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On Styles
Michael W. Metzler

The Spectrum of Styles developed by Musska Mosston is one of the most, if not
the most, widespread conceptualizations of teaching in physical education today.
The publication of his newest work might serve to further increase the
Spectrum’s use in our teacher education programs and teaching practices. This
essay examines what the Spectrum has provided as a set of paradigms for
teaching and analyzes some of its limitations. The central thesis of this paper is
that many of the concepts, implications, and assumptions set forth in the
Spectrum have never been validated as appropriate instructional approaches.

Second, the concept of teaching “styles” with a teacher-centered focus is
contested, alternatively favoring an instructional decision making process that
stems directly from the immediate needs of the learners. The final section sug-
gests reconceptualizing the several styles of the Spectrum as micro strategies with
3 limited scope in order to better the expectations for meeting stated instructional

goals. :

Well, here I go again, building castles in
the sand, o

Saying this is real essential, this is where
it'’s at. s

You know, I couldn't uinderstand

This is how it.really is.

Why am I surprised when the tide. rolls in?

-Dire Straits, “Solid Rock”

Undoubtedly, the strongest influence
on the way we conceptualize teaching in
physical education today is The Spec-
trum of Teaching Styles developed by
Musska Mosston (1966). References to
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teaching styles, presumably a result of

.this influence, are commonly found in

teaching methods texts (Dauer & Pan-
grazi, 1983; Dougherty & Bonanno,
1979; Figley, Mitchell, & Wright, 1977;
Melograno, 1979; Siedentop, 1983). If

other topical literature is an accurate

indication (Pease, 1982; Rupnow, 1983),
it is possible that this series of teaching
models will have an even stronger influ-
ence with the publication of the latest
edition of this work (Mosston, 1981).
One can easily suggest that -almost no
undergraduate major in a certification
tract, no graduate student in pedagogy,
and no teacher educator is not at least

familiar with the Spectrum, and many -

may use the concepts and models within
it. Mosston’s work seems to be the most
pervasive in our field. o o

This obvious stronghold of support
for the Spectrum may explain why no
critical analysis of it has been under-
taken—so many people use it that the
inherent concepts, assumptions, and im-
plications are accepted as dogma. Such
casy acceptance not only facilitates the
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implementation of the Spectrum, but it
also tends to proliferate the Spectrum’s
use from generation to generation of
teachers through teacher education pro-
grams. On the other hand, our receptivi-
ty might tend to blind us from seeing
some of the serious limitations of the
Spectrum as the collective paradigms for
teaching. After over 15 years of the
Spectrum, it seems to be well past the
time for a critical look at just what the
Spectrum is as a set of teaching models
for physical education.

This analysis is not meant to be anoth-
er in the long line of descriptions about
what the Spectrum is and how its several
component styles are designed. Rather,
it examines just what the Spectrum has
done as the most influential force in our
ideas about teaching. The immediate
question here is whether the Spectrum of
Styles has actually contributed in a posi-

" tive way to our understanding of teach-
ing and in the development of more
effective instructional models for our
subject matter. The focus of this essay is

not only on the Spectrum itself but also .
on the concept of teaching “styles” - that _

process of determining patterns for
classroom behavior- primarily by what
the teacher does and assuming that these
behaviors will then result in a certain set
of desired student behaviors.

What the Spectrum of Styles
~ Has Given Us

A Set of Teachir_zg Models

Ina profession that has a pronounced
lack of viable teaching models (Metzler,

1982) the newest Spectrum contains -

eight models upon which teachers can
depend for instructional decision and
-behavior referents. These are true teach-
ing models—ones that have been de-
signed for teachers to implement in their

day-to-day efforts to facilitate- student
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learning. These models can be used to
meet a variety of teaching goals spread
across all domains of learning. There is
no equivalent to this sequence of teach-
ing models in our field. Mosston has
provided us with multiple models whose
diversity allows us to address a plethora
of instructional needs across the entire
range of activities we teach.

A Widely Accepted
and Understood Language

Because of its extensive use in our
teacher education programs and teach-
ing practices, the Spectrum has gener-

~ated a common jargon for us to use

when talking about teaching. Each of
the different styles has become common-
ly known as a frame of reference. Quite
often we say that a teacher is using a cer-
tain style at a given moment, or that a
certain teaching pattern is “similar to the
style of Mosston’s.” It then
enables us to converse about teaching in
a clear, efficient manner and to claim
this jargon as our own~—different from
other teaching fields. '

This jargon ‘also_encourages clear dia-
logue at all levels of the study of teach-

‘ing in our field. ‘Undergraduates lesrn

the names and components of the stykes
and: can then communicate well with

- other teachers, regardless of experience

and preference of styles. s
Not only has the Spectrum prOdtm“
uniquely referential language, it mﬂﬂ
clarified other dimensions of t:w o
ing process, especially tho§c of “darect.
and “indirect” methodologics. These
scribe class decision allocations &%
teacher-centered or studgm -
Consequently, just as we can itk
how a certain technique &iﬂﬁ
given style, now wecan use tus o9
language to place that panmﬂ#
teaching pattern on a Cod
directness-to-indir?cmess _wiM :
ing misunderstanding by othets:
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A Model for Decision Making

The foundation of the entire Spec-
trum of Styles s decision making (Moss-
ton, 1981). In reality, teachers make al]
of the decisions because they make the
keystone decision about “Who decides
what.” However, part of that process is
to determine how many and what kinds
of decisions wil] e granted to the sty.-
dents. How many decisions and the na-
ture of those decisions given to students
not only determines what style is used
but also where that style falls on the
direct-indirect continuum. Mosston iden-
tifies 25 sets of decisions across three
instructional phases, Quite simply, the
more of these decisions given to students
the more each style progresses from
Command to Going Beyond, or, from
direct to indirect,

This delineation of decision making is
an invaluable aid to teachers in selecting
astyle and in determining how well they
implement jt. Making decisions means

weighing - instructiona alternatives and
then selecting a course of action. It
fequires teachers to think before they 4ct
and then gives them a blueprint to follow
in their teaching behavior, Thjs em-

is.on teacher decision making is a
§1at step forward in a field where such

ision making is often sorely lacking
. ‘O poorly done, '

“XIng outline is basic for instructional
 $malysis, diagnosis, and Prescription. If
(% origina] instructional intent is
pRown, jt g much easier 1o locate
Eourees of teaching deficiencies ang

s identify ang reinforce desired
behaviors whep they happen.
OF'the neweg conceptualizations

B < O well, teachers make deci-
w 'ngly contrary 1o Michael
'3 Position thq the study of

" Al-another level, Mosston’s decision

Study of teaching js the analysis of -

teacher decision making in physical edy-
cation is 10 years away (Sherman, Note
1), we have been using teacher decision
making analyses through the Spectrum
for some time now. We have just not
done so in the more formal sepse of
empiricalv study,

Though many proponents of the Spec-
trum would not admit jt, the decision-
based foundation of the Spectrum aj-
lows us to perform a'sequential Systems-
like analysis of teacher decision making
and resulting instructional behavior
(Siedentop, 1983). A systems model] first
identifies a seét of goals and potentia]
pathways for meeting those goals. From
this set a teacher initially decides what
the instructional needs are (in most
styles) and then makes decisjons about
how best to meet those needs, Those de-
cisions are then translated into a pattern
of teaching behavior and implemented

.

one criterion for assessing effectiveness
of both decisions ang actions. Effective-
ness is always assessed in terms of stated

goals. This resylts in some degree of

madification, followed by another phase
of Aimplementation,- and so on. '

A Po(éﬁtial JSor ’Conducting
Research on Teaching _
With eight different models, 25 sets of

teacher -and student decision making
categories, and unlimited process vari.

ables, the Spectrum of _Stylcs'(_)_ffers a

mind-bbggling menu for doing research -

on teaching in physica education. Add -

to that list Mosston’s own assumption
that progression alongthe direct-indirect
continuum’

Developmen;al 'Channels (Physical, So-
cial, Emotional, and .Cognitive), and
one becomes awed by the amount and
importance of empirical questions that

might be generated through the Spec-

trum,

fosters learning in the four -
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Unfortunately, all of this has to be
spoken of as a potential for research.
The amount of research conducted on
the Spectrum to date has been scant in
comparison to what is proffered by it. In
addition, for reasons to be discussed in
detail below, almost every study com-
pleted in this vein, when viewed in the
light of current state-of-the-art technol-
ogies for studying teaching and learning
in naturalistic settings, is subject to
serious limitations.

Problems with the Spectrum

Overemphasis on Teacher Behavior

As one understands more about the
Spectrum of Styles and carefully listens

to proponents talk about the Spectrum,

he/she 'soon .realizes that Mosston has
placed the teacher at center stage in all
of his models, despite the fact that
teachers relinquish more and more deci-
sion making responsibility across the
continuum of styles. The focus of the
Spectrum is always on the teacher, and

. indeed each style is defined and ex-

plained first in terms of what the teacher
does. Mosston acknowledges this pri-
ority: -

It is the teacher, then, who is in focus.
The teacher is the initiator, not the cur-
riculum nor the learner. When a teacher

faces a class of students, it is the teacher

who has to answer the question, “How do
1 teach?” It is the teacher who has to know

how to initiate contact with the student; it

is the teacher who has to know how to
- take charge and create a climate condu-
cive to learning and social interaction.

- The teacher.is the orchestrator of the -

classroom environment. {1981, p..3)

It seems that the real issixe’ in deter-
mining "teaching behavior has escaped
Mosston, namely that the teacher’s or-

chestrations extend from another source.

—the students’ needs as they pursue the

»leaming of the subject matter. All in-
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structional decisions must originate at
this source rather than with the teacher,
Surely the teacher is the one who puts al]
of the pieces of this puzzle together, but
the pieces are given to the teacher in the
form of instructional needs and variables
generated by learners and the instruc-
tional setting. Mosston does discuss the
needs of the learner in this chain of
events, but his treatise is superficial and
his commitment to the learner’s needs
fleeting. He always retains his teacher-
centered focus, despite allowing for in-
creased student decision making across
the Spectrum, .

This teacher focus has a serious side
effect. As styles are defined by teacher
behavior, we are diverted from attending
to student process behavior—a better
measure for assessing instructional ef-
fectiveness. Mosston implies that teacher
behavior causes student learning, when
in fact student behavior causes student
learning. Teacher behavior only medi-
ates, or facilitates, this process (Berliner,
1979). This point of view considers the
teacher as another part, albeit an impor-
tant part, of the instructional environ-
ment. To use Mosston’s analogy correct-
ly then, a conductor does not caus¢
music to be played but rather facilitates:
better harmony between the membérs of
the orchestra and the written music. S0

‘it is with teaching. _
The implications of this teacher foous.

seem clear: The more teachers try 10

" orchestrate, vis-a-vis the different stykes

of the Spectrum, the harder it is for

them to view themselves as a part of the . |
learners’ environment, prolonging & .

blindniess to the central issuc at haf
Stated another way, what studenis dols
class makes the biggest difference
their opportunity to learn a subject.

Lack of L

Student Process Descriptions
A result of this primary .f _

teacher behavior is a tack of knoWwer

H
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about student behavior. It is not possible
to correctly ascertain the exact student
process behaviors within and between
styles while looking at teachers only.
Mosston makes contentions about what

“the students are supposed to be doing

within each style, but these descriptions
are vague. For the most part, student
behavior within each style is implied by
Mosston and presumed by teachers to be
happening as they implement a style.
From a student process perspective, in
the view of the Spectrum, it is not possi-
ble to determine differences between
such important instructional facets as
content focus, engagement rate, and
academic learning time accrual. It is like-
ly that the Command and Reciprocal
styles will produce equivalent amounts

of these process variables for students

while teacher behavior in each style
looks quite different! Where, then, is the
effective difference in terms of student
learning processes? This point of con-
tention does not ignore the newer Non-
versus concept of the Spectrum (Moss-
ton, 1981). Rather, it raises a question
about the need for any differentiation at

all if such style differences in fact result

in no real student learning process dif-
ferences.

Itis also possible that teaching behav-

for in the same style can result in con-
lrasting student process behavior., Re-
vent studies with Experimental Teaching
Un_its in physical education (Keller,
1982; Young, 1981; Young & Metzler,
Note 2; Metzler & Young, Note 3;

ler, Note 4) have shown that some

, Budents can have five times more en-

: #agement and academic learning time as
» Other students under teaching behavior
l'.e same style (Practice, in ‘these
E Rudic), Following an assumption that
m‘m behavior, rather than teacher

i .
B

- SVI0r within a selected style, is the
_ easure of teaching process. effec-
Er, > One could easily argue that style
el Wedtions are not nearly as important

in the teaching/learning enterprise as
Mosston and his proponents suggest.

Verification of Styles

Since its introduction, one of the
major problems with the Spectrum has
been the difficulty in determining the
degree to which a teacher is faithfully
implementing an intended style. Moss-
ton points out that each style contains
features of adjacent styles on the con-
tinuum. The sequential nature of the
Spectrum necessitates this. However,
this overlap sometimes makes it difficult
to determine in practice where one style
ends and another begins. When does an
observer (or teacher) make the decision .
about which style is being used? For ex-
ample, during a tennis class a teacher
begins by calling roll with students in
squads (Command). This is followed by

- an instructional period in which some

students stay with the teacher for a lec-
ture/demonstration on forehand (Com-
mand), while others go to another part
of the courts and hit against the back-
board (Practice). When the teacher fin-
ishes the lecture, he/she goes to the
group on the backboard. One student is
practicing backhands and is hitting shots
with too much backspin on them. The

teacher asks, “Why is that happening?”

(Divergent, among others). The rest of
the students are still hitting against the
wall (Practice), while the student with

- the teacher makes several slow motion

shots and focuses on the head of the

racket. After some time . he/she re-

sponds, “Because I am turning my wrist -
under and not keeping a flat racquet

“head” (Problem Solving).

If this scenario is played out for the

rest of the class period it is quite likely |

that the teacher would use even more

styles, each in varying degrees. What
then determines the overall description

of this teacher’s behavior according to
the Spectrum? Is it the style of the mo- ‘
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ment, the one used most often, or the
one used for the longest time? More
importantly, with what style has each of
the students been taught? Quite likely
each student has received instruction
under a different variety of styles than
his/her cohorts.

Because it is difficult to verify styles, it
can then be difficult to demonstrate the
differences between styles to preservice
teachers. In another version of the prob-
lem it is then difficult to teach them

-“pure” styles—those in which the behav-

ior patterns of a particular style are easi-

- ly discernable from other styles and then

correctly enacted. The inability to easily
verify styles is a central problem with the
Spectrum, especially with the pervasive
use of it in teacher education. Preservice
teachers will likely not be able to demon-
strate the inclusive behaviors for each
style because of the necessary overlap
between adjacent styles on the con-
tinuum. '

Problems With Research
on the Spectrum

There are three main problems with
research on the Spectrum: the réal scar-
¢ity of empirical data we possess, the
methodologies used to collect data that
do exist, and an inability to isolate vari-
ables (dependent and independent) to
better understand the real. effects of the
various styles on student learning,

With all of the promise and potential
of the Spectrum as a source of empirical
study on teaching in physical education,
few researchers could argue that the
potential has even come close to being

- fulfilled. Despite its widespread use in

our teacher education programs and in

- our pedagogical practices, there is little -

hard evidence from which to proceed for
implementing the styles of the Spectrum.
If an outside observer were to examine
our literature and teachér education pro-

grams, he/she might easily but incorrect-

ly assume that we have investigated all
the claims and verified all the stated
implications in each of the Spectrum
styles (Mosston, 1981). In fact, however,
we have not. Several critical questions
have not been answered, and many of
them have not even been addressed.
What, for example, is the relationship
between teacher behavior in each style
and student achievement, however de-
fined? When teachers change from one
style to another, what does this mean for
student behavior and achievement?
Does the progression from Command to
Discovery really promote karning in the
four developmental tracts? Can under-
graduates effectively discriminate be-
tween behaviors across styles and con-
vert those discriminations into actual
behavior? Is the Reciprocal style a more
effective way to increase skill attempt
feedback? What kinds of question-

asking and verbal behaviors are needed |

to effectively teach the Guided Discov-

ery Style? This list can go on and on.
Every one of the implications under

each style in Mosston’s book (1981) is a

stimulus for many as yet unanswered

questions. The longer they go ubal-
tended the more one must sincerely
question the real basis upon which the
Spectrum is used. For example, the
existing evidence does not lend any sup-
port to the common assumption that
moving along the Spectrun;’s_commum
increases learning in the four Geve
mental. tracts (Boschee, 1972; Jacobye
1975). Relying so heavily on the stykes of
the Spectrum in every aspect of 0¥
teaching without these answers makes
the ground underneath ouf PRAET.
very shaky indeed. ‘ o
1¥he sec)(')nd problem with mmg
teaching in- the Spectrum, th k‘ A
ferent in nature, is certainly 80 "
concern. ‘Spectrum studies 18 8,
have tried to ascertain if student ¥
and/or attitudes change across 5
with the implementation of s

JORP—




- tether, In.a

ON STYLES

style. The basic methodologies for an-
swering these questions are remarkably

_similar. Style A and Style B are pre-

sented to different students as the in-
dependent variable(s). The dependent
variable is some measure of learning
performance and/or affective change.
Each style is taught to a designated
group over a period of time. Statistical

treatments are then applied to determine v

if significant changes did in fact occur in
the dependent variable. Any observed
statistically significant changes are then
attributed to differences in the two con-
trasting styles, or in some cases differ-
ences between one style and no instruc-
tional treatment (a control) (Boschee,
1972; Dougherty, 1970; Gerney, 1979;
Griffey, 1983; Jacoby, 1975; Johnson,
1982; Mariani, 1970; Schiott, 1970;
Virgilio, 1979).

As a group these studies suffer from
serious methodological deficiencies Y'spe-
cifically the near absence of any process
measures for student and teacher behay-
ior. Except for a limited use of verbal
behavior interaction analysis, “eyeball-
ing” was the only independent variable
reliability technique used to monitor
teacher behavior consistency dacross
time, while student process behavior was
Wpically and intentionally ignored alto-
, word, these are classic
“blackbox” studies of teaching (Dunkin
& Biddle, 1974; Graham, 1981; Locke,
1977). Without exact observations of
- Process. behaviors, there s nothing we

-8 say aboy, why (if at all) the indepen-

dent variables in these studies resulted in
- anges in the dependent variables.

failure to attend to teacher and
Process measures leads to the

2~the inability to isolate relevant
. contributing to or promoting
i o Other variables over time asa
:r _lhg stated experimental treat-

o egies. Part of this problem is
Wing exactly what goes on with

“ges i
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teachers and students within a style.
Another part is not being able to ac-
count for the differences between styles,
given the admitted overlap in them. In
these studies two different styles and
their effects on students are assumed to
be largely exclusive of one another,
when such exclusivity is not demon-
strated by researchers for either cause or
effect. Consequently, then, vaguely con-
ceived independent variables are being
applied to vaguely conceived indepen-
dent variables. -

As the findings from these studies are
examined, they are characterized by a
consensus of “no significant differences”
between contrasting styles. Part of this
string of NSDs must be attributable to
the nearly complete vacuum of informa-
tion about process behaviors. Investiga-
tors seem stymied when they contribute
to this growing consensus and posit that
there might not be differences between
styles on learning and/or attitudes. This
assumption might be trué, but it cannot

be ascertained until ‘studies like these

include descriptions of process behaviors
in them. Only recently has this short-
coming been acknowledged within this
avenue of research (Griffey, 1983).
The final analysis of research on
teaching. using the Spectrum leads to two
unavoidable conclusions. First, for all
we say we know about it, we have very
little empirical evidence to - justify its
prolific use in our programs. Second,
the evidence that does exist has to be
suspect and the real reasons why certain
changes occur (or dont occur, mostly)

-undet ' contrasting styles are as yet

unknown. On balance, it would appear
that the Spectrum and teacher-based
styles cannot be justified as the most

“prominent conceptualization of how to
- teach physical education. Empirical sup-

port and sound rationale for the wide-
spread use of Mosston’s concepts, as-
sumptions, implications; and conse-
quently his several teaching paradigms,
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are still lacking. However, this does not
mean we should abandon the Spec-
trum—it has and can continue to con-
tribute to our efforts to teach motor play
skills and attitudes in our programs.
Rather, we should find ways to parcel
out the best features of the various styles
and reimplement these teaching models
under a new light. One suggestion for
doing just that is given below.

Strategies, not Styles

In order for the several styles in the
Spectrum to be more flexible and atten-
tive to changing instructional needs,
they require reconception. In their cur-
rent form they are quite unwieldy for
users because they are too encompassing
in scope. They are “macro” approaches
to teaching (Griffey, 1981) that include
too many general decision and behavior
guidelines. These general guidelines can-
not be applicable during every moment
of teaching even one class, thus necessi-
tating frequent changes of style during
instructional periods. This often causes

a conflict between immediate instruc-

tional needs and the recommended be-
havior patterns within a style. Unfortu-
nately, the usual resolution is to make
the moment fit the style and not the
other way around. ,

"Such problems could be minimized
with a switch to “micro” strategies—
those that are designed to address small,
specific instructional situations. These

situations could be in the form of stated -

instructional goals, desired student in-
dividualization, time, content, or myriad
teacher behaviors, Whatever the form,
the instructional situation and resulting
strategy can then be defined in terms of
the student at any given moment. Teach-
ers would not be preoccupied with teach-
ing to a style, but with determining what
needs each student has and selecting a

strategy to meet those needs, regardless -

of how often behavior changes are re-
quired.

A change from macro styles to micro
strategies would require a major shift in
how styles of teaching are presently
viewed. Each of the Spectrum styles
could be included in a set of identified
strategies, designed to be implemented
under certain instructional situations.
For instance, the Reciprocal style might
be reborn as a strategy for increasing
student interaction and as a strategy for
increasing verbal feedback during prac-
tice time. It would then be a highly.
useful strategy to include on a list of
what teachers can do to increase interac-
tion and/or feedback when these are the
momentary instructional goals. Another
example would be to include the Practice
style within a repertoire of strategies for
facilitating individualized skill instruc-
tion in large classes, or as a way of
presenting multiple learning. environ-
ments within a single class. Each style
has the ability to address a variety of
situations and would then be included
under many such lists. Reconceived in
this manner, each style-turned-micro
strategy would lend itself much better to
incorporation during instruction and to
empirical questions about its effective-
ness. . L
This reconceptualization of the ﬁﬂﬁ
of the Spectrum as micro )
would increase each style’s effectivencss
in the teaching/learning process by W"
ing its scope and better matclﬂnq.m
tations with abilities to resolve insree
tional -problems. It is also likely e
such redefining would then warrsnt § <
widespread use of these Paﬂ‘ﬁ‘” ",
our teaching and teacher eduﬂ!w
'grams. As with.any mstf“‘;’o‘:" e
when each style’s potential 15 T g
with proven practices in the “’m*
our subject matter, collectively B3
then be able to fulfiﬂ th: M
have so-easily made for _thcm.A

£ron
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