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ABSTRACT

Development of the Japanese Version of
Teaching Style Assessment Scale

Fumiko Yoshida

Introduction: A crucial issue in Japanese nursing education is practicing Evidence-Based
Nursing. The nurse practicing Evidence-Based Nursing acquires learning skills such as
critical thinking and self-directed learning. These skills are essential for nursing
competencies and require a learning environment in which teachers encourage learners to
apply the higher-order cognitive skills of application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation,
and developing these skills requires a learner-centered approach. The Principles of Adult
Learning Scale (PALS) has been used extensively for measuring teaching style in
relationship to the adult education literature, but no version has been available for use in
Japan.

Purpose: The purpose of this research was to develop a Teaching Style Assessment Scale
for teachers of nursing in Japan that could be used to identify their teaching style as either
student-centered or teacher-centered.

Methodology:

Design: This study utilized a quantitative research design and was methodological
research.

Translation procedures: The translation process was accomplished in three steps; the
original English items in PALS were translated to Japanese, then back translated from
Japanese to English, and finally were compared with PALS. Each step was conducted by a
person who was an expert in both Japanese and English. To further check on the validity of
the translated items, they were examined by three English experts who are native
Japanese and who are at three universities. Other professors, who were not in the nursing
field, also examined the translated version of the instrument to see if it could be easily
understood by their own faculties. The translated version of PALS was named the Teaching
Style Assessment Scale (TSAS).

Pilot test: Before administering TSAS to a large group of nursing educators, it was pilot
tested with 10 Japanese nursing educators from five universities, a junior college, and a
nursing diploma school. Additional data were collected from seven teachers from outside
the field of nursing who were asked for their opinions of the TSAS.

Data Analyzed: In this research, 3 questions were addressed. Data were gathered to
answer 3 questions with a translated version of the PALS and were analyzed with the
following procedures using SPSS software;

Frequency distribution, One-Sample T-test, Factor Analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha, and
Correlation.

Ethical Considerations: This research was approved by the Institutional Ethics Review
Board at Nagoya University Graduate School of Medicine [approval number 11-162].

Findings:

National Sample: To obtain a national sample of nursing educators, 2,256 questionnaires
were sent to nursing teachers at 363 facilities which agreed to participant in this study,
and 1,111 questionnaires (49.2%) were returned. In 978 of the 1,111 (88.0%) returned
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questionnaires, no items were omitted. Omitted items were assigned a neutral value of
2.5 (Conti, 2004).

Comparing TSAS to PALS: The descriptive statistics was compared between TSAS and
PALS. The scores on TSAS were significantly different from the norms for PALS (t = 84.4,
df = 1,110, p <.001). The mean for the TSAS was 114.25 with a standard deviation of 12.54,
a median of 114, and a mode of 108. The maximum score was 162, and the lowest score was
68. Although these scores were very different from the norms for PALS, the scores for the
Japanese sample had a normal distribution.

Factor analysis was used to investigate the theoretical constructs, or factors, that might
underlie the structure of the 1,111 responses on the TSAS. For this analysis, the 44 items
from the 1,111 responses on the TSAS were factor analyzed using a principal components
analysis with a varimax rotation. Because the results were to be compared to PALS, the
number of factors for the analysis was set at seven. In the analysis, all 44 items loaded into
7 factors that explained 44.34% of the variance in the analysis. All 44 factor loadings were
greater than .30. The 7-factor solution was judged as the best trade-off between the
amount of parsimony and comprehensiveness that it provided, and it retained all 44 items
of the original PALS. The names of the TSAS factors are very similar to those of PALS
except for Factor 4 and Factor 5 of PALS. Thus, many of the items continued to be
correlated with each other in TSAS but in smaller clusters, and these clusters then joined
other clusters in forming factors. Consequently, while the factors for TSAS and PALS are
similar in the concepts that they represent, they are somewhat different in the items that
make up these concepts.

Final Form of TSAS: Although the comparison of TSAS and PALS showed many
similarities, further analysis was undertaken to reduce the unexplained variation in the
sample. Because this process would lead to altering the 44-item structure of PALS, TSAS
would be a new instrument. Therefore, the standard instrument construction procedures
for establishing validity and reliability were followed for creating the final form of TSAS.

Criterion-related validity: Any external criterion scale was unable to apply to
correlated for TSAS. The steps in creating TSAS from PALS and the analysis of the results
of TSAS with a national sample of 1,111 establish the concurrent form of criterion-related
validity for TSAS by demonstrating that its wording is similar to PALS, that both
Iinstruments are measuring similar factors, and that TSAS is moderately reliable in doing
this. Thus, the criterion-related validity of TSAS rests in its construction from PALS and in
its comparison to PALS.

Content validity: TSAS was translated from PALS; therefore, the content validity
of PALS was inferred for TSAS. For each of the 1,111 participants in the national sample,
correlations were calculated to examine relationship between the response on each
individual item and the individual participant’s total score on TSAS. This resulted in 14
items being removed; all of these were negative items. All correlations were significant at
the .001 level.

Construct validity: Construct validity was established in two ways. First, since
the items for TSAS were translated from PALS, construct validity can be inferred from
PALS. Second, factor analysis was used to identify the underlying elements composing
teaching style as measured by TSAS. This factor analysis used the responses to the final
30-item form of TSAS and the responses from the 1,111 in the national sample. All 30 items
loaded into 5 factors that explained 45.25% of the variance in the analysis. The factor
loadings ranged from .749 to .325. The five factors in the final form of TSAS were named as
follows: Factor 1- Participation in the Learning Process; Factor 2- Relating to Experience;
Factor 3- Climate Building; Factor 4- Learner-Centered Activities; and Factor 5:-
Personalizing Instruction.

Reliability: Cronbach’s alpha was used to establish the internal consistency
reliability for the final form of TSAS. This procedure produced an alpha of .86 and a
standardized item alpha of .87. These coefficients indicate strong internal consistency
reliability for the final form of TSAS and are similar to the high reliability coefficients
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found in research with PALS. Test-retest was administrated to 30 educators through
convenience and snowball sampling. The correlation coefficient was .9, which is high. It
indicates strong stability of TSAS.

Norms for TSAS: As a result of the development and validation process, the
Teaching Style Assessment Scale is a 30-item summated rating scale. The mean score on
TSAS is 81. This is an average of 2.7 points for each of the 30 items in TSAS (81/30 = 2.7),
and it is slightly to the learner-centered side of the mid-point of 75 for the total range of the
scale which i1s 0 to 150. The scale has been reversed for TSAS because most of the negative
items from PALS have been removed through the validation process.

Discussion:

Data analysis provided some evidence for TSAS as a new instrument. TSAS was derived
from PALS and consequently carries with it the long history of validity evidence and
reliability evidence of PALS. The criterion-related validity of TSAS rests on its
development from PALS and on its comparison to PALS from the national data. Content
validity was inferred from the items in PALS and was established for the items in TSAS by
examining the correlation between individual item responses and the total scores on TSAS.
Construct validity was also inferred from the items in PALS and was confirmed by factor
analysis. Internal consistency reliability was established by using Cronbach’s alpha. TSAS
1s similar to PALS but has some important differences. One major difference between
TSAS and PALS is that TSAS is about one-third shorter. Like PALS, TSAS is based upon
the adult education literature.

Conclusions and Recommendations:

The new 30-item instrument was named the Teaching Style Assessment Scale and is
available in both Japanese and English for use either for personal self-assessment or for
research purposes. The self-assessment function of TSAS is especially important.

Adult education practitioners are encouraged to use TSAS in their daily practice and in
their research. Such use can contribute to improved professional practice and to expanding
the adult education knowledge base.



BE

w#

-
—

: HROF#ETFHBICB W THERFETH H 5 Evidence-based Nursing DEED 728

IZUT AN R TRACEERTEAX NV E IO DNERD D, BETHE
IRWTE, ZNOEDAF VAR TEM Lo, FHiTE 5 X 22T 2720I1TiFT A Z58% L
L TOFENTEDREORMIIMNEATR LD, £ ZCOHAEDOT 4 —F L T AL A )L
X, FEEPLTHAZEDRLVFEHEZRESEL L VDILTWS, LELERERL, T4 —F
VT RABEA NN EEFERLNE ) ERETE D REE, RABEFEX—RICAB I
Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) & L CHFE LA ENTIEWD o0, AR
TOMEHARATREZR REEITIZ R » T RLY,

oo

BEY : RFZEOBWIX, BAROFEZHEN, BHDOT 4 —F L T AT A VR, FEFFRLD
TP LA ETAREZREETLZ L TH D,

Fi

WESET A » o RAFFROT A 1%, BRI & FiEmOFR L Lz,

BHERFIE - FAROFHERIL, 3 BePE AR CFEMi L7z, 2/ 1 BtBSIE. PALS JFIROHGEEN S H ARGE
~OFFR EFER) 2 2 ATITV, 5 2 Befsid, NEFIRR & 130 2 NivEh T B AGER Z 5
s GEERRR) (T L. 55 3 BRFETId. & 2 B TIRR S 72 fiIER L7 & D 2 PALS Jihit & ke
BT L 120 HARGERIZ 52 S 72, S BICHARDOKFHE CHFEE B0 & 2 B
BHRFD 3 N X - TPALS AR & B AGER % Liciagt U, 2 EFHA I M 72 5% PALS #HER
BT AT T AZANMRERE &t LTz,

THIHA : AAROF#ERKT:, FmERy, FBESMARICHTE T 2 8EHE 10 NSHA
KA L, TSAS %3, BERZRD-, & BICTIHANCEEFLEIRUSN D T 538 O RKFEHE ~
HLE AR,

AP ATREIL, AAROFHERKNT, HEEWRTY., HEEMPEENENOHMLEE 2%t
Gl LCHEMm L,

OHT : TORFED ) —F « J =Ry g I HSE, SPSS V7 MAERAWT, SilkFEE, E
oA, 1EEAR t#E, K481, Cronbach o, fHBIZ K72,

fa PEABCLRE - ABFTEIE, 4 B R R R R e PR AZ B R 0K A2 T TFE
fii U 7= DRERFE = 11-162],

AR
AKFRE : HAROFH#ERKTF, BT, BEFERO O BiaRNEE ~HEW 1 ~DORERH -

72 363 gk ~FHAEE 2256 HAEIX L, £DHH 1,111 E (49.2%) NEIN I, &2THA
DEETH -T2, R AHBIZOW T, FRME 12.5) 2%V 24T (Conti, 2004),

vi



TSAS & PALS O : TSAS DA =27 (% (t=84.4, df=1,110, p <0.001) T Y, PALS &%
RFEN & 57, TSAS OF-H1% 114.25(SD12.54), H9LfEIE 114, fhffiix 108, K EI% 162,
B/MEIE 68 ThoTo, ZNHDOEMAIE, PALS & 132072 0 MITEEN Tl 223, IESS M %
T LANGAY N

WIZZ D 1,111 BEAEFEH LT, K74%ED PALS LR TH 20 ENEHERT 5729

HH % R ob Lz, [Rfi#lE, PALS & CTh 5D T PALS ORI THSH 7 %&“AL
Too ZORER, 44 THBETH, 7TRFICHAA T, 5Hk 44.34% TR T 7=, £2EHOK
MR, 0.30 LA ETHo72, TIRFIRUIMZIOWT H G « Ehi L CAZ 5O 2
<, TRFEPRBEE LWVWEE X b, T7b b TSAS ORF4 1%L, PALS OKR1D 9
b KF 4 LIRF 5 ZfrE . PALS LIEFITIRELIL TRV | mf&i R & LTIE, TSAS & PALS
DORAFBEE EOBEEIIH 2 b DD, BEEEMET 5 E TIIER b,
TSAS DI : TSAS 1L PALS & DN SHERIL TV D Z ElbhoTed, BT
RN A R T B2, ILIorztEdizt Z A, TSAS L, PALS @ 44 THE O
EEZDHLUCREL o, 2070, ZOH LWRETH S TSAS O L EHEMEORKR
REERITHO Z & & LT,

FEVERH v Y P ¢ FLYERSE S Y MR I O FEHE L OBEIC L o TIRE S LD, ABFFEICE A T
X DAGIEAE L 72 B RIEN e LR ATRE Td o 72, & Z T, TSAS 1T RJE Tixd % 5 PALS
MBELGNTWAZ &, £ LT 1,111 EAMEH LIAHTHAEN S PALS E UK 2R TE T
WA, PALS & OBHE R & B CHEER - A M O ERICE 5 72,

NERIZ A - WARIZ S TEILT A2 R BB S NEBERZRE L T D0 ENC X Dk
TIN5, TSAS 1 PALS OFERFIEZ R TIEL LTV D 728 PALS 236 DINAFIZ 4 MDD
TSAS IZOWTHENEZHET HZ ENTE D, S BICHNAEMZLAIEOTIIZANT T, TSAS

DOFAEE & TSAS At A a7 OMBAEZHR LIEZ A, 4THEO Y LOX AT 4 7HETH
ST 14 HEMPHIFRES N E 7=, ifoﬁﬁfa‘é %, 0.001 KETHE TH-T-,

A RSABE SR 22 M T - M RRBE S FIXZ DT 2 MITZRIE LTS DD 9 HRAR) S M
D Z & TIRE S L, #é‘%@ﬁP‘(“%W%EE’G&)Zv TSAS 1L Z D4 HEZLLT 2 2D )
ETHTE 5, 121%, TSAS 73 PALS bR STV | WAZ S &[RRI, PALS
NS OIS LN GHERICE 5 L) 2k, H 9 120F, TSAS ORI THDH 30 H
HORERF TN T, 45.25% DnEaii i+ 2 5 RFnAH b2 &, b ORFAf
BN 0.745 715 0.325 OHFIPFATH 722 & vOF DRF4 1% PALS W@I%Z. MHAaS S
22 EPBRTA PALS EHEIL T D Z & L ED DS YT T X 5, K74
X, /T 1 BB T A~0B0., KT 2 RBRICEE ST 5, l% 3: KK SLD,
T4 FEFERLOE, K15 EAEETHo T,

[EFENE - TSAS OFEHIE 30 THE ONHPEASPEDIEE L LT, 7 a3y 7 O a 5T 0.86

(L SPUZIEH o lX, 0.87) Th-o72, ZHUT LY TSAS OWNAEER AT DS HER
Nic, 7o, 7 A M 30 AOF#EFHE (K%, BT, M%) cFEmL, 1 =A

Vil



& 2 [ H ORBIGSOMBIEEIX 0.9 TH Y, TSAS WLZEMEEMEL TWND Z EAVRESNTZ,
7% 1EH & 2 [ HOFERFRIL 2 HE & L,

TSAS OBIHE : Y HEORFET 7 ADFER, TSAS 1% 30 HHOAFGETT 4 —F 7
ABANEHETEHREL 7257, TSAS OFH)1L 81 THY, TSASHD 30 HEHDZNE
NWOFER)E 2.7 (81/30=2.7) L72%, ZOREDHMIZ, 0706 150 THY, FHED 7515
ERFEEEFLOT 4 —F T ABANTEHD I EEmrRT, £ TSAS OX AT 4 772EHE D
FREN ZNE TOHHBE CHREINTZ®, TSAS TiXRIZEOM (0 & 5) ZiiE I WFE
NDLLTNWEHIT L,

BE G LOZEMELEHEMEDH D TSAS THhH Z L 2T —HRITIC L > ORTZENTE T,
TSAS %, PALS (CHZE L, £ 12 PALS 2O 40 & EHEMEO R WER 2 B F 2 T
%, FLUEBHH R MMEIX, PALS 22D OB TH D Z L1z PALS & ORI k- THER S
Fio, WERZYMEL, PALS HHA M GHER S 41, {f~ OIEE &[a1% & TSAS O R & OFf
B &R T 5 2 L TR LN, MRS Y MEIX PALS OIEH 2 BHER S, Roiric k-
THER S N7, B BRI, WHEEAPEDIRIE CH D7 n Ny 7 D a LR TE T2,
TSAS & PALS I3 & H1T, lAHBERICESWERETH- ThH, WL O OEE/E NN
HD, KRE2E WD 121%, PALS IZHARTSAS TiE, HEN 35D 1 2 HWREIL 2~ 7=
Z&T, REOHFEZR LSEDHIZESTRTH D,

FERRODNCRE 30 HH L LTH L holeT 4 —F U T AX A VHAIEREIL, TSAS &
S, BARGELFEFEOZNENT, Hx OHENACZHHE LTELMEENHE LT,
FIAAHEIZ 2 > T D, TSASIZE T, ZOHCZWIHEERIIKREEE CTH D, FHilkFHAD
ITe BF IR Bl H 2 OFEREIFZEIC TSAS Z W, iEHESNS Z L 2H#ET 5, ZOR
FEDIEHN, BEiORE L7107 =y a ¥ (FD) AT ICET %m0
B bW ENESEZFEE~DOT T o —FORETEICEHET S L Ebn s,

viil



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Learning is giving meaning to your experiences.
- - Myles Horton

| can’t count how many times | recalled this message during this
research. | also remembered all my learning experiences in Japan, in the United
States (New York), and in Africa (Uganda). Now, | can finally put all my learning
experience together and give it meaning.

This journey was made possible by many people. Among the first and
most important is Dr. Gary J. Conti, EdD, Adult Education Department,
Oklahoma State University. Dr. Conti developed The Principles of Adult Learning
Scale, and readily agreed to my initial request to share PALS. He taught me that
"research should have rigor (in order to) create new knowledge." He acted as my
mentor, offering me his invaluable advice throughout each step of my research,
and gave me his full support in the development of a new instrument, entitled
Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS), for both Japanese and English.

| am grateful to Linda Conti for her wisdom, her encouragement! Her
good cheer and the beautiful pictures she sent me when | struggled to "see the
light." Thanks to my New York sisters, Sharon Spiegel and Elizabeth Grubbs,
bilingual Mariko Ueda, and Marie Goto, Dr. Yamauchi's secretary, whose support
helped me so much. | would like to thank those educators who participated in
this research through the Pilot and the National Testing.

| am indebted to Dr. Toyoaki Yamauchi, my dissertation advisor, for his
guidance and inspiration. Dr. Yamauchi truly is a man of honor and integrity who
believed in me and guided me through all phases of this process. | also thank my
doctoral chairman, Dr. Midori Asano; vice chairmen, Dr. Shoko Ando and Dr.
Akiko Okawa; and Dr. Koken Ozaki of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, for
their insight, their feedback, and for the direction they provided. | wish to extend
my deepest appreciation to my classmates and colleagues, whose support | will
carry with me for the rest of my life-long learning journey. It is a journey |
treasure.

Finally, without the unconditional love and support of my husband,
Takaaki Iwasaki, this work could not have been accomplished.

1X



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter _Page
1. INTORODACTION = = ¢+ o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o o o s o o s 1
Background ......................... 1
PUTPOSE = = = = = + & o o+ o o ot e e e e 4
Research QUESLiONS ~ + + =+ = + = + o ¢ o o o ettt e .. 4

2. REVIEW OF THELITERATURE = + + = + = « ¢ =+ = s ¢ o s o o 6
Approaches to Teaching- Learning =+« « = = ¢ ¢« ¢ o o o o o o o 6

Adult Learning = = ¢ s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 7
Teaching Style  + « =« ¢ o ¢ ¢ o v v v vt e e e e e e 9

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) ~ « =« = =« « =« = = ¢ 10

3. METHODOLOGY =« * * * © ¢ o o o o o o o s o o o o o A
DESIGN  * =+ s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 12
Translations Procedures = = = =« 0 0 e e e e e e e e e e e 13
PilotTEeSt ¢ * ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o 14
Collected Data and Analyzed = =« = = =+ =« « o o ¢ o o o oo e 14
Ethical Considerations = = = = = =« o o e 00000 e e e 14

A, FINDINGS = * ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o v o oo o v u u 15
National Sample  « ¢« = = ¢+« o e e e e e e e e e . 15
Comparing TSASto PALS = = =+ o o 0 v e oo oo e 000 e e 16
Factor AnalySiS ...................... 17
Rellablllty ......................... 22

Final Fromof TSAS ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 23
Criterion-related Validity =~ « = = ¢+« o oo 00000 e e e 23

Content Va“d'ty ..................... 24



Construct Va|idity ..................... 26

Reliability =~ = = + = =+ s e e e e e e e e e 30

NOIMS fOr TSAS  + = = = o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o s 30
SCOMNGTSAS  + = v = v o v o v et et et e e e e 31

5. DISCUSSION = = = ¢+ o o o o o o o o o o oo o v o o o oo 34
DISCUSSION  * * * * * * * o o o o o o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 . 34

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS =+ =« = ¢ o o o o 37
CONCIUSIONS ~ * = = = = = = = o o o o o v v o o o o v e 37
Recommendations = « « = « = +« o « o o 0 0 0 e e e e e e 37
REFERENCES e o e o e e e e o e e e s o e s e s ° e e e e o e o 39
APPENDIX &~ = = o o o o o o o o o o o o vt o e e e e e e 44

x1



Table

LIST OF TABLES

Page
Table 1: Comparison of Factor Score for PALS and TSAS = « + « ¢« - - 17
Table 2: Factor Loadings and Factor Names for 7-Factor Solution for TSAS - 18
Table 3: Correlation of Items to Total Score on Final Form of TSAS c - - 26
Table 4: Factors in the Teaching Style Assessment Scale = « « « « « + - 28
Table 5: Mean and Standard Deviation for TSAS and Factors =+ « + « - - 31

APPENDICES

Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS) = = =« ¢ ¢ o o o 0 o o o 44

Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS) in Japanese = + = « « « « = a7

x11



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

A crucial issue of Japanese nursing education is practicing Evidence-Based
Nursing (Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare, 2008). The amount of research on
Evidence-Based Nursing has been increasing since the need for Evidence-Based Nursing
was reported (Asakawa, 2011). The nurse practicing Evidence-Based Nursing acquires
learning skills such as critical thinking and self-directed learning. These skills are
essential for nursing competencies and require a learning environment in which teachers
encourage learners to apply the higher-order cognitive skills of application, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation in Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive behaviors (Heimlich &
Norland, 1994, p. 74).

Critical thinking is essential for Evidence-Based Nursing practice, and developing
these skills requires a learner-centered approach (Chipas, 1995; Schaeffer & Zygmount,
2003). The National Leagues for Nursing in the USA proposed the necessity for learner-
centered approaches to learning. This position is congruent with the long history of adult
learning theory in the United States. Indeed, Merriam (2001) has argued that the learner-
centered concepts of andragogy and self-directed learning form the twin pillars of adult
learning theory (p. 3).

In his original description of andragogy, Knolwes (1970) pointed out that “the



behavior of the teacher probably influences the character of the learning climate more
than any other single factor” (p. 41). Moreover, research has shown that “teaching does
make a difference....Teaching is the human connection between the content and the
environment and the learners” (Heimlich & Norland, 1994, p. 109). There are two basic
approaches for the teacher making this human connection with the learners. These are the
teacher-centered approach and the learner-centered approach (Conti, 2004, pp. 77-78).
With the teacher-centered approach, “the teacher’s role is to design an environment
which stimulates the desired behavior and discourages those that have been determined to
be undesirable” (p. 77). While the teacher-centered approach focuses upon the actions of
the teacher in planning and controlling the learning environment, the learner-centered
approach is concerned with the personal development of each individual learner, and the
focus therefore is upon the individual learner (p. 78). “Although a teacher-centered
approach is widely practiced in adult education, the learner-centered approach is strongly
supported in the field’s literature” (p. 78).

Because variation is possible in teaching, it is important to assess and report
teachers’ teaching style (Stanlet, 2010). “Teaching style refers to the distinct qualities
displayed by a teacher that are persistent from situation to situation regardless of the
content” (Conti, 2004, pp. 76-77). Teaching style is much broader than the specific
teaching strategies and methods that are employed to accomplish a specific instructional
objective (Conti, 2004, p. 77; Conti, 1989, p. 4). Methods are the collection of tools that
teachers have available to them to use in their instruction (Heimlich & Norland, 1994, p.
158) while teaching style “is directly linked to the teacher’s educational philosophy”

(Conti, 2004, p. 77). Teachers enter the teaching-learning transaction with a definite set



of values (Brookfield, 1986), and these in turn influence the teacher’s beliefs about the
nature of the learner, the purpose of the curriculum, and the role of the teacher in the
classroom (Darkenwald & Merriam, 1982). An awareness of one’s teaching style is
important in order for teachers “to examine their beliefs about teaching and current
teaching behavior in depth” (Heimlich & Norland, 1994, p. xi) in order for them to reflect
critically upon their professional practice (Conti, 2004, pp. 75-76; Heimlich & Norland,
1994, pp. 14-15). Thus, “a knowledge of teaching style can make a difference in how
teachers organize their classroom, how they deal with learners, and how well their
students do in learning” (Conti, 1989, p. 3).

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) has been used extensively in the
field of adult education for measuring teaching style (for example, see Brookfield, 1986,
pp. 34-36; Heimlich & Norland, 1994, p. 65; Merriam & Bierema, 2013, pp. 59-60).
Since it was developed in 1978, PALS has been used in over 100 research studies and in
countless training activities. PALS is a 44-item, summated rating scale that:

Measures the frequency with which one practices teaching/learning

principles that are described in the adult education literature. High scores

on PALS indicate support for a learner-centered approach to teaching.

Low scores reveal support for a teacher-centered approach. Scores in the

middle range disclose an eclectic approach that draws on behaviors from

each extreme. (Conti, 2004, p. 79)

While PALS has been available for measuring teaching style in English-speaking
countries, there has been no scale with which to measure a teacher’s teaching style in

Japan. Therefore, it was necessary to develop a Japanese version of a teaching style



instrument. Because PALS is based on the long-established theory base for adult learning
theory, PALS was used as the foundation for this new instrument.
Purpose
The purpose of this research was to develop a Teaching Style Assessment Scale
for teachers of nursing in Japan that could be used to identify their teaching style as either
student-centered or teacher-centered.

Research Questions

Research question identify the key variables (independent and dependent) in a
quantitative study. Therefore the questions must address simplicity and directness (Polit
& Hungler, p. 61).

In this research, the following questions were addressed:

1. What is the teaching style profile of nursing educators on the Principles of

Adult Learning Scale when it is translated into Japanese?

2. How does the pattern of responses for nursing educators on the translated
version of the Principles of Adult Learning Scale compare to the factor
structure for North American responses?

3. What is the most efficient form of an instrument for nursing educators for
the items in the Principles of Adult Learning scale?

Data were gathered to answer these research questions with a translated version of

the Principles of Adult Learning Scale and were analyzed with the following procedures:



Question Data Source | Procedure

1. What is the teaching style profile of | Translated Frequency
nursing educators on the Principles | PALS Distribution
of Adult Learning Scale when it is (TSAS)
translated into Japanese?

2. How does the pattern of responses TSAS One-Sample T-test,
for nursing educators on the Factor Analysis,
translated version of the Principles Cronbach’s Alpha
of Adult Learning Scale compare to
the factor structure for North
American responses?

3. What is the most efficient form of an | TSAS Correlation, Factor

instrument for nursing educators
for the items in the Principles of
Adult Learning scale?

Analysis,
Cronbach’s Alpha,
Frequency
Distribution




CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Approaches to Teaching-Learning

Over time there have been several approaches to the teaching-learning
transaction. The traditional approach to the teaching-learning process was content-
centered (Lindeman, 1926/1996, p. 95). Knowledge was considered like a gorge of
another person’s experience, and then it was separated by each subject and give to pupils
(p. 95). The originally idea of education on the concept was The Sophists were early
proponents of teaching for excellence in the aristocracy, but this approach was criticized
by teachers and philosophers like Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle who favored questioning
and dialogue as a means for logical thinking (Watanabe, 2002). This approach sought a
flourishing humanity with learning focused on religion and knowledge.

Historically, the meaning of education was pedagogy, which is “a word with
Greek roots meaning ‘leader of the child,” which places the learner in a decidedly
dependent mode” (Jacobs, &Hundley, 2010, p.19; Knowles, 1975, p. 19). In other words,
learners only learn what the teacher teaches; the learners are externally motivated. This is
“extrinsic motivation” (Miyamoto & Nasu, 1995, p.139), which means that people learn
and accomplish based on rewards (Murray, 1964; Yagi, 1966). Activity and reward are
not tied to one another. According to Thorndike (Knowles, 1998, p.76), teaching is the

control of learning by the management of rewards. Education was simply focused on the



presentation of the content. Intrinsic motivation was not a necessary concern or
condition of any teaching approach.

John Dewey shifted the emphasis in education from the content to the learner.
Dewey originally clarified the characteristics of human learning, and he focused on
problem solving using the individual's experiences. His presentation of
education according to human life does not allow for the division of knowledge into skill
and thought. There is an educational effect (Tomita, 2014). Dewey’s ideas
challenged conventional thought and gave birth to a new way of thinking about learning.
This is the root of the teacher-centered vs learner-centered debate. Those, like Skinner,
who favor operant conditioning as a method of learning, say that society is the focus of
education and therefore favor the teacher-centered approach. Those, like Carl Rogers,
who favor the humanistic approach (e.g., person-centered approach) believe that the
individual is the focus of education and therefore favor the learner-centered approach (G.
J. Conti, personal communication, March 31, 2014).

Carl Rogers presented the concept of “humanistic education” in his book
Freedom to Lean. He stated that purpose of education is facilitating learning for learners.
Learner-centered approach is helping the educational purpose (Hatase & Murata, 2006;
Rogers & Freiberg, 1994).

Adult Learning

While Dewey focused on the public schools, other educators focused on adult
learners in real-life situations. One adult educator, Myles Horton, believed that learning is
related to experience and said that “you can’t learn unless you have a reason for learning

and want to learn” (Jacobs, 2003). Adults learn when they are trying to get answer or



solution for the issues.
Adult education is different from Adult learning. However, difference between
these concepts has not been recognized clearly in Japan (Watanabe, 2002).

In The Meaning of Adult Education, Eduard Lindeman (1926/1996)

presented the concept of “education is life” (p. 118). “Lindeman interpreted and applied
Dewey’s ideas for active leaners to adult education....the approach to adult education will
be via the route of situations, not subjects” (Conti, 1978.). Lindeman and Dewey were
contemporaries at Columbia University, and although Lindeman was concerned with
adult education, he was influenced by Dewey’s ideas about schools and

children. Lindeman accepted and applied Dewey’s concept of learning as a fundamental
component of adult education (Lindeman, 1926/1996, p. 7). Education is not merely
preparation for the future; “life is learning”. The best resource in adult education is the
experience of the learner (p. 31).

Originally, Lindeman used the term “Andragogik” in his book Workers’
Education. This term meant that adult education is the process of linking theoretical
knowledge and practical knowledge (Lindeman, 1926/1996, p. 117). After Lindeman,
Malcolm Knowles offered the term “andragogy” as more appropriate than “pedagogy”
for the adult learning process (Conti, 1978). Pedagogy “means, specifically, the art and
science of teaching children” (Knowles, 1970, p. 37). The term of andragogy is based on
combining the Greek words for leader (agogus) and man (aner), and it is defined as the
art and science of helping adults learn (Knowles, 1975, p.19). Andragogy is based on four
original assumptions. These are that as a person matures they (1) have an independent

self-concept and who can direct their own learning, (2) have accumulated a reservoir of



life experiences that is a rich resource for learning, (3) have learning needs closely related
to changing social roles, and (4) are problem centered and interested in immediate
application of knowledge (Knowles, 1970, p. 39). Knowles later added two more
assumptions: Adults are motivated to learn by internal rather than external factors, and
adults have a need to know why they need to learn something before undertaking the
learning task (Knowles et al., 2005, pp. 64-68). Using his original assumptions, Knowles
proposed a learner-centered program planning model for designing, implementing, and
evaluating educational activities (Knowles, 1970, p. 54). “These foundational theories of
andragogy and self-directed learning describe adult learning as a learner-centered activity.
This focus mandates that individual differences be identified in the classroom in order for
teachers to be effective” (McClellan & Conti, 2008, p. 14).

Teaching Style

Heimlich and Norland state that “teaching style is illustrated in every aspect of
instruction. The instructor’s thoughts, feelings, approach, and actions are indicative of
teachers’ teaching style” (Byrd, 2010, pp. 90-91). Teaching style is very different from
teaching methods (Conti, 1989, p. 4). Teaching style links teachers’ educational
philosophy and their action in the classroom (Conti, 2007), and it “refers to a
comprehensive and consistent set of beliefs about the teaching-learning transaction” (p.
20). “Teaching style refers to the distinct qualities displayed by a teacher that are
persistent from situation to situation regardless of the content....Because teaching style is
comprehensive and is an overt implementation of the teacher’s beliefs about teaching, it

is directly linked to the teacher’s educational philosophy” (Conti, 2004, pp. 76-77).



The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) was developed to measure the
relationship of teaching style to the adult education literature. PALS is a 44-item
summated rating scale that “measures the frequency with which one practices
teaching/learning principles that are described in the adult education literature” (Conti,
2004, p.79). PALS has been used in approximately 100 dissertations and for a plethora of
internationally published research focusing on the impact of teaching style on learner
achievement (Byrd, 2010). While the results of some research indicated that the learner-
centered approach was generally more effective, it was the consistency of the teaching
style that provided the most positive impact on learner achievement (Conti, 2004, pp.84-
85).

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS)

The 44 items from the valid and reliable Principles of Adult Learning Scale (Conti,
1982, 2004) were used for this study. These items measure how practitioners relate to the
adult education theory base. PALS can be completed in about 10-15 minutes. The items
relate to things that a teacher of adults might do in a classroom, and respondents indicate
how frequently they practice the action described in each item (Conti, 2004, p. 79).
Responses are on a 6-point Likert-type scale: 0—Always, 1-Almost Always, 2—-Often, 3—
Seldom, 4-Almost Never, and 5-Never. Scores are calculated by summing the value of
the responses to all items. Scores may range from 0 to 220. The mean for PALS is 146
with a standard deviation of 20. Scores above 146 indicate a tendency toward the learner-
centered mode while lower scores imply support of the teacher-centered approach.

In addition to a total score to indicate overall teaching style, PALS produces

seven factor scores by summing the items in each factor. The seven factors in PALS are
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(a) Learner-Centered Activities, (b) Personalizing Instruction, (c) Relating to Experience,
(d) Assessing Student Needs, (e) Climate Building, (f) Participation in the Learning
Process, and (g) Flexibility for Personal Development (Conti, 2004, pp. 79-82). High
scores indicate support of the learner-centered concept that represents the factor name
while low scores indicate support of the opposite concept in the factor. Factor scores are
calculated by adding up the points for each item in the factor.

PALS is a valid and reliable instrument (Conti, 1982). The construct validity of
the items for PALS was established by the testimony of a local and a national jury of
adult educators. The content validity of PALS was established by collecting field-test
data with adult basic education practitioners and then by calculating Pearson correlations
to determine the relationship between each individual item and the total score from each
participant. Criterion-related validity was established by comparing the scores on PALS
to scores on the Flanders Interaction Categories. Reliability was established for PALS by
the test-retest method with a group of adult basic education practitioners which produced

a reliability coefficient of .92.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Design

This study utilized a quantitative research design and is methodological research.
Quantitative research is “the investigation of phenomena that lend themselves to precise
measurement and quantification often involving rigorous and controlled design”(Polot &
Hungler, 1999, p. 712). Methodological research studies “address the development,
validation, and evaluation of research tools or techniques” (p. 208), and “the problems of
cross-cultural quantitative research with the concept of meaning equivalence” (Michalos,
2008, p. 266). In the step of translation, some words were modified for Japanese to make
more understandable in Japanese after consulting with Dr. Conti who developed of PALS.

The development of an instrument involves determining items for the instrument
and then collecting validity and reliability data for these items (Gay, Mills, & Airasian,
2009, p. 166). The Principles of Adult Learning Scale was used as the source of items for
the Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS). The validity and reliability of these items
was inferred from extensive history and research record associated with PALS and with
its use in numerous diverse setting. However, because of the cultural diversity between
Japan and the Western countries in which PALS was developed and used, it was
necessary to gather data on these items with a sample in Japan. This data were first

compared to the norms for PALS, and then a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted
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to compare the structure of the Japanese responses to the established factors for PALS.
Finally, Cronbach’s alpha reliability was calculated to measure the internal consistency of
the new TSAS.

Translations Procedures

The first task for making the Teaching Style Assessment Scale was to translate the
items in PALS from English to Japanese. This translation was accomplished in three
steps (Brislin, 1970). Step 1 was to translate the original English items in PALS to
Japanese. This was accomplished cooperatively primarily by a Japanese researcher with a
Master’s of Arts in Nursing from the United States together with a person who is
bilingual in Japanese and English. Step 2 was to back translate this Japanese translation to
English in order to check its accuracy. This translation was conducted independently by a
second Japanese researcher with a doctorate in nursing from the United States and by a
Japanese English teacher. Whenever any differences occurred between the two Step 2
translations, the process was repeated until the meaning of the back translation matched
the original PALS items precisely. Step 3 was to combine the two individual translations
from Step 2 into one scale. This was done by a native English-speaking Teacher of
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) who has a Master’s of Arts in TESOL
and Master’s of Science in Nursing.

To further check on the content validity of the translated items, they were
examined by three English experts who are native Japanese and who at three universities.
Other professors, who were not in the nursing field, also examined the translated version

of the instrument to see if it could be easily understood at their own faculties.
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Pilot Test

The translated version of PALS was named the Teaching Style Assessment Scale
(TSAS). Before administering TSAS to a large group of nursing educators, it was pilot
tested (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 166) with 10 Japanese nursing educators from
five universities (7), a junior college (1), and a nursing diploma school (2). Additional
data were collected from seven teachers from outside the field of nursing who were asked
for their opinions of the TSAS. Thus, with the assistance of language experts and local
pilot testing, a translated version of PALS was developed that could be used for further
testing in Japan.

Collected Data and Analyzed

Data were collected from Japanese nursing educators; nursing diploma schools,
nursing junior colleges, and nursing universities. Sent 2,256 questionnaires to 363
facilities representatives who had and answer of informed consent in this study from
May,2012 to July, 2012. After answer to a questionnaire, sent it back with a sealed letter
enclosed individually.

In this research, 3 questions were addressed. Data were gathered to answer 3 of
research questions with a translated version of the PALS and were analyzed with the
following procedures using SPSS software; Frequency distribution, One-Sample T-test,
Factor Analysis, Cronbach’s Alpha, & Correlation.

Ethical Considerations

This research was approved by the Institutional Ethics Review Board at Nagoya

University Graduate School of Medicine [approval number 11-162] in Japan.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

National Sample

After PALS was translated to form TSAS and this Japanese translation was pilot
tested locally, data were gathered from a national sample to compare the TSAS to PALS.
To obtain a national sample of nursing educators, 2,256 questionnaires were sent to
nursing teachers at 363 facilities from May to July, 2012. From these, 1,111
questionnaires were returned for a 49.2% response rate. Out of 1,111 responses, 679
(61.1%) were from nursing diploma schools, 46 (4.1%) were from junior colleges, and
386 (34.8%) were from the university. This ratio of returns is similar to the ratio of
institutions offering nursing courses in Japan.

In 978 of the 1,111 (88.0%) returned questionnaires, no items were omitted. Omitted
items were assigned a neutral value of 2.5 (Conti, 2004). The numbers of missing items and their
percentages are as follows: 100 (9.0%) responded with 1 missing item, 17 (1.5%) returned with 2
missing items, five (0.4%) left three items, 3 (0.3%) responded with 5 and 4 missing items
respectively, and there was 1 (0.1%) respondent each for the questionnaire with 6, 7, 9, 10, and 13
missing items. The scale consists of 6 points (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5); it does not have a mid-point. That is,
a person cannot be neutral on any item. They have to make a choice on one side of the scale;
therefore, their response pushes them in one direction or the other. If no value or a zero is given
for a missing item, then this will skew the person’s score in one direction. If the item is omitted,

then the person's total score will be based on fewer items than everyone else. To avoid these
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problems, a value of 2.5 has been assigned. This does not push the person's score in either
direction; therefore, it is truly neutral.

Comparing TSAS to PALS

The data from this national sample were used to construct a profile of the nursing
educators to answer the first research question for this study and to compare the nursing
educators to the North American norms in order to answer the second research question
for this study. The scores on TSAS were significantly different from the norms for PALS
(t=84.4,df = 1,110, p <.001). The mean for the TSAS was 114.25 with a standard
deviation of 12.54, a median of 114, and a mode of 108. The maximum score was 162,
and the lowest score was 68. Although these scores were very different from the norms
for PALS, the scores for the Japanese sample had a normal distribution. Yet, 99.4% of the
sample or all but 7 of the 1,111 respondents scored below 146, which is the mean for
PALS. This outcome indicates that those in the Japanese sample are engaging in
extremely teacher-centered practice in nursing education and that their practices are not
congruent with the mainstream adult education literature.

The total score on PALS can be broken down into seven factor scores. The mean
scores for the national sample for every factor were significantly lower on the TSAS than
the norms for the factors on PALS (see Table 1). For Factorl--Learner-Centered
Activities and Factor 2--Personalizing Instruction those differences were large, and these
differences were approximately one-third of the value of the normed factor mean. For
Factor 5--Climate Building the difference was 25% of the value of the normed factor
mean. For Factor 6--Participation in the Learning Process and Factor 7--Flexibility for
Personal Development the difference was 15.4% of the value of the normed factor mean.

While the differences between the normed factor mean and the TSAS responses seem to
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be small for Factor 3--Relating to Experience and Factor 4--Assessing Student Needs, the
one-sample t-test reveals that the TSAS group also differs significantly from the normed
group for PALS on these factors. Thus, the lower mean scores indicate that the national

sample was significantly more teacher-centered on every factor than the norms for PALS.

Table 1: Comparison of Factor Score for PALS and TSAS

Factor PALS TSAS t-test
Mean SD Mean SD t Df p
1. Learner-Centered Activities 38 8.3 26 53 751 1110 <.001
2. Personalizing Instruction 31 6.8 20 48 759 1,110 <.001
3. Relating to Experience 21 4.9 21 3.9 26 1,110 0.011
4. Assessing Student Needs 14 3.6 13 27 125 1,110 <.001
5. Climate Building 16 3 12 26 465 1,110 <.001
6. Part. in Learning Process 13 3.5 11 31 228 1110 <.001
7. Flexibility for Personal Devel 13 3.9 11 28 235 1110 <.001

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis was used to investigate the theoretical constructs, or factors, that
might underlie the structure of the 1,111 responses on the TSAS. Factor analysis is a
powerful multivariate statistical procedure that is used to remove the redundancy from a
set of correlated variables by placing the variables in a smaller set of derived factors
(Kachigan, 1991, p. 237). In factor analysis, correlations are calculated among all of the
variables in the analysis, and variables that are highly correlated among each other but
correlated lowly with other variables are grouped as derived factors (Gay, Mills, &
Airasian, 2009, p. 204). This subset of variables that make up the factor can be thought of
as the abstract underlying dimension (Kachigan, 1991, p. 237) or a concept contained in
the instrument.

PALS contains seven factors (Conti, 2004). The scores on these factors are used
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both in practitioner training and in research to break down the overall total score on
PALS and to give more detailed description to the general teaching style score.

The factor analysis on the TSAS was conducted to determine if it had the same
underlying factor structure as PALS. For this analysis, the 44 items from the 1,111
responses on the TSAS were factor analyzed using a principal components analysis with
a varimax rotation. Because the results were to be compared to PALS, the number of
factors for the analysis was set at seven. In the analysis, all 44 items loaded into 7 factors
that explained 44.34% of the variance in the analysis. The degree to which each variable

correlates with a factor is referred to as the factor loading (Kachigan, 1991, p. 243). With

a large sample such as this one, any variable that has a factor loading of .30 or greater is

considered statistically significant (Sheskin, 2007, p. 1627). All 44 factor loadings were

greater than .30, and were distributed as follows: .70 to .79-5, .60 to .69-13, .50 to .59-

10, .40 to .49-12, and .30 to .39-4 (see Table 2).

Table 2: Factor Loadings and Factor Names for 7-Factor Solution for TSAS

Load Item Description
Factor 1: Individualization

0.75 24 | let each student work at his/her own rate regardless of the amount of
time it takes him/her to learn a new concept.

0.74 32 I gear my instructional objectives to match the individual abilities and
needs of the students.

0.73 25 I help my students develop short-range as well as long-range objectives.

0.71 23 I have individual conferences to help students identify their educational
needs.

-0.70 11 I determine the educational objectives for each of my students.

0.66 35 I allow a student’s motives for participating in continuing education to be
a major determinant in the planning of learning objectives.

0.61 36 I have my students identify their own problems that need to be solved.

0.51 15 I allow students to participate in making decisions about the topics that
will be covered in class.

0.47 1 I allow students to participate in developing the criteria for evaluating
their performance in class.

-0.44 21 | use what history has proven that adults need to learn as my chief criteria
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for planning learning episodes.

Factor 2: Learner-Centered Actions by the Teacher

0.59 14 I plan learning episodes to take into account my students' prior
experiences.
0.56 22 | accept errors as a natural part of the learning process.
0.55 20 I utilize the many competencies that most adults already possess to
achieve educational objectives.
0.51 18 I encourage dialogue among my students.
0.51 10 | arrange the classroom so that it is easy for students to interact.
0.50 8 | participate in the informal counseling of students.
-0.50 12 I plan units which differ as widely as possible from my students' socio-
economic backgrounds.
0.48 5 I help students diagnose the gaps between their goals and their present
level of performance.
-0.45 13 | get a student to motivate himself/herself by confronting him/her in the
presence of classmates during group discussions.
0.45 43 I help students relate new learning to their prior experiences.
0.42 31 I plan activities that will encourage each student's growth from
dependence on others to greater independence.
0.36 17 I use different techniques depending on the students being taught.
-0.30 37 I give all students in my class the same assignment on a given topic.
Factor 3: Teacher-Centered Activities
0.68 9 I use lecturing as the best method for presenting my subject material to
adult students.
0.62 6 I provide knowledge rather than serve as a resource person.
0.61 16 I use one basic teaching method because | have found that most adults
have a similar style of learning.
0.45 7 I stick to the instructional objectives that | write at the beginning of a
program.
0.41 19 I use written tests to assess the degree of academic growth in learning
rather than to indicate new directions for learning.
Factor 4: Classroom Control by Teacher
0.67 26 I maintain a well-disciplined classroom to reduce interferences to earning.
0.63 29 I use methods that foster quiet, productive, deskwork.
0.60 2 I use disciplinary action when it is needed.
0.39 4 I encourage students to adopt middle-class values.
0.35 30 I use tests as my chief method of evaluating students.
Factor 5: Relating to Experience
0.66 44 I teach units about problems of everyday living.
0.61 34 I encourage my students to ask questions about the nature of their society.
0.50 39 I organize adult learning episodes according to the problems that my

students encounter in everyday life.
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Factor 6: Personalizing Instruction

0.65 27 I avoid discussion of controversial subjects that involve value judgments.

0.59 33 I avoid issues that relate to the student's concept of himself/herself.

-0.48 28 I allow my students to take periodic breaks during the class.

-0.41 3 I allow older students more time to complete assignments when they need
it.

0.40 38 I use materials that were originally designed for students in elementary

and secondary schools.

Factor 7: External Standards

0.64 40 I measure a student's long-term educational growth by comparing his/her
total achievement in class to his/her expected performance as measured by
national norms from standardized tests.

0.63 41 | encourage competition among my students.

-0.48 42 | use different materials with different students.

The difficult task of factor analysis is to decide how many factors best represent
the data (Kachigan, 1991, p. 246). In order to explore if a better structure existed than the
7-factor solution, addition factor analyses were run with the number of factors fixed at 6,
5, 4, 3, and 2. While all 44 items loaded on factors in the 6-factor solution, the following
number of items did not load at the .30 level on any factor in the analyses: 5 factors—1
item, 4 factors—1 items, 3 factors—2 items, and 2 factors—7 items. Since the goal of this
research was to develop an instrument based on the 44 items of PALS, all of the solutions
except the 6-factor solution were rejected as unsuitable because they reduced the number
of items. When the 6-factor solution was compared to the 7-factor solution, it too was
rejected because its factor structures did not add any greater clarity to describing the total
score and because it explained 3.8% less variance than the 7-factor solution. Thus, the 7-
factor solution was judged as the best trade-off between the amount of parsimony and
comprehensiveness that it provided (Kachigan, 1991, p. 247), and it retained all 44 items
of the original PALS.

Once the 7-factor solution was accepted for TSAS, the items in each factor were
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compared to the items in the factors for PALS. This revealed that the factor structures
were not the same for the two instruments. Therefore, the factors for the TSAS were
named, and then the distribution of the items with these factor names was compared to
the PALS factors.

Naming of the factors is a subjective decision made by the researcher in which
names are assigned to factor with the items with the highest factors loadings playing the
greatest role in determining the factor name (Sheskin, 2007, pp. 1633-1634). Based upon
the factor loadings, the seven factors in TSAS were named as follows: Factor 1:
Individualization, Factor 2: Learner-Centered Actions by the Teacher, Factor 3: Teacher-
Centered Activities, Factor 4: Classroom Control by Teacher, Factor 5: Relating to
Experience, Factor 6: Personalizing Instruction, and Factor 7: External Standards.

The names of the TSAS factors are very similar to those of PALS except for
Factor 4: Assessing Student Needs and Factor 5: Climate Building of PALS. However,
the items were distributed differently in the factors for the two instruments. The 10 items
in Factor 1: Individualization contained 3 items from Participation Learning Process, 3
items from Personalizing Instruction, 2 items from Learner-Centered Activities, and 2
items from Assessing Student Needs. The 13 items in Factor 2: Learner-Centered Actions
by the Teacher contained 3 items from Relating to Experience, 3 items from Climate
Building, 2 items from Learner-Centered Activities, 2 items from Personalizing
Instruction, 2 items from Assessing Student Needs, and 1 item from Participation
Learning Process. The 5 items in Factor 3: Teacher-Centered Activities contained 2 items
from Learner-Centered Activities, 2 items from Flexibility for Personal Development,

and 1 item from Personalizing Instruction. The 5 items in Factor 4: Classroom Control by
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Teacher contained 4 items from Learner-Centered Activities and 1 item from Flexibility
for Personal Development. The 3 items in Factor 5: Relating to Experience were all from
Relating to Experience. The 5 items in Factor 6: Personalizing Instruction were 2 items
from Flexibility for Personal Development and one item each from Learner-Centered
Activities, Personalizing Instruction, and Climate Building. The 3 items in Factor 7:
External Standards were made up of 2 items from Personalizing Instruction and one item
from Learner-Centered Activities. Thus, many of the items continued to be correlated
with each other in TSAS but in smaller clusters, and these clusters then joined other
clusters in forming factors. Consequently, while the factors for TSAS and PALS are
similar in the concepts that they represent, they are somewhat different in the items that
make up these concepts.
Reliability

Reliability is “the degree to which a test consistently measures whatever it is
measuring” (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 158). One type of reliability is internal
consistency reliability, and this is “the extent to which items in a single test are consistent
among themselves and with the test as a whole” (p. 160). Cronbach’s alpha is used to
determine the reliability coefficient for internal consistency reliability for instruments that
use Likert-type response choices (p. 161). Cronbach’s alpha estimates this “internal
consistency reliability by determining how all items on a test relate to all other test items
and to the total test” (p. 161).

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated by using the 44 items from the 1,111 responses
on TSAS. This procedure produced an alpha of .68 and a standardized item alpha of .70.

Although this reliability coefficient is lower than ones consistently found in studies using
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PALS, these alpha values round off to the minimum .7 level for adequate internal
consistency reliability (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 198; Leary, 1995, p. 61).

Final Form of TSAS

The analysis of TSAS and the comparison of TSAS to PALS indicated that TSAS
was similar to PALS in that it was measuring the construct of teaching style in
relationship to the adult education literature base, but the analysis also indicated that there
was some “noise” in the instrument. Noise is a term used in statistical analysis to refer to
recognized amounts of unexplained variation in a sample. Therefore, further analysis was
undertaken to reduce this noise. Because the reduction of this noise would lead to altering
the 44-item structure of PALS, TSAS would be a new instrument. Therefore, in order to
answer the third research question concerning the most efficient format for an instrument
using the items from PALS, the standard instrument construction procedures for
establishing validity and reliability were followed for creating the final form of TSAS.
This process recognized that “there are different types of evidence of validity” (Wiersma
& Jurs, 2005, p. 327) and that “there are multiple ways to establish the various forms of
test validity” (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 169).

Criterion-related Validity

Construct validity, content validity, and reliability were addressed. Criterion-
related validity was not addressed in this final analysis because of the close relationship
between TSAS and PALS. Criterion-related validity is “determined by relating
performance on a test to performance on a second test or other measure. The second test
or measure is the criterion against which the validity of the initial test is judged” (Gay,

Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 155). The steps in creating TSAS from PALS and the analysis
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of the results of TSAS with a national sample of 1,111 establish the concurrent form of
criterion-related validity for TSAS by demonstrating that its wording is similar to PALS,
that both instruments are measuring similar factors, and that TSAS is moderately reliable
in doing this. Thus, the criterion-related validity of TSAS rests in its construction from
PALS and in its comparison to PALS.

Content Validity

Content validity was addressed first because this process had the potential of
reducing the number of items in TSAS from the original 44 items in PALS. “Content
validity is the degree to which a test measures an intended content area” (Gay, Mills, &
Airasian, 2009, p. 155). It is concerned with both how relevant the items are to the
content area and with how well the items sample the overall content area. Content
validity is often established by the judgment of experts, but statistical procedures can also
be used.

The items in TSAS were translated from PALS; therefore, the content validity of
PALS was inferred for TSAS. The content validity of PALS was established by the
testimonies of a local jury and a national jury in the United States. The local jury was
made up on three well-established professors of adult education, and the national jury
"consisted of 10 professors with a high degree of visibility in the field of adult education,
with geographic dispersion throughout the country, and with philosophical heterogeneity™
(Conti, 1982, pp. 139-140). These jury members not only made many contributions to the
adult education literature base throughout their careers but also served in leadership roles
in national organizations and on professional journals. The local jury contained Phyllis

Cunningham, John Niemi, and Robert Smith; the national jury was made up of George
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Aker, Gordon Darkenwald, Donnie Dutton, Mary Jane Even, Stan Grabowski, Malcolm
Knowles, Alan Knox, John Peters, Kathleen Rockhill, and Don Seaman (p. 146). In the
judgment of these distinguished adult education scholars, the items in PALS reflect the
“adult education learning principles that are congruent with the collaborative teaching-
learning mode....in which authority for curriculum formation is shared by the learner and
the practitioner” (pp. 135-136).

Statistical analysis was used to measure the degree to which each item is related
to the measurement of the intended content and to which the items sample the overall
content being measured (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 155). As with PALS, the items
in TSAS are summed to produce a total score that represents the degree to which adult
education practitioners accept and adhere to learner-centered principles in the adult
education literature (Conti, 1982, p. 135). Content validity addresses how well each of the
items in TSAS relates to this total concept of teaching style. In order to establish this
content validity, the items were analyzed by examining the correlation between
individual item responses and the total score on TSAS. This procedure was used in the
original development of PALS, and “this procedure was used because each item is part of
the overall concept, and in order for the item to be useful, it must contribute to the total
score. In order to do this, it must have a moderate to strong positive correlation”
(Nichols-Sharpe, 2004, pp. 127-128).

Several correlations were calculated to examine the relationship between the
response on each individual item for the 1,111 participants in the national sample and the
individual’s total score on TSAS. A stepwise procedure was used that is similar to that

used in regression analysis (Kachigan, 1991, p. 153; Sheskin, 2007, p. 1435); however,
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this procedure was used for removing items from the original 44 items in TSAS. That is,

after each correlation was calculated, the results were examined, and the item with the

lowest correlation was removed if it did not have at least a positive .2 correlation with the
total score. For the next step, this item was removed from the summation for total score,
and a new total score was calculated without this item. After repeating this procedure 14

times, all items but one correlated at least at the .2 level with the total score. Item 29 had

a correlation of .17 at this step, but it was retained in the scale because this correlation

rounded up to .2, because removing it only improved the total difference in the

correlations between this step and the next one by .04, and because retaining it provided

for a number of items that was a multiple of 10. The following items were removed: 2, 4,

7,11, 12,13, 21, 26, 27, 33, 37, 38, 40, and 41, all of these were negative items. The
remaining items in the final form of TSAS had the following correlations with the total
score: .60 to .69-6, .50 to .59-6, .40 to .49-9, .30 to .39-4, .20 t0 .29-4, and .17-1 (see

Table 3). All correlations were significant at the .001 level.

Table 3: Correlation of Items to Total Score on Final Form of TSAS

Item 1 3 5 6 8 9 10 14 15
Correlation 048 022 045 042 022 047 045 047 055
Item 17 18 19 20 22 23 24 25 28
Correlation 053 060 021 05 029 058 067 062 0.32
Item 30 31 32 34 35 36 39 42 43

Correlation 032 058 063 036 066 063 045 040 052

16
0.31

29
0.17

44
0.42

Construct Validity

Construct validity “reflects the degree to which a test measures an intended

hypothetical construct” (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 157); for TSAS, this is the

construct of teaching-style as it relates to support of the collaborative mode in the adult
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education literature (Conti, 1982). “Construct validity is the most important form of
validity because it asks the fundamental validity question: What is this test really
measuring?” (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 157). Because constructs are
nonobservable traits that have been constructed to explain behavior (p. 157), items in an
instrument deal with the effects of this behavior. Just as for PALS, the items in TSAS

deal with “several things that a teacher of adults might do in a classroom” (Conti, 2004, p.
87) “based upon the body of theory and knowledge which is advanced in the literature by
prominent adult educators who support the collaborative teaching-learning mode” (Conti,
1982, p. 139). The construct validity of these items and the overall TSAS was established
in two ways.

First, just as with content validity, the construct validity of the items in TSAS can
be inferred from PALS. The local and national juries that testified to the content validity
of PALS also testified to the construct validity of PALS (Conti, 1982, pp. 139-140). The
positive judgement of major theorists such as Malcolm Knowles and Robert Smith and of
journal editors such as Phyllis Cunningham and Gordon Darkenwald strongly supports
the construct validity of the items from PALS which were used in the final version of
TSAS.

Second, factor analysis was used to identify the underlying elements composing
teaching style as measured by TSAS. This factor analysis used the responses to the final
30-item form of TSAS. The responses from the 1,111participants in the national sample
were factor analyzed using a principal components analysis with a varimax rotation. The
analysis produced a solution with 6 factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. To explore

for the best fit of the data with the final form of TSAS, additional factor analyzes were
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run with the number of factors fixed at 2, 3, 4, and 5. The 5-factor solution was the best
fit for the data because it produced the best distribution of items in the factors. All 30
items loaded into 5 factors that explained 45.25% of the variance in the analysis. The
factor loadings ranged from .749 to .325 and were distributed as follows: .70 to .79-5, .60

to .69-9, .50 to .59-8, .40 to .49-7, and .30 to .39-1 (see Table 4).

Table 4: Factors in the Teaching Style Assessment Scale
TSAS PALS

Load [Item Description Factor[Item

Factor 1: Participation in the Learning Process

0.749 23 | gear my instructional objectives to match the individual abilities and 2 32
needs of the students.

0.746 18 I help my students develop short-range as well as long-range 4 25
objectives.

0.734 16 | have individual conferences to help students identify their educational 4 23
needs.

0.730 17 I let each student work at his/her own rate regardless of the amount of 2 24
time it takes him/her to learn a new concept.

0.667 25 |l allow a student's motives for participating in continuing education to be a 2 35

major determinant in the planning of learning objectives.

0.644 26 | have my students identify their own problems that need to be solved. 6 36

0.545 1 I allow students to participate in developing the criteria for evaluating 6 1
their performance in class.

0.528 9 I allow students to participate in making decisions about the topics that 6 15
will be covered in class.

0.415 22 | planactivities that will encourage each student's growth from g 31
dependence on others to greater independence.
Factor 2: Relating to Experience

0.734 30 | teach units about problems of everyday living. 3 44

0.647 24 lencourage my students to ask questions about the nature of their 3 34
society.

0.609 27 I organize adult learning episodes according to the problems that my 3 39
students encounter in everyday life.

0.592 29 I help students relate new learning to their prior experiences. 3 43

0.427 8 I plan learning episodes to take into account my students' prior 3 14
experiences.
Factor 3: Climate Building (Create Learning Climate)

0.651 5 | participate in the informal counseling of students. 4 8

0.601 7 I arrange the classroom so that it is easy for students to interact. 6 10

0.519 3 I help students diagnose the gaps between their goals and their present 4 5
level of performance.

0.483 15 I accept errors as a natural part of the learning process. 5 22

0.469 12 Iencourage dialogue among my students. 5 18
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0.449 14 | utilize the many competencies that most adults already possess to 20
achieve educational objectives.
Factor 4: Learner-Centered Activities
0.698 6 I use lecturing as the best method for presenting my subject material to 9
adult students.
0.683 4 I provide knowledge rather than serve as a resource person. 6
0.554 10 | use one basic teaching method because | have found that most adults 16
have a similar style of learning.
0.523 20 I use methods that foster quiet, productive, deskwork. 29
0.508 21 I use tests as my chief method of evaluating students. 30
0.492 13 | use written tests to assess the degree of academic growth in learning 19
rather than to indicate new directions for learning.
Factor 5: Personalizing Instruction
0.626 2 I allow older students more time to complete assignments when they 3
need it.
0581 19 I allow my students to take periodic breaks during the class. 28
0.401 11 I use different techniques depending on the students being taught. 17
0.325 28 | use different materials with different students. 42

The five factors were named based upon the factor loadings. This process was
supplemented by comparing the loadings in TSAS to the item distribution in the factors
in PALS. The five factors in the final form of TSAS were named as follows: Factor 1:
Participation in the Learning Process, Factor 2: Relating to Experience, Factor 3: Climate
Building, Factor 4: Learner-Centered Activities, and Factor 5: Personalizing Instruction.
Because of the resemblance of the TSAS factors to the PALS factors, the TSAS factors
were named the same as five of the PALS factors. Six of the nine items in Factor 1:
Participation in the Learning Process are from Factor 6: Participation in the Learning
Process and Factor 2: Personalizing Instruction of PALS; most research with PALS
shows a strong correlation between these two factors. All five of the items in Factor 2:
Relating to Experience were from the factor with this same name in PALS. Similarly,
three of the six items in Factor 3: Climate Building were from the factor with this same

name in PALS, and the other three items describe what Knowles (1970) refers to as the
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physical or psychological elements of climate building (p. 41); this factor may also be
referred to as Create Learning Climate because this phrase translates more clearly to
Japanese. Factor 4: Learner-Centered Activities contained the six remaining negative
items in TSAS, and four of the items were from the factor with this same name in PALS.
Three of the four items in Factor 5: Personalizing Instruction were from the factor with
this same name in PALS, and the other item strongly supported this name. Thus, this
strong resemblance of the factors to the PALS factors supports the construct validity of
TSAS as well as its criterion-related validity.

Reliability

Reliability was established for TSAS both for its internal consistency and for its
stability over time. Cronbach’s alpha was used to establish the internal consistency
reliability of the 30-item form of TSAS. It was calculated by using the 30 items from the
1,111 responses on TSAS. This procedure produced an alpha of .86 and a standardized
item alpha of .87. These coefficients indicate strong internal consistency reliability for the
final form of TSAS and are similar to the high reliability coefficients found in research
with PALS.

The test-retest procedure was used to establish the stability of TSAS over time.
Test-retest was administrated to 30 educators as convenience and snowball sampling, 12
from universities, 4 from junior colleges, 14 from nursing diploma schools. The retest
was administered two weeks later.

The correlation coefficient was 0.9, which is high. It indicates strong stability of
TSAS. Correlation was significant at the 0.01 level.

Norms for TSAS
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As a result of the development and validation process, the Teaching Style
Assessment Scale is a 30-item summated rating scale (see Appendix) that “measures the
frequency with which one practices teaching/learning principles that are described in the
adult education literature” (Conti, 2004, p. 79). In order to provide a reference for
interpreting the total score on TSAS and its factors, the means and standard deviations
were calculated for TSAS and its five factors (see Table 5). These descriptive statistics
provide norm-referenced scoring based on the normal distribution against which a
person’s performance (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2009, p. 149) on TSAS can be compared

to that of the 1,111 participants in the national sample.

Table 5: Mean and Standard Deviation for TSAS and Factors

Factor
Statistics TSAS
1 2 3 4
Mean 81 22 17 23 10
Std. Dev. 15 7 3 3 4

The mean score on TSAS is 81. This is an average of 2.7 points for each of the 30
items in TSAS (81/30 = 2.7), and it is slightly to the learner-center side of the mid-point
of 75 for the total range of the scale which is 0 to 150. This indicates an average choice
near the midpoint of 2.5 on the scale but slight toward the option of “Often” on PALS
scale once the scale is reversed to reflect positive items.

Scoring TSAS

TSAS is a 30-item summated rating scale. Although PALS uses a six-point
Likert-type scale ranging from Always to Never (Conti, 2004, p. 79), the scale has been
reversed for TSAS because most of the negative items from PALS have been removed

through the validation process, and reversing the scale greatly reduces the number of
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items that need to be rescored for scoring. Therefore, the 6-point Likert-type scale for
TSAS is a follows: 0—Never, 1-Almost Never, 2—-Seldom, 3—-Often, 4-Almost Always,
and 5-Always.

The first step in scoring TSAS is to rescore the negative items. Items number 4, 6,
10, 13, 20, and 21 are negative items. For these negative items, assign the following
values: Always=0, Almost Always=1, Often=2, Seldom=3, Almost Never=4, and
Never=5. Omitted items are assigned a neutral value of 2.5; this value puts the response
in the middle of the scale and does not skew the overall score toward either the teacher-
centered or learner-centered side.

After the negative items are rescored, the total score is obtained by summing the
values of the responses to all 30 items. Scores may range from 0 to 150. Respondents’
overall teaching style and strength of commitment to that style can be judged by
comparing their score to the mean score of 81; scores above 81 “indicate a tendency
toward the learner-centered mode while lower scores imply support of the teacher-
centered approach” (Conti, 2004, p. 79).

Factor scores are computed by adding up the points for each item in the factor,
and the factor scores can be interpreted by comparing the score to the mean for the factor.
The five factor scores can provide greater detail and description to the overall teaching
style score.

Each factor contains a similar group of items that make up a major

component of teaching style. The support of the collaborative mode in the

adult education literature is reflected in the names of the factor titles. High

scores in each factor represent support of the leaner-centered concept
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implied in the factor name. Low factor scores indicate support of the

opposite concept. (Conti, 2004, p. 80)
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CAHPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Discussion

Teaching style has been a popular concept in the educational literature for many
years. A primary reason for this is that teachers are professionals and care deeply about
what they are doing in the teaching-learning transaction. Moreover, many teachers of
adults have not had the formal training in the colleges of education in the universities that
brings them into contact with the field’s literature base. Valid and reliable instruments
such as the Principles of Adult Learning Scale provide an objective tool for them to
assess their classroom practices and their beliefs about these practices. Such an
assessment is an important step in what Schon (1987) describes as reflection-in-action.
This view of professional practice “reinforces the need for teachers to assess their style
and to reflect upon the implications which that style has for their learners in the
classroom” (Conti, 2004, p. 76).

For many years, the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) has been a major
instrument for measuring teaching style for the teachers of adults. However, a new valid
and reliable instrument, the Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS), now exists. TSAS
was derived from PALS and consequently carries with it the long history of validity and
reliability of PALS. Construct validity was inferred from the items in PALS and was

confirmed by factor analysis based on a national sample of 1,111 in Japan. Content
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validity was also inferred from the items in PALS and was established for the items in
TSAS by examining the correlation between individual item responses and the total score
on TSAS. The criterion-related validity of TSAS rests on its development from PALS
and on its comparison to PALS from the national data. Internal consistency reliability
was established by using Cronbach’s alpha.

TSAS is similar to PALS but has some important differences. The purpose and
general structure of the two instruments are the same. However, TSAS contains 14 or
31.8% less items than PALS. Although TSAS contains two less factors than PALS and
although the items in TSAS combine in a slightly different fashion than in PALS, the five
factors in TSAS match factors in PALS. Both instruments use the same interval labels on
a 6-point Likert-type scale, but the poles of the scale have been reversed in TSAS for ease
of scoring and to better match the Japanese cultural approach to test items.

One major difference between TSAS and PALS is that TSAS is about one-third
shorter. One general principle of test construction is to improve the efficiency of
instruments by keeping them as short as possible. The content analysis process revealed
that by removing 14 items from PALS the overall statistical strength of the new
instrument improved. All 14 items that were removed were items that were worded to be
negative items related to a concept in the adult education literature. Although including
negative items in an instrument is encouraged in the test-construction literature, the
concept of using negative items is not common in the Japanese culture, and these items
may have been confusing to many of those in the sample. While PALS has only 4 more
positive items than negative items, only 6 of the 20 negative items in PALS were strong

enough to be included in TSAS, and all of these items loaded on the same factor in the
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factor analysis. Because instruments with both positive and negative items require the
rescoring of one set of these items, TSAS is easier to score than PALS because only six
items need to be rescored as a result of reversing the poles on the response scale.

Like PALS, TSAS is based upon the literature in which “the central question of
how adults learn has occupied the attention of scholars and practitioners since the
founding of adult education as a professional field of practice in the 1920s” (Merriam,
2001, p. 3). While there has been important developments in the field’s literature base
since PALS was developed, the twin pillars of adult learning theory have remained
andragogy and self-directed learning (p. 3), and these are reflected both in the literature
used for the items in PALS and in the makeup of the juries that were used to establish the
construct and content validity of PALS. With this link to the theory base, TSAS is like
PALS and “measures the frequency with which one practices teaching/learning principles

that are described in the adult education literature” (Conti, 2004, p. 79).
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
TSAS can be used for either self-assessment or as a research tool. In order to

know how they relate to the concepts in the adult education literature base, teachers need
an objective measure to identify their teaching style. TSAS not only provides an overall
score that indicates the teacher’s support for a teaching style, but it also provides five
factor scores that identify specific classroom behaviors that make up this style. By
critically analyzing their responses to each item in each of the factors, teachers can reflect
upon their classroom actions related to that style and upon consistency in their style. This
can then be related to adult learning theory.

Recommendations

This self-assessment function for TSAS is especially important in Japan. Faculty
development has been mandatory for educators in Japan since 2007 (Kaisetsu-
kyouikuroppouhensyuiinkai, 2013, pp. 294, 302). However, many of the universities
have struggled with providing these faculty development activities. While most of the
training activities have focused on active learning, the likelihood of these activities being
implemented is low if the teachers are not able to recognize how these activities relate to
their overall approach to teaching which includes their beliefs about the teaching-learning

transaction. TSAS can serve as a tool to initiate and direct the reflective process teachers
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need to go through before they integrate new ideas in the classroom.

TSAS can also be used in research. As with PALS, TSAS can be used in a variety
of situations and settings that involve adult learners. While PALS has been used both in
the United States and in international studies, “60.2% have been descriptive in nature
while 39.8% were relational studies” (Byrd, 2010, pp. 91-92). Descriptive studies are
needed to supply a baseline for organizations and agencies to provide a better
understanding of current practices before professional development activities are
undertaken; past research indicates that this research can be very diverse (pp. 92-95).
Relational studies examine the relationship of teaching style to other variables, and PALS
relational studies have addressed variables such as beliefs, distance, and student outcomes
(pp. 95-99). TSAS can be used in similar ways as well as in studies that examine the
relationship of PALS and TSAS to each other in various settings and in studies that
further confirm the norms for TSAS.

Thus, TSAS is a new, valid, and reliable instrument that can be used for
measuring teaching style practices both at the individual and organizational level. The
stimulus for its development was the need to assess the teaching style of nursing
educators in order to design professional development activities based on adult learning
theory that foster critical thinking skills to implement Evidence-Based Nursing in Japan.
However, the result has been the development of a statistically strong instrument that can
be used in any situation involving the adult teaching-learning transaction. Adult
education practitioners are encouraged to use TSAS in their daily practice and in their
research. Such use can contribute to improved professional practice and to expanding the

adult education knowledge base.
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APPENDIX
Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS)
Directions

The following survey contains several things that a teacher of adults might do in a
classroom. You may personally find some of them desirable 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 sheet, circle 5 if you always do the event; circle
number 4 if you almost always do the event; circle number 3 if you often do the event;
circle number 2 if you seldom do the event; circle number 1 if you almost never do the
event; and circle number 0 if you never do the event. If the item does not apply to you,
circle number O for never.

Almost Almost
Always Always Often Seldom Never Never
5 4 3 2 1 0

1. | allow students to participate in developing the criteria for evaluating their
performance in class.

2. lallow older students more time to complete assignments when they need it.

3. | help students diagnose the gaps between their goals and their present level of

performance.

| provide knowledge rather than serve as a resource person.

| participate in the informal counseling of students.

| use lecturing as the best method for presenting my subject material to adult students.

| arrange the classroom so that it is easy for students to interact.

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

| allow students to participate in making decisions about the topics that will be

covered in class.

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

11. I use different techniques depending on the students being taught.

12. I encourage dialogue among my students.

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

14.1 utilize the many competencies that most adults already possess to achieve
educational objectives.

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

16. I have individual conferences to help students identify their educational needs.

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

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

19. I allow my students to take periodic breaks during the class.

20. I use methods that foster quiet, productive, deskwork.

21. | use tests as my chief method of evaluating students.

22. | plan activities that will encourage each student's growth from dependence on others
to greater independence.

23. | gear my instructional objectives to match the individual abilities and needs of the
students.

24. | encourage my students to ask questions about the nature of their society.

25. | allow a student's motives for participating in continuing education to be a major
determinant in the planning of learning objectives.

26. | have my students identify their own problems that need to be solved.

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

28. | use different materials with different students.

29. | help students relate new learning to their prior experiences.

30. I teach units about problems of everyday living.

Scoring Teaching Style Assessment Scale

Positive Items

Items number 1, 2, 3,5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, and 30 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

Items number 4, 6, 10, 13, 20, and 21 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

Factors

Factor 1: Participation in the Learning Process
Factor 1 contains items number 1, 9, 16, 17, 18, 22, 23, 25, and 26.

Factor 2: Relating to Experience
Factor 2 contains items number 8, 24, 27, 29, and 30.
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Factor 3: Climate Building (or Create Learning Climate)
Factor 3 contains items number 3, 5, 7, 12, 14, and 15.

Factor 4: Learner-Centered Activities
Factor 4 contains items number 4, 6, 10, 13, 20, and 21.

Factor 5: Personalizing Instruction
Factor 5 contains items number 2, 11, 19, and 28.

Computing Scores

Overall Teaching Style Score: An individual’s total score on the Teaching Style
Assessment Scale (TSAS) is calculated by summing the value of the responses to all
items. This total score indicates the overall teaching style and the strength of the teacher’s
support of this style. The mean or average for TSAS is 81 with a standard deviation of 15.
Scores above 81 indicate a tendency toward the learner-centered approach of instruction
while scores below 81 imply support of the teacher-centered approach.

Standard deviations refer to positions on the normal, bell-shaped curve. Most scores
will be within one standard deviation of the mean; that is, they will be between 66 and 96.
Movement toward these scores indicates an increased commitment to a specific teaching
style. Scores that are in the second standard deviation of 15 to 30 points different from
the mean indicate a very strong and consistent support of a definitive teaching style.
Scores that are in the third standard deviation of at least 30 points from the mean indicate
an extreme commitment to a style.

Factor Scores: Factor scores are calculated by summing the value of the responses
for each item in the factor. The factor score values are as follows:

Factor Mean Staqda_lrd
Deviation

1 22 7

2 17 3

3 23 3

4 10 4

5 9 3

46



Teaching Style Assessment Scale (TSAS) in Japanese

FA—FITRELINTERAAY FRAT—)L

FENTHLESATVSERER/EL T, TEEOBEMICCEEI LS
BRCLICRIZLUTHESE 1D0BY, TOBESEOTHATLESY

wouts | UYL maTs | sEyLEL | BALLEL | Law
5 4 3 2 i 0

1 FHEOERZWMYANT., BESNEDOEMBELEZERT S

2 WEICIGC CRERHEAREEILT

3 EENEEHEFERTETLLIIZIEET S

4 BETIE. 7272743 —(FBXE) 1255EL05KY . TLAMBES A5

S | FEOHBICKREICELD

6 | BECTH. BMTECREENS

7 HENTIE. FENEFELOTVERERRIKYET S

8 FHEEELEOINEFTCORBEEELC.REHBEEZILTS

9 BETRYSHITE2T—IZRHBEIZ. ZEDERERYANS

10 | &EAEFIEESETD

11 | HRABZEIZKY ., Eo=BEHEERES

12 | 2EMOXEEZENDS

13 | ERHBE. FEOH-LFEREOERDE=HENSIYELEFEREDRAELELTITS

14 | ZEBEXERTI=OIZ. FEDFREHETERTS

15 | 200 BRAIBIRELT. FEDRYEZITANS

16 | R OFEENEE EBRELIEANREIZLEDELS. BN EEEZT S

17 | HILWVMESZRE—AVEYDR—RATERBLSIZTS

18 | ZAEARPMWBELEHNNBEZEERETEDLICFYMTTS

19 | BEdz, FELEHMERBEEZNAZEEHT

20 | BEREIBBICZTEESIZERET

21 | ELEMAEE LT, REZALDS

22 | REOBIERTLOEETEIET D

23 | ZE—ANVEYDRENOREICIGCTIREEEZERXERS

24 | ZEABEZMYEIHEADEMEZELE O LE28HOS

25 | MEHBEANDEHARICLT. FEEHSTEEREEZILITONEELSIZT S

260 | RSV ELRFABSOMEFZFAEB S THEICTESLSIZTS

27 | BEF . ZENBLAEBLYITVEIEFZZELTHAITS

28 | BEEFNEN(DHEIWNEITIL—T8)ICELRDIEMEHES

29 | ZEN, ARV EFBEDRERICHEUSDITONEKSICFBITT S

30 | BETEHEABEZTOMEEFLYEITS
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