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ABSTRACT Degrees of representation of features and involvement of learners in discussion method by class
teachers is the submission in this article. Thirty- two (32) class teachers drawn from Junior and Senior Secondary
Schools in sections @&fkure, Ondo $te, Nigeria, participated in the researdhUse of Discussion Method by Class
Teachers formed the instrumeftiree features of discussion method: questioning, listening, and responding, were
the central elements of the instrumeAtcopy of the instrument was used to record the performance of each
teacher under observation, by the researddata obtained were analyzed using frequencies, percentages, and Chi-
square X?) statistics. Findings show that features of discussion method were (i) identifiable with class teachers in
Junior Secondary School (JSS) more than with class teachers in Senior Secondary School (SSS) sjgfificantly
available in lesson notes/plans of teachers in both JSS and SSS, (iii) available in JSS but not in SSS in practical
presentation of objectives, (iv) not represented under methodology in lesson notes/plans of teachers, (v) class
teachers did not involve learners in discussigh < 38.440). Four recommendations are made to reduce the
inadequacies: class teachers should be representative enough in lesson preparations on paper and increase involvement
of learners in discussion; teacher preparation should underscore efficiency in paper -work preparation and in-
service programs should stress required improvements.

INTRODUCTION be defined as standard (tested/approved)
procedure in teaching. In this respect, any of the
Employing ideas fronTheWorld Book Inc.  three qualifying words may be used at a point.
(2001) andWehmeier (2006), pedagogin  Sadker and Sadker (1997) discussed pedagogi-
relation to teacher education, may be defined asal cycle, that is, teaching cycle that is standard
standard, tested, and approveacedurein (tested/approved). It was noted as having four
teaching. Three words are qualifying the subjectmoves, namelystructure, question, respond,
‘procedure’, namelystandard, tested, and (and) react. On structure, the teacher provides
approved. ‘Standard’ is a specified level of information, direction, and introduces the topic.
quality, skill, ability or achievement considered Next, the teacher asks a question; thirdhe
as adequate (Thorld Book Inc. 2001; Geddes student answers the question or tries to; finally
and Grosset 2008yoodford and Jackson 2003; the teacher reacts to the studerghswer and
Wehmeier 2006; Summers 2007estedimplies  provides feedback. These issues are not funda-
tried, that is, a situation that showed how goodmentally at variance with those of Brown (1993).
something was, hence demonstration (tried) toA major picture that is emerging iisteraction
show how good it is. ‘Approved’ means between teacher and learndrsthe pedagogi-
officially recognized as being of particular level cal cycle A cycle is a number of related events
of standard. The three words have similaritiesthat happen again and againthe same order
However it seems that for research purpose, theySummers 2007) or the fact of a series of events
are stated in an order of sequentestandard being repeated many timesdways in the same
could have been tried and recognized as beingrder (Wehmeier 2006)Thus, the pedagogical
of particular level before being made public. But cycle should be a scene of action between teacher
the public or researchers in this context wouldand learners and vice — versa, which should oc-
still need to try the standard before recognizingcur repeatedly in the same ordezeokoli (1999)
it as attaining an acceptable level. If theseobserved that the interaction view of teaching
explanations, on the qualifying words appear toocharacterizes learners as active participants in
rhetorical, then two of the qualifying words may the teaching — learning process. Brookbank and
be put in bracket. Consequentedagogy may McGill (1998) noted that a mode of teaching that
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places emphasis on transmission of knowledgeng centres, music activities, art activities, tutor-
and ideas is not conducive to critical reflective ing, sport quizzes, panel discussions, debates,
learning. McKenzie (2003) asserted that we needbrain storming sessions, students tutoring one
to construct a reflective pedagogy of learninganotherand cooperative learning activitigis
and teaching. It seems that worries of the lastirray of activities (or varieties), appears rich
two writers were attended to by Brown (1993) enough for a well informed teacher to choose
and Sadker and Sadker (1997). appropriate ones, for given topics, in various
An issue that becomes obvious following the environments, within a limited duration of time.
definition of pedagogy is training, that is, a  Sadker and Sadker (1997) commented that
teacher preparation program which should fairlythe array of activities that they presented pro-
be rigid on fundamentals before being liberal onvided only a beginning. More of good teaching
non-fundamentals, otherwise there would be naskills were to followAccordingly, the authors
identity or profession or standard, that has beempresentedurrent modelgor effective teaching.
noted above in this introduction. One point in Four models which had been proved as
the National Policy on Education of the Federalsuccessful in facilitating student achievement
Republic of Nigeria is that, it is imperative that were presented. They were direct teaching,
teachers in professional fields have relevanttooperative learning, mastery learning, and
professional experience (FRN 2004). Imogieproject based instruction. Direct teaching was
(2006) showed that knowledge of how to interactnoted as specially effective for subjects that are
with learners effectively by teacher would come highly structured; cooperative learning enhances
through trainingAyeni (2007) noted that how to achievement as well as interpersonal skills and
improve the quality of teaching and sustain therelationships; mastery learning can make
integrity of the teacher is through training. learners master objectives if sufficient (especially
Archibong (2007) stressed that the teacher needsdividual) time is allowed; while project based
to be very effective so as to relate content tanstruction provides students with opportunity
learners dectively. to explore real academic issues. Sadker and Sadker
Akande (2002) presented activity based meth{1997) presented new directions for effective
ods, namelyresearch, project, experiment, teaching. They observed thedsearch con-
discussion, demonstration, problem-solving,ducted in the 1980s sought to determine specific
games and simulations, play-wagle playing, teachingbehaviour that would result in student
field —work, and) assignmeAtkande commented greater achievement. The goal was to establish a
that what makes each of the methods valuable iscientifically based blue-print for effective in-
that learners are actively involved in a lesson bystruction. Howeveresearch in the 1990s is more
learning through activitySeweje (2004) stated closely grounded in the principles of how stu-
that a lesson note/ plan format which seversdents learn, not as passively receiving informa-
content from methodology (lesson procedure:tion but rather as intentionally constructing their
the pedagogical cycle) is particularly good for own meaning (Sadker and Sadker 1997: 69).
activity based methods. Olaofe (2008) carried out  Four constructs were presented as fundamen-
a study on reflective thinking activities on teachertal to the new research on effective teaching as
training and re-training. Some of his results werefollows:
that classroom interaction increased, more(l) multiple forms of knowledge
activities were introduced, and teachers’(2) significance of deep rather than shallow
appreciation of activity based teaching improved.  teaching
Sadker and Sadker (1997) presented thei(3) importance of prior knowledge
version of activity based methods which they(4) social nature of learning.
called variety in process and content. They In explaining each of these constructs, one
include those ofAkande (2002) stated above as teaching method emerged as vital to effective
well as numerous others as follows: lecturesteaching, namejydiscussion. Only in multiple
movies, tapes, and other audio-visual presentaforms of knowledge is the method not pro-
tions; small group activities, guest speakers, innounced because in it content specific teaching
dependent seat work, guided practice, studenskills, that is, skills peculiar to each subject area,
presentations, tests, silent reading, contests, crere needed. But amount of content details are
ative writing, board work, participation in learn- expected to be reduced to summary so that stu-
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dents may gain in-depth understanding, in deemspect of democratic education. They presented
rather than shallow teaching. Instead of lectur-fifteen benefits of the method as follows: (1) help-
ing to cover superficially a vast body of informa- ing students to explore diverse perspectives, (2)
tion, teachers need to organize their contenstudents’ awareness of and tolerance for
around a limited set of key principles and power-ambiguity or complexity is increased, (3) students
ful ideas and then engage studentslistuss- receive assistance to recognize and investigate
ing these concepts. They added that the stresheir assumptions, (4) attentive, respectful
is on problem solving and critical thinking, effec- listening is encouraged, (5) new appreciation for
tive/ analytical thinking as opposed to memory continuing differences is developed, (6) intel-
The teacher should elicit prior knowledge of stu-lectual agility of students is increased, (7)
dents throughiscussiorand high cognitive lev-  students become connected to a topic, (8) re-
els questions. When prior knowledge is madespect for voices and experiences of students is
explicit, teacher could help students to link newshown, (9) students learn the processes and
information to the prior knowledge or guide them habits of democratic discourse, (10) students are
to confront and correct prior knowledge that isaffirmed as co-constructors (co-creators) of
not accurate. Social nature of learning and of thé&knowledge, (11) capacity for clear commu-
class, are highlighted by the new vision on ef-nication of ideas and meaning is developed,
fective teachingAs a result, the teacher should (12) habits of collaborative learning are devel-
assume the position of a guide or facilitator thatoped, (13) breadth of students is increased
is skillful in conductingliscussionsgroup work,  and it makes them empathic, (14) skills of syn-
debates, and dialogues. In this process, théhesis and integration are developed in students,
teacher empowers students to talk with eactand (15) discussion leads to transformation.
other and rehearse the terms and concepts spearson (1999) supported these benefits of
cific to each discipline. Brookfield and Preskill (1999) but observed
Straightaway it could be seen that thatin spite of its numerous benefits, discussion
discussion is central in three out of the fourdid not flequentlyoccur in classe#n implica-
constructs for new directions for effective tion is that the new directions to effective teach-
teaching. High cognitive levels questions ing, where discussion is expected to play a major
mentioned under importance of prior knowledgerole, would be far from being realized. Funda-
are really part of discussion. Group work andmentally discussion goes on through three skills,
dialogues, under social nature of learning, arenamely questioning, listening, (and) respond-
versions/variants of discussion; even debatesng (Brookfield and Preskill 1999; Larson 1999;
could be called practices of discussion orBiggs 2003). These skills may be termed the main
vice-versa. If quantifiable, it may not be too muchfeatures of discussion.
to say that discussios’role, in the new Kukuru (2006) apparently was a product of
directions for effective teaching, would not be new awareness on the role of discussion method
less than 60%; the outward is not less than 70%n effective teaching. The article encouraged
If a method is so pronounced, it implies thatteacher trainers to give discussion method
proportional enough attention should be paid toproportionate content/coverage, on paper/in
it. Two main ideas are relevant in the word planning. Students being taught, should be
discussionTo discusss to: practically taught discussion as much as
(1) Talk about something with another personpossible including micro-teaching sessions,
or a group in order to exchange ideas orwhile teaching practice period should be a vital
decide something. and last time for trainees to self-actualize on the
(2) Talk about or write about something in detail method. Consequent upon the foregoing,
and consider different ideas or pinions supervisors of teaching practice are expected to
about it (Wbodford and Jackson 2003; ensure that would-be teachers demonstrate

Wehmeier 2006; and Summers 2007). considerable mastery of discussion skills before
So, discussion is doing either thing or boththey could be awarded merit score. Graduated
things. teachers need observation in classes to ascer-

Brookfield and Preskill (1999) is a whole tain degree to which they master discussion. Ex-
volume on discussion as a way of teaching. Theent of use (involvement) of the method by teach-
authors held that discussion is an indispensablers equally requires investigation. This article is
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a response to the last point. The objective of thilResearch Hypotheses
article is to investigate degrees of representa-
tion of features and involvement of learners in

discussion method by class teachers.

1

Purpose of Research

1

The purpose of this research was to:

Determine extent to which features of
discussion method namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, could be
identifiedin classes of teachers.

Ascertain degree to which features of
discussion method namelguestioning,
listening and responding, aavailable in 2.
lesson notes/plansf class teachers.
Ascertain degree to which features of
discussion method namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, would be
available in practical presentationf
objectives in lessons by class teachers.
Identify degree to which features of
discussion namelyquestioning, listening,
and responding, would beepresented,
under methodologyin lesson notes/plans 3.
of teachers.

Verify extent to whicltlass teachers involve
learners indiscussion through its features.

Research Questions

1

The following questions guided this research:

To what extent would features of discussion
method, namelyguestioning, listening, and
responding, be identified in classes of
teachers? 4.
To what degree would features of
discussion method namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, be available in
lesson notes/plans of class teachers?
What is the degree to which features of
discussion method, namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, would be
available in practical presentation of
objectives in lessons by class teachers?
What is the degree to which features of
discussion method namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, would be 5.
represented, under methodolpgylesson
notes/plans of class teachers?

To what extent would class teachers involve
learners in discussion through its features?

The following hypotheses are tested in this
research:

There will be no significant difference
between performances of class teachers
that would be positive in relation to
identification of features of discussion
method, namelyguestioning, listening, and
responding and performances of class
teachers that would be negative, in relation
to same features of discussion method, in
junior as well as in senior secondary
schools.

There will be no significant difference
between the performances of class teachers
that would be positive in relation to
availability of features of discussion method
namely questioning, listening, and
responding in lesson notes/plans and
performances of class teachers that would
be negative in relation to same features in
lesson notes/plans in junior as well as in
senior secondary schools.

There will be no significant difference
between the performances of class teachers
that would be positive in relation to
availability of features of discussion
method, namelyguestioning, listening, and
responding in practical presentation of
objectives in lessons and performances of
class teacher that would be negative in
relation to same features of discussion
method and class conditions, in junior as
well as in senior secondary schools.

There will be no significant difference
between the performances of class teachers
that would be positive in relation to
representation of features of discussion
method, namelyguestioning, listening, and
responding, under methodolqggg lesson
notes/plans and performances of class
teachers that would be negative, in relation
to same features of discussion method
under methodology in lesson notes/plans,
in junior as well as in senior secondary
schools.

There will be no significant difference
between the performances of class teachers
that would be positive in relation to
involvement of learners in discussion
method and performances of class teachers
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that would be negative in the same relationAs each teacher was observed, a copy of the
in junior as well as in senior secondary instrument was used to record his/her perfor-

schools. mance in class. Observations were carried out
by the researcher who was trained in obser-
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY vational research and involved observation in

) his Ph.D. research.
Design of Research

) i Validity and Reliability of Instrument
This was an observational research. It may
even be called survey observational research due gased on points under the last two headings
to the size of the sample as could be seen below, ,ceg of the main structure of the instrument:
Interacted with learmers (presented their objectain features of discussion method and ap-
tives) proved competence of the researcher in obser-
’ vational research as well as simplicity of the
instrument), issues of validity and reliability of

Population of Research the instrument, seemed not required.

All secondary school teachers both junior and .
senior in west, central, and southern sections ofViethod of DataAnalysis

Akure, capital of Ondo State of Nigeria, formed , i
the population of this research. Obtained data were analyzed using frequen-

cies, percentages, and Chi-Squgfegtatistics.
Sample of Research o ) )
I dentification of Features of Discussion

Thirty- two (32) teachers, sixteen (16) in Method: At the JSS Iev_eI, among the 16 classes
junior secondary school, and sixteen (16) in se-0bserved, features of discussion method, namely
nior secondary school, selected using non-proquestioning, listening, and respondioguld be
bability quota sampling technique (Bandele identified peripherallyin 15 classes. In 1 (one)
2004:98) from the identified population, partici- class only discussion features could not be
pated in the researcfieachers in the junior identified, thatis, Social Studies class at JSS lll,
secondary school taught Social Studies, Chrisin the first school on the comprehensive table.
tian Religious Knowledge (CRK), English Lan- The summary is that 15 classes are positive while
guage, and Mathematics while teachers in thel (one) class is negative in identification of the
senior secondary school taught Economics, Govfeatures of discussion methdd.the SSS level,
ernment, GeographgndAccounts/Commerce. among the 16 classes observed, features of
Each teacher taught one subject pwlyichwas  giscussion method could be identified in 9 classes
or related to his/her area of specialization. while in 7 classes, the features could not be
identified. The summary is clearly 9 positive and
7 negative on identification of features of dis-
cussion method @ble 1 ai and aii).

Degree of Availability of Features of

Instrument for Research

A ‘Use of Discussion Method by Cla$sa-

chers’(UDMCT), developed by the researcher . ! PN s
was the instrument used for this research. Iv Discussion Methodin Lesson Notes/Plans: At

main structure was informed by Brookfield (€ JSS level, among the 16 classes observed,

and Preskill (1999), Larson (1999), and Biggsfeatures of discussion method, namejyes-

(2003). Main features of discussion method,tioning, listening, and responding, were fairly
namely questioning, listening, and respond- Obvious in 2 classes while the features were not

ing, as specified by these authors, were the facobvious in 14 classes. The summary is 2 positive

tors on which the instrument rested. and 14 negative on availability of discussion
method in Lesson Notes/Plans of teachers
Method of Data Collection observedAt the SSS level, among the 16 class-

es, observed, the result is the same as that of
Copies of the instrument were produced,the JSS level just stated abovelfle 1 bi and
enough for the required sample of 32 teachersbii).



Table 1: Identification of features of discussion method as well as degg of availability of features.

lai 1bi lci lai 1bi lci
Identification of discus- Degree of availabi-Degree of availability Indi- Identification of discussion Degree of availa- Degree of avai-
sion method through lity of features of features vidual method through features bility of features lability of fea-
features Name tures
of Sc-
hool
Qquestioning, listening, In lesson note/plarPractical presentation Questioning, listening, In lesson note/  Practical pre-
responding of objectives responding plan sentation of
objectives
All id- Two One None Quite Fairly Not Quite Fairly Not All id- Two One None Quite Fairly Not Quite Fair- Not
entif- iden-iden- iden- obvi- obvi- obvi- obvi- obvi- obvi- entifi- identi-iden- iden- obvi- obvi- obvi- obvily ob-ob-
iable tifi- tifi- tifi- ous ous ous ous ous ous able fiable tifi- tifi- ous ous ous ous vious vio-
able able able able able us
OGS J3SS 3 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 3 1 Sss 1 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 1 3
UCAC J3SSs 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 Sss 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2
STAS JSS 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 2 1 SSs 2 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 1 3
ACHS J3SSs 4 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 1 Sss 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 3
3Total JSS 15/ 0/ 0/ 1/ o/ 2/ 14/ 2/ 11/ 3/  Total 9/ o/ o/ 71 o/ 2/ 14/ o/ 5/ 11/
16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 SSS 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
Summary A B! B! A B! B!
15:1 2:14 13:3 9:7 2:14 5:11
PTE : NTE PTE : NTE PTE : NTE PTE : NTE PTE : NTE PTE : NTE
Note: PTE means Positive OGS Abbreviations for dual names of secondary schools that participated
NTE means Negative UCAC
STAS
ACHS

08T
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Degree of Availability of Features of
Discussion Method during Practical Presenta-
tion of Objectives: At the JSS level, among the
16 classes observed, features of discussio
method, namelyquestioning, listening, and £
responding, werguite obviousin 2 classes,
fairly obvious in 11 classes, but not obvious in 3
classes. The summary is 13 positive and
negativeAt the SSS level, among the 16 classes
observed, the features were fairly obvious in 5_
classes but not obvious in 11 classes. Thes
summary is 5 positive and 11 negative on degre
of availability of features of discussion method 2
during practical presentation of objectivealfie
1 ci and cii).

Degree of Representation of Featuresof Dis-
cussion Method under Methodology (Lesson
Procedure) in Lesson Notes/ Plans. At the SSS
level, among the 16 classes observed, featureg
of discussion method, namelguestioning,
listening, and responding, were fairly well 3
represented in 3 classes while the features werg
not represented in 13 classes. The summary i$
that 3 classes have positive results while 135
classes have negative resultsthe SSS level, £
among the 16 classes observed, features c$
discussion method were fairly well representeds
in 2 classes but not well represented in 14 classe¥®
The summary is that 2 classes have positives
results while 14 classes have negative results
Table 2 ai and aii).

Degree of Involvement of Learners in
Discussion Method: At the JSS level, among the
16 classes observed, 2 teachers very actively
involved learners in features of discussion me-_
thod, namelyquestioning, listening, and resp- j
onding, 3 teachers moderately actively involved 2
learners in the features, while 11 teachers dids
not actively learners in features of discussion:>
The summary is that 5 teachers have positives
results while 11 teachers have negative resultss
At SSS level, among the 16 classes observed,
(one) teacher actively involved learners featu-
res of discussion method while 15 teachers di
not actively involve learners in features of dis-
cussion method. The summary is that 1 (one
teacher has positive result while 15 teachers hav
negative results @ble 2 bi and bii).

Chi Squarex? comparisons of the summary
resultsonTables 1 and 2 are presentedables
3a, b and c and 4a and b. It should be noted th
Table 1 is a pre- requisite Table 2. In the same
vein, Table 3 is a stepping stoneTable 4 on

iscussion

4

rners

183

degee of inv
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Table®2: Dege

2bii

Individual Degree of representation of Degree of involvement of

2aii

2bi

2ai
Degree of representationDegree of involvement of learners

features under metho-

Moderate-Not ac-

Not \ery
well activelyly actively tively

Fairly
well

features under methodologylearners in discussion

\ery
well

name of
school

Moderate- Not
actively ly actively actively

in discussion
\ery
well

Fairly  Not
well

name dology
Very
well

of
school

dual

Dual namelndivi-

<O <

(e lole)

oooo

<tm<m

OO

oo oo

<M

—OOWN

OO

MO TN

—OON

OGS
UCAC
STAS
ACHS

0/16 3/16 13/16 2/16 3/16 11/16 Total SSS 0/16 2/16 14/16 0/16 1/16 15/16
B

JSS

Total

A
2:14

PTE : NTE

B
5:11

PTE : NTE

A
3:13

PTE : NTE

PTE means Positive

NTE means Negative

Summary

1:15
PTE : NTE

181

Chi-Sguare (#) comparisons of the summary results Tables 1 and 2 above are presentedlables 3a,b,c and 4a and b below

OGS, UCAC, SAS, ACHS are abbreviations for dual names of secondary schools that participated

Note:
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the Chi-squargx?) comparisonsTable 4, E T
therefore (@ble 4a and b), is the crux of this § s ®
research Representation of features and § |3 Qe a
involvement of learners in discussion method£ | £ 21ca 2
by class teachersre more important than 2lx % 3 ®
identifying of the features or their being made & " . |e s
20 Q=K ==
available: the former serve as evidences to thg 2oz |g|lon|S |oa
latter The stated hypotheses may now be tested& - " E
using the Chi-squaig? comparisons ohables §’ = 2 P
>4 R o[£
(%] 8 ] ©
Testing of Hypotheses s %_ %188 |0w|88 E) 88
2|a5¢ ol |[8[ec |8 [e°
Hypothesis 1: The hypothesis states that & |© = £ = =
there will be no significant difference between g S » o
the performances of class teachers that woulce | 5 @ 2 3
be positive, in relation to identification of features g | 2199 |8l39 |5 |9¢
of discussion method, namelguestioning, , |2 Bl Rl il = b
listening, and respondlng and performances 01"J § S °© S
class teachers that would be negative on sams = % |5
features of discussion method, in junior as WeIIB S 2 5 8
as in senior secondary schodlable 3 provides 5 |§.S Slaa |8laals |aw
data to test this hypothesfst.the junior secon- =29 5 S o
dary school level, this hypothesis is rejected:2 |0 & = c o
there is a significant difference in favour of class3 | X S 2 s
teachers with positive performances in relation3 | ¢ S?; o K =]
to identification of features of discussion 5|32, 2 (2|29 |22 S |89
methodx?=77.440 at .000 levels of significan- @ aeZE|u|¥Y SN[ BT
L EGolol~- ols | o © <
ce. At the senior secondary school level, the |£53 & |5|~ g|ww|o |m«
hypothesis is accepted: there is no S|gn|flcant‘ (é,u == § g =
difference between the teachers with positive— | £ “;) c €
performances and teachers with negative2 | 8 = 2l |8 o
performancesg? = 1.440 where critical value is & 3 5[°3 [2|owx |8 |Teo
3841 JET I
Hypothesis 2: This hypothesis states that ¢ (223§ | Z =
there will be no significant difference between> (2 92 |2 °© 5
the performances of class teachers that Woulcg %g g |3 A~ Clag|o -
be positive in relation to availability of features =| § g5 = 2 g
of discussion method, namelguestioning, £~ < s 2 k5
listening, and respondlng in lesson notes/planss | @ 3 S b
and performances of class teachers that would § § o > :
be negative, in relation to same features in Ies- o 21~ = £ |
son notes/plans, in junior as well as in seniorg | 5 <88 |2|32|2 |o-
secondary school§able 3b provides figures Ag’ z 2 g T
to test this hypothesis and it is rejected at bothg | = gg S i 3
junior and senior secondary schools levals. E|S02 |8 z kS
the junior secondary school level, tglevalue  ° |52 g |E|ve |g|av|g |9w
is 54.760 at .000 levels of significan¢d.the <385 |3 o >
senior secondary school level, same indices are = B Qg
incidentally observabtex? value is 54.760 at 3 © a N
.000 levels of significance. |53 TNee~|Cles|02|2E
Hypothesis 3: It states that there will be no 3 |22 slouhl|a|lon 59|00
significant difference between the performances® |26 ClLRZIC|8G SR8
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Table 4a and b:x? comparisons of summay results onTable 2

Type of Teachers Per- Teachers Per- Chi-Square Degree Table- Signifi- Remark
School with cent- with ne- cent- (x? compa- of free- value cance
positive ages gative ages rison betwe- dom level
perfor- perfor- en positive (df) obtained
mances mances and nega-
tive

Table 4a: Degee of representation of featues of discussion method undemethodology in lesson
notes/plans by class teachers at JSS and SSS levels

JSS (i) 3 19 13 81 38.440 1 3.841 .000 Significant
SSS (i) 2 13 14 87 54.760 1 3.841 .000 ST

Table 4b: Degre of involvement of learners in discussion method by class teachers at JSS and SSS
levels

JSS (i) 5 31 11 68.75 2.250 1 3.841 134 Not Significant
Sss(iy 1 6 15 94 77.440 1 3.841 .000 ST

of class teachers that would be positive in relathe performances of class teachers that would
tion to availability of features of discussion be positive in relation to involvement of learners
method, namelyquestioning, listening, and re- in discussion method and performances of class
sponding in practical presentation of objectivesteachers that would be negative, in same rela-
(in lessons) and performances of class teacheftson, in junior as well as in senior secondary
that would be negative in relation to same fea-schoolsTable 4b gives information required to
tures of discussion method, in practical presentest this hypothesis and it is rejected at both
tation of objectives, in junior as well as in senior school levelsy? value for junior school = 14.440
secondary school3able 3c provides informa- at .000 levels of significance whij@ value for
tion to test this hypothesis. senior school is 77.440 at .000 levels of sig-
At the junior secondary school level, this nificance.
hypothesis is rejected: there is a significant di-
fference in favour of class teachers with positi- DISCUSSION
ve resultsx? = 38.440 at .000 levels of signifi-
canceAt the senior secondary school level, the  Comparison of summary result under hypo-
hypothesis is also rejected: there is significanthesis 1 (&ble 3a) shows that there is a signifi-
difference against class teachers with positivecant difference in favour of class teachers with
performancesy?® = 14.440 at .000 levels of positive performances in relation to identifica-
significance. tion of features of discussion method at the jun-
Hypothesis 4: The hypothesis states that ior secondary school level but no significant dif-
there will be no significant difference between ference at the senior secondary school level. It
the performances of class teachers that wouldmplies that class teachers in the junior second-
be positive in relation to representation of fea-ary school involved discussion method more than
tures of discussion method, namedyiestion-  class teachers in the senior secondary school. It
ing, listening, and responding, under method-should be noted, howevehat this is the least
ology, in lesson notes/plans and performancegjualitative concerra peripheral identification
of class teachers that would be negative, inof featuesof discussion method, namgtues-
relation to same features in discussion methodtioning, listening, and responding. Findings in
under methodologyin lesson notes/plans, in the subsequent problems would give more quali-
junior as well as in senior secondary schoolstative and critical picture.
Table 4a provides figures to test this hypothesis Under the second comparisorable 3b), the
and it is rejected at both junior and seniorhypothesis is rejected at both secondary school
secondary schools levelat the earlier level, levels. The implication is that class teachers in
x?= 38.440 at .000 levels of significanéethe  this sample generallgignificantly did not rep-
latter level,x? = 54.760 at .000 levels of sig- resent features of discussion method, namely
nificance. questioning, listening, and responding, in their
Hypothesis 5: This hypothesis states that lesson notes/plans. Incidentalige result is the
there will be no significant difference between same for both school levels. Four (4) class teach-
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ers onlyrepresented the features in both schoolgla). It implies that the class teachers in both
while twenty-eight (28) class teachers did notschools significantly did not represent features
represent the features finding, following the  of discussion method, under methodology (les-
result of the first comparison is that, the classson procedure, lesson presentation: pedagogi-
teachers were less effective in representing feaeal cycleon papej in their lesson notes/plans.
tures of discussion method on paper than talkThis result further supports the comment made
ing about them practicallyrhis situation sug- under comparisons two and three above that the
gests in a sense, that the professional backelass teachers in this sample performed less ef-
grounds of teachers in this sample appearedectively on paper work compared to real teach-
weak in paperwork preparation. Following the ing in class. It may be noted that an order of
observation of Larson (1999) that discussion diddevelopment is movement from theory to prac-
not frequently occur in classes, it seems not tdice. Thus, it is an inadequate foundation if a
be a surprise since it is what someone is used teacher training programme is weak in paperwork
doing that he/she would danother support to  preparation. Besides the need for paperwork to
this situation is that of Kane (2002) which statedserve as evidence of competence on the part of
that pre-service teacher education programmethe teacheitgwe (2003) observed that a well docu-
tended to re-enforce a model of teaching as tellmented preparation makes it easy for one teacher
ing.A model of teaching as telling can hardly go to stand in for another in case of any unavoid-
beyond chalk and talk method which is lecture orable circumstance. Biggs (2003) noted that such
expository a preparation is needed to avoid derailing in a
In the third comparison @ble 3c), there isa curriculum based system.
significant difference in favour of class teachers  Significant levels exceeding probability of
with positive results in relation to availability of one thousand (.000) are observable at both
features of discussion method in practical pre-school levels in the final comparison. It shows
sentation of objectives in the junior school. It that most of the class teachers in the schools did
shows that the class teachers that representetbt involve learners in discussiomable 4b
guestioning, listening , and responding, in realshows that only 6 (six) class teachers (5in JSS+1
presentation of objectives were significantly morein SSS) involved learners in discussion, 26
than class teachers that did not represent théwenty- six) class teachers did not. Furthermore,
features practicallyrhis finding partly supports Table 2 (2bi and 2bii) (2/16 in JSS and 0/16 in
the comment in the last paragraph that the clasSSS) above arithble 5 serial number fifteen be-
teachers in this sample were less competent olow, show that two class teachers qmlgtively
paper work; they performed better in real classinvolved learners in discussion. This finding
presentations. In the senior school, reverse iagrees with that of Larson (1999) that discuss-
the situation. Class teachers that did not repreion did not frequently occur in classes. It also
sent features of discussion method in real preseems to confirm the observation of Kane (2002)
sentations were significantly more than classthat pre-service teacher education programmes
teachers that did represent the features. Therended to re-inforce a model of teaching as tell-
seems to be an order from the second findingéng. Thus McKenzies (2003) emphasis that con-
situation to that of this third situation: there is a struction of a reflective pedagogy was needed,
decrease in discussion in the third situation thabecomes vital.
is teachers in SSS are less willing to use discus- Total of Negative cases = Ztal of Positive
sion in practical presentation of objectives thancases = 6 (2+2 + 2) = 81%: 19%5;
teachers in JSS. Perhaps, such teachers felt that Comparison gives value of 38.440 at .000 le-
more advanced learners require less discussiovels of significance.
than less advanced learners. While that may hold
sway for some people, it seems that all second- CONCLUSION
ary school learners (including SSS) require dis-
cussion. In a sense, SSS learners should be bet- It may be concluded from the discussion that
ter developed intellectually hence they shouldthe class teachers in this sample were not quite
employ discussion to tap its numerous benefiteffective in representing what they were present-
(Brookfield and Preskill 1999; Larson 1999). ing in real classes, on paper: in lesson notes/
Significant differences are observable in theplans and Learners were significantly not in-
fourth comparison at both school levelslfle  volved in class discussion.
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Table 5: Comments on interaction of class teachers with learners at a glance

S. Type of situation Frequency of Total fre-
No. each situation quency of
each sit-
uation
1. Lecture, no interaction 11111111111 11
2. Lecture, two questions recorded 11 2
3. Yes and no, information level questions 111 3
4. Few passive questions 1 1
5. Chorus answered questions, not discussion 1 1
6. Two passive questions and answers 1 1
7. Few intermittent questions in practice 11 2
8. Few interventional questions 1 1
9. Teacher being eager to pick up (answer) eacth@fe questions asked 1 1
10. One question only 1 1
11. One question only in three objectives 1 1
12. Expository 1 1
13. Teachescentred but practically involved learners to an extent 11 2
14. Moderate discussion 11 2
15. Discussion; discussion enough 11 2
Total 32 32

Note: Assembled from comprehensive data obtained.

Situations 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12: Learners were not actively involved in discussion by class
teacher = 26 cases

Situations 13 and 14: Learners were fairly actively involved in discussion by class teachers = 4 cases
Situation 15: Learners were very actively involved in discussion by class teachers = 2 cases

RECOMMENDA TIONS In-service training programmes in form of
short-term courses, conferences, seminars, and
Following are major recommendations that workshops, could be organized for service teach-
are meant to help reduce the inadequacies iderers, to fill vacuum in good paperwork prepara-
tified in this research. tion.
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