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Abstract

This study reports the teaching method preferences and rationales of student-
teachers from Dar es Salaam and Mkwawa University Colleges of Education.
A questionnaire with closed and open-ended items was administered to 335
participants and analysed through descriptive statistics and thematically. The
findings indicated that transmission-based methods, particularly lectures,
were slightly preferred most, while interactive ones, such as group
discussions, were somewhat less preferred. The provided reasons for
preferring transmission methods include content coverage, teaching time,
frequency of use, class size, and improvement of listening and note-taking
skills. The reasons for interactive methods were that they encourage
participation, collaboration, confidence, knowledge sharing, and
stimulation of critical thinking and creativity. The study concludes that the
lecture method remains the dominant university teaching approach, partly
because learners prefer it. However, the benefits of interactive learning
cannot be ignored. Thus, the study recommends blending traditional lectures
with interactive elements to enhance student engagement and participation.
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Introduction

Despite using various teaching methods in universities to educate students, some
methods remain prominent in many courses. Some methods used are transmission
in nature and position students as recipients of the lecturers’ talk. In contrast, others
are interactive and integrate students’ voices as almost equal classroom partners
(Marmah, 2014). Research indicates that transmission methods dominate university
classrooms and that the lecturers use about 80% of the talk time to instruct students
and control what happens in the classroom (Phipps et al., 2001). Research also
reveals that by the time university students complete their study period, they have
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endured thousands of instructional hours in different methods that substantially
influence their learning (Mermelstein, 2015). The methods used in teaching are, in
most cases, lecturer-dependent, whether interactive or transmission models. Most
lecturers agree that when it comes to choosing the better teaching methods, their
actual reference point for choice is most likely themselves (Chien, 2014; Shengji et
al., 2009). They choose the methods that make them feel comfortable when
teaching, hoping students will learn directly from them, and in case, the learning
does not occur as expected, students are at the centre of blame. Principally, the
primary focus of the teaching and learning process, especially within a
competence-based curriculum, should be on the students, who are central to the
process, hence student- centred teaching methods (Mallillin et al., 2021,
Mkonongwa, 2018). For that reason, the choice of methods ought to prioritise
students as the targeted beneficiaries. More often than not, the choice of methods
must envision the students’ learning interests. According to Mermelstein (2012),
when teaching methods align with students' learning interests, they acquire more
knowledge and skills, leading to better performance. This study builds on that
argument by examining the preferences and perspectives of Bachelor of Education
student-teachers from selected university colleges in Tanzania.

Context of the Study

University teacher education in Tanzania began to be provided at the University of
Dar es Salaam (UDSM) a few years after independence as an essential move
toward obtaining graduate teachers to teach in teacher colleges and secondary
schools. UDSM was the only Tanzanian university that provided higher education
until the 1990s, when other public and private universities were established
(Wangwe & Charle, 2005). Following the liberalisation of education provision in
the 1980s, private universities were established, and teacher education began to be
provided in private universities (Ministry of Education and Culture [MoEC],
1995). Meanwhile, there was more demand for teachers to meet the expanding
enrolment of students in rapidly growing higher educational institutions. Since
then, universities have provided undergraduate and postgraduate higher education
degrees to meet teachers’ demands at various academic institutions (Ministry of
Education and Vocational Training [MoEVT], 2008).

In 2005, Tanzania transformed its two teacher colleges (Chang’ombe and
Mkwawa) into University Colleges (Dar es Salaam and Mkwawa University
Colleges) exclusively for preparing graduate teachers, researchers and experts in
the education sector (Chambulila, 2013). The Colleges are the constituents of the
University of Dar es Salaam. They provide several teacher education programmes,
including Bachelor of Education in Arts (B.Ed. Arts) and Bachelor of Education in
Science (B.Ed Sc.). The two programmes are meant to prepare tutors who could
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serve in teacher colleges to train certificate and diploma teachers for teaching in
primary and secondary schools. The programmes are constituted of educational
courses, a teaching subject (arts or science), two general courses
(communication skills and development studies), and a teaching practicum
(University of Dar es Salaam [UDSM], 2021). They are run for three years, and
each year, student-teachers undertake several courses based on the area they
intend to specialise in. Based on the course syllabi, the suggested mode of
delivery of the courses includes face-to-face lectures and seminars.

However, research indicates that, in recent decades, university classroom teaching
in the UDSM has been changing to integrate computer-assisted educational
technologies (Mtebe & Raphael, 2017; Twaakyondo & Munaku, 2012). The
technologies have improved classroom teaching by including interactive methods
such as group discussion forums, pair work, and inquiry methods (Twaakyondo &
Munaku, 2012). Despite the improvement, transmission methods such as lectures
and demonstrations still dominate classroom teaching “based on the information
transmission fallacy that students learn just by being told” (Schmidt et al. 2015,
p.13) . While conventional teaching methods dominate the classrooms, efforts have
been made by the government of Tanzania since 2005 to review educational
curricula to integrate competency-based elements (Tilya & Mafumiko, 2018). The
review placed a particular emphasis on interactive teaching and learning methods
to align with competency-based education (Kafyulilo et al., 2013).

On the contrary, research indicates mixed feelings about using transmission and
interactive teaching methods at the university level (Makunja, 2015; Nzima, 2016).
Teaching in university classes is said to be partly conducted through interactive
methods, while a large part of it is carried through conventional transmission
methods, particularly lectures. This scenario has prompted research on the
preference for teaching methods among student-teachers in the university
because they are the primary beneficiaries of the teaching processes. The
teaching methods preferred by student-teachers to be professional teachers in
their training will likely influence their future teaching practices. Regarding this
view, Aynalem et al. (2015, p. 1) note that “preferences on the teaching methods
are vital to creating conducive emotional environment thereby bringing effective
teaching and learning process.” As Tanzania substantially emphasises improving
the teaching and learning standards at various levels, understanding university
student-teacher teaching method preferences is imperative. It is crucial to note
that more recently, in 2023, the government is underway to review the educational
curriculum at all levels, aiming at ensuring that competency-based education is
provided to students. It is envisioned that by 2027, a new curriculum will have
been implemented in schools and higher learning institutions.
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Research questions
This study was guided by two research questions as follows:

i) What type of classroom teaching methods do university student-teachers
prefer in the teaching and learning process?

i) What are the rationales for student-teachers’ preference of classroom
teaching methods at the university level?

Literature Review

Conceptual framework

Various teaching models are suggested in the teaching profession. The models
comprise a set of theoretical specifications, rules, and regulations for how the
teaching will occur. They determine the quality of student learning when they are
appropriately used (Capar & Tarim, 2015; Pech et al., 2021). King (1993)
identifies three teaching models: transmission, dialogue, and transformative. The
transmission teaching model is considered the oldest in the teaching profession.
It is a teacher-directed model because teachers mainly determine the teaching
and learning configuration and, therefore, the centre of the teaching and
learning process (Abdulbaki et al., 2018). The overarching role of the teacher in
this model is being the sole dispenser of knowledge, arbitrator of accuracy, and
the ultimate evaluator of learning. Students in this model are placed as
regurgitation instruments of teachers’ instructions to be reproduced during
examinations (Freeman et al., 2014; Heasty et al., 2012; Kaur, 2011). The
substantive and representative methods include lecture, demonstration, and drill
teaching methods. Birgili (2016) notes that in the transmission model, students
regard teachers as unique authorities, and in some extreme instances, what they
teach is regarded as entirely correct and unguestionable. The model rarely attracts
students’ active involvement, which makes it closed-ended. On the other hand,
Kaur (2011) notes that if the model’s methods are crafted well by welcoming a
degree of interactivity rather than sheer telling, they become the best teaching
methods. The justification given is their persistence in the teaching profession
apart from a multitude of newly coming teaching methods.

Another prominent teaching model, according to King (1993), is interactive. It is
based on constructivist theories, which assume that teaching is the construction of
knowledge through dialogues between teachers and students. It is based on the
stance that students interact with the materials and construct knowledge. The
model attracts open-ended inquiry whereby students and teachers probe to develop
a deeper understanding of topics. The role of a teacher in the interactive model is to
facilitate the learning process by creating learner-disposed teaching and learning
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contexts (Puig et al., 2016; Strobel & van Barneveld, 2009). Nimje & Dubey
(2013, p. 118) note that “the teacher plays more than a teacher’s role, such as being
a friend, guide, facilitator, guardian, and role model.” The best methods in this
category include all methods that integrate an interactional element, such as
question and answer, group tasks, discussions, and think-pair-share, to mention a
few. Although the methods in this model promote deep learning, the incompetence
of teachers, big class sizes, and students’ reluctance to participate in teaching
processes become challenging (Wegner et al., 2013).

According to King (1993), the transformative model is another teaching model.
This perspective of teaching originates from social cognitive and transformative
theories of learning. Based on this model, teaching is considered a condition
created for transforming the learner holistically in knowledge, skills, attitudes, and
emotions (Azemikhah, 2006; Slavich & Zimbardo, 2012). Transformational
teaching invites students and teachers to discover their full potential as learners,
members of society, and human beings (A¢ikgdz & Babadogan, 2021; Azemikhah,
2006). The role of the teachers is to facilitate problem-solving skills for students by
making them learn experientially through solving problems. In so doing, the
students are most likely to learn the content and the thinking strategies about the
process and outcome (Hmelo-Silver, 2004). The primary goals of the model are
“helping students develop flexible knowledge, effective problem-solving skills,
self-directed learning skills, effective collaboration skills, and intrinsic motivation”
(Hmelo-Silver, 2004, p. 235). The teaching methods under this model include role
modelling, project-based, intellectual stimulation, inquiry-based, experiential
learning, and personalised learning, to mention a few. The three teaching models
attract different preparations for teachers and students, ranging from simple to
complex preparation for teachers and self-directed learning for students. The
simplicity or complexity is considered in terms of time, effort, and resources.

Teaching methods preferences and rationales

Teachers’ preferred methods are imperative as they create part of a supportive
teaching and learning atmosphere. The methods help to achieve the planned
objectives, and for that matter, the choice and execution of various methods are
indispensable agendas in teaching and learning (Aynalem et al., 2015; Gomez,
2014). The way teachers “choose, adapt and deliver classroom activities mostly
reflects the methods they prefer in teaching” (Smperio, 2017, p. 58). The
underlying logic behind this association is that many teachers prefer to teach as
they were taught during their pre-service training (Gilakjani, 2012; Marmah, 2014;
Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Samperio, 2017). Research shows that many teachers
believe that as long as the methods used for training them result in successful
learning, there may be no doubt that they can be similarly applied to their students
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and bring equivalent outcomes (Marmah, 2014). This belief partly justifies the constant
availability of diverse teachers of different preferences. Some teachers prefer
transmitting knowledge to students, while others prefer constructing knowledge with
students (Dejene et al., 2018). Consequently, some teachers will tend to favour
transmission-related teaching methods while others constructivist and transformative-
related ones. The teachers’ belief is somewhat delicate because education worldwide is
constantly witnessing a rapid transformation of teaching and learning contexts
because of improved technology in education, which demands updated teaching
methods that fit the new context. For example, one would think of a new context
where Artificial Intelligence (Al) has been infused into the education sector.

Similarly, research indicates that the preferred teaching methods make teachers
confident before students during instructional time (Lehesvuori et al., 2018; Adib-
Hajbaghery & Aghajani, 2011). The argument is that student-teachers consider
teachers vested with instructional powers and have inimitable teaching authority.
The teachers’ powers have to be demonstrated without certainties. One of the
mechanisms for proving the powers is teaching using the methods they are
confident about that promote meaningful learning to students. Further, it is
documented in the literature that teachers’ preferred methods contain salient
features that determine the instructional relationship between teachers and students
for achieving the shared purpose as presented in the instructional plans (Capar &
Tarim, 2015). The preferred method exposes the position of teachers and students
in the teaching and learning context, particularly in the classroom. For example,
Dejene et al. (2018) opined that teachers who prefer transmission models such as
the lecture method tend to regard students as recipients and assimilators of their
instruction with little or no alterations. Maphosa and Ndembele (2014) observe that
students and teachers in transmission models context are automatically fixed in
passive and active contexts regarding knowledge and skills acquisition.

Research has also shown that teachers prefer to use methods that attract immediate
achievement in paper-pencil assessment tasks because the tasks are confined to what
and how students are taught (Maphosa & Kalenga, 2012; Qualters, 2012). A common
assumption is that these methods make the best teachers in students’ eyes and promote
aspired performance. Confirming this assumption, Qualters (2012) observes that
students are often inclined to the lecture teaching method and defy other teaching
methods. Further, the lecturers who emphasise engaging students in lectures may not
be students’ favourites. This stance is evident, particularly in the education systems,
which consider high-stakes testing a driving force. Therefore, teaching and learning
focus on course content that will likely be tested (Mufioz & Alvarez, 2010).

Teaching methods are sometimes induced by contextual factors such as class size,
course content, availability of resources, assessment system, administrative manda-
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tes, and student characteristics, particularly age and cognitive level (Adib-
Hajbaghery & Aghajani, 2011; Zheng & Borg, 2014). Large class sizes attract
transmission teaching models regardless of the teacher’s preference, while a
small class size attracts interactive models (Dorgu, 2015; Unal, 2017). In such
circumstances, one can cautiously put it that teachers’ preferences of teaching
methods may be dwarfed in the real sense, thus forcing them to employ
methods that are not of their preference. However, this does not hinder showing
the primacy of teachers’ preference of teaching methods as a precursor for good
teaching, ultimately resulting in students’ learning. Based on this importance
coupled with the seemingly multifaceted factors for preference in other
contexts, this study assesses student teachers’ preferences of teaching methods
in the Tanzanian context, bearing in mind that the country should implement
competency-based education in its educational institutions. The underlying
assumption is that student teachers likely prefer interactive teaching methods
that match the Tanzanian education system’s present tune.

Research Methodology

This study involved student-teachers from the Dar es Salaam and Mkwawa University
colleges, which prepare teachers, among other professionals. They pursued a bachelor
of education degree in the second and third years. Their precise number in the two
years of study was not collected, but the total was estimated to be 367 based on the
examination results. Valid responses were attained from 335 student-teachers [211
(63%) second-year and 124 (37%) third-years], making a response rate of 91.3% of the
total participants, of which 167 were females (49.9), and 168 were males (50.1%).
Chronologically, the student-teachers had experience in university studies conducted
using transmission and interactive models (Mtebe & Raphael, 2017). Therefore, the
participants had enough to offer the study about teaching methods preference.

Design

A descriptive survey design was used in this study because it was considered
appropriate to collect data about one’s preferences. Preferences are usually associated
with one’s feelings, and they can best be studied using descriptive data (Creswell,
2009). A questionnaire with closed and open-ended questions was used to collect the
data. The closed-ended questions were used to obtain descriptive statistics to
determine the extent of student-teacher preferences for teaching methods. Descriptive
statistics (frequency, means, and standard deviation) determined the preference in this
case. On the other hand, an open-ended question was used to determine why
student-teachers preferred the teaching methods. The themes obtained from the
content analysis of the responses from open-ended questions served the purpose.
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Instruments

A validated questionnaire by Goh et al. (2014) on approaches to teaching
inventory was adapted for data collection. The instrument was previously used
in Malaysia to identify the teaching approaches by teachers in higher learning
institutions. The questionnaire had 11 items measuring student teachers’
preference for teaching methods. The items were of two scales: the transmission
model (six items) and the interaction model (five items). The items had 0.74 and
0.75 alpha coefficients above the accepted coefficient of 0.70 (Pallant, 2005). The
items were rated on a balanced 4-point scale (1- 4) ranging from strongly agree (1)
to strongly disagree (4). A balanced Likert type was considered appropriate for
its many advantages, including “reducing social desirability bias” (Leung,
2011, p.413) and the obfuscation effect (Kulas & Stachowski, 2009). The Likert
scale items were piloted to 255 student-teachers pursuing a Bachelor of Arts
with Education in the same university colleges. The results indicated a 0.76 alpha
coefficient for the transmission model items and 0.79 for the interaction model
items. The measurement was almost similar to the results from Goh et al. (2014).
In addition to Likert items, one open-ended question was added to a
questionnaire to obtain the reasons for student- teacher preference for teaching
methods. The question required the respondent to select the preferred teaching
method from the given list and explain the reasons for preference.

The questionnaire was administered to student-teachers during classroom
sessions. The researchers consulted the lecturers to administer questionnaires
during a portion of their teaching hours. Upon agreement, student-teachers were
given a consent form, which they read, signed, and concurrently filled in the
questionnaires during teaching hours. It took 10 minutes to complete and return
the questionnaire to the researcher.

Data analysis

Preliminary analysis was done through SPSS software by inspecting the data in
which the outliers and missing data were statistically managed. The outliers were
identified by checking the extreme values table and were re-coded. Regarding the
missing data, a preliminary multiple imputation analysis indicated that 11(68.75%)
variables out of 13 had some missing values, 27(8.060%) cases were missing at
least one value, and 35(0.653%) values were missing. The pattern of the missing
values was random and thus incidental. Multiple imputations were run on an
automatic model to fix the missing values. Afterwards, the descriptive statistics
(frequency, mean, and standard deviation) were computed to establish student-
teachers’ preferences. In addition, content analysis was performed thematically for
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the textual data to obtain the themes that indicated the reasons for student-teachers’
preference for teaching methods. In this case, all participants’ responses were
analysed using MAXQDA software. The common themes were identified based on
the meaning they made, and the responses were also quantified to obtain a clear

understanding of the distribution of perspectives within the dataset.

Results and Discussion

Teaching methods preference

The first research question required assessing the types of teaching methods that
university student-teachers preferred. The responses to questionnaire items indicate
student-teachers’ preferences (Table 1). The mean scores for individual items were
somewhat above agree, except for items A4 and A6.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Items
Items addressing teaching method preference N M SD

*A3 | | prefer teaching methods that integrate the practical| 335 3.13 | 1.040
application of knowledge and skills

A4 | prefer teaching methods that enable student- 335 271 | 1.169
teachers to discuss key concepts and ideas

A5 | prefer teaching methods that give chances for 335 3.17 | .920
students to exchange ideas

A6 | prefer teaching methods that embrace interaction, | 335 2.76 | 1.062
collaboration, and multiple experiences

Al | prefer teaching methods that encourage rethinking | 335 3.40 | 919
the existing knowledge

**B1 | I prefer teaching methods that supply students with| 335 3.16 | .910

content in a teacher-predetermined order

B2 | prefer teaching methods that demand students to| 335 3.14 | .978
listen to the teacher talk

B3 | prefer teaching methods that focus on content 335 3.36 | .950
coverage to save students time

B4 | prefer teaching methods that focus on teacher 335 3.00 | 1.032
presentation for students to note
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B5 | prefer teaching methods that focus on what the 335 3.03 .983
teacher provides to students

B6 | prefer teaching methods that give teachers the 335 3.34| .943
authority to decide what to be taught and learnt

Note: *’A’ represents items for interactive-related methods; **’B’ represents
items for transmission-related methods

Further, the analysis was done to merge the items into their respective scales
(interactive and transmission models), as indicated in Table 2.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Scales of Preference
N M SD
Transmission 335 3.28 0.669
Interactive 335 3.00 0.673

The analysis revealed consistent results, indicating that the mean preference for
both scales was ‘agree’ and slightly above agree in favour of the transmission
model. Moreover, both scales showed relatively similar standard deviations,
suggesting similar variability in preferences within each group. The findings varied
from the study conducted by Neetha et al. (2023), where, out of 146 medical
college students, the majority (73%) expressed a preference for interactive-based
methods, while a minority favoured transmission-based, particularly deductive
lectures. The variation could be attributed to the distinct contexts of the student
groups studied. Previous studies suggest that students in various fields tend to
favour distinct teaching methods due to the contextual variations in learning
outcomes associated with different approaches (Adib- Hajbaghery & Aghajani,
2011; Neetha et al., 2019). In this study, the emphasis was on teacher education
students, in contrast to the previous research that focused on medical students.

The findings of this study show that student-teachers favour transmission and
transaction-related methods almost equally but do not conform to the competency-
based teaching and learning processes that demand more interaction than transmission.
Globally, there is an increasing emphasis on teaching methods that place the learner at
the centre of the educational process (Merritt et al., 2017; Nzima, 2016; Zheng & Borg,
2014). The methods are said to enshrine learning primacy as almost the only
overarching goal for teaching. The basis for emphasis is that the methods guarantee
meaningful learning by advancing the competencies that work (Nzima, 2016). Finding
a slightly higher preference for transmission-related methods may be informed that the
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efforts aiming at reinforcing interactive-related methods are progressing slowly.
This contradicts the seemingly generally supported belief that there should be a
greater focus on interactive-based approaches (Merritt et al., 2017), but in this case,
more student-teachers slightly prefer the lecture method, which places a learner
almost on the recipient and inactive side (King, 1993; Freeman et al., 2014; Birgili,
2016). The source of preference appears to be student-teachers’ experience in their
lecture rooms, as they are taught through transmission models, particularly the
lecture method. Such preference reiterates the argument that one’s teacher training
experience influences one’s teaching method preference (Samperio, 2017).

The findings also support Marmah (2014, p. 601), who asserts that “although new
approaches to teaching and learning have been promulgated in higher learning
institutions, the lecture remains a prominent feature of many courses.” Likewise,
Lehesvuori et al. (2018, p. 285) “indicate that lectures are popular among
university academics for that they are economical in terms of planning, flexible as
they can be applied to most content areas and also simple to implement in class.”
However, transmission model related methods have been reproved for their
weaknesses of not being able to aptly promote critical competencies due to
“theoretical underpinnings of instructor-focused (teaching by telling) approach”
(Freeman et al. 2014, p. 8410). For example, transmission models can hardly grant
most 21st-century skills, such as critical thinking, creativity/innovation,
communication, and collaboration (Azemikhah, 2015). Regardless of the criticism,
the findings highlight a crucial point that university student-teachers, mainly in the
context of this study, learn better when the lecture method is used. The finding
supports Kaur (2011, p. 12), who noted that through the transmission model,
“greater attention could be secured and maintained by learners, as interest leads to
attention.” Nonetheless, learning in the context of the transmission model may not
be similar to learning advocated in other teaching models.

On the other hand, the study findings indicated a slightly lower preference for
interactive -related methods compared to transmission-related methods. Such
preference indicates that despite nearly two decades of advocacy, some student-
teachers remain unconvinced about transitioning to interactive methods. This
scenario is detrimental to the competency -based education advocated in the
Tanzania Education system (Kafyulilo et al., 2013; Komba & Mwandanji, 2015).
Competence-based education, among other things, is promoted through interactive
and transformative teaching methods (King, 1993; Puig et al., 2016). It calls for
learners to actively participate in almost all teaching and learning processes and
demonstrate most of the learning aspects into practice (Azemikhah, 2015). This
scenario could be reflected in B. Ed student-teachers by recording slightly higher
preferences for transmission methods. The preference also suggests that the intera-
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ctive teaching-based methods in the university teaching for teacher preparation are
likely minimal, such that student-teachers are not attracted to the model.

Reasons for preference

The second research question sought to obtain the reasons for teaching method
preferences. In this case, respondents were given a list of teaching methods: lecture
and demonstration methods represented the transmission model, and group discussion,
inquiry, and pair-work methods represented the interactive model (See Table 3). They
were supposed to select the most preferred method and explain the reasons for their
preference. The results indicate that the transmission-based methods, particularly the
lecture method, were highly preferred over the interactive-based methods.

Table 3
Teaching Methods Responses

Teaching Model | Teaching Frequency Per Cumulative Per
Method cent cent
Transmission Lecture 188 56.1 56.1
Demonstration 44 131 69.2
Interactive Group Discussion 90 26.9 96.1
Inquiry 4 1.2 97.3
Pair work 9 2.7 100.0
Total 335 100.0

Regarding the reasons for preferences, respondents reported various interrelated
reasons for each particular method that formed a specific model in the context of
this study. The reasons for each method have been merged into themes based on
the close meaning they formed. The analysis indicated that 136(95.1%) of 143
respondents who preferred the lecture method provided the reasons, while the
remaining 7(4.9%) did not. The reasons for preferring the lecture method were
categorised into four themes: (1) content coverage, (2) frequency of use, (3)
improvement of listening and note-taking, and (4) class size.

Content coverage over time: 73 of 136 respondents (53.68%) reported that the
lecture method was preferred because it covered a large amount of content within a
short time compared to other teaching methods. They thought that the content
within their course outlines required a long time to cover, and fortunately, the
lecture method ensured the content was covered within a short time. Regarding this
reason, some typical responses were such as: “Lecture is the favourite method
because it makes learning many contents from lecturers in few weeks which would
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have been impossible, for example by using discussions that consume much time”
(StudentTeacher211, B.Ed. Science); “... | prefer lecture because lecturers use
slides to organise what they teach us in a fast speed and this saves time ...I like lecture
because sometimes they cover all modules and spare time for us to revise”. These
quotations from different respondents additionally imply that student teachers are
interested in content coverage based on the teaching and learning context.

Frequency of use: 31 of 136 respondents (22.79%) reported that their lecturers
used the lecture method frequently, which attracted them to regard it as a better
method than others. Some of the responses in this category of reasons are: “It is
a good one because instructors always use it when teaching and through it, one
is ensured good performance in tests and exams” (StudentTeacher72, B.Ed.
Arts); “It is the most efficient method in teaching as students perform well in
their exams through it and that is why lecturers use it most ... putting it first as
a primary preference is a must” (StudentTeacher114, B. Ed. Science). These
responses may inform beyond the frequency of use to include test and
examination performance as their primary learning indicator.

Listening and note-taking skills improvement: 20 of 136 respondents (14.71%)
preferred the lecture method because it requires them to listen carefully to learn.
The typical responses for this category of reason include: “learning by listening
from the lecturer, writing notes then working on what the lecturer has said about
the content are achieved best through lecture method” (StudentTeacher52, B.Ed.
Arts); “It is more convenient because when one listens carefully, then the teacher
imparts knowledge effectively and lecture slides help in copying notes”
(StudentTeacher127, B.Ed. Arts). Skills in the context of the given reasons
include copying notes from lecturers’ slides, jotting down the points from
lecturers’ clarifications, and answering questions posed by lecturers.

Class size: A fourth emerging category of reasons was that the lecture method is
appropriate for large class sizes. 12 of 136 respondents (8.82%) provided this
reason for the lecture method. Some of the typical responses from various
respondents include: “It is fast and efficient for the large class size”
(StudentTeacher305, B.Ed. Science); “because lectures capture many of us, so, | prefer
it because we are too many in the classroom (StudentTeacher44, B.Ed. Arts) ...it is
easy to conduct because it is from the lecturer to us and it is not necessary to ask or to
be asked questions” (StudentTeacher218, B.Ed. Science). The centre of preference
in this category was the class size and easiness of conducting the lecture.

The findings regarding the reasons for preference for the lecture method are
consistent with Jerez et al.’s (2021) study. They recommend this method for its
ability to support the effectiveness of large-group learning activities across various
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dimensions. These include student-teacher interaction, the implementation of active
learning strategies, classroom management, student motivation, and commitment,
as well as the utilisation of online teaching resources. Similarly, Nordmann et al.
(2022) support the argument by challenging the criticisms of the lecture method
that often stem from the wrong premise. In their perspective, technological teaching
resources provide lecturers with numerous opportunities to improve active learning
strategies and foster interaction, even within the context of large class sizes that are
commonly associated with lectures. Such arguments may imply that the lecture
method provides pragmatic solutions to teaching and learning, particularly for large
classes when the lecturers innovatively use the method as opposed to making it a
telling method. Nevertheless, it remains enigmatic, especially in under-resourced
education systems where technological tools are not integrated into lecturing. This
absence of integration often leads to the lecture method consistently fostering
passivity among students as opposed to promoting activeness.

In addition to the lecture method, some participants expressed a preference for a
discussion teaching method, ranking it as the second most favoured (26.9%) among
the array of teaching methods. Out of the 135 respondents who ranked the
discussion teaching method as their first preference, 132 (97.78%) provided
reasons for their choice, while three respondents (2.22%) did not. The reasons
for preferring the discussion teaching method were identified in two categories:
(1) promotion of participation, collaboration, confidence, and knowledge
sharing, and (2) stimulation of critical thinking and creativity.

Promotion of participation, collaboration, confidence, and knowledge sharing:
This category constituted 68.94% of all reasons. It was indicated that group
discussion could be put into the perspective of meaningful learning regardless of
the teaching context a teacher may face. For example, StudentTeacher234 (B.Ed.
Science) reported that the discussion method supported deep learning by
sharing ideas with colleagues about the topics the lecturer had told them to
brainstorm during the lesson. Supporting this idea, another participant reported
the possibility of learning better in group discussion, even in large class sizes:
“l am fond of group discussion because sometimes our lecturers advise us to sit
in groups then discuss and speak out the agreed answers and through that, we
learn though we are too many in class” (StudentTeacher55, B.Ed. Arts). This
argument implies that architecting the group discussion matters most when
using it as a teaching method for effective learning.

Stimulation of critical thinking and creativity: This reason constituted 31.06% of
the reasons for the group discussion preference. Various reasons in this category
indicate that the method had the power to keep student-teachers active during
teaching by answering and asking questions to teachers and colleagues, thus provi-
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ding them a chance to achieve shared learning. The overarching message from
these reasons is that meaningful learning for some students is a product of multiple
combined and directional efforts by main classroom stakeholders. This argument
makes the group discussion method indispensable in teaching and learning because
it enables student-teachers and teachers to collaborate in knowledge construction.
Some of the typical responses in this category include the following:

It gives us a chance to engage in a lesson ...provides a high level of
knowledge inquiry...gives us the required competencies than
memorisation from lecture notes projected on slides by most of our
lecturers ...provides a chance for us to be active during teaching and
learning sessions because we ask each other questions and each one
strives for answers (StudentTeacher190, B.Ed. Arts).

It enables us to prepare before lecture sessions to contribute and
critique points given by colleagues. ...also, group discussion allows
the lecturers to be challenged if they misdescribe something.

...however, few lecturers wuse group discussion anyway!
(StudentTeacher190, B.Ed. Science).

The findings regarding student-teachers’ reasons for preferring the discussion
method align with those of Birgili et al. (2016). They maintain that students like
the discussion method because it enriches the teaching and learning process by
making learning permanent. It can be smoothly integrated with other teaching
methods to foster cognitive, emotional, and critical thinking in the teaching and
learning process. In a similar vein, Capar and Tarim (2015) assert that teachers
favour the discussion teaching method because it promotes student interaction
in class, facilitating the learning process and simplifying the procedure.
Although the discussion method is acknowledged as fundamental in teaching
and learning, its complexity requires sophisticated preparation, which may act
as a hindrance to its use. This complexity could potentially be a reason for the
lower preference among students in the context of this study.

The final methods that received fewer responses were demonstration, inquiry, and pair
work (see Table 3). The reported reasons for these methods were not specific to either
transmission or interactive approaches. For example, one of the respondents reported
that the demonstration method was preferred because it enabled lecturers to show
student-teachers what to do and students to contribute ideas (StudentTeacher33, B.Ed.
Science). Another typical response was, “l like pair work because it grants me the
freedom to do the tasks assigned by my lecturer” (StudentTeacher169, B.E. Science).
Another participant reported that “it is a quick method in teaching ...It requires the
student-teacher to be attentive when the teacher is making inquiries”
(StudentTeacher188, B.E. Science). These responses show that the teaching methods
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were either infrequently used in their classroom sessions or not well understood by
the respondents.

Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications

This study illuminates a predisposition of slightly more student-teachers to
transmission teaching methods than interactive ones, with a specific preference
for the lecture method. The preference advocates a persistence of traditional,
teacher-centred approaches to teaching within teacher training programmes.
Whereas the awareness and perceived usefulness of such techniques may
influence their predominance among student-teachers, there is a need for
careful reflection on the consequences of this preference for pedagogical
practices in contemporary classrooms. On the other hand, the study also
highlights the significance of continuous reflection and adjustments within the
teacher education programmes. Policymakers and educators should use this insight
as an opportunity to stimulate a more inclusive and diverse range of teaching
methods so as to exploit the benefits of contemporary teaching methods in favour
of learners. They should foster greater exposure to innovative and learner-centred
approaches to create collaboration and communication, which is essential for
promoting creativity and critical thinking. Learners’ voices in teaching need to be
primarily accommodated through changing lecturing into communication
exchange instead of telling, and this provides promising indicators for the
desired education. By doing so, teacher training programmes will prepare better
educators to act on the diverse needs of contemporary learning and stimulate
more engaging and active teaching practices in the classrooms.
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