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Abstract: Teaching Style Inventory designed to examine teachers’ affective learning goals for their students and
teaching methods used to support their learning goals. It is a diagnostic tool for curriculum designers and professional
development specialists. This paper is a qualitative and quantitative research study that aimed to investigate the
teaching style inventory of teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty in terms of educational philosophy,
instructional planning, teaching methods, teaching environment, evaluation techniques, managing interactions in the
class, and instructional effectiveness. Results showed that the two groups of faculty differ significantly in their teaching
style inventory as assessed and evaluated by academic department heads and faculty. It is recommended that further
revitalization be made on the teaching beliefs and teaching styles of teacher-education and non-teacher education
faculty suited to international students for instructional effectiveness.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The teachers are indeed at the helm of the educational
process for they are in the strategic position to bring about
favorable changes in the students, that is, to mold them into
the kind of individual that our society wishes them to be.
With the aforementioned in the mind, it is essential to know
the teaching styles of teachers in the classroom, which
greatly affect the students’ achievements. Teaching Style
Inventory designed to examine teachers’ affective learning
goals for their students and teaching methods used to support
their learning goals. The Teaching Styles Inventory can
produce quantitative results that can discern between
different types of teachers (as determined by their teaching
styles). It is a diagnostic tool for curriculum designers and
professional development specialists. The potential value of
the Teaching Styles Inventory is its ability to: measure a
wide variability in teaching styles; provide a graphical output
and description showing how teachers’ learning goals for
their students and teaching methods differ; and use a norm
sample of teaching style data to provide the basis for a
discriminate analysis of teachers or groups of teachers.

If teaching styles for particular teachers tracked with their
students’ scores on standardized tests, it may be possible to
quantify the teaching styles that are most effective in helping
certain types of students learn. The inventory maybe used as
a diagnostic to identify areas in which teachers need the most
assistance in their professional development, (CORD, 2012).

Teaching style refers to the way teachers teach, which
includes their distinctive mannerisms, complemented by
their teaching behaviors and choice of instructional
strategies. The manner and pattern of interactions with
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students clearly shows effectiveness in promoting
learning and self-esteem, (Caneo, 2001). Teachers
rarely realize how their beliefs about teaching and
learning Influence all of their teaching decisions
coupled with the evidence that teacher are the most
important school related factor affects the achievement
of students.(Rice, 2003). In the same way, that each of
us has a unique learning style and teachers have
individual teaching styles. Each style meets the needs of
some students better than others do. Most teachers tend
to be analytic by inclination, whereas most students are
global. Good teachers are intuitively aware of individual
differences between students, and between themselves
and individual learners.

Thoughtful teachers appreciate  the strengths and
limitations of their own instructional preferences. The
teachers’ prevailing teaching beliefs and styles affects
the way they present information and how they interact
with students, (Grashas, 2000). Teaching beliefs and
styles are frequent held unexamined. Assessment of
teachers thinks about as part of their regular planning
regimen, (Hen 2008). As a result, there are still gaps in
the research that remain unexplored. And or the
research fully addressed associated between teaching
beliefs and teaching styles.

The AMAIUB faculty over the years have developed
certain teaching styles that affected students’
achievements. They identified teaching styles as
effective and ineffective. The University caters to
different fields of specialization with which each
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college develops future professionals through relevant
training and learning opportunities that shall give each
graduate a comprehensive and realistic picture of an
immersion in the actual setting in each of the graduate’s field
of profession. However, faculty of the different colleges in
the university is composed of teachers who are Teacher
Education graduates and Non-Teacher Education graduates.
Further, both types of faculty manifest the same elements of
instructional effectiveness. Both should learn the science of
pedagogy, so in their own classrooms, they can personally
implement it artistically.

With this, there are few comments from the students that
some of their teachers can handle well the behavior of their
students while for other teachers, they find difficulty in
handling such. How their teachers relate to them is also an
issue for them. All these assumed to be about the differences
in the professional preparation or pre-service training of both
teacher types. These teaching styles to a certain extent affect
the achievement of students considering that the utilization
of appropriate teaching styles influence the students in all
learning experiences. With this in mind, the research will
venture to assess the teaching style inventory of the teacher-
education and non-teacher education faculty of AMAIUB for
international students its implications to instructional
effectiveness.

This study aimed to evaluate the teaching style inventory of
faculty members in the different colleges of AMAIUB who
are teacher education graduates and non-teacher education
graduates. Specifically, the study attempted to:

(a) Assess and evaluate the teaching style inventory of the
teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty as
assessed and evaluated by the department heads and teacher-
education and non-teacher education faculty in terms of the
following aspects: Instructional planning, Teaching methods,
Teaching environment, Evaluation techniques, Teaching
characteristics and Educational philosophy. (b) Determine
the problems encountered by the academic department heads,
and faculty along the following aspects: evaluating
techniques, eliciting of ideas and managing interactions in
class; (c) Find the difference between the teaching style
inventory of the teacher-education and non-teacher education
faculty as assessed and evaluated by the academic
department heads. (d) Find the difference on the self-
assessed teaching style inventory of the teacher-education
and non-teacher education faculty; and (e) Find the
difference between assessment and evaluation of academic
heads and self-assessment of teacher-education and non-
teacher education faculty on the teaching style inventory.

2. METHODOLOGY

Research Design

This is a qualitative and quantitative research study, which
aim to investigate the teaching inventory style of AMAIUB
faculty. Moreover, the descriptive-evaluative research design
was used to evaluate the teaching style inventory of faculty
who are teacher education graduates and non-teacher
education graduates in terms of educational philosophy,
instructional  planning, teaching methods, teaching
environment, evaluation techniques, managing interactions
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in the class, and instructional effectiveness. The
researcher opted to use this research method considering
the objective to obtain first hand data from the
respondents. The descriptive-evaluative design is then
appropriate for this research since this method is used
for gathering prevailing conditions. The 134
respondents were chosen using slovin’s formula for
non-teacher education faculty while total enumeration
for teacher-education faculty and academic heads in all
colleges.

Research Instrument

The researcher adopted the Teaching Styles Inventory
checklist (Dunn and Dunn, 2003). Two sets of
questionnaires for academic department heads and
faculty were used which consisted of two parts: The
first part is the perceived evaluation on the teaching
styles of teacher-education and non-teacher education
faculty of AMAIUB in terms of instructional planning,
teaching methods, teaching environment, evaluating
techniques, and educational philosophy. The second part
is the problems encountered along evaluating
techniques, eliciting of ideas, and managing interactions
in class. Face-to-face interviews were also conducted to
supplement the data gathered by the questionnaire.
These interviews were aimed at bridging the gap not
answered by the quantitative data and clarified some
missing links from the survey.

Statistical Treatment of Data

The researcher used the following statistical
treatments/methods in order to validate the data
gathered: Mean was used to determine the assessment
and evaluation of the academic heads and faculty on the
teaching styles of the Teacher-Education and Non-
Teacher Education Professors in terms of the following
aspects: Educational philosophy, Instructional planning,
Teaching methods, Teaching environment, and
Evaluation techniques. The t-test for uncorrelated mean
was used to determine the difference between the
(academic heads and faculty) assessment mean scores of
the teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure below presents the teaching style inventory of
the teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty
as assessed and evaluated by the department heads. As
to the instructional planning, results showed that most
frequently used styles in terms of the preparation of
instructional materials were the whole-class lessons,
small- grouped assignments and the peer tutoring with
their mean scores of 3.33 and 2.85 for teacher-education
and non-teacher education faculty, respectively. On the
other hand, task cards or games and the objectives
varied for individuals were the rarely used styles. The
result indicates that both the two groups of respondents
have something in common in the utilization of styles in
terms of instructional planning. However, education
faculty used more styles frequently than occasionally as
assessed and evaluated by the academic heads.
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Teaching style inventory of the teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty as assessed and evaluated

by the academic heads

Summary of Teaching Style Inventory as Assessed by Academic Heads

Educational Philosophy
Teaching Characteristics
Evaluation Techniques
Teaching Environment

Teaching Method

Teaching Styles Inventory

Instructional Planning

4.63

2 3 4 5

Mean Scores

M Teacher Education Faculty B Non - teacher Education Faculty

Fig. 1 Summary of Teaching Style Inventory as Assessed and evaluated by Academic Heads

The teacher education faculty with a mean score of 4.04
always used lecture, class discussion, teacher demonstration,
and the small group methods while the faculty of other
disciplines, all the teaching methods used occasionally with
a mean score of 3.12. On teaching environment, teacher
education faculty believed that effective learning achieved
by grouping the students. While, one-to-one interaction of
the students with the teacher could be the effective way of
bringing about learning for the faculty of other disciplines.
The above table shows that the education faculty “to a
greater extent” frequently used most of the room designs.
On the other hand, the faculty of other disciplines
occasionally used all the designs though not to the same and
equal extent. It is important that students are exposed and
get accustomed to computers, teaching program, audios,
videos and multimedia as possible tools in their studies,
(Ritgero, 2010).

On evaluation techniques, the constructed exam evaluation
practice was the only used technique by the faculty of other
disciplines and the rest used occasionally with a mean score
of 3.02. On the other hand, the following practices
(Individual score compared to student objectives, Group
scores compared to small-group objectives, Standardized
achievement exams, Individual score compared to student’s
potential) were the most effective technique for the teacher
education faculty to evaluate the students’ performance with
a mean score of 4.22. Moreover, on teaching characteristics,
the figure above clearly shows that the education faculty
demonstrated all characteristics suitable to the effective
learning of the students. This is seen in the given mean
scores 4.63 described as always. On the other hand, the non-
teacher education faculty that could be effective in their
teaching styles demonstrated some characteristics.
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This implies that the teacher education faculty could
have conducted effective teaching styles for better
learning outcomes from the students. Furthermore, on
educational philosophy, it was that the education faculty
had frequently used most of the educational philosophies
given. For the faculty of other disciplines, they had
occasionally used most of the educational viewpoints
presented. The overall mean scores 3.41 and 2.73 shows
that the two groups of faculty respondents had generally
used occasionally the educational philosophies in their
teaching styles.

Figure below presents the summary of self-assessed
teaching style inventory of teacher education and non-
teacher education faculty. As to the instructional
planning, the education faculty had occasionally
assessed themselves as shown by the overall mean score
of 3.45 while the faculty of other disciplines had
assessed themselves frequently as shown by the overall
of 3.51. The result indicates that they had assessed to
have use frequently in the preparation of instructional
materials in their teaching styles. On teaching method,
there is a clear presentation that both the two groups of
faculty respondents had assessed frequently and
occasionally the same teaching schemes. This simply
means that both had exhibited the same teaching
schemes in their teaching styles. Teaching methods are
planned interactions between teacher and learners that
result in the accomplishment of a specific outcome,
(Metzler and Rink, 2002).

On teaching environment, the two types of faculty had
different perceptions on what grouping used frequently
and occasionally to achieve a better learning outcome
from the students.

102



TARISET

IARJSET

ISSN (Online) 2393-8021
ISSN (Print) 2394-1588

) International Advanced Research Journal in Science, Engineering and Technology

Vol. 3, Issue 5, May 2016

Self-assessed teaching style inventory of the teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty

] 3.93
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Fig. 2 Summary of Self- Assessed Teaching Style Inventory

The results showed that the education faculty had assessed
frequently and occasionally use some room designs. On
the other hand, the faculty of other disciplines had
assessed to use all the room designs occasionally.
Education faculty could have perceived that instructional
setting is one factor that could induce learning among the
students. Good model of teaching is a description of a
good learning environment, (Joyce, 1996).

On evaluation techniques, teacher education faculty had
used all the evaluation practices frequently except for the
first evaluation practice that used always. In similar sense,
the faculty of other disciplines had also used frequently all
the evaluation practices. Both had also almost the same
overall mean scores of 3.74 and 3.73 that described as
frequently. These results would only indicate that both the
types of faculty had established in themselves the
relevance of all the evaluation practices in their teaching
styles to facilitate better learning among the students.
Moreover, on teaching characteristics, teacher education
faculty had displayed similar self-assessment on the
teaching characteristics of the faculty. It is also observable
that both types of faculty had considered teaching
characteristics (students’ learning styles, challenging and
Lesson plan-oriented) as the first prioritized characteristics
demonstrated by both of them in their teaching styles
while facilitating lectures and learning on the students.
The result only implies that any teaching characteristic
agreeable and possible in the teaching style to facilitate
learning, the faculty would show similar and the same
perception. On educational philosophy, teacher education
faculty used the educational philosophies frequently and
occasionally. On the other hand, the faculty of other
disciplines had assessed themselves to have only the
educational viewpoint-the multiage groupings, used
occasionally while the rest used frequently. The mean
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scores of self-assessment of the faculty of other disciplines
on the educational viewpoint were higher than that of the
education faculty. The result implies that the education
faculty was somehow selective in the choice of philosophy
applied and used in the classroom discussion.

Problems Encountered in the Teaching process along
Evaluation Techniques

Evaluation rooted in “value” and derived from the Latin
valeo, (to be strong), indicates a judgment of how well the
student strengths correspond with the “values” of the
concerned communities, including the department, school
and the profession, (Pangaro,2005; Oxford English
Dictionary, 1971). Inappropriate evaluation techniques
could be the wrong vehicles towards learning outcomes’
evaluation. Cook (2012), cited that learning evaluations
help teachers understand which skills students have
mastered and which ones have left to learn, thus, it will
assist the teacher in planning further instruction for
students. AMAIUB faculty encountered numerous
problems in the evaluation techniques used in the
teaching-learning process. One way to monitor the
consistency of the problems encountered, the researcher
asked the perceptions of the academic department heads
and faculty on evaluating techniques. Consider the
following statements from faculty’s perceptions both non-
teacher education and teacher-education faculty:

“Due to the extreme nature of students, evaluation
techniques vary from easy to average thus major
examinations tend to be difficult for the students”
“Student differences and language barriers are the main
reasons why the teacher needs to shift from one evaluation
technique to another”

“Different group of students for different evaluation
techniques”
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From the faculty’s perspective, these particular evaluation
techniques may be well suited to the content taught or
their personal style, but the following statements from the
academic department heads show that they perceived this
ways of teaching of the faculty somewhat differently:
“Teachers don’t vary evaluation techniques throughout the
term”

“Insufficient time for different evaluating techniques due
to many activities not planned”

“Difficulty with time resource”

In cases like this one, it is not a matter of identifying
whose perceptions are more accurate, but rather, finding
ways that the faculty’s, students’ and department heads’
expectations and evaluations can be aligned so that
students are able to learn and assess what the instructor
intends them to. Incorporating a variety of evaluation
techniques into instructional plan will ensure that all
students have a chance to demonstrate what they have
learned in a familiar format.

Problems Encountered in the Teaching Process along
Eliciting of Ideas

Eliciting of ideas is a technique used by the teacher during
the lesson that involves the language learner in the process
of discovering and understanding language, (ESL Focus
Teacher expert, 2012). Questioning is a bridge to draw out
ideas from students. It is an essential component of
effective teaching, utilizing techniques dating back to the
time of Socrates. Harris (2012), allude to the idea that
questioning serves many purposes, not only deepening
student understanding of the subject matter but also
nurturing logical thought processes and encouraging
imagination and creativity. This idea sold to the following
opinions of the teacher-education professors, noted:
“Teacher is only a facilitator and the discussion flow
among students, so as to generate more ideas and students
learn from each other”

“Opinions are welcome to elicit ideas from students”
“Teachers need to specify in details what the different
terms mean before arriving at a very conclusive and
effective idea”

AMAIUB teacher-education and non-teacher education
faculty have a long way to achieve maximum participation
of the students — for they are brazen out with the following
observations:

“Students could hardly analyze due to lack of
comprehension, lack of vocabulary, and lack of self-
confidence”

“Unfamiliar words make students to react.....eventually
they do not understand the lesson neither can follow
direction”

“Lack of competence in the English language use will
hinder students to share their ideas during class
discussions”

“Students are seem to be reluctant to show their ideas,
scared of being wrong or not knowing”

These problems can be avoided if the teacher creates an
accepting environment in which students feel comfortable
expressing their thoughts. Harris (2012), concurred the
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statement that, answering a question poses the potential
risk of embarrassment for students, ensure that the
instructor or peers do not put down students. From the
educator’s standpoint, eliciting of ideas can serve to assess
student understanding, reveal misconceptions and
diagnose strengths and weaknesses.

Problems Encountered in the Teaching process along
Managing Interactions in Class

Teaching is not a linear, one-way delivery of knowledge,
but an interactive process that requires adapting to shifting
contexts, demands of content, and student input, (CIDR,
2008). Managing interactions in class is about managing
students having an active discussion during class.
Interactions occur both between students with no lecturer
present, and with the lecturer who probes student thinking
among the whole group, (www.ryerson.ca, 2012). Many
college instructors use lecture as the primary method of
imparting information to students during class. Some,
however, use group discussion to involve students in the
topic. Stone (2012) pointed that, proponents of group
interaction in learning propose that discussions help
students see different perspectives on a topic and
discussions also help develop habits of collaborative
learning. Many teachers are facing dilemma in managing
interactions in class, AMAIUB teacher-education and non-
teacher education faculty are not exempted on this
scenario. It is evident from the statement of a female
teacher-education faculty, “Managing interactions in class
can be challenging as our students are very “collective”,
vocal and outspoken when they choose to be. Often they
do not listen to each other. They are either very
enthusiastic and committed or disengaged. So most of the
time, the two extremes exist in the classroom so it is
tempting to focus on/with the enthusiastic students but the
disengaged need even more attention. | always feel that
many students do not believe in their own learning
ability.”

The statement corroborates with the idea of a science
teacher-education  professor, that, ‘“academically-
challenged students lack confidence in interacting with
their classmates, some students don’t interact with the
teacher nor with peers.”

Stone (2012) quoted that, an effective instructor plans for
group discussion. Decide whether the discussion will be
with the whole class or broken into smaller groups. The
idea was supported by an opinion of a teacher-education
professor, that, “Every student is given the chance to
express his/her views about a topic. At times, the teacher
starts giving questions to students, then the students
discussed among themselves, but most of the situations
were taken for granted — the show must go on.”

Apparently the statements was sided by academic
department head and non-teacher education professor,
respectively, and it quotes,

“Most students didn’t seem to know when the proper time
for raising inquiries of almost any circumstance; and late
students disturbed ongoing class interactions.”

It is necessary to revitalize teaching, to help the learner
acquire knowledge and skills in an interactive
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environment. Effective instructors manage and utilize
group discussion and interaction work in the classroom.

Tablel. Difference between the Teaching Style
Inventory of the Teacher-Education and Non-teacher
Education Faculty as Assessed by the Academic
Department Heads

Teaching Styles t-test for | Sig. (2- | Decision
Equality | tailed)
of Means
Instructional Planning  [2.991 .012* Reject Ho
Teaching Methods 2.879 .035* Reject Ho
Teaching Environment  [1.287 215 I/Accept Ho
Evaluation Techniques [9.164 .000* Reject Ho
Teaching Characteristics [13.73 .000* Reject Ho
Educational Philosophy [2.879 .013* Reject Ho

*Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 1 presents the difference between the teaching style
inventory of the teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty as assessed and evaluated by the
academic department heads. When the teacher-education
and non-teacher education faculty were compared on their
teaching inventory styles, results of the t-test showed that
significant difference were observed on instructional
planning (p-value = .012), teaching methods (p-value =
.035), evaluation techniques (p-value = .000), teaching
characteristics (p-value = .012), and educational
philosophy (p-value = .013). This is proven by the
yielded p-values of said provisions which are noted to be
lesser than .05. This means that teacher-education and
non-teacher education faculty differs in their teaching
inventory as assessed and evaluated by the academic
department heads. The differences of the aforementioned
teaching styles inventory manifested in figure 1.
Moreover, when the teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty were compared on their teaching style
inventory along teaching environment, computed t-value
(p-value = .215) yield no significant difference (p>.05).
This indicates that whether faculty graduated teacher-
education or non-teacher education program, their
teaching inventory style on teaching environment are on
the same level as assessed and evaluated by the academic
department heads.

Table 2 presents the difference between the self-
assessment of the teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty on the teaching style inventory. When
the teacher-education and non-teacher education faculty
were compared on their teaching inventory styles, results
of the t-test show that no significant difference is observed
on instructional planning (p-value = .445), teaching
methods (p-value = .555), teaching environment (p-
value = .310), evaluation techniques (p-value = .978),
and teaching characteristics (p-value = .070) yielded p-
values of said provisions that are noted to be greater than
.05. This means that teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty do not differ in their teaching inventory,
their teaching inventory on teaching environment are on
the same level as perceived by them.
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Table2. Difference on the Self- Assessed Teaching Style
Inventory of the Teacher-Education and Non-teacher
Education Faculty

t-test for|Sig. (2-Decision
Teaching Styles Equality tailed)

of Means
Instructional Planning  |-.792 445  |Accept Ho
Teaching Methods -.632 .555  |Accept Ho
Teaching Environment |-1.044 310  |Accept Ho
Evaluation Techniques |.029 .978  |Accept Ho
[Teaching Characteristics [2.137 .070  |Accept Ho
Educational Philosophy |-3.400 |.005* |Reject Ho

*Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Moreover, when the teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty were compared on their teaching
inventory style along educational philosophy, computed
t-value (p-value = .005) vyield significant difference
(p<.05). The result implies that the teacher — education
faculty were somehow selective in the choice of
philosophy applied and used in the classroom discussion.
This means that teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty differs in their self-assessed teaching
style inventory.

Table 3a presents the difference between the perceived
assessment of academic department heads and self-
assessment of the teacher — education faculty on the
teaching style inventory. When the teacher-education and
non-teacher education faculty were compared on their
teaching inventory styles, results of the t-test show that
significant difference were observed on evaluation
techniques (p-value =.007) and teaching characteristics
(p-value = .000). This is proven by the yielded p-values of
said provisions which are noted to be lesser than .05. This
means that teacher-education and non-teacher education
faculty differs in their teaching style inventory as assessed
and evaluated by academic department heads and self-
assessment of faculty.

Table 3a Difference between the assessment of
Academic Department Heads and self-assessment of
the Teacher-Education Faculty on the Teaching Style
Inventory

t-test foriSig. (2-Decision
Teaching Styles Equality tailed)

of Means
Instructional Planning |.595 .564  |Accept Ho
[Teaching Methods 723 502  |Accept Ho
Teaching Environment [.410 .687  |Accept Ho
Evaluation Techniques [3.808 .007* |Reject Ho
Teaching 8.737 .000* |Reject Ho
Characteristics
Educational Philosophy [1.211 247 |Accept Ho

*Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Moreover, when the teacher-education and non-teacher
education faculty were compared on their teaching style
inventory along instructional planning (p-value = .564),
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teaching methods (p-value = .502), teaching
environment (p-value = .687), and educational
planning (p-value = .247), computed t-values yield no
significant differences (p>.05). This indicates that whether
faculty graduated teacher-education or non-teacher
education program, their teaching inventory on teaching
environment are on the same level as assessed and
evaluated by the academic department heads and self-
assessment of faculty.

Table 3b Difference between the assessment of
Academic Department Heads and self-assessment of
the Non-teacher Education Faculty on the Teaching
Style Inventory

t-test forSig. (2-Decision
Teaching Styles Equality [tailed)

of Means
Instructional Planning 4.664  |.001* |Reject Ho
Teaching Methods 4.487 .006* [Reject Ho
Teaching Environment  |4.445 .000* |Reject Ho
Evaluation Techniques  [9.571 .000* [Reject Ho
Teaching Characteristics [5.240 .001* [Reject Ho
Educational Philosophy |-1.427 |.000* |Reject Ho

*Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 3b presents the difference between the perceived
assessment of academic department heads and self-
assessment of the non-teacher education faculty on the
teaching style inventory. When the teacher-education and
non-teacher education faculty were compared on their
teaching inventory styles, results of the t-test show that
significant difference were observed on instructional
planning (p-value = .001), teaching methods (p-value =

.006), teaching environment (p-value = .000),
evaluation techniques (p-value = .000), teaching
characteristics (p-value = .001), and educational

philosophy (p-value = .000). This is proven by the
yielded p-values of said provisions which are noted to be
lesser than .05. This means that teacher-education and
non-teacher education faculty differs in their teaching style
inventory as assessed and evaluated by academic
department heads and self-assessment of instructors.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Though there are similarities, the education faculty had
shown to use more styles frequently in the preparation of
instructional materials as assessed and evaluated by the
department heads. Yet as per self-assessment, the other
disciplines had used instructional planning frequently than
occasionally.

The faculty assessed themselves to have used most of the
teaching schemes frequently while the department heads
declared the teacher education faculty to have used most
of the given schemes “to a great extent”. The two types of
faculty had different perceptions on what grouping for
teaching setting is to be used frequently and occasionally
to achieve a better learning outcome from the students.
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The education faculty believed that effective learning
could be best achieved by grouping the students. While,
one-to-one interaction of the students with the teacher
could be the effective way of bringing about learning for
the faculty of other disciplines.

Most of the room designs were frequently used by the
education faculty and occasionally by the faculty of other
discipline. Room designs are effective for better learning.
Instructional settings frequently used by the education
faculty and occasionally by other disciplines.

The education faculty had always demonstrated all the
teaching characteristics in their learning styles for better
learning outcomes. Both the education faculty and the
other disciplines had some educational philosophies/
viewpoints rarely used in their teaching styles. The Faculty
and the department heads had different perceptions on the
use of particular evaluation techniques used by the
teachers as revealed by the faculty’s responses.

The faculty has a long way to achieve maximum
participation from the student specially drawing ideas
from given questions or eliciting ideas and managing
interactions during class discussions. The faculty differs in
the teaching inventory styles as assessed by both the
department heads and the faculty themselves.
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