. structure. and

-

visual presentation, and by low scores on self-doupt

and presentation. These lecturers were described as

Y

"newscasters" who provided too much detail in their

lectures. ) . L
(4) Amg:pnggs ng;ﬁnéns. This group of instructors had

the lowest mean p;oftle, with bé}og average scores. on

the structure, purﬁosive, and ﬁresentation’scales. .
Ac&ordlng to .Brown et al.. they had no.seiected )

objectives for their lectures, and did not structure iy

. lectures weil. : o } T

. -
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results reporued by’ BrOWn and his colleagues~ 'First the

(5) égllidéuh;ﬁ:s. These instructors showed high
scores on the ée}f-doubt scale. and scores thch did
not differ significantly‘from the sverage on the
remaining scales. They admitted to having difficulty
in selecting -and strucfuring material and in keeping to
their notes when lecturing. - Céhsequently. they statea

that they often felt that they had not met their

objectives for a given lecture.
.

Brown et al. found significant differences in the

prevalence of various styles across different academic

disctplines. Oral lecturers were more common in humanitids-

.

and social sciences. whereas Exemplary lecturers were more
common in biomedical sciences. and Information Provilers and
Amorphous lecturers were more common in applied sciences

such as engineering. GCenerally. instructors of apﬁlied
sciences differed mpst from the other groups. These

~ >

instructors were more likely to write down the whole lecture

when preparing, to use complex diagrams., and to provide full

" notes to students. either on the blackboard or in pfinted

form. Neither years of experience nor academic rank was

. -

found to be 51gn1f1cant1y related to teaching style
The present research will clarify and extend the
description of teaching styles reported here relied upon

discrete classroom behaviours, as observed and rated by

r ‘; . .

students. Second, the behaviours were observed and rated by

L 4
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.more than one studentn and teacher mean‘5cores were u;;dsas

the unit of “analysis.’ Such data uill be more rel}aoie, and
posslbly more valid than self- report measures.. Third, the
preSent research sought teo validate the obtaxned

claS$aflcatlon through statistlcal repllcatlon as. well as
through—lnyestrgation'of empirxcal_re{atlonsh;ps with
. . T

':theoretically relevant variables. e

Development of a Ieaching Style Classificatics
As outlined abone; teaching styles can be classified
through an 1nforma1/observatlonal approach. a formal/

theoretlcaL approach. or an empxrzcal ‘approach. Each of

these methods of classxflcatlon Ls exemplifjed in the

llterature rev1eued above.” Non-empirical approache;‘are
'probLenatic inrany fieldjvhere current understanding of thejf;

o~ phenomena under stidy.does not allow for clear-cut.

?\descriétions and typologies. Teaching behaviour is one such

- -

;\ Hence the,emphas1s in the proposed research ‘is on the
formal,aempxrical approach to classification, also referred »

“to- ashnumerxcal taxonomy (Sheath & Sokal 4973).

-

Statlstxcal methods extst for the identification of

natural}y occurring patterns of observations and guch

’ff-methods serve as useful adjuncfs Eo the informal/

observational and formal/theoretical approaches They are
particﬁlarly useful in appl;cations where our understanding

of the observattons and their co- ocCurrences is not

"o .
"
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3‘ research relied upon a multidimensional description of

,? | peachingfvwithlaﬁcentlon restricted to spec;flcyand

% ::.obserVEBIé—é;essrooﬁ Fecturing behavieurs. 'These.;'> L
'i descertions ‘were derived from student responses to a

Yy - 7 bya vector represent1ng ‘scores on several attrxbutes'{ln ,-'5

s&?ficiently well-developed to generate formal and ratlonal

- - ’

classification systems. The goal of tbese methods is to-

identify individuals who can be considered similar in some
way. In the present research on classroom teathing

‘behaviour. the similarity between instructors was determined

py first dese{ibiﬁo eaeﬁ~;nstruesoéfs*behaviou%-in a
quentigétiveA?”hner and thenﬂcosbﬁﬁing a numerisal.index.of
--simiiétity between all possfole-pairs of instructérs. This
S A , bty
} - .1,4_..'ihdég_of similarity provided thefoasis for identifying a

small number of patterns.of classroom teaching behaviour. or

. RN - . I
- - - . . '

teaching- styles.

Qessnm&m Q_f Ieas:hmg Benaugu: - The present

standardized questxonnaxre arranged 1n a behavzoural

-

frequency ratlng format - .';;v..-tﬁ_p

. K

e =T As in any multxdlmensxonal agproach “the focus’ of

ﬂ;lcf;', '--measurement (the instructor Ln thrs case) can be- descrxbed-

. S, "‘t ghis case, behaviours) When this set of scores i94depi;{ed _"“?:sijg-
&1',‘: ﬁ, o as a profile oi~seores eacﬁ 1ndiv1dua¥ S'profire can ‘be . Kj‘f%f2¢f;3

;” . ‘ qprpletely descrxbed/ln terms o? three characteristxcs. ﬁj-f‘

- -elevation, shape//and scatter (Cronbach g’Gleser L953)

B ' A et w o
w EIQVation is. the mean level of the profrle'/or the /// e e
L extent €0 which the indivldual s scores are-genePaIT§ high gl ,/j/'




s * -

or low. In teacher evaruation ‘profile elevation will -fﬂ

reprqsent ovérall teachj.ng effectiveness if all variables in . -
T the prof:.le are positively related to student outcome. )

e?

The shape of the prot‘ile refers to the patt.ern ot‘ high - .

and low scores.~ Pronle shape may - summar:.ze the style of L

teaching such as student cem:ered or teacher cem:erad-... s __,_;, -
Profile scatfer can be ineasured by the: standard . R

- deviatlon of each individual s sco?es and indic,ates the

- .k . e .-

© amount of dlspersron around the indiv:.dual s mean level CoL A

. . & ]
Scatter may reflect the- degree to which an 1ndiv1dq,al '

dlsplays h-is/her preferred style A small amount. of scztter L %
. ;-

o among the scores would represenc a uﬁ.ld or t‘ai\"Ly neutral N

\\

.

_ example of the style sucb as someone who is- marginalley ‘: - -":\-‘,"
ent-husiastxc and -sllghtly disurganxzed" A large spread in . - \\
f

‘scores might reprezsent an exaqqerated expruszon of' eVen a N A \\

LR caricature of. the st\;le.\hs in px‘tremelyfigthu51a§txc but \{ \~ '

L e . PR . . R - "~
e I Wy . . i~ '

- S t:ota{-ly dx,sorgariized" el L LTSl . BT
B St e L R e
el The sesrch. for simnar individuals bec'omes.a se}rc?i\for I

‘.\

Similar profiles o thos’e uhich have.*sx.milar elevats.on ’."'v‘ SRS

"~and/or shape and/og:« scatter ’ Any of these co&pnents could

\

»
M) o
».-,,“..,\, «.1,1‘!4 P

be el iminated trbnf tfhe simi Iarity masure by \t:pe appropriate

S0
prepro/ssing of the data., In t)y/present re'search prolee

elevatxopr - shape and scatter .wére cpps‘idered simultanecmsly

: in the,n.deﬁr.i fication .of. those mduci\mxals vho uughl: be t
. A‘a‘ . TS < ’/ .(;,—’ //— - .\1~' L
.. censidé,red to be ‘sim).{/ar to,ea'q.’h ot}xer. u ol

L . -

R ) DY

k 4 An alterna'f:xve approach /k/s/fcs gLVG ;he profi 1e or

Ve .-/

. : vector ot‘ scofes a- gepmetr*j,cf &nzer/p&(tatien. in t‘h;s sense
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| . the vector gives an individual s iocation in the multi- . .
. . b. ‘ - dimensional space,.- The search for siaf-lar indivri‘duals thu.s e '.‘ i
. : becomes a searsh for individ(.aals \;;10 are place:i.close to '.-_."f e
! ) each other ‘in the wltidimer&s[ional space (‘.A 'common metric' z . .
. ’ . : “for this purpose is the Euciidean distance” betweén the two - Y
— ,- ' .‘data po'in-ts, which is caicuiat,ed as, the sguare Foot of the ° _ .
' ST ] sum of-‘the squaz:éd -dift‘erences in the corresponding scores._'.‘- i .
- - ’ ‘-' o ._'Clearly this vah@ ranges f-rom zero .to,same maximum vaiue: __4" ', '.' :\
| . i (' determined by/the scale’ of the measures .used., - q‘ s AL —
R TN l.démiica:.mn of. I.eas:h.mg Styles. pattems,of oo S
- f// AR te&chiug b\ehaviour’: or teaching styles. were use'd in this "’q o 1
. R K R .\ | ,study to suminarize and- describe thg observed' behav:.oural . ; ;'\_3 .'° \
"‘i_.",'.‘:‘ h ’sml/t’ies betveen difg‘erent instructors. Tr)p/e arec'&';éd‘:ﬁ_ ° ‘ L
_ PR / al \major classes of. stagistical mer.hods for sy.x‘mmam.z:.ng br S .‘ ,,;"
: . ';/.,gureup;tnq dat5 ‘in order;,,t-o ideﬁtif_y t:hese patterns. f'- Bo,tr’x LT , “‘_'3 |
. " appndéchescagg&ﬁased essehtialiy on fhe simila;ities of fﬁ L :
pairs of dat.a points,.'_ The ﬁ;,rst n.;ei:hod.'i}entifiés L 'F g | ’
unde(rying dimensmus whereasf the secotd demi fies |, - ,’/"‘,;'
) - c:l:\l:‘ters of com:iquous q'ata' ,p‘bfi/nts.,/':,""; / ".'/‘ - , “/‘/ f/:i\f‘?/; ;‘:"‘:
7 ,’/_/ S - ;,' e AN S "_.'.
. : ~./7 . ‘I'he din}gﬁsi 2 I:‘ pproach, /ijnc {/J/%)xﬂitidimem{ior/}e}/ . “"‘;: -"':\5 ) ”“:
:-‘.,fsc,anng ahd’ R- and Q t:ype fﬁc;z}/ya'lys-}"" ’fhese' methods. \',////
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“lhe seCond apprbach uses.clustering methods to identify

AN
.

homodeheous sets of individuals who are more similar to each

vl .

other than they are to other=individuals zn the sample.
. Typicakly a distance.function as calculated from the raw

data for. each pair of\individuals and clusters of similar

. )

'ind1Viduals are created on this baSis The centroid of each

. S

clusger can bé con51dered to be the peint which best

représents the,group or ap ideal type descrlbed by the

. .“

group mean urotile. A new ind1v1dua1 can be classified by
. s'
determining his SLmilarity to ‘or distance from 'each

cluster centrdid; CIassification can- then be made solely oh

.

:the basis of the individual s clqsest ideal type or his

characteristics can be described as a mixture of two orimore

.
-~ .

ldeal types fSkinner 1979) .

4

The appropriateness of dimensional approaches for

.- R

'class;fication i! unclear. -Wﬁen the aim of the research is .

Sy

s

to desaribe or - ciassxfy individuals according to their
A\l \ ‘
position along one or “more axes (e g.. an intraversipn--

, .
.

.extraversion continuum) then certalnly these a e‘the

> 4

o e

when the goal is tc»describe

A .4 '

'milar then cﬁ&stering methods would seem

torhe 39re appropriate , Skinner (1979) has suggested a

twé*Stage hybf}d approach which calls’ for the use of factor

r 7 -

i ﬁalisis/?yrst as a—data reduction and error- purging

tecﬁQiQue then the appltcétion ot cluster'analysis to_

,trm“ -

factor scorss AR analogous approach was utilized in the
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.

present research, vhere scores on teaEhe? ‘behaviour scales. . _ -
) . rather than individual behavzours seq}ed as input to the. ) N
cluster analysis. The idiosyncracies (unique and/or error ‘ N

variance) of individual items can. to some extent, be.

controlled in this manner. It was assumed that results

obtained in this way would be more stable”_iﬁterpretable:

and theoretically meaningful than results based on IR .
individual jtems, . : ' . )
3 :
| ‘ Mmﬂammmn
Empirlcal methods oF developing a classxffcatlon scheme ;
' e . ’

will always produce a groupzng of individuals, regardless of *°

- - “
4 . - ‘. R

* the natural structure of the data. It is essential,
therefore. that such groupxngs ‘be carefully validated”
_Skinner (1981) has descr ibed Jtwo stages”in this

. validation orocess Inteﬂﬂal valldatlon ‘is conducted by S
.applyxng alternatxve emplrxcal methoas to the sample data ﬂ:

used ta derive the . original cHassxfication These methods . ' }

include replicatlon of the cléssificatio\kyn split halves of

' -

the sample in alternatﬁve subsets of variables .and through

mathematgcally di'fferent methodologies. Such réplicatiohs .

~ 4 N

ate desc}ibed aiong with tie original development of a S

typology of lecturxng styles in Study 1 below The second F[g

* stage in validation, external validation. requires L L.
< L

additlonaf experimental or correlational support for the SN

O

mean}ngfulness of the typology. Investigations in this vé;n‘?ff_{

. . . i i R N i N
are reported in Studies 2 and 3 below. Relqtioqships R :p\»Kﬁyf .
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betueen teaching styles and other relevant educatlonal

varaables were examined in Study 2. whereas consxstency in

1nstr¢ttors teaching styles across years and across courses

. v

was.eramihed rn Study 3.
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STUDY 1

Study 1 was designed to develop empirically a
classifigapion of teaching styles through identification of
naturall§ occurring patterns of classroom behaviour
exhibited by university lecturers. Hithiq this development
process, analyses were conducted to assess the replicaBilit—
of the clusters identified across different samples of

instructors, different types of variables, and different
analytical techniques. These investi;;tiéns fulfill the
need for internal validation of the typology. és outlined by
Skinner (1981). Finally. the teach;ng styleévidentified
were compared on two other available measures: - subject area
and level of course. Tﬁese‘cogpa}isons form part of the'
process of external validation of the typology. More

. importantly. however, they allow us to examine tﬂe extent to

which teaching style varies across discipfine and co
. . - M

N - Y

level.

. Method

Subjects . :
‘Over a period of three successive academic years T .

(1976-1979) ., student observations of instructors'

low-inference classroom ‘teaching behaviours were collected

from 298 classes at the University of Western Ontario.

26 . .
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These data were collected i the cdatext oﬁ,research

~ N\

projects conducted by Profess”r H. \p Murrayqand/or by the

1

present author In&trdﬁtors in 130 of these classes had

_agreed to have ratings collected as part\of Rrofessor

<.

Murray S orlginal development work on the meJssure of

— »

classroom teaching Used in this study. namely the ‘Teacher .

2

Behaviors Inventory. These .instructor® wvere seletted from :
. -~ . ) . . . :

. . the faculties of Arts, Science, and Socia§ Science’, and

included- individuals of varying overall'teaching y

effectiveness as measured by student instructiomal ratings

over the previoug five acadeﬁic years. Instructors in other
classes'(n=123) had volunteered to oerticipate in subsequent'
studies involving feedback regarding specific classroom
| behaviours, whereas other instructors (n=45)‘¥.nq.asked to
participate in studies because they taught class sections in
" large multi-section courses with common final examinations.

Instructors who participated in more ‘than one of these

stgdies appear more than once in the present data set. With
- ’ < -

- -~

the exception of two classes whosefinstructors were

.eYqluated twice. once in each semester. all cases in the

data\set are differenmt classes. Thus, the 298 cases

represent 296 classes taught by 237 different ;nstructors
. All LnstructorS‘were rated in lecture-style courses

‘with ecrollments of 30 or more. Some instructors (p=69)

were céted by trained outside observers, mostly senior

psychology students who observed the instructor for a., . .

minimum of three class sessions before completing the
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(3

Teacher Behaviors Inventory.
however,
In these tases.

the -behaviour-rating questionnaire.

classes.

L)
.

\

Most instructors (n=229).
were rated by students enrolled in their own class.

studehts were randomly selected to receive

In 36 of these 229 °

students were selected from among those present 1in

class on the day of the researcher s visit. In the

remaining 193 classes.

class lists and approached by mail.

per class ranged from 1 to 21,

»

measunes

students vere randomly chosen from v

—

'u;th,an average of 6.93.

The number of ggters

\
\.

Student‘obServations of classroom behaviours were

€ollected dsing the Teacher Behaviors Inventory or TBI (see

Appendix A)-developed by Murray (1977) aﬁ&ﬁeescribed more-

fully by Murray (1983a).

organization.

capport

and affect.

o gfouped into nine categories:

interaction

speech,

The TBI consist§-of 100 items.

mannerisms, explanation,

interest, disclosure,

Each item refegs to a speciflc Cos

observable classroom teaching behaviou such as "puts

outline of lecture on blackboard or "moVes a cun® class

while lecturing.”

Concrete‘behavisuns_such as these} which’

" 'can be recorded by direct observatgon have been labellea

"low inference"” behaviours by Rosenshxne and Furst 11371)

Students or out51de observers were asked to ‘rate the

rrequency KiJ/ vhich thelr instructor exhibited each of

these behaviours.

never

(2). rarely

on the following 5- poxnt scale: (q{}

(3) sometxmes

P

~—t

(4) often. (5) always.

(U
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~ - - -

Student or observer responses were averaged within each

o class to yield mean scores on ‘each of 100- items for each

-

irstrgctor . —

-
Previous research cdnducted ~ith the TBI

(e.g.. Erdle &

., Murray. 1986: Murray. 1983a. 1983b: Murray. Rushton. &
.~  Paunonen, 1986) has amply documented its psychometric
characterlstxcs Interrater rellabzlltxes for each of the

100 items have\typlcally ranged from .4 to .9,. with a mean

of approxlmatery 7 (based on 7 obserers)> These results

indicate good-agreement among observers and, therefore

LR ]

good
) .
generalizability of results dcross different groups of

" students within a class. Also the behav1ours includeq in
‘.\‘ -
N the duestiqﬂﬁaire have been.found to.distinguish among .
SN ) ’
-

\\kftructors receliving consistently high. medium or low
S ‘stu ent ratings S!?bverall £¥aching quallty (Murcay 1983a) .
\:x,anA\Qo correlate with g‘yarlety of studént outcome measures, '
‘ including f§;:T~examxnatloh\performance (Murray, 1983b).

\;E\To F;\X;xtatg:?QFerpretation\of instructor profiles
I ‘

~ TBI sdale scarés\yere -computed. :Elght scales had been

‘QeveiopeQS\n prevxous reS*é\sh on the basxs of factor-

anal?tgc resugts and ratioﬁal consideratton of item contentz

*

. Item scores wegs\first Standardized with reference to

normatxve Aata SVailab1e~Jor the TBI items. Then scale

scores were ébmputed as\unweighted means of the appropriate

’ \&tems Table 1 presents\ggb name, é;}inition and .a number

“of relevant items for each scale

- \‘ .
N S N\
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"Rapport (RP): Instructor's.attitudes and feeiings

RIS - - K
- — o A - _& -~ - - - A~“: "_;- ~ \
= AN “{ ~ - .
- . .
z <. . .
~ T~ ~ e : 30
pd ) - L
‘ O
{abhle l . .i . -
-~ Definitiens and Saml.e les u TBI Scales
. ~ ) -
N —— <= - B -, .
. U~ | \-';"‘ i i .i S
isisc-ésure (DS) : instructor s explicxtvess and = . .ﬁ“f \\\§
- helpfulmess regar¥ing coturse requlrements and.,

grading crit.ria (9 itfems)

~

makes  €euaénts aware of overall objectives of course |

tells students €xactly what is expected of them -
N on tests. essays. or assignments
provides sample exam questions -

>

- 2
. - -~ . .

Expositional Style (ES): Behaviours serving to
explain. clarify. and/or generate_ student -
Lnterest xn subject matter (19. items)

repéats ‘difficult ideas several tj .
gives everyday. real-life exampl o
illustrateé concepts‘or principles .
- clearly indicates transition from one topic
to another

—_— .

Expressiveness (EX): Instructor's. usegﬁf movement . )

gesture, and vocal inflection to caPture student attention’

(12 items) o

] moves back and fortk’in front of class
gestures with hand or arms

speaks in a "dramatic":or expressive way ' N

.

Organlzat1on (OR) : Ways in whi;h instructor -attempts
to organize subject matter; methods used to

create structure and coherggce (11 items) po

explains how each topic_fits into-the _course
as a whole _

puts outline ‘of lecture on blackboard or overhead
.screen '

_periodically summarizes polnts already made

-

towvard students:; interpersonal relations betveen o
teacher and students (27 1tems)

LYY
v

praises students for good‘ideasv . -
knows individual students-by nahe. !
tolerant of other points of view

v

B N

e -

-~ rea e
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Relaxed Manner (RM) Indicatiéns that the instruftor
" is camfortabler and at ease in front of the class

(8 items) . . .

exhibits distracting mannerisms (negatively keyed)

explalniysubJect matter in lnformalﬂ_colloqu1al
language, « - . -

reads lecture from prepared notes or text., thus'® -
reducing spontaneity Lo

L4

. « -
, . € —
* | Speaking'Abilfty (SA) : Qualities. of instructor's
voice: manner of talking or speaking (7 items) N
pauses in mid-sentence (negatively keyed)
says "um” or "ah" (negatively .keyed) .
. does not, speak clearly (negatively keyed)
Ugse of Class Time (UT): Manner in which class time is . ..
B “utdilized: pacing of lecture (5. items) :
r 2 | . - - -
- dwzéizdixce551ve1y on obvxous.p01nts jnegatxvely _ .
- \ Vdigresses from major theme.of lecture (negatxvely .
keyed) K .
v sticks to the point in answering students' questuons :
) . . - - T .
Note: Two of the 100 TBI items are fRot imcluded in any scale. -
» S ' L ’
L4 .. . .
N .o
. - - "
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A Cluster analysis was conducted ta 1dentify groups of”

'

- v

instructors with® similar teaching‘pehaviour profiles.

Scores were standardized in'-each analysis to avoid the

- pOSSLblllty of the cluster solution being unduly influenced

-

by variables (e.g..” TBI scale scores) with large variance.

No other data preprocessing was done. Consequently,

eleyation, scatter, and shape effects were combined in the
-9 '

measurement of profile similarity.

-
The cluster analysis had three major ¢omponents, each
conducted with the CLUSTAN package (Wishart, 1978),. First,
; s

a hierarchical clustering of the  intersubject Euclidean

ot - < U ’ N I3 » - - 2
distances was .conducted, using Ward's minimum-variance _

‘ method. This particular clustéming approach starts with

individual subjects as clusters and successively merges

’ - ’ - . M .
pairs-of clusters which producecthe least increase in ‘the
. l‘ .

total error :sum of squares. Error is defiﬁed as the

distance from each individual to the centroid of Jjgs parent
cluster (Wishart,

1978, p. 3). The resultant clusters tend

‘to be small-variance and spherical. Monte Carlo studiés

revzewed by Punj and Stewart (1983) suggest that clusters

.

identified by hierarchical methods may not be optimal. x;

.

Therefore. the second component of rthe analysxs was a
~ . .

o

optimize the hferarchical sqlution.= Starting with an

- W .
existing classification (e g. " the hierarchical solution)

g the K- means algorithm moves individuals from one cluster to

’”~

K-means iterative relocation of the individual‘subjgtts, to -

32
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measured reliably.

o e - —~

- -

) ' - PP : L .
T another to improve the solution:quhe criterjon for

-1mprovement of the solution was again a decreaSe in the

error sum of squares. The third component was an identical_
K-means analysxs but with a random ciuster configuration
used as a starting poxnt . This offers some evidence

regarding the mathematical stability of the cluster solution

v;thin the.sample. | N 2

:t>‘1.' . R o | ;_ . h _";T;ééfl

. Results '

-

_Bsychometiic Properties of Measutes - . . -

N - . . & L
.. Interrater_ agreements for the 100 items of the TBI.were M

computed usxng the intraclass correlation approach advocated

-— -

by Ebel (1951) Analysis of variance procedures were used

',to estimate betveen teacher effects (ANOVA “treatments ) and .

- . "s
within-teacher effects (ANOVA "subJects ) Ebel's formula. -

(MSB - MSW)/MSB was then used to estimate the reliability
of the mean—rating obtained from K raters (mean k=6.9 in the

present data set)'. . The reliabilities of the mean ratings ° ' %

- .

for the 100 TBI items ranged from .42 to ~92. with a mean of ]c

69 and a median of 68 indicating that, there is agreement

_in the ratxngs provided for the same instructor by different

observers and that an\instructor s mean rating on an item \is

A

Overall -méans, standard deviations, internal

consistency (alpha) relliabilities. and intercorrelations of



- ﬁbé 8 IQI_scaies in the present-sampie of 298 classes are

’ giVén:iﬁfTsole 2. Internal gensistency estimates were - ° . _

£ .

T generelly high ranging from’ .65 to .94, indicating that -

»each scale is composed of a homogeneous set of béhav;ours
It may<be noted that scale intercorrelations were generally

':U’ C pos;tlve.xn direction and‘moderate to high in magnztude.

The one exception was Use of Class Time. which had’ low

.gbrrelatlons with the other scales. ) -

[ . . - .
-

o

Hierarchlcal clusterinq, subsequently opclmlzed by a. i

K- means procedure was performed on TBI scale scores Six

clusters;appeared to replxcate across the two K-means .

startxngprSLtions. Solutxons with greater numbers of

A clusters did not replicate clearly. Replication was

Jassessed'throdgb examination of cluster membership *(i.e..
n' ) \ . — ) K - . " ) .
which subjects'ware“allocated to.eachECIUSter) and

examinat;on of cluster mean scores an the exght scales. The ' )

six cluster mean profxles are presented in Eigure 1. as

g

[ 2]

~ .
deviations from the grand mean.ﬂ Evidence presented'beiow

<2

confirms that six clusters can be iriterpreted with .y ) -

confidence. A descrxptxon of the clusters at this noint

will facilitate understanﬂingﬂof later sections. i S vty
Cluster A individuals are good'speakers who use class

time effic;entiy and who are relaxed and confident’in front ) ,

of a class. Compared to other instructors’ they avoid =

N, "spoon- feeding” students --' that .is. they. giv#’limited
’ »
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- Figuve.l ¢

€luster Profiles (Study l Sample)

Cluster &
Ut (n=46)

Cluster B
(n360)

'
i

Cluster C ]
(n=61)




»
Cluster D
(n=32) -

Cluster E
(n=73)

Cluster F
(n=21)
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) information: regarding sampre eéxam questzons_a&d"gradLag Z,g'ﬁq';;ﬁfﬁ
crxt:eria. and dc .ndt remind students of deadl\lﬁes ~0r prlouisde“ \’,:iw“* “iu}
) hegpful hlnts for Eearning the,course conteﬁt;TiIﬁe‘_can be ;ffﬁ$iz
Clus&g: ﬁ conxains iqstrucéors uho arT §35$35¥; :,;”ii?E)&‘E’fﬁfﬁ
. Expressxjveness 1ndicating that they ‘tend to’ show very‘ ! -': ,\ ‘\;:.;‘.' \’
/7/"’1Tt;Q:§:b6emhnt or gesture in class ang tend %o fpeak in\ ’;%l$ﬁ‘i.?§i
. . slow : oning monotone“ They age. however abo&e average om> '_.2 :j?}
i .‘Organization 1nd1¢athg that théy élearly staﬁe the o Aﬂid‘ :4:} ‘
. , , AN : :
: o prectlves of each lecture ~explain hdw B@ flts lntc the’ ’ , _',f-fzzf
NS céurse as ‘a whole and*organize the materlal'U1thin each ,f.j.;]”ig
L t',ﬂ, i’lecture accordlng to a cleariy deflned structure Thesefg%;t?!?ﬁ\l ‘
' o instructors can be callﬁd S&;ng;uzgd bu: Bgning .wd};t;}jf{ fé"-.l
) Cluster: Q instructors a&e almost. the miﬁror zmage e{::jr‘l'_f fi%
'5 the Cluster. B group They are expressxve adﬁ¢edfhus125tlé Y f‘?
’ lecturers who reveaI ;ery Ilttle organiza eﬁdn or structure ”’P: ‘(}‘3
P P U I
in their presentatlon of courSe contentL, In.; glveé.' AR o
lecture, they are lwkely to use tlme ineffxcienﬁly by 1?) ’l:.“; f;;ﬁf
' digressing from'the main tOplC and coverlng'very little ‘;EJ-I ‘ . f;
material. These ind;viduals, then., are En;g:;aining but : ) ."H‘};f;
5 . AR o , . ‘
- ‘ . Cluster D_igstruetors-have a profile of scores that )
below .average in everygh;ng except |¢se of Class Time. O :
i the ‘basis of:ﬁurray's‘(y9635y data isdiqaﬁinq generall
positive relationships‘be%weeu TBIisce
measures of teaching effectiveness. the‘inseructers in.thgsl
cluster can be characterized as ingjjg;ﬁixe ng;ungts.
' ' 1



Clis;gz'ﬁ instructors are generally above average.

Because their profile is almost the mirror image of the

~Cluster D profide., they can be described as Effective
LEQIHLELS-

ngsjg; E contains individuals who receive extremely

a

low scale scores. particularly on Speaking Ability. They
y .

.are described by students as apprehensive speakers who
frequently say "um” or "ah". mumble, speak softly., and pause

or stop in mid-sentence. Although they dre below average in

.all areas, these instructors are perhaps best characterized

.as Mumblers. P
. - “\
ltem-Scaleshuster Comparison - .
Cluster, analyses identical to those desé¢ribed above
';fﬂ;z, "o+~ . were conducted using item seores rather than scale scores as

-~ . ‘ R , : -

oo ‘ ‘ ’ lnput data. Cluster memberships were compared for

SUTI classifications based on items and ‘'scales. These results

4 ;'VE{?}i"fw'ﬂ"' "are presented in Table 3. In general, instructors who were

" grouped together on the basis of one set of data tended to q

_be similarly grouped on the basis of the other. The two
. - XS z
classifications were statfstically related. ) (25) = .

- ¢
. -

729.30, p<.001. and fnspection of the entries in Table 3 o
confirms that there was a high degree of agreement in the

allocation of individuals to clusters. As further

“a b

confirmation of the similarity betveen the two c}uster .". e

solutions, the order in which g@if% of in¢1v§duals (and

-, clusters) were merged in each hLerarchmcal analysis was

N
P

. , .

. b o -
. . ! el




Iakle 3

- .
Comparison of Cluster Memberships

Cluste

A B
A 23 14
&
B 3 SO
Clusters
Based on C 0 13
Scale
~ Data . D .0 0
£ 6 1
. F 0 0
Total 32 - 78

.~ - -

Notet__Table entries are

-

- into each cluster

[

<

P
4

*»”. -

rs Based on Item Data

sl

C D £ F Total
6 0 3 0 46
1 3 3 0 60
»
. 39 '8 1 0 61
3 27 0 7 37
) ) 66 0 73
2 3 0 16 21
51, 41 73 23 298
-». -

numbers of subjects classified
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~examined. The cophenetic correlation betueen the two
hierarchical solutions was .63. indicating substantial

A agreement in the structure and ordering of allocation of
cases to clusters. Because of the srnilarity of the results

obtained wath item and. scale data, only the analyses

~

41

-

conducted on scale data are reported.- ‘

N

~ The total sample of 298 subjects was split (on an
) odd-even basis) inﬁo two half-samples of 151 "and 147 = .
< \ ' .-
subjects The data from each half- sample were analyzed

~ 1ndependently xn order to test the replicqbillty of the

clusters obtaiﬁeg Cluster analyses 1dent1ca1 to those

~/

f - ' - coqpucted'ﬁith the total sample wvere conducted with eqch

S half-sampteu Hiefarchxcal__lustering. subsequently
optlsized by -a_ K meanssprqcedure ‘was per formed on TB1 scale

B sgores b‘Withxn each half sample six clusters replicated in

D

the two Kfmeans"analyses (based on two different starting

Nbsltidﬁs) . Solutions with lérger numbers of clusters diu
not replicate well ana”therefere only the Six cluster
L - D
-, solutxon was examxned«further \wThe cluster means from the

. n
N L S

tﬁo half- sampres were sqbseque ly input“as raw data to the
N\\

- same_ clu;Eer anaiﬂbls pgocedu;;:to furthér assess

. répllcatiop across/samples As’expectqg> each of the six

-~ jge!

. C clusters in ch haltsSampIe clustered wioh only one
é’cLuSter {(om the other sample This.findidg

'ésrrespondln

N provides addftional support for the 'realixy' of the

L O 2 R S
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N c;uscg::é-.';zeacnmg styles) identified.
) ‘.‘.‘..‘:.‘:—'7':"'2‘- - \
R N :‘ K .& Hont:e Carbo study was undertaken to assess r:he degree
.t -2;_,, el ﬁk\fh.l!ch Teplicatzon of clusters across the two splzc halves
Se s o! t.t;é‘*sample could be due to capxtal;zatzon on c.bance .
y k - -f‘ _-&S‘c_ié'le scores were simulated for 49 samples of 298 cases,
el . » Rith: sca@e intercorrela;ions designed to reproduce
R R - j‘\‘.‘ . correlations obtained in the observed sampleé data. This was\\“
‘_ ' B ‘\-.:.t\-;"\jé‘gccomplished by generating for each subject 8 orthogonal
o . 'b“"”\‘_'\_ -._$c0res ‘from the normal distribution.’ premultiplying this
Tt ) . score matrix by the full-rank prineipal components solution
of the eight scale scoi:“é's i the ori;;'ina} dat;.'a" and then
C - scqhng the obta.med \scores to r:gproduce t:he standard -
V. . deviat;.ens of t.he or‘igu;a‘l_ dm Iﬁ {hl%ﬂ{ er, 49 new
: :2% ~’”.1.ncl;_\(:}.-o:il;.3;;&‘3‘!"'&iiia’:'iznq:araera-z:;ed i In each
- : s‘amp-le ¢~a$as\°uere ail‘m;a-t-ed!"&e cr{euof- two half‘—samples and ST
~ . -\ S AATEE
- .o * R R S S " -
S cluste‘p i’éﬂm&@w&@p@ - . \& -
hd ) * . "?:., " . . y .""s-n‘ ‘\‘.0- ".,_. =% . . s . A .
.. o ﬁnesd}g}:%;%?s :gm.g}qgte?‘-dentroz.ds in each -pair ot /ﬁ
) R 38 1.,\- 22 .

. hat f-sanéﬂes,&'{; fﬂag%d «gatéb éere computed and compared ta

\“‘o\ """‘""‘

'R}Ldbserve& data “The dxstances\
\ A s
m &Igsqe xke?ih‘hoi‘ﬁ .ﬁ-)- the observed data are

A £ e e . :
.. ‘r.eprod\&e? Ii&“i'able-.&.f.‘:&;v can be seen that the replication

wa‘s qgn.e clear xx:\fhe db'serwéd- data.’ with each-.cluster in

o - e, .
L~ i \\."

"l:-; - ;cu:\e sdlut;ion bexng‘hkose to only ome cluscer in .the ou:er

soiut‘lnh Thn avera} .‘df'SEance between ”matchln “cluste
g™

® o
lh.- '

«

. '_;‘ (\i r‘&- - _‘the average of the off- diaqonal element.s m Table 4)
' '~. ',.'.‘l -‘ .,.w‘ oy - - ~3
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was 2.24. In comparison, of thé 49 pairs of cluster

solutions.of simulated data. only one had an average : ) .
diagonal elem;nt less than fhat.obtained in®the observed . .
data (distance = .571). and onty, thrée had average . . N .
off-éiagonal elements greate? fhan that obtained in the

observed data (distances = 2.29, 2.28, 2.63). The ratio of

the diagonal to the off-diagonal‘éan be taken as an estimate

- of how close the replicated clusters are to each other.

‘relative to their distances to other clusters. Smaller

values indicate greater replication. In .the observed data

this ratio is .287 (.644/2.24). None of the values obtalﬂed S 3
with simulated data was lower than this value (Mean = :483, ‘
SD = .104). ) : ' L R

- Hope (1968) has discussed this type of compariscd of ‘a

single observed value to several simulatgd values as a

permutation test. Under the null hypothesis., the

prdbabilxty that the single observed value is larger than

all s sxmulatlon values is g!'/(s+1)! or 1/(s+1). " This

xﬁ;qggests that the_replxcatxon of clusters derived in the

o\
current data',set could be considered “statistically

significant” at the p<.02 level. These results provide a
- _ .

certain added measure of confidence in the replication of .
N . ’ N N . T '“—~ R o - —

= TR e e g - — g~

P PO

7‘- ) e~ — T -
- el S L=,

A} N o - o
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A "stopping rule” for the number o?Acdusters Ln ;‘ "“j;ﬁ IR

hierarchical analysis has bee' proposed by Wishart (1982)

o



" clusters, indicating that 12 clusters, rather than 11.

The test is somewhat analogous to the scree test in factor
analysis. It identifies a point of discontinuity in the

particular criterion being optimized by the algorithm,

-

indicating a noticeable improvement/detrement in fit. For

example. in the solution of TBI scale data. the error sum of’

squares for 11 clusters was almost 3 standard deviations
above (i.e..®worse than) the predicted value based on the-

-~

linear trend of .solutions with decreasing numbers of

~ should be selected: Slightly diffefent’estimgtes were

obtained by varying the number of paints used to establish

" the linear trénd. Resulté consistently showed strong

support for up to 7 clusters (z2=4.8 approx ). uhereas
support for 11 or 12 clusters was somewhat weaker Very
similan»patgerUS“of*resurts were found with the item scores-
As-discu$Sed earlier. however. reblidability'within and
aérégs samples indicated that a more conservative nuéber gf;

6 clusters can be interpreted with-confidence.

Outliers were defined as individuals Iying more than 2

- distance unx;s “from their cluster centroid. Sixteen

~gutliers were identified and eliminated from a trial

rééiﬁggrficatton of scale data. No major changes were noted

-fn the cluster centroids or memberships, with thé‘éxteﬁtxén

" of Gidstéf.E-(Muhblers). This cluster of very’léw*Scﬁring

individuals frad a large variance relative toiéther'clbsteré ;

..
v
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- “The par:xcular algor;thm ub1lized for the K-means

'-ordenings The wltnxn cluster sum>of squares did not differ h

- apprqciahly from oneesolutxon tc'another

and contained ntne of the sixteen outliers. The elimination

)
'

.éf these cases led to the re-allocation of~15.idwiscoring

cages.from other .clusters into €luster F, giving_a mean

profile for the reSulting 27 cases which was tess extreme i.

n
- . - - d

than the origxnal on all scores. On this basis it can be

concluded.that the solu:lon adopted in thls study was.

re}a{ively robust-uxth”respect to outtiers. Therefore.'the

—outlxer cases were retained’xn all further analyses

- -
— = v - -

&ﬁmﬁ&mmmngcases

clusterlng procedure 'the~RE&O€ATE ‘'subroutine in the CLUSTAN

—

package (Wishart, 1978) . updates each ¢luster ééhtroid after

real%océt?ﬁé’any‘individual«case from its original cluster

to a cioser Zluster. One efféct of this approach is that

.

the bta;ned solutxon is dependent,

to some extent. dpon the

ordering of the cases in the data set A very brief
investigatioﬁ was undertaken to assess the eatent of this
"effect in the present study. e
Twelve different orderings of the subjects uere‘
analyzed. using a hierarchisai @Jnimum;varianse altgorithm
;ogslm{aed by the K-means prbcedﬁre with fhe same iihxhuﬁ-

- . ) .
var iarice criterlon Theéarclu ter solutions were compared

v T~

;
‘across- the ‘twelve apalyses P,

!

-

. "Six different solutions‘ gre obtained from- the twelver

S - o
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'offered'éould-ﬁe.determined:

—thingﬁgnd {ourth year hoﬁours courses

allocation of cases to clusters.did vary across solutions.

Three of the six clusters -- i.e. Ciuster A (Speech -

Cluster E (Effective Lecturers)

Civers). and Cluster F

(Mﬁmblers) -- appeared to‘'be quxte stable ;h contrast,

numbers of cases in Cluster C (Entertaining but
Unstructured) and-Cluster D (Ipeffective_Lecgurers) varied

by as much as 40%. Despite variation in allpcatioﬁ of cases

to clusters. the mean profiles of the six clusters were very

‘similar_across all solutions.

_In conclusiom. it appe#rs that the identification of an

ind{ViQQaI iﬁstructor's teaching style'may be somewhat

unstable.' However, the six teaching sgyles which have beén

idEniified reappear consisteﬁtly across all analyses.

. -

~&ﬁlir.).nnﬁm.n.r.szS.w:h.xes:.:&r_eaansil.exelcz.iCsmr_sg

For each of the 298 classes in the present data set,

the level of ghe'coqﬁse and the.department in which it was

Clusters were compa}ed on each
of these variables to determine-whether teaching style was
depenéen;-on class characteristics. - R

Classes were. classified into, four levels; .(lfvfirst

- . . - >

keér introductory survey courses: (2) secand year general

.
LY

,rﬁgnterest courses designed for studepts not majorlng in the

‘,f
(3) secend year honours courses:  and (4)

subject—ayea'

The relationshlp

" between-tnstructar's teaching styie and course»level for the

. 298 classes used™in this study Ls_presented in Table ;..

- - .
- - - . LN - g
- - . - . '
.
- . .

i.9

—— B
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N ) )
‘ ) Relationship between Teaching Style and Course’ Level
. {Study 1) '
Teaching Style Cluster
- A B C D E E-
i Course -Level

Introductory 27 24 19 15 . 26 4

' Ceneral 6 7. 20 7 10 11

v I Jupior Honours 9. 23 16 13 24 5

4 , ,
\ Senior Honours 4. 6 1Y 2 13 1
Total - 46 60 61 - 37 %3 21
V4 .
i Note: Table entrié€s are numbers.of Glasses..
'\ .
. -2 y ’
— * '.. . B ) - w-r: B e oo ..q#,....‘v.. .

Total

115
61
.90

32

298



~overrepresented at this level.

r¢
.’:,'&

49

There was & sratistically significant relationship between

2 -
these two variables, , Y  (15)' = 37.61, p<.001, indicating

that teaching style was not independent of course level. In

exaninioé'the entries of Table 3: it can be seen that

in tructors in typically large mu1t1 section xntroductory

“(Level 1) courses were more likely than other 1nstructors to

be-Speech,Clvers (Cluster A). In the Level 2 (general .

interes ) courses, instructors tended to shov the

Entertaxnlng but Unstructured style (Cluster C) . .perhaps

\
‘reflecting their need to maintain the interest of large

classes of students who, are not.expected to study further in

the area. There was also a large proportion of Mumblers in

'the Level 2 courses.* Although the.cause‘for this cannot be

~

determined from the da‘i. it might reflect a tendency for
departments to ‘assign inexperienced and/or below-average

lecturers to these lowetr priority courses.x In second-year'
. .

- honours (Level- 3) courses, there was a tendency for.

~

instructors to be Structyred but Boring (Cluster B) rather
4 ' ' C -
than Speech CGivers or Entertaining but Unstructured.
. .

Whether this is due to é\consciou5~choice of teaching stylef

.

V4 - .
by the instructor in order to adapt to the course, or

whether it is a function of differentzal assxgnment by
departments cannot ‘be ascertained. Although the number of

senior honours (Level 4) classes was small there was a.

tendency for EfféCtive Lecturdrs (Cluster E) ‘to be

N
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.

.
Classes were also classified fnto one of three ma jor

sohjecc-areas:‘ (1) Arts, 1nc1ud1ng Englzsh. Musit, Modern .

L;nguages, and Phllosophy; (2)Sciences. including Computer
e v -t .
Science. Engineering. Medicine, Anatomy. Chemistry., Physics.

and'Mathematics: and '(3) Social Sciences.  including

Psychology, Economics, History. Ceography. Sociology.

.

Anthropology Political Science, and Administrative Studies.

'The Soc1al Scxence area accounted for 191 of the\398
- 1

classes, or almos: two-thirds. As shown in Table 6, there
" was a staﬁistically significant relationship between

teachling style as defined by cluster membership, and,

subJect area. 7&(10) = 25.45, R<.005. In examining the
entries in Table 6. it can be seen that Arts instructors
were moré likely.than instructors in other fields to be
Entertéining out Unstruccureg {(Cluster Cj,-and also were
‘more%likel? to be Effective Lecturers (Cluster E). * Science

N instructors on the other'hand' were slightly-more likely to
L4
be Ineffecthe Lecturers (Cluster ‘D) or Mumblers (Cluster

. Ey_*and 1ess likely to be Speech Givers (Cluster Ag
s’! 'mma:}‘ . . ' hd .‘ . ‘ . ~ . )
- ‘as . ’ . T
A varjety of classdfication methods were employed in
. 1 '
Study 1. to group 298’ instructors into clusters on the basis

of 100 behavioural ratings. The six-cluster classification

based on an’ opcimizedi'mknimum variance hierarchical

clusterinq of 8 TBI scale scores was the best - replicated and

bes:.supported of the sothions Very simllar cluster mean |

I

[
L]
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Iable € ‘ i
]
. - " Teaching Style Cluster
A B c "D E 3
Subject aréa" .
t o . . - 4
’ ' Arts 5 S 15 3 16 4
i S =
{ Science 4 8 15 12 13 7
Social
. ~ Science ~_37 47 31 . 22 a4 10
Total 46 60 61 37 73 21
the: Table entries_are numbers of classes.
-~ - '\\
. \“ \\\
- \ - h -
i N -
‘ "f ' :
£ ) i
b
= Vel - 3

Total

48

59

191

298

51
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as, generally Effective Lecturers The CIusner 3 mean ) S .;

Iprofile showed extremely low scale 5cores but was marked by

"role . in dete?mining'cluster membershlp This can be Seen by

. 52
profiles were obtained from different start.i.rig poW‘ and
in different subsets of the data. The grouping of

instructors into clusters was similar whether the data were

scale scores or item scores.

Cluster A instructors., the Speech Civers. were Rt

—

identified as good speakers who use class time effibiéntly 53
but do not glve much 1nformatxon regarding course

requirements. Many lnstrbctors teaching large introductory

]
"I

courses were found to fall into this category. The Cluster -

'

)
R .
ALARYN

B mean profile showed a style that might be described as

o,
\

A el
Loty

Structured but Boring. in-other words high-scores on : ' -

Organization and /low scores on Expressiveness. The pattérn -

of scores for Cluster C was'almost a direct reversai of the - 7,

-

‘CTuster B'profile a style that might be labelled' :“_’ "i;_~ LT

Entertaining bit Unstructured. Many 1nstructors teachfhg -

Arts courses and general interest courses were:- faund to fall T,
into’ this cluster. ‘Cluster-D instructors wére belov average “{-
on all scales except Use df Class ?ime and thus can be

described as generally IneffeCtive.Lécturers Instructors __’> i't"ti{

.

in Cluster E, above average on all scaLes caf be describeé

-

r\:

- .- RIS

particularly Iev ratinQS'fbr_speaking abilrty Ihé’ fn ;T'. |
individuals in thisagroup were ldberled Mumhlers i ‘;; e -

dt 15 clear that elevarloﬁ of scores played a majcr ;f,";gfﬂ

T e

Lo L

- -

-

referr;ng;togghe’mean.profiieS'fcr;qﬁugcere'D, E..and F




preseénted in;Eiéure 1. Cluster E was a@ave average on all

eight scores. whereas F was far below averagé on all exght

and D was moderately low on all but Use og Class Time.
\ ‘l L A

Additional support for the importance afﬂelevaC1on could be

seen in comparlng the six- cluster solutlon ip otbers
J)\
obtained when the effect of elevation had\beeh iargely

S '

removed. Cluster analysis of data from which subjgct means -

had been removed. as well as modal profile analYéis‘pf

N

intersubject correlations, yielded classifications .

v

substantially different from that reported here.

Teaching style was found to be significantly and

¢

meaningfully related to both the level and the subject area
of. the course. The causes of these relationships cannot. Sff
course. be determined from the available data. ' With regard
to course level., the results indicated that instructors of
introductory or general interest céarses tended to utilize a
ﬁeaching gtyle which favours Expressiveness over
Organization (Speech Giver or Entertéining but _
. Unstructured). Instructors §f second-year honours courses
tended to display an opposite style (Structured bué-Borinq).
With ragard to subject area. it was found that Arts
.inSCruc.;rs tended to be Entertaining but bnstructured, and

also were more likely to be Effective Lecturers. The low -

prdfiles of the Ineffective Lecturers and the Mumblers were

over -represented among Scien nstructors.
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. o : . STUDY 2 . :’

Once a . reliable typology of teaching styles has been

identified, it is important to investigate the relalibnship

f“gf teaching styles to other relevant edweational variables.

Recent research has shown significant and predictable
relet¢onships‘between lecturer behaviours and several other

relevant variables, including student outcome measures. In

‘ his review of the research on university lecturing., Dunkin.

"(1983) concluded that:-although tentative conclusions can be

L N

_drawn regarding the positive effects of particular lecture

characteristics such as content cbverage clarity. and

expressxveness, no generallzatLOns can yet be made regarding

lecturing styles or'patterns of behaviour.
e

There is some evidence that patterms of teaching’

£

behaviour- differ across academic disciplxnes. Differences

in the measures employed and lack of rlgour 1n conducting -

and reporting anaIyses maﬁb it difficult to draw firm

-

conclusions in this area, howeverﬂ Crookes (1977) found

that instructors of community college Arts and Science
L

courses could beadistipguished from'1nstructors-of'Applied
Arts and Science courses in the fregquency of autharitarian

vsS., permissive teachiﬁg styles. The extent to which this is

reflective of classroom teach?pg behaviours is not clear,

In a study focusing on low-inference items and céntrolfing'

for halo effect due to the student's overall liking for the

instructor, Miller (1979) found significant differences .

P
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: . T j_ & v

e



4")

- Ao o e .- ~ - . A ’ .
: R R L 2
- f"\'
= s S < A N R ~ -
a2 - ) —_—— S
. - e ™ . i S N X e \\
% o G N . ~ *
Y -
) s i \; - \ ) v N S5
. - A/ oD \\
2 - - & S N o
N —y " .across. 20 disciplipes in the “level andlshape of instructor -

::‘ R protiles J?i}l teachinQNdimensions- Halo effect dxd not

w2 ) \\.-_. \
alter the relative shapes of the proflles Erdle and Murray

-2

(1986) ccmpared unxver51cY 1nstructors Ln A\;s Socxa;
f« Y

@;f§c€ence and Scisfice facultles on\7 classroom behaviour

e

’

.

faetors(dprlved~frqg out51de ebserver (?txngs of ahe 100

~ -
behaVioéIs hssted in the Teacher Behav19rs Inventory They
RIS 2
SR fqgnd thet Arts teachers. were sigﬁ§ficaﬁt1y higher tha.
- .. r\
. Scié;ce tedchers. Qp aneraction 1nﬁerest‘ a%d rapport

‘factors wh;le Secial Science teachers- vere\51gn1f'cant y

.,-_\ N

- nighdr. thagt Science téachers o the interest scale. and Arts ' Q

- BN

“ ~

Lnstr ctors vere sxgnxficantly lower than both o@her groups
- on-organizatxgg As‘Bescribed prevzously Brown Bakbtgr

J and Yoquman (1§84) alse founé'a statistically signzflcar:\
r \, '\
in{ergftioé between ?ecturzng style and s&bject area.

c
Generally $cience instructors were more likely to prov;de

]

“ff students'thh detaildu cbhtent lnformat;on than were - »,]

~-

- "finstructorsdin oﬁ%er areas N

e

\

e In summary then. thre is reason‘to'expect that : RQR
" e )
o~ classroea.teachlng behavxours wzll 1n fact be seen to vary L
— T SN A
across academic d&sciplines fhxs hypothesized nelationshxp N N
. S B
could be cmnf{fmed by signrflcant dxfferences in scores" on ) = t
be W < - .
teaching behaVXOur scales or by s*gnificant disferences Lg) (:‘/N
J

VY

the frequencx\pf various 1eachinq styles or clusters across

-

subject ateas Dunkin and Biddle (1974) have described th;sA:

\
type of research as fitting a presage process paradigm in

_ whieh stab}e 1nstruct6r characteristics such as personality

. .-l,. o . , ‘c.,_
yeoot v oo. P T




bzraits, or 1in

- - . L]
this qgase academ:c discipline {presage

. . . i
yérzablesy are related to measures.which descr.be ciass;gem
A : . . b ‘ ) N = ~
teaching tehaviour (process var:iables). N

‘ N iIn a process-product study Murray. (1983b) focunz v N .
~, ) \ o~ A e .
N cons;S{ent patterns of correiation between .assroonm . .
: \ X € i - .
~ - . ‘. - n
- tegach lqg behav:.our f8c¢tors as assessed .by the Teacher

-Behaviors Inventory and six d:fferent mgasures of overa!ll

N
Y

. P ~ . . N . e '
teach:img effectiveness inciud:ng studer:t ;:s:ruc:;onaéh\

s ~ . -

rar:ings fihal_exam;ﬂa:;on ach.evement and subsequent

:

course eﬁro.~me“t- Similarily Murray (lgB}a) found tnat .

severa! TBI behavicurs di.fferert:ated _s:gnificant.y among
* N [P ."’ ~ .\,
insiructors who nad cvons:steni.iy received high: mea:.m or

.ow student ratings over the previous five academ:¢ years. *

These f;nd:ngs are n keepdhg w:th the substanrtial body of

‘research literature supporting the va,-dx»y of student
~'ratings. and provzde .qrther ev.denc _-ha. classroom

teaching styles can be expétted to show mearingful .

‘relationships with other educational variables sutk as . .
S : : N ' '
7™\ gickal stident ratings of teaching effectiveness. <& R .
/ . ‘. ' ~ ,/ ’

Feldman (1986) recently reviewed the reésearch on the

. : :
g * Nl -
3y " R . i . N J ’_"\ . B

qela:; ver.ips’ betweenr instructor educational avtitudds

\ ¢ - ! -~ a4
(presage var abxes) and overq}l~teach1nq4éffect1veness (a . C

N

~
)
J

prod‘?t varzaq‘g) T“e results of thﬁ;e.s;ud Les are mixed. ~

&gi)each signi ‘cant rel at onsth there seems. ﬁo s;:;;\ieasg r~
- . -
' onie neqative result vxth very sxmila()varxables ' The inters
pretatlon of th¢s research has b;en hampered by the omissxon_-'.' 3
~—
’X\Sed:atlng processlvar»ableé, or teaching Q@havrours., -

\ v p
Y




. Erglg( Murray and Rushtor {1985) Anvestlgated
\\relahaﬁnsh}ps amorg presage. process and product teacher

- ~ variables wzth‘n a single study.

teaching behaviours as measured by the TBI

~ -
apg£§xima:ely 50% ©of the covar:iance between instructor

Cons:i:dering that their behav:cur measure

' r~leetgr6;§.
’ - NS =

, . ilimited to two*féctdFvscq;es representing only 29 of

TBI teactrrng behavialirs. th:s
I S T - .
- relateonship. This finding encourages

3 ) - N

s indeed a substant:al
investigation of
\‘— = -

role of classroon teacHing peral:our in the relationsh:ip

- [3
“ - - Petween instructor characteristics-and student outcomes.
~ - - : ° ) ’ h ’

T - —— PO '
i S:sdya?&was desigred tv invest:gate relationships
~eN ‘ -~ ’
tetween ‘ea,“;rq styles and other ed¢ca:-c ally relevant

-~

var:ables .- lr Skinner S\\;Eai) “erm‘r,;ogy this study

- N, P,

- souqhi to c0ﬁ€{“ue \be ex-¢'na. va ydah.oqxof the typo.o

e T deve oped in Study 1. .‘5 ﬁew sawp e b‘ n :rué:ors'wgs
. 5 .

. . N

- the sxx‘“typéh—ldesG:ibed-aﬁbne'

;nvest:gated becween-teaéhgpg styles on the ore™

rns&rug;oz‘charac:er+s&%cs‘ instraczor

and global student‘?éiznqg\dn the other. "

whereas .prev:ous research has examined these latter

S -
— . - . .

Relanxons“.ps were

rand an
course and

- sel‘-ratings

factor scores, no previous study has investigated these

varlab es in relation tb patterns“f teacher, behaVlOur

in other words., teaching styles

accounted for

< .. _ . . .
personality and\rasfd teaching effectiveness in un.versiiy

the

gy

d

" variables in're‘é:;on to indz ‘4ual teaching behavlaurs ar

or

They found that classroom

N dentrr{\ed‘ an}\hexr teaqhmq $EYLeS ciass: f;ed into one of ‘




1
e

Zeacher Behaviors Inventory. As described under Stuay

Subjects A -
"All full-time fSculty members at the Un%vens::y of

Western Onkario were approacQ@d by letter 11 the winter of

the- 1984-1985 academic vear. and were asked to partic:ipate

in a study of teacher characteristics:;teachef‘att'tudeg.
aﬁd‘ceaching<effectiveness. Instvuctors‘ver; asked to
identify an undergraduate lecture course in which they
;greed to have student ratings collected. They uere\
encouraged to volunteer twd or more courses. if p?sszble
Agreement to par;icigate‘uas obtained from 97 instructors
teaching a total of 135 lecture-type cliasses. The

demographic characteristics of the 90 instructors who

combleted the 1nsStructor guestionnalre are presented :n

Table 7. Also presented are descriptive statistics for the

classes in which ratings wére collected.

1 the Teacher Behaviors InveACOry (TBI)-assesseS the

frequercy of OCCurrence of 100. low- xnference teach‘ng

behav;ours (see AppendxxrA) Frequency rq\:ngs vere

obtained from students enrclled ‘in the 135 ¢lasses taught by

%
Ta

Student Ea;;ng Egnm L. A—lG-itemﬂrating form ;as>

dxstr;buted to students to. assess more global student

.

the 97 participating instructors.

58
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DRemographic Characteristics of Instructors and Courses
{Study 2)

Iggtructor Characteristics
Academic Rank

Years of Experience

Course Characteristics

Course Level

Siject Area

Class Size

male
female

lecturer

assistant professor
associate professor
full professor

Mean
SD

Mean
SD

introductory
general interest
junior honours

I senior honours
Arts

Science .
Social Science

Mean
SD.. o

et

,w.‘,.-,]...’;.rmﬂ-ﬁniu .

.
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. attitudes toward the, c0urse “and instructor (see Appendix B) .
Thq_§;r§gwg§ items asked studentq to lndlcate,ghelz_ T
.'4 o agreement or disagreement. en a 7-point Likert scale. with - -
statements concerning course work load and difficuity. |
impact of course on student thinking or knowledge.- future- S

enrollment plans. and overall evaluation of the ceourse and

the instructor. The last item asked students to indicate
: .

the percentage of lectures they had attended. Qith<response S

alternatives rangxng from "Iess than 50%" to" "all leclures”

*

_in-increments of ten percent.
Ins;zus&nz Self-Rating Questionnaire. Each S,

. partlcipatlnq instructor wis asked to comple;e a
N . - . .

questionnaire divided into the follou;ng_fpur sections: .
- ol )

’r

instructor lnformation. course information. cLassroom

ey san sl Site bty v,

-

geacﬁing”style and attitudes toward teachxng (see Appendlx_

). The flrst sect1on.asked the - 1nstructor to provide’ hxs

or her departmental affil;ation and academic rank. sex .age.-f-L, -

. [ R, - - . —

- " " years of teaching experience, and current teaching. lcad

-

[

The second section of the questionnaire requested - .

. -

information yegarding the class in which ratings were being

collected: grading format: sources of course content in’’

o add tion.to lectures. pertentage of students for whom. the

“‘a
o *
T - . -

T course’ uas mandatory "numSer of t‘mes inst;uccgr haqﬂtauqht T e

& 1w 004 8 5 ALY b Ju oyt

ot

” -~ - - 3

. ) same course in’ the past ‘and znstructor S- qurrent en;oyment . -

- .- - _. -~ . - e _ -

'*w'z I .. . of the class Instructors who had volunteered two Qr more L e L ..

g ) ) T ’V'CISSSES wére .asked .to, provide th;s 1nformat10n for both

K .
. -

~c1assesf. Add1tiona11y they were asked three QUestlons:f -

- B

W Newaimpea u-,hﬂrﬂ. ]
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. —_— -

E = which assessed ibe'degreeaof similarity between the two
* classes. o >

= - —~ ]

- T o Thefthird‘section-of the?questionnéire solicited . o .
-1nscructor self ratlngs on a number. of teaching style'

. dimensions. The items referred to the instructor s teaChznq §

.in general, across varzous courses. However' instructdrs j-

- - - - -

were encouraged tQ provide multiple” responses to the 1tems

‘in any case where they felt that the response would vary by

-~

class. Only two instructors provided more than one response . - o

. . R . - 3 . -
- 3 . .

. : I ) ~ te any item. and their averaged responses to each dere used”®

R e ' teaching on ,each of the eight scales of_the. TBI, dsing a

Instructors first provided ratings of their classrocom i ;
i
¥
1
{

7-poln£,LikeFt‘scale ranging from "much below aVerage" to. .

"much above aVerage“.:'Next‘ rnstructors were asked to
. t. »

- ' indicate the.approiimate percentage of classroom time they

spent'cq each of the six teaching roles discussed by Mann

v
'
S e e e, 4

: " et .al. (1970): Althdugh resbonses;were requested’ as .

I B . gercentaées. it' was acknowledged ihat't§‘>tot§1‘might not .

‘e

- B -edﬁai'loo Instructors were next préﬁided with 13

-
-,

el a&ternatlye methods which might possibly be used’ to 1mprove

« teacher effectiveness (ranging from makinq inferéhces from

)
o

L

A
]
. ‘ N .
1 aeme b Ot U MM SRl 20l ISR ( vy ¢ A+ o

2 ‘ sfudent academic performance to. substant131 redesign of A v o

- .-

¢
»

c e =7 : - course) . and vere- askea to fndicate those ne:hods chey had —_
.7 .. .tried and their satlsfaction vith the results The final }—?" o

- - ——— c—- N

-

s = 7 " item in the third section of Ehe-questionnaire ﬁresented
; , : .
- brief descriptions of "teacher types cpnresponding to each - - - - ; ‘

- _of the clysters identified- in Study 1. (Note that the

~ Y -4




s

-

‘h

B ¥
.

descriétions in the questionnaire are not identified as.to
- T . . . v

cluster. but appear in the following order: Cluster A.

Cluster D. Cluster C, Cluster B. Cluster E. Cluster F.) )
Insofar as possibl!. descriptions. were written to be neutral
in desirability but to présent)the salient points of the

brofile of each cluster. Instructors were asked to indicate

‘*ﬁébfsfﬁf¥§}.chey thought their teaching style was to each of

’

.. . - L] -
the clusters., using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from

.

"extremely dissimilar” so "extremely similar"! - -

Included in the fourth and final secgion of the

questicnnaire were three sets of questions designed to

-

assess the lnstructcr s attltudes tovard teachlng One set

askeq xnstructors to indicate the pmoun; bf txme they

devoted to - raching in relation to research and service

. ..

activities., and te rate the importance to them of each of,
these areas. ahd“their satisfaction with their performance

instructors were also” asked to rate their

“overall teachlng effectlveness relative to other 1nstructors

in each ared.

t"-—- Y =

at thexr rank. on a scale ranglng from "much below average"”

- . —~

‘THe second set, of quest‘ons i the

-—fou;&hfgetrlon présented a. list of 19 potentsél goals of B

-~

to much above average

- ceachlmg. and asked instructors to rate..on a_7-point scale,

" T % . . R . e ~l
- the relgtive ﬁmportance of €arh of the§Ez;:?he-finai .set- of 7

L4 . . -

qpestzcns contained 36 items adapted from the *eachan

. Styles Inventory developed by CanfLeld (reproduced -

Raines,,1976).‘ The 36 items verezgrouped into 9 quesiion:_

~

each consistinq of a common stem

§et§:.

followed by four

| -

-

§ e Pa s b e Y




,

g

- response alternatives. such as: .

; strongly dxsagree to strongly agree. These 36 items were

2
- L

- In my opinion, one of the most importaﬂt , .

responsibilities of a teacher is to:

"a) organize course content and programs in a logical
and meaningful order.

b) motivate students to do the best work of anyone o
in the class. R

cj‘get studengs to cooperate and help one another.
d)‘encour;ge the students to make their own
decisions as to what they can accemplish.

For each of the nine question sets. instructors were asked
. . v ot ‘ e,

-

to indicate.the—extent of theLr agreement with each of the .

four respon§e alterhaC1ves on a 7-point scale ranging from

scored to y1e1d 12 scale scores. " The scale names and

; ' ;
o . - -«'...-.[-—

definitions are presented in Table 8. Each item (i:e., eacﬁ
B ~ ’ N ~ '.-.“ - LN

o

response alternative within a.set of foury is keyed ta a - .

different scaiei s6-that a given question set (stem plus

-

A A~

‘optioﬁS) relates to four different scales In the example - ¢

et W, et b

given aboge the options are scored on- the followxng scales-“ ..
(a) structure organizatxon- (bJ- studeﬂi competition- (c)‘;-~ T
s&udent srudent aff1liat10n 1d) student goal~setting 'Q&n' : LI

- 2

znitfbl\xnvestlgation of the interhal cdnsiscency of the 12

B sEaTe scores. xdentltied one.. question se. (1 e..., one scem T e

forlowed by four alternatives) in which the 1tems,showed - - .

PO PR

wael ot IR,

S

-

o~ T - - ~ -. .'“I"

. poor._ coarelat;ons with those items which were desi&hed To '.3jf“

measure the.same constructs in other question sets. It is .
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Table 8 . s : )
Definitions of Teaching Styles Inventory Scales
. ’ ’ - -
Scale ' - Definition toe Ll
’ - o . . . .
o . Studen: qudent . © __ Student teams. working with other. rlbr;
. « Affiliatifon. . .7 students. etc. - . ;
i S “StudenL:Ieacher ~" Knowing the téacher personally
’ Affiliation $ LT
) Structure-Orgaﬁization_ Courée'wéFk and assignments
: ) logically organized. sequential.
’ : ’ . meaningful i C L
' °  Structure-Detail , Specific informationd on . =7 7 i
) asSignments,‘nequireﬁents."ezc.
. ‘Student Coal Setting . Students settxng own ob;ectxves" ST )
T : making oWwn decisions . Tl
P . Student I.ndependenée Students working alone and S N
SRS - L - . lndependently - o . o
1 - . - - - —- - I S SUNVE c -
. == Student Compe14t~on - Per formanc’e corparxsbns amotig
; oL e o students - , o
Teacher Author ity Classroom discipline - - -
i L L knovledg’eable 'eachers
] . Teacher JAttry¥bution . P'bor 'students have the" bility- . l
AR "° teacher- responSLble for’ fatiure - &7 -
- . - L.t Co. =T l\ o ~ - )
BN .- Shared Attr.ibution, Poor students have some’ ability:-
oL s 7. .. students-and teacher Share .
. - . T i f ‘resp_onsibll,ity . .
- -7 . Efforr Attributien - ° Poor students not trying hard enou
Ability ‘Attribution Poor students lack abilM ‘
- o i ) ! . ) . o+ ) * ‘
Q .
- ‘ a
e = 'y




SRS A ce T the likelihood of the consequences {all - of which dre ~ ST -

ST e T - not appear to be. tapprng'the ‘same dimensions as -other items &~ - z

: N 1. -scored' .2s a result, four of the twelve scalés are based on

. : .~~"poss£ble that'these’low-correlations were due to an . - . . -

s S e inappropriate revision of the-soerce item in the present

- -3 -

- l: research Raines . (1976) original item asked respondents to" S *"§;

- consxder the. “most likely negative-consequence of - “, f‘} :F;:'

el evaluat;on gjﬂstuaents and rank order the four consequences_iu RS
AR :—-'1 provided :Eér‘the present research, thzs-waS'changed-in' .

- such'a way that instructors rated the likelihood of each of .

the Eour consequences independently The focus ‘was thus on .

B - -
N . - - % »er

negative); rather than on their potential éeqree ef“negative DU

- . - - U » —

S inpagtﬁ As—sueh the four items i this questxon set dld . T

e PR o

- e e on—the,same sca1e5= This question set of foun items vas not

.-

- . two. items rather than-three items. . T

PR xa».-fu}'w" e

- - . .

An official class;list was obtained from the university <.

5registrar“for each of the 135 participating classes. A

- _ random sample of students who would be asked: to complete

-
DR YRR © R RN
«

- teaching evaluation questionnaires was then selected from ™ -
N -

-~ - . .

-

each class list. For most classes. a sample of 30 students

was selected. with 15" asked to complete the'Teacher;.. N

——

_Behaviors Inventory and 15 the Clobal Student Ratxn& Form. - A

- .

In classes smaller than 40, aLl atudents vere giveq_ g -

. ) - - Y
.- questionnaires with eacﬁﬂ;f the two forms randomiy assigned - N

to an equal number of students. In cl:Ssesr;gfber.than 200, .
- 1 . . . - . ' * i

e » o - -, 3 -

: . - a7
. - - T e . :
- . . LR I e - " -
T - o «
. v: : B . N N a . ’
. . 3 ) - 3




Y . . - .

N
.a-sample of .40 studentS was selected, with half.of the

ggmple r;ndomiy assigned’to eaéh’qﬁéstionn;ireﬁ
‘»Quéstiénnairgé and inséructionscfor_;hglr completion were
plécea iﬁﬁsealed eﬁvelopés identified with the student name.
‘éor mest cla;séSf*the§e>uere distribute; in class by the

>, ’ [ .
instructor during the last three weeks of the academic term.

For 29 of the 135 classes. the TBi.uas distributed

approximately four weeks earlier. In S of these 29 classes.

g}obal-questionnaires were not distributed. Students were "
instructed to return completed questionnaires to the
”_fe§e$rcﬁer3by campus mail..
Oof alllstudents‘;dentified. 1751 (;pproximately 46%)
Vreturned éompleted questionnaires., The overall retufn rate
for TBI questionnaires was 427, with‘number of raters
ranging from 1 to 12 per élgss, and averaging 6.04 per class

(809 students in 134 classes). The return rate for the

global questionnaire was 51%. with number of respondents

ranging from 1 to 16 per class. and averaging 7.30 per class -

(942 students in 129 classes) .- It was impossible to
ascertain the number of students who did not recetve their
questionnaires due to absence -from %1355. Absent students
were treated as non-respondents. which caused the return
rate to be underestimaced by an unknown amount. For six
classes, no gldbal rating data were available, and for one
élass, no completed TBI forms were returned. Thesé.classes
were treated as mi;siqg data in statistical analyses of

these variables.

-
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Results .

Psychometric Properties of Measures
Ieacher Behaviors Inventory. Using the same priocedures

Lyb
Smlana

as in Study 1, interrater reliabilities were computed-for

EEEREE S ¥

the 100 TBI items for 131 classes in which 2 or mor'e
students cémpleted the questionnaire. The obtained mean
rater reliabilities ranged from .26 to .92, wi'th' a mean and
median value of .66: There were ten items with oo

reliabilities -of less than .50. These items were among the

appears. then, that the low reliability of these items may

¢

be attributable more to homogeneity in teacher behaviours

-

22 items with the'smallest variance across teachers. It . "i'
{
1
4
¥
1]

across instructors than to lack of agreement in student

ratings within classes. :

S .

Internal consistency reliability coefficients for the

eight TBI scales w. e similarly recomputed for the new

sample of 134 classes. s Table 9 presents the reliability
results, ‘along with overall means, standard deviations, and
scale intercorrelations. The reliabilities were slightly

lower’ than those obtained with the earlier sample of. 298

o oo U A ol s A . N

classes, ranging from .59 to .93.

R
\
-3

Student Rating Eorm L. Interrater reliability ° ST

\
LRy oS

. coefficients were‘computed for each of the 16 items of the .

.o
‘ ! .

- global student rating form, using the 124 cfassesufn4wﬁlqh'
two or more students responded to the questicnnaire/ G )
K S

y

~ !

- X N . '.‘4
4 Reliabilities ranged from .51 to .85, with a mean &f..71 and . 4.
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Table 2. ‘ , . .
~ . - . e .
- ) .
and Intercorrelations of TBI Scales (Study 2)
- ) S;:vales
, ¢
DS - ES EX OR RP ° RM SA _ UT
Ds 83 5
- F J
. - ES 57 88 ’ - .
EX 31 47 84 J
OR 55 60 . 1S ‘85
- : . . \_/' .
. RP 51 59 29 49 - 93 .
- RM . 47 51 15 26 61 . el
. SA 43 as 33 28 38 S6 . 83 ~
. Ut 13 ) 26 98 23 24 27 59
: \ e
i Lo~ Mean .38 .03 .13+ -.14. .20 .25 .16 .34
- : sD .74 . .59  .e7* .72 61 .53 .69° .63
. e e } e . 3 . L= . - . b
-~ Notes: (1) Decimals omitted. ., . s . —_—
- E - (2) Dia'g;nal ‘elements‘ are alpha "é‘.elliabiliti.es, ’
/ 3. . .o . ‘
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. analysis.

3 median 6;‘%04, igdicating moderate to strong levels of
interrater agreemeént on'global aspects of- dourse and

. ‘s
instructor effectiveness. ‘ - : S

- . .
v - . : -
.

Y
« A principal. components analysis was conducted ta reduce
=

the nu r. and the.amount of intercorrelation, of the
- C . R

'global Tating variables. Classes vere used as the unit of

Three componentf with eigenvalues greater than

1.0, tot;ether dccounting for 75.1% of the total variance.
were Eotated t§ a VARIMAX. criterion. Rotated’lOadingS'are v e

presented in Table 10. The first two components,can be

interpreteq as representing an overall impactiinyerest

‘factor and a workload/difficulty factor. respectiVely. '.Th_e' :

“third component .is more difficult to interpret._bu seems 0 -

tap a tendercy for some courses to be well-attended and .
useful to students, but not necessariiy enjoyable. enough to

encourage students to enroll! in further courses in the %ame -

area. Courses high on this factor are likely to be-

This explanation ‘was supported by

.:nandatory core. courses.”
B -

‘an observed correlation of 41 between scores on this- factor"‘
and the instrucﬂor s estimate of the percentage of students

for whom ‘the course was mand ory.
Compieted
questiahnairesﬂﬁere received from 90 of th¢~97 instructors.

T—he resultse of the demographic and course characteristic .

questions are summarized in Table .7 Descriptive statistics .

for the teacher behaViour and teacher role questions are

presented in Table 11 Instructors ,rep",ted tf_xat the
. oo e K )

Lvua'uum Vs v v

. Fave ﬁ?»le‘M«MWM- Y

-~
5]




Q.’ . * N - - E -~ ’ N Ab - L. N . ~
~ . ‘ .‘_ “ J - - - : -
e e e e 2 P e e\ o ‘ ——————
- N \ v - / -~ )
—~ , - \-\_ l . .; ) 70 )
o ) o ‘ ~ Compopent’ Loading )
: { ‘N . L .
) : . Rating Item 1 IT . III
) © Thipk diffgrently.now - - 76 03 (-06 -
~ Learned a lot from &ourse + 86 32 '-03%
. Learned a lot from instructor . 92 12 14 .
- Course material interestind 76 N .03 -39
Improved analysis a ' ' T -
i problem-solving abillty. . 57° 14 S0 .
. ' Instructor increased my interest 95 . -04 -05
. . Factual knowledge increased - 82 - 18 -13
* Lectures ‘increased understanding’ St S12 0 18-~
. Would take another course, . ’ ——
, this area. this ‘instructor™ *° 92 -04. -09 ;
I ¢ ' Instructor overall - ‘ M9l . 08 19 )
. . ' Course overall 5 . 81 27 o189
. : . Heavy work load- -~ - ] 03 . 89 . 07 R
d . ¢ . , Difficult material . . -04 . 84. 15 - .
] + —~.__bot of material covered ° . 27 73 -06 ’ :
! ~Z : - . -
“ - ) ~ T K
Would take<anothér course. . . . ) .
this area., different instructor 35 13 +-78 ‘ .
Attendance ’ o 21 *28 ° s8
. a - . * < . » \ . * he ol
Note: 'imals ogitgea. o - S . L e
> - - - oDs . | ST s -

B

- e 3 ol o e Ne b IR




L)

qreatest proportion of their classroom teaching time (S9. 7z)

vas spent in the "teacher-as- expert” ’role. Results for"

questions asking instructors to-rate their similarity to~ghef

six cluster profiles are shoun;in‘the middle of the table.

\}s may.be seem from the ‘mean ratings for these questions,

the attempt to.minimize the social desirability of the )
. S . .

cluster descriptions was not entirely successful.

InstructOrs consistently rated Clusters D and F. which have

gene;ally low profiles, as being ouite dissimilar to their

own teaching style. For this reason, subsequent anaiyses
with the cluster simiiarity Eatings used scores*uhich had

. been standardized across the sample to have a mean of zero

and-a variance of 1.0. Descriptive statistics’ for.quescions

assessing the relative ;mportance of Teaching Research and

'~ .Service roles are presented at.the bottom.of Table 11.

.

Although instructors reported spending a slightly greater -~

percentage of thegr time in teaching than dnfresearch (43.32

T vs. 37.5%). they attached more importanceltq”their research

activities than to teaching

-

.

‘.Thé fourth section of the instructor questionnaire

e

C contained a number of attitudinal items. the results of-

'~~‘vhich are summarized in Table 12. The revised items of the :'

- .
"\"_

™
Teachihg Styles Inventory (TSI Raines~~1976) weqe-scored

"x.- )
”

acCerding to the scoring key presented by Raines (1376) - As
described above' one question tAof four items was not
scored Thus tour of the t 's&%les consist-of only two

items while the rdhaining.eight scales contain three items

-0

'-"'W

[ 70 VAR ,L.;,' L

*

RS Sra e winds g o Watbese




. -

Iahlsll
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TBI Scales

\
sD

“(l=below. aJerage 7—above average)

D;sc osure
Expo ional Styjle
Expre veness
Organization
Rapport .
Relaxed Manner
Speaking Ability
Use of Class Time

Teaching Roles
(in percentage of tlme)

Expert .
Formal Authority
Socializing Agent
Facilitator - -
Ego Ideal
Person

. {l=extremely dissimilar.

Cluster-

. Cluster . -
€luster C~ '~
.Cluster
Cluster

’ Cmste‘r

{in percentage of time)’
-Teaching
:Research;
Service: R

AR |

LU XL RN XY,

59.66-. 23.

afi s

' 4.45.. 5.
.~ .i0.93 "12.

9.r2  10.

”j;’( 8.95 - 6.

’éxmilafity td Teaching Style Clusters

7=extremely similar)

.37
.36
.57
.08
.70 -

.-

Time Spent in Teaching Research, and SerQice,

w? ‘» 43.32  19.71

N, T37.50  21:70

L N
-

14.30 11.00

Personal I@borténce of Teaching. "Research and Service
,7-extremely iqportant)

{l1=not at all important,

- Teaching,
Research
Service

Note: The order of variables differs from that of the '

o T 5729  1.54

6.17. 1.25 -
3.62  1.7%

questionnaire in Appendlx C .
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Table 12
W&mmmmmlmmgsm
Instructor Questionnaire

-

N ) v No. of
. o, - ar SD . Items Alpha*
. Teaching Styles Inventory Scales o

.85
.78
.55
.45
.65
.08.
.09
.75
.42
.64
.96
.71

.70
.49
.58
.59
.74
.58
-.09
.32-
.65
.19
.33
.56

Student-Student Affiliation
Student-Teacher. Affjiliation
Student GCoal-setting
Student Independence
Structure-Organization
Structure-Detail

Student Competition

Teacher Authority

Teacher Attribution

Shared Attribution

Effort Attribution

Ability Attribution

W wouNnwrErwNn N
WWwwwwhwonwiwN

Educational Céals

Stimulating student thinking
Factual information
Enjoyment - <
Independent study
Technical skitls
Problem solving ability
Understanding parts-whole
Student confidence with subject
Transmitting own interest.
Ability to argue logically .
- Ability to use subject knowledge
Ability te use prior knowledge
Ability to generalize
- Technical vocabulary -
Interest in sub ject
, gﬂouledge of reference materials
Jral communication skills
Written communication skills
Particular theory or method .
g 4

i
o
3

1-
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. but more reliable conpoéites

Descniptive statistics for the 12 scales of the TSI are
-

reporte& at the top of Table 12. The highest scores were

. associated with conditions that center on the teacher:

structure-organizafion. structure-detail, and.

student -teacher affiliation. It would appear that the
instructors in this'sample attached greater importance to
the Fg?cherfs }esponsibility for providing structure to

students than for encouraging students to set their own

individual goals (student goal-setting).. Table 12 also

presents internal consistency estimates {coefficient alpha)

fbr tﬁe ﬁwelve TSI scqlesn ‘Five of the scaI?s.have

. . .
coefficients below-.50, indicating a lack of consistency

among’ instructor responses to the various items on each of
these scales. Internal consistency measures of the.

- . : .
magnitude reported in Table 12 are not uncommon for 2-.-or

3-item scales. However. scales with*low .internal

consistency are unlikely to show significant relationships

- . R .
\\» ..

with other, variables. o ' .

The bottom half of Table 12 shows descriptive

- -statistics for instructor ratings of the iﬁpontance of 19

potentiplﬁeducational'goals, "It may be noted that

-

" stimulating student.ﬁhinking was réted as the most impoftant

-goal The lowest rg;ings were given to oral communication
‘gkills Lechnical §kihls and technical-vocabudgry , : ;

:the-lz Teaching Styles “w,

To raauce the number of attitudiral xarigbles to tewer - f

74
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~ were rotated to a VARIMAX criterion. Rg;géed loadings are

_and named through an e;amination‘of the varliables with .

N~y - .

_ desire to foster good interpersonal relations among students .

becoming\more independent. and in enjoying the class’ The

.salient loadings. The first Qeﬁponent. Importance of

"and between teacher and students. It also reflects a desire
“ . 2

_ structure- detail scales- and for the goals af transmibting

Al - S~

L 4

subjected to a prindipal components analysis. Three ' N P

~

components accounting for a total of 39.22 of the Qarience

pre;ssfeé in Table 13. The three factors-were interpreted

»

Enjoyment is nerked by’four TSI.scales, namelyn
student-student affiliat&on student-te;cher affilxation, .
student goal-setting. end student independence: ‘as well as”

by educatiOnal qoals of student enjoyment. interest, and -

self- confidenee This tactd? reflects the 1nstructor .S

- .

to‘encourage-students*in making their own gecisionsf in

seéond component, Impdrtance of Skills, is marked by goale

Such as stimulating student thinking fé!tering independent
study., and .déveloping students' abilities to a:gue e
logically, use, their prior‘knowledge: any commu.déatéforal}y T
and in writing. -The third component, Impqréance of
Knowledge. characterieesfinstructors'who empn:;ize speciflc

-
sub ject mattef’content as dpposed to generalizable skllls.

It has high loadlngs for the TSI structure organtzatlon and‘

factual info;E;tion and teéhnlcal vocabulary Scale’ sebres :
vare conpgfed for each ‘instructor by summing the items thh

loadingSJiﬁ'eter than .40 in. the rotated solution:.

A . . 2L e
- -

-




Table 13 . .
Rotated Principal Components oY Ieacher Attitude Variables

r
. -

Components . C
n . I 11 11! -y
—Teaching Style Inventory Scales ;
_Student-Student Affiliation 61 35 -08 :
Structure-Organization o 05 -09 71 ;
Student Goal-Setting ' : 39 23 - 49
Student. Competition -’ ) . 25 -07 -01
Student - Teacher Affiliation 67 -08 17
.Structure-Detail 21 -03 70
. ] Student Indepandence 55 31 -51
Teacher Authoridty -14 27 . S1
Teacher Attribution - ' ' 73 -12 -20
Shared Attribution ' 46 11 -02
Effort Attribution . - T-21 -08 .11
Ability Attribution . -41 06 42 i
3 Educational Goals . . 3
. . . . - ‘
: +  Stimulating student thinking | 06 67 ~~-05 4
. Factual information - 90 . -18 67- i
: ' - Enjoyment " . - 1 02 02 i
: : Independent study . 04 67 -10 3
. Technical skills. . . . -03 13 25 R
v " Problem solving ability - 01 - 16 15 T
e - . Understanding parts-whole. ’ 34 50 kT
. X Student self-confidence with subject 57 24 13 - . *™ .
BTN ) Transmitting own interest . 55 21 17 s
ility to argue logically e -23 sy . -10 . . .
' . ility to use subject knowledge . 08 40 - 35 2
Ability to use prior knowledge ‘07 . 17 11
Ability to generalize - - , - -04 - S8 "33 )
Technical vocabulary- .. .40 30 52 .
. Interest in subject ‘ . - 49 ‘51, . 21 - F
- Knowleﬂge of reference materials 43. '30. 05 ' :
Oral communication skills 14 . . 01 ‘3
‘Written“commanication.skills 19 66 -10 3
+ -~ ‘Particular theory. or method 6 . 23 36- i

- . - - . .
g y e .

RN

Note: 'bgcfméis omitted. e o "4"
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. individual and the centroids of the six clusters from the

-

_to their own TBI profile:-

*presented‘in Figure 2. The number of low- elevation profiles
decredsed from Study 1 to Study 2 and the number of ) Co.
_high- elevat;on progiles increased. Specifically, Mumpders '

7 {Cluster F) vere mych less common in the Studykissampie

(Cluster E) were somewhat more common in tng Study 2 sample . = : |
comprising 35% of cases as compared to 242 in the earlxer X 3
sample. - T e R i\;“._‘." :F;gi“
'Wummmmm e
- ; - The" Eollowinq soctions\report ralationshlps‘betwﬁen e T:‘?E;:E
'teacning style as defined By«cluster mémBafShip and six N . \'?T~A

Classification of Teaching Styles
The_TBI profile of each instructor/class\:::;i:::}on
~
was classified into one of the six styles identifled in

Study 1. Euclidean distances were computed between each

PRy W TR

earlier study. Each of the eight scales was standardized
with rospect to the Study 1 sample, so that large-variance
scales would noi'unduly affect classification. Individuals ' :

4

vere classified into the cluster whose centroid was closest

The proportions of 1nstructors classified into each of !
the clusters 1n Study 2 differed from those of Study 1. The -

numbers of cases and the mean profiles of the groups are

-

~
- N —

lncluding onIy 3 cases. Conversely Effective Lgcturers S s

other types of edutational vnrlahles. instructdr

denoqraphxc characterf!tics, class cha:actdriﬁitcs S N




‘Figure 2

Cluster Profiles (Study 2 Sample)

Cluster A
(n=26)

EY

OR RP Rm\;( ut (n=21)

N .
‘\C}uster C %,
(n"20-).
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- Figure 2 (cont'd.) .
- 1.0

Cluster D
(n=17?)

) Cluster F
DS FS EX OR RP RM sa UT (n=47)

Cluster F ‘
SA T (n=3)
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instructor sttitudes. instructor roles. instructor
self-ratings. and global student ratings. As part of the
process of external validation‘TSkinner, 1981) . these
analyses were designed to examine the meaningfulness of the
teaching sfyle tgpoiééy developed in. Study 1, with re?%rence
to-oqpér relevant varliables. 'The unit of analysis was the
class section. Thus. }ﬁstructors wvho taught more than one®
Class ;H étudy 2 were included more than once in tﬁe
analysis. Parallel analyses were performed with such
duplicate instructors reémoved but no substantial differences
- in rqsuits vere noted. Thus results are presented here for
the complete data set. ' . : .
Instructor Demographic Characteristics. IDSt?ucfors
falling into eaéh of the'six teaching style clusters wvere
coﬁba:;d‘on three categorical and five continuous instructor

variables: depa;thent. academic rank, sex,- age, years of

teaching experience, and three measures of current teaching

< .

"load. N

- -

The'first.catégoéical instructor variable to be
considered.. departmental affiligtion, was collapsed  into
three‘jfculty areas: Arts, Science, agd Social Science,
defined as in Study 1. ' No statistically ﬁignificant .
relationghip ‘was ;ohnd bétween'clhster membe;sh}p and

faculty affiltatton, ¥?(10) = 11.632. This result-fails to

}eplicate the significant felationship found with faculty

-*at't‘il,iét}on_ in.Study 1. - The reason for this is.not entirely’

-

a symé;qm‘éf insufficient power -due’to

4

cleap. It could be

.
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+ total number 3} cdurses taught did not ditfer signiflcantly

the smaller sample size in the- present study cooane T e

- -~ * ' L2

Alternatively, it might reflect di?ﬂenences between a sample- -

- . [y

composed,entxrely of volunteers (Study 2) and one lncludlng

instructors who were recruited (g = I?Sxéf Study 1)

cn’ et $ s il o7

. . The second instructor variaple to Re cénsxdered;

g

L

academic rank. also showed no SLgnificant relationsth to

cluster, )L (15) = 14. 021 Simllarly sex oE instruetor was

= g -

not significantly related to cluster .]L(S) = 5‘048 ‘:'gl .

In the analysis of contdnuous bv QMkntitative - | 2
(o' e
instructor variables, tbe.six teitﬁlng $ty1Q“c1usters vere .

treated as six levels‘pf a siﬁgle feqtgr independent N " e "g-
:v' -

variable in a multivati.té anaf¥§is pf war&ance yith

instructor variables serv&nq.as dapendedt m¢a$ures.L The

first analysis examined age and,y&ar;»qf teechrng '

Cluster differenqes iﬁ‘éean age 3nd mean
ZET 2 ¥

instructor experience were hot scétlstlcalli Slgnnficant

experience

E£(10.242) = 1.26., The second analysii”éxauaned three 'T. ;;7ﬁ
measQ‘es of the instructor s current teaching Ibad namely '

total number of students taught total number of hpurs of "

teaching per week and total number of d-i"fferent, courses ' ‘

‘ AN

orad e AWy metad i T

taught. Cluster differences in teaching Icad of the
inetructor were found to be,statistically eign;&%tant, ' .~
E(15.360) = 2.74, p<.001.

Examination of unlggriatenresults
. A - . - S ,
showed that only total number of studggts taughtudthEred . -
significantly acress clusters, univariate E(S. ¥ad) = 6. 38

Totgl numher of hours of. teachinq per week .and"" -

' <A -\

®<.001.

’ -




. . - . . r ﬂ\‘ .
_acnoss\§lustersl E(5,120) = 1.99 and E(S. 120) = 1.24,

.respectively FUrther examination of cluster means revealed

' that the significant result’ for number of students taught"'

was entirely due’ to one: class reported to have over, 60

-~ « *

stidents enrolled : - ) . ‘E

.

- In summary, only one statistically significant

. -

relationshi

was fouhd between instructor teaching sty lfes
and instruct r demographic characterIstics and it seemd™fo
e more to one outlier in clasi size_than to

relationship.- Although a significant . .

Arelationsni was found in Study 1 betueen subject area and

teacbing style it dld not appear in this new data set.
.‘ o ..
... Thus, there is*!ittle evidence that demographic . - .
~. - , e S
characteristics of instructors are related to thei{

- . . . ,
4

N displayed teaching style ) S 7

Ciass Chanac&ezistics.-min the next set of analyses

- which focused, on. .course, characteristdcs cluster membership

uasifirst compared across levels of courseés. hs in Study 1.

courses: Qere classified into ﬁour levels,' Introductory

Ceneral Interest Junior Honours .and Senior Honours Table
. 't &

: 14 shows the number of instructor/class combinatxons at each

course level assigned to each ‘of the siR teachdng style

.+ —_—

clusters The relationship between teaching style (i. e.,

cluster membership) and course,level was statistically

significant y,(lsa = 295304 R<.02, An examination of the |

,'w,

entrlies in Table 14 indicates th}ffinstructors in _ .

:\introductory courses were more likely than other 1nstructo(~

. . . . \
= - . N ' '}
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Table 14 S ) i
Relationship between Teaching Style and Course Level
. ¥ ] . . . . :
{(Study 2} . -
£
. ~ Teaching Style Clusters )
_A B c D E - E  Total ®
N . Course Levels )
° Introductoery S 2 10 2 14 0 33
General . 6 7 7 3 9 1 33
© Junior Honours 4 6 2 8 14 0 34
- Senior Honours 11 6 1 4 10 2 34
. ¢ . f
- /' 14 . ‘
Total 26 21 20 17 47 3,/ 134 §
' i
Note: Table entries are numbers‘ of classes, '_’
L] ? ' I
. v !
! .
) * - ’ .‘;
’ LY - " :;
. i . ) 3
a 3
) 1
¥
. - 1
» ‘ .5.
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to be Entertaining.but Unstructured (Cluster -C) and less
likely to be the opposite, Structured but Boring (Cluster
B). In Study 1. Speech Civers (Cluster A) were found to be
over-represented at the introductory level. This earlier
result is ﬁot entirely inconsistent with the present
finding. given the similar pattern of Expressiveness .

exceeding Organization which is displayed both by Speech

. Givers and by the Entertaining but Unstructured group. In

second-year honours coursés, the cur;ent sample had fewer
Entertai&ing but Unstructured instructors than would be
expected, consistent with Study 1 results. Also, there were
slightly more Ineffective Lecturers (Cluster D) at the

junior herours level than wgu}d be expected from the

1]
marginal frequencies. In senior honours courses. there were -

.more Speech Givers and fewer Entertaining but Unstructured .

lecturers than would be predicted from marginal frequencies. .

Clusters of teachers wvere next compared on three

.
»  e—

cctinuous variables deséribing the class: clas§ size,

percéntabe of students for whom the course was mandatory,

and percentage of course content which vas available only:

through instructor lectures. I% order to control for any
effect due to course 'level, a separate two-way analysis of

variance, with cluster and course level as indepéndept -

¢ ) Lo

variables, was conducted for each of the three.

aforementioned dependent variables. In all three ANGVA's,

- .

there was no statiftically sigmgficant main efféct due to°

. « X . »/ .
cluster and no significant interaction of cluster with e

s e




. course level, all E'S<l.0.

In summary. among pe class characteristics studied
here. only the level of the.course had a significanty .
relationship with cluster membership. The nature of this
relagionship aifféred somewhat from thaﬁ foupd in Study-l,
altﬁqugh some cpnsistgnt patterns were noted. Although the
causes of this relationship are as yet unéxplained, it
appears that teach}ng style and'couiig level are inifact
meaningfuliy related. /

Instructor Attitudes: Clusters of teachers were next
compared on tﬁe.three Instructor attitude scales derived
from,factor analysis of instructor responses to TSI items
and educational goals. These scales, desériﬁed in Table 13.
reflect the instructor's values anh.objectives with respect
to the educational process. Meaq.differences across L
teaching styles (clusters) were not statistically
Significant éor any of the three attitude dimensions:

-Importance of Enjoyment, E<1.0. Importance of Skills E<1.0,
qﬁd-Importance of Kriowledge, £ = 1.09. These results
inéicate that“instructorg displayiqg different teaching
styles did not differ significantly in their attitudes

regarding educational goals.

s

Instructor Roles. Instructors were asked to rate the
percentage of classroom time spent in various teaching roles
defybed from the work of Mann et al. (1970) . Instructors

"algo rated the, percentage of their total working time spent’

" in the three academic roles of teéching, ¥esearch. and

.. o4
[

e
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service. A multivariate analysis of variance was per formed

with cluster ‘as the independent variabli and ratings of
classroom and academic roles as dependent variables. The
MANOVA indicated that there were 'significant differences
across the six teaching style clusters for alil dependent

variableé combindd., E = 1.42, p<.05. Although‘néne of the

QnivariatQ\analyses attained statistical significance. the

greatest differences were in the amounts'of time spent in
Formal Authority rqles., Facilitator reoles., research

activities, and sService activities. Inspection of structyre
,

coefficients suggested that differences across clusters

.

,COuldibe described by one linear function of the dependent

)

. variables. The s;gnificaﬁf'é{féét was due pfimarily to the

. three members of Cluster F (Mumblers). who reported that

they spend more time than:othenhinstructors as facilitators
* and in serviee‘activifies, arid less time in formal au;hority

"roles and resedrch activities. o

.ot . \ . ‘ »
. Instructor. Self-Ratings,’ Instructors had been asked to

rate the degree of similarity of their own teaching to
[ 4

written descriptions of the six teaéhing style profiles.

AY 14

The validity of teaching style clusters would be supported

by nedative correlations between similarity 'ratings and the
[

observed dissimilarity (i.e.. Euclidean distance) bétween

Ehe instructqr;s-TBI'p;ofité and the cljjsjrs. In computiag
. bkt ) . . .

correlitions between similarity ratings/and’ Euclidean
. K} . ’ .‘,,
distances- for the six clusters. duplicate representation of

instructors vho taught more than one class was eliminated by

b

2
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arbitran&ly'seﬁecifng only one class. (the class at the’

‘higher Ievél) for such ‘instructors. Observed correlations -’
were as follows: for Cluster A, Speech Civers, L= .0

for Cluster B. Structured but Boring. £ = .03: for Cluster

C. Entertaining but Unstructured, r = .09: for Cluster D.
Ineffective lecturers. r = -.23: for Cluste®E. Effective .
Lecturers. £ = -.05: for Cluster F. Mumblers, ¢ = -.30.

E Correlations were in the predicted negative direction only

for the three teaching styles vhose mean TBI profiles showed

pfonounced non-zero elevations (i.e., Clusters D, E. and F).
‘and only the low-elevation profiles, Cluster F (Mumblers)

ahd Cluster D (Ineffective Peéturers) showed correlations

< * significantly different from zero. These results could be

due to a number of factors. The social desirability of the s

writtgn descriptions, which to aj}aﬁpe extent may reflect

Lo . 0 o =
1]

. ) the desirability of the various ﬁtyheéh cqild have A
. ) interfered with the similarity récinés.' Alternatively.-
A I . instructbrs may.not be particyfariy"aécurife at describing .

_ _— thetr own-classroom behaviour. except in very general terms |,
- e : : : v

T

such as aﬁovg or below average in overall effectiveness. In

cther words, instructors may be more sensitive to profile- .

Bl LT P AE 11" WY, NIRRT F

.elevation than to profilé.shapel It might be possible to

Ed
L disentangle these effects by examining instructor
: . ' !
seﬂt-ratings on the eight'TBI scales and using these scores’

. to compute.a perceived similarity measure. , - ’ t

.

. . élghal_SLudgnz Ratings. In a-final set.of énalyses.

. the six teacher clusters were compared with respect to mean . :

. N . . »
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scores on the three:elobai student rating factors identified
through a principal components analysis of the global
stueent rating form. The three factors were interpreted as:
overall impact/interest, worklocad/difficulty. and
attendance/utility. The first'fector was‘combosed largely
of itens reflecting instructor quality, impact, and everail

effectiveness. For each fadétor, an analysis bf variance was

- —~
—_—

conducted to examine the effects of teaching sty}e, .

-{cluster), course level, and'faculty affiliation on factcr'

scores for instructor/class units. To reduce the number ef—“"""

missing cells ‘the three instructors 3n CIUSter E (Mumblers)

waere combined with thosé in Cluster D (Ineffective

-—

Lecturers) for the purposes of these anaIYSeSe' The results

:::;:::ef the- three analyses of variance a#% pnesented in-Tébie 15.
" For the first factor‘(Overall Impact/Interest}; there .

s ——tTN .
was a significant ‘main effect qf teaching style E = 14.654,

. nﬁ.OOl. Ineffective Lecturers (ClusteR‘D/F) had-a meen
effectivengss rating (-1.07) thgt was - a full standarﬁ ’
deviation lower than the grand mean Speech CiVers (Clustér‘

. A) and Effedtive Lecturers (Cluster E) had the highest mean

effectiveness ratings (.39 and .Q}. respe; ively). Given -

the substantial body of researchaliterature supporting a L

link between classroom behaviours and ovérelﬁ teaeﬁing' . .

'"“ effectiveness these results-are consistent with the high :
~ and low elevation levels of TBT profiles for Cluster E and

Cluster D/F respectively The only significant interaction .

AR € ) the ANOVA was between course level and faculty.
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Table 15 |
: : \ .

. <

\ Impact /Effectiveness EFactor
‘! -
| R o l - - - o
R o o Source of Variance ss ~ DF MS E
I USSR ~ e Sl
TR LT g s e - -

o0 S L, -Main Effects . - .
sl hevel Tt TN Tl 163w [ osd - .ge

e P A aaplteams v b

‘- ) “Faculty . 2,800 207 1.40. . 2:220 0
- L L] . PR - : : 7 - - N "o - ."_ .- . r = P "; . - - Teamr o . -Ji
CecInteractions” T L e luvla oo el T Bt T
| ' - Level X Style "%~ .07 Bl94wu s 12-.0.80. 9.0
ST e w0 0 Level X Faculty L T 974 - N6t . 163t T 2.57: o T
_.ed 3 stylerX Faculty ..l 19023 o3 1157y (1,83 T, e
Level X Style X.Faeulty - 5.93... 8-~ 7178771718 - v oon i
o‘_ i - c-. ' ._'r .ot - . - . . .., "'“:,'r-—‘_.:-. n ,....—'\..- _ .;s:’:.:‘,“..
‘ o - e I
] Residual - 92..99, 84" 63 . T Y Y
. hd 3 4'. :- ’-‘{‘ - '_; \. ) T ' '.':‘: e .';'_
e Saee R DR Rt AU
- T i.Total - - 127.46. 7127 1.00 .., - -
. . e e N -z - o . . s
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Main Effects

Level
Style

Faculty

Interactions -
Level X Style

LéQeI X Faculty

Style X Faculty
. D A

A

' /Residual"
Tot'al
* p<.05
e+ p<.01
» AP

A

-

-

-~

Level X Style X Faculty

4.16
14.87

14.99

13.84

10.17

L U I U I 0

~)
\n
o

w
N

........................

1.87 . .
5. 00¢s 7
10.09+** ‘
L Y
1.55 °
2.287%
.50 '
54
i
. 4
;
;
|
i
t
{
i
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Ma‘iti_',i:‘.ft‘ec:gs : . RS e o '
Levél LT e < 3c 2,29 PR
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E = 2.573, p<.05. This effect will not be interpreted here, .
as it is tangentiai'to the p:esent discussioén. The. .
interaction between teaching style and faculty approached
statistical 51gnif1cance E = 1.830. p< 10 reflectinq a-
tendency for the Entertaining but Unstructured style to be
particularly ineffeqtive M=-1.47) in the ‘Arts facglty but

slightly above average in effectiveness (M = .20) in.the

Social Science faculty. . : | .

The second factof’(Difficulty/Workload) showed

significant main effects of both faculty and teaching style.

E = 10.085 and 5.001 resPect:vely ~p< 801 in both cases?’

ol

plus a sxgnificant interaction of faculty and course leVel
E = 2.280, p<.05. As noted.above, it is the nain effect of

teaching style that is most relevant here. An\examination-

L Il S PV LT

-y

of cell means revealed‘that-students‘in classes-tadght with =
a Cluster' D/F style (Ineffectivg Lecturers) petceived the

course material to be most difficult and the workload
¢ . L 3 R

Bl VRS

heaviest (M = .69). whereas students taught with _an
Entertaining but Unstructured (Ciusten.C)-style showed the ‘ ~1 _.5
iéhest»course difficulty ratings of:any‘gnoup M= -.42). ) <

-~

There were no significant main or” interaction effects

involwing teaching style in the analysis -of variance of the

LR TR Y N

third global student rating factor.(Attgndance/Utility).

-
~ .

mmmiﬁmummws;w \ “

C A multiple regression anaiXEis wa§'conducted to~- T ?
) » . . . -
fdetermine whether a clustet (i.ets teach}ng'style)A R - . ;
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factors. In each analysis. the predictor variables were:
R N . B X} [l

(1) 3tyle classification, consisting of 6 dichptomous,

added a significant amount of 1nformation to that predicted

N

-description provides‘qny~1nformation over and above that

~
3

available from simple teaching béhaviour seale scores for
14
Q?rposes of predicting student ratings of overall teachlrg

effectiveness. A separate hierarchical regre551on was

N

carried out for egch of the three global student rating

N n s
A

dummy-coded Oariables plus distances between the

.

rnstructor s proflle and each of the six cluster centroids:

(2) the elght TBI scale\scorés and (3) course level. .All

obtained multlple.Rs were adjusted for estimated shrinkage.‘
. N 1Y '
Eor the first‘factor; Overall Impact/Interest, the TBI scale

scores and course level. yzelded a multlple R of .581. -
accountxng for 344 of the variance. The teaching style

N _— . .
variables alone yielded a similar multiple R of .575..

\ -

. accountlnq for 337 of the varxance "In a hierarchicaf

Y™

i

regressxon the multxple’& for both sets of yarfables

.~

comblned Increased to .61, bu? neither set-of va;§ab1es

.l -

‘y
by the ptherjset, E(10.115) = 1.46 for teachung style, and -

E(Q,IJS) = 1.38 for TBI scale scores. - For thé second global

'grating'féctor IWorkload/Difficulty), the variable.set

COnsigting\ofxTBI Scales'and course level yielded ‘a mdltiple
' <

R of .38, ﬁhereas the teaching style variables ylelded a

multlple B of 32‘ The,two sets of variables combined

yielded a m‘ulti‘ple R of .42, wWhen the teaching style-

.varxables were entered first, the multiple R for both sets

93
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-KR = ,58). Consideration of course 1eve} plus the six

e . - ; S

v

Ll

combined was .35. The teaching style Variables did not add
a.statistically signifigant amount of intormagion-to the
regression equation E(10.115) = 1.402 However, TBI scale
scores did contribute significantiy, E(8.115) = 2.70, p<.01.
For the third qubal rating factor.(Attendancé/Utility). all
regressiéns-yielded nsn-significant E-ratiosiof legs than
l.o'for amount of variance explained by both cluster and
scale score varighles. These analy;es are therefo;e not
reported or interpreted here. : ’ X I/‘
The results of these analyses indicate that, for the
pfedié;ion of global rafingsioﬁ teaching effectiveness. a
description based on the teaching.style ﬁypology developed

in Study 1 proQides mo more information than that already

v

-available to us through simple scale<sc6res. By considering

the course level and individual TBI scale scores, we can

. . v : .
predict .overall effectiveness ratings reasonably well

T

teaching styleg or clusters yields approximately the same
leveﬂ of predictive power for overall impact measures. In

other wards., although each method of measurement has

predictive validity, neither 'displays significant

*incremental validity.

Summary : ' '
Teéchiné style as defined by the typology developed in
Stydy 1 showéd'relatively weak relatibnships with most of

the educational variables included in Study 2. Significant ~

e
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rélationships found in Study 1 between te%gbi;g‘styie and
sub ject Qreé were not replicated in Study 2. Reiationships-
‘with instructor demographic characteristics. self-reported -
roles, educational values. and Sé;f-ratings of_te-aching~

! _;tyle'wgre statiéficafly éiqnificant only in isolated cases.
- As in éiudy 1. a significant reLatidnsh;p ;as found
.be;ween teaéhing style ana leygl.of cogﬁge. General&y,

. introductony,éoursés were more likely td be taught with an

emphasis on expressiveness rather than organization. This

teﬁdgncy reversed itself in honours level courses. where the.
o ”free-wheéling"'Entertainina but Unstructured abprbach was ‘
less liﬁeiy to be found. - : ' )

Global student ratings, the only “product' measures,

ihcludgd in this reée;réh. wer 2> significantly different for
the six-teaching styles; ‘The pattérn of these Aiffé?ences
for the overall impact}interesf faétor reinforces the '
importance of profile elevation. High psofile clusters
(é.g., Cluster é).ﬁere associatgd with higﬁ overall:ratidqs,
whereas low profile clusters (e.g.. Cluster D and Cluster F)
vere associated Qith low overall ratings. For student = |
ratings of wdrkloéd/ﬁifficulty. ag Enteétaining but. '
Unstruci&fed'teéching style'was g;sociated wfiy,lgj rafings
of difficulty. ,This-findiﬁg exemplifies the lack of causal
explanation inhekeﬁt in this research. It cannot be
defermined whether studeﬁts perceive the suﬁject matter to

be easy because the instruc:br.has a "freewheeling"”

approach, or whether the instructor takes this approach

— ¢ - - g




becausé the subject matter 1s\éasy.

In the predlction of global impact/interest ratings.
the typology approach utilized here fares no better. but no
VO}se. than an approach relying solely on scale scores.® The
examination of patterns of bepaviour, i.e.. teaching stylas.
may be warranted if théy are conceptually easier to grasp.
The results of this stud; indicate that we will’ neither gain

nor lose any predictive information related to overall

teaching effectiveness.
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STUDY 3
A\ : -

. . . N ’ .
&he purpose of Study 3 was to. evaluate the stability of

an individual's identified teaching style ecrosé'courées and

€

acress years. Research on student ratings at the

~

postsecondary level 'suggests thatrﬁﬁ/;nstructor's'ratings
are highly stable across years for the same course, and at

least~modefate1y'stable across different courses. Marsh

{ (1982) and Marsh and Hocevar (1984) reported
Q\/-

generalizability analyses on 9 student e(aluatlon factors:
learning/value, enthusxasm organlzat¥ on/clarity. group -

S * ingeraction, individual rapport breadt of eoverage

Y ~

examinations/grading. assxgnments and workroad/dsziculty
They concluded that only about 207 of the reliable variance .

in teacher ratings was course-specific. Generalizable

instructor effects yere ‘determined to be the major

determinant of student ratings of teachingf

Smith (1979) emphasized the importance of:

distinguishing between-iiemsldesigned to assess instructor

-

characteristics and iterds designed to assess dourse

) characteristics. This distinctign has not been observed by

- -

Marsh and his colleagues. Smith pointed out that it is

somewhat difficult, with instructor and-cqurse items mixed

-~

together, to make statemenns related specifically to the
'stability of perceived instructor characteristics across

different courses. In the present study. however., the

descrghtion of teaching styltﬁ was' based solely upon
- . .

9% : .

- L e P S Y - . -~ .- . . N .
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"Thus the examination of consistency across classes w“-

'ranges from highly stable to highly unstable

~ ) -
. .

specific classroom behaviours exhibited by the instructor. T

»

exahination of instructor characteristics only

Murray Rushton and Paunonen (1986) reported that

correlations for global, student ratings of inst;uctér

effectiveness were quite high (.70 to .80) across yedrs for

the same gourse. but sohewhat loweq (.40 to .50) across_

different courses or types of courses taught in the same
»

" . year. Additionally, their results shéwed that ;ne between-

course correlation.decreased in magnitude with greater

differences in course, level or course type.

-

These studies. and ‘others, have focused on more global,

.

evaluative ratings made by students, rather than on specific
teaching behaviours. Although research evidence suggests
that global effectiveness ratings are lirkely to be .

determineé By or at least related to spedific teacher
behavioﬁrs (e. g M;rray, 1983a) . evidence for cbnsiscency
of global ratings is-not necessarily evidence.for “
consistency of speci{ic teacher behamiours. Shavelson apd

Atwood (1977) ‘reviewed eleven studies of the,stability of

L 4
teacher behaviour across occasio in elementary and

. . T B
* secondary schools. The results indikate that the duration
/ .

3

- and frequency of 1ecturing behaviour is stable across ~

‘occasions, but the stability of other specific behaviours

4

An additional ligitation of previous stu?ies of the

A

stability of teache phaviour and/or studepé ratiqgs is

PFPORT S e et e g . ’ . N -
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descriptive research of classroom processes, may require a

and absclute terms. T .

\~

. - ’

that they have focused sclely on correlations offteécheys

! L

across occasions. AsARogbsa, Floden and Willett (1984)

point out. this approach answers only the quéstioh: are '
individual differences in ratings (or behaviodrs) consistent
(Y ’ A ’ "

across occasions?  This is aivélid-qd§§tibn.‘paFticularly_

with respect to the use of rating qr\behavipural measures in

) . . o ) & N L L
a norm-referenced format for purposes ¢f‘summative ‘teacher. .
. N RN *

evaluation or proceés-product.resea}ch. These are the most

common applications of student ratings at the postsecondary

\

level. However, other applications of these measures.. such

as formative evaluatfoﬁ‘for teacher improvement or
L] »

somevhat different conceptualization of "consistency"”. The
' e

question.to be answered, in these situations is: are an

individual teachén's §aqings (or behaviours) consistent’
across occasions in’absolute terms? Study 3 vas designed to |
. . N, o

examine the stability of‘teacher behaviour in both relathve

A
»

]
.

‘ ..' . . . oy
Mor'e generally, the major goal of Study 3 was to sssess

one final aépec@ of-wha; Skinner (1981Y talls external
validation of a typology. This stg&& examined ;ﬁe stability
of an individual's‘teaching style acr9§§"yedré and acpbss

cerses. Relationships between.individual differenges in

- ~ . . -

teaching style consistency and:otheé relevant instruckor and -

. ‘coun§e characteristics were also investigated. " ; .'

.
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‘Sub;
Sample A. Instructors approached by letter in Study 2

had- been encouraged to volunteer more than'one course for
research purpodes. Of the & instructors who agreed to
participate. 35 consegked to have ratings collected in tug
undergraduate courses. This group of 35 instructors.
teachding 70 classes formed.Sample A in Study 3.

Sample B. Of the 97 instructors who agreed to
participate in Study 2, 25 had ‘also participated at least
once in earlier research utilizing the TBI. These :
instructors . therefore, have already.served as subJects in
both Study 1 and Study 2 of the present research. Tes of
these ;wenty-five instructors were included in Sample A:
nine of ‘them taught two classes in Study 2 ﬁlus-one in Study
1, and one;ins;ructor teught two classes in Study 2 plus two

in Study 1. . This group of 25 instructors- teaching 61

classes consjituted Sample B in Stidy.3.

-

B Y
For Sample A. all measures described above for Study 2

were available. - For Samplke B ‘only TBI data and information

regarding the department and level of the courSe eere‘f:r

available for both Study 1 and S;udy 2\courseSJ ﬂeﬁhods of
collecting and scoring data wére as described above.

.
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" identified similarly in two different cogrses taught in the

Results

S&ah&li&x of Cluster uembenshin

Instructors ‘were c1a551f1ed into one of the sxx
teaching st;Ees, separately for each of the two classés they
taught. in Sample A. the crossed classifications represeht -

P R

the  degree to which an instructor's teaching style is ° ) .-

LY

same year. Table 16 contains the crossed classifications

for the 35 Sample A instructors. It may be noted that 18 of

the 35 instructors were classified.into thefsame teaching
A

style in both courses, and the relationship between °

classifications in the two courses was statistically
. .

2 L.
significant, 7.(20) = 42.92, p<.005.

Instructors whose teeching style, as defined by gluster

L

classification. was constant across the two courses (n = 18) - L
were compared to instructors whose teaching scyle'differed

across theifF two courses (no = 17). Chi-square tests or .

2

independent-groups‘;-tests revealed no statistically K af
.f'/

significant differences between these two groups in academic

rank, sex, age, years of experience' teaching load (hours.’
.- s ;

students courses) or instructor ratings of the degreg'é?

(
'.
v,
'.Qﬁ.

S

similarity of the . two courses or of their'ﬁeacking ies’in

the two courses. However. a statistically sIgnificant
reIétioﬁsﬁip_vas £ound between simiiarity of cluster

membersﬁip and similarity in level of'the,ceurses

Instructors teachjng two courses at the same level (e.g

r

e Lt X . L. . - -
Iy
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.. TIable 16 ‘ . -
. ) E g
.- ~—=Replication of Teaching Styles Across Classes Taulbt in Same
: xea: . . ,
- . . Class.B Teaching Style
. .
' " A . B C -..D . E F  Total
; A 1 1 1 2 0 0 5
9 ) B 0 . 3 0 .- 2 0 1 6 -
.Class A c -3 0 3 2 e o .8
. . .
Teaching D 2 0 0. 9 0 0 11
o style E .0 0 0 6 o 1 1
' FE- 0 . 2 0 0 0 2 4
. o . Total 6 6 .4 15 a i 35
.Note': Table entries are,numbe\rs of classes. .
- . < ) -
PR .
. ) .
l. ~ .
. ) . . ) N
Ead , - -~ '"-1'-1'- .-J.:..:,-.:-...-..-.g....--.—-_ ruay .



both.Introductory) vere'more 1ike1y to'be'classifiee into

the same teachin§‘sty1e cluster in the two clasSeswthan

; . z .
instructors teaching at different levels, XL (1) = 6.69.

p<.01. This relationship is displayed in Table 17. .
Accordingly, subsequent analyses in both Sample A 'and Samble
B.were performed separately for "same-lével™ and T

-

"different-level"” pairs of classes. _ .

Crossed classifi¢ations for Sample A teachers were

inGestigated‘separately‘for pairs of courses at the- same and

at different levels. taughtnwithin the same year.' For pairs'

of courses at different leveIS'(n =-205 the between-course

B stability of teaching style classification was not ,

-

'statistically significant, 7L (16) = 17.22. The degree of
stability can be assessed by Cohen s (1968)~veighted.kappa
coefficient. Kappa is generally a coefficient of agreement

between tvo sets of categorical ratings or tuo

N

claSSifications,' Weighted kappa allows a dif;erential

weightfng of disagreements tn other vords certain

1sagreements can’ be scaled as: more seripus than others~1
~"In the pfésent research disagreements were veighted by the

distance. betweeﬁ‘the correspéhdingecluster centroids The

'.diseance between Cluster E (above average) ‘and Cluster E

(very low) profiles was the largest intercluster distance
. ‘v -

(d = 6. 57) “in this study Therefore 3 switch in styles from

JE to E was considerea te/be-most "serious" and was veighted

most heavily Kappa ranges from -1, 0 (maximum disagreement)

to +1.0 (complete agreement) and can be interpreted in a
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Note:

‘Table 17
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‘manner similar to a reliability coefficient. ?or pairs of

‘courses at ‘different levels taught within the same year.'the
_'the same level and withln the same vyear (n =.1§) teach1ng
v'indlcated a very hzgh level of agreement (k = 772) - j

A ldifferent levels ‘taught in QHO'different-years. The cumeli,

" For pairs_at different levels {o = 17), the relatidnshxp

. between teaching style classifications was not statistically

B coefficienb showed moderate agreement k= 376) : s .

‘Ceaching tva courses at the same‘\evei 1n the same year

s

obtained K was .193.° indicatxng very little stabllxty and

supportlng the chi- square result ' Eor\gai:s of cqurses at

-

styles in the twb courses wereofound to be szgnlflcantly

related )L (16) 42 05, p< 001 ‘and the kappa ‘coefficient -

Eor instructors Ln Sample B analyses simllar to the

.
. -

above were conducted for pairs, of courses at the same and at

J

N

sPan for these palrs of courses-was between 6 and 8 years.

.

s

2 . : .. .o >
significant, X (12) =.15.42. and the kappa coefficient
indicated a very low level of agkeéﬁéht_(g“z .155). . For-
pairs ‘of courses at the same leQel'(h = 18) the

between- course stability of teach&ng styles was found to be
~ . ~

clearly significant ‘x_-,(zs) 44 57 _R<. 01 and the kappa )

To summarize " the results cbtained from between course

'S L

comparlsan of teaching style classxficatibns Lndicate that

x4 - “ . N

4

the highest level of agreement is found for instructors

Less . agreement is obtained for . instructors teaqhing'two ;'j

R 4
courses at the same level in d;fferent years" Very littIe

'agreement is obtained for instrdctors teaching two COurses

o, . . ' ' .
m-'«v?‘-»- L -«f‘--’.”q.vavo-“,h‘ - ' . L T -
v . .- co e -




REE R EVRRE  ReweN

sy

'&i%ferent courses, but on the other hand they show some -

Y - . ., 1 v

at different levels Ln the samé year ar in dlffeqent years.

T'Thus. lnstructors da. appear to behave’ dlfierently in .

~
[y

.
.

cqnsistehéy in behaviour when teaching similar courses
. " ot . .

‘sepafé;ealby as much as ‘eight yeqfs.

--\ i I3
Stability of Profiles
The stability of teaching styles across occasions can

also be examinéd -in terms of TBI profiles. For exémple, the

two-profiles for each insﬁrué;or can be compared in terms of

the distance between each profile and the mean score profile "

for a given teaching style. This assesses the degree tog

whicly the similarity of the instructor to each of the six
styles or clusters generalizes across classes and/or. across

years. The correlations of these distances across classes
are presented in Table 18. There does not appear to be a

: o _ _ ‘
consistent pattern in the size of these correlations across

® the four. categories of class combinations (same vs.

¥

different yéar'x'same vs. different level). It is clear,

however, that tHe correlations are higher for"-Clusters D, E,

and F than for the bther. clusters. These three clusters had
profile elevations that were conSiderably above or below

average. It appears that the elevation component of the

distarice mgasure was more consistent across'years and/or

. classes than was the shape cémponent“

A second way of comparing instructors' TBI profiles

aérqss occasions is in terms of shapé, scatter, and

v v
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Iakle 18
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Distance.

Conmputed

to this

‘Cluster .

-

Cluster Centroids

.

m m O O, o >

-

"Level .

(n=15) .

-~

Same Year

Same

.

.27

.04

.02
:50
.42

.31

‘Different
Level

(n=20)

0y

.49

a5

.44

Different Years

Same -

Level

(ﬁ=18)-

.22
.30
© .02

.48

.48

.49

different

Level
(n=17)
15
.09
-.08
13-
.40
.49

-
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elevation. - A within-person correlation computed between two

profiles assesses similarity of shape. A corresponding
1

covidriance measure assesses similarity of both shape and

scatter. whereas a distance measure (e.g.. Euclidean

distance) assesses similarity of shape. scatter. and

elevation. For each of the 70 pairs of instructor profiles

reported-abéve. these'three measures were computed. Table
i9 presents thé means'of these coefficients for the four
groups of cla;ses represenéing all possible combinations of
same vs. different year X same vs. different cog%se fevel.
Euclidean distances did not display a clear trend across
these four categories. Covariances. on the 6ther hand, -
showea a tendency to decregse as courées or years differed.
Correlaﬁion§ wére in the same decreasing order as
covariances, but tﬁe dif ferences a?ong‘the first three

groups of courses (l.e., same year and/or same lével) were
» . : : . ’

negligible. These results seem to indicate that changes in

profile shape might. occur primarily with the most exireme
. N 1

changes in teaching situation. Profile shape and scatter in

combination may be more sensitive to subtle changes in the

teaching situation.

N '

-

wﬁwmmm
A third way of dssessing stability of teaching

behaVLOurs across situations is to compare individual

differences_in these behaviours in different situations.

This can be accomplished by correlating teaching behaviour

Re

e W0 NIy 5
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— lable 12 » .
t Mean VYalues of Profile Similarity Measures .
. Same Year Different Years
Same Different Same Different
{ - Level Level ~ Level Level
{(n=15) (n=20) (n=18) {n=17)
Correlation ’ ~55 .30.
Covariance _.38 .13
Euclidean distance 2"65 . 2.61. - 2.58 2.68



§Cale scores for all inStructors at two different points in
A time, or in twA‘different cou;ses. Stability correlations .
: ™ for each of the TBI séale scores are presented in Table 20.
T ~As with the distance measures, there was no clear trend for
greater stability of scale scores to be found in more
similar teaching situations.” There were, howvever_
differences in the mean stability of theée various TBI scales.
Expressiveness seemed to generalize extremely well across
. course levels and across years, whereas Use of Class Time

-was stab¥e within years but not across years. -

- R

bl

Pl ' - The results of Study 3 suggest that teaching style. as

defined by classification into one of the six clusters, is

-~ - quite stable over courses at the same level taught in the

3 8L (. A - .
]i . same year. Even over a time period as long as eight years.

thére is still moderate stébility in teaching sfyle
classification, provided that th& courses ;ré’at the same
level. However, for courses at different levels, taught
gitﬁek in the,saﬁg'or in different years, the stability of -
teaching style drop§ off drématicalfy. Coing beyond

categorical data and examininghéhe similarity of each ™
‘instructor to the six “typés", it was observed that an
1nstfu£§br's téndenéy to be above or below the average is

stable across courses and across years. However., the degree

to which an inétfu&tor conformed to -the Speech Civer or

Structured but Boring or Entertaining but Unstructured
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Table 20 \ R R O
Correlation Coefficients Assessing Stability“ef IBI Ss3le
Scores _ _ . s o
. . . .‘\ »
Same Year Different Years
L 4 N .
’ e Same Different Same Different
‘Level Level

Level . Level
(n=15)4\\ (n=20)

(n=18) : {(n=17Y)

Disclosurei.- -49 .57
Expositional Style .60 .66
Expressiveness: .76 .81

. dfga ization .48 .43
Rapbérc i .68 29
Relaxed Manner .27 - -43
~Speaking, Ability .33 .60

.49 .35-

Use of Class Time

56 -.30
.50 .51
.85 71
.68 .31
.48 .71
.37 .24
.52 .05
.01 .14
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styles showed little or no stability across courses or

~years. -Although the.vithin-instructor correlations

suggested that there is some stability in profile shape
.across years and/or course levels {r = .50 to .S55),
apparently this is 1nsuffic1ent to ensure that the

instructor's profile remains in a similar position relative .
to these three teaching'styles; TBI scale scores. on the -
other hand, were generally stable across course levels and

<
years.

The saméle sizes employed in this study wete small, and
some classés and instructors ‘appeared in more than one .~
comparison. The results must therefore., be considered | ’ “
tentative There. is some indication that the stability of
behavxoural scales found in this study appre;imates ‘the
stability of globa; student;ratings reported in the previous
literature. This stability, however, tefers‘only to :
stability of individual differences. or an 1ndiyiQua1’s

A

tendency to be above or below the average on a given'
.measure. The stability of patterns of behavietr, or
teaching styles, is lower. An individual's relative
xktrenéths and weaknesses may shift considerably from one
situation te another. This is not an uncommon {inding when
the .component scored contributing to.a pattern are.
themsefves moderately or highly correlated, as were the TBI
scale scores in this study. .In.such casesd, the réliabilitf

of the difference between two scores is often very low

indeed. It is possible that more stability in teaching



* - .

,Styles would.be observed with behavioural gcales that are

intercorrelated to a lesser extent. : : - e
[ Y - . . .
’ . - { - . s .
. \" (
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“DISCUSSION .

Unility 'of Methed , . ‘
The results Af this research are encouraging with

. ‘ - respec£_to the potent}al role of empirical-classification

approaches in the description, and.ultimately the

uﬁ&erstanding, of teacher behavioyr. First, the use of

student responses to a Behavioural ratingsinventory produced

s . . reliable séore; which were directly interpretable in terms

' - of discrete. observable classroom teaching sehaviours. Very

B ’ littie inference on the parf of students was required in

ratiﬁg specific instrudtor behaviours. and similarly, very

.. little inferencé on the part of the researcher was required

in the jnterpretation of cluster profiles. One péésible

—
-

‘benefit which can be foreseen from this approach is that the
description of ﬁbtun§1§y‘occurring patterns of teaching- .
. behaviour can‘procegd‘unhémpergd by the préblems of trait
-definition o;\caﬁggruct interpretation that otherwise tend
té be all top common in the egély stages <of inquiry in
psychology.
Secona, the‘empirical methodélogy employed in this
lfegearch successfully identified téaching‘styles which could
' be replicated in various ways. For exagple., the §Cyies were
stable acr§§s different starting peints within the'énalysis..— .
FQrthermoré. instructérs were féuna to be g?oupéd similarly

regardless of whether specific behaviours or behavioural

scale measures were.used. Perhaps most imﬁortadtly, the six

-




teadhing styles were replicatéd in split haives of the
" sample. indicating th§t~there is some generalizability of
the styles across different groups of instructors. The
relationships found between teaching style on the one hand
and course level. subject area. and global effectiveness
ratings on the other hand confirm the meaningfulness of the-
empiricélly identified styles. »
. .

The Six Teaching Styles
Through-cluster anélysis: six patterns of univérsity
‘lecturing behaviour were identified in thié’study. Members...
of the first cluster, Speech Civers., are characterized by :

their relaxed and confident mannef, their gpeaking ability.

and their lack of emphasis on explaining grading criteria or

reminding students of deadlines. Structured but Boring L

-

instructors and Enteértaining but Unstructured instructors’

. e -

are somewhat. kike two sides of the same ‘coin. The former .
emphasize;;hé organization ana structure of the subject |
matter,'put'are dull in their presentation of it, whereas
the létte; are exci;}ﬁg and enthusiastic but show very
little 6rganizatioh 1n'their Séproach to the course content. -
Ineffective Keéturers.are Selow average in aimost all'aréaé
investigated:_;hereaé Effective Leqtukersfare.éboye avéragé
in almost all‘aréas.'wEinSIEy,.Mumble}s,aré extreﬁél?h‘

esitant when speaking in front of the class, are

disorganized’aq§ unenthugsiastic, do not explaiq;the méterial

-well, and so on. in short._this‘(lnal grouﬁ'appears-to be
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‘eomposed of not simply ineffective, but very poor ;ecturers.
- We can take sone sonfort 1n:the Aindications provided hy this
research that E{fective Lecturers represent a substantlal
'_propcrtlon of the teaching. populatzon at the unxversxty
‘\.(h_ere.t»he research was ;onducted. and that Mgmblers are a
‘, :i:'_:"‘. . mueh::_ra‘rer breed. L S -

o ) K PR : Firm conclusions regarding the retative and absolute

‘g -z prevalence of these six teaching styles cannot. of course .
be drawn from the data presently avallable The effect of

-self seaection of instructors into research studies of

- —,teaching efﬁectiveness is unknown. It is most Iikely

- »

. however that the more successful instructors will tend to

be over represented in any volunteer sample. -<Almost

1

i
‘

!

- one-half of.the instructors’ participating in Study 1, and

all of those in Study 2 were volunteers whe responded to a

- -

general notice-received 1n the mail. Many of the

AP g M anere f"-’{"
.

> participants irn Study 1 were purposefully "recruite to

proVide equal representation of instructors receiving high

,medium and low BVeraI} student ratings This" 1atter

A approachﬁwould tend to over- represént extreme grodps ‘and

- o - 2

under*represent average Lnstructors
. L }' The impact of overall prnfile exevation or in other B

o Co -ﬂ-uords—qlobal teaching effectlveness on the identification o

of the six teaching styles cannot be denked Three of the

< - six sters are noted more Edr being above or belov averaqe

than for being particularly strong or veak in any one .

specific area The other three styles have clear patterns

- b4 -~
-

- - . .
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of‘strenéths'and weaknesses. Future researgch should be O

. . .
-9 » . A

C e
directéd toward a further investigation,of this effect, in |

order to determine the meaningfulness of distinctions made
on.shape alone versus those made on both shape and L. L -
elevatjon ~;fﬂ s -

Nt : . st s e

. It is instructive to'compare the six teaching styles -
h A i - N . ’

identified in the present research to those discussed by

fBrown Bakhtar and Youngman (1984) " The Oral. Lecturer

~described by Brown et al. may be simiiar to the ‘Structured

but Boring lecturer identified here Both types are above

+

-;?¥f~~'»;'\ii - average on stn&cture and. shov little variation from the
SRy L:: E ‘ traditional oral presentation approach Two other styles
‘f;Ti,;“¢—~ identified by~Brown ‘etarl., Amorphous and Exemplary vere .
: described as being\generally ineffective and effective
:respectively ‘and thus might be viewed as- similar td the

PR ' B S .

.~ ST Ineffective Lectd:ers and Effective Lecturers found in the

-present research Also the Brown.et al Self Doubter

-

.f:categéry whose members wererdeSCribed as having difficulty
- in keeping to ‘the main tqpic—of the leCture afid in

',-structuring the coursé-material might be conSidered ;";':

-

analogohs tb thewﬁntertain;ng but Unstructured group in the o8

'1pre$ent study, althouéh the degree to which Brown s_;.i;fcif

Self- Doubter group—kéuld be«consxdered_enthuslastic 13 . . ‘ﬂffﬁ

-unqiear. The remaininq'style discussed by‘Brown,and his ’fkf&“ff;";

.’, ,. et

i.celleagues Information Providers did not have & clean R

parallel ‘hong the six styles identified by the present

- investigator Sh@ilarly, the Speech Givers andfMuﬁblers



categories of the present fesearch did not have identifiable

.

counterparts in the Brown et al. study .

a

‘ These lin‘ages are tentative at.best as‘differences»in L

the number and type of behaviours assessed.make direct N
comparisons difficult Two major differences in’ methodology
L M AR Y S

between the present research and that conducted by Brown.ahd

his colleagues should also be. noted 'With regard to-

‘\

instructor populations Brown et &l studied‘lecturers in .
. the British university system 'whereas the present study |

-

used Iecturers in a Canadian university It is~possible

-

that there are fundamental differences between teaching

practices :n British vs. Canadian systems that could c::“

K T S

”7 - contribute to differences in teaching Sty}e cIassification-\

. reSuIts A second and perhaps more important

.\\ f

methodoloqical difference is that-Brown et al.xemployed

-

sélf report heaSures of teacher beﬁavzoﬂr whereas Ehe

presen! ‘nvestigator used student behavioural ratings b'ased

,\\_

1% classreom observation The Brovn et aI approach_ls
ibased on/the perhaps.questionable aSSumption that
1nstfuctors can provide generally accurate eports of their'
own classroom béhs&%ﬁur Desplte these methoggl6gdcal‘

differenées a considerable degree/6? consistensy may be

" noted in therteaching style taxonomieé/proposed by Brown et

and'ﬁy the present author andvthis is /attxcularly

-/—

f;ncouraging




: The results bf Study 3 showed that tgachlng style was .

.- T~ T L
stab1e~across two courses taught with;n the same year . e

.. e
provided that the twd cpurses were at the Same Level. Evsn -

over as many ‘as’ elght years there uas con51derab1e StabxlxtY. .

’ - « . —_—

- in the teachlng style an 1nstructgr displayeq An téachlng

: two courses at the same 1ewe1. In contrast Tesults for X
L paxrs of courses at-d\fferent levels taught either ln’;he 1’_~; L
same or in diffeignt years,,xndlcated that an 1nstructor° _:;tl.ﬁ; .
"?stylefwas.not/fhe saMe across cou:sés. These findings a#e .u;-ii‘n
’ cons;stent wlth concl&s;ons drawn by Murrzy Rushtoh and .I"“;{OJ
}'fn_Paunohen (1986) that sim&%arity of cours? playS'a.maJOr fode-if;§fi£
‘ “:T':‘in determi ’/g €he stabllity of ghobal soudent rag)ﬁ;; aﬁv-fféi?,éiﬁ
/'lnstfpetor effectiveness.A In the prgsent resebrch .1t’wési;:;};:3£‘
posgiblo’to make only re{;tiveiy gro;s alstinctions ;nong 4. "
.:35;):;;/?ET§F Ae;els/(g\?., Introducfofy ’Junior Honoursi, Sample-‘fp~. )
33:/’ size-did notfpermit a separate’gxamination oﬁ,InSCaﬁtes-Ln 'LT{T?
4'77«uhxch~anf1ns:ructor taught‘bhe exagt samo /;ﬁksoifn two ;\:f?j77fa
;-;f ocEasiohs tas oppoSed’toftwp confs;s ;n tho same caiegosy} ;2{;3&
; It 15:;6§sib1e ;ham eq g%eater,sts/}iz;:}gbuld be zbseryed_ o ?f
‘ ) i i - s '

/' in-51tuatyoﬁ% whése the same,)ﬁsgggggpé teooheS/ for f ‘ RPN
L ex/nple tHO‘séEtionafoﬁ tﬁegséme courseigﬁ%;ne yeaf or ogg{ifﬁ{;;

~',"/"'/'-- . e 1/.
T -same //H?Se in two diﬁ{greﬁt yeér

, » -
.~ - . .
‘__.’./ / / - -

e

,'f’ "In the- p?esontigtudy, %ﬁg;hrnq stylezwas descrlbg?'/f.v/yxfb,’/
solely inyzerms of/obsa¢4ﬁﬁfé teaching'behaviours ang as/}?%f
LW .. i ///r‘l,
.such“ {; ﬁasftound to ‘be stable across occas;9ns /§5*§C/’ﬂ/?¢’yf"f

s ARt

- 7 -

e résuig gives us some assurance that the stébilityxbbsegyed e
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_ v, in past studies. of global student.ratings. (e.g.. Marsh. '
* S . T ' . ) '

o '19éé‘. Marsh & HoceQar 1984‘ .Murray Rushton é Paunonen,

L SRS

Vo
',f#-;;.fi o 1386) is attributable to consistenéy An actual classroom
B . ,::' . beha;iours of the 1nstruitor : ..:';: \‘
“. ‘ ‘ o In e*anining the results; o%.Study 3.~it is ciear that B
. . o ot the sgability of.overall differences amono instructors was
| :\' greater than the Stablllt§ of-differences among behaviours ’

2 - . e
.within-a teacher. This is eVidepced by consistently high

I .
’ e M

values for, measures of relative stability {(e.qg.

-

-~

- . s
- \ ) - ] .

'.'. . .
“'correlatiOns of TBT scaleS\across teachers on.two occasxons

- o & 2 0 v

or the stability of distances to those clusters showing -

.non-zero-elevations) as comgared to ‘somewhat lower values b

[

: for measures oI absoclute stability in style (e.qg.
. - - ( .
'correlations»of profiles within 2 teachér ,across$ two

A
T | TYaa

[

- A - -

L Y R occasions or stability of distances to those clusters
N A ‘ = . = \

L DU showing primarily shape difterences) In other words ar,

~t ’ - -
- el _ ’

DR _//;/;féétive 1nstructqr is. 11ke1y to be e&fective in al; " ’ L
. ! ) : . : c l -

ses prov;ded that the classes are at the same levéd -

,wib,,j;/fvo’ ’Similarly and perhaps unfortunately an. ineffectiﬁe S, .

I TR Rt L A
\\ .
N
.
BN
L)

"\"K<
.“)e
. v
A
AN

'CﬂSWinStructur is llkﬁlY to be consistently 1neffective aCrOSS- S

s
v

-, f{“ﬁ'ﬂ ;.c}a$5es 'However an instructor uho is "task oriented" in' ’ . s

¥
. ¢/ . ° . s

ong'class may not be 'so in another Epture research should :

be"addresséd'to this issue.' For instance'.further attention i .

__~4t\\/.~./ ,-;~,, -

.-/"

‘cagdd be-gf;r to‘uzperstandi g what causes this apparent

-

.. e N - _ . 3

-,'Est&ﬁ' s;gbifrty 1n teaching

.,t—;’ Lt - - -

nepreseﬁt raai differences ih’behaviour,"A}ternativeLy e fﬁ” L

'yle.” It might, ~In fact

e L

caq&d be symptoiatic of measyrement procedures which are

oL ‘e - v .. ~
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prone to a certain amount of error -- fo¥ example. in
o

. . . relation to student judgments, or assessQEnt of difference
\ . o . ) ‘. ; .
scores between two behaviour scales. or allocation of.

instructors to teaching style categories. Andther'possible

direction for Ffuture research would be tc investigate

differences in overall effectiveness between instructors who

use the same style consistently across courses vs.' those who'

s ’
~

are less consistent in style. and thus might be viewed as | -
more flexible or adaptable.‘
memmmm ’

A number ‘of eaucatlonalky relevant variables were Voo

. . N .

examined in relation to instryctor teaching styles in this
. M . L . . n.

-

study. - There was some,eVidence'tHat-the frequency'éf
OCCUrrence of the six teachlng styles dlffered _aCross .

. R LT .

. academic disciplines, and across course 1euels Arts . .

-

- " vt

'xnstructors in Study l. vere’ found to be over -represented in 7- .

the Entertakping but UnStructuredgand Effectdve Lecturers

.clusters. Scxence instructors 1h Study I wqtg.more llkely .

" .

‘ . than xnstructors in’ other fields to fall in the Ineffectxve !

o ) Lecturers category and were less likely to be Spe&ch

,.-deers. The 51gni£rcant reletionship found between teaching. .
) ./l style-end'subjectaarea in,St?dy 1 was not replicatedlin . '.‘ﬁ;
©N N “sStudy 2. The difference in nesults cannot ‘be fully ~ o - f};“r
o~ . S ¢ S

e éxplainea with avaxlable data, although 1t,1s possible that Lo

.- - , 1t reflects differences in the volunteer vs. ‘recruit A . o
. o .compositxon of the two samples . ] . R T S

. - ' < ’ . - A A
4 . . . . . . o - boa
- .. . ’ - - : o
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:ﬁith regard to course levels, the results indicated an

increésing"tendency toward a less enthusiastic and meré

'strucfuébd teaching style as the level of’the course

. ¥ s A
. increased. " In introductory and general interest courses,
} . . .

insﬁfeéto;s'were more likely to be Speech Givers or
.£nterﬁ;ining but Unstrugtured, exhibiting a TéI score
pettern;of-éxbressiveness‘exceeding-Organization. In N
Y honouré_eourges the.reverse wqe true, with the Structured
( éut Boring teeehing style being more common. Study 1

results lndlcated that lecturers in general interest cqurses

,uere much more likely to be Mumblers than were lecturers at

ocher level§, a flndlng_whlch might reflect departments'
. SO S

purposeful:assignment of‘boor instructors to these
- h i

low-priorjty courses.’ Although slight differences in

results were noted between Study 1l .and Study 2., the general

findings with regard to the relationship between teaching

style and course level were consistent.
. ¢ - )

L]
.

The six teaching styles were also significantly
different in terms of student ratings of overall teaching
effectivenéss. Cenerally this effect was accounted for by

'difﬁereﬁces'between teaching styles with uniformly high or

o T T

. . . ’ 3 .
,, uniformly low profiles across all teaching behaviour scales.

-
-

Instructérs'who were aboVe-average on all behavioural scales
werg rated by students as being effective, whereas

:, -

instruc:ors wvho were consistently below average orn all

scales were rated as being ineffective This finding is

consistent with prélﬁous research by Murray (1983a b) and

2 [ N




others showing that student ratings of overall instructor

quality can be b%edicted from frequency ratings of specific

classroom/ieaching behaviours. Similar to the results

repdrted above in relation to stability of teaching styles’ .
it can be seen that profile elevation played a major role
and profile éhape a relatively minor .role in determining

student perceptions of overall effectiveness.

Reiationships between teaching style and instructor
attitudes or se{;}ratings were generally not statistically ..

* -
significant‘iﬁféhis study. This finding is consistent with

the general lack of significant relationships between

- -
-

teacher attitudes and overall teacher effectiveness

(Feldman, 1986). There are several possible explanations

~ .

for the failure to find links between instryctor attitudes

and instructor behaviours. First, the measures utilized in
this study may not have been 'adequate for assessing the
relevant attitudes. These measures have not been .- -

.

B " . N " :
investigated with regard to construct validity. reliability,

possible response biases., or potential restriction of range

in volunteer samples. Second, it may be that instructor

goals and attitudes are related to their perceptions: of

their own behaviour, and to the behaviour patterns which

~

they intend to display. but are not related to the specific
behaviours that they do displaY'in_the classroom, as

accurately reported by students. Research evidence

indicating that instructors are inaccdfate‘at,describing

their own classroom behaviour ‘(Aubrecht, Hanna. & Hoyt.
’ ‘/ o = .. [
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1986;- Braskamp, Caulley.. & Cost€in, t???) suggests that

: . PO, . N N T

~——

hY

inieﬁdgd‘behaviours and aqtual behavibu;s:pay in fact.
differ. . Third it is possible that the behavioural teaching
L oo . 3

'Sty1q>exhibiied by an instructor is in fact unréiated to his
: : . W EmTL
- or her attitudes toward education’ and teaching. This

N\

_situation might exiﬁt‘when instructors 1§Fk the behaviouratl

¢l

: - BN
repertoire needed to display their target teaching skyle

.koLean. 1979) or when conflicting roles or values restricg

3

them from implementing their preferred style. -

Whatever the reason or reasons, it must be acknowledged

bl

that the lack of significant relationships found between TN

teaching styles and teacher self-report variables in’ this
.ﬂ" N L7 :

” study casts some doubt on the meaningfulness or external
i -

° L)
validity of the typology of six teaching styles. On-the

other hand, it is fair to note that counterbalancing

pbsfﬁive evidence for the meaningfulness of the taxonomy was

found in the réplication of the clusters across split

«f\x - -

samples., across scale and item data, “and acfoss various
ahalytical methods:. as well as in the evidence for

stability of teaching styles across courses at the same

1evei:“>$nd in the significant relationships found between

~
3

teaching style on the one hand and course level and ovegrall
A s - ,

effectiveness on the other. Obviously future research
should efamine/in greater depth relationships between
teachinghétylés and other educational “variables postulated,

.

to bé releyant.

s 4 = 0w . . R
. a
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Euture Research .

The presént research was desligned to bé primarily'
descriptive in nature. Clearly.'the results obtained are
mére exploratory than defindtive. but they do offeé
encouragement for the usefulness of‘this approach in futuﬁe
research endeavours. The goal of adequately describing
lectur;ng styles through empirical classification has
probably not.yet been completely attainéd. The presé;E
description of~£6ent£fied teachind stygés‘could be refined
considerably by applying the typology to a large} sample for
purpé#es of collecting “normsk on the;e behaviour patterns. .
Eurther‘informatio; on the frequency of occdrrence'of |
v;}id&s teaching styles"iﬁ uﬁiversity fac%e populations
would be helpful in designing teacher impr§;£ment progfams
and in designing subsequent research s;udiés. Beyond this.
but still with thé general goal of‘aescribing teacher

behaviour, methoddlogies similar to those utilized here-

could be applied to the study of clas om behagi?ur in
situations othgf than th traditional leckure fz??f. " such,
as ‘laboratory courses.. small group discussi ns. a’g oD .

-~ R v o |_ . :

tutorials (e.g.. Baumgart, 1976). -

Following the developméqe‘of a fully validated
. . BN
descriptive typology. long-term research needs in thig area

.

I R ,
will includ e investigation of causal relationships. of .

A

. A\ .
aptitude-tre ent interactions, and of differential

‘presage'process-productffeiationships across styles. \éﬁuses

.of teaching behaviour are only vééﬂely understood at

7
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present. Recent‘research by Erdle. Murray. and Rushton

s . .

(1985) suggests that instructor personality traits directly
N \\- o

L . affect‘clafsroom teaching bqpavioqrsffwhich.in turn °

determine student instructional ratings. However. the
# : . direction of causation among these variables, plus the role

of course. characteristics and student perceptions of these

a - s
. - characteristics, are obviously 1n need of further research.

B

\ . . Through the'use of an empirical teaching style approach
to describing educational treatments, we may hope to achieve

N more fruitful results in.the investigation of aptitude--

— N .

treatment interactions at the postsecondary level. Such an
approach will\gllow'reséarchers to reliably tategorize
\ . h, 1n§tructors into qualitatively different groups, an

‘X " X essen ial requiremensbjor detedting differential effects on

\

s ‘ Rarticg}a groups of students. Equally important the

\ AN

ability to deséffbg the g}eatment" in terms of discrete,

obserﬁhple aviours\\ill faqilitate the 1nterpretati6n of

o~ O
- findings;\nd the d\fidh-of subsequent\experimental studies

-

fog\rigoro s\?ypothesis testing.

It _seems reasonable to ulate that relatibnshlps

N
among presage, pr ess, and proacét variables may differ

\

across diffefent aching sters Eor examplé efficient
\\
\\use of class tiga might expected to have positive effects
v \
\*: on student learning~for 1n§\ ctors wﬁx\ﬁhow a Structured
AN
but Boring style, whereas this -same factgﬁ\might be expected
\ -~
“to have negative effects for instructQ{s with a more

N
N free wheeling Entertaining ‘but Unstructured\;tyle in that
\ : ' .
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»

R

efficxent time manageuenf isg probably mconsxstent v:.st_hvthz.s

. ) R S

I 4 . 8

\c\

'-\‘ ..

-

In sumnary «therq 1s ?.bnecause for encouraqeqem: 1n

the gresent f1ndu\qs «The gpproach of dessr1b1ng lec.'turer"*‘ \

behaviour in terms of patterns of behavioufs.

e R
styles. seems to have merjit.

~

teaching effectiveéness... . )

-

or teaching

It is worthy of consideraﬁ_ion

in tHe design of future research studies in postsecondary

X

~
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Also, your reports should be based solely upon your own personal observations.
- " [ ]
Each section of the inventory begins with a definition of the general cStegory of.
teaching to be reported in that section. Following the category definition is a list of
e . specific teaching behaviors falling within that category. VYour task is to estimate the
: "~ frequency of occurrence of each of these behaviors for the instructor in question, using
the frequency rating scale shown bélow: 1.
: A TR ¢ - .D e .-
Never “Rarely Sometimes Often - Always

TEACHER BEHAVIORS INVENTORY
(Revised October 1978)

Instructor:

Course: .

Observer:

Instructions to observer: .

In this inventory you are to report your observations of the classroom teaching
behaviors of the instructor named above. In ather words, you are to report specific,
concrete things that the instructor does (or fails to do) in his or her classroom”
teaching. [t is important that your responses be "descriptive” rather .than "evaluative".

.

. There are 100 behaviors listed on this inventory. Please mark your ratings on the
two computer cards provided, using columns 1 to 50 of the green computér card for,question
naire items G! to G50, and using columns 1 to 50 of the red computer card for qugStionnair|
items R1 to RS0. Note that you are to mark an A to indicate "Never", B for “"Rarely",

P C for "Sometimes”, D - “"often”, and £ for “Always".

It is absolutely essential that you mark your answers with an ordinary lead penci'l
only. Also, be sure to press firmly, fi11 in the entire oval-shaped answer space, mark
gnly one space pér question, and erase completely any errors or stray marks.

. ° . = ¥ . : .'
Before beginning the guestionnaire, please print thé name of the instructor being
rated on the back of both computer cards. Do not mark your own name or ID number any-
where on the adnswer card. T :

Note:. (1 Frecuency estimates for a given instructor should be based on a minimum -
of three separate one-hour classroom ogbservation periods. . T

. {2) The data you'provide, in his- inventory will be kept strictly confidential
. . and used sotely. for purpqses of a research.project on university .teaching
. . o gonducted by Or. H. G. Murray of the Department of Psychology, University
‘ of Western Ontario. . . : :
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v
2 \ - o
- k]
23
- Manner sy nove-eﬂ:s. gestures, and other nonverdal unnors of instryctor n
. classroom sbtution
Ao T8 ¢ D - £
Never Rerely Somgtimes 0ften Always
~ . . ? -
51  moves back and forth n froat of class )
G2 gestures with hands Or arms
Gl plays with chalk or pointer
G4 exMmbdirs facial gestures Or expressions
GS - av01ds eye CONTACT wITh SEuddnts
- W6  rocks or Ways.on heels -
67 walks up~aisles beside students .
G8 .gmstures with head or body- .

69 leans on desk or lectern
GI0 smiles or-laught while teaching . -
1 embi® digtracting mannerisal -

»
"

~ . ’ . :
\E_iguunon: ways tn which instructor explains comcepts or principles; asthods
usgd Lo explicate or clarify subject matter

- : ~ . .
: A N ~ . ,
~ <\ e B ] C . b E
| Nevgr Razely Somet ines _Often Always
-» T EIEA -,

—\GIZ ,gn‘és’senral ew-ol? or mustms of each comept

T§13 uses concrete exaroles to ewlun abstrace principles

618 £3ils to d€line new or. uﬁfﬁiliar ttr-s -
615 utes audtovisual avas (fii, ums maps, s1ides, etc.) to t1lustrate concepts

~"G16 writes key tgems on dlackboard er'ovcrhud screen

61? an,ue !xcesthpOﬂ obvious points

Gls suggests wiys of memorizing cmltu’&d idess
™ 619 ’Npons difficule 1ms several times : 2
‘ . G20 \s:ruscs |ost Iwnnt oonm dy plusinq. spoaking slo-ly, ratving yoice, etc.

.

G2l uses (Graphs or auqrus to facilitaté exptination -
r‘zz ths\‘ﬁcrydc;? rul life unlu to in‘vxs ate concepts or princ'ples . .
623 . explains subject matter M inloml. conoquut 1.0@390 . -
- ~ \

Organrzation: wiys in which insgructor ut—ats to organize suajoct satter; sethods

. \) used to Cl".tl ‘uﬂ*n and ?ﬁﬂc.

_1'-\

N * 0 3
. Never Ra;o\ly L Sﬁapti_du 0ften, \ Always
N —~ L P
624 reviews topics covered™in, hﬁm Tecture at uqinan of each class
o 625, uses headimas and subpeadings to or!agiu tectures N
") 6 exlain how ugh“ topic fits into the course is s.wmole © © -
7 aigresses from aejor thems a\lnmn Lo -
628 nuus lectures to text, v:uoims. or libs YOI
, Gi&zvgts outline of Tecture on-blackbognd or*Gvarhesd scu@n _‘ PN
JTectures follow & logical sequence : . - .

B 63t covers very little msterisl in class sessions -
632 gives preliminicy ovérview of lecture at begioning of class
- . d = .

. 4 N -
‘ « (\\:) ‘ ‘ ({N -




033 gcri'o::tcll'y <ummar1zes 'points alceady made

638 orgamizés lecture Dy means of ¢ st of pornts or series o\\b\nsuoﬂs

T <638 cleariy ndicates transition from one tOPIC tO another

G previews topics to be covered jn future lectures

8y s»qqesu orqamnuoml schemes designed to atd s:u«ﬂts " l“ﬂ\mq aterial

*

nteraction verda! m:era’cufws between teICNEr and Students n classcoom

- LA b

A . 8~ R t . 0 £

Never: Rarely o' Sowetimes Often Always

4 L}

" -

- 638 mowoqes swu, o ask wsi\ons or ngke cmn curmg lectures
. 635 orarses swu for” gooé 'mv .
-ao saks Guestions of mmvfmt stuaenzs
G‘P asks_guestions df. clais a5, awholg
642 em:ouraqes stwmthm. un»cwa;e on clanrco- cnscussmn ' -

64) amswprs stu«ms Mnms ;homqnly R
Gad cnucvzgs stu««ts -ben :ncy ‘make errors

.

'

.‘\' 6% a3ks 1festudents Wrsum before proceeding to next topte . .
S G856  expects stumt! te hns-cr wno«s girected to class ~ .
G&7 encourades stue«ms to-tnm! '-mﬂy “ N
G48 €avis 1o tm ‘nt mttmwe n cidssroom interactions \

.

649 sucks to tM npmt " ans.-erinq‘ students ' questions
*G50 pcorpocates students’ 1deas rnto lecture - : :

. . -
- .

“ . e o .
Speech Guatities of imetrucror’s voice; mammer of talking Or spedking —
* ’ b oA ' - . ‘ ™~
T WS ¢ - - B €
. . P . .
4 -~ . -
Sever - ¢+ Rarely Sowetimes Often Always
4 ’

" e

Rl speaks 1h'a 'Gramatic” oc eapressive way. |
A2 w, stutters, mmles, o $lurs mpras L.

L d -
“23  so1ce ‘acts oroper- '“odulat\m yoears 1n mnotm)
R4 speaks softly .
RS speaks lcudly . c, -

% - pautes ‘1a mig-sentence
R7 Slyi IR L
g speari s!o-ly

R9  speaks rwuny L - R . =
R10 does nat spesk clearly. i -
RN voice fades in.gid-sgntence - .o ’ .’
4 < 3 .
1 ‘. M - . - - \. ..
interest -cys n -rucn tastructor attesots to qmruo studcnt mumt \o Subj!(!
- ~atter .
[ 4 . . .
- e A - *
. L . 8 ¢ . T £
. Never . Rarely Someties . .Often  °  Aldays
) - — - ' . . ‘,‘« ~ i
R12 7tally jokes or numocous anecdates’ R . . .

/13 «3Nows strong interest in subjest matver . .
.ﬂu relates, subncl" natter student Vaterests or Student uﬂvfﬂu .
NS descridbes mrsoul edferiences relevgnt to mmct matter \-

i ruds Mcw« from pmorn notes or text. thus reducing mum.uy

0

.
\
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N

Affect. erotional denaviors or affective states nmn\ud by te.\}n.\m'cuufooa

\

\
R1T uses ¢ vaciety of d\"erent «ttv'hes. edrr, or fomts (e.q . quest lecturers. - \
senel Jigcussions, etc. . \ -
. . .
18 relates sublect =atter to Current evedQs ’\ N
R15  perats aut pracltical appiications Nf concepss dc armmo)\s . AN
R20  states Own poInt of view on ¢ versial tssues N * - ~
821 aSss rnetorical questions L - \\‘\‘
222 pmeé-s\cunenqmg. thought-orovoking iBeas Y . L N
223 focuses On Comtroversial 1ssues -thh the subject uttcr of the cow‘sé : \ . ~
. ‘“ -
Crsciosure mstruct 4 explicitness ¢ ] taam:\m. Course require~ \\\ .
- ments, andhgrading criteriy \\ -
AN - . N . ‘\. ~ \‘
—_ ¥ 8 0 — £ X
. ~
_wever \ _ Rerely Somet 1mes Ofteh Neays :
= '\\ : . )\ N
. . A ~ . » N
R24 -advises students 25 tO'how to prepare for Tests Qf exams . R .
225 maves students agpre Of &\Q\fﬂl oblectrves of cou b N \" - v
R26 tells stugents exactly 15 expected of ¢ on tests, esuy{(. or assignments \, ! N
827 provides sasole exam questions . ' - \
"R28 - states obyexsiws of each lective’ BN .
R29 suqqests y\"x\‘?«nnury mqu-s-on t001CS covered 'n lectures . N ’
e BN .
R3¢ reminds st s of-test gates ot aann.nt ouanm \,‘_\ \\
LY \Js Jtudent which topYCSaTe mMOSt- mrm: for exam puRgoses. Q SN
M M -
- e ’ . . ' x g7 . ,
Repport: RS tF3CIOFs . s and feelmgs toward’ sxucents. mtérogrsoful reuuons\ . A
bedween teacher Students ~ Lo < o
oo . . +*
. 2. .. 8 c o ON K ( '
.\ - e s . . .,
ever Rarely %.nm . neren Almays
g \ . .
. \.
R32  knows vncwtcu! students Dy name Q -
33 sensitive to students’ Feelinas . . M '
232 1! e;'anw other points o \Fv\e- s . R -
Q32 concerned that sTudents undtrstnnd md lum wbm:: uuer \\ ~
P36 avarlable for ¢ junon-omme of class N Q\
. R17 -nterested 1o stv{n " 10eas \\\ T : ‘Q?
L RIE f3rr ang ampaetial ™ . L ¢
L) '
3% talus with Stugents befgre or after cles} N s U r.
b i . : \
- RC “lex:C1€ recarging deddlines and reqouirewents * ' \ .
Ra3 - .

ctfers tc nelp studm -u\anoblm
. N .

srtusticn

.

N

.-

- e

Never Rarely" AMaays -
, .
céhcech (vs.-aToof:
relncd {vs. nervous) ‘
confident (ys. aporenessive) N - :
Mappy (vs. sad) : : ’
caswal {vs. formad)
agreeadle (vs. arguaentative) : \‘\ SRR
expressive (vs bBland)
frigndly (vs. reserved) - .
critical (vs. approving)

-
z )

. .
-~

B —— s . N \‘ My
~ \

M -

-y

P \*_._- = ——




APPENDIX B

Student Rating Form I




' Instracter; Course:

Teaching Behaviours Study: Student Rating Form I

- -

In this Questionnaire you are asked to evaluate the effectiveness of your course and
instructor. It is important that vOu be’as cand:d and as cbjective as possible in
making your ratings. You should attempt to rate your course and instructor &s they
compare to other univers:ty.courses and instructors. DO NOT mark your name or ID

. number on the quest:ionnaire. Please respond to each statement dy writing the

appropriase numper, from tife scale below, 1in the space provided. \;:l_
& - - .
1 2 3 4 s 6 . -3
strongly disagree slightly neutral Slthtly agree strongly
disagree ' disagree agree . agree

’ - 2

1. The work lcad in this course was relatively heavy.

2. This enstructor has led me to think about things zn'avdszerénﬁ way. . .

3, Compared to other courses, I feel I have learned a lot from this course.

3. Compafed to cther instructors, I feel I have learned a lot from this
. e - iastruczor (independent of course readings and assignpents).

L) . —

5. 1 found the material ccvered in this Course interesting,

6 The material covered in this courge wag relatively d1ffrcule,

7. A lot.of material was coversd in th:is-cCourse.,

3. This course has improved my ability to analyze information or solve

problems. ———
9. This i1nstructor has increased my interest in this.area.
- <
. 10. The couzse has intreased my factual knowledge of this subject. - , B
. . ST <

Il. This instructor's lectures increased my understanding of this field. -

12. .1 would take anogﬁ&r ‘course in this area, taught by this instructor
(1f not restricted by Jegree requirementsl.
Y -
-w

13. 1 would take another course in this area, taught by a d:1fferent’

¢ instructor f1f not ges:t;cied by deqrée requirements). .
0y : 4 e
14. guerall, the instructor was an effective teacher. )
B 15. Overall,; tThe Course was valuable.
~: - . App;ux&uactti“ﬁh;j_pprctn:age af this instrucior's 1ectu§as 10 this Course - '
. . "7 diad you attend? (check onel . .. T
. ) @7 ' . .
’ -~ g o less than 508 approx. 80% Do
- .- . —— .
K . approx. 50% approx. 908

approx. 66\ all lectures .. N

RN

. approx. 79%
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- TEACHING BEHAVIOURS STUDY: - . . - -

INSTRUCTOR SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE

3

¥

This questionnalire asks you for information about your courses, your opinions

about your classroom teaching, and your attitudes toward teaching in general.

Please, feel-free to be candid in your responses, and .add any cosments that y
mrght. clarifv your viess. Return the completed questionnaire to Denise Mclean
(Psychology Department) in the envelope provided.

.

Department: - ' : - ) - .

Academic -Rank: _ -
Sex: . Male f‘mle_

N
'

Age: h

- . do. of previous yeu;‘;eachan expenen&?r ' X .
T L e ‘ ‘ -
- * Teaching load this term: - hours per week. (averagel,
- PR - - . - - .
Jp— - o * " different coursas taught
- students enrolled :in all classes tiught - .




)

k4
PART I -- COURSE. INFORMATION

Course Class Saize Class Tuimes

‘l. What 1s the usual method of presentation in this course? (.check one)

~ lecture °’ R seminar .
lecture/laboratory ) other (please specify) -
’ . lecture/discussion : ) .

2. What 1s the grading format? {(please indicdte percentage of final grade)

mult:ple choice exams ) seminar presentations

|

problems/short answer exams class participation

essay exams . other (please specify)

student papers/assignments .

3. what percentage of the course content .s available to students o nly through
- instructor lectures? .

-4, which additional sourc-: of material- are avaxlable L0 students in this course?
(check all that-apply)

textbook class discussions

study qu'xge ’ student pfesentations

-

rreadings assigned by amstructor tutorials

- a. .

guest speakers ~ - lab exorgises. etc.

1
i
.
'

commercially prepared films, etc.’ . " other (p‘léase_ipecxfy%

-S. What percenta- of students do you estimate enroll in this course solely
because it 1s a requirement of their program? ~-~r -
- ~ : .. 1
6. How. many times have you taught this ¢ourse in the pastc?

‘ _ ] - .
7. Apptoxu\atcly how many hours per week do you spend preparing for this course?

8. How similar is the subgdc: “matter o! this course to your specific field of
zesoarch interest? (circle your response)

. Not at-all . Extremely

similar ) . : similar
) . 1°° 2 3 4 S 6 7

9. How much do you enjoy teaching this particular class? .
Do not enjoy . . Enjog it
it at all -- - . .o very mach

' -1 2 3 . 4 ) 6 . 7

Comments: ' ' R




Class Size

lecture - -

lecture/laboratory

ey

lgcturc/discussxén .
4

2. whay/1is the grading format?

multiple choice exams -

Tewa

problems/short answer exams

essay exams

student papcrs/assanmoncs

3. What percentage of the goursSe content 1s available
1nstructor lectures?

4. Which additional sources of material are available
(check all that apply) R °

T tegtbook ’
study gquide . RN

.

readings assaigned by xnstructor

guest speakers b

commercially prepared filmsg, ezc):

'H 'l I

- -

.5. what percentage of students do you tltiﬂlt. 1nxoli
because it 18 a requxrenont of their proqraa?

‘1. What 1s the ysual method of presentation 1n this course? \lchcgk one)

Class Times

saminar

|

other (please specify)

(ploaso xndxcatc pcrc.ntaqc of final grade)

- smw presantatiQns

class participation

|

other ‘(please specify)

—

to stud.nts only :hrouqh

to students in this course?

class discussions
student pti!cntatiana
tutorials

lab exercises, etc.

T

other {please specify)

in this course solcly

-

6. How many times bave you taught this course 1n' the past?

CT. Appzoxxnately how many hours per week do you spend p:opaxiqq for this course?

) 8. How sznilax 18 thn subject aatecr of this. cou;so tae you: specific ticld of

research interest?
.

Not at atl
. similar
R I ‘3 T4

{circle your rosponso)

9. How much do you enjoy teaching this pasticular class?

Do not enjoy
it at all N
1 2 3 SR )

'Cc-lnta:

LS

. ’—W M P :.E?.'J w E!!
.

Extrcé‘lv
T similar
5 . [ . ?
. -y -
L & joy lt
{"‘ very much
5 6 . 7
Sy
P e i gl - - . .-

-




E
4

-

.

. ’ -~
. L *
- . X .
- - * -
N . .
- - N . ‘.-
. .
- - . N
o, N N -
- . . . . .
.
. - . - ) -
N L
Jomparison of the Two Courses *
’ - -
c e
Y -

1. Overall, how-simila®do-yol think the two courses are to one another?
Consider type of student, course content, course structure, etc.
(cixcle your resgonse) .

'

Extremely " ° ) °  Extremely
- dissimilar*® similar .
1 *2 <3 4 S [} 7 .
. N . . . A
] .

2. How similar do you thank your classroom téaching styles are.in the two

courses? : .
Extremely ) ’ " Extremely h
dissimildr . similar
1 2 3 4 S [ 7

Cooments:

»
P

3. C'ven\ll,‘uh:.ch students do you think enjov their class more? ”
. 2. /. . .
°  students ‘ . . students

enjoy ,cfa;s . . . ) enjoy class

~ much more--} much more
) 1 .2 3 4 .5 6 7
Comments: ¢ et .
- . . » - .
* we . .

. . -
a »
[ ae . . -
-
.
N . 1 . - - -
. N
‘ - _cO ’ v
i ) e 8 N
. . ! ’ . N
. - , . .
- \\,\
o )
.v’
- - - ) v .
-
- _ \ .
~
. N
- - L4
- .
- s X -
. .
. T
~e
-8 A -
- , )
- . ;
- il i - 7 -2 T n T . e - -



N . . - PART II -- CLASSROOM TEACHING STYLE

1. Please rate your classroom teaching, relative to that of other university
instructors, on each of the following dimensions. Use the following scale
and write your responses in the spaces provided. (If you see your teaching
differently 1n different courses, add the necessary columns -- please,
idensify which column belongs to which course.) -

~

Much below . . . Much above
average . . Average ) average
1 o2 3 4 ] 6 7
DISCLOSURE: . Explicitness and helpfulness-regarding
) course requirements and grading criter:a —
. - EXPOSITIONAL STYLE: Methods used to explain, clarify, and/or
. ) . ! . generate student-interest in subject matter -_—
. H ORGANIZATION: Ways 1n which instructor attempts to
° . ‘ ) - organize subject matter: methods used to
4 ) ’ A create structure and coherence in course —
- o ' ™ _ content
‘ . USE OF CLASS TIME: Efficient utilization of class time:
.. T approptiate pacing of lecture; covering
a large quantity of material ’
SPEAKING ABILITY: Qualities of instructor's voice; tendency
to speak loudly and clearly i . —
EXRPRESSIVENESS: Use of movement, gesture, and vocal
) . inflection to capture student attention
- S during class -
‘ _ RAPPORT: Indications of positive instructor
j ' attitudes and feelings toward students;
geod_interpersonal relations between ——
teacher and students -
' RECAXED MANNER: Indicatiéhs that the instructor 1s
: comfortable and at ease 1n front of
the class,
t R L AN d
.. _omments:
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2. The var:iocus aspects of teaching can be character:zed in many différent ways.
Listed below are six different roles that most instructors display from time to
time. Try to indicate the approximate percentage of classrcocom time that you
give to each of the roles. (Again, if you see yourself differently in ’
different courses, you can add a second or third column and give more than PR
i - one distribution of time.) The total might not equal 100. . .- f’ .-
EXPERT: trann;xttinq subject matter knowledge to students a
FORMAL AUTHORITY: setting goals, rules, deadlines for assigfiments,
clearly defined standards of excellence —
’ SOCIALIZING AGENT: encouraging promising students to enter the
’ instructor's fielll or discipline —_—
. . FACILITATOR: assisting students in achieving their own goals _
for learning, removing barriers to success (e.g., -
) explaining how to use the library, find field _—
. experience, etc.) . R
EGO IDEAL: serving as a model for students (e.g., indicating ) ’
what a good historian, chemist, soc:.ologxsf., etc. -
would do)
R PERSON /~ revealinq experxences and feelinqs wh.\ch indicate . © .
- , . an existence outside of the classroom (e’ g., using o C -
. personal experiences, dreams, etc. to clanfy an —— » Lo
. explanation) Lo . L ) -
. - . . -
i’ 3. (a) whach mechods have you.used to- assess/mp:ove your :eachmq effecttveness" -
i (check all that apply) . . . . e
-2' inferences from student academic perfot’mnce' , ' —',j;'
; informal discussion with students S E T .
- e - T,
: . -informal observation of student reaction . i . X
- - revxev of formal student ratmqs ' : . N . - .
. —— e .-
¢ .- use of supplementary written Syrveys of studen: opxn:.on P
reading of articles related to téaching . f‘ Rt ST .
S A E . .
parucipatxon in earlier -research pzojects T L I
cqnsultatxon with collcaqucs . SR L e e T
g consultanon‘wzth educguoﬁql Devalopnént ofhce ’ L
PR pa;.;xcxpauon in formal toachez tta:.m.\\q' ptoqram R _ P
- - atfendance at wotkshops op tcochihq T -1 - i -
' - substantial changc i.n :mhir;q scyre . - .. .o -
. = A . P - - -
substantial :co.tqanxueionlndnsiqn of~ cpur;p. DT 2 g ’
ouhoz ’(plgasc spdexfy): D -] ,, L - - . )
,_./ . . - . - . i 7 e
(b} How atufhd ar’t 66 with the’ rmles ot’ t.hose uetl)ods 4listed above) 2 )
which you - ‘have uted’ Cem e . LT T e o e T
-Extremely " - YT .. o0 4‘; N - _ Zxcrtuely
dissatisfied R ) L -.satisfied
- . RS L-"/"',l:': 5 S § L5 6 7. '
.' -~ ” - : s "./ . s v s . -~ i
‘ - - - - M - . ~
~ - . 4 - . ¥ .o . s " .
Feirle - . N - 3
- - ’- . .—"; . —’, ~ 3 _"' -
. . S e - . *-° e . .
e T -/rqf - . - . . ’
- - - "4.7 '/ LA . . - ’ :
-~ EEE - 9-—4’—7—::-*"‘-".,,‘ -t P - - -



' . : . 4
4. Given below are brief descriptions of six classroom teaching styles which

have been identified in earlier research. Please read each description and

indicate how similar your teaching is to each of these. You may find that

in one paragraph some characteristics are true of you and some are not;:

try to judge the overall similarity of your style to the descraption. Rate

each description independently: do not rate them relative to each other.
Neither

Extremely
dissimilar
1

2

similar nor
dissimilar

3

4

S

]

Extremely
similar

-

A. This style of lecturing is marked by an extremely focused and

" businesslike use of class time. The instructor almost always -
sticks close to the main topic during lectures and covers.a lot
of material. Speaking style can be described as dynamic,
éxpressive, and confident. Very little class time 18 used for
_reijterating course requirements or helping students to prepare
for examinations.

B. Ins:zucto:s usaing this style devote relatively little class time
to "structuring activities" ‘such as clarifying course requirements

~ and organizing the sequence of topics for students. They are
often less dynamic in their teaching style and probably spend
little effort to “get to know"” the students, .

. L ]
-C. This approach to lecturing represents mainly an attempt to

. capture and maintain student attention, primarily through the
use of a dynamic and expressive -teaching style. strict adherence
‘to the main topic, elaboration of grading criteria,. .and a highly
structured presentation of the course material are ag\ to be
considered less important.

- _D. Lecturers using this classroom style give considerable attention

to explaining how each topic fits with the others and how the
lectures, and more broadly the subject matter field, are -
~organized. They ar€ perhaps not as dynamic in their presentation )
as other instructors, but they use class time more efficiently. -

E£. ac-lecturer in :hia category is seen as having good rapport with .
the students and as trying,to assist them in preparing for exams Lo

and in meeting the course requirements.
presented in a highly structured manner.
instructor .to be a good speaker, capable
in a clear and interesting way.

Topics are usually
Students find the
of explaining material

F. This lecturing style is characterized primarily by a tcndcncy
to speak quietly and Sometimes hesitantly in front of a class.

. ~Very little class time is spent an

of; emphasizing the organization of

subject matter.

Students may perc

"structuring activities”

such as™elaborating course requirements and grading criteria

lectures and the
t the instructor

does not "relate to them". They may also that class
time is used imefficiently and that little material is covered,

N,

T AR oo o PO e 05 AR .. . .
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PART III -~ ATTITUDES TONARD TEACHING-

1. The faculty role is often described as consisting of teaching, :eseuch, and

service.
- (a) What percentage of your working time do you currently allocate to each
* of these? (total should be 100) -
. 'reachi.ng Regearch Service Other
- ) - (;peCIIy)

(b) How important is each of these roles to you personally at this point *

in your career?

{(circle your tesponses)

Not at all Extremely
. important important
Teaching 1 2 3 S . 7
Research 1 2 3 5 6 v
Service 1 2 3 S 6 7
Cther 1 2 3 . -5 6 ?
(as above)’ . -
> (c) How pe:sonally' satisfied are you with your current ta.zfomance ip
. these areas? (circle your responses)
Extrémely <’ Extremely
dissatisfied satisfied
Teaching_ 1 2 3 4 . S 6 1,
Research 1 a 2 3 1 S 6 9
Service 1 2 "3 3 s 6 7
Other 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
{as above) R -
2. How do you rate your _:eachidq redative to dther instructors at your rank?
Much below ' - Much_above
average Average average
1 2 3 4 S 6 7
3 . .
LT -
Comments: N . -
~ - b .
N ’
[ 4
. ’ M -
. ]
‘ -]
r ‘; - . 4 Py
N P




Q]

,t

o . T . “ -~ T E\‘ N . L -
. o .o o o ;‘-)‘) . "\) ‘,(,\ - .
- ' = MOSt - instructors have, at lmiﬁticitly. alset of beliefs about the

- ropriate goals and methods of teacling. The z-nlnan questions ask

-_ - ' :o-nkothnuuoxpucituposﬁblc. . Nl

[N . - ~
=~ - -

o EN e~
“~o
«ilhan rate the fcvncving@ous in tcmof thou\curnent importance to
\teaching. . Use the toncninq “rating xcale and mdicate your:

. \rcsponu th. qpaccs pzovidod . L O —~ \

LY

Y Not at ur . L (N, Extremely"

. <

T T W 0 . important’
< By . = 5

& 1 .2-_33 4 H <y

T Ral Ny Jos .

T e s%imllt:mg q:\udtnt :xunkm; about the subjeckt matter
. - . provlding factual in!o:‘.tiouk = . \"‘l,\\ N
: . provms.ng enjoyment : ’ M
agipg indqbtndcnt study '
\dmlopi.ng téchnical skills © ks
' upzoﬂng ﬂbx— solving ability AN )

givioq an understanding of the relation of the parts AN

~ "to' the whole,_ .

] . B U ' 1nctm1nq $tud f—caatid.aco ip dealing with

c . ',’ A <A top‘ica Lp :xa ijcct satter P - .

- - R transmitting insemtox'l interests ané‘uhmnau oo
LT ' - in the :ubjoct -m:u:ma . LN

LA .
]

. < . B dwt@inq abinty to argue logi.uuy C * S
o o s @aveloping ability to use subject uttor knowledge

e dmlopﬁfg ability o use aTized or p;ior knowledge
- in-new a{mtiompzmbz the coutte

o, j’.‘._ cvolopi.nq ab‘ﬁt:y cotg‘ncxnt;o R et
. pmvumg a mzni cochnical vonbulu’;y
R _increasing intltutnul éhc"subjoé: ut‘;c} R

T R giving ‘.guw knovlodq. of !.nfotntion soureos v
" . (relevant journals, reference books, etc.)
. . iwroving oral co—mmtion uun. \\ N

T _ . . improving ;nieto{s-cc—nicanoa skuh , \

Ca. Y . Lnuoduclnqipnpticularehooryog, uthod as.a
Lo ‘ .. appmchinq ptobla utut.iono

l.m of
\

-
’41/
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4. This final series of items glves you Aansepporzunity to descride Dot p?eteg\
tc teach. There are no right or wrong answers. so be as candad a‘\_;:::.ble n -
your responses. Jead each of the 9 sets and, vithin each set, rate the four ~
resporises according to how well they describe your perscnal reactions or -~ &
~ feelings.. Judge.the ‘ou: responses 1n each set independently, not relative i \' .. "{”
to each gother. . . \ N
~ . R . -
™. Sstrongly . - T Noxthtr agree * Strongly R =
disagree " . " nor disagree . agree L \\ e
- 1 2 3 e 5 . 6 T -
A. I would dqocnbe the most cftocnw teachers as: , .
a. liking students and Maving a sincere desire to understand them. )
b. considering sach person as an individual amd letting students . (\
wark to their individual abilities and interests. —_— .
c. ‘controlling their class and requiring everyons to meet SOme T
ainimue requirepent. _ v
d. precise about whit 18 to be ‘done, .how 1t 13 to be done .when - Y
-~ it "is to be done, etc. S—— N
- Y
B. Generally speaking, I feel that the students vho &e doing very . \
poorly in’ university ~ ~ 3
a. shouldn't be 1n school at chu stage in their lives. ’ <
b. have probably not done well in the past and are so far behind !
they'll praobably nsver catch up. v — - @ ’ :
¢. would do OK 1f the faculty had more time to work with f.hu. : .. { 4
d. could probably do well 1f they received the type of ' i
iRstruction they need to lnm the material. . . . —_— L. H
c. 1 r.h:.nk that evaluation of student performancer - ) ¢ e P}'

a. often 1s unrelated o the‘suppond content and pu:poses of
the course. -

b. often doesn't really distinguish bcmen r.hose ‘who are_.doing

. well and those not doing well.: -

_&. qften c:eqr.u Jealcusies and hard tulmqs aong studenu

d, often 1sn't very helpful to studerts an evaluating tbeu'
proqrus and focusing thaair: study actaivities.

2 _| ;| l

D. In hy undergraduate teaching,

_ a. I am pleasant, friendly, and take a personal interest in the - YN ;
students. N doe N
- b. I pravide specific and detailled information about au;qmnts R ~ ’ - @:
"% . and“Yequirements. V. e i
i' c. I give students the opportunity’ to decide what they want to - L
study and how they want to do things. ° —~_ —_ . 3
d. I set high standards and require the students do the work ) )
‘umy to achieve them. . . . . _— /\/ -~ 3
L Y & -~ T
T, there were 2 11, aumber of studonts 1R my class who S TN —
< ed uninterested, I would —all U ,\;
a. consider that it is the student's prcblem since t_;u&ccny it . e et
. is their ruponuimlxty to learn the material. . = : —— :
b. call on them more in class to try to fcrct applicuion - a
to their studle . —
vuy\uy ;pptcm:h and type of nnqmntl to try to/spdxk ' ' St
their interest. T g—— -
d. put them vith some of thy better nnd more cn:huud students -~
"\ on a q:oup projecty K R L —
~ 4 T
(/‘\- -
’ A . -~ .. P . .
e . - ] .
- ™~ -
\\ o’ - .- . , - .




Zomments:’ . . - .

Strongly .~ ., Neither agree Strongly
disagree . nor disagree agree

1 T2 3 4 5 6 7

In cohdlucting ‘an effective class, I think i1t 18 important that
a. s@nts aze movod to, set their own goals and study those
topics of most intarest to thea. —
. the course 1s well &Qx;«! and the topics follow one .
ano so they-can » easily interrelated. —_—
c. !ggsuc ’ formation 1$.given the students on how their work .

cmz“kjp Qthers’, and the beat work is fairly recognized.
d. the stulents share their ideas and enjoy one another.

" 1f a student !n.ls a course, it 1is most likely because

a. the stude idn't ask for® mlp when he or she ran into
D

. difficulry.

b. the student® shouldn t have’ bton enrolled i1n the class in the
first place. |

c. the student didm't ltuay encugh. ¢

d. the teacher. dxdn : provide cnouqn q\.udanco or help.-

~ (

In~my opqub-. d‘n&_ot the most xq:orn.ns responsibilities of a
teacher 1g.to ” S . .
4. Jrganite coursk. content and programs in A _logical and -

msaningful order. . -

‘b. motivate ¥Weudents tG do the best work of anyone in the class.

c. get_the students to cooperate with and help one another.
d. encourage the students to make m\:bovn decisions_ as to
what thcrcm accdmluh. A ‘\‘ N b

A = ~. +

R P

I vould describe the- 901:::\;:9.&!\0:: It ve knm as .

b. vague abott assignments, so that- the studcncc wer® never sur
what was expected of them. Ty o~

a. more interested in the subject mattler than 1in :h.e studenlss. 2

<
‘c. too restricgive and not lcttmq the studgm:s come to thair’ o

conckihens or do- ant on their owh.
3. too e 50 t. t T ts lost're t_for them.
“&l\, the s uﬁ!'n\ s &t h

- . 'y
“ M ' a .
’ . N

- . »
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