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Introduction

History classes in secondary education have been configured 
as a teaching and learning space employing certain practices 
which are generally assumed by their members (VanSledright, 
2014). These practices and routines frequently lead teachers 
to prioritize certain learning objectives over others (Voet & 
De Wever, 2020). Pupils, particularly those who are more 
academically successful, adopt the forms required of them by 
the teaching community to read, memorize, think, and write 
in the expected manner (Nokes, 2017). The activities pro-
posed in history classes, the everyday interaction with teach-
ers and the procedures and techniques of evaluation proposed 
by the teacher reinforce the reproduction of practices 
(Gómez Carrasco et al., 2020) which are nourished by two 
models, one epistemological and the other methodological.

The first of these models is that of General Histories, an 
approach to history teaching designed in the 19th century 
which aims to show all historical events in chronological 
order, be they of a nation/state or of the whole of humanity. 
This model is principally based on the national narrative 
accepted and promoted by the institutions of power, eclips-
ing other alternative narratives (Ender, 2019; López-
Facal, 2014). The second of the models originates from a 
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methodological tradition which understands the practice of 
teaching as the mere reproduction of knowledge, built out-
side of the classroom, which the teacher must contextualize 
(Merchán, 2011). Therefore, changing these epistemological 
and methodological conceptions in initial teacher training is 
a key element in modifying these hegemonic routines (König 
et al., 2017).

Approaches to Teaching Inventory as a Tool for 
Understanding Teaching Approaches

In order to ascertain the approaches employed by teachers, 
the Approaches to Teaching Inventory (ATI) question-
naire was designed and developed in the United Kingdom 
(Trigwell & Prosser, 1996). Based on transcriptions of inter-
views with university teachers and the reliability analysis of 
factors and scales of elements selected from the inventory, 
the ATI is a valid and trustworthy relational tool for measur-
ing key aspects of the variation in the way in which teachers 
see and approach their teaching (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004).

The need to improve the quality of education at all levels 
has increased considerably in recent years with a view to 
achieving better learning among pupils. Therefore, emphasis 
has been placed on optimizing the quality of the teaching 
provided by teachers. Teachers’ knowledge of the way in 
which they approach their teaching and how this influences 
their pupils’ learning makes the ATI a tool which could lead 
to a change toward an educational system with a higher 
degree of excellence (Trigwell & Prosser, 2004).

The definition of teaching approach is related with the 
way in which teachers teach in relation with their idea of 
what it means to teach the subject in question. It is, therefore, 
linked with the epistemology and methodology they follow. 
The descriptions of Postareff et al. (cited in Yunga-Godoy 
et al., 2016), Trigwell et al. (cited in Dejene et al., 2018) are 
oriented along these lines.

The studies carried out applying this questionnaire coin-
cide in identifying two main teaching approaches (Monroy, 
González-Geraldo et al., 2015): one focused on the transmis-
sion of information by the teacher (Information Transmission 
Teacher-Focused approach, ITTF) and another focused on the 
conceptual change among the students (Conceptual Change/
Student-Focused approach CCSF), although there are degrees 
or intermediate categories (Soler et al., 2018). The first of 
these two main approaches is based on direct teaching by 
the teacher by way of masterclasses in order to transmit 
knowledge in a direct way, thereby making the teacher the 
main source of information and activity within the class-
room. Thus, this approach is related with behavioral peda-
gogy (Dejene et al., 2018). In the second approach, which 
is anchored in behaviouralism, the student learns by doing 
and experimenting rather than by depending on the knowl-
edge and experience of teachers to transmit knowledge.

The approach adopted by the teacher may have an influ-
ence on the way in which students learn and on their 

observable results, as a teaching approach focused on the 
teacher is associated with superficial learning, whereas a 
student-based approach is related more with in-depth learn-
ing (Monroy, Hernández-Pina et al., 2015; Trigwell & 
Prosser, 2004).

One of the conclusions of Trigwell and Prosser’s (2004) 
study highlighted the existence of certain variables in the 
context of teaching work which could lead teachers to adopt 
one or another of these approaches. In this regard, the greater 
the teacher’s perception that he/she was sustaining an appro-
priate burden of work, that he/she was working with a homo-
geneous group of pupils without a very high level but with a 
sufficient level of knowledge and that he/she had a good 
grasp of the contents being taught, the more inclined he/she 
was to adopt an approach focused on the students’ concep-
tual change. On the contrary, when a lack of commitment on 
the part of the pupils was noticed, along with a lack of mas-
tery of the contents being taught, the probabilities of adopt-
ing the transmission of information approach focused on the 
teacher were greater.

Teacher Training and History Education

In recent years, research on history education has undergone 
a continual increase, constituting half of the scientific output 
on the teaching of the social sciences (Gómez & López-
Facal, 2020). The results of these publications provide teach-
ers with sufficient information in order to be able to renew 
epistemological and methodological aspects relating to the 
teaching and learning of history in such a way as to stop con-
ceiving it as a set of closed knowledge which can only be 
memorized as a canonized narrative (Gómez Carrasco et al., 
2017; Monte-Sano et al., 2014; Wineburg, 2001).

Some authors have stressed that the teaching practices 
experienced have a noticeable influence on teachers’ con-
ceptions in the methodological processes of teaching and 
learning (Martínez et al., 2009). In this regard, research such 
as that by Gómez Carrasco et al. (2020) on trainee secondary 
education teachers, and Gómez et al. (2021) with future pri-
mary education teachers regarding their memories of history 
classes points toward the fact that the majority of future 
teachers recognize that they have learned fundamentally by 
way of traditional strategies and techniques in which infor-
mation transmitted by the teacher and/or the textbook was of 
primary importance and the contents had to be retained in the 
memory as a finished product. These future teachers also 
expressed their intention of implementing more active and 
innovative methodologies in the classroom in order to 
achieve integrated learning favoring social knowledge.

The consequences which can be extracted from different 
recent studies focusing on alternative practices by teachers 
(de Groot-Reuvekamp et al., 2018a, 2018b, 2019; Rodríguez-
Medina et al., 2020; van Straaten et al., 2018), stress the 
importance in teacher training of the improvement of teach-
ing knowledge, skills, and competencies relating to the 
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spheres of methodology and epistemology (Barnes et al., 
2017; Floden, 2015).

Although the use of the ATI has expanded in recent 
years, the research proposed here would help to mitigate a 
research shortcoming which exists in our country regarding 
the teaching approaches of trainee teachers, specifically in 
the fields of geography and history. As Monroy, Hernández-
Pina et al. (2015) have stated, it has hardly been employed 
in Spain for university teachers (González-Geraldo, 2010; 
Jiménez Hernández et al., 2020) or primary teachers 
(Hernández-Pina et al., 2012; Maquilón et al., 2016), and 
only rarely for secondary school teachers or trainee second-
ary school teachers (Monroy, 2013).

Ultimately, what is stated above justifies the need for this 
research, which focuses on revealing the teaching approaches 
of trainee history teachers, with the aim of improving their 
teaching skills in terms of methodology and their epistemo-
logical approach to this subject.

The Present Study

As has been stated in different studies, approaches to teach-
ing are dynamic and depend on the context (Prosser & 
Trigwell, 2006; Stes, Coertjens et al., 2010a), given that the 
approach adopted in each situation is the result of the interac-
tion between the teacher and the framework in which it is put 
into practice. Therefore, in practice, it is possible to observe 
teachers who prefer the items which characterize or define 
one approach, while not rejecting those which belong to the 
other approach. In this way, the teacher/teaching and student/
learning approaches are profiles in which a clear pre-emi-
nence of one approach is not observed and the use of mixed 
methodologies is evident (Hernández-Pina et al., 2012; 
Yunga-Godoy et al., 2016).

Divergent actions can be observed depending on differ-
ent subjects. Some studies suggest that science teachers 
adopt approaches focusing on the teacher in their classes 
(ITT), whereas teachers of the humanities tend toward more 
student-based postures (CCS) (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 
2006; Lueddeke, 2003; Singer, 1996). Apart from these gen-
eralizations, it is complicated to determine the existence of 
clear profiles in teachers’ preferred teaching approaches 
(Monroy, 2013).

The objective of this study is to analyze the teaching 
approaches of trainee history teachers in Spain. The follow-
ing specific objectives are proposed:

- To analyze the reliability and validity data of the ATI 
questionnaire in trainee history teachers in Spain.

- To describe the teaching approaches manifested by 
the trainee teachers and the differences which exist 
according to sex and prior training.

- To analyze the response profiles and their differences 
with regard to sex and prior training.

Method

Approach

An experimental quantitative design was employed with data 
being gathered via a questionnaire with a Likert-type scale 
(1–5). This type of design was selected due to its capacity for 
providing answers to problems both in descriptive terms and 
in relation to variables when the information is gathered in a 
systematic manner, thereby guaranteeing the rigor of the data 
obtained (Hernández & Maquilón, 2010). Designs using sur-
veys are extremely common in the field of education as they 
can be applied to multiple problems and make it possible to 
collect data about a large number of variables (Sapsford & 
Jupp, 2006).

Procedure

The procedure designed for the research and the data collec-
tion tools were evaluated positively by the Ethics Committee 
of the University of Murcia. An informed consent protocol 
was designed for the students and families of those partici-
pating in the research. Following prior contact with the coor-
dinators and teachers of the master’s degree in geography 
and history teacher training, a questionnaire was sent via a 
link to the universities which had agreed to participate: 
Murcia, Alicante, Valencia, Jaume I, Barcelona, La Rioja, 
Zaragoza, Oviedo, Basque Country, Santiago de Compostela, 
Complutense University of Madrid, Autonomous University 
of Madrid, Valladolid, Extremadura, Castilla-La Mancha, 
Huelva, Seville, Córdoba, Málaga, Almería, Jaén, and 
Granada. Participation in this research included 70% of the 
universities offering a master’s degree in geography and his-
tory teacher training in Spain.

Participants

Six hundred forty-six students of master’s degrees in geogra-
phy and history teacher training from 22 different universi-
ties took part in the study, of whom 358 were men (55.41%) 
and 280 women (43.34%). As far as age is concerned, 51.7% 
were aged between 18 and 24 and 37.92% between 25 and 
34, while 7.58% were over 35 years of age. As regards their 
prior training, 97.05% (627) of the participants had begun 
the master’s degree in teacher training after concluding their 
degree, with more than half having studied history. Only 
10% of the participants had completed any prior training 
regarding educational innovation.

The Data Collection Tool

A version of the ATI reviewed by Trigwell et al. (2005) was 
used in its most recent adaptation (22 items) translated by 
Monroy, Hernández-Pina et al. (2015).
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Data Analysis

The analytical process was performed in four phases. In the 
first of them, the reliability of the measures was estimated 
(internal consistency, reliability of the individual indicators, 
and reliability of the construct). In the second phase, an 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was carried out on the 
matrix of polychoric correlations between the items (Hair 
et al., 2010). In the third phase, evidence of convergent and 
discriminant validity was analyzed by way of a confirmatory 
factor analysis. In the fourth phase, a hierarchical cluster 
analysis was carried out in order to verify the presence of 
possible groups and, finally, to ascertain the differences 
between these groups by way of an inferential analysis 
(ANOVA and Student’s t).

The estimated fit of the model was verified via TLI 
(Tucker–Lewis Index) and CFI (Comparative Fit Index) val-
ues and via the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA). CFI and TLI indices higher than .90 indicate 
acceptable degrees of fit, while those higher than .95 are con-
sidered to be good (Hu & Bentler, 1999). RMSEA values 
equal to or lower than .08 would be acceptable and those 
lower than .05 would be good (Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Hu 
& Bentler, 1999). R 3.6.3 (R Core Team, 2020) software was 
used for the analysis.

Results

Reliability

In this study, the method of internal consistency was 
employed based on Cronbach’s ordinal alpha (Gadermann 
et al., 2012), making it possible to estimate the reliability of 
a measurement tool composed by a set of items, on at 5-point 
Likert-type scale, with the aim of measuring the same theo-
retical dimension. As a general criterion, the coefficient 
should be greater than 0.70 (George & Mallery, 2011). In the 
case of the ATI questionnaire, an overall alpha ordinal coef-
ficient of α = .78 was obtained, which can be considered to 
be acceptable.

Other authors propose the omega coefficient (McDonald, 
1999), as this is not affected by the number of items, by the 
number of response alternatives or by the proportion of the 
variance of the test (Ventura-León & Caycho-Rodríguez, 
2017). The omega coefficient is based on factor loadings, 
which are the weighted sum of the standardized variables. As 
a general criterion, coefficients greater than 0.70 are consid-
ered acceptable. In our case, the overall McDonald omega 
coefficient for the scale is ω = .79, which is considered to be 
acceptable.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

After verifying the fit of the data for the factor analysis by 
way of the Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) test and Bartlett’s test 
of sphericity (KMO = 0.85; 95% CI [0.835–0.912]; Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity, χ²[190] = 2726.3; p < .001), an optimized 
parallel analysis was carried out (Timmerman & Lorenzo-
Seva, 2011). Following these prior verifications, the opti-
mized parallel analysis on 1,000 random replies obtained an 
optimum solution of two factors which explain 58.17% of 
the common variance (Table 1). These results grouped the 
items into two factors which correspond to the theoretical 
constructs previously proposed by the ATI. However, item 
12 does not reach the minimum saturation of 0.3 (McDonald, 
1985) in either of the two factors.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Subsequently, a confirmatory factor analysis was carried out 
in order to verify the internal structure of the scale and to 
review the fit of item 12 (Table 2). First of all, the structure 
of the ATI proposed by Trigwell et al. (2005) was analyzed. 
After separating the two scales, the reliability was reviewed, 
obtaining suitable results (for the CCS scale, an ordinal alpha 
of α = .87 and ω = .87). In the case of the ITT scale an ordinal 
alpha of = .72; and ω = .74 was obtained. The fit of this model 
is acceptable (χ²[169] = 674.68, p < .001; RMSEA = .070; 
CFI = .936; TLI = .928). However, item 12 was eliminated 
due to the fact that the saturation on both factors was lower 
than 0.3.

With the readjustment of the model, the indices improved 
considerably (χ²[151] = 478.93, p < .001; RMSEA = .059; 
CFI = .957; TLI = .951). In the case of the reliability, for the 
CCS scale, an ordinal alpha value of α = .87 and ω = .87 was 
obtained. In the case of the ITT scale, the ordinal alpha val-
ues improved (α = .74 and ω = .75). Figure 1 shows the 
standardized estimations of the model. The correlation 
between the two models is both low and negative (−.17). 
There is no continuous single bipolar between the subject-
based approach and the pupil-based approach. The prefer-
ence for one approach over the other works as a combination 
of two different factors which are not very dependent on 
each other, in such a way that it is possible to observe indi-
viduals who prefer the items of one factor but do not reject 
the items of the other factor.

Items 8 (“Debates and discussions should be planned and 
promoted in the class sessions”) and 13 (“The pupils must be 
encouraged to discuss their changes of opinion and of under-
standing of history”) are those which contribute most to the 
CCS factor. Both are related with the creation of debates, 
discussion, and the questioning of previously-held ideas. In 
the case of the ITT subscale, items 2 (“In order to evaluate 
pupils, they should be asked to describe all the contents of 
history which correspond to the specific objectives and 
which they have to respond to in their test”) and 18 (“The 
way of teaching history focuses on transmitting my knowl-
edge to the pupils”) are those which contribute most to the 
factor. That is to say, they are the items related with the trans-
mission of the necessary knowledge for students to be able to 
pass the subject of history.
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The composite reliability (CR) analysis of each latent 
variable provides an indicator of the reliability of the 
construct. In both cases the CR was greater than 0.70 
(CRccs = 0.88; CRITT = 0.74). Thus, it can be concluded that 
the indicators of both subscales, considered as a whole, are 
a reliable measure of the construct.

The evidence of discriminant validity shows that each of 
the constructs analyzed is unique and different from other 
constructs. In order to verify whether there is evidence of 
discriminant validity, three approaches have been employed 
(Hair et al., 2010). First of all, the correlation between both 
factors has been fixed at 1 and the fit of the resulting model 
has been compared with that of the original model. The 
results show that this model is significantly better than the 
model in which the correlation between the factors has been 
fixed at 1 (Δχ²[1] = 860.9, p < .001). Secondly, the confidence 
interval testing (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) has shown that 

the confidence interval of the correlation between the factors 
does not contain 1 (ρ CSS-ITT = −.171 [−.159 to −.183]; 
SE = .012). Thirdly, it has been shown that the HTMT ratio 
(Henseler et al., 2014) of correlations between the indicators 
of different factors (heterotrait-heteromethod correlations—
HT) between the correlations of the indicators of the same 
factor (monotrait-heteromethod correlations—MT) is less 
than .09 (HT/MT = .225.

Descriptive and Inferential Analysis

As can be observed in Table 3, the item scored most highly 
by the group of students participating in the research was that 
stating that “The teacher should dialog with the pupils on the 
issues being studied” (Item 3), regarding which 95.80% of 
the responses showed the agreement of the future teachers 
with this action. In second place, 93% of the students agreed 

Table 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis. Saturations, Communalities, and Explained Variation.

Item Factor 1. CCSF F1 F2 h2

 3 The teacher should dialog with the pupils on the issues being studied 0.589 0.100 0.558
 5 Part of the time should be reserved so that the pupils can discuss concepts and key ideas 

of history among themselves
0.723 0.043 0.755

 7 The pupils must be encouraged to restructure their prior knowledge so that they can 
develop a new way of thinking about history

0.619 0.086 0.575

 8 Debates and discussions should be planned and promoted in the class sessions 0.770 0.030 0.761
13 The pupils must be encouraged to discuss their changes of opinion and changes in the way 

they understand history
0.804 0.110 0.940

14 A large part of the time dedicated to the teaching of history should be used to question 
the pupils’ ideas

0.424 0.176 0.467

16 I understand the teaching of history as a way of helping pupils to develop new ways of 
thinking about the issues studied

0.674 0.144 0.673

17 When teaching history, it is important to supervise any changes in understanding 
experienced by the pupils in relation to the issues studied

0.701 0.096 0.768

19 The teaching of this subject should help pupils to question their own understanding of 
history

0.706 0.009 0.895

20 The teaching of history should include helping pupils to find their own learning resources 0.634 0.080 0.605
Proper value = 5.03; Explained common variance = 38.17%; α = .87; ω = .87

Item Factor 2. ITTF F1 F2 h2

 1 It is recommended that pupils focus their study of history on what their teacher provides 
them with

0.151 0.366 0.381

 2 In order to evaluate pupils, they should be asked to describe all the contents of history which 
correspond to the specific objectives and which they have to respond to in their test

0.291 0.525 0.592

 4 In the teaching of history, the most important thing is to present pupils with extremely 
complete information

0.042 0.540 0.562

 6 History classes should focus on delivering information available in texts and key readings 0.131 0.480 0.559
 9 The purpose of history classes is to help pupils pass their tests 0.134 0.533 0.494
10 Pupils must be provided with a good set of notes for them to learn history 0.112 0.486 0.459
11 Students must be provided with the information they need to pass the History course 0.124 0.584 0.711
12 It is important to respond to any question on history which pupils may ask 0.210 0.299 0.418
15 The model of history teaching should focus on a good presentation of the information to 

the pupils
0.017 0.609 0.731

18 The way of teaching history focuses on transmitting my knowledge to the pupils 0.295 0.543 0.545
Proper value = 2.91; Explained common variance = 20%; α = .72; ω = .74
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Figure 1. CFA model of two correlated factors.

Table 2. Comparison of the Fit of the Estimated Models.

Model χ² (df) Δχ² (Δdf) RMSEA ΔRMSEA CFI ΔCFI TLI ΔTLI

Model 1 674.78 (169) — .070 — .936 — .928 —
Model 2 478.93 (151) 195.85 (18) .059 .011 .957 .021 .951 .023

that “Debates and discussions should be planned and pro-
moted in the class sessions” (Item 8). In third place, 92.4% 
of the trainee teachers considered that “Part of the time 
should be reserved so that the pupils can discuss concepts 
and key ideas of history among themselves.” Therefore, it 
can be concluded that the best-valued items belong to the 
CCS approach, linked with pedagogical actions which 
focus on the students and their participation in educational 
processes.

On the other hand, the items which have received a nega-
tive evaluation lie within the ITT approach, focused on the 
teacher, with Item 18 (The way of teaching history focuses on 
transmitting my knowledge to the pupils) standing out clearly 
with 52.60% of the trainee teachers disapproving of its appli-
cation. In second place, with 42.90% of the responses 
expressing disagreement, is Item 2 (In order to evaluate 
pupils, they should be asked to describe all the contents of 
history which correspond to the specific objectives and which 
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they have to respond to in their test). Finally, in third place, 
lies Item 9, which states that “The purpose of history classes 
is to help pupils pass their tests,” regarding which 38.30% of 
those surveyed expressed their disagreement.

In order to respond to the research objectives, first of all, 
an analysis of the differences according to sex was carried 
out via Student’s t tests. No statistically significant differ-
ences were found in the scores grouped in the CCS subscale 
according to the sex of the participants (male M = 4.29; 
SD = 0.45; female M = 4.38; SD = 0.55; t(644) = 1.43; p = .15). 
However, there was a significant difference with the mean 
scores for the items of the ITTF subscale (male M = 3.14; 
SD = 0.52; female M = 2.93; SD = 0.57; t[644] = 4.8; p < .001). 
Thus, the difference between sexes is not demonstrated so 
much in the opinions regarding the items relating to a pupil-
based approach, but rather in the scores of the subject-based 
approach. The participating men presented a more favorable 
opinion of these items, as can be observed in Figure 2.

The inferential analysis regarding academic training was 
carried out in two phases. First of all, according to prior 
degree studies (in history, geography, history of art, etc.) and 
secondly, by differentiating the participants who had previ-
ously completed a teaching innovation course. Firstly, by 
way of an ANOVA test of one factor, no statistically signifi-
cant differences were found regarding either the score, the 
CCS subscale (F[76, 563] = .81; p = .86) or the ITT subscale 
(F[76, 563] = 1,08; p = .30). For the second case, the 
Student’s t test was used with the results indicating that 
there were no statistically significant differences in the 
CCS subscale among those who had not previously 

completed an innovation course (M = 4.31; SD = 0.48) and 
those who had indeed received such training (M = 4.29; 
SD = 0.62; t[644] = 0.32; p = .74). Neither were there signifi-
cant differences in the ITT subscale among those who had 
not received innovation courses (M = 3.05; SD = 0.55) and 
those who had received such training (M = 3.05; SD = 0.59; 
t[644] = −0.06; p = .95).

Profiles of the Classes

An agglomerative hierarchical clustering (AHC) analysis 
was carried out according to the mean response to each of the 

Figure 2. Representation of the ITT subscale according to sex.

Table 3. Descriptives From Block. 1.

Item N Min Max Mean Median %1 %2 %3 %4 %5 SD

 1 642 1 5 2.95 3.00 5.14 23.70 45.50 22.70 2.96 0.89
 2 645 1 5 2.68 3.00 11.00 31.90 37.50 17.50 2.02 0.95
 3 644 1 5 4.67 5.00 0.31 0.31 3.57 23.80 72.00 0.59
 4 644 1 5 3.19 3.00 4.04 20.70 36.80 28.90 9.63 1.00
 5 644 1 5 4.49 500 0.31 2.33 4.97 32.50 59.90 0.73
 6 642 1 5 2.94 3.00 8.10 25.20 36.80 24.10 5.76 1.02
 7 642 1 5 4.36 5.00 0.62 3.11 8.39 35.60 52.30 0.81
 8 642 1 5 4.53 5.00 0.62 0.78 5.61 30.50 62.50 0.70
 9 642 1 5 2.88 3.00 14.30 24.00 31.30 20.60 9.81 1.18
10 643 1 5 3.26 3.00 2.95 17.60 39.70 30.00 9.80 0.96
11 643 1 5 3.68 4.00 2.18 8.24 28.80 41.10 19.80 0.95
12 643 1 5 4.15 4.00 1.71 4.67 16.30 31.10 46.20 0.97
13 645 1 5 4.53 5.00 0.31 0.46 7.13 30.50 61.60 0.68
14 643 1 5 3.52 4.00 4.35 9.02 33.40 36.70 16.50 1.01
15 645 1 5 3.56 4.00 1.40 12.20 30.20 41.10 15.00 0.94
16 644 1 5 4.20 4.00 0.78 2.17 13.50 43.80 39.80 0.81
17 639 1 5 4.21 4.00 0.31 1.41 10.60 52.00 35.70 0.71
18 644 1 5 2.47 2.00 16.90 35.70 33.90 10.40 3.11 0.99
19 644 1 5 4.43 5.00 0.93 0.31 7.30 37.90 53.60 0.72
20 645 1 5 4.39 5.00 0.46 1.24 8.22 38.80 51.30 0.73
Total 643.35 1 5 3.75 3.95 3.84 11.25 21.97 31.48 31.46 0.87
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subscales. The analysis revealed three classes, each of them 
with similar weighting (Table 4). The greatest intraclass 
variance and that which has the maximum distance with the 
centroid is Class 1, represented in green in the dendrogram 
(Figure 3) and in the profile of the classes (Figure 4). This 
class gives the lowest mean score to the CCS subscale and 
has the least difference between the mean score of the CCS 
subscale and the ITT subscale. Class 2, shown in blue, is at 
the other end of the dendrogram. This is the class which 
gives the highest score to the CCS subscale and shows the 

greatest difference of scores between the subscales. Class 3, 
shown in red, is located in the center of the dendrogram and 
demonstrates an intermediate behavior.

A one factor analysis of variance was carried out in order 
to verify whether there are significant differences between 
classes. This was carried out with the mean scores of both 
subscales. Statistically significant differences were found 
(F[2, 643] = 361.8; p < .0001) in both the CCS subscale and 
the ITT subscale (F[2, 643] = 274.19; p < .0001).

The Tukey (HSD) post hoc test was performed in order to 
verify the differences between the categories (Table 5) in 
each of the subscales. There are significant differences in the 
CCS subscale among all of the classes, mainly between Class 
1 and the rest (p < .0001), while the difference between 
Classes 2 and 3 is smaller (p = .02).

There are also significant differences in the ITT subscale 
among all of the classes. The differences of the classes in the 
ITT subscale are greater (p < .001) among all of the classes, 
as can be observed in Table 6. While Class 2 is that which 
gives a lower score to the ITT subscale, Class 3 is that which 
attributes the highest score to this subscale.

Differences among the classes regarding the prior aca-
demic training of the students and sex have been verified via 
the chi-squared test. With regard to academic training, there 
are no significant differences according to prior undergradu-
ate studies (χ2[76] = 153.42; p = .4). Neither are there signifi-
cant differences among the classes depending on whether the 
participant has completed a prior teaching innovation course 
(χ2[1] = .04; p = .9). On the other hand, however, there are 
significant differences according to the sex of the participant 
(χ2[2] = 23.67; p < .001). The association coefficients show a 
direct positive relationship which ranges from low to moder-
ate (Table 7).

As can be observed in Figure 5, the differences according 
to sex arise, above all, in Classes 2 and 3. The female partici-
pants are found mainly in Class 2 (that which scores the CCS 
subscale more highly and awards the ITT scale a lower 
score). In this class, female participants outnumber males, 
whereas in class 3, which scores the ITT scale more highly, 
there are double the proportion of males to females.

Discussion and Conclusions

The main objective of this study is to analyze the teaching 
approaches of future secondary education teachers in the 
speciality of geography and history in Spain. The analysis of 
the results obtained make it possible to establish conclusions 
mainly according to sex. In response to the three specific 
objectives, the analysis of the reliability and validity data of 
the ATI questionnaire showed suitable results. Overall, the 
revised ATI questionnaire gave an alpha ordinal coefficient 
of .78, and a McDonald omega coefficient of .79, which are 
acceptable values for both cases. The option of eliminating 
Item 12 from the analysis was considered as it did not fit 

Table 4. Agglomerative Hierarchical Clustering.

Class 1 2 3

Objects 223 231 192
Sum of weights 223 231 192
Intraclass variance 0.515 0.187 0.145
Minimum distance to the centroid 0.047 0.038 0.036
Average distance to the centroid 0.546 0.386 0.339
Maximum distance to the centroid 4.880 1.087 1.227

Figure 3. Dendrogram of the classes.

Figure 4. Representation of the profiles of the classes.
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correctly within the ITT subscale. This situation was attrib-
uted to a misunderstanding on the part of the participants in 
the study. The confirmatory factor analysis showed the exis-
tence of two theoretical constructs which coincide with the 
two approaches proposed in the questionnaire. The evidence 
of discriminant validity shows that each of the constructs 
analyzed is unique and different from other constructs.

As far as the second objective is concerned, which aimed 
to define the teaching approaches of trainee teachers and the 
existing differences according to sex and prior training, no 
significant differences were detected in the scoring groups 
within the CCS subscale according to the sex of the partici-
pants. However, there were significant differences in the ITT 
subscale. Thus, the difference between sexes is not shown so 
much in the opinion of the items related to a student-based 
approach, but rather in the scoring of the subject-based 
approach, in which the male participants presented a more 
favorable opinion of these items.

Finally, regarding the third objective, which analyzed 
the response profiles and their differences with regard to 
sex and prior training, it is possible to state that female 
participants are situated in Class 2, which scores the CCS 
subscale more highly and awards a lower score to the ITT 
scale. On the other hand, male participants outnumber 
females by two to one in Class 3, which scores the ITT 
scale more highly. Therefore, there is a confirmation of the 
existence of significant differences with regard to the sex of 
future history teachers in secondary and Baccalaureate edu-
cation in Spain.

According to some studies, although teachers’ sex could 
have an influence on their way of teaching, there are no con-
clusive results in this regard (Monroy, 2013; Monroy, 
Hernández-Pina et al., 2015). Indeed, some studies have 
shown a discourse which defends the inexistence of a direct 
relationship between sex and different teaching approaches, 
as is the case of the studies by Lueddeke (2003) and Stes 
et al. (2008). However, several studies have shown that dif-
ferences exist, with males proving more favorable to an 
approach focused on the subject than females, who prefer an 
orientation toward student involvement (Monroy, Hernández-
Pina et al., 2015; Rosário et al., 2012; Singer, 1996).

As far as the present study is concerned, differences have 
been found according to sex. On the one hand, the men pre-
sented a more favorable opinion toward the items relating to 
a subject-based approach (ITT) compared to the women, 
who presented statistically significant data in favor of the 
student-based approach (CCS).

As regards training, it should be pointed out that no statis-
tically significant differences have been found regarding 
either the undergraduate or postgraduate studies of the par-
ticipants or any training received on teaching innovation. 
The absence of statistically relevant results in this regard 
could be due to the lack of prior training of the students or 
due to its short duration (Monroy, 2013). Different studies 
have shown how teaching approaches evolve toward the 
CCS scale when this training exceeds a duration of 2 years 
(Postareff et al., 2007, 2008). In this regard, it is evident that 
changes occur in the long term. Therefore, the question 
should be asked if 1 year of training is sufficient in order 
to influence the teaching approaches of future teachers 
and, along the same lines, what experiences determine the 
establishment of one or another teaching approach among 
teachers.

In studies such as that by Monroy, Hernández-Pina et al. 
(2015), it has been observed how no differences have been 
noted according to sex in the pretest carried out on the 

Table 5. Differences Between the Classes According to the Score on the CCS Subscale.

Contrast Difference Standardized difference Critical value Pr > Dif Significance

2 versus 1 0.808 24.840 2.349 <0.0001 Yes
2 versus 3 0.089 2.627 2.349 0.024 Yes
3 versus 1 0.719 21.080 2.349 <0.0001 Yes
Critical value of Tukey’s D: 3.322  

Table 6. Differences Among the Classes According to the Score on the ITT Subscale.

Contrast Difference Standardized difference Critical value Pr > Dif Significance

3 versus 2 0.936 23.413 2.349 <0.0001 Yes
3 versus 1 0.526 13.063 2.349 <0.0001 Yes
1 versus 2 0.409 10.657 2.349 <0.0001 Yes
Critical value of Tukey’s D: 3.322  

Table 7. Association Coefficients According to Sex and Class.

Coefficient Value

Pearson’s Phi 0.191
Contingency coefficient 0.188
Cramér’s V 0.191
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students in training. However, in the posttest, after having 
completed the entire master’s degree course in teacher train-
ing, women showed statistically significant differences in 
comparison to men, making it possible to conclude that 
women have a greater tendency toward adopting a student-
based approach (CCS) than men, who are more prone to 
teaching with a subject-based approach (ITT). These results 
are in line with the study by Iqbal et al. (2019) in Pakistan, 
although not with that conducted by Han et al. (2015) in 
China, or with the work of Pauler-Kuppinger and Jucks 
(2018) with German academics.

Thus, based on recent research, it is difficult to conclu-
sively predict whether the variable of sex has an influence or 
not on the teaching approach of current or future teachers. 
However, the results of this study can be added to those of 
other research relating to the context of Spain, in which, in 
addition to demonstrating tendencies closer to student-based 
teaching approaches, women also possess a more favorable 
opinion toward the use of innovative methods for the teach-
ing of history, particularly the use of ICT resources and the 
mass media (Gómez Carrasco et al., 2020).

On the other hand, there is an abundance of studies on 
the use of the ATI questionnaire among university lectur-
ers, although this is not the case in other stages of educa-
tion, such as secondary education or initial training, 
independently of the subject in question. Therefore, limita-
tions can be observed when establishing comparisons with 
similar cases in other subjects. However, one of the few 
studies which exist was carried out at the University of 
Vigo (Spain), where secondary education teachers under-
going their initial training, including the area of the social 
sciences, obtained higher scores in the conception of teach-
ing understood as conceptual change and student-centered 
(Cid et al., 2012).

In relation to teachers’ opinions, research has been carried 
out in which it has been proved that primary education teach-
ers with positive emotions have a tendency toward teaching 
approaches more focused on the student, whereas negative 
emotions lead them to lean more toward approaches centered 
on the teacher and the transmission of knowledge (Chen, 
2019).

Lastly, a similar case to the majority profile revealed in 
our research with regard to future history teachers in Spain 
(that is, a profile closer to a student-based approach) can be 
found among history teachers in Russia. In this case, teachers 
have been shown to be more flexible in the teaching of this 
subject, attributing more importance to history teaching of an 
innovative nature, particularly via the incorporation of more 
historical thinking skills in the classroom (Akhan, 2021). 
This is not the case, however, with Turkish teachers, who opt 
to teach history in a manner more focused on the study plan 
(Akhan, 2021).

Limitations and Educational 
Implications

As has been mentioned above, teaching approaches are 
dynamic and depend on the context. Therefore, the limita-
tions of this study are related, first of all, with the territorial 
reality which defines our study, namely Spain. This fact leads 
us to exercise caution when generalizing results relating to 
the teaching approaches of trainee teachers, specifically in 
the case of history and the social sciences.

A second limitation relates to the subject in question. The 
results obtained in the case of trainee social sciences teachers 
may differ from the reality of those of other subjects, such as 
physics, mathematics, Spanish, etc. Finally, the level of edu-
cation also makes it difficult to extrapolate the results as it 

Figure 5. Number of scores by sex according to class.
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may be the case that in other stages of non-university educa-
tion, such as early years and primary education, different 
data relating to the teaching approaches of trainee teachers 
may be found.

For the above reasons, it is desirable that in the near future 
more research be carried out regarding this issue in order to 
verify any possible changes. It is expected that new studies 
relating to the variable analyzed would make it possible to 
draw more solid conclusions, thus stimulating precise actions 
in the training context of higher education.

The educational and research implications of the results 
obtained can be approached from two sides. On the one hand, 
it is necessary to examine in more depth the cultural or train-
ing origin of these statistical differences according to sex in 
teaching approaches. This would imply research of a more 
qualitative nature and specific case studies, stressing the data 
yielded by these quantitative studies carried out with large 
samples. On the other hand, it is necessary to modify the 
training programs of history teachers, giving more impor-
tance to more didactic elements of the content to be taught. 
In spite of the effort made in this direction in some countries 
such as Spain, it is still necessary to examine the method-
ological elements in more depth, giving importance to active 
teaching strategies and innovative resources which allow for 
a student-based approach and a conceptual change.
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