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The Relationships between the Preservice Elementary Teachers’
Goal Orientations for Science Teaching and
Their Images of Science Class

Jeon, Kyungmoon

ABSTRACT

The preservice elementary teachers’ goal orientations for science teaching (mastery/ability-approach/ ability-
avoidance/work-avoidance goal) were measured. We also examined how the goal orientations were related to
their images of science class (preferred/avoided). The results showed that the student teachers (75 males and 82
females) tended to have the mastery or ability-approach goals rather than the ability-avoidance or work-avoidance
goals for science teaching. For avoided class, they tended to show teacher-centered components (eg., teacher:
lecturing, students: watching and listening, environment: chalkboard), while rarely to show such teacher-centered
components for preferred class. Regarding the relationships between the goal orientations and the images of
science class, the significantly positive relationship was found between the ability-approach goal orientation and
teacher-centered image of avoided class. However, the teacher-centered image for preferred class was positively
related to the ability-avoidance goal orientation. The educational implications and future directions were
discussed.

Key words: preservice elementary teacher, goal orientation for science teaching, image of science class
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Table 1. Intercorrelations among the subscales of goal orientations for science teaching

(N=157)

M(SD) Mastery Ability approach Ability avoidance Work avoidance
Mastery(5) 4.43(.49) 1
Ability approach(5) 4.13(.64) 3747 1
Ability avoidance(5) 3.12(.71) 061 4417 1
Work avoidance(5) 2.75(.67) —.016 2357 376" 1

*x

p<0L.
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Table 2. Frequencies of each teacher-centered component shown in the pictorial and/or written descriptions on science class preferred

or avoided by preservice teachers

(N=157)

Frequencies(%)

Teacher-centered components

Preferred Avoided
Teacher
Demonstrating experiment 6( 3.8) 3( 1.9)
Lecturing 10( 6.4) 142(90.4)
Using visual aids 10( 6.4) 91(58.0)
Centrally located (head of class) 49(31.2) 142(90.4)
Erect posture 71(45.2) 101(64.3)
Students
i i e s
Responding to questions - 3( 1.9
Seated (classroom furniture) 117(74.5) 122(77.7)
Alienation in class - 30(19.1)
Environment
Desks arranged in rows 5( 3.2) 73(46.5)
Teacher desk at the front of the room 27(17.2) 52(33.1)
Laboratory equipment on teacher desk 14( 8.9) 3( 1.9)
Symbols of teaching (chalkboard) 61(38.9) 135(86.0)
e e AAMA 29171, wAbt BHEska 9l 3. otst uSE A nst+y 0]0]x]
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<Teacher-centered features™>
Teacher: Erect posture
Students: Seated (classroom furniture)
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— _\,\ <Teacher-centered features>
SHE ‘i (7 |0
; {ml | Students: Seated (classroom furniture)
\ RlE e

Environment: Symbols of teaching (chalkboard)
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Fig. 1. Examples of the images of science class preferred by preservice

teachers.
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<Teacher-centered features™>

Teacher: Lecturing, Using visual aids, Centrally
located (head of class), Erect posture

Students: Watching and listening (suggested by
teacher), Seated (classroom furniture)

Environment: Desks arranged in rows, Teacher
desk at the front of the room,
Symbols of teaching (chalkboard)
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Fig. 2. Examples of the images of science class avoided by preservice teachers.
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Table 3. Correlations between the subscales of goal orientations for teaching and those of teacher-centered class images

M(SD) Mastery Ability approach Ability avoidance Work avoidance

Preferred class

Teacher(5) 93(1.09) 002 034 078 024

Student(4) 79( 48) 017 152 096 159"

Environment(4) .68( .86) 030 —.002 1917 007

Total (13) 2.40(1.86) 020 058 158" 058
Avoided class

Teacher(5) 3.05( .98) 118 190" —.037 —.187

Student(4) 1.73( .46) 021 126 —.065 -.079

Environment(4) 1.68( .83) 110 108 —.002 —.040

Total(13) 6.46(1.60) 135 208" —.042 —.157

" p<05, " p<Ol.
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