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The adult educational philosophies and teaching styles of workforce education
and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama were examined using Zinn’s
Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) and Conti’s Principles of Adult
Learning Scale (PALS) instruments. Relationships were examined between the
educational philosophies and teaching styles among the participants. This exploratory
study also examines the philosophies and teaching styles of Alabama workforce
education instructors. The instruments described the attitudes toward various established
educational philosophies and teaching styles of the participants in real life teaching
situations.

According to the PAEI, the majority of instructors agreed with the progressive



and behavioral educational philosophies. Overall, the participants tended to agree with all
five educational philosophies. Very few of the instructors reported scores reflecting
disagreement, and none of the instructors strongly disagreed with any of the different
educational philosophies. This would tend to support the literature that instructors do not
tend to examine their educational philosophies and may not be aware of the existing
inconsistencies within their beliefs.

Both groups of instructors reported mean scores below the mean established by
Conti (2004) for the PALS indicating they tended to be more teacher-centered rather than
learner-centered. Female instructors tended to report higher scores than male instructors.
Instructors with MBA’s tended to have lower scores than those with education degrees.
Five of the instructors reported adult education degrees, and these instructors scored
above the established mean in the learner-centered range, and score above the established

means in three of the seven factor scores on the PALS.

Vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Almost everyone who writes dissertation acknowledgements describes the process
as long and impossible without assistance from others. First, I would like to acknowledge
and thank my committee; Dr. Sean Forbes for making me rewrite my midterm six times;
Dr. Betsy Ross for patiently wading me through statistics; Dr. Maria Witte for never
being too busy to meet with me; and Dr. Jim Witte for becoming my friend.

John Steinbeck wrote that some things in life were so difficult; he would never
attempt them without someone standing in his corner with a sponge. Numerous friends
have been in my corner for years and others have proven extremely helpful during this
writing process. First, | want to extend my heartfelt thanks to my dearest friends who
have been in my corner for years: Marlynn, Kathy, Shelby, Jennifer, and Kurt. | would
also like to thank Pree Atwal and Juliana Gray for recording episodes of SVU; Tom
Brantly for proof reading; Richard Cherry for loaning me his laptop cooler; Susan Clay
for walking with me; John Fill for his dishwasher and washing machine; and Maria
Folmar for suggesting disposable dinnerware.

Finally, I would like to dedicate this dissertation to my parents, Rodney and Diane
Powell. To quote Robert Frost, “Home is the place where, when you have to go there,

they have to take you in.” Thank you for taking me in.

vii



Style manual or journal used: Publication Manual of the American Psychological

Association, 5" Edition.

Computer software used: SPSS 13.0, 14.0, Windows XP, and Microsoft Word 2004

viii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES. ... ..ottt te e e sneens Xii
CHAPTER
1 INTRODUCTION ..ottt ettt st 1
(@ T T
Statement of the Problem ..., 3
Significance of the Problem ... 3
PUrpose Of the STUAY ........ooeeiiiiiiee e 5
RESEArCh QUESTIONS......c.viiiveciiie ettt rreene e 5
LIMITALIONS ...t re e re e 5
Definitions Of TEIMS ....c..oiieicc e 6
SUMIMAIY .ttt ettt b et b et e e b e e et e e be e e b e e sneeanbeenneas 8
CHAPTER
2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE ..ot 9
INEFOAUCTION ... 9
Entrepreneurship Training ....c.ccccocveiieereeie e 12

Y 1=T 1 (0 £ PPN X o
NEtWOrKING oo e e e e e e ne e e e AT

INCUDALOIS. .. e e e e e e e 19
ANdragogy and Pedagogy .......c.cocvereriereeieiieseesie e e sie e e 20
Adult Learner POpulations ............cooiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e 24
Teaching PhilOSOPNY ..o 29
BenaVioral ..........coooiiiiiiiee 32
LIDEIAL ... s 35
PrOGIESSIVE ...ttt a e te e re et re e nnes 37
HUMANISTIC ...t 39
RAGICAL ..o s 42
(PAELI) Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory............ccccccevvneenne. 43
TEACNING SEYIES....veeiece e e 45
Self Directed Learning ... ......oueeouiiieie e e aen s 48
Learner-Centered TeaChing ........cccccvvevvivieiieie e 49
Teacher-Centered TEACNING ........coveiviiiiiiiiieeee e 51
(PALS) Principles of Adult Learning Scale............ccccoveveiieireninnnnnnn, 52
SUMMEBIY . r e 53



CHAPTER

3 METHODS ... bbb 55
INEFOTUCTION ... 55
D=L o OSSPSR 56
POPUIALION ...t 56
Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) ..................................... 58
Description e I o1 |
Validity.....oooee e ee 2,00
Reliability ...................................................................... 62
Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) ............................................... 62
Description . P ¢ 12
Validity... 63
Reliability ...................................................................... 64
PIOCEAUIES ...ttt bbbt 64
VATTADIES ... e 66
Data ANAIYSIS ...ccuveiieeieeie et 67
SUMIMAIY .ottt ettt e et et e et e e b e eeabe e e e e e nnee e 68
CHAPTER
4 RESULTS Lot 69
OVEIVIBW ...ttt sttt b et st nnes 69
PAEL ..o 70
Results ............ P i 1
Entrepreneurship Instructors (Group A) ............................................. 72
Workforce Education Instructors (Group B) .......cccecvvenieiennciinnnn, 78
PALLS . bbbt 86
Results ............. P - £
Entrepreneurship Instructors (Group A) ............................................. 94
Workforce Education Instructors (Group B) .......cccccevvevviiciivenenne, 102
CHAPTER
5 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS............ 114
OVEIVIBW ...ttt bbbt 114
SUMMEBIY ..t 115
CONCIUSIONS ...ttt 123
RECOMMENTALIONS. ......eeiiiieiiieie e 128
IMPHCALIONS. ....eoiiiie e 129
REFERENGCES ..ottt sttt 133
APPENDICES ..o bbbttt bbb 143
APPENDIX A. PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER GROUP A.......... 144
APPENDIX B. PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER GROUP B....... 146
APPENDIX C. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB)......ccccocvnvrvninne 148

X



APPENDIX D. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD MODIFICATION .....149

APPENDIX E. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET.....................150
APPENDIX F. PAEI SURVEY INSTRUMENT .............ccccoviieineenn 151
APPENDIX G. PALS SURVEY INSTRUMENT ..., 163

Xi



Table

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

LIST OF TABLES

Overview of PAEI Scores for Both GroupS..........ovieviiieiin i viieieeiean,
Overview of PAEI Scores for Group A ..o e
Individual PAEI Scores for Group A ..o e
Agreement in PAEI Scores Within Group A.......oooiiiii i
PAEI Distribution According to Philosophical Agreement Within Group A...

Group A Mean PAEI Scores by Obtained Degrees.........ccovevveeevinvnennnn.

Group A Mean PAEI Scores According to Employment and Experience ...

Overview of PAEI Scores for Group B ..o,
PAEI Scores of Group B by Instructor Gender.............c.ooiviiiiiineennns
PAEI Distribution According to Philosophical Agreement Within Group B...
Group B Mean PAEI Scores by Obtained Degree...........ccovvvvieineennennnnn.
Agreement with PAEI Scores for Group B by Obtained Degree ..............
Agreement with PAEI Scores for Obtained Degrees..........covcevvveveninnann.
Breakdown of PAEI Results for Group B by Employment Status.............
Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Both Groups.............c.covveviennen
Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for Both Groups .........................

Statistical Analysis of PALS Factors for Both Groups ...........ccccveeeviennnen.

xii

Page

.75
.76

7

... 18

.79

....80

81

81

....83

.84

...86

...88

.88

91



18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Both Groups.......... 94
Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Group A.........covveiiiiviiiiieeennn. .95
Distribution of PALS Scores According to Deviations for Group A ................. 95
Overview and Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors Within Group A ....... 96
Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Group A ............... 99
Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of MBA’S...............ccvvvvevvenn.. ... 100
Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for MBA’S ........ccoiiiiiiiiiiieie e, 100
Statistical Analysis and Comparison of PALS Factors for MBA’s............... 101
Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors for MBA’S ... 102
Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of GroupB .............ccevevivenent...... 103
Distribution of PALS Scores Among the Deviations for Group B .............. 104
Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors Within Group B......................... 105
Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Group B ............108
Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Adult Education Degrees...............109
Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for Adult Education Degrees.......... 109
Comparison of Statistical Analysis of PALS Factors for Adult Education

INSETUCTOTS. .. et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 110
Statistical Analysis of PALS Factors of Instructors with Adult Education

D120 (T 113
Overview of PAEI Mean for Both Groups............ccoevvvviivie e ineenn.n. 116
Comparison of Philosophical Agreement by Both Groups .......................118
PAEI Distribution According Philosophical Agreement...................c...... 119
Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores Among Both Groups ..................121
Overview and Comparison of the 7 PALS Factors for Both Groups............ 123

Xiii



40. Comparison of Highest PAEI Score and PALS Score for Both Groups

Xiv



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Overview

Before educators begin interacting with students, they should have considered
implications of what they are doing in their classroom (de Chambeau, 1977). However,
few instructors consider the implications of their methods or activities for the students
(Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn, 2004). According to Elias & Merriam (1995), anytime
teachers engage in the act of teaching they are “guided by some theory or some
philosophy” (p. 5), implying that a teacher becomes a philosopher of education when he
or she considers principles that apply to personal classroom processes (Elias & Merriam,
1995).

Elias & Merriman (1995) outlined five main philosophical orientations in
education (behavioral, liberal, progressive, humanistic, and radical) and described these
philosophies in terms of the methods, techniques, and concepts typically identified with
their usage. Each of these philosophies views the role of teachers and learners in very
specific ways. Tisdale & Taylor (2000) wrote that teacher’s educational philosophy is
imbedded in what the teacher believes about teaching and learning as well as what the

teacher actually does within the classroom. Because teachers, curriculum, and learning



materials are all affected by educational philosophies, it is important for teachers to
“engage in a process of examining what (they) believe and value, (so that teachers) will
have a clearer sense of where the instruction and learning journey is leading” (Galbraith,
2000, p. 13).

According to descriptions of the philosophies written by Elias & Merriman
(1995), three philosophies incorporate teacher-centered styles; the behavioral, liberal, and
progressive philosophies. The remaining two philosophies, humanistic and radical, tend
to be more learner-centered. Other research (Conti, 1985; Zinn, 2004) has revealed a
direct relationship between educational philosophies and instructor teaching styles “and
that the process that discriminates groups in this relationship is the educator’s view of the
role of the teacher in the teaching-learning process” (Conti, 2004, p. 77).

Recently, micro-enterprises, or small businesses usually run by one person, have
become an important element of economic growth and development for communities and
economies (Nelson & Mburugu, 1991; Yarzebinski, 1992). The success and failure rates
for the micro-enterprises tends to be based more upon the preparedness of the
entrepreneurs (Ladzani & van Vuuren, 2002) and the entrepreneurship training and
education they receive (Baldwin, 1999; Gray, 1992; Nelson & Mburugu, 1991; Wan,
1988) rather than the economic environment where the business is situated. Over the last
decade, literature has described the self-directed and more learner-centered approaches as
being the most effective approaches for entrepreneurship training and education as
described in the Best Practices for Business Resource Centers’ and Incubators’ training

facilities (Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996).



Statement of Problem

Researchers (Beder, 1989; Boone, Buckingham, Gartin, Lawrence, & Odell,
2002) have described the importance of establishing the philosophical orientation of
training programs reflecting beliefs about how adult learning occurs and identifying the
methods and processes instructors will use to meet training program goals. However,
little research has been conducted to identify the philosophies and teaching styles of
entrepreneurship instructors. The benefit of investigating teacher’s philosophies and
teaching styles is to allow “instructors to examine their own practice and compare what
they do with what the literature espouses as principles of effective practice” (Galbraith,
2000). It is important to identify the education philosophies and teaching styles of
entrepreneurship instructors and incubator faculty because “a study of philosophies of
adult education should produce a professional who questions the theories, practices,

institutions, and assumptions of others” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 206).

Significance of the Problem

Zinn (2004) described evidence indicating a relationship existing between the
“beliefs, values, or attitudes and the decisions and actions” (p.40) or rather, between what
a person believes and what a person does. An individual’s philosophy of life provides “a
framework by which (he or she) live and act” (Zinn, 2004, p. 40). Zinn (1983, 2004) and
Conti (1985, 2004), among others, have linked educational philosophy to teaching-style,
and teaching-style to student achievement. Entrepreneurs’ success in the operation of
their micro-enterprises is largely dependent upon the entrepreneurship training and
education they receive. Tisdell and Taylor (2000) described the importance of teachers’

3



defining their philosophy - not only because of the impact to the classroom - but because
the act of defining involves critical examination of classroom practices. Teachers “often
become conscious of some of (their) unconscious beliefs or behaviors that affect (their)
practice” (Tisdell & Taylor, 2000, p. 6).

Entrepreneurship teachers would benefit from gaining an awareness and
understanding of their personal educational philosophies about adult learning, individual
teaching-styles, and the impact those philosophies and styles have upon their training
program and students. Elias and Merriam (1995) recommend reflecting upon
philosophies in adult education as means of developing critical thinking and expanding
roles beyond existing limits. The Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) was
designed by Zinn in 1983 to help raise philosophical orientation awareness among
educators, because “sometimes it is difficult to take time out from doing adult education,
in order to think about why you do what you do” (Zinn, 2004, p. 56).

According to Conti (Conti, 1982), the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALYS)
is based on adult education literature supporting the collaborative teaching-learning
mode. Questions are stated positively and negatively in behavioral terms to reflect
principles from literature and reflect practitioners’ experience and are randomly arranged
throughout the survey instrument. Day and Amstutz (2003) argued that “one of the most
meaningful activities in which adult educators can engage” (p. 17) is an examination of
the consistency of teaching methods to educational philosophies embraced and the

identification of satisfaction with those beliefs and values.



Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify individual education philosophies and
teaching styles among workforce education and entrepreneurship teachers within the
State of Alabama using the PAEI and PALS instruments. The study examined the
relationship between the educational philosophies and teaching styles of entrepreneurship

teachers.

Research Questions
1. What differences exist in philosophical orientations of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
2. What differences exist in teaching styles of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
3. What relationships exist between the philosophical orientations and teaching
styles of workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of

Alabama?

Limitations
1. Self reporting questionnaires did not allow respondents to expound upon their
answers or ask for clarification to questions. Some respondents may have
responded inaccurately to questions because of misunderstanding the
instrument texts.
2. Respondents were aware their individual philosophies and teaching styles
were the subject of research. Despite assurances in the instrument directions

5



there were no right or wrong answers or opinions to the survey instruments
respondents may have answered according to their perception of correct or
prevalent adult education theories from literature rather than accurately
reporting their own genuine philosophies and styles.

3. Hurricanes Katrina and Rita occurred during the writing of this dissertation,
causing much damage throughout the State of Alabama. The Gulf Coast and
other areas within the state were impacted both by the actual destruction of
hurricane winds and tornados, as well as the influx of displaced persons and
official relocation of refugees from Mississippi and Louisiana. Additionally,
there was economic damage to businesses as well as financial impact to the
employees and business owners within these areas. It is impossible to predict
the impact this event had upon the attitudes, beliefs, and values, and therefore
philosophies, of the entrepreneurship and workforce education instructors

completing the surveys.

Definitions of Terms
The following represents definitions of terms as applied within this study:

Micro-Enterprise: Small business, typically with one or two employees.

Entrepreneur: A person who starts and operates a micro-enterprise, frequently the
only employee.

Entrepreneurship: A way of behaving during the start-up and operation of a

micro-enterprise based on learned business skills and attitudes.
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Entrepreneurship Training: Teaching future entrepreneurs necessary business

skills to start and operate their micro-enterprises. The training may also include necessary
training in basic literacy and numeracy.

Entrepreneurship Instructors: An educator teaching entrepreneurship skills.

Workforce Education: Teaching workforce skills, typically to undereducated adult

learners including basic literacy and numeracy.

Workforce Education Instructors: An educator teaching workforce skills.

Incubator: A physical facility that provides infra-structure, business support
services, connections for financing, and entrepreneurship training for multiple
entrepreneurs and micro-enterprises.

Adult Education Philosophy: The attitudes and ideas teachers and instructors

possess and incorporate, intentionally or unintentionally, into their learning environment
and lesson content. Philosophies exist apart from curriculum tools and teaching
techniques (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

The Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory: (PAEI) Instrument measuring an

Entrepreneurship Instructor’s Adult Education Philosophy, developed by Lorraine Zinn
(1983).

Teaching: Regardless of the lesson content or curriculum, the “distinct qualities”
(Conti, 2004, p. 77) or “characteristic behavior” (Smith, 1982, p. 79) an instructor
employs in learning situations.

Principle of Adult Learning Scale: (PALS) Instrument measuring the teaching

style of an entrepreneurship instructor, developed by Gary Conti (1982).



Summary

Micro-enterprises play an important role in the economic development of this
country. Their success or failure is largely dependent upon the effectiveness of the
entrepreneurship training the future entrepreneurs receive. Philosophical orientations and
discussions about teaching-styles have been around for several decades, but little research
has been done to investigate whether entrepreneurship training and incubator faculty
adhere to philosophical orientations reflected in their teaching styles, and whether those
styles tend to be more conducive for effective entrepreneurship training.

The purpose of the study and its research questions, as well as the presentation of
the problem, the limitations, and definitions of the terms is introduced in Chapter I. In
Chapter Il there is a review of related literature concerning entrepreneurship training, the
five prevalent educational philosophies (behavioral, liberal, progressive, humanistic,
radical), the two teaching styles (teacher and learner-centered), descriptions of self-
directed learning and explanations and comparisons of andragogy and pedagogy. Chapter
I11 outlines the design, population, procedures, variables, and data analysis. Chapter 11l
also includes detailed explanations of the two survey instruments, PAEI and PALS, and
describes their validity and reliability. The results of the study are detailed in Chapter IV.
The chapter is broken into two sections for each of the instruments, PAEI and PALS, and
according to each population; the entrepreneurship and workforce education instructors.
Finally, Chapter V provides the summary, conclusions of the research, recommendations

for further study, and implications for the field which were derived from the study.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Population growth, corporate downsizing, increased imports, and inexpensive
foreign labor are all contributing factors to unemployment. However, government
officials are beginning to recognize that economic growth currently relies heavily on
community entrepreneurs and their micro-enterprises or small businesses (Yarzebinski,
1992). Micro-enterprises have been effective strategies in alleviating poverty and
fostering development in economically underdeveloped areas (Soto, 2002). Entrepreneurs
provide a major share of additional employment opportunities in community economic
development (Nelson & Mburugu, 1991) by creating and selling products or services.

Yarzebinski (1992) described an entrepreneur as a person who “shifts economic
resources out of an area of lower and into an area of higher productivity and greater
yield” (p. 32). Nelson and Mburugu (1991) wrote that entrepreneurs “have the ability to
identify and evaluate business opportunities in their environment, gather resources to take
advantage of those opportunities, and take appropriate action to ensure the success of the
business” (p. 34). The list of behaviors associated with running a micro-enterprise implies

entrepreneurship is conditioned or a set of reactions and responses to various business



situations (Yarzebinski, 1992). Entrepreneurial behaviors have been stimulated through
the training of business and entrepreneurship skills (Klofsten, 2000). Yarzebinski (1992)
cautioned that “simply running a business does not an entrepreneur make” (p. 33), and it
is true that merely teaching entrepreneurship skills will not necessarily make a small
business owner an entrepreneur. But entrepreneurship training may teach some necessary
business skills that enable small business owners to become survival entrepreneurs who
run micro-enterprises that provide employment and economic growth opportunities in
communities (Baldwin, 1999). Ladzani and van Vuuren (2002) described three
necessities for entrepreneurs attempting the actual start-up of a micro-enterprise:
motivation, entrepreneurial skills, and business skills.

Business acumen and skills alone, without any additional entrepreneurship skills
or knowledge, may be irrelevant. Likewise, the success of entrepreneurship skills
depends greatly on additional business ideas, skills, and knowledge (Gibson &
Conceicao, 2003). Entrepreneurship skills can be taught and business skills can be
increased through training (Wan, 1988).

Ladzani and van Vuuren (2002) wrote that “There seems to be little difference in
small business failure rates between developed and developing economies” (p. 4). This
suggests a connection between the success of a micro-enterprise and the entrepreneur’s
own preparedness rather than to the economic environment or other external factors. The
failure of a micro-enterprise is attributed to an entrepreneur’s inability to accurately and
knowledgeably estimate the cost and involvement of starting and running one’s own
enterprise (Baldwin, 1999; Gray, 1992; Ladzani & van Vuuren, 2002). Gray (1992)
specifically identified the deficiencies of business skills, acumen and market knowledge,

10



rather than lack of financial capital, as the biggest barriers to successful microenterprises.
Baldwin (1999) indicated that “without a doubt, the big obstacle (to starting a micro-
enterprise) is knowledge about how to start and run a business” (p. 22).

Nelson and Mburugu (1991) found that students who had received training that
included “entrepreneurial opportunities, awareness, motivation and competences,
entrepreneurship and self-employment, and enterprise management” (p. 34) were “much
better equipped (for entrepreneurship), as a result of the training” (Wan, 1988, p. 67).
According to Harper (1995), graduates of entrepreneurship programs tend to be “more
successful than the untrained, along several dimensions” (p. 24). Graduates of
entrepreneurship training programs, as a group, tended to break-even earlier in their
business cycle, experienced half the employee turnover, started with ¥4 less average
investment in businesses, and, finally, achieved significantly higher earnings than their
untrained counterparts. Additionally, entrepreneurship training increases the self-
confidence, due to the lack of business experience, future entrepreneurs may have about
starting their micro- or survival-enterprises (Klofsten, 2000).

Entrepreneurs who receive training on generating and screening ideas, or
identifying business opportunities, are enabled to succeed in their future micro-
enterprises (Ladzani & van Vuuren, 2002). The programs should primarily emphasize
practical aspects of running micro-enterprises rather than theoretical knowledge (Gibson
& Conceicao, 2003). The crucial skills and competency issues provided in the training
program should complement actual real-life business experiences emphasizing the
practical application of entrepreneurship (Glenn, 2000). Bredo (1997) goes on to explain
that in order to have the most effective learning/training program, teachers must devise

11



activities that allow participants to interact and manipulate the business concepts they are
processing. A major focus of any entrepreneurial training program should be on
knowledge transfer (Gibson & Conceicao, 2003) from teacher, mentor or other business

resource to the future entrepreneur.

Entrepreneurship Training

The purpose of entrepreneurship training is to increase small business growth,
enable people to create a living for themselves, and to create employment within the
community. Entrepreneurship training involves training for multiple aspects of skills
necessary for entrepreneurs to start their micro-enterprises. Frequently, there is a need for
basic business literacy (being able to read and write business correspondence), numeracy
(being able to work with numbers and complete basic and necessary calculations),
understand a bank statement, place orders, and monitor inventory. Additionally, there are
higher order skills such as writing a business plan, identifying markets, locating funding,
and networking, not to mention customer service and producing, promoting or selling the
enterprises’ goods or services.

According to Klofsten (2000) two basic kinds of training and support have been
identified by research on business training. The first deals with the physical elements of
business (description of facilities, budgets, organizational charts, localization, and
institutional links). The second incorporates a more practical approach that examines
learning by doing. Ladzani and van Vuuren (2002) explained that while there is a place
for teaching business theory, there is also a need for practical application, and that
practical aspects of running a small business should be emphasized over the theory

12



(Gibson & Conceicao, 2003). Merely teaching entrepreneurship and business skills is not
sufficient; entrepreneurs need to learn ways to deal with issues external to the physical
entity of their enterprise. For instance, entrepreneurs will face lack of financial resources,
access to markets, and support services in their businesses (Ladzani & van Vuuren,
2002).

Because the main benefit for seeking entrepreneurship training is higher success
rates, increased profits and growth for micro-enterprises (Ladzani & van Vuuren, 2002),
program coordinators and teachers should endeavor to establish a broad outlook and
ensure the curriculum encompasses as many business related issues and situations as
possible (Klofsten, 2000). Roth (1987) wrote that “training programs have no room for
‘nice-to-know’ information” (p. 60) and that training should focus specifically on the
skills and knowledge the student needs for their micro-enterprise’s success.

When planning for training programs, it is important to identify the working
educational philosophy of the educators (Boone et al., 2002). Long term decisions, like
the identification of course objectives, and method of participant evaluation, should be
based upon teacher’s beliefs and knowledge about adult educational theory (Spurgeon &
Moore, 1997). Beder (1989) describes an educational philosophy as the educator’s beliefs
about the way adults learn and the way education should be conducted. This philosophy
also presupposes certain general principles and methodologies that will guide the practice
of education within the training program. Roth (1987) described how the education
philosophy of the educators, and therefore the training program, “forms the foundation

for decisions that can expand or improve training efforts. Excellence cannot be pursued
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or achieved without a philosophy that guides the training department and its instructors”
(p. 60).

Successful entrepreneurship training programs should be customized to meet
needs of individual entrepreneurial students as well as the specific needs of the
community (Klofsten, 2000). Because every community and entrepreneur possesses
different needs and goals, a program using a generic curriculum is doomed to fail
(Ashmore, Larson, Mahoney, & Leiken, 2000). However, de Chambeau (1977) reported
that adult training facilities continue to use existing curriculum and programs without
considering whether or not those programs meet the needs of the learners or, in this case,
facilitate the training and development of successful entrepreneurs.

Teachers need to be able to identify the actual needs of entrepreneurial students.
Frequently, due to their lack of experience, students are not necessarily able to diagnose
their own training needs accurately (Klofsten, 2000). The instructor should identify the
participants” knowledge and skill level and move them through training as close as
possible to the desired objective and goal of entrepreneurship and self-sufficiency (da
Silveira, da Silva, Kelber, & de Freitas, 1998).

Course objectives should be created that identify what the students “need to do to
demonstrate learning rather than ... what they need to understand” (Glenn, 2000, p. 12).
Distinct and measurable returns from the participants are effective tools to evaluate
entrepreneur performance against those course objectives. Objective measurements may
include business plans, appropriate project specifications, or feedback from customer

visits (Klofsten, 2000). It is very important to evaluate the success of the participants the
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program by comparing the outcomes to the initial training objectives (Henry, Hill, &
Leitch, 2004).

Effective entrepreneurship training programs tend to involve mentoring with
successful local business people, real-world and hands-on problem solving, networking,
and a type of resource center where entrepreneurs can meet and interact (Gredler, 2001,
Keyton, Tansky, & Mangum, 1988; Klofsten, 2000). This training can be passed along
one-on-one, or through organized incubator sponsored conferences, seminars or
workshops. Community leaders, existing or retired business professionals and executives,
or university faculty should be involved to serve as additional instructors or mentors.
Role-play materials, games, learning activity packages, and case studies are some of the
active learning tools that “are crucial to the successful delivery of entrepreneurship
education programs” (Nelson & Mburugu, 1991, p. 34). Learning activities for the
students should be hands-on and involve interaction (Kennedy, 2003).

The most effective training programs tend to be practically oriented (Klofsten,
2000) with application-based rather than a theory-based delivery style (Gibson &
Conceicao, 2003). Joyce and Showers (1995) found that only 5% of students transferred
new skKills into practice after theory based education, while 95% transferred new skills
into practice when theory, demonstration, practice, feedback and ongoing coaching were
combined as elements of a training program. Yet, the 1999 American Society for
Training and Development (ASTD) State of the Industry Report found that instructor-led
lecture type classroom training remains the most prominent method of training adults in
the workplace (Bassi & van Buren, 1999). When training participants were asked what
specific elements made the training effective for them, answers included; “(training) had
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to be real”, “I need to know what the point is”, “hands-on is how I learn best”, and “in
every situation, regardless if | succeeded or failed, when I did it myself, | gained the most

learning” (Caudron, 2000, p. 55).

Mentors

Local business professionals and established entrepreneurs, committed to the role
of mentor when working with the students, positively impact the entrepreneurship
training programs because their “advisory capacity only fosters positive business attitudes
and increases program relevance” (Keyton et al., 1988, p. 18). Mentors are not
synonymous with guest lecturers in a classroom. Rather, they are prominent and
established business people specially selected and invited by entrepreneurship facilities to
speak on applicable topics and present practical advice and examples from their own
business and entrepreneurial experiences (Wan, 1988) in order to help the students
attempting to succeed in micro-enterprises (Ladzani & van Vuuren, 2002). Caudron
(2000) quoted a training recipient on the value of mentoring:

I never learn so much as when | have a great coaching-style teacher who

pushes me to see things | never would have realized, to believe in my

ability to grow, to challenge myself in ways | never would have, to try

hard, and to try harder. (p. 57)

Some entrepreneurship training programs utilize a one-on-one “mentoring phase
... (for) six-to-eight month(s)” (Keyton et al., 1988, p. 15) allowing participants and
mentors to work together to finalize and prepare business ideas and business plans.

Mentors work with entrepreneurship instructors to provide situational and business

related problem solving skills. Adult learners investigate possible solutions to real life
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problems while mentors inform, challenge, and correct the student’s assumptions. Later
students are able to continue this inter-mental cognitive functioning process when the
mentor is no longer immediately available (Gredler, 2001; Klofsten, 2000). Business and
entrepreneurship skills are developed and increased as the students interact with and
imitate mentors (Bredo, 1997). The future entrepreneurs begin internalizing business
concepts (Bredo, 1997) and “memorable and transformational learning occurs” (Caudron,
2000, p. 52) during mentoring relationships.

Sufficient effort and consideration should be used when matching mentors and
participants. Personal chemistry, age, competence profile, and willingness to share
experiences are all factors that should be considered. It is worth noting that mixing
“entrepreneurs from ... engineering works, pizza parlours and biomedical companies in
the same programme would probably not work. There are large differences in culture,

competence and experience between different types of entrepreneurs” (Klofsten, 2000).

Networking

Entrepreneurship teachers should help students to become a well-defined mini-
culture (Heimlich & Norland, 1994). Glenn (2000) found the joint learning projects
students worked on “help(ed) them join forces ... (and) focus on process(es)” (p. 13) for
entrepreneurship. The students “think and talk (problems) through and learn from one
another” (p. 14). Students can assist one another by sharing information, brainstorming
ideas, and testing products and services. If the training program specializes in a particular
industry -- like computer technology, graphic design or food services -- the networking
can help improve productivity for all the students (Gredler, 2001; Seidel, 2001). Seidel
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(2001) wrote that students benefit from sharing their experiences through feedback and
comparative benchmarking of their respective small business. Gibson and Conceicao
(2003) described the importance of knowledge transfer which occurs within these
interactions. As the individual members process recently acquired theories from formal
class settings, they are able to apply them in real life business situations (Seidel, 2001).
This interaction also facilitates a strong commitment and bond between the participants
and reinforces their contributions to colleagues’ activities and training (Klofsten, 2000).
Even when the training program does not specialize in a specific type of micro-enterprise,
the students build lasting business relationships that extend beyond their training periods
(Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996).

The principles of networking as well as the emphasis on interactions of
individuals with their environments (Hirshberg, 1991) are theories modified from other
disciplines that have been incorporated into the paradigm of entrepreneurship training.
When an entrepreneurship training program encourages community networking, the
students are able to receive additional training and information from additional resources
outside of the physical learning environment. Because the students are unlikely to have
access to an extensive list of community business contacts, it is the responsibility of the
facility and teachers to provide this support, develop business contacts, and coordinate
the opportunities (Klofsten, 2000). Both Buckner (personal communication, September
2003), the Director of the Montgomery Small Business Center, and van Wyk (personal
communication, October 2003), the Director of the Khayelitsha Branch of Learn to Earn
in South Africa emphasize that it is the teacher’s responsibility to establish the credibility
of the future entrepreneurs within the community.
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Incubators

Technical entrepreneurial training is best conducted within actual business
environments. The equipment, facilities, processes, and materials should mirror actual
business conditions (Roth, 1987). However, Roth (1987) pointed out that *“(it is) quite
difficult to replicate real work situations in a training environment because of safety,
economics, equipment or other barriers” (p. 60). Incubators are an excellent solution
offering real world environments for business and entrepreneurship training. Business
incubators house clients and provide access to necessary business infrastructures; office
space, equipment, and personnel. The incubator may provide all micro-enterprises with
training facilities as well as entrepreneurship training, human resources, public relations,
bookkeeping, receptionist, conference rooms, and conferencing equipment. Students
pursuing small businesses in similar industries may be able to purchase expensive
equipment together to decrease the cost. The incubator staff may negotiate with outside
community industries for clients to lease or use equipment and facilities during
downtimes. For example, a tile maker may be able to use spare space in the university’s
kiln (Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996).

van Wyk (personal communication, October 2003), director of the Khayelitsha
Branch of Learn to Earn in South Africa, attaches entrepreneurship training programs to
the business incubators to provide additional mentoring or training to help students reach
their business’s goal for graduation (usually from 18 to 36 months). Buckner (personal
communication, September 2003), director of the Montgomery Small Business Center
and Lichtenstein and Lyons (1996) describe incubators as resources for providing hands
on and application based instructing, as well as the training of additional skills; like
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theories of bookkeeping and accounting. The presence of multiple micro-enterprises
provides an excellent opportunity for clients to discuss marketing tactics, as well as field
testing ideas or products.

Some incubators require the entrepreneurs to meet for brown bag lunches for
internal mentoring and networking. This networking within the incubator is especially
beneficial when multiple clients in varying stages of development are able to mentor one
another (Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996). Other responsibilities of incubators are to assist in
providing and locating funding sources, and maintaining strong networking relationships
with community leaders, executives, and bankers.

Frequently, a Business Resource Center is also available to micro-enterprises
associated with entrepreneurship training. A Resource Center is a centralized location
where resources, information, and training are available and concentrated for the
entrepreneurs. The center may house individual micro-enterprises, be a freestanding
facility, be connected to a university or other government institution, and/or located

within or adjacent to an incubator.

Andragogy and Pedagogy
While the term Andragogy has been in use for centuries Malcolm Knowles is
credited with bringing the term into vogue and common parlance in the United States
during the late 1960’s (Davenport 111, 1987). The word “andragogy” is based upon aner
(stem andra), the Greek word for “man, not boy” (adult) and agogus meaning “leader of”
(Davenport 111, 1987). Knowles (1970) defines Andragogy as “the art and science of
helping adults learn” (p. 38), but he explains the word actually implies “more than just
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helping adults learn” (p. 38). He actually describes the term as referring to the act of
“helping human beings learn, and that it therefore has implications for the education of
children and youth” (p. 38) as well. Therefore, andragogy and pedagogy are
philosophical terms referring to teaching methodology rather than the age of the learners
in a classroom.

Knowles (1970) described four assumptions about the unique characteristics of
adults which were foundational to his theory of andragogy and adult learners. First, he
wrote that adult learners take a more active role in pursuing education because they are in
the process of moving from a state of dependency on others to self-direction as people
and learners. Secondly, during this process of maturing, the adult learners are
accumulating a growing reservoir of life experiences that help facilitate learning new
information. Third, adults seek new information based upon their needs for information
to accomplish tasks and growth within their social roles. And finally, adult learners seek
immediate application for their information, rather than future application — as children
expect — making adults more interested in problem and learner-centered styles of
education rather than subject-centered learning (Knowles, 1970). Kennedy (2003)
summed up the last two assumptions with, “adults enter learning situations with more
specific and immediate intention to apply newly acquired knowledge” (p. 3).

The fact that adults are capable of identifying their specific needs and seek
information to meet those needs is probably the most important characteristic to
remember when teaching adults. This single proactive action on their part supersedes and
underlines all the other characteristics of an adult learner. It is the culmination of several
of Knowles’ unique characteristics. Because adult learners have recognized they need to
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know something, they are now ready to learn. They have identified a need or a question
and are looking for that answer. The fact they arrived at the educational facility is
evidence of their self-directedness. This ‘need-to-know’ pushes the adult learner into the
active and problem centered arena of the education philosophy. Knowles, Holton, and
Swanson (1998) wrote:

Indeed, one of the distinguishing characteristics of many adult learning

programs is the shared control of program planning and facilitation. Even

in learning situations in which the learning content is prescribed, sharing

control over the learning strategies is believed to make learning more

effective. (p. 133)

Knowles (1980) envisioned self-actualization as the ultimate goal of education for
adults, and that adult educators should facilitate learning and assist adults in developing
their potential and becoming self-directed learners. According to Knowles, the teaching
method of andragogy would achieve this goal (Darkenwald, 1989; Holmes & Abington-
Cooper, 2000). Holmes and Abington-Cooper (2000) describe Knowles’ contrast of
andragogy to pedagogy. While andragogy is concerned “with providing procedures and
resources for helping learners acquire information and skills” (p. 15), pedagogy, the
methodology used by the majority of educators in the United States, is focused on the
actual transmission of information and skills.

Because of the self-directed nature of andragogy, it has a tendency to be equated
with the more independent adults rather than children. Adult learners are capable of
identifying and determining their educational needs, they are also able to assess the
information they have received and self-assess whether learning has taken place (Elias &
Merriam, 1995). Andragogy tends to be a more active and learner-centered orientation

with the emphasis placed on the learners’ life experiences and application of the new
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knowledge to their lives. For example, in the andragogical model, the teacher acts as a
facilitator and might diagnose learning needs and create an environment for planning
activities and prepare procedures for interaction and involvement to meet learning goals
(Holmes & Abington-Cooper, 2000).

Pedagogy, on the other hand, views the learner as dependent upon the teacher, and
therefore is more teacher and subject centered. In the pedagogical model, the teacher
would decide what skills or information would be transmitted, then arrange lessons in a
logical sequence to meet the established goals (Holmes & Abington-Cooper, 2000). The
teacher would be solely responsible for decisions regarding the lesson plans as well as all
decisions about what material to cover, teaching methods to use, and the order the
material would be covered, and then responsible for deciding how and when to measure
the learning retention of the students (Knowles et al., 1998). Ultimately, the teacher
decides whether or not material has been satisfactorily retained and whether or not actual
learning has taking place.

Both andragogy and pedagogy are legitimate philosophies of teaching adult
learners. The two philosophies are compatible and serve different purposes in the
educational process (Holmes & Abington-Cooper, 2000; Knowles, 1980). Rachal (1994)
reported that the approaches were not mutually exclusive or dichotomous. Students still
pursue their own interests within course objectives in pedagogical classrooms. Teachers
adhering to andragogical methods still have established requirements, expectations, and
act in additional capacities than mere resource facilitators.

Even Knowles (1980) stated that andragogy was not the only method for teaching
adults:
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I am at the point now of seeing that andragogy is simply another model of

assumptions about learners to be used alongside the pedagogical model of

assumptions, thereby providing two alternative models for testing out the

assumption as to their “fit” with particular situations. Furthermore, the

models are probably most useful when seen not as dichotomous but rather

as two ends of a spectrum, with a realistic assumption in a given situation

falling in between the two ends. (p. 43)
Adult Learner Populations

Knowles (1970) explained that adult learners walking into a learning environment
have already accumulated a reservoir of life experiences they are able to draw upon to
facilitate learning experiences. However, a person is an adult only to the degree he or she
possesses the self-concept for taking responsibility for life decisions (Knowles, 1970).
Cross (1991) described self-concept as a “function of developmental growth” (p. 239)
and not just a byproduct of adult versus child. The perception of taking responsibility
identifies adults and forms the basis for andragogical philosophy (Knowles, 1970).

Andragogy is based on the premise that adults have life experiences and are
seeking education to increase their competences and achieve their full potential in life.
Teachers should consider and utilize learner’s current life situations and respective roles
(Knowles, 1970). Kennedy (2003) described the differences among adult learners in
terms of their attitudes, values, interests, motivation, as well as personality and different
physical and cognitive abilities (Knowles et al., 1998) derived from unique life
experiences. This diverse population will make a unique audience (Kennedy, 2003) and
require the teacher to tailor teaching methodology to these multiple characteristics.

As adults age, they tend to experience similar life stages at various points. For

instance, according to Cross (1991) adults in their early 20°s begin leaving their parent’s
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home and attempting to form their identities. Adults in their mid- to late 20’s begin
establishing life-structures and developing intimate relationships. In the early 30’s adults
begin looking for stability and security in their lives. Adults begin reassessing their
personal values during the late 30’s and early 40’s, and reconsidering their previous time
and energy investments. At this time, adults begin to wonder whether they have an
opportunity and time to make changes. In the late 40’s and early 50’s, adults tend to bring
a calming, self-acceptance, and comfortableness to their identity. The 60’s brings what
Cross (1991) calls a mellowing followed by an “eagerness to share everyday human joys
and sorrows” (p. 175) in the 70’s. Teachers are called to anticipate and respond to these
differing learning needs at differing stages of their adult learners. According to the
andragogical philosophy, these multiple life situations within individual learning
environments should be utilized to facilitate and reinforce learning activities.

Heimlich and Norland (1994) identified the teacher as the individual, initially,
given the responsibility “for identifying what is necessary or appropriate for the learners
to gain within that setting” (p. 126). According to Yarzebinski (1992) and Cole and
Ulrich (1987), most entrepreneurs: desire achievement, have a strong locus of control,
desire to be independent (or are self-directed with a need for autonomy), are energetic
and detail oriented, pragmatic problem solvers and contingency thinkers. While
entrepreneurship teachers are responsible for identifying needs and activities for this
particular audience, additional characteristics of adult learners exist and need to be
addressed in the training program. Teachers need to consider that adult learners will have
differences in their levels, methods and styles of cognitive processing, personalities, ways
of learning, (Nuckles, 1999) and, in the case of entrepreneurship training, their
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experiences and skill levels in business. For example, there may be students who are
established members of the community, with preexisting networks of business mentors
already in place. There may be students who are recent arrivals to the community who are
unfamiliar with the business community. Training classes may enroll students who are
currently employed or unemployed and have been laid off or downsized recently. There
may be students who are professionals as well as lower level employees. There will be
older students that are changing careers, and younger students who have been unable to
find employment. The class may include college educated, undereducated and potentially
illiterate students. All of these adults are enrolling in the entrepreneurship courses
seeking the same training, for the same purpose — successful self-employment through
micro-enterprises. Heimlich and Norland (1994) identify the teacher as the individual
responsible, initially, for “identifying what is necessary or appropriate for the learners to
gain” (p. 126) during the entrepreneurship training program.

Professionals, whether they are currently or previously employed business
workers, bring specific and identifiable skills to the entrepreneurship training classroom.
These professionals are established, and more confident about their ability and aptitude
for learning. They may feel internal pressure and motivation to move quickly through the
training courses to reach their goal of entrepreneurship. They will probably be more
interested in mentorship, problem-solving activities (Smith, 1982) and directing their own
learning activities (Houle, 1980). However, despite previous business experiences, these
professionals may not possess the necessary skills to begin entrepreneurship training as
self-directed learners. Additionally, they may not even be aware of their educational
needs in regards to self-employment, and will need direction from the instructor.
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There are also participants who have recently experienced life-changing events
(Cross, 1991) and are pursuing micro-enterprises as survival entrepreneurs. This
population would be similar to what Smith (1982) describes as returning students who
have experienced “a major life change, transition, or developmental task” (p. 50)
facilitating their decision to pursue entrepreneurship training. While these learners
recognize their need to master new material, they usually have personal and familial
issues that interfere with their ability to learn. The decision to enroll at the
entrepreneurship training facility was the result of a period of ‘life crises’ that cause the
participants to reconsider their roles, values, and potential (Mezirow, 1978). While they
are committed to what they consider is necessary and important entrepreneurship
training, returning students also view the training program as something “likely to
produce considerable anxiety” (Smith, 1982, p.50) and stress in their lives. These learners
benefit from seeing teachers and instructors as resources rather than additional authority
figures, and from learning how to serve as additional resources for the other training
program participants. Returning students are also able to assist in the planning and
evaluation of their training program (Smith, 1982, p. 51).

The undereducated students may pose a challenge for entrepreneurship instructors
because these students have deficiencies in basic skills, and may have learning
disabilities. These learners may have low opinions of structured training programs, and
are more likely to drop out of training programs than other populations (Smith, 1982).
Additionally, they may have previous experiences with formal education that have

negatively impacted their ability to successfully assimilate new knowledge.

27



A pervasive myth exists that low-income or economically disadvantaged and
indigenous people are not suited for self employment, equipped to start-up and run a
business, and only prepared or able to work for someone else (Gray, 1992). These low-
income students may even believe this myth for themselves (Smith, 1982). However,
according to Tough (1990), undereducated students, or students with low self-esteem, are
equally capable of completing self-directed learning projects as other entrepreneurship
students. Undereducated future entrepreneurs may need, according to Freire (1970), to
reconsider their role in the world as well as their understanding and experiences within it.
While they may experience some difficulty when they begin planning and evaluating
their training processes, and may feel anxious about their ability to learn, these students
are able to learn to take an active role in their training. The undereducated students’
demonstrated ability to learn survival tactics reinforces their ability to adapt to the new
training program. These future entrepreneurs have strong internal motivation because of
their desire to provide for their families and learn skills to be successful in their micro-
enterprises. Ironically, some of the limitations to the learning processes may come from
their instructors’ inability to empathize or connect with them, or to incorporate previous
life experiences into the learning environment (Smith, 1982).

These undereducated adult learners bring additional needs to the classroom. They
may have literacy, numeracy or even second language issues that must be addressed with
the training (da Silveira et al., 1998). This can add a potential financial and logistical
burden to entrepreneurship programs, because of the “illegality of many indigenous small
craft businesses and the very small scale” (Harper, 1995, p. 26) in which training classes
are effectively run. Instructors need to be prepared to provide additional support for
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participants who may be slower at grasping the new concepts than their colleagues or
who lack skills necessary for keeping up with them.

The undereducated adult learners also place another burden on entrepreneurship
programs. Baldwin (1999) describes the “cultural and economic place-boundness” of
many participants, or their inability to leave or market outside of the, very real or

imagined, geographic, economic, and cultural boundaries of their community.

Teaching Philosophy

The values that guide teachers’ lives ultimately shape their approaches to the adult
classroom (Day & Amstutz, 2003). Teachers who teach material without a mission, plan
or rationale are technicians instead of professionals (Galbraith, 2000). Multiple
disciplines suggest a relationship exists between the attitudes, values, beliefs and the
decisions and actions that provide the basic framework for an individual teacher’s actions
and teaching style (Conti, 2004; Zinn, 2004). Zinn (2004) reported that this “life
philosophy is often unrecognized and rarely expressed, though it may be understood
implicitly” (p. 40).

Because attitudes, beliefs, and values provide the framework for philosophical
orientation, an educator’s personal and previous experiences would also impact the
development of the philosophy and teaching style. So adult educators choose how to act
when they use lecture or activities to transmit information, demonstrate new skills,
facilitate discussion, direct students to additional resources, or lead learners through

problem-solving and trial and error practices. The action they chose is grounded in a
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philosophy based upon what the educator believes to be appropriate for the adult learners.
That philosophy is their philosophical orientation of education (Zinn, 2004).

A teacher has beliefs about how adults learn, how adults should be taught, and
what teachers’ practice should look like in their classroom. These beliefs about the
purpose of education, the role of the adult educator and students, and the understanding
of differences among learners are all aspects of an educational philosophy. However,
“teachers as a group are not able to clearly state their beliefs about teaching” (Conti,
2004, p. 75) emphasizing the importance of raising their awareness of the implications of
their beliefs and actions. By providing opportunities to examine the full impact of how
their educational beliefs influence their practical classroom activities, teachers are in a
position to determine whether they desire to do something differently in their classrooms.
When teachers understand their educational philosophy and its relationship to classroom
practice, they are better able to “negotiate the everyday realities of life with adult
learners” (Tisdell & Taylor, 2000, p. 6).

Understanding of an educational philosophy provides an “organizing vision for
your practice” (Galbraith, 2000, p. 16). It provides both direction and stability. More
importantly, it provides “a foundation for critically thinking about your practice, ideas
and the political and social structure dimensions” (p. 16). Brookfield (1990) indicated
that a working education philosophy provides an answer of “why you’re doing what
you’re doing” (p. 16). Heimlich and Norland (1994) explained:

Teachers who uncover their underlying beliefs, recognize their own

behaviors, and work to make the two congruent will experience a freedom

that allows them to explore, reflect, apply, and grow in ways that they may
never have experienced before. (p. 11)
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Workforce and entrepreneurship instructors should allow their philosophies to
help develop the training programs (Strom, 1996). Unfortunately, many instructors begin
training without having received training themselves in best practices for instructors.
Frequently, their teaching methodology and skills are developed “through trial and error”
(Roth, 1987, p. 59) because they have not received training on educational philosophies
or “characteristics of quality training programs” (Roth, 1987, p. 59). Additionally, some
training facilities place more emphasis on survival of the institution rather than spending
effort reflecting on adult learner needs (de Chambeau, 1977).

Adult educators have the ability, and typically the freedom, to select and
determine content and scope of lesson materials. They are also often able to choose what
they believe will be the most effective means of incorporating this material in the
classroom setting. Zinn (1994) had noticed that it was the educator’s “personal
philosophical orientation (that) seemed to provide a strong basis for making decisions and
taking actions in the practice of adult education” (Zinn, 1994, p. 81).

Elias and Merriam (1995) recommended that teachers “choose one particular
theory as a framework upon which one builds a personal educational philosophy” (p.
206). Apps (1985), however, found that when teachers identified with one educational
philosophy, they can read descriptions and fit their beliefs “into one of these established
philosophies...(and) become comfortable with this new found intellectual home and stop
questioning and challenging and constantly searching for new positions” (p. 72).
Whatever philosophy teachers adopt, the position should be determined critically. The
adult educators should “constantly (be) in the process of examining, evaluating and
perhaps rejecting or modifying” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 206).
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Elias and Merriam (1995) provided a very thorough overview of each of the
philosophies along with their historical roots, current programs and practices, the role of
educators within the philosophy and a brief description of the methods educators would
use to facilitate learning within the educational programs. They established a schema of
philosophy that is considered “a helpful device for organizing philosophical thinking

about adult education” (McKenzie, 1985, p. 18).

Behavioral

The behavioral philosophy is the only education philosophy to be based upon a
psychological system. Educational behaviorists based their philosophy upon the work of
early behaviorists such as Thorndike, Pavlov, Skinner, and Watson (Elias & Merriam,
1995; Gredler, 2001). Skinner (1968) theorized that students would be controlled by their
environment and emphasized behavior-modification and learning through reinforcement.
The philosophy focuses on observable behavior and emphasizes how an environment
may shape that behavior. In adult education, behaviorism focuses on skills development
and behavior change using programmed instruction and competency-based measurement
and testing. Behaviorists believe “that needs and interests are learned from the
environment” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 95) and by manipulating that environment, the
needs and interests in students can also be changed. The behavioral philosophy is only
one of two educational philosophies representing mainstream values (Zinn, 2004). It is so
prevalent that “in practice, much of adult education is behavioral” (Elias & Merriam,

1995, p. 237).
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A behavioral educator would emphasize job skill acquisition and learning to learn.
The educators would downplay competition within the classroom or even individual
successes among the students and instead reinforce global interdependence and
cooperation (Elias & Merriam, 1995). There is a belief that “individual differences
(among students) need to be more efficiently dealt with” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 87).

Because behaviorists believe the ultimate goal of education is to modify behavior
for the good of individuals and society, it is the teacher’s responsibility to design
environments to elicit and reinforce behaviors which meet these goals and extinguish
undesirable behaviors. All teacher-student interactions should be favorable and positively
reinforced. The teacher acts as a manager or controller who directs the lesson outcomes
using standards based measurement, behavioral based objectives, and reinforcement
(Elias & Merriam, 1995).

When learning objectives are behaviorally based and objectively measured,
student progress is more readily evident. The objectives also provide clear and definitive
guidelines for the instructors, identifying exactly what is to be learned and determining
whether the students have learned the material and satisfied the objectives. Advocates of
the behavioral philosophy contend that objectives provide a more effective learning
environment and that “criterion-referenced evaluation is non-threatening” (Elias &
Merriam, 1995, p. 95) to the students. This emphasis on developing and writing
objectives may be the reason for extensive influence of behaviorisms on curriculum
design and program development within adult education.

The learner, in addition to receiving feedback when she or he practices new
behavior, takes an active rather than passive role in learning situations. The environment
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is constructed so that specific behaviors are positively reinforced within the learning
situation. This is based on the behavioral philosophy that once a behavior is changed and
reinforced, the student will behave in the same manner under similar circumstances
(Skinner, 1968). The instructional settings include programmed instruction and contract
learning.

Behaviorists would extend educational opportunities to as many members of
society as possible. In the past, educators have proposed lowering the school entry age
and offering additional adult and continuing education courses. While embracing diverse
offerings of subjects, the philosophy also encourages planning, monitoring and
containing that diversity (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

Adults benefit from behavioral based education systems because behavioral
educators recognize that adults start learning from different places in their lives, and are
very flexible in the time they allow for meeting the course objectives. This philosophy
also makes allowances for different learning styles because the goal is to meet specific
competencies, which may be accomplished through a variety of formats. The behavioral
education philosophy “is an ideal vehicle for a self-directed individual learning
experiences” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 95).

Vocational education has traditionally been competency based, utilizing skills
identification, standardization, and certification, and is therefore frequently associated
with behavioral philosophy. The behavioral philosophy is also frequently associated with
and used in skills training, military and vocational training, or competency-based teacher

education (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn, 2004).
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Liberal

The liberal educational philosophy should not be confused with current political
ideology. Thinking of the philosophy in terms of a Classical or Liberal Arts education
may assist in avoiding confusion (Zinn, 2004). Historically, this philosophy has been
associated with “elites” (Zinn, 2004, p. 56). Elias and Merriman (1995) identified the
focus of liberal education as organizing and transmitting knowledge as well as
developing intellectual prowess in the tradition of Socrates and Aristotle (Elias &
Merriam, 1995; McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 2004). Traditionally, the philosophy relies upon
dialogues and clarifying conceptual meanings to build knowledge. Western culture still
holds liberalism as the predominant educational theory.

The philosophy stresses learning for the sake of learning. It emphasizes liberal
arts and literacy in the broadest sense of the ideal: classical humanism, comprehensive
education, and traditional knowledge. Until recently, the liberal tradition minimized
science because the humanities, religion, and philosophy were all considered superior to
science. Liberal educators believed the tradition supplied “the values by which science
and technology are to be criticized” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 27). At this time, science
and mathematics are recognized as an essential base for continued technological
development. However, many liberal educators, while conceding the importance of
manual training and science in education, still do not consider the sciences to be part of a
classical liberal education.

The adult learner is viewed as a cultured “renaissance person” (Zinn, 2004, p. 72)
seeking knowledge. The goal is for a conceptual and theoretical understanding of the
subject rather than the “mere transmission and absorption of factual knowledge or
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development of technical skill” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 29). Because of the emphasis
on theoretical knowledge, a liberal education is considered timeless and applicable across
all disciplines. It is assumed the knowledge can be applied to a number of different areas.
Skills are derived from experience and the experiences are gained “from an intelligently
formed mind” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 31). Frequently, liberal education continuing
education programs are marketed for older adults on the assumption that, as an audience,
they are best equipped with previous life experiences to utilize and incorporate the new
education experiences.

The teacher is viewed as the authority and subject matter expert transmitting all
knowledge and directing the entire learning process. The tradition relies heavily on the
lecture method because liberal educators believe the teacher is best equipped and
qualified to teach a topic directly. Learning situations can also involve study groups,
discussions, and critical readings, although “learning through projects, insight, or
discovery methods deemphasize the directive role of the teacher and are not endorsed by
liberal educators” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 30).

Teachers, while never professing absolute knowledge and expertise in their
subject areas, are nonetheless treated with deference based upon their perceived
knowledge and subject matter expertise. Liberal educators tend to be critical of
competency based teacher-education programs (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

Liberal philosophy can be summed up by saying the primary focus rests in the
actual teaching of the disciplines (Elias & Merriam, 1995). This philosophy was the
inspiration for the Great Books Program, as well as the Center for the Study of Liberal
Education, and Elderhostel (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn, 2004). Typically this
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philosophy is not associated with “progress, change, newness, optimism, activity,

practicality, efficiency, measurability, and technology” (Zinn, 2004, p. 56).

Progressive

In the early 20" century, John Dewey (1916) stressed experimental and problem-
solving approaches in education as the basis for the progressive educational philosophy.
The progressive education movement was not directly related to social, educational, and
political changes from the Progressive Movement period. The period only served as the
framework for the historical origins of the educational philosophy as it mirrored societal
responses to “industrialization, immigration, emancipation, urbanization, and national
maturation” (Knowles, 1977, p. 75). Even though the progressive movement had died by
the 1950’s, the education philosophies remain influential today.

Dewey (1916) maintained the focus of education was to educate students in
democratic values in order that they might work to improve society. The progressive
philosophy focuses on relationships between education and society, promoting well-being
and effectiveness within society.

Progressive educators emphasize vocational training, learning by experience, and
scientific inquiry. The controlled and critical learning commonly found in scientific
disciplines is very important. The needs and experiences of the learner are at the center of
the education movement. Learners determine problems and identify solutions in order to
develop their unlimited potential through experience based education and skills
acquisition (Elias & Merriam, 1995; McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 2004). Dewey (1938) felt
that education should be both liberal and practical, and for work and leisure.
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Progressive educators utilize a combination of scientific and experimental
methods to discover relevant truths about the student’s world. By incorporating an
activity method, involving clarification of the problem and development of hypotheses,
the “natural inclination of learners to grapple with problems” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p.
59) is capitalized on. The purpose of education exercises is to use interactive processes to
reconstruct learner experiences with students’ environments. While teachers are not the
sole possessor and transferor of knowledge to the students, they do possess experiences
used as suggestions to assist students in planning learning activities.

Progressive educators have the very difficult role of not imposing their own views
upon learners. Dewey’s earliest writings completely downplayed the role of teachers in
instruction, although he later encouraged teacher participation within activities. The
activities are based on integrated curriculum, and the teachers evaluate the overall
learning process. The resulting practical knowledge coupled with problem solving
exercises results in an environment of lifelong learning (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

Because students are responsible for their own learning, the teacher acts as an
organizer guiding the students through cooperative learning and should “stimulate,
instigate, and evaluate” the educational process (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 62).
However, this does not mean the teacher merely provides materials without direction to
the students.

The common mainstream perspective equates the progressive education
movement with new instructional methodologies. Progressive educators stress method
development by the teachers for their subjects based upon a needs assessment of the
students. Dewey wrote that content laden courses should be centered around problems
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relating to the learners’ situations (Elias & Merriam, 1995). Although Dewey corrected
the popular progressive education expression from “we teach children, not subjects” to
say “we teach children and subjects” the emphasis was always on the children (Dewey,
1938).

Education is viewed as a process of socialization and enculturation, and cannot be
limited to the confines of a physical schoolroom. Because of the focus on learners,
education programs should constantly be adjusted to meet the specific needs and
situations adults face. The progressive education philosophy has had more effect upon the
development of American adult education than any of the other schools of thought (Elias
& Merriam, 1995). This philosophy is behind English as a second language courses,
community schools, universities without walls, cooperative extension, vocational

education, and lifelong learning (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn, 2004).

Humanistic

Humanism is identified with the period of enlightenment, is closely connected
with the contemporary existential movement of autonomous and sacred human beings,
and coupled with the humanistic psychology of Sartre and Camus. The philosophy
assumes human nature is naturally good with unlimited potential to develop in the most
beneficial manner possible. Humanism blends the confidence of human reason and
intelligence and appetite for living with individual freedom and integrity against societal
bureaucracy and institutionalization (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

Knowles (1970) identified with the humanistic philosophy in his description of
the learner-centered andragogical approach to education. Reacting against behavioral
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philosophy, humanism emphasizes total development of learners within as natural a
learning environment as possible. The humanistic educational philosophy is the second
philosophy representing mainstream values (Zinn, 2004), and is the basis for much of the
rhetoric and literature surrounding adult education (Elias & Merriam, 1995).

Because of the interest in developing the entire person, particularly the affective
and emotional dimensions, the emphasis is not on studying past works (as in the liberal
tradition) but rather the dignity and freedom of the adult learner. Self-concept, self-
actualization, or the self-evaluation of a person, is fundamental in humanistic philosophy
because it determines the learner’s ability to develop and grow (Maslow, 1976). Because
the learner is viewed as motivated and self-directed, the philosophy conceptualizes
learning in terms of freedom and autonomy, cooperation and participation. This is the
main reason that humanistic education is equated with adult education. While children
may have life experiences, adult learners will have more experiences to use in defining
themselves and identifying needs and evaluating growth and development (Elias &
Merriam, 1995).

Humanistic education philosophy is learner-centered. The learner is empowered
and self-directed, assuming responsibility for the learning activities. The teacher, not
necessarily knowing the best for the students, abdicates classroom authority and trusts
students will assume the responsibility for their own learning. The teacher becomes more
of a facilitator or partner, providing opportunities for and promoting learning without
directing the activities or focus of learning. “The emphasis is upon learning rather than

teaching and the student rather than the instructor” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 123).
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Being a self-actualized individual, the teacher respects the individual students and values
and incorporates the unique adult learner life experiences in the classroom.

Learning is seen as a personal endeavor (Elias & Merriam, 1995), so classrooms
and learning environments consist of team teaching, encounter groups, group tasks and
discussions, experiential and discovery methods. The curriculum focuses on
individuality, individualized learning, and self-directed learning projects and there is a
lack of arbitrary curriculum (Elias & Merriam, 1995) so the adult learners are able to
pursue what they perceive to be “necessary, important, or meaningful” (Elias & Merriam,
1995, p. 126). The purpose of education is self-actualization of the learner rather than the
goal of extrinsic learning (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Maslow, 1976).

Humanistic education is seen as a process, and evaluation is based upon self-
evaluation as the students themselves will be the best judges for knowledge acquisition.
To meet this individual criterion, educators have used pass-fail grading, student reporting
and student designed objectives for measurement. This self-evaluation also provides
immediate application for the adult learners because they have identified their needs and
were able to specify and meet those needs in terms of their own situations and
experiences.

Knowles has identified humanistic education philosophy as being particularly
suited for adult education (Knowles, 1970). Therefore this philosophy is the basis for
many adult education practices, including human relations training, sensitivity
workshops, encounter groups, and self-directed learning (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn,

2004).
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Radical

This philosophy is also known as the “Reconstructionist,” “Social Change” or
“Critical/Emancipatory” (Tisdell & Taylor, 2000, p. 9) educational philosophy. Elias and
Merriam (1995) identified the roots of the radical philosophical orientation in Marxist-
Socialist, the Freudian Left, and anarchism. While Kozol (1991) is a contemporary
supporter of the philosophy, but the philosophy is equated almost exclusively with Freire
(1970) and his pedagogy of the oppressed and revolutionary literacy programs, but Leo
Tolstoy was a staunch proponent of the radical education philosophy as well (Elias &
Merriam, 1995).

This philosophy connects a person’s economic, political, and socio-cultural
understanding with her or his education. Radical philosophy utilizes education as a
vehicle to develop methods of consciousness-raising intending it to lead to political and
social action, and change among the adult learners. The radical philosophy views
education as a vehicle for combating oppression and bringing about fundamental changes
in society by combining individual action with reflection. The goal is for people to
become aware that knowledge equals power and they are able to change history and
society radically through their education. In other words, man creates both history and
culture, and by giving learners the educational tools, man is able to bring about changes.

A harsh critic of education, Freire was against the use of imposing curricula (Elias
& Merriam, 1995) that only emphasized transferring knowledge and utilized rote
memorization and regurgitation of facts. He saw this type of banking education where
knowledge is “deposited into the heads of learners” (Tisdell & Taylor, 2000, p. 7) as a
form of violence (Elias & Merriam, 1995). Instead he proposed the radical philosophy
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which offered what he called a “cultural action for freedom” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p.
156) based upon respect of individuals, teamwork, and dialogue.

In the radical philosophy, learners are autonomous and equal with the teachers.
Teachers, who are also students, have positive roles within the learning environment.
They are seen as liberators (Tisdell & Taylor, 2000) acting as coordinators and suggest,
but do not determine, the direction of the learning environment. Students create
curriculum along with their teachers. The goal is to remove teachers from positions of
power and control over the adult learners.

Because consciousness-raising is a goal, classwork centers on dialogue and
discussion with maximum interaction of all members. The discussions emphasize
exposure to real life situations and problems. The learners practice problem-posing and
critical reflection in terms of social transformation. Through dialogue, the learners come
to realize their current situations, reasons, causes and history in developing their
situations, and they identify possible solutions as a group.

This philosophy experienced a revival during the 1960°’s with Friere’s culturally
based adult literacy programs for oppressed peoples, and the Freedom Schools in the
South (Freire, 1970). Radical education philosophy runs counter to mainstream American
values (Zinn, 2004), has never been common in American education history and, overall,

and has had very little impact (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 3).

(PAEI) Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory
The Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) is a self-reporting, self-
scoring, and self-interpreting instrument used to explore the educational philosophical
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orientations of adult educators (Conti, 2004). The instrument, developed by Lorraine M.
Zinn (1983), assists teachers by providing:
a process of philosophical inquiry which will potentially result in
greater effectiveness in selecting instructional content; establishing
teaching and learning objectives; selecting and/or developing
instructional materials; interacting with learners; and evaluating
educational outcomes. (Zinn, 1983, p. 4)

The PAEI is a vehicle for organizing philosophical orientations and assisting
instructors think about the actual processes of adult education. Teachers are able to
identify their own personal education philosophy while comparing it to other adult
education philosophies (McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 2004). Stenhouse (1985) wrote that
teachers “cannot know to what (they are) committed unless (they are) acquainted with a
reasonable range of the arguments on either side” (p. 51).

The PAEI was partially based upon the Brostrom (1979) Training Styles
Inventory. Brostrom designed his instrument to explore their different beliefs regarding
the teaching-learning process and aid teachers in making informed decisions about the
varied methods and techniques available for use in the classroom (Brostrom, 1979).
Galbraith (2000) described the PAEI as “an excellent way of getting started in the
development of an instructional philosophy” (p. 15). The instrument facilitates
philosophical development because it labels teachers’ preexisting beliefs, values,
attitudes, and practices. Once an educator has identified a philosophy encompassing his
or her beliefs and values about adult education, the educator is in a much better position
to identify existing contradictions within his or her belief structure, as well as
contradictions between beliefs and classroom teaching style (Zinn, 2004). This overview

of teaching practice can give teachers:
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a sense of stability and direction and a greater understanding of self in

relation to the decisions and practices (they) employ in the classroom,

training session, workshop or seminar. It serves as a foundation for

critically thinking about (their) practice, ideas and the political and social

structure dimensions. (Galbraith, 2000, p. 16)

McKenzie (1985) reported that one philosophy would hardly be promoted to the
exclusion of another. Nor would one philosophy be considered superior or more correct
or proper than another, because other consistent aspects of other philosophies can be
combined with the teacher’s philosophical orientation. This “gives a certain consistency
to (teacher’s) theory and practice, yet does not close off the possibility of influence from
other viewpoints” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 206). Day and Amstutz (2003) agreed that
teachers “holding one set of beliefs does not eliminate the possibility of (their also)
holding additional belief sets” (p. 5) and that “all approaches overlap” (Rose, 2000, p.
21). Because all of the statements involve adult education theory and practice, even the

directions for administering the PAEI, Zinn (2004) emphatically states, in capital letters,

that “THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS”.

Teaching Styles

To identify one’s (teaching) style, the total atmosphere created by the

teacher’s views on learning and the teacher’s approach to teaching must be

examined. Because teaching style is comprehensive and is the overt

implementation of the teacher’s beliefs about teaching, it is directly linked

to the teacher’s educational philosophy. (Conti, 2004, p. 77)

A teaching style is the “operational behavior of the teacher’s educational
philosophy” (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 20). Tisdell and Taylor (2000) reported that
when instructors examine and compare their actual teaching style in the classroom to

what they believe about adult education; their beliefs about education, or philosophy,
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actually informs their practice. Teachers’ actual classroom practice, in turn, informs their
philosophy.

Teachers have a dominant teaching mode that is reflected through one of two
teaching styles in their classrooms; a teacher centered or learner centered style (Conti,
1985). The labels describe “identifiable sets of teacher behavior” (Conti & Welborn,
1986, p. 7) that manifest from aspects of the teacher’s personality and education
philosophy (Fischer & Fischer, 1979). These styles tend to develop slowly and “serve as
useful tools for understanding, explaining, and defining important aspects of the
teaching-learning process” (Fischer & Fischer, 1979, p. 254).

Every teacher has distinct qualities (Conti, 2004) that are their unique
characteristics. These qualities remain constant through any learning situation, regardless
of the lesson content or curriculum (Fischer & Fischer, 1979). A teaching style is not the
set of strategies a teacher might employ to meet individual curriculum objectives, but
rather the method one tends to “gravitate toward” (Smith, 1982, p. 54) in any learning
situation.

Teachers base their decisions about teaching style upon their beliefs. This means
that teachers must believe there are different styles of teaching, and they have the ability
to select one style over the other based upon the “appropriateness in a given situation”
(Spurgeon & Moore, 1997, p. 13). Fitzgibbons (1981) explained that teachers make
decisions about the method to use, or philosophy to incorporate, because they believe that
philosophy to be the best method available, or the best method considering the
alternatives. The philosophy selected reflects the teacher’s belief that the philosophy is a
good or correct choice for the learning environment and situation.
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Researchers (Conti, 1985; Hughes, 1997; Martin, 1999; O'Brien, 2001; Zinn,
2004) repeatedly found teaching style has an effect on learner achievement. However,
Zinn (2004) stated teachers often find it “difficult to take time out from doing adult
education, in order to think about why you do what you do” (p. 56). In some cases, the
educators have already determined their practice (or teaching style) without ever
considering what they believe about the process of educating adults (Zinn, 2004). And
frequently, teachers discover their philosophy, or what they believe about adult learners,
is not actually reflected in the actual successful classroom practice teachers utilize with
adult learners (Price, 2000, p. 5).

These are not the issues that need to be of primary concern for educators. De
Chambeau (1977) explained in matters of education, “the question of ‘why’ (something is
done) must precede questions of ‘what’ or how” (p. 308). In short, teachers, as
philosophers of education, should be considering “general principles” (Elias & Merriam,
1995, p. 3) involved in educating adult learners, the:

aims and objectives of education, curriculum or subject matter, general

methodological principles, analysis of the teaching-learning process, and

the relationship between education and the society in which education

takes place. (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 3)

Conti and Welborn (1986) explained that teachers need to carefully examine their
behavior and subsequent actions in the classroom as well as the consequences of those
actions for the learners. This examination is important because teachers need to practice a

teaching style that treats adult learners respectfully and enables them to learn and meet

their objectives for the learning situation.
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Self Directed Learning

Andragogy promotes the idea that adult learners “have a self-concept of being
responsible for their own lives and expect others to treat them as being capable of self-
direction” (Knowles et al., 1998, p. 123). Adult learners have unique personal life
experiences they bring to every learning environment and are able to “assume increasing
responsibility for the direction of their learning activities” (Cross, 1991, p. 238). Adult
learners seek out these learning environments or opportunities because of life challenges
they encounter (Galbo, 1998) and “usually know what they need to learn” (Cross, 1991,
p. 193). Glenn (2000) described adult learners as:

saying ‘no’ to lecture and ‘yes’ to self-directed learning opportunities,

interactive environments, multiple forms of feedback, choice of

assignments, and use of varied resources to create personally meaningful

educational experiences. (p. 14)

Ferraro (2000) described self-directed learning as “an important component of
adult learning” (p. 7). Knowles, Holmes and Swanson (1998) agreed that while self-
concept is a major characteristic and component of learner-centered andragogy, it is not
the ultimate goal of andragogy. Personal growth is a goal in adult learning (Caffarella &
Merriam, 2000), and the self-directed perspective of adults is central and necessary for
most meaningful learning in adult education (Elias & Merriam, 1995). Teachers wishing
to facilitate this self-directed atmosphere must maintain classrooms which are
“supportive, cooperative, informal, and in general, cause adults to feel accepted and
respected” (Elias & Merriam, 1995, p. 132).

Self-directed learning does not mean to learn without a teacher or instructor or

without any input and direction. While the teacher is still responsible for designing and
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managing the learning process and serving as a facilitator for resources, they hand the
actual control of the learning process over to the learner (Knowles, 1975). The focus
shifts onto the adult learner who plans, carries out, and evaluates the learning situation
(Kerka, 1994). To be self-directed means to be able to determine needs and manage the
acquisition process. Kennedy (2003) stated the “hallmark of the adult education
philosophy is to include learners in the planning and implementation of their learning
activities” (p. 2). Kerka (1994) described self-direction as the psychological control
learners possess within their learning environments.

Kerka (1994) described the differences in adult learners’ ability to be naturally
self-directed. It is true that adults’ capability for self-direction in learning environments
varies widely within classrooms. Even within the same learning environment, one student
may be more dependent and need more direction and support than another more
autonomous student requires for the exact same activity. This does not invalidate the
ability of the former learner to accomplish the tasks and learn the skill. Giving the student
the necessary support and direction early in the activity should enable him or her to move

into a more independent and self-directed state of learning.

Learner-Centered Teaching

A learner-centered teaching style focuses on the individual student rather than on
the information. The material presented in the learning environment is “conducive to
students’ needs” (Conti, 2004, p. 78). A learner-centered teacher allows students to be
proactive, leaves the responsibility for knowledge acquisition with the student, and
allows students to self-evaluate and determine whether lesson objectives are achieved.

49



The actual learning activities focus on “the acquisition of problem-solving skills” (Conti,
2004, p. 78). Adult education literature advocates philosophies and teaching styles
focusing less on teachers as classroom experts and instead viewing adult learners as the
“co constructors of knowledge, partially rooted in their own life experience” (Tisdell &
Taylor, 2000, p. 7).

In learner-centered teaching, the instructor is totally oriented to the adult learner.
This means that all of the classroom behaviors, as well as the teacher’s attitudes, beliefs
and values will be about the student (Nuckles, 1999). Glenn (2000) described the teacher
as more of a facilitator than a lecturer who is released from the responsibility of “being
the fount of all knowledge” (p. 12).

Knox (1986) described the goal for learner-centered teachers as empowering their
students and guiding the learning process. These goals need to be incorporated during the
development of the training program and its curriculum. It is the responsibility of the
instructor to identify the actual skills needed by the students based on the entrepreneur’s
existing business knowledge and skill level, and then move the students through training
to the goal of successful entrepreneurship. This customizing of the program allows
entrepreneurship teachers to adjust curriculum to meet the specific situation and needs of
the students (Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996) ensuring the training program exists “in a
context of organizational responsiveness to learners” (Nuckles, 1999, p. 6).

According to da Silveira et al. (1998), a learner-centered teacher guides and
assists students in building their own knowledge rather than merely explaining concepts.

A learner centered teacher asks questions without supplying answers. The teacher cannot
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provide the answer or formula for solving a problem, but must criticize methods and

results while suggesting several options.

Teacher-Centered Teaching

The other teaching style, a teacher-center approach is “currently the dominant
approach throughout all levels of education in North America” (Conti, 2004, p. 77). The
teacher centered approach assumes students are passive and react to environmental
stimuli. It is the teacher’s responsibility to design an environment reinforcing desirable
behavior and to determine whether any learning, “defined as a change in behavior”
(Conti, 2004, p. 78), has occurred.

Most teachers have been found to teach with the same teaching style they
experienced in the classroom, and in the same teaching style they learn (Brown, 2003).
Since teacher-centered, lecture-based teaching is the dominant style, and teachers have
been successful under this particular teaching style, it is understandable the style is
frequently replicated (Brown, 2003). When training is content related, an instructor-led
classroom is effective in training situations. However, learner-centered styles are more
effective when the training is contextual, or within a “physical, emotional, and
intellectual environment that surrounds an experience and gives it meaning” (Caudron,
2000, p. 55).

It is important to remember there is overlap between these two orientations.
Tisdell and Taylor (2000) reported that many teachers “straddle several orientations, each
emerging to the fore as the teaching context shifts and changes” (p. 9). Knowles (1979)
explained that even though andragogy was an approach to teaching, was on a continuum
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with pedagogy and would be useful with adults, generally andragogy was better for adults
and pedagogy for children. Conti (1985) found that a pedagogical teacher-centered style
was, in some situations, more effective for adult learners. Therefore, instead of educators
arguing about which style is best, they should be discussing which is more appropriate

for the situation.

(PALS) Principles of Adult Learning Scale

Knowing your preferred style is the beginning of learning how to use the

best elements of other styles so that you are not tempted to construct or re-

construct teaching situations so that they fit your preferred style. One of

the universal elements of an integrated style is that is it responsive.

(Nuckles, 1999, p. 13)

Conti (1982) developed the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) instrument
to measure the degree “adult education practitioners accept and adhere to the adult
education learning principles that are congruent with the collaborative teaching-learning
mode” (Conti, 1982, p. 135). The PALS is a self-reporting, self-scoring, self-interpreting
instrument that “consolidates many learning principles widely advocated in the literature”
(Conti, 1982, p. 145) making it a useful tool for studies researching “learning efficiency
in specific teaching-learning modes” (p. 145). The survey instrument measures both
specific activities a teacher may practice within the classroom and the frequency with
which those actions are practiced (Conti, 2004).

Teachers who have an opportunity to assess their own teaching style are in a
much better position to address questions about their educational beliefs and philosophy.
For example, they are able to investigate what they believe is the nature and role of the

adult learners and the teacher within a classroom. Teachers can identify what they
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consider their mission in education or the purpose of the curriculum. They are also in a
position to determine if their beliefs are synchronous with the philosophy of the training
program and facility (Conti, 2004).

Teaching style cannot be identified by looking at individual actions, but rather by
examining the “total atmosphere created by the teacher’s views on learning and the
teacher’s approach to teaching” (Conti, 2004, p. 77). While the PALS measures “strength
of the teacher’s support for (a particular teaching) style” (Conti, 2004, p. 79) it does not
indicate the “the specific classroom behaviors that make up (that) style” (Conti, 2004, p.
80). Merely knowing the style an educator uses does not determine the effectiveness of
the teaching style and it is only by reflecting critically upon actions in the classroom that
educators can determine the effectiveness and appropriateness of their teaching style
(Conti, 2004).

The PALS also reflects teacher attitudes towards certain actions within the
classroom. The instrument can identify whether teachers tend to: use learner-centered
activities, personalize instruction for learners, relate activities to students’ previous
experiences, assess student needs, favor setting up positive climates for learning
environments, allow students to develop evaluation materials, and determine whether
teachers see themselves as facilitators or merely information providers within the

classroom environment.

Summary
Workforce education and entrepreneurship training is available in a variety of
institutions and facilities. Some are attached to universities or community colleges, others
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are freestanding incubators or business resource centers, as well as government sponsored
or mandated entities. These facilities provide important opportunities for economic
growth in economically distressed or depressed areas, by training entrepreneurs to
operate micro-enterprises. The success rates of these micro-enterprises is directly related
to the training the entrepreneurs receive. Literature and best practices both indicate that
self-directed and learner-centered, hands-on, application oriented teaching styles are the
most effective (Lichtenstein & Lyons, 1996).

The teacher’s attitudes, beliefs and values comprise the life philosophy which in
turn dictates the educational philosophy, or the educators view of what is appropriate for
adult learners in a learning environment (Zinn, 2004). According to Elias and Merriam
(1995) there are five prevalent educational philosophies; behavioral, liberal, progressive,
humanistic, and radical. These philosophies each state the educational process, as well as
learner and teacher roles and responsibilities in differing ways. While all five of the
philosophies are valid, and there is no right or wrong philosophy, there are characteristics
of each philosophy that are inconsistent with the other philosophies.

The educational philosophy also impacts the instructor’s teaching style (Conti,
2004). A teaching style is comprised of the distinctive qualities the teacher possesses and
displays regardless of the content or curriculum. There are two styles, the teacher-
centered and learner centered, and while teachers may practice qualities of both styles,
they tend to gravitate towards one style over another. Even though research continues to
investigate impacts of different teaching styles in various learning situations, it is
ultimately the teacher’s responsibility to improve lesson delivery to meet needs for the
individual learners (Conti, 1985).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to identify individual education philosophies and
teaching styles among workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the
State of Alabama using the Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) and
Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) instruments. This study also examined the
relationship between the philosophies and styles and identified similarities and
differences among the participants according to a comparison of means. The following
research questions were addressed:
1. What differences exist in philosophical orientations of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
2. What differences exist in teaching styles of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
3. What relationships exist between the philosophical orientations and teaching
styles of workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of

Alabama?
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Design

Two published surveys, the PAEI and the PALS, were appropriate instruments to
use for measuring the philosophies and teaching styles of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors in Alabama. These survey instruments were questionnaires,
which according to Creswell (2003) describe “trends, attitudes, or opinions of a
population by studying a sample of that population” (p. 153). Because these particular
instruments were self-scoring and self-reporting, they were easy to administer to the
participants through the mail, and the inclusion of written directions decreased any need
for the researchers’ presence at the testing location.

Surveys describe the sample participants in terms of their attitudes at the time of
research and allow for an investigation of relationships in real life situations. The survey
instrument is an effective tool for this type of measurement because of the convenience,
economy of design and ability to rapidly collect and manage large amounts of data.
Because of the ease of data analysis, the researcher is able to obtain representative
information from a larger sample than by interviewing and observing, and attribute the

results to an even larger population (Creswell, 2003).

Population
According to the National Business Incubator Association (2006) Alabama offers
more incubator facilities than most of the surrounding states (Arizona, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Tennessee, Georgia), with the exception of the Atlanta area in Georgia.
Florida also had a high number of incubator facilities, primarily connected with the
universities. There are several highly respected incubator facilities located around the
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larger cities in Alabama, connected with the Chamber of Commerce, as well as
prominent universities (National Business Incubator Association, 2006). Several of the
incubators operated satellite facilities and Business Resource Centers at other locations,
and several of the instructors worked in multiple locations. Overall, 29 entrepreneurship
instructors employed in 20 incubator entrepreneurship educational facilities offer
entrepreneurship training to adults within the State of Alabama were identified. A census
study was conducted with all 29 of the entrepreneurship instructors.

According to the Alabama Department of Postsecondary Education (2006), there
are 25 facilities offering workforce education and training. These facilities include
workforce education programs within community colleges across the state, such as: GED
programs, skills training for unemployed workers, and Career/Technical Education and
Training for Business and Industry Programs including training in Workkeys, Child Care,
and Technical Education. There were also 36 Focused Industry Training Programs
operating out of those community college facilities across the state (Alabama Department
of Postsecondary Education, 2006). Because of the large numbers of workforce education
instructors, a decision was made to contact a random sample of this population.

Gay and Airasian (2000) defined random sampling as a sample selection process
where every individual within the population has an “equal and independent chance of
being selected” (p. 123) for inclusion in the sample and is the “best single way to obtain a
representative sample because it provides a higher probability for achieving
representative samples than any other method” (p. 124). The directors of each facility
was requested to randomly select five instructors from their facility and distribute the
surveys among them. There is no way to discover the criteria the directors may have used
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in randomly selecting their instructors to complete the questionnaires, or whether there
was any bias in the selection process. However, one of the characteristics of random
sampling is that the choice or selection of participants was completely removed from the
researcher’s control. This criteria was met by requesting the directors to randomly
distribute the survey instrument sets.

Because entrepreneurship training incorporates some of the remedial aspects of
workforce education, these two populations of instructors were considered
complementary to the study. Frequently, entrepreneurship training involves basic literacy
and numeracy, as well as lower level business skills training and higher level
entrepreneurial skill training. The same methods for effectively teaching entrepreneurial

skills would also be effective in teaching workforce education skills.

Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI)

Zinn (1983) developed the Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) as an
assessment instrument to assist in identifying the extent to which an educator adheres to
or values a particular educational philosophy (McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 2004). This
assessment tool includes 15 questions with five statements stems each, relating to the five
educational philosophies (for a total of 75 items). The questions asked participants their
opinions about education issues and asked them to rate their level of agreement with the
philosophical statements. Based upon the answers provided by participants, the scores
tend to indicate the educational philosophy which most closely aligns to the beliefs of the
instructor. Because it rated opinions of participants, there were no right or wrong
answers, nor was one philosophical orientation considered superior to another.
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Description

The questions on the instrument related to the individual participant’s
philosophical orientation and asked about educational philosophy, planning educational
activities, beliefs about learner attitudes and interests, instructor roles, and evaluation
techniques. All questions contained multiple ideological directions and implications. The
student answered according to personal beliefs, opinions, and practices.

The PAEI consists of 15 incomplete sentences which make up the main stem
items which address elements of education: purpose of adult education, how adults learn,
teacher role, beliefs about learners, and teaching methods. Following each of the 15 items
were five statements which were potential conclusions for the stem item. These options
reflected characteristic perspectives related to that item: behavioral (B), liberal (L),
progressive (P), humanistic (H), and radical (R).

The respondent selected the degree of agreement with the statement according to
a 7-point Likert scale ranged from (1) Strongly Disagree to (7) Strongly Agree with a (4)
Neutral point. The responses were summed and the result, ranging from 15 to 105,
reflects the respondent’s agreement with each of the philosophical orientations. An
examination of all five scores should indicate the prevailing adult education philosophy
of the instructors (McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 1994, 2004).

The participant transferred the scores for each of the 75 questions to a separate
recording sheet. The sum value of the grouped responses determined the score. The
highest score describes the philosophy the teacher is most likely to agree with and use
while teaching. The lowest score is the philosophy most unlike the educator’s beliefs
about education. Scores of 95 - 105 would indicate a strong agreement with the
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philosophy, and a score of 66 - 94 an agreement with the philosophy, while a score below
55 would indicate a disagreement, and a score from 15 - 25 a strong disagreement. Scores
falling between 56 - 65 indicated a neutral perception of the philosophy. Because of
overlap among the philosophies, it is possible for educators to have two philosophies with
high scores. However, combinations of three or more close and high scores may indicate

a need for teachers to closely examine their beliefs for innate contradictions (Zinn, 1983).

Validity

Because questionnaires and surveys are forms of measurement, the same
standards and levels of validity and reliability are required that apply to any other form of
research measurement (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Validity is defined as the
“appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of the specific inferences made from
test scores” (Gall et al., 1996, p. 249). It is the degree any test measures what it is
supposed to measure, and the appropriateness of the inferences made from the scores or
results of the test.

The degree to which test items measure the particular construct it was intended to
measure constitutes the construct validity of scores from the test. The PAEI’s construct
validity was statistically tested by factor analysis. Zinn (1983) described the validation
process of the instrument:

Test data were analyzed to determine the extent to which each of the

variables (i.e., response options) on each of the scales (liberal, behavioral,

progressive, humanistic, and radical) was a measure of one or more of the

factors underlying the scale. Coefficients were calculated and presented in

a rotated matrix for each of the scales, yielding between 21 (R scale) and

25 (B, P, and H scales) variables with significant factor loading. The

conclusion drawn from these data was that all of the response options on
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the Inventory were significant measures of at least one of the factors on

each scale and thus, none of the individual variables or items could be

eliminated without making other modifications and retesting for validity.

(p. 150)

The degree to which test items measure a specific and intended area of content
constitutes the content validity of scores from the test. Gall, Borg and Gall (1996)
describe the systematic examination by content experts of the domain of specific content
of a test to determine the content validity. Zinn (1983) described the process of an expert
jury panel, considered knowledgeable in adult education philosophy, which examined the
PAEI. Their responses showed high content validity through separate item analysis (p.
145).

Both the content and construct validity testing produced evidence that the
instrument, as a whole, exhibited fairly high validity. The select jury confirmed the
findings that the PAEI instrument is a valid way to identify an instructors’ adult
education philosophy and compare with other prevailing philosophies for the field (p.
154).

Gall, Borg and Gall (1996) describe two types of criterion-related validity. The
first, predictive validity, measures the degree the results, or predictions, of the instrument
are later confirmed by the test participants. The second, concurrent validity, looks at
whether an individual’s scores on the instrument in question correspond to scores on

another established or existing test measuring the same constructs. However, the PAEI

was not documented for criterion-related validity (McKenzie, 1985).
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Reliability

Gall, Borg and Gall (1996) define reliability as the consistency, precision, and
stability of scores on a test, or whether test scores would be essentially the same if the
same test were re-administered. Zinn (1983) reported that “Pearson product moment
correlations were used to establish estimates, internal consistency and test-retest stability
with individual response options, items, and overall scales” (p. 150) which *“showed a
tendency toward moderately high stability of the instrument” (p. 154). Alpha coefficients
from .75 to .86 on each of the five scales (behavioral, liberal, progressive, humanistic and
radical), and were considered measures of moderate - high reliability (r of .48 to .83).
There was an apparent positive correlation between internal consistency and test-retest

reliability measures on overall scales (Zinn, 1983).

Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS)

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) is a 44 item self-administered,
self-reporting, and self-scoring instrument that most participants complete in less than 15
minutes. The instrument measures the frequency an educator practices one teaching style
over another. Scores reveal a tendency towards a learner-centered or teacher-center style.
While educators may practice elements from both styles, they tend to prefer one style

over the other (Conti, 2004).

Description
The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) instrument contains 44 statements
based on theoretical and general principles from adult education literature and are
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couched in behavioral terms familiar to adult educators. Twenty-two items are positively
stated and were arranged randomly throughout the instrument. Items on the survey
instrument describe several different classroom activities and ask the teacher to gauge
how frequently she or he practices those actions. Teachers select the response from a six-
point Likert-type scale (0= Always, 1= Almost always, 2= Often, 3=Seldom, 4= Almost
Never, 5=Never). The sum value of the responses indicates the score and “strength of the

teacher’s support for (that) style” (Conti, 2004, p. 79).

The average score for the PALS is a 146, and scores should be interpreted against
that average. Scores above 146 indicate a tendency towards a learner-centered teaching
style, and scores below indicate a tendency towards a teacher-centered style (Conti,
2004). According to Conti (2004) there is a standard deviation of 20, meaning that scores
tend to fall between 126 and 166 and scores tending towards these numbers indicate “an
increased commitment” (p. 79) to that particular teaching style. Scores falling 20 to 40
points from the average (106 — 186) indicate a “very strong and consistent support of a
definitive teaching style” (p. 79). Scores falling beyond the second deviation (< 105 and

>186) “indicate an extreme commitment” (p. 79) to one particular style.

Validity

The PALS instrument was field-tested by full-time adult basic education teachers
in lllinois public school programs. The first phase of testing asked participants to identify
items that appeared to support collaborative education and those that did not. Because the
items on the instrument were based upon literature that supported collaborative education

models, participant total scores were used as criterion measures of their support for the
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model. Pearson correlations were used to determine construct validity by measuring
relationships between items and scores for participants (Conti, 1985).

Two juries of adult education practitioners testified to the construct validity.
Seventy-eight percent found the concepts of the 44 item instrument were congruent with
adult education literature and principles supporting the collaborative mode (Conti, 1985).

A comparison of the PALS scores and scores on the Flanders Interaction Analysis
Categories (FIAC) was made to confirm the criterion-related validity. The FIAC is a
system that observes and measures whether classroom actions are responsive and
congregant with the collaborative model. The comparison was based upon the
identification of imitation and responsive actions on items between the two instruments.
Pearson correlations between the PALS and each FIAC ratio score showed a positive
correlation of .85 for the teacher response ratio, .79 for the teacher question ratio, and .82

for the pupil initiation ratio (Conti, 1982, p. 139).

Reliability
Twenty-three adult basic educators participated in a test-rest method used to
establish the validity of the instrument. Pearson correlation yielded a reliability

coefficient of .92. (Conti, 1982).

Procedures
A cross-sectional survey approach involves a one-time collection of data from the
selected participants while a longitudinal study collects data multiple times over a period
of time (Gay & Airasian, 2000). Because the goal was to identify the current beliefs
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regarding adult educational philosophy and the teaching style of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors rather than examining the development of the beliefs and
styles, the cross sectional approach was more appropriate. A one-time mailing began
January 20 and concluded March 31, 2006.

Packets were assembled to be mailed to the perspective respondents. The packets
contained copies of each survey instrument printed on white paper, a short demographic
questionnaire, a letter of information and consent, a self-addressed stamped return
envelope, directions, and score sheets for each survey instrument. The score sheets were
provided in the packets in case the participants were interested in scoring their tests for
their own information, by the researcher scored every instrument used in data analysis.
The two survey instruments, the PAEI and PALS, were coded according to the facility to
aid in tracking returns and in making follow-up contacts to increase the response rate, as
well as determining that the pair of instruments was completed by the same instructor.

These survey instrument packets were sent to each of the identified 29
entrepreneurship instructors. An additional 119 survey instruments were mailed to the
directors of the 25 educational facilities providing workforce education and training to
the adults through the local community colleges. The 119 packets were distributed as
follows: five packets were sent to the 23 larger schools, and two packets were sent to the
remaining smaller schools. The directors of the 25 workforce education facilities received
packets containing their respective number of survey packets, and an instruction letter
asking them to select the appropriate number of instructors and randomly distribute the

survey instruments among the workforce education instructors.
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Each survey packet included a stamped return envelope and instructions
requesting the completed surveys be returned by mail. Nine responses were received
from the 29 entrepreneurship instructors (31%), and 99 responses were received from the
workforce education instructors (83%). Follow-up telephone calls were made to the 29
individual entrepreneurship instructors who had not returned the surveys after two weeks.
Calls were also made to directors of the workforce education training facilities that did
not return any survey sets after two weeks.

While there was a chance participants would change their answers between
scoring and returning the instrument, thus impacting their philosophy rating; this was
very remote and highly unlikely. Since there were no right or wrong answers, nor a
hierarchy among the philosophies, there was little to no incentive for participants to make
those changes. Furthermore, participants perceived their philosophy in positive terms,

and would not wish justify or alter their answers.

Variables

The independent treatment variable was the type of institution where the
entrepreneurship training took place. Demographic data was collected for gender and
length of employment, as well as length of experience working with adults. The training
entities were coded and grouped according to the institution, organization or facility type
and analyzed in SPSS.

The instructor’s philosophical orientation toward teaching as identified by the

PAEI was the dependent variable. The numerical score for each of the philosophies --
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liberal, progressive, behavioral, humanistic, and radical -- were entered according to the
results of each survey instrument and attached to the appropriate training entity variable.
The PALS reported the teaching style the instructors tended to gravitate towards
regardless of the curriculum content. Additionally, the instrument measured seven
different and specific aspects of the teaching style. The 44 responses were totaled and the
sum was compared against the established mean of 146 to indicate a preference for
teacher or learner-centered styles. The questions for the seven factors were also totaled

and the sum compared to the established means.

Data Analysis

Because the PAEI is not standardized, and there is no population or test mean,
descriptive analysis and frequencies were used to identify the predominant philosophical
beliefs of the instructors. The surveys were separated into two groups; Group A, the nine
entrepreneurship instructors, and Group B, the 99 workforce education instructors. There
was also an examination of patterns of agreement with the philosophies between the
groups as well as the demographic independent variables. These variables included
gender, degree obtained, length of employment, length of experience training adults, and
facility type.

One sample T-tests were used to determine whether there was statistical
significance in the PALS scores for the instructors. T-tests were run on the entire batch of
received surveys, the entrepreneurship instructors, Group A, and the workforce education
instructors, Group B. Additionally, t-tests were run according to several of the
demographic independent variables.
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Summary

Two survey instruments, the PAEI and the PALS, were mailed to 29
entrepreneurship instructors and 119 workforce educators in Alabama for a cross
sectional survey study of philosophies and teaching styles. There was a sufficient return
rate of the survey instruments from the 99 workforce education instructors (83%) and
nine entrepreneurship instructors (31%), resulting in an overall return rate of 108 surveys
from 148 sets mailed out to instructor locations (73%). This return rate supplied enough
survey sets for data analysis in this descriptive study.

The PAEI is a one-time reading of adult educational philosophic orientation and
agreement with prevalent educational philosophies; behavioral, liberal, progressive,
humanistic, and radical. The PALS identifies the frequency to which an instructor
practices one teaching style over another within their classroom: either a teacher or
learner-centered. Because literature indicates the teacher’s educational philosophy
impacts their teaching style, the study and analysis was seeking to determine whether
differences existed, and what the relationships were within the population of

entrepreneurship and workforce education instructors.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Overview

The purpose of this study was to identify individual education philosophies and
teaching styles among workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the
State of Alabama using the Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) and
Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) instruments. This study also examined the
relationship between the philosophies and styles and identified similarities and
differences among the participants according to a comparison of means. The following
research questions were addressed:

1. What differences exist in philosophical orientations of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?

2. What differences exist in teaching styles of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?

3. What relationships exist between the philosophical orientations and teaching
styles of workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of
Alabama?

This descriptive study examined the Adult Education philosophies and teaching

style of workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors in the State of Alabama. A
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total of 148 instruments were mailed out and 108 were returned (72.9%). Twenty-nine of
the survey instrument packets were mailed to entrepreneurship Instructors and 119 to the
workforce education instructors. Entrepreneurship instructors returned nine completed
survey instruments (8.3%), and Workforce instructors returned 99 (91.6%).

Of the returned survey instruments, 80 of the Instructors were female (74%) and
28 were male (26%). Fifteen of the male Instructors (13.8%) have been employed at their
facilities for less than 5 years, while five (4.6%) been employed less than 20 years and
eight (7.4%) employed longer than 20 years. Fifty of the female Instructors (62.5%) have
been employed at their facilities for less than 5 years, 16 (20%) employed for less than 10
years, while 11 (13.7%) have been employed for more than 10 years.

Fifty-four of the participants (50%) reported they had an education degree or
certificate. Seven participants (6.4%), primarily entrepreneurship Instructors, reported
MBAs. Overall, there were 91 participants (84.3%) with college degrees in a variety of
disciplines; 39 (36.1%) with Bachelors degrees, 49 (45.4%) with Masters, and three

(2.7%) with a Doctorate.

PAEI
The PAEI consists of 15 items written as incomplete sentences with five options
for the participant to select their level of agreement or disagreement with the statements.
The questions relate to purpose of adult education, how adults learn, teacher role, beliefs
about learners, and teaching methods, educational philosophy, planning educational
activities, beliefs about learner attitudes and interests, instructor roles, and evaluation
techniques. The scores of the instrument identify participant’s level of agreement or
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disagreement with the educational philosophies: either behavioral (B), liberal (L),
progressive (P), humanistic (H), and radical (R). The participant’s responses are summed
and the result, ranging from 15 to 105, reflects the respondent’s identification with each
of the philosophical orientations. Examining all five scores provides an indication of the
prevailing adult education philosophy (McKenzie, 1985; Zinn, 1994, 2004).

The highest score describes the philosophy the teacher is most likely to agree with
and use while teaching. The lowest score is the philosophy most unlike the educator’s
beliefs about education. Zinn (1983) outlined scoring and interpretation for the PAEI as
follows, scores of 105 - 95 indicate a strong agreement with the philosophy, 94 - 66 an
agreement with the philosophy, 65 - 56 indicate neutrality toward the philosophy, 55 - 26
a disagreement, and a score from 25 - 15 a strong disagreement. Because there is no
standardization in the PAEI scores, Instructors holding very similar beliefs may have
quite varied scores. Therefore, by looking at the broad categories of scores (strongly
agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree) it is possible to look at trends of beliefs

among instructors and Instructors.

Results

There were no statistically significant results when the PAEI scores were run by
type of instructor, other demographics or by paired samples. The examination consists
chiefly of descriptive statistics investigating the reported philosophical beliefs of both the
entrepreneurship instructors and the workforce education instructors. In order to examine
the survey results of both groups of instructors, the entrepreneurship instructors were
combined and constitute Group A, while the workforce education instructors were
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combined and constitute Group B. The scores for the individual educators were summed
for each of the five philosophies, and the mean, Standard Deviation, and range were
identified for each philosophy (B = behavioral, L = liberal, P = progressive, H =
humanistic, R = radical) (see Table 1).

Table 1

Overview of PAEI Scores for Both Groups

B L P H R
Mean 85.64 75.71 85.29 7149 71.23
Standard Deviation 10.52 8.57 1054 1183 1244
Minimum 39 39 34 37 27
Maximum 104 94 102 101 95
Range 65 55 68 64 68

N =108

Entrepreneurship Instructors (Group A)

Of the 29 survey instrument sets mailed to entrepreneurship instructors, nine were
returned (31%). In conducting follow-up phone calls to increase the return rate, three
different entrepreneurship facilities revealed their decision to have only one person
complete a survey instrument at the facility rather than each teacher, as instructed,
because “all the answers would be the same.”

Of the nine returned survey instruments, eight of the respondents were male.

Also, eight of the respondents identified their workplace as an incubator, the ninth
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identified it as a Training Program. When the survey instruments were scored, there was
a range of 17 points between the Means: 80.2 (behavioral), 77 (liberal), 85.3
(progressive), 69.9 (humanistic), and 68.3 (radical) (see Table 2).

Table 2

Overview of PAEI Scores for the Group A

B L P H R
Mean 80.22 77 85.33 69.89 68.33
Stand Deviation 9.82 7.84 5.36 6.01 10.33

N=9

The highest philosophy scores for the nine entrepreneurship instructors ranged
between 79 and 98 with participants identified with the progressive philosophy (66.7%),
very influential to adult education and frequently equated with vocational education. The
instructors also identified with the behavioral philosophy (33.3%). The lowest scores
ranged between 57 and 74 and identified radical (66.7%), humanistic (33.3%) or liberal
(11.1%) as the philosophies they least identified with. One participant indicated they

identified least with both the radical and liberal philosophies (see Table 3).
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Table 3

Individual PAEI Scores for Group A

Participant # B L P H R
1 74 73 83 73 62
2 86 86 93 65 78
3 91 89 90 66 63
4 98 79 83 61 57
5 73 70 80 79 70
6 74 73 83 73 62
7 67 64 77 74 58
8 79 79 90 74 80
9 80 80 89 64 85
Mean 80.22 77 85.33 69.89 68.33
N=9

None of the entrepreneurship instructors in Group A reported scores reflecting
disagreement with any of the philosophies when scores are measured using Zinn’s (1983)
criteria; 105 - 95 indicates strong agreement, 94 - 66 agreement, 65 - 56 neutrality, 55 -
26 disagreement, and 25 - 15 strong disagreement. In fact, two Instructors (22.2%) had
scores indicating they agreed with all five philosophies, and five Instructors (55.6%)
agreed with four of the five philosophies. Two participants (22.2%) showed neutrality

toward two of the philosophies. Only one instructor had a score indicating a strong
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agreement with any single philosophy (behavioral). The lowest scores still fell within the
agreement or neutral range in every case for each participant (see Table 4).
Table 4

Agreement in PAEI Scores Within Group A

Participant Number

Strong Agreement 95 — 105

(@)
(@)
o
I
o
(@)
(@)
(@)
(@)

Agreement 66 — 94 4 4 4 2 5 4 3 5} 4
Neutral 56 — 65 1 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1
N=9

Five participants in Group A indicated they were neutral toward the radical
philosophy (55.6%), and three towards the humanistic philosophy (33.3%), and only one
(11.1%) toward the liberal philosophy. The rest of the scores reflected agreement with all
five of the philosophies: progressive (100%), liberal (88.9%), behavioral (88.9%),
humanistic (66.7%), and radical (44.4%). Only one participant indicated strong

agreement with the behavioral (11.1%) philosophy (see Table 5).
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Table 5

PAEI Distribution According to Philosophical Agreement Within Group A

B L P H R
Strong Agreement 95 — 105 11.1% 0 0 0 0
Agreement 66 — 94 88.9%  88.9% 100%  66.7% 44.4%
Neutral 56 — 65 0 11.1% 0 333% 55.6%

N=9

In Group A, three of the entrepreneurship instructors (33.3%) had Bachelors
degrees in Education, four reported Masters in Business degrees (44.4%) and the two
remaining instructors received a Masters degree in another area of study (22.2%). The
participants with education degrees tended to have higher scores in the behavioral,
liberal, and progressive philosophies, and the lowest scores with the humanistic and
radical philosophies. Participants with MBAs had their highest scores of agreement with
the progressive philosophy (see Table 6). The participants with degrees in other areas of

study tended to have lower agreement scores in all the philosophies.
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Table 6

Group A Mean PAEI Scores by Obtained Degrees

B L P H R
MBA (n=4) 75 77 85 71 71
Bachelor Education (n=3) 92 85 89 64 66
Master Other (n=2) 74 72 77 72 66
Mean Score for All 80.22 77 85.33 69.89 68.33

N=9

The employment for entrepreneurship instructors in Group A averaged 124
months at the facility, or just over 10 years. The individual lengths of employment ranged
from 28 to 342 months (2 years 4 months to 28 years 6 months). Only three of the
Instructors had been employed less than 3 years, and four had been employed more than
10 years.

The instructors in Group A also averaged 194 months, or just over 16 years,
experience working with adults. The length of experience ranged from 28 to 360 months
(2 years 4 months to 30 years). Only three had five years or less overall experience
working with adults, and six had over 10 years (see Table 7). When mean PAEI scores
are examined according to the length of employment at any facility or the length of
overall experience working with adults, there does not appear to be any impact to the
participants’ degree of agreement or disagreement with each of the educational

philosophies.
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Table 7

Group A Mean PAEI Scores According to Employment and Experience

Length of Employment with Entrepreneurship

Facilities
< 3 years with Facility (n=3) 80 79 85 71 62
>3 & < 10 years (n=2) 73 72 84 74 69
> 10 years (n=4) 84 79 86 67 73

Length of Experience Working with Adults

< 5years (n=3) 80 78 85 71 62
> 10 Years (n=6) 81 78 85 70 71
N=9

Workforce Education Instructors (Group B)

Of the 119 survey instrument sets mailed to the workforce education instructors in
the State of Alabama, 99 were returned for scoring (83%). There was a range of 14.64
between the Means: 86.13 (B), 74.90 (L), 85.28 (P), 71.64 (H), and 71.49 (R).

The highest philosophy scores for the 99 instructors in Group B ranged between
94 and 104. Fifty-one participants identified behavioral (49.5%) and 44 identified
progressive (42.7%) as the philosophies they most agreed with. The remaining

participants identified humanistic philosophy (5.0%), the liberal philosophy (3.0%), or
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the radical philosophy (1.0%) as the adult education philosophy they tended to agree with
the most. Three participants had identical high score in progressive and behavioral
philosophies, and one had identical scores in the progressive and humanistic
philosophies.

The lowest scores ranged from 27 to 92. Thirty-eight participants identified least
with the radical philosophy (38.3%), thirty-five the humanistic philosophy (35.3%), and
twenty-seven the liberal philosophy (27.2%). Two participants also identified the
behavioral (2.0%) and the progressive (2.0%) as the adult education philosophies the
tended to agree with the least. Five of the participants had identical low scores in two
philosophies on their survey instruments (see Table 8).

Table 8

Overview of PAEI Scores for Group B

B L P H R
Mean 86.13 74.9 85.28 7164 71.49
Median 87 76 87 71 73
Standard Deviation 10.49 8.65 10.91 12.23  12.63
Minimum 39 39 34 37 27
Maximum 104 94 102 101 95
Range 65 55 68 64 68
# Agreeing w/ philosophy 51 3 44 4 1

N =99
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As opposed to the entrepreneurship instructors in Group A, who were
overwhelmingly male (88.9%), the workforce education instructors, or Group B, tended
to be predominately female. Seventy-nine of the survey instruments returned in Group B
were from female instructors (79.8%), while only 20 were from male instructors (20.2%).
The mean scores for the female instructors were higher across all five of the philosophies
than the male instructors’ scores. Additionally, the standard deviation for females was
smaller for all five philosophies. The maximum scores for female instructors were also
higher across all five philosophies than the scores reported by the male instructors (see
Table 9).

Table 9

PAEI Scores of Group B by Instructor Gender

B L P H R
Mean 86.13 74.90 85.28 71.64 71.49
Females 86.62 75.39 86.13 72.82 71.99
Male 84.20 72.95 81.95 66.95 69.55

N =299

Only 13 of the instructors in Group B (13.1%) indicated they disagreed with any
of the educational philosophies. Forty-one of the instructors (41.4%) indicated they were
neutral toward any of the philosophies. Ninety-six of the instructors (97%) reported
agreement with at least one of the educational philosophies, and one instructor reported

strong agreement with all five of the philosophies. The liberal philosophy is the only
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educational philosophy with which none of the workforce education instructors in Group
B reported strong agreement (see Table 10).
Table 10

PAEI Distribution According to Philosophical Agreement Within Group B

Scores B L P H R
Strong Agreement 95— 105 23.2% 0% 17.2% 2% 1%
Agreement 66 — 94 72.8% 87.9% 79.8% 68.7% 68.7%
Neutral 56 — 65 2% 11.1% 1% 21.2% 20.2%
Disagreement 26 — 55 2% 1% 2% 8% 10.1%
N =99

Fifty of the participants in Group B reported they had some kind of Educational
degree (50.5%): a Bachelors, Masters, Doctorate, or Specialist Certificate. Thirty-eight
(38.3%) reported other degrees: High School Diploma, Associates, Bachelors, Masters,
or Doctorate in other fields. Eleven participants declined to give any information
regarding their education (11.1%), and they tended to have higher means in the
philosophies than the participants with either business or education related degrees (see

Table 11).
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Table 11

Group B Mean PAEI Scores by Obtained Degree

B L P H R
Mean 86.13 74.9 85.28 71.64 71.49
Education Degree (n=50) 86.52 74.78 87.22 74.02 70.88
Other Degree (n=38) 84.42 73.87 82.11 68.97 71.11
No Answer (n=11) 90.27 79 87.45 70 75.64

N =99

The participants without educational information also tended to be neutral or
agree with all five of the educational philosophies. Participants listing educational or
other degrees disagreed with some of the philosophies; however, none of the workforce
education instructors strongly disagreed with any of the educational philosophies.
Participants with educational degrees primarily disagreed with the radical philosophy
(2.6%) and the humanistic (2.6%) philosophy. Less than 1% of the respondents disagreed
with either the behavioral, liberal, or progressive philosophies. The Instructors who listed
other degrees disagreed with the humanistic (1.8%) philosophy, and the radical
philosophy (0.9%), with <1% disagreeing with the behavioral and progressive

educational philosophies (see Table 12).
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Table 12

Agreement with PAEI Scores for Group B by Obtained Degree

Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree
Agree 66 — 94 56 - 65 26 — 55

95— 105
Education Degree (n=50) 11% 74% 9% 6%
Other Degree (n=38) 6% 78% 12% 4%
No Answer (n=11) 10% 78% 12% 0

N =99

Five of the 50 Instructors who indicated they had educational degrees in Group B
specifically listed Adult Education as their degree major. The mean scores for the adult
education instructors were very similar to the other education majors. However, only one
adult education instructor’s score indicated neutrality towards any philosophy (radical).
One instructor strongly agreed with the behavioral philosophy and another with the
progressive philosophy (see Table 13).

The other 45 Instructors listed some type of educational degree. These instructors
had scores that indicated they disagreed with one or more of the educational philosophies.
Primarily they disagreed with the radical (4.4%) and humanistic (2.2%) philosophy. The
behavioral, liberal, and progressive philosophies each had one instructor indicating
disagreement with the philosophy. Overall, the instructors strongly agreed with the
behavioral (5%), progressive (5%), and humanistic philosophies (1%). One instructor

indicated strong agreement with the radical philosophy (<1%).
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Table 13

Agreement with PAEI Scores for Obtained Degrees

Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
95 - 105 66 - 94 56 — 65 26 - 55
Education Degree 11% 72% 10% 7%
(n=45)
Adult Education Degree 12% 4% 4% 0
(n=5)
N =50

There were two MBAs within the grouping of other educational degrees.
However, there did not appear to be any differences between scores based upon degree
type. There were also vast differences in the degree of education among the participants.
There were three respondents listing high school diploma as their highest degree, two
with Associates Degree, 38 with Bachelors, 41 with Masters, three with Doctorates, and
one with a Specialist Certificate.

There were no discernable patterns to the differences between the means of the
philosophies when grouped by participants’ highest degree. The variance in the
behavioral philosophy was 17.17, and the standard deviation was only 10.49. The greatest
variance existed between participants holding Associates degrees (95.5) and Doctorates
(78.33). However, the liberal philosophy had a variance of 12.17 with a Standard
Deviation of 8.65 with the greatest variance existing between participants holding

Associates degrees (81.50) and high school diplomas (69.33). The small participant size
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of each of the high school, Associates and Doctorate groups make the groups unreliable
for further investigation.

Three of the participants did not report either their length of employment at the
facility or length of experience working with adults. The remaining participants ranged
from one month at their current facility to 288 months (24 years). Sixty-two participants
had been employed for less than five years, 16 for less than 10 years, ten for less than 15
years, six for less than 20, and two for more than 20 years. The participants who had been
at the same facility for more than 15 and 20 years and those employed for longer than 20
years tended to have the lowest means for the humanistic (59.33, 62.50) and radical
(64.33, 62.50) philosophies. These scores, however, still fall within one standard
deviation and are Neutral towards the educational philosophies. Otherwise, there were no
discernable patterns regarding the length of employment impacting the philosophies.

The length of time the participants had spent working with adult learners in
general ranged from one month to 468 months (39 years). Sixty-two participants had
been employed for less than five years, 16 for less than 10 years, ten for less than 15
years, six for less than 20, and two for more than 20 years. Twenty-seven participants had
worked with adults for less than five years; 25 for less than 10 years; 15 for less than 15
years; 14 for less than 20 years; 13 for less than 30 years; and two participants had more
than 30 years experience working with adults. The two participants with over 30 years
experience produced the lowest means for the five educational philosophies (B=79,
L=76, P =73, H=58, R=57.50). However, these scores still fall within one standard

deviation and show participant agreement or neutrality toward the philosophies.
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The workforce education instructors also reported whether they were employed as
part time (41), or full time Instructors (45); or whether they were employed as FIT
(Focused Industry Instructors) Instructors (13). There were only negligible differences
between the means for the philosophies among the three employment groups. The
greatest variance (3.86) appeared in the behavioral philosophy between the part time
Instructors and FIT Instructors. Overall, where any slight differences existed, they
typically existed between those two groups (see Table 14).

Table 14

Breakdown of PAEI Results for Group B by Employment Status

B L P H R
Mean 86.13 74.90 85.28 71.64 71.49
Part Time (n=41) 88.32 75.63 84.85 70.38 73.31
Full Time (n=45) 84.62 74.07 86.22 73.31 71.80
FIT (n=13) 84.46 75.46 84.85 70.38 73.31
N = 96
PALS

The PALS instrument measures commitment to a teaching style. According to
Conti (2004), scores are measured against an established mean of 146 with a standard
deviation of 20. Most scores should fall within one standard deviation. Depending on
which side of the established 146 mean the individual reports, the score indicates either a
teacher-centered or learner-centered approach to teaching. If the score falls with one
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standard deviation on the lower side of 146 (from 126 — 146), the result would indicate a
commitment to a teacher-centered teaching style, while scores in the other direction
(from 146 — 166) would indicate more of a commitment to a learner-centered style.
Scores falling 20 to 40 points, or two standard deviations, from the average (106 -125 and
147 — 186) indicate a “very strong and consistent support of a definitive teaching style”
(p. 79), either teacher-centered or learner-centered. Scores falling three standard
deviations from the established mean (< 105 and >186) “indicate an extreme

commitment” (p. 79) to one particular style.

Results

A one-sample t-test was conducted to determine whether differences exist
between both groups of instructors and the means established by Conti (2004). The mean
for the PALS for all Instructors was 134.9, which is 11.2 points below the established
mean of 146. The standard deviation is 18.2 rather than the 20 points established by Conti
(2004). There was a statistical significant difference between the established mean and
participant sample mean, t (107) = -6.36, p < .001, with a medium effect size (d=0.612).
These results indicate a preference for the teacher-centered style among this group of

instructors (see Table 15).
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Table 15

Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Both Groups

Group
t Mean SD d P
Both Groups -6.36 134.9 18.2 .612 <.001

N =108

Eighty-two of the participants (75.9%) scored below the established mean of 146.
Sixty-four of the participants (59.2%) fall within one standard deviation, with 41 (37.9%)
falling within two deviations. The remaining three (2.8%) fall within three deviations.
The lowest recorded score was 86, and highest 185 (see Table 16).
Table 16

Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for Both Groups

86 — 105 106 - 125 126 — 145 146 - 166 167 - 185
- 3 Standard - 2 Standard - 1 Standard + 1 Standard + 2 Standard
Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations
Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered
3 35 44 20 6
N =108

The total PALS score reflects the overall or general teaching style of an individual
instructor. However, the items within the instrument can be divided into seven categories
that reflect seven specific aspects, or factors, of the teaching-style. These factor scores

measure whether instructors utilize specific behaviors in their teaching.
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Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities directly relates to the evaluation of students
by formal testing and comparing the students to external standards, as well as exercising
control over the classroom. This factor would look at whether instructors tend to provide
opportunities for student initiated activities within their learning environments. The
teacher might also assign desk work in order to maintain control (Conti, 2004).

Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction involves teacher personalization of the
instruction for the students. This factor would measure the tendency to plan activities that
are personalizes for the students. For instance, the instructors might tend to use self-
pacing with methods that are dictated by students (Conti, 2004).

Factor 3: Relating to Experience is concerned with the ability of instructors to
relate to the student’s prior experience. This factor would measure the tendency to
consider previous life experiences the student’s may have when arranging the classroom
learning environment (Conti, 2004).

Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs measures the instructor’s assessment of
students’ needs. This factor measures the tendency of instructors to seek to understand as
well as assess the wants and needs of students before planning any classroom learning
activities (Conti, 2004).

Factor 5: Climate Building considers whether the instructor creates a friendly and
informal climate for the students. The factor measures whether student feedback is
encouraged, and climate building considered as a first step in planning learning activities.
The instructors may also be very committed to rigid environments for learning, tend
toward more formal instruction, and are not as involved in creating learning climates for
their students (Conti, 2004).
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Factor 6: Participation in the Learning Process measures how much students are
involved in evaluating their performance against the set learning objectives. This factor
measures the tendency for instructors to allow students to determine and select aspects of
their learning environment, specifically the materials used and topics covered (Conti,
2004).

Factor 7: Flexibility for Personal Development measures the flexibility of teachers
to accommodate the students within the environment. This factor measures whether
instructors view themselves as knowledge providers and tend to set the program
objectives early and maintain a very disciplined environment for the students; or if they
see themselves more as facilitators rather than knowledge providers, and encourage
discussion, including controversial topics, personal fulfillment, and offer flexibility
within the learning environment. In the later case they would maintain flexibility in their
curriculum and lesson plans for the students (Conti, 2004).

For each of the factor scores, Conti (2004) established a mean. High scores above
the mean reflect a tendency for the instructor to utilize the learner-center approach in
regards to the concept. Likewise, a low score below the mean indicates a teacher-centered
approach. One-sample t-tests were conducted to determine what differences exist
between the instructors for each factor and the means established by Conti (2004) (see

Table 17).
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Table 17

Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors for Both Groups

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Group Mean 33.2 34.5 19.2 16.2 11.8 9.9 10
t -6.03 524 -333 1129 1183 -872 -7.33
SD 8.2 7.0 5.7 2.9 24 3.7 4.2
d -.581 504 -3.20 1.08 -1.71 -.839 -.705
p <.001 <.001 .001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

N =108

For Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities, Conti (2004) established the mean as
38, while the group mean is only 33.2. This would indicate that the majority of the
instructors exhibit teacher-centered behaviors in this area. Twenty-eight of the
participants (25.9%) did report scores at or above the established mean of 38 in the area
of learner-center styles and would tend to provide opportunities for student initiated
activities within their learning environments (see Table 18). Results for Factor 1 were
statistically significant, t (107) = -6.03, p <.001, with a medium effect size (d = -.581)
(see Table 17).

For Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction Conti (2004) established the mean at 31.
The mean for the participants’ score was 35.5, placing the majority of the instructors
within the learner-center range of the scoring. Eighty-one instructors (75%) scored at or

above the mean of 31 indicating the majority of the instructors plan a variety of self-
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pacing activities dictated by and to personalize the instruction for the students (see Table
18). Results for Factor 2 were statistically significant, t (107) = 5.238, p <.001, with a
medium effect size (d = .504) (see Table 17).

For Factor 3: Relating to Experience, Conti (2004) established the mean at 21,
and the group mean score was 19.2 implying the instructors do not tend to use prior
experiences of their students as a basis for their student’s learning activities. Only 45
instructors (41.6%) scored at or above the established mean of 21 in the learner-centered
range (see Table 18). Results for Factor 3 were statistically significant, t (107) =-3.33, p
=.001, with a small effect size (d = -.320) (see Table 17).

For Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs, Conti (2004) established the mean at 13
and the group mean is 16.3, indicating that instructors do tend to consider their students
to be adults. Ninety-eight of the participants (90.1%) reported scores at or above the
established mean of 12 indicating the instructors do tend to seek to understand and assess
the wants and needs of students for their classroom learning activities (see Table 18).
Results for Factor 4 were statistically significant, t (107) = 11.29, p < .001, with a large
effect size (d = 1.08) (see Table 17).

For Factor 5: Climate Building, Conti (2004) established the mean at 16, and the
group mean is only 11.8. Because none of the instructors either group scored at or above
the established mean, it would tend to indicate that the instructors are very committed to
rigid environments for learning, and are not as involved in creating learning climates (see
Table 18). Results for Factor 5 not statistically significant, t (107) = 11.83, p <.001, with

a large effect size (d =-1.71) (see Table 17).
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For Factor 6: Participation in the Learning Process, Conti (2004) established the
mean at 13, and the group mean falls below at 9.9 within the teacher-centered range of
the scoring. One instructor scored a zero in this factor indicating he or she would not be
likely to encourage any student involvement in the lesson planning or evaluation at all.
Only 29 participants (26.9%) scored above the established mean of 13 meaning they were
learner-centered and desired to involve students in the learning process (see Table 18).
Results for Factor 6 were statistically significant, t (107) =-8.72, p <.001, with a large
effect size (d = -.839) (see Table 17).

For Factor 7: Flexibility for Personal Development, Conti (2004) established the
mean at 13, while the group mean fell below at 10 indicating that the instructors view
themselves as knowledge providers rather than facilitators who set program objectives
early and maintain a disciplined environment. Thirty-two instructors (29.6%) fall at or
above the established mean of 13 indicating these instructors are more learner-centered
(see Table 18). Results for Factor 7 were statistically significant, t (107) = -7.33, p <.001,

with a medium effect size (d = -.705) (see Table 17).
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Table 18

Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Both Groups

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

PALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Mean Scores for Both Groups of Instructors
Mean 134.9 32.6 35.5 19.2 16.3 11.8 9.8 9.8
#< 50 49 57 54 52 48 48 46

#> 58 59 51 54 56 60 60 62

Established Mean Scores

Mean 146 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
#< 82 80 27 63 10 108 79 76
#= 1 5 5 8 16 0 14 10
#> 25 23 76 37 82 0 15 22
N =108

Entrepreneurship Instructors (Group A)

A one-sample t-test was conducted to determine whether differences exist
between the entrepreneurship instructors, or Group A, and the means established by Conti
(2004). The mean for the PALS instructors in Group A was 134.2, which is 11.8 points
below the established mean of 146. The standard deviation is 16.8 rather than the 20

points established by Conti (2004). There was no statistical significant difference
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between the established mean and participant sample mean, t (8) =-2.10, p = .069, with a
mean of 134.2, and a medium effect size (d = -.699) (see Table 19).
Table 19

Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Group A

Group

t Mean SD d P
Both Groups (N=108) -6.36 134.9 18.2 612 <.001
Group A (n=9) -2.10 134.2 16.8 -.699 .069

The minimum participant’s score was 104, three standard deviations from the
mean indicating an extreme commitment to teacher-centered instruction. The maximum
score was 106, one standard deviation from the mean indicating a commitment to learner-
centered instruction (see Table 20).

Table 20

Distribution of PALS Scores Among the Deviations for Group A

86 — 105 106 - 125 126 - 145 146 - 166 167 - 185

-3 Standard -2 Standard -1 Standard + 1 Standard + 2 Standard

Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations
Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered

Both Groups 3 35 44 20 6

Group A 1 2 4 2 0

N=9
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One-sample t-tests were conducted to determine whether differences existed
within the seven factors among the nine entrepreneurship instructors in Group A and their
teaching styles according to scores reported in the PALS instrument. While there was no
statistical significance for the entire PALS score, the score did indicate the instructors
tended to be more teacher-centered rather than learner-centered in their teaching style
(see Table 21).

Table 21

Overview and Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors Within Group A

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Group Mean 40.6 24.4 194 14.8 12.7 10.2 12.1
Minimum 27 18 15 9 9 8 2
Maximum o1 33 27 19 15 12 15
t 921  -341 -1.22 156 -426 -7.62 -.670
SD 8.3 5.8 3.8 3.4 2.3 11 2.3
d 308 -1.13 -.410 523 -145 -253 -222
p 0.384 .009 .256 157 .003 <.001 522

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities at 38
and the mean for the instructors in Group A is 40.6. Six of the instructors (66.7%)
reported scores above the established mean (see Table 22). This would tend to indicate

these instructors tend to be more supportive of collaborative modes of teaching and
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learning. Results for Factor 1 were not statistically significant, t (8) = .921, p = .384, with
a small effect size (d = .308) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction at 31
and the mean for the instructors in Group A is 24.4. Only one instructor reported a score
above the established mean of 31 indicating that entrepreneurship instructors personalize
lesson plans for their students (see Table 22). Results for Factor 2 were statistically
significant, t (8) = -3.41, p =.009, with a large effect size (d = -1.13) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 3: Relating to Experience at 21 and
the mean for the instructors in Group A is 19.4. Three of the entrepreneurship instructors
(33.3%) scored at or above the group and established mean indicating they base learning
activities on the prior experiences of their students (see Table 22). Results for Factor 3
were not statistically significant, t (8) =-1.22, p = .256, with a medium effect size (d =-
.410) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs at 13
and the mean for the instructors in Group A is 14.8. Seven of the participants (77.8%)
scored at or above the established mean indicating they tend to assess student’s needs and
use that information in developing activities within their learning environments (see
Table 22). Results for Factor 4 were not statistically significant, t (8) = 1.56, p = .157,
with a small effect size (d = .523) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 5: Climate Building at 16 and the
mean for the instructors in Group A is 12.7. None of the entrepreneurship instructors
scored above the established mean of 16 in the learner-centered range (see Table 22).
This would tend to indicate the instructors tend to prefer rigid learning environments, and
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formal instruction. Results for Factor 5 were statistically significant, t (8) = -4.26, p =
.003, with a large effect size (d = -1.45) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 6: Participation in the Learning
Process at 13 and the mean for the instructors in Group A is 10.2. Again, none of the
instructors scored above the established mean, indicating they are not likely to encourage
student involvement in the development of lesson plans or evaluation the course (see
Table 22). Results for Factor 6 were statistically significant, t (8) = -7.62, p <.001, with a
large effect size (d = -2.53) (see Table 21).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 7: Flexibility for Personal
Development at 13 and the mean for the instructors in Group A is 12.1. Five instructors
(55.6%) scored at or above the established mean of 13 in the learner-centered range of the
scoring (see Table 22). These instructors would tend to view the student’s personal
fulfillment as an integral part of the education process. Results for Factor 7 were not
statistically significant, t (8) =-.670, p = .522, with a small effect size (d = -.222) (see

Table 21).
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Table 22

Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Group A

PALS Factor  Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor  Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Group Mean Scores

Mean 134.2 40.6 24.4 194 14.8 12.7 10.2 12.1

#< 4 5] 4 6 4 3 6 4

#> 5 4 5} 3 S) 6 3 5}

Established Mean Scores

Mean 146 38 31 21 13 16 13 13

#< 7 3 8 6 2 9 9 4

#= 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1

#> 2 6 1 3 5 0 0 4
N=9

Seven of the respondents (6.5%), primarily the entrepreneurship instructors

indicated they held MBA’s which provided a sound and important business background

for training entrepreneurs. This group reported a mean score of 129.4 and a standard

deviation of 7.5. Conti (2004) had established the mean for the PALS at 146 and the

standard deviation of 20. The mean for the MBA’s is at the low end of the first standard

deviation of the mean established by Conti. These instructors would tend to be very

teacher-centered. There is statistical significance of t (6) = -5.827, p = .001 with a large

effect size (d =-2.21) (see Table 23).
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Table 23

Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of MBA'’s

Group
t Mean SD d p
Both Groups (N=108) -6.36 134.9 18.2 612 <.001
MBA’s (n=7) -5.83 129.4 7.5 -2.21 .001

None of the instructors with MBA'’s reported scores within the learner-centered
range of the PALS instrument. The minimum participant’s score was 118, two standard
deviations from the mean indicating a strong and consistent commitment to teacher-
centered instruction. The maximum score was 138, which was below the mean of both
groups of instructors. These scores indicate a commitment to teacher-centered teaching
(see Table 24).

Table 24

Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for MBA’s

86 — 105 106 — 125 126 — 145 146 — 166 167 — 185

- 3 Standard - 2 Standard - 1 Standard + 1 Standard + 2 Standard

Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations
Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered

0 2 5 0 0
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The instructors with MBA'’s reported scores very similar to the other groups,

indicating they were more teacher-centered in all aspects of their teaching style. Four of

the seven MBA instructors were entrepreneurship instructors. Because the MBA’s made

up almost half of Group A (44%), the factor results for the MBA’s were very similar to

the results for Group A (see Table 25).

Table 25

Statistical Analysis and Comparison of PALS Factors for MBA’s

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13

MBA'’s (n=7) 37.1 26.3 18.1 14.9 11.9 9.6 11.6

Both Groups 33.2 345 19.2 16.2 11.8 9.9 10
(N=108)

Group A (n=9) 406 244 194 1438 12.7 102 121

Group B (n=99) 32.6 355 19.3 16.3 11.8 9.8 9.8

There were two factors where the means for the MBA instructors differed from

means for Group A by more than 2 points. In Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities the

MBA'’s reported a mean score of 37.1, which was 3.5 points below the rest of Group A,

though still close to the established mean of 38. This would indicate the MBA’s were

only slightly less committed to allow students to initiate their own work than other

entrepreneurship instructors. In Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction the MBA instructors

reported a mean score of 26.3, which was 1.9 points above the rest of Group A, although
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still below the established mean of 31. These results indicate that MBA instructors are
slightly more likely to personalize lesson plans for their students than other
entrepreneurship instructors. For the remaining factors, the MBA instructors reported less
than a 2 point difference between their means and the means for the entrepreneurship
instructors (see Table 26).

Table 26

Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors for MBA’s

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Group Mean 37.1 26.3 18.1 14.9 11.9 9.6 11.6
Minimum 30 18 16 9 10 7 3
Maximum 51 37 22 20 14 12 15
t -.316 -1.96 -4.05 1.47 -6.97 -4.77 -.937
SD 7.18 6.37 1.86 3.34 1.57 1.90 4.04
d -.119 -.738 -1.56 .568 -2.61 -1.79 -.347
p 763 .098 .007 191 .000 .003 385

Workforce Education Instructors (Group B)
A one-sample t-test was conducted to determine whether differences exist
between the workforce education instructors, or Group B, and the means established by

Conti (2004). The mean for the PALS instructors in Group B was 134.9, which is 11.1
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points below the established mean of 146. The standard deviation is 18.4 rather than the
20 points established by Conti (2004). The results were statistically significant, t (98) = -
5.99, p <.001, with a mean of 134.9, and a medium effect size (d = -.602) (see Table 27).
Table 27

Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Group B

Group

Mean SD d P
Both Groups (N=108) -6.36 134.9 18.2 612 <.001
Group B (n=99) -5.99 134.9 18.4 -.602 <.001

The minimum participant’s score was 86, which is three standard deviations from
the mean indicating an extreme commitment to teacher-centered instruction. The
maximum score was 185, two deviations from the mean indicating a very strong and

consistent commitment to learner-centered instruction (see Table 28).
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Table 28

Distribution of PALS Scores Among the Deviations for Group B

86 — 105 106 — 125 126 — 145 146 — 166 167 — 185
-3 Standard -2 Standard -1 Standard +1 Standard +2 Standard

Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations

Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered
Both Groups 3 35 44 20 6
(N=108)
Group B 2 33 40 18 6
(n=99)

These two scores, 86 and 185, constitute the extremes for the both groups of
instructors, and were considered outliers. T-tests were run both including and excluding
the two outliers; however, there was only a change of .05 to the mean for the workforce
education instructors and the mean for the entire group, and only one of the seven factors
had an altered minimum/maximum score. Therefore, the outliers were included in the
sample of workforce education instructors.

One-sample t-tests were conducted to determine whether differences existed
within the seven factors among the 99 workforce education instructors in Group B and
their teaching styles according to the scores reported on the PALS instrument. The results
were statistically significant, t (98) = -5.99, p <.001, with a mean of 134.9, and a

medium effect size (d = -.602). These results indicate that the Workforce instructors
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tended to be more teacher-centered rather than learner centered in their teaching style
(see Table 29).
Table 29

Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors Within Group B

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Group Mean 32.6 35.5 19.3 16.3 11.8 9.8 9.8
Minimum 11 18 6 8 4 0 1
Maximum 53 39 30 20 15 18 19
t - 6.83 6.94 -3.15 1148 -17.32 -8.10 -7.48
SD 8 6.4 5.8 2.9 24 24 4.2
d -.681 696  -.317 1.14 -176 -.810 -.757
p <.001 <.001 002 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

N =299

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities at 38
and the mean for the ninety-nine workforce education instructors in Group B is 32.6.
Only 22 of the participants (22.2%) reported scores at or above the established mean
within the learner-centered teaching range (see Table 30). These instructors would tend to
be supportive of collaborative learning and are less teacher-centered in their style than
other participants. Results for Factor 1 were statistically significant, t (98) = -6.83, p <

.001, with a medium effect size of (d = -.681) (see Table 29).
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Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction at 31
and the mean for instructors in Group B is 35.5. Eight-one of instructors (80.1%) reported
scores at or above the established mean. This means the majority of instructors would
tend to personalize their lesson plans and provide self-paced methods which the students
can dictate for the learning activities (see Table 30). Results for Factor 2 were statistically
significant, t (98) = 6.94, p <.001, with a medium effect size of (d = .696) (see Table 29).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 3: Relating to Experience at 21 and
the mean for instructors in Group B is 19.2, which tends to indicate the instructors do not
base learning activities on prior experiences. Forty-two (42.4%) reported scores at or
above the established mean in the learner-centered range indicating they do recognize
their students’ prior experiences in learning environments (see Table 30). Results for
Factor 3 were statistically significant, t (98) = -3.15, p > .001, with a medium effect size
of (d =-.317) (see Table 29).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs at 13
and the mean for instructors in Group B is 16.3. Ninety-one of the instructors (91.9%)
scored at or above the established mean, indicating that, overall, instructors assess
students’ needs and use that information in developing activities within the learning
environment (see Table 30). Results for Factor 4 were statistically significant, t (98) =
11.48, p <.001, with a large effect size of (d = 1.14) (see Table 29).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 5: Climate Building at 16 and the
mean for instructors in Group B is 11.8. None of the entrepreneurship instructors scored
above the established mean in the learner-centered range; tending to indicate the
instructors prefer rigid learning environments, and formal instruction (see Table 30).
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Results for Factor 5 were statistically significant, t (98) =-17.32, p <.001, with a large
effect size of (d = -1.76) (See Table 29).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 6: Participation in the Learning
Process at 13 and the mean for instructors in Group B is 9.8. Twenty-nine instructors
(29.3%) scored at or above the established mean, which indicates they are likely to
encourage student involvement in the development of lesson plans or evaluation the
course. However, two participants (2%) actually reported a score of 0 for this factor,
indicating they do not have any student involvement in their course development (see
Table 30). Results for Factor 6 were statistically significant, t (98) = -8.1, p <.001, with a
large effect size of (d = -.810) (see Table 29).

Conti (2004) established the mean for Factor 7: Flexibility for Personal
Development at 13 and the mean for instructors in Group B is 9.8. Twenty-seven
instructors (27.2%) score at or above the established mean and would consider
themselves as facilitators of the process of education rather than education providers (see
Table 30). Additionally, they would view the student’s personal fulfillment as a
consideration of education. Results for Factor 7 were statistically significant, t (98) = -

7.48, p <.001, with a medium effect size of (d =-.757) (see Table 29).
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Table 30

Distribution of PALS Factors According to the Mean for Group B

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

PALS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Group Mean Scores
Mean 134.9 32.6 35.5 19.2 16.3 118 9.8 9.8
#< 65 47 36 48 46 45 47 45

# > 34 52 63 51 53 54 52 54

Established Mean Scores

Mean 146 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
#< 75 77 19 57 8 99 70 72
#= 1 5 5 8 14 0 14 9
#> 23 17 75 34 77 0 15 18
N =99

Five of the respondents (4.6%), all of whom were workforce education
instructors, indicated they held degrees in Adult Education. These instructors should have
received information specifically regarding adult learners while pursuing their degrees.
This group reported a mean score of 147.8 and a standard deviation of 20.4. The mean for
the instructors with adult education degrees is slightly above the established mean and,
therefore, they would tend to be more learner-centered than the instructors with MBA’s
or other education degrees. These results indicate there was no statistical significance, t

(4) =.197, p = .853 with a small effect size (d = .088) (see Table 31).
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Table 31

Statistical Analysis of PALS Scores of Adult Education Degrees

Group

Mean SD d P
Both Groups (N=108) -6.36 134.9 18.2 .612 <.001
Adult Education Degrees 197 147.8 20.4 .088 .853

(n=5)

Three of the five instructors with Adult Education degrees reported scores within
the learner-centered range of the PALS instrument. The minimum participant’s score was
115, two standard deviations from the mean indicating a strong and consistent
commitment to teacher-centered instruction. The other scores, ranging from 145 — 179
indicate varying levels of commitment to learner-centered instruction (see Table 32).
Table 32

Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores for Adult Education Degrees

86 — 105 106 — 125 126 — 145 146 — 166 167 — 185

- 3 Standard - 2 Standard - 1 Standard + 1 Standard + 2 Standard

Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations
Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered

0 1 1 2 1
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The instructors with adult education degrees reported means above other groups’
means for five of the seven factors, and equal to or over the established mean for three of
the factors. These results indicate that although the instructors, as a whole, tended to be
more teacher-centered, the instructors who had received training in Adult Education
tended to be more aware of the need for more learner-centered behaviors in the classroom
(see Table 33).

Table 33

Comparison of Statistical Analysis of the PALS Factors for Adult Education Instructors

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Adult Educators 34.2 39 21 18 14.2 11 10.4
(n=5)
Both Groups 33.2 345 19.2 16.2 11.8 9.9 10
(N=108)
Group A (n=9) 40.6 24.4 19.4 14.8 12.7 10.2 12.1
Group B (n=99) 32.6 355 19.3 16.3 11.8 9.8 9.8

For Factor 1: Learner-Centered Activities the participants with Adult Education
degrees had a mean of 34.2 below what Conti (2004) established as the normative mean
of 38 (see Table 33). This would indicate that these instructors would likely use formal
testing for evaluating their students and would tend to assign desk work rather than allow
students to initiate their own activities. However, this factor also reported a very large

Standard Deviation of 8.64 with a range of 23 points. The scores showed a minimum of
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24 and maximum of 47 implying there is a great deal of difference between the
instructors’ style in this area. Results for Factor 1 were not statistically significant, t (4) =
-.983, p =.381 with a small effect size (d = -0.439) (see Table 34).

For Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction the participants with Adult Education
degrees reported a mean score of 39 while Conti (2004) established a mean of only 31.
The mean for instructors reporting adult education degrees is firmly in the learner-
centered area meaning that instructors personalize instruction for their students, and
utilize self-paced methods the students’ dictate in the classroom (see Table 33). However,
this factor also had a large standard deviation of 6.52 with a range of 17. The scores
ranged from 28 to 45, again implying there is a great deal of difference among the
instructors’ style in this area (see Table 34). Results for Factor 2 were not statistically
significant, t (4) = 2.744, p = .052 with a large effect size (d = 1.23) (see Table 34).

For Factor 3: Relating to Experience the participants with Adult Education
degrees reported a mean score of 21, which was the same as the mean established by
Conti (2004) (see Table 33). This means the instructors tend to relate the student’s prior
experiences to the learning activities. Results for Factor 3 were not statistically
significant, t (4) = .000, p = 1.00, with no effect size (d = 0) (see Table 34).

For Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs the participants with Adult Education
degrees reported a mean score of 18 while Conti (2004) established the mean at 13 (see
Table 33). The mean score of 18 is much higher than either Group A of entrepreneurship
instructors or Group B of workforce education instructors. The minimum score reported
by this group was 13, the established mean, and maximum was 20 (see Table 34). These
scores tend to indicate the instructors with Adult Education degrees consider their
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students to be adults and seek to understand and assess their wants and needs before
planning learning activities. Results for Factor 4 were statistically significant, t (4) =
3.627, p =.022, with a large effect size (d = 1.62) (see Table 34).

For Factor 5: Climate Building the participants with Adult Education degrees
reported a mean score of 14.2, which was above the mean scores for the rest of the
participating instructors, although it was below the mean of 16 established by Conti
(2004) (see Table 33). While not necessarily being teacher-centered in this area, these
particular instructors are more likely to create informal or friendly learning climates for
their students. Among these instructors, there is only a range of two in the scores, and the
standard deviation is a very small at .84. Since most of the instructors reported scores
from 13 - 15, the results indicate this concept is one all the instructors tend to have
similar styles and agreement with, regardless of their facility or their length of experience
(see Table 34). Results for Factor 5 were statistically significant, t (4) =-4.81, p =.009,
with a large effect size (d = -2.14) (see Table 34).

For Factor 6: Participation in the Learning Process the participants with Adult
Education degrees reported a mean score of 11, which was, again, above the mean scores
for the rest of the instructors, but below the mean of 13 established by Conti (2004) (see
Table 33). These adult education instructors would be more likely to allow students to be
involved in the actual evaluation of their performance then the other instructors. For this
factor, there is only a range of four between the scores, and the standard deviation is 1.58.
Since most of the instructors reported scores from 9 — 13, the results again indicate this
concept is one all the instructors tend to have similar styles and agreement with,
regardless of their facility or their length of experience (see Table 34). Results for Factor
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6 were statistically significant, t (4) =-2.83, p =.047, with a large effect size (d = -1.27)
(see Table 34).

For Factor 7: Flexibility for Personal Development the participants with Adult
Education degrees reported a mean score of 10.4 while the mean established by Conti
(2004) is 13 (see Table 33). These scores indicate that the instructors are not necessarily
as flexible in accommodating students in the classroom learning environment. Results for
Factor 7 were not statistically significant, t (4) =-1.69, p = .166, with a medium effect

size (d = - .756) (see Table 34).

Table 34

Statistical Analysis of PALS Factors of Instructors with Adult Education Degrees

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Adult Educators 34.2 39 21 18 14.2 11 10.4
Minimum 24 28 16 13 13 9 7
Maximum 47 45 25 20 15 13 15
t -.983 2.74 .000 3.63 -4.81 -2.83  -1.692
SD 8.64 6.52 3.32 3.08 84  1.581 3.44
d -.439 1.23 0 1.62 -2.14 -1.27 -.756
p 381 .052 1.00 022 .009 047 .166
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Overview
This study examined the adult educational philosophies and teaching styles of the
workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama using
the PAEI and PALS survey instruments. The purpose of this study was to identify
individual education philosophies and teaching styles among entrepreneurship instructors
and incubator faculty using the Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory (PAEI) and
Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) instruments. This study also examined the
relationship between the philosophies and styles and identified similarities and
differences among the participants according to a comparison of means. The following
research questions were addressed:
1. What differences exist in philosophical orientations of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
2. What differences exist in teaching styles of workforce education and
entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama?
3. What relationships exist between the philosophical orientations and teaching
styles of workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of

Alabama?

114



Summary

One hundred and eight sets of both the Philosophy of Adult Education Inventory
(PAEI) and Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) were returned from the
entrepreneurship instructors and workforce instructors. The responding participants were
primarily female (74%). The majority of the instructors had been employed for less than
5 years at their current facilities (69.4%). Half of the participants held educational
degrees or certificates, and 91 had obtained college degrees (84.3%). Completed survey
instruments were received from nine of the 29 entrepreneurship instructors (31%). The
majority of the respondents identified their facility as an incubator (88.9%). They tended
to have either MBA'’s (44.4%) or education degrees (33.3%). Most of the respondents
were male instructors (88.9%). The respondents also reported an average of over 10 years
employment with their entrepreneurship facility. The instructors also indicated they had
worked with and trained adults for an average of over 16 years.

Ninety-nine sets of the survey instruments were returned from the 119 workforce
education instructors. Most of these respondents were female (79.8%). Half the
respondents reported some type of degree in education (50.5%), with five specifically
indicating they held a degree in Adult Education. The average length of employment for
these workforce education instructors was 5%z years. They reported an average of over 11
years experience working with and training adults.

On their PAEI survey instruments, the entrepreneurship instructors tended to
report high scores in the progressive (66.7%) philosophy. These high scores indicate the
instructors both identify and agree with philosophies in question. The progressive
philosophy has influenced the development of modern adult education and is frequently
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equated with vocational education. According to the instructors’ scores, they identified
with the behavioral (33.3%) philosophy. The instructors’ identified and agreed with the
radical (66.7%) and humanistic (33.3%) philosophies the least. However, none of the
scores reflected any actual disagreement with any of the philosophies (see Table 35).
Table 35

Overview of PAEI Means for Both Groups

B L P H R
Mean
Group A 80.22 77.00 85.33 69.89 68.33
(n=9)
Group B 86.13 74.90 85.28 71.64 71.49
(n=99)
N = 108

Two of the instructors (22.2%) agreed with all five educational philosophies,
while five instructors (55.6%) agreed with four out of the five philosophies. The
instructors who reported holding education degrees tended to report higher agreement
with the behavioral, liberal, and progressive philosophies, while instructors with business
degrees tended to report higher agreement with the progressive philosophy.

The workforce education instructors indicated they tended to agree with the
behavioral (50.5%) as well as the progressive Philosophy (40.4%). In adult education,
behaviorists focus on skills development, which emphasize job skill acquisition. The
instructors identified least with the radical (38.3%), humanistic (35.3%), and liberal

(27.2%) educational philosophies.
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Only 4.6% of the scores in any of the sections indicated any disagreement with
any of the philosophies, and only 11.1% of the sections indicated the participants were
neutral toward the philosophy. However, none of the workforce education instructors
strongly disagreed with any of the educational philosophies. Overall, the female
workforce education instructors tended to have scores indicating a higher level of
agreement and a smaller standard deviation across all five of the educational philosophies
than the male instructors’ scores.

Workforce education instructors who reported spending more than 30 years
working with and training adult learners reported the lowest means for the five
educational philosophies. However, these instructors still only indicated neutrality toward
the philosophies rather than disagreement.

The difference between the two highest scores in each philosophy for the
participants was very small. Thirty of the instructors (27.8%) had three points or less
distinguishing between their top two philosophies, and 25 instructors had only four or
five points variance between their two top scores (23.1%).

Overall, the participants also reported only slight differences between their two
highest scores. Fifty-five of the participants (50.9%) had five or less points of difference
between their two highest scores, and 30 (27.8%) had a difference of only three points or
less. Eighteen participants (16.7%) had differences of ten or more points, and only five
had differences of more than 15 points. Thirty-five of the participants (32%) had
differences between six and nine points.

Almost half of both groups of 108 instructors agreed with all five educational
philosophies (50.9%), and 37.0% agreed with four of the five philosophies. While none

117



of the participants strongly disagreed with any of the philosophies, there was a tendency
of neutrality and disagreement towards two of them, specifically the radical and
humanistic philosophies (see Table 36).

Table 36

Comparison of Philosophical Agreement by Both Groups

w/ 5 w/ 4 w/ 3 w/ 2 w/ 1l w/ 0
Group A (n=9) 22.2% 55.6% 22.2% 0 0 0
Group B (n=99) 51.5% 28.3% 14.1% 3.0% 2.0% 1.0%

N =108

This neutrality and disagreement is easy to understand in regards to the radical
philosophy, which runs counter to mainstream educational philosophies. The radical
educational philosophy views learners as being autonomous and equal with the teachers.
Education is merely a vehicle for combating oppression, with the goal that knowledge
and education give learners tools and enables them to bring about social changes.

However, the humanistic philosophy is closely identified with Knowles’
description of learner-centered andragogical approach to education (Knowles, 1970). The
philosophy is primarily learner-centered because the learner is considered motivated and
self-directed.

Fifty instructors (46.3%) reported their highest level of agreement with the
behavioral philosophy, and 47 (43.5%) for the progressive philosophy. Three participants

(2.8%) scored highest in the humanistic, as well as three in the liberal philosophy and
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only one instructor reported their highest level of agreement with the radical philosophy.
Four instructors (3.7%) had identical highest agreement scores in two philosophies; three
in Behavior and progressive, and one in progressive and humanistic

It is interesting that both groups of participants, the entrepreneurship instructors as
well as the workforce education instructors, tended to report agreement with all five of
the adult educational philosophies. None of the participants strongly disagreed with any
of the philosophies, and only one participant disagreed with all five philosophies. Fifty-
one percent of the participants agreed or strongly agreed with all five philosophies, and
37% agreed or strongly agreed with four of the philosophies. There were three instructors
who agreed with only two philosophies, the behavioral and progressive philosophies, and
two instructors that agreed with one philosophy each, either the liberal or humanistic
philosophies (see Table 37).
Table 37

PAEI Distribution According to Philosophical Agreement

B L P H R
Strong Agreement 95 — 105 24 0 17 2 1
Agreement 66 — 94 80 95 88 74 72
Neutral 56 — 65 2 12 1 24 25
Disagree 26 — 55 2 1 2 8 10

N =108
One possible explanation for the extent of agreement among the instructors is due

to a desire to fit in with the institution where the instructors are employed. When
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educators agree with philosophies, like radical, which are outside of the educational
mainstream, they tend to experience more conflict than instructors agreeing with
mainstream educational philosophies (Elias & Merriam, 1995; Zinn, 2004). If an
educational facility is promoting a behavioral or progressive stance toward
entrepreneurship training or workforce education, it would be easier for an instructor to
adopt similar philosophies. As Berger and Luckmann (1966) described institutions, the
instructors tend to “hang together’ (p. 60).

The established mean for the PALS is 146, and the group mean is 134.86. Group
A reported a mean score of 134.2, and Group B of 134.9. Because most of the reported
scores fall below the established mean, the instructors overall tend to prefer teaching
styles and learning environments that are more teacher-centered. However, while the
mean scores for each group were very similar, there were differences in the ranges of the
scores. The workforce education instructors had a much larger range of 99, which was 42
points higher than the range for the entrepreneurship instructors. This is due to two
outliers at each extreme of the deviations. When the outliers were removed, the mean was
only adjusted by .05, so both outliers were included in the statistical analyses (see Table

38).
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Table 38

Deviation Distribution of PALS Scores Among Both Groups

86 — 105 106 — 125 126 — 145 146 — 166 167 — 185
3 Standard 2 Standard 1 Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard

Deviations Deviations Deviation Deviation Deviations

Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered
Group A 11.1% 22.2% 44.4% 22.2% 0%
(n=9)
Group B 2.0% 33.3% 40.4% 18.2% 6.1%
(n=99)
N =108

The factor means for the entrepreneurship instructors in Group A are below the
mean established by Conti for five or the seven factors (see Table 39). This would tend to
indicate an overall commitment to teacher-centered learning. However, based upon the
scores within the individual factors for the PALS, the entrepreneurship instructors are
more learner-centered in their teaching style than other instructors. Overall, they reported
low scores in personalizing instruction for their students; relating students’ prior
experiences to classroom activities, thus accommodating students within the classroom.
They also do not tend to create informal learning climates for their students or allow their
students to identify specific information they wished to learn. The entrepreneurship
students would not be able to identify specific information they wished to learn, skills
they wished to acquire, or problems they wished to solve. However, the entrepreneurship

instructors do tend to assess the students’ needs and use that information in planning
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learning activities, and are more likely to accommodate the student within the learning
environment.

The workforce education instructors reported a mean score in the teacher-centered
range of the PALS. However, according to their factor scores, these instructors are likely
to assess their students’ needs and use that assessment in planning activities and
personalizing lesson plans as well as providing self-paced methods which the students are
able to dictate. The workforce education instructors are not likely to use their students’
prior life experiences in classroom activities, or create informal learning climates. Rather
the instructors would prefer rigid learning environments and formal instruction, and
would not encourage students’ development of lesson plans or course evaluation. The
workforce education instructors are less likely than entrepreneurship instructors to
accommodate students within the learning environment (see Table 39).

None of the instructors in either group scored at or above the established mean for
Factor 5: Climate Building. This would indicate the instructors are very committed to
rigid environments for learning, tend toward more formal instruction, and are not as
involved in creating learning climates for their students (see Table 39).

None of the instructors scored above the established mean for Factor 6:
Participation in the Learning Process. This would indicate the instructors are not likely to
encourage student involvement in the development of lesson plans or evaluation of the
course. The students would not have the ability to measure or evaluate their performance
against the set learning objectives. There were even scores of zero for this factor
indicating instructors were not likely to encourage any student involvement in the lesson
planning, evaluation, or course development at all. However, previous factors produced
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scores reflecting the personalization of instruction, even if students are not involved in
the course development (see Table 39).
Table 39

Overview and Comparison of the PALS Factors for Both Groups

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Established Mean 38 31 21 13 16 13 13
Group A Mean 40.6 24.4 19.4 14.8 12.7 10.2 12.1
(n=9)
Group B Mean 32.6 355 19.2 16.3 11.8 9.8 9.8
(n=99)
Adult Educators 34.2 39 21 18 14.2 11 10.4
(n=5)
N = 108

Conclusions

The results of the PALS factors seem to indicate that a third of the instructors see
themselves as facilitators encouraging discussion, even of controversial topics,
emphasizing student personal fulfillment, and offering flexibility within the learning
environment. Overall, the instructors are not likely to encourage any student involvement
in the lesson planning or evaluation at all. They are also not likely to create informal
learning climates, and prefer rigid learning environments and formal instruction.
However, almost all of the instructors (88.9%) assess their students’ needs and use that

information in developing activities within the learning environment.
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This trend toward teacher-centered behavior may be due to the role of instructors
being, by nature, “hierarchical, with the teacher playing the dominant role” (Heimlich &
Norland, 1994, p. 10). Additionally, Berger and Luckmann (1966) found that instructors,
by nature, upon entering adult education facilities tend to begin expressing views of the
institution and speaking the common and accepted language.

Despite evidence from researchers (Boone, Gartin, Buckingham, Odell, &
Lawrence, 2001) that length of employment, gender, and educational level produced
significant differences among the instructors, there did not appear to be any indication of
those trends among these instructors. However, there were significant differences when
scores were examined according to specific types of educational degrees.

The five instructors who reported Adult Education degrees provided interesting
results. These instructors reported scores closest to the means established by Conti
(2004), and tended to indicate through their factor scores they practiced learner-centered
behaviors within their classrooms.

Most notably, the instructors indicated they view their students as adults and seek
to understand and assess the students” wants and needs before planning any learning
activities. Knowles (1970) initially described four assumptions about adult learners and
their unique characteristics: they take a more active role in pursuing education, they
accumulate life experiences that aid in their learning process, they seek information based
on needs, and they are more problem-centered and seek immediate application of
knowledge. Kennedy (2003) paraphrased these points by saying “adults enter learning
situations with more specific and immediate intention to apply newly acquired
knowledge” (p. 3).

124



The instructors who have adult education degrees would have been exposed to
Knowles and his assumptions about learners. This exposure to andragogical theory
explains why the instructors are more likely to personalize instruction for their students
and utilize self-paced methods the students dictate in the classroom, relate students’ prior
experiences to learning activities, create informal or friendly learning climates, and allow
students to be involved in performance evaluation. It is worth noting that for two of these
factors, the instructors reported standard deviations of less than 1.6, although the standard
deviations were higher for other factors.

The highest PAEI scores were compared against the highest scores of the PALS
according to their distribution by standard deviations. The PALS indicated the
participants tended toward teacher-centered styles within their classrooms. They also
scored highest in the behavioral and progressive philosophies (see Table 40).

It is interesting the only participant reporting agreement with the radical
philosophy, a historically learner-centered philosophy, also reported a 127 on the PALS,
at the low end of one standard deviation, indicating a commitment to the teacher-centered
style. Additionally, two participants reported high scores for the humanistic educational
philosophy, a more learner-centered teaching styles, but both scored within two standard
deviations of the PALS mean, indicating a very strong commitment and support to a
teacher-centered teaching style (see Table 40).

Thirty-five participants (31.2%), scored high in the progressive philosophy,
focused on the learner, and reported PALS scores in the teacher-centered side scoring
area. In fact, 13 of these participants (37.1%) fall within two standard deviations of the
PALS, and one instructor shows extreme commitment to teacher-centered instruction

125



with a score of 102. Conversely, one instructor scored highest in the behavioral
philosophy, teacher-centered, but reported a 171, two deviations above the PALS mean,
indicating a strong commitment to the learner-centered area of the PALS (see Table 40).
Table 40

Comparison of Highest PAEI Scores and PALS Scores for Both Groups

B L P H R
167 - 185 1 0 4 2 0
146 — 166 7 1 12 0 0
126 — 145 22 2 21 0 1
106 - 125 21 0 13 2 0
86 — 105 2 0 1 0 0

N =108

A teacher adhering to the behavioral philosophy would emphasize job skill
acquisition and act as a manager or controller directing lesson outcomes using standards
based measurement, behaviorally based objectives, and reinforcement. The instructor
would also design learning environments to meet established goals and extinguish
undesirable behaviors. All teacher-student interactions should be favorable and positively
reinforced, and the students should take active roles in their learning process.

Because the progressive philosophy has had a tremendous effect on adult
education and its focus on vocational education, it is reasonable that it is one of the main
philosophies reported by the instructors. The philosophy focuses on learners, and

constantly adjusting education programs to meet adults’ specific needs and situations.
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The teacher’s role is to transfer knowledge and use suggestions from students in planning
learning activities, with teachers’ evaluating the learning process.

The survey instruments were completed by instructors who had been informed
their philosophy and teaching styles were being examined. The instructors may have
answered according to what they perceived as the “right” answer, despite instructions that
there were no “right” or “wrong” answers.

The instructors may have also felt pressure to adhere to institutional philosophies
and teaching styles rather than to report their own personal beliefs. This tendency towards
adherence is highly likely considering three separate entrepreneurship training facilities
told me there was no need for more than one instructor to complete the survey
instrument. At these three facilities, in particular, there was a belief that all instructors
would hold the identical education philosophical beliefs and utilize identical teaching
styles within their classrooms. Research has indicated the philosophical orientation of an
institution or facility may impact the philosophy of the individual educators, and over
time, cause a shift in personal philosophy, which would then impact teaching style (Zinn,
2004).

A few workforce education instructors made notations on their returned surveys
indicating their teaching style was restricted because of the particular type of course they
were teaching, and therefore, they were not able to exercise as much freedom within their
classroom as they would like. They did not indicate the origin of this pressure to utilize a

different teaching style for these particular courses.
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Recommendations

This study examined only the philosophies and teaching styles of workforce
education and entrepreneurship instructors within the State of Alabama. It would be
beneficial to compare the results of instructor philosophy and teaching style in different
economic regions. Test scores from the economically depressed delta region could be
compared and contrasted to other more prosperous regions in the South. Comparisons
could also be made to areas, like the Appalachian region, which focused on
entrepreneurship as a means to revive economically depressed areas; or to look
specifically at micro-enterprise-rich and economically prosperous areas like the San
Francisco Bay Area.

Because literature indicates that most teachers do not reflect upon their
philosophy and teaching style, the study could be repeated within this same population.
This would allow researchers to examine whether the instructors had altered their
philosophies and teaching style based upon the examination. There may also be
philosophical intervention from the facility regarding awareness of the importance of
understanding

No information was collected defining the learner population for the facilities.
Demographic information regarding the adult learners, or students within the programs,
would provide additional insight into the classroom dynamics. Additional research could
be conducted to investigate whether any particular student demographics impact the
instructor philosophy and teaching style. There may be a difference in the teaching styles
among workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors for undereducated or
underemployed learners as opposed to previously employed and well-educated learners.
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Instructors may have differing educational philosophies depending when they spend a
majority of time with specific demographics of learners. If a specific demographic is
prominent in a particular region, it may also impact the instructor’s philosophy and
teaching style.

It might also be useful to incorporate interviews with the instructors and
observation of the actual classroom environments to provide a comparison to the results
of the survey instruments. The objective analysis may provide an additional factor
towards understanding the relationship between attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors for
instructors.

Additional research and investigation of the survey instruments themselves may
be warranted. It may be beneficial for researchers to conduct factor analysis on the PAEI
to investigate whether each individual philosophy represented on the instrument is clearly
represented and not represented by other stem items in each of the 15 questions.

Finally, it would be useful to examine the philosophies and styles of instructors
who are specifically working with Hurricane Katrina and Rita refugees. Houston, for
instance, has absorbed a tremendous number of the refugees, and may be utilizing
entrepreneurship and workforce training as a way to integrate this particular population
into the economy and business environment. Additionally, the trauma of the event would
likely impact the needs of the students thereby changing the dynamic of the adult learners

who are seeking entrepreneurship or workforce training.
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Implications

The administration for the training facilities, while recognizing the importance of
providing the necessary and critical information and training for entrepreneurship, may
not be aware the method of providing the training is equally important. The directors and
instructors may not understand the importance of learner-centered, hands-on, or self-
directed teaching styles for the adult learners enrolled in their programs. Zinn (2004)
indicated that other concerns were driving philosophical and programming decisions in
educational and training facilities in spite of the literature indicating learner-centered
teaching styles may be more effective for entrepreneurship training:

it seemed as if the primary influences ... were factors such as the

availability, affordability, and attractiveness of instructional materials; the

popularity of a particular teaching strategy (e.g. behavioral objectives) or a

teaching device (e.g. a speed reading machine); or the stated objectives of

a funding agency (e.g. citizenship education for immigrants). (p. 39)

Brown (2003) proposed one reason adult educators utilize a teacher-centered style
is because they have not received training in adult learning theory, and “have little
education about and understanding of adult learning principles” (p. 3). Instructors who
have received training regarding adult learning principles and have worked with learner-
centered education theories are more likely to use learner-centered teaching styles in their
classrooms.

The results of this research indicate that many instructors, whether involved with
entrepreneurship training or workforce education, have not received schooling in adult
education and do not have a solid grounding in adult learning principles (Brown, 2003,
Caudron, 2000; de Chambeau, 1977; Kennedy, 2003). These results imply that these

instructors may not have the necessary background information to enable them to make
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educated choices about effective training for their students. The instructors would be
unaware that their students are capable of identifying their own needs for information,
and have arrived at the educational facility proactively seeking information with a
problem centered mentality.

The instructors in the facilities who reported adult education degrees reported a
mean score on the PALS above the established mean in the learner-centered region of the
results. The other 103 participants reported scores below the established mean within the
teacher-centered area of the instrument scoring range. Therefore, results from this study
indicate that training in adult learning theory does tend to impact the teaching style of
instructors. Because literature and best practices indicate that a learner-centered approach
is more effective for entrepreneurship training, it would be beneficial to provide training
in adult learning theory for workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors as
entrepreneurship training should enable entrepreneurs with necessary knowledge and
skills (Witte, 2005).

It would be beneficial to offer adult learning philosophy and theory courses in
conjunction with continuing education for incubator and entrepreneurship training staff.
It may also be beneficial for university and college small business development
departments, particularly those with incubators and training facilities connected, to offer
adult education as a part of the curriculum. Since most of the MBA’s had been employed
by the entrepreneurship facilities and they reported the lowest teacher-centered teaching
style scores, additional training in adult education theory should be offered in connection

to the instructor training program. This adult education training would be very beneficial
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to the success of the entrepreneurship facility, particularly since MBA'’s are logical and
effective mentors and instructors for the program.

The administration and directors of the workforce education and entrepreneurship
training facilities may need to rethink their decisions about organizational philosophy,
curriculum, and instructor development. They may benefit from an investigation into
support training for instructors to improve their teaching styles for future entrepreneurs.
The hiring practices may need to be investigated as well, to ensure that personnel
departments are aware of the importance of the knowledge of adult education for
instructors. Additionally, employees responsible for selecting or writing curriculum
should be familiar with adult learning theory and work with instructors in personalizing
the curriculum for the particular students enrolled in the program. Finally, facility

directors would also benefit from an adult education background.
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APPENDIX A
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER
FOR ENTREPRENEURSHIP INSTRUCTORS

Auburn University

Autum University, Alcccma 26284$-3221

Scucsticndl Foundsiicns Telecrere: (224) 28sax40
Laccensnio and Tecnncicgy FAX: (334) 344507

4036 Hcley Center

INFORMATION SHEET
for a Research Study Entitied
“Entrepreneursiip Trainers in Alabama: Examination of Philosophy and Training Style”

You are invited to pardcipate in a research stdy to investigate the philosovkical orfenraricns md
teaching styles of enweprezeurship Tainers in Alabama. This study is being conducted by Lisa
Powell, a dectoral student in Adult Educadon Som Auburn University studying
Entrepreneurship Training under the supervisicn of Dr. James Witta, Associate Professer of
Educational Foundations, Leadership and Technology. I hepe to learz abourt corrsiaticns berwesn
the educational philosopiies and Taining styiss of enweprensurship Tainers. You wers seiectad
as a possitle participant beczuse [ identified you as a Tainer with one of the organizations
offering entrepreneurship educarion and Taining in Alabama. [ will ve contacting a vaziery of
training providers, including universities, communiry collegss, incubators, Goverzment and zoa-
Goverzment agencies, religicus orgamizatons, and other organizations.

If you decide to participate, I have included o survey inswuments, Zinn’s Philosophy of Aduit
Educarion Invenzory (PAEL), and Condl’s Principies of Adulz Learning Scalz (PALS). As vou
may Se aware, the Grst survey reports your personal philosophical orientaton toward teacking
aduits and the second identfies preferred teaching styles. Taese surveys do not have “right” or
“wrong” answers; they mersly report your prilosophy towards adult sducaton and praferred
teaching style. The PAEI can be completed in abeur 20 minutes, and the PAEI in about 13
minutes. Because both surveys ars self-scoring, I have incinded a segarate copy of the scoring
ard information sheets for both surveys on yellow paper. You can imreediarely score your
surveys and keep these copies of the rasults for yourself if you lik=. But please mail the
completed surveys, printed on the white paper, to me using the enclosed rerurn eavelope by
February 20, 2006. . :

These surveys provide ycu with an oppormumity to access your perscnal sducational philosophy.
Because the philosophy and teacking style ars related, this kind of self awarsness can emabie you
to evaluate teaching behaviors i your specific training environmeznt.

Any information obtained in connection with this study will remain ancnymous. Informarion
collected through your participation may bé published in a professicnal joumal, and/cr presented
at a professional mesting. You may certainly choose to withdraw fom pardcipation at any time
without penalty, howsver, if anonymous information has besn provided, you will be unable to
withdraw that data agter participaticn since thers will be no way to identify individual . -
information. :

A LAND-GRAPgeilrcfZzasiTy
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Your decision whether or 20t i0 partcipate will 2ot jecpardize your funure reizdons Wit AuSu=
University or Deparmzert of Educatonal Foundators, Laa Sarship and Tecanclogy, or your

place of employment

If you have any questions I invite you to ask them now. If you have questiors later, eitker Lisa
Powell at 334-559-5070 (or email at ipowell@auburn. 2du) or Dr. James Wite at 3343443034
will be happy to answer them.

For mors information regarding your rights.as a research participant you may contact the Auburn
University Offce of Human Subjects Research or the Instituticnal Review Board by phone
(334)-844-5566 or ¢-mail at hsubiec/@auburn.edu or IRBChairZanburn.edu .

HAVING READ TEE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE WEETHEER TO
PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT. IF YOU DECIDE TO PARTICIPATE, TEE
DATA YOU PROVIDE WILL SERVE AS YOUR AGREEMENT TO DO $O. TEIS LETTER
IS YOURS TO XEEP.

Al 1 {K&S

Lisa Pow&il "Darz
Doctoral Stucent, Adult Education
Auburn, Univarsity

)
"~

Page2o0
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Scucctioncl Foundaticns
Lecaersnio and Technology

APPENDIX B

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION LETTER

FOR WORKFORCE EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS
Auburn University

Auburn University, Alcbama 36849-3221

Telechone: (334) 844-4440
FAX: (334) 844-3072

4036 Hcley Center

INFORMATION SHEET
for a Research Study Entitled
“Entrepreneurship Trainers in Alabama: Examination of Philosophy and Training Style”

February 24, 2006

You are invited to participate in a research study to investigate the philosophical orientations and
teaching styles of adult basic education instructors in Alabama. This study is being conductad by
Lisa Powell, a doctoral student in Adult Education from Auburn University studying
Entrepreneurship Training under the supervision of Dr. James Witts, Associate Professor of
Educational Foundations, Leadership and Technology. I hope to learn about correlations berwesn
the educational philosophies and training styles of entrepreneurship ainers. You wers selected
as a possible participant because you were identified as a Basic Sducation instructor with one of
the organizations offering sducation and training to adults in Alabama.

If you decide to participate, I have included two survey instruments, Zinn’s Philosophy of Aduit
Educarion Inventory (PAEI), and Conti’s Principles of Aduit Learsing Scale (PALS). As vou
may be aware, the first survey reports your perscnal ptiloscphical orientation toward teaching
aduiis and the second identities your prefzrred teaching stvles. These surveys do not have “right”
or “wrong” answers; they merely repor: your philosophy toward adult educaticn and prefersncs
for a teaching style. The PAEI can be completed in about 20 minutes, and the PALS in about 15
minutes. Because both surveys are self-scoring, [ have included 2 separate copy of the scoring
and information shests for both surveys on yellow paper for your own informaticn. You are
welcome to immediately score your surveys and keep these copies of the results for yourself if
vou like. But please mail the completed surveys, printed on the white paper, to me using the
enclosed return envelope by March 15, 2006.

These surveys provide you with an opportunity to access your personal sducational philosophy.
Because the philosophy and teaching style are related, this kind of self awareress can enabie you
to evaluate your teaching behaviors within your specific training environment.

Any information obtained in connection with this study will remain anonymous. [nformation
collected through your participation may be published in a professional journal, and/or presented
at a professional meeting. You may certainly chocse to withdraw from participation at any time
without penalty, however, because anonymous information has been provided, vou will be
unable to withdraw that data after participation since there wiil be no way to idenuify your
individual information.

HUMAN SUBJECTS
OFFICE OF RESEARCH
Page 1 of 2 PROJECT #03-215 £ x 25/

A LAND-GRANT UNIVERSITY APPROVED/Q('OdQﬁTO!Qﬂ:gézé
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Your decision whether or not to participate will not jeopardize your future relations with Auburn
University or Department of Educational Foundations, Leadership and Technology, or your
place of employment.

" If you have any questions [ invite you to ask them now. If you have questions later, either Lisa
Powell at 334-559-6070 (or email at Ipowell@auburn.edu) or Dr. James Witte at 334-844-30354
will be happy to answer them.

For more information regarding your rights as a research participant you may contact the Auburn
University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board by phone
(334)-844-5966 or e-mail at hsubjec@auburn.edu or [IRBChair@auburn.edu .

HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE WHETHER TO
PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT. IF YOU DECIDE TO PARTICIPATE, THE
DATA YOU PROVIDE WILL SERVE AS YOUR AGREEMENT TO DO SO. THIS LETTER
IS YOURS TO KEEP.

Date
Doctoral Student, Adult Education
Auburn, University
HUMAN SUBJECTS
OFFICE OF RESEARCH
Page 2 of 2 PROJECT #OTUP Fx oI
APPROVEDLabs TOwlo2ie
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APPENDIX C

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

Auburn University

Auburn University, Alabama 36849

Oi?ice of Human Subjects Research Telephone: 334-844-3966
307 Samford Hall Fax: 334-844-4391
hsubjec@auburn.edu

November 22, 2005

MEMORANDUM TO: Lisa Powell
ADED

PROTOCOL TITLE: ;Enltrepteneurship Trainers in Alabama: Examination of Philosophy and Training
tyle”

IRB File: #05-218 EX 0511

APPROVAL DATE: November 3, 2005
EXPIRATION DATE:  November 2, 2006

The referenced protocol was approved “Exempt” from further review under 45 CFR 46.101 (b)(2) by
IRB procedure on November 3, 2005. You should retain this letter in vour files, along with a copy of the
revised protocol and other pertinent information concerning your study. If you shouid anticipate a change in
any of the procedures authorized in this protocol, you must request and receive [RB approval prior to

implementation of any revision. Please reference the above IRB File in any correspondence regarding this
project.

If vou will be unable to file a Final Report on your project before November 2, 2006, you must submit
a request for an extension of approval to the no later than October 13, 2006. If your [RB authorization
expires and/or ggu have not received written notice that a request for an extension has been approved prior to
November 2, 2006, you must suspend the project immediately and contact the Office of Human Subjects
Research for assistance.

A Final Report will be required to close vour IRB project file.

If you have any questions concerning this Board action, please contact the Office of Human Subjects
Research at 344-5966.

Sincerely,
Niki L. Johnson, JD, MBA, Director

Office of Human Subjects Research
Research Compliance Auburn University

cc: William Spencer
James Witte
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APPENDIX D

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

Auburn University

Auburn Univessity, Alabama 36849

Office of Human Subjects Research Telephone: 334-844-5966
Fax: 334-3444391

307 Samford Hall L
bjec@auburn.edu
March 13, 2006

MEMORANDUM TO: Lisa Powell
: Educational Foundations, Leadership and Training
PROTOCOL TITLE: “Entrepreneurship Trainers in Alabama: Examination of Philosophy and
Training Style”
IRB FILE: #05-218 EX 0511
APPROVAL DATE: November 3, 2005
MODIFICATION DATE: March 8, 2006
EXPIRATION DATE: November 2, 2006

The modification received on February 24, 2006 for the above referenced protocol was approved by
IRB Procedure on March 8, 2006. The protocol will continue the designation “Exempt” under 45 CFR 46.101
(b)(2). You shouid report to the IRB any proposed changes in the protocol or procedures and any unanticipated
problems invoiving risk to subjects or others. Please reference the above authorization number in any future
correspondence regarding this project.

If vou will be unable to file a Final Report on your project before November 2, 2006, vou must submit
a request for an extension of approval to the IRB no later than October 16, 2006. If vour [RB authorization

expires and/or you have not received written notice that a request for an extension has been approved prior to
November 2, 2006, vou must suspend the project immediately and contact the Office of Human Subjects

Research for assistance.
A Final Report will be reguired to close vo roject file.

If you have any questions concerning this Board action, please contact the Office of Humman Subjects
Research at 344-5966.

Sincerely,

A o

Niki L. Johnson, JD, MBA, Director
Office of Human Subjects Research
Research Compliance Aubumn University

ce: William Spencer
James Wirte
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APPENDIX E

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET

This information is for demographic purposes only.

Gender Male __~ Female
Length of employment at this facility years months
Length of experience in Aduit Education years months

Education & Degree (i.e., BA Accounting, MA Business, etc.)

Would you say most of your experience is in:

Business Education _____ Training

l Type of Entrepreneurship Organization (Check any that apply)

Government Funded University/Community College Grant Funded

Incubator Chamber of Commerce Privately Funded

Business Resource Center, Training Program Religious Organization
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APPENDIX F

PAEI SURVEY INSTRUMENT

(‘pansasas by |l “6661 ‘v66T ‘€86T S1YBLAdOD)
*pa1a4dIv)ul-J|3s pue ‘palods-j|as ‘pais)siujwpe-jjes
3q ued o /K4 Byl ‘uopednpa jnpe Jo sajydosojyd Buyeaasd
yum 3 asedwod pue uopeonpa jo Aydosojyd [euosiad e
Ajnuap| si03eanpa Jjnpe djay 03 paubisap JuawNNsy) JuBLWSSasse
ue s\ o (13vd) Alojusaur uopesnpz ynpy Jo Aydosopyq gL

666T Isnbny ‘Ady
'a‘yd ‘uujz ‘W sujerio

\\\|
AIQUNIAN

NOILYDNT3 LInaY
90 AHdOsOTIHd

e

[€00Z ZW1 "LYIN¥O4 Q3IAOUddY AINO IHL
S1 LVINYO4 1314008 3H1 ‘S3SN ¥3HL0
ANV d0d4 "HOHLNV 3H1 40 NOISSIWYAd

11017dX3 FHL HLIM ‘ATNO S3S0diNnd

HOWV3S3Y ¥04 A3sSN 349 Ol SI o/3Vd IHL

40 NOISY3IA A311VINHO43Y SIHL :310N]

151



(86/8 "AY) uUZW 14ByAdoD

(66/8 "AY) LUIZW WBPAdoD

-uopeanpa ynpe o (sajydosojyd Asewpd 10) Aydosojyd jeuosiad

Buppes) Aay ayy budjpuap) Aq Juawdojaasp {euoyssajoud noA sBypng
*53deou0d pue ‘sajos ‘sasodind
uopeanpa Jnpe dyPads YIm paubjje aie NOA ARsOP Moy 39S+
*piayy |euoyssajoid no JO ASISAIP BY) puelsIapun Jopeg  «
10} noA djpy sejydosoyiyd uopednps ynpe jo
sai0Ba3ed 10 ,S[2qe], Y} 123 puy Aew NOA "UOjEJNP3 JINpE Uj }IoM
INOA 0} JuUBAB[RS SINjeA pue Sj3jjaq [euossad UMO INOA Lo 3Y3) noA
dj3y jim Jey) uojjeusioju] pue 0jAsp asn-03-Asea pue yjnb e apjrosd
0} paubjsep S| |00} JUBWISSASSE-JBS SIYL *Jloyusauy  uogeonp3
ynpy jo Aydosoyyd a4y yo asodind Atewpd 3y J0u S| Jbujeqe,

1N0A Jo aApEjuasaIdal ale jey) sweiboid pue ‘saoppesd ‘ajdoad ‘spoysw

(135K 133V, ) TINOHS AHM
siayuasald sjuabe
Jeujwas/doysyiom » uojsuaxe aApesadood  «
siojeanpa
80)AI3S AJjunwiod  « siapes) snojbjjal  «
S10JeoNP3 Y)eay siojeype)
siojuswl  « S0}
s19ubisap [euoponaisul = siduen «

:pajjed sawpawWos ale
510)@0npa NPy  ‘uopednpa aduelsip pue ‘Bujujen paseq-1aindwiod
‘sdnoib uojssnasip jewuojul ‘bujyoea) woolsse ‘Bupioyny [enpiapu)
y6nosyY {YPaID-10j-10U 10 JPBID JjWAPRIR o) {sBupies |euopednpa
|ewio)u O |ewio) by N300 Aews UojeNPd Ynpy ‘sasodind Jo Ajapie
e 1oy sepnyne pue ‘syps ‘ebpemouy Bujueb ‘Bujyipwos uies)
synpe sdiay oym auoAue aquIsep Aew ,40jednpa Jnpe, uud) ayl

(0WONT LNTY VY 5) OHM

*uojssjwiad UM JNOYIIM SUBSW |eDjuRI3W
10 JJuos9pR Aue Aq uuioj Aue uj padnpoidal aq
Kew juewinoop sjy) Jo ped oN "penasal siyby IV

uuzZ W aulenol Aq 6661 ‘v66T ‘€861 @ S1YBLAdoD

W02 |eU3RBULZO)| :jlew-3
TPEL-66V-E0E :XVd

VSN £5T9-€0€08 0D “18pinog
3|24) peaYI00 ISBM LSLY
suopdQ Bujuiea buojayy

:Aq paysiiand

*ajqejiene os|e s| (13d) lopenur uoyeinp3
Jo Aydosojg 843 “yuswinnsuy S|y JO UOISIBA 2T-) V

T nain Recn e Lo b

(1SBEZEBVQ "ON SWHODIW Alls1aAuN)

'V8991-VLI9T b4 TeUOpEUIN] SPRNSqY LojeHSsSId
‘uojjeanpa ynpe Jo Aydosojyd jeuosiad e Ajpuap|

0} JuBWINNSU| D|qe||3! pue pijea e Jo Juawdojaaaq ‘(£86T)
‘W 7 ‘uujz uj pazpewnuns ale jAaquaAuf uojeanp3

Unpy Jo Aydosojiyd 343 103 elep 1s3) Ajljiqeyjas pue AyjpjieA

@“rm e iy b Arkepnd

152




(66/8 "AoY) uujZ Wbukdog

(66/8 "A0Y) uuizW1 WByAdoD

‘FO¥d BN 3HLNO
XIRILYH HNI0DS 3HL 3131dHAD FsYId

INNd 3AVH

T =(z+y) ¥ =(k+)) H
=(x+p)d —  s=(r+8)1 T  =(m+2) g

Gl
uey) Jemoj Jou ‘go} uey) 18yBiy ou eq pjnoys se1oos |eulq FLON

"mojeq pejesipu; se ‘Xuen
Bupoog 8y} UO SULNIOD 8Y) WO S[EI0IGNS 8Y) BUIqUINd ‘'STHODS
V1OL J04 "2 uey) Jemo| eq Aue pinoys Jou 'gg uey Jaybly eq
PINOYs sjejoigns esayj Jo euoN ‘siejojqns ejesedes ue} eney nok
1ey) os ‘woyjoq o} doj woiy ‘suwnjod Aq siaquunu ayj |8 ppe ‘usyy

‘(preoqienosyo e ayi) xujey Buuoog
ey} uj esenbs seyjo AieAe u| s18qINU 8q |M 18y} ‘ysjuy nok
UBYM S1# YBNoIY) Z# UiM BNUKUOD UBY) ‘| # wWe) 1o} sesuodsal
InoA Jo ey je pioosy ‘) ‘p ‘B ‘Y ‘0 :sesuodsel Jusisip aAy sey
Lt wayl “(4)} 4o} x0q Yy U} G Jequinu By} ejum ‘(y) uondo Joj g &
pajos nok §i ‘|# wey o) ‘ajdwexe Jo4 ‘ebed Jxau ay) uo psjeso)
xuiepy Bupoog ey) o} sejeos Bujjel ey Wolj siequinu nok Jo yoes
Joysues) ‘Aiojueauj ey) Bupods 10) 1e)j8) 8p02 B S| Sly| '9jeds
Bujes yoea jo b6y se} 8y} o) sasayjualed uj 18} |jews 8yj puy
pue sesuodsel Jnok 0} yoeq ob ‘Aiojusau) ayy Buysidwod Jsly

SNOIDNILSNI HNIA0DS

@ sy b frkerid

*Bujyoea) jo ajkys parsesaid nok

10831 1594 YUY} NOA 18l BUO — DLyY2ea] 3qepoyuod
50w/ [93) NOA ey} BUO 3S00LP “954N0d Jendjped

£ U0 SN0j Op NOA J °*Yoea) NoA jeyy asinod dyads

e U0 sn20j 0} Juem Aew noA ‘Ajisea alous puodsal 0} noA
sdpy 3t JI ‘op Afaxyl 350w 40 Appuanbay ysour NoA Jeym
0} bupiodde puodsal ‘Alojuaau ayy ybnoayy 06 noA sy

‘SYIMSNY ONOUM

WO LHOTY ON 34V JYIHL "3 INOGe [RNN3U [33) NOA J} UaAD
‘uogydo A194d 0) puodsai dseald °‘Suopdo ayj Jo Yoed

yum aasbesip Jo aaibe noA AjBuons moy bupedipuj pue
wa)s aduajuss ayy Bujpeas ‘swid)| ap e ybnouy anupuod

‘uopdo

Jejnojued e jnoge auns juaJe Jo uojuido Aue aaey juop noA
31 (¥) 3uiod (eanaN e yym ‘(3316y Ajbuons) £ 0) (2a16esq
AjBuons) T wouy sa0b ajeds ay| ‘uopdo Yoed Jnoqe

[93) NoA Moy s23ea|puj Aj2S0[d 1SOW el JBquinu aL) 8/
‘g1e0s £-1 B uQ 3| SeR|dwod ey asesyd jeuopdo yoea
pue Wa)s 32UajUaS |ed peas ‘Alojuaau] ay) a3R|dwod o)

*9|22S 3Y} U0 S1quINU 3L}
Ajuo asn ‘s1139| 8y} asowby “uasald ay) 404 *sasayjuased
uj Joy}3] jlews e Aq Pamojoj ‘£ 0} T WOY) Bjeds e S|

uopdo yoea yleausapun "sduBUBS By} 333|dwiod 6w ey
suopdo Juasaylp aAy AQ pamojjoj ‘aauajuas a33|dwiodul ue
LM sujbag A103uaAU] B Lo swiRl (ST) U2aYY 8Ly JO Yoe3

oJIVd FHL HNIZTAHAD A0 SNOILDNALSNI

@~ Ty b ke

153




(66/8 "AoY) uuiZW WbjAdod

(66/8 oY) UUIZW1 WBAdoD

(a) L 9 S 14 € [4 3

“Jopeuw jefqns ey) smouy Aybnoioy) oym Jadxa, ue wol4

(k) 2 9 g ¥ € (4 b

‘SWO0N0
pue spoyjew Bujuwes| noge s30j0yd PajoBIIp-j|es 8Bl ued Kayy usym

(2) ol 9 ] ¥ € 4 I

‘JuetuosAUe Bujues) paInoniis & o 8pisino pue
opISU) 410q 'SIBUI0 LM LOROBYSS |BOLO PUB UOISSNISIP uado ybnosyy

(m) L 9 S 14 € [4 3

‘uojyedal pue
aopoeid 10) sepiroid pue paimonuis Aesio s fyagoe Bujuses) 8y usym

(x) ¢ 9 ] v € [4 }
‘yoeosdde Bujajos-wiejqoid e wolj pejuasesd s) ebpajmour mau ueym

11836 Nuv3131d03d T

L 9 S v € [4 2
AYOV AVHLN3N 3OVSIa
ATONOULS ATONOULS

[ ecuacLaild Apbrepd

(1) ¢ 9 S 14 € z l

-sougpodw) Jj8y} Jnoqe saibe Jou Aew | jj UBAS 'SjSaIa)ul SO punose
sepApoe bujuies| uejd pue siaules) o} Jsaldul Jsejealb Jo s| jeym Jno puld

(p) L 9 [ v € 4 l

‘§peau esoyj uo
paseq sapiAnoe Bujuies) |eapoeid dojeaep pue speau siduies| Ssassy

(e) L 9 S ¥ ) 4 b

"SOA)| JI8Y) JO IS8) 8Y) JOj S1auIed|
wauaq o} Ajgvyi| s jey) 1ejew 108lqns 10 yuajuod Buposes Aq uibeg

(y) ¢ 9 S v € 4 I
-afueyo |ejoos 0} 8iNQHIU0D S18uIes)| diay |im jeuy

sapaoe Bujules) uejd pue ‘senss) OjLIOU0Dd Jo/pue jeapijod ‘leanynd
‘jej00s jueoyiubis ‘sieuies| Woy uojedioiped jenba ypm ‘Anuap)

(2) ¢ 9 S v € 4 3

*§)iNS@ 8S0Y) BAB|Y2E ||iM Jey)
weiboid Jo ssejo e dojaAsp pue Juem | s)insas ey Ajiuep) Apea|d

0L AN
1SOW WV | ‘ALIAILOV TVNOILVONAZA NV ONINNVId NI °F

I3 9 S v € [4 I
AYOV AVHLN3N EELDL A
ATTONOULS ATONOULS

@ sy kAt

154



(86/8 "AoY) uuZW WBAdoD

(86/8 "A0Y) UUIZW WBpAdOD

(A) 2 9 ] ¥ € z 1

‘uojjeonpe pazijeidads Aybyy 1o Bujujes |B2jUYIS) UBY) Jayiel
$56201d |2UOIEONPA dA|SUBYR.dWOD ‘Paseq-peoiq & ybnoiy) peuses) a1y

(K) ¢ 9 S v € (4 }

‘gsao0id ,Bujyoes), awwios ueyj Jeyjel Kianoasip-jies ybnouyy paujeb aiy

(m) L 9 S 14 € [4 l

‘siamsue Jybys ey) puy o) way) sdjey Apuae)sisuod jeyy
uopongsuy pepind Jo ssa00.d Bujusea) painjonys e ybnouy) pauses| aly

(z) 2 9 ] 14 € (4 !

‘ainjnj pue Jueseid ‘ysed—A}e100s pue 8injnd
N0 uj sanss) uo Pesnao) Bupjuiyy SAYO3Y8. JO BRI ybnoiy) pauses| aly

(x) 2 9 g ¥ € 4 l

-Kem ey Buoje swajqoid
BujAlos '8J3Y10 Yum AjeAnesadood Bupiiom 10 Buihpys Aq pauses| 81y

IMONM 31d403d SONIHL 318VNIVA LSOW GHL v

3 9 ] 12 € [4 3
F3UOV IvHLN3N 33yovsia
ATONOULS ATONQULS

@ T e byterepad

(2) ¢ 9 ] ¥ € (4 1

‘suopejoadxe Jo SpIEpUE)s ule|ad j8aw ueo £ayy os ‘s|iys pue
abpajmou ayioads jo Aiajsew pue Kouajedwiod sieules) 8y} dojaasp O

(p) ¢ 9 ] ¥ € 4 !

-any Asyy yowym uj Kiejoos ey uj ejedofed
Ajiny pue swejqoid Aephiane anjos 0} fjjoedes s1auies| ay) aseaidu) 01

(e) L 9 S 17 € (4 1

‘sedioupd pue ‘sydeducd u3juod Jo abues peoiq e ssoioe Bujpuejsiapun
|eonje108y) J0 [enjdasucd dojaAep pue obpajmouy| S19ules| aseasou| ol

(v) L 9 S 14 € [4 2

-sabueyd YoNS 0} UOIINGLUCO O} LWeY) 8jqeus o) pue *A191008 pue eimno
1n0 u) sebueyo JuEdYUB|S 10) PASU B} JO SSAUBIBME SIBUIES| BSEBIOU| 1%

(1) L 9 T € [4 2

Jousea) yoea Jo juawdojaasp pue ymoib jeuosiad ay) aje)||1oe) 04

:S1 NOILYONAZ L1NAV 40 3S0dHNd AUVWINd aHL ¢

L 9 [ v € [4 b
IOV AVHLINAN 33yovsIa
AONOULS ATONOULS

@ o venrmarn b fkrn

155




(66/8 "AoYH) uuZW WbAdoD

(66/8 "AoY) uuiZW WBAdoD

(k) ¢ 9 S ¥ € (4 b

)} UIBS) O} juem
Aay) moy pue uies) 0} juem Aay Jeym Ajpuapi o) siaules) bupise Ag

(z) £ 9 ] ¥ € 4 1

‘s1auIea| 8y} Jo SaA) 8y}
108 Jey) senss) ojLOU0d8 Jo/pus ‘jeapjiod ‘jeinynd ‘fejpos Builuapy Ag

(a) L 9 S 14 € [4 3

Wbne)
8q 0} se|dppund jeagaioay) pue ‘sjdeouod ‘Jusjuod ey) Bufjuep Ag

(x) L 9 S 14 € 4 }

‘uoponsu}
8y} JO Jnses & SB Panjos 8q ued jey) swajqoid Aepliane Buifyyuap) Ag

(m) L 9 g v € (4 l

‘SawIodINo
asay) Bujaejyoe Jo shem aAjjoayy8 Jsow ey pue Joj Bupiooj aie Aoy
(sepnyie pue syjs ‘ebpemouyy) sawoojno oyoads ey) Bupapisuod Ag

‘NOILLONYLSNI
ONINNVId 13V1i8 SH0L1VONAa3 11nav Ad009 9

L 9 ] v € [4 I
EELDY IVHLINAN 3ovsia
ATONOMLS AT9ONouls

@4 v b by

(e) /5 9 S v € 4 13

‘UOIEONPA ,PBPUNOI-||aM, E 10) Jusjuod uodn-pasibe Ajieiaued

(p) 2 9 S [ € 4 l

"woo1ssed
ay) episino swejqoid pue spaau ,Bji-{eel, SI2UIES) JO UOHBIBPISUOD Y

(u) L 9 S v € [4 3

‘SaNSS| PUB SUOREN)IS S|LLIOUOD3 Jojpue ‘|edijod ‘[eIN)ND ‘BI00S JUBLND

(2) ¢ 9 ] ¥ € Z b

‘Ixau uies)| pjnoys Aay) seas|jaq (uojezjuebio Bujujej0oyas Jo)
Jayoea) ay) jJeym pue mouy Apealje §13ules| Jeym JO JusLISSaSSE Uy

() ¢ 9 gii oy € [4 I

‘wey) o} Buysessju)
Jojpue Juepodwy JSOW S| JEYM JNOGE S19UJES| YJiM UOJE)NSU0D

‘NO a3sva 38
QINOHS LINILNOD TVNOILONYULSNI LNOBYV SNOISIOAA 9

L 9 [ v € [4 I
AUOV IVHLIN3N 33UOVSIA
ATONOULS ATONOULS

@y b byt

156




(66/8 "A9Y) UUIZW WBjiAdoD

(66/8 ‘AoY) UUIZWT WBlIAdOD

(k) ¢ 9 g 14 € z }
‘uopoesau| pue A1BAods|p-jies sajejijjoe) 1ey) ajeulid aapoddns v

(a) L 9 g ¥ € (4 )

‘paules)
q 0} 8} Jeum jo yidap pue yipeaiq ey} j0 Bujpuejsiepun [emdaducd v

(m) L 9 [+ 17 € 4 |

‘gawoojno Bujuies| papusiul 8w pIemo) Ajieonewse)sfs
wiey) S8AOW pue pasndo} siousee| 5deay jey) JUBWUOIAUS paimonans v

(z) ¢ 9 g ¥ € (4 }

-guopsenb jeoji:o 8sfes 0} pue sanieA
pue sjeljeq Jjay) eujexs o pabeinoous 818 S13UIEe] YOIUM Uj Bumes v

(x) ¢ g LG v € z 1

‘guopenys ,plom-jeal, o} SIS pue ‘sjdaduod
‘oBpapmou] mau Jo uopeojidde exew o} sJauled) 103 Ajyunpoddo uy

31V
OL AHL 1 ‘ALINILOVY 1VNOILYONA3 NV ONINNVId NI 8

L [] S v € T 4
33UV IVHLNEN azyovsia
ATONOULS ATONOULS

@t ]

(y) L 9 S v € 4 l
‘san|| Ajiep Jiay) uo

senss| yons Jo joedwy ay) a10jdxe 0} Bujjm 818 pue sanss) |eapiiod pue
‘DJIOU0D3 '|eiN)iND ‘|Eld0s JO SSOUAIEME BLIOS BABY Si8Ued) 8Y) 8IBUM

(e) L 9 g ¥ € 4 b

-Bujuies) 8in)nj 1o} UOHEPUNO) PIOS
e piinq pue Aem |eaiboy e uj 1ejew 108lqns ay) ezjuebio ued | AIBUM

(p) L 9 ] v € [4 }

‘swa|qoid ey |ees Buiajos uj 8sn
0} jnd eq ued jey} abpajmouy pue s|Is jeopoeid uo sndoj ued | IayM

(a) 2 9 g 14 € [4 b

‘gjoules| Joj sdooj yoeqpes)
upliing pue saA2(qo |elolneysq JEBJ0 UM 'PaINionIis |I2m die ey |

(1) L 9 S 14 € [4 2

‘gjsaseju} S1aulea| Mojio} 0} yBnoua ajqixay pue painjonJjsun ase jeyL

‘SNOILVALIS
NI IN4SS300NS LSOW WV | ‘40LVONA3 1INAV NV SV °L

L 9 E] v [ T 3
U0V AvHLNaN 33uovsia
ATONOYULS ATONOULS

@ sk Aptvrnd

157




(66/8 "AoY) uuiZW1 WBiikdod

(66/8 "A9Y) UUZW'1 WyBpAdoD

(A) 2 9 g 14 € [4 1

‘sofjijige Bujuoseas
pue Bupjuiy) Jjeyy erosdw sieuses) djay o) Ajuewnd paubisep a1y

(z) L 9 S 14 € 4 1

‘8aNss|
|EISIBAOHUOD JO UOHEUJUIEXD |EORHO PUE UOISSNOSIP Uj SI18UIBBS| BAIOAU]

(k) ¢ 9 ] v € [4 }

‘Bujuies) umo 118y 10)
Aynqisuodses axe) o) ejdoad BujBeinooua ‘eaoallp-uou Ajsow a1y

(m) L 9 S v € [4 b

‘s|jys [enuessa wies| pue siemsue Jyby ay) 186
UED S13UIES| JBY) OS YORGPS3) BAIONLSUOD 18}J0 pue dofoesd ezjseydw

(x) L 9 g ¥ € 4 1

‘1eusea) ey) o) sebusjjeyo (eas Jueseid pue Bujajos-we|qosd uo sndo4

:3SN OL ¥343d | SQOHLIW ONIHOVIL FHL ‘0L

L 9 [ 14 € 4 I
33yov AvHLNIN 33¥OvsIa
ATONOULS ATONOULS

@ e ey T b i

(e) 2 9 [ v € z l

‘Bunjupy) 818 $19UIE3) JBYM SB Juepiodw) SB Jou 81y

(2) L 9 ] v € 4 1

‘seAfo3(qo Bujuses)
ey @Asiyoe 0} Jojeanpa ynpe [njis ey Aq Ajgaoaye pajpuey a1y

() T | 9 S 14 € 4 l

‘ss@004d Bujuleaj ey uj penjeA pue
passaidxa q pjnoys pue [ENPIAIPU YOea Jo sssuanbiun ey 1osley

(p) L 9 g 14 € 4 b

‘suopsenb Jo swajqoid uo pasnooj aq ued jey) ABieua apjaoid

(y) ¢ 9 ] ¥ € 4 I

‘Kuaoe Bujuses) Aue u) ebebua Ajnj o) sjinpe Joj 18pio uj
eoepns ay 0} Jybnoiq aq jsnw pue sseooid Bujuies) ay) o} jeloniod aly

o

:SONIN34 SUINUVIT FHL ‘ONINYVIT NI GIOVONI ITUHM 6

L 9 S 12 € T 3
3340V avHLNaN 33UYOVSIa
ATONOULS ATONOULS

@ Ty b kg

158



(66/8 "AoY) uuiZW1 WbAdoD

(66/8 A®Y) uuZW 14BpAdoD

(m) 2 9 S 14 € 4 }

quawaesiojujel pue eofoeid Joj Ayunpoddo
ejenbape usa|b sy uosied yoea i Bujuies| Jjoy) Yim 818}i3ju) JOU I

(z) ¢ 9 S 14 € [4 l

"888004d |BUOPBINPA BY) O) juBAe|al AjBwWwesxa
818 pUE 'SUOHENYS 8008 PUB [BIN)IND JE|NdjEd JjaY) WOy 8spy

(x) ¢ 9 g S (4 b
‘SUOIEN)|S UMO 1|8y}

0} sjiis pue eBpajmouy meu Jo suojjedjjdde Juaiajip @jew o) Wway) pes)
Ajensn jjim pue ‘saouapiedxe )y Jey) uj saousiayip o) 8np Apewypd aiy

Ky ¢ 9 g ¥ € 4 b

‘pajpioddns AjBuoss pue panjea eq pjnoys
PUE ‘ABM UMO JISLj) U| PUB BLUJ) UMO JjBL) L0 }58q LIes)| 0} way) 8iqeul

(A) L 9 S 14 € [4 }

-gouejiedxe [euojeonpe ey} ybnoiy) Buspuejsiepun jo
eseq uowwoo e ujeb siausea| ay) se Buo) se juepodwiun Kjoayeos aiy

:S¥IANNVIT L1 INAV ONOWY S3ON3U3LAa T

3 9 ] v € [4 3
YOV AVHLN3aN azuovsia
ATONOYLS ATONOULS

10 ma Rataace L Dbl

(1) L 9 ] v € 4 l

‘gsj@ Bujyewos uj pajsalelu|
esow aJe Aay) *Aleuosiad wey) 10j Auoud ybyy e Jus|1e(ans eyl

(2) ¢ 9 S v € 4 |

'sseo0.d
Bujusee| ay) Bupnp yoeqpas) Jo sojoeid ybnous Buab Jou ase Aoy )

(e) ¢ 9 g 4 € 4 l

‘pajeAjow sieules)
ey 186 0} ybnoua AlyBnoloyy 108[gns 8y) Mouy| Jou S0P JBydes) 8y L

(p) L 9 ] (2 € z l

‘sany| Ajiep Jiay) 1o} Jyeuaq ajeipaiw Aue ees juop Asy )

(y4) L 9 ] ¥ € 4 b

‘paipms Bujeq enss| 8y) Aq
pajoedw) 8q Aew aininy Jjay) pue saAj| Jjay) Kjsnoj:es moy ezjjeal juop Aay L

:3sNvO38 ATNUVININD
§1 11°103rans v NI 31SIUIALNINN UV SUINYVITNIHM ‘11

L 9 S v [ [4 I

3A2UOV IvHLIN3N 3YOVSIa
ATONOYLS ; ATONOULS

aybveremsy weavery apry B Srkpnd
©)

159



(66/8 "An) Uz WbpAdoy

(66/8 "Autd) uuZW WBpAdoD

(k) ¢ 9 S 14 € [4 l

"19ules)
yoee o} |njBujuesw ese jey) sepiAoe Bujuses| ‘oelp o) Jou Inq ‘sjeloe

(z) L 9 g 14 € (4 1
‘peBueyd aq 0} pasu jey) suohipuod

|E19]20s U0 Joeduw) UB 8ABY O} MoY LJes| way djay pue sanss) |eonijod
10/pue ‘OJLIOU0DD ‘|eIN}No ‘|BIO0S JO SSBUBIEME SIBUIER| 8SEDIOU|

(x) L 9 S 14 € [4 3

‘SBAJ| JjeY) JOj [njesN S| JBYM ,uIes)| 0) Moy ules|, synpe dioH

(A) 2 9 S ¥ € [4 l

‘PHiom 8y} Jnoge
Bupjuiyy Jo sAem pue uogjeunioju) jo abues peoiq e 0} s13ules| 8INPoAHY|

(m) 2 9 S 17 € [4 1

")0eqpes) pajoal|p-ilem apjacid pue ‘sefaoe
Bujuses) pasnjonils ybnoiy) sieules) apinb ‘suonejoedxe 188jO 188

(0L SI SLINAV 40 YIHOVAL V SV 370H AUVININD AN'YE

I ) g ¥ 3 z T
azuov IVHLNAN azuovsia
ATONOULS ATONOULS

@ =y b A

(p) 2 9 ] v € (4 I

4 s8A0sa) Ajinjssaoons pue ‘pliom (eel ay) Jo Bupes Bujues)
ay} uj Jayye 'Wajqold B S18JUNODUD JeUIBS| BY) Uaym pays)|dwodde iseq S|

(e) 2 9 ] (4 € z 1

‘pasnboe sey J1auses] yoee
Bujpue)siapun [Bnjdeou0d PUE UOHBLLIOJU} YINLL MOL MOU)| J8YJES) B S}

(1) 2z 9 S v € z l

‘sesodind UMO 18y} 10} ‘seAjaswaL siaulea) ay) £q euop yseq s|

(0) L 9 S 14 € [4 }

‘AjBuip1029e sauewiopad 118y} Isnipe ued pue }oeqpes) eAaoal Ajlenuljucd

JIIM Sieules) Jey) os ssaa0.d [euolEaNPa ey} 0ju) }iNg aq PINOYS

(y4) L 9 S 14 € (4 I

*19)8] Yonw pun juspias aq jou Aew Buiuies) jo yoedw)
ay #oujs ‘paysydwiosoe Ajisea jou s| pue asuepodu) jealb jo jou s

:S3N0JOLNO ONINYVIT 40 NOLLVNTIVAT  ‘tL

L 9 (] v € [4 I
AUOV aVHLNAN J3”OVSIa
ATTONOULS ATONOULS

@ s b A

160




(66/8 “Ao) Wz Wibjikdon

(66/0 "Aey) uuZW WBjikdoD

(p) L 9 9 14 € [4 l

‘sa) Ajlep Jjay) uj swejqoid o) yBne) sem jBym
Jo uopeoydde |eapoeid exew 0) ejqeun oi8 Key) vsneseq Aiqeqoud sj )|

(4) 2 9 g v € (4 b

‘aAl} Aoy LOIUM U] pLiom i) joedu Apueoyubys
0) way) semodwie |m eBpemou| mau i) moy ezjiess juop Aeij)

(1) L 9 ] v € z !

quepodwy Jo Bujisee)u) se ysnf palap|suod
Aay) yey) esja Bujyjawos paules) Alqeqoud Aay) esneaaq ‘Aexo s)i

(o) 2 9 g v € 4 |

‘(spJBpUE)S WNW|U|W el Jses) j8 10) Bujuses| ey}
Jejsew uea ay) [pun SeiiAljo. |EUO|IEONPS 810U JO BUO jeadai o} paau Aay).

(e) L 9 ] v € [4 }

‘Bujpuewwap oo) 8bus|jao [enjoe||sjul ey) punoj Aoy 10 ‘ebpaimour
§,161j0E3) 81} J0 IR 128[yns 8y) 40} uopeoaidde pexyoe) Aey L

:IHONVL
SVM LVHA Q3NuvaT LON 3AVH S11naV 4l ‘N3 HHA NI “SE

; ) S TIRCRGE T g v
EENGY vHLnaN 334OVSIa
AIONOULS ATONOULS

Kregerea) worgwry Aghoie
(@) ) wenvr iy b Aoy @F e DL ]

161




(66/8 "AeY) UUiZW WBAdoD

(66/8 "A9Y) LUIZWT WBRAdoD

YN

@ ey b e

=Y

=H

ad =

=g §3U008
HNOA

aav

giviol
-ans

Sk

v
€
zi
(1]

(2

L ? Wau

Xi3LH HNI3ODS

@ = iy b Arkeern

162



APPENDIX G

PALS SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS)

Directions

The following survey contains several things that a teacher of 2dults might do in a classroom.
You may personally find some of them desirabie and find others undesirable. For each item please
respond to the way you most frequently practice the action described in the item. Your choices are
Always, Almost Always, Often, Seldom, Almost Never, and Never. On your answer shest, circle 0 if
you always do the event; circle number 1 if you aimost always do the evenr; circle aumber 2 if you
often do the svent; circle number 3 if vou seldom do the event; circle aumber 4 if vou almost never do
the event; and circle number 5 if you never do the event. If the item does not appiy to you, circie

number 5 for never.

Always Almost Often Seldom Almost Never
Always Never
0 . 1 2 3 4 5
1. Iallow students to participate in developing the criteria for ARl 2 30l
evaluating their performance in class.
2. Iuse discipiinary action when it is needed. 05 ] 9304
3. Iallow older students more time to complete assignmentswhen 0 1 2 3 4
they need it. :
4. [ encourage students to adopt middle class values. e e A R
5. Ihelp students diagnose the gaps between their goals and their 0512324
present level of performance.
6. Iprovide knowledge rather than serve as a resource person. 0710 2e03iad
7. Istick to the instructional objectives that [ write at the beginning 0 1 2 3 4
of a program.
8. Iparticipate in the informal counseiing of students. 01234
9. Iuse lecturing as the best method for presenting my subject ¢l L o s AR
material 0 adult students.
10. I arrange the classroom so that it is easy for students to interact. 0 1 2 3 4
3324

11. I determine the educational objectives for each of my students. g 1
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16.

17

~1

18.

19

24.

25.

26.

27.

. I plan units which differ as widely as possible from my student’s

socio-economic backgrounds.

. T get a student to motivate himself/herself by confronring himvher

in the presence of classmates during group discussions.

. I plan learning episodes to take into account my students’ prior

experieacss.

. I allow students to participate in making decisions about the

topics that will be covered in class.

I use one basic teaching method because I have found that most
adults have a similar style of leamning.

I use different techniques depending on the students being taught.
[ encoﬁmge dialogue among my students.

I use written tests to assess the degres of academic growth rather
than to indicate new directions for learning.

I utilize the many competencies that most adults already posses
to a achieve educational objectives

. I use what history has proven that adults nesd to learn as my

chief criteria for planning learning episodes.

I accept errors as a natural part of the learning process.

. I have individual conferences to help students identify their

educational needs.

I let each student work at his/her own rate regardless of the
amount of time it takes him/her to learn a new concept.

I help my students develop short-range as well as long-range
objectives.

[ maintain a well-disciplined classroom to reduce interferences
to learning.

I avoid discussion of controversial subjects that involve value
judgments.
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28. I allow my students to taks pericdic breaks during class. 0
29. T use methods that foster quiet, productive desk work. 0
30. I use tests as my chief method of evaluating students. 0

. I plan acdvities that wiil encourage each student’s growth fom 0
dependence on others to greater independence.

32. I gear my instructional objectives to match the individual 0
abilites and needs of the students.

33. I avoid issues that relate to the student’s concept of 0
himseif/herseif.

34. I encourage my students to ask questions about the nature of 0
their society.

35. I allow a student’s motives for participating in continuing 0

education 10 be a major determinant in the planning of
learning objectives.

36. I have my students identify their own problems that need to be 0

solved.

37.1 give all students in my class the same assignment on a given 0
topic.

38. I use materials that were originally designed for students in 0

39

40

elementary and secondary schools.

. I organize adult learning episodes according to the problems that 0
my students encounter in everyday life.

. [ measure a student’s long-tex;m educational growth by 0
comparing his/her total achievement in class to his/her expected
performance as measured by national norms from standardized tests.

41. I encourage competition among my students. 0
42. [ use different materials with different students. 0
43. T help students relate new learning to their prior experiences. 0
44. T teach units about problems of everyday living. 0
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Scoring the PALS

Positive Items

[tems number 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36. 39, 42, 43, and
44 are positive items.

For positive items, assign the following values: Always = 5, Almost Always = 4, Often = 3,
Seldom = 2, Almost Never = 1, and Never = 0.

Negative Items

[tems number 2, 4,6, 7,9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21, 26, 27, 29, 30. 33, 37, 38, 40, and 41 are negative
items.

For negative items, assign the following values: Always = 0, Almost Always = 1, Often = 2,
Seldom = 3, Almost Never = 4, and Never = 5.

Missing Items

Omitted items are assigned a neutral value of 2.5.

Computing Scores

An individual’s total score on the instrument is calculated by summing the value of the
responses to all items. The average score for the PALS is a 146, and scores should be interpreted
against that average. Scores above 146 indicate a tendency towards a learner-centered teaching
style, and scores below indicate a tendency towards a teacher-centered style. There is a standard
deviation of 20, meaning that scores tend to fall between 126 and 166 and scores tending towards
these numbers indicate an increased commitment to that particular teaching style. Scores falling 20
to 40 points from the average (106 — 186) indicate a very strong and consistent support of a
definitive teaching style. Scores falling beyond the second deviation (< 105 and >186) indicate an
extreme commitment to one particular style.
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