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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 

This study identified the espoused teaching modes and teaching perspectives for a 

sample of facilitators of workplace learning.  The study also determined whether 

differences existed between facilitator espoused teaching mode and learner perception of 

facilitator teaching mode.  The results of this study are significant because there is 

overwhelming support for the use of the collaborative teaching mode in the adult learning 

profession, yet little empirical evidence of utilization of this mode by adult learning 

facilitators.  This study examined learning facilitators in the workplace setting, about 

which even less is reported in previous research.  To appropriately answer the research 

questions posed in this study, a correlational research design was implemented utilizing 

descriptive and inferential statistics.  

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) was used to measure overall 

teaching mode of facilitators of adult workplace learning; the Adapted Principles of Adult 

Learning Scale (APALS) was used to measure learner perception of facilitator teaching 

mode; and the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) was used to measure facilitator 

teaching perspective.  The sample consisted of 34 facilitators of workplace learning in 

college and university economic development divisions, public training organizations, 

and corporate training organizations and their 286 learners.  Facilitator variables which 

have been shown to be associated with espoused and perceived teaching mode were also 

examined.  These included facilitator age, gender, race, occupational field, professional 

preparation, years teaching experience, and program taught.   
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The following overall findings were reached.  Workplace learning facilitators 

were designated as non-collaborative, but were found to be slightly more collaborative 

than other groups of instructors and teachers from past studies.  There was moderate 

agreement between facilitator espoused and learner perceived teaching mode, yet 

generally learners rated facilitators lower on collaborative teaching mode than facilitators 

rated themselves.  Gender and years teaching experience were also found to be 

significantly associated with facilitator teaching mode.  The most common teaching 

perspectives of facilitators were the Nurturing and Apprenticeship perspectives.  

Teaching perspective did not predict espoused or perceived teaching mode; however, 

there were differences in teaching mode scores for the different teaching perspectives—

with the Transmission perspective returning the lowest collaborative teaching mode 

scores of all teaching perspectives (espoused and perceived). 

Recommendations for practice and future research were provided, which included 

a current examination of the PALS instrument for use in workplace learning settings. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

Introduction 

 “A teacher affects eternity; he can never tell where his influence stops.” 

                                                                                                                          Henry Brooks Adams 

 

 

It is nearly a cliché to describe the world as having undergone extreme change in 

the past several decades.  Yet, organizations truly have faced continued conditions of 

upheaval such as downsizing, reengineering, outsourcing (Drucker, 1995), rapid social 

changes, major technological innovations (Cervero, 1998), and competition from the 

global economy (Cross, 1982; Drucker, 2002; McGuire, 1993).  Uncertainty and 

ambiguity (Drucker, 1995; Imel, 1992), rather than consistency and calm, rule the day 

and this makes the world more complicated than ever before.   

Formal learning systems are not exempt from these conditions.  In fact, higher 

education has been referred to in the literature as a ―supercomplicated‖ system, and 

formal learning institutions are impacted by such factors as rapidly expanding student 

numbers, increased scarcity of resources, growing demands of customers (McQuire, 1993; 

Watts, 2000, p. 11; Young, 1998), calls for lower costs, more access, higher quality, 

assurances of competence (Rippey, 1993), and increased external regulations (McGuire, 

1993).  Such factors make these systems even more complex and strained.  The current 

study offers some conclusions related to teaching practices that can be used to manage, in 

small part, the complexity in formal learning environments—where an effective 

facilitator impacts the learner significantly.     
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Information to manage this complexity is critical for a number of reasons.  The 

world is now an information society that places demands on people‘s cognitive systems 

as well as organizational systems.  Even individuals who have jobs that are 

predominantly manual need to ―work with both their hands and their theoretical 

knowledge‖ (Drucker, 1995, p. 223).  The need for knowledge and information to do a 

job applies to the construction laborer who uses sophisticated sampling and monitoring 

equipment as well as to the neurosurgeon.  Vast technological changes, in addition, to the 

knowledge explosion, make lifelong learning increasingly necessary (Cross, 1982). 

The speed at which this information increases is also a factor that makes the world 

more complicated than ever before.  Knowledge needed in the professions doubles each 

eight to ten years (McGuire, 1993), and because of this employees need to know more 

and more all the time.  This need for knowledge and specialization means jobs in all 

sectors will require more formal education and formal training, as well as more highly 

developed thinking skills (Drucker, 1995; McGuire, 1993).   

Not only are current jobs highly sophisticated, it is often necessary that they be 

performed at high levels of accuracy.  Doctors and nurses are required to perform life 

saving interventions, civil engineers must keep bridges safe, police officers must protect 

society from harm, line associates in food processing plants need to keep the food supply 

free of contaminants, welders must ensure nuclear plants produce energy without incident, 

and linguists in the armed forces help decode possible national threats.  And it is 

facilitators who support adults in their learning process so they can serve society 

competently. 
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Changing demographics and employment trends have also increased the need for 

more rapid learning, and therefore the need for high quality adult learning facilitators.  

The workforce is older and individuals are retiring later (Drucker, 2002) and the lifespan 

is characterized by increased longevity (Cross, 1982).  Job obsolescence is prevalent 

(Cross, 1982) and professionals may change jobs as many as ten limes in a lifetime and 

change entire careers at least three times (Young, 1998).  With individuals staying in the 

workplace longer, and the growing need to frequently enhance their skills or knowledge, 

people need continual and effective learning opportunities. 

The need to learn more, and for longer, means organized learning opportunities 

will never stop and retraining will be the norm (Drucker, 2002).  To address the 

challenges in society, individuals and employees will require formal education and 

continuing education (Drucker, 2002), as well as informal training (Flagello, 1998).  

People will also need to have a ―habit of continuous learning‖ (Drucker, 1995, p. 226) or 

constant learning (Flagello, 1998).  Individuals will often need competent learning 

experts, such as adult learning facilitators, to lead them in these endeavors.   

To compound the impact such trends have on society is the amazing acceleration 

of the rate of change (Drucker, 2002).  One futurist explained it in this way—millennia 

ago it took tens of thousands of years to advance from one stage of development to the 

next.  An example of a development that took quite long is the use of stone as a primary 

tool.  A subsequent stage of revolutionary change, the printing press, took only a 

thousand years.  Another paradigm shift brought on by the advent of the World Wide 

Web was a change that was measured in only a century.  Measuring at this rate of change 

means that the 21
st
 Century itself will produce 20,000 years worth of progress in only 100 
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years (Kurzweil, 2003).  With change accelerating this quickly, people will need to 

acquire new knowledge ―every four or five years or become obsolete‖ (Drucker, 1995, p. 

77). 

These exponential changes and intense demands require expertise from a variety 

of areas.  One area that will help society meet these challenges is the field of teaching and 

learning.  High quality teaching of adults will ensure learning occurs so people are 

prepared and able to meet societal demands.  Adult learning facilitators will need to be 

effective, if not exemplary.  Because exemplary teaching in organized contexts will 

continue to be important in the coming years it is critical to increase the knowledge base 

in the area of teaching and learning. 

This dissertation outlines a study that examined teaching practices of adult 

learning facilitators, specifically those in workplace learning settings, such as technical, 

business and industry, and corporate training.  Teaching style and teaching perspective of 

facilitators in workplace settings was investigated.  Teaching style, specifically utilization 

of the collaborative mode of teaching, and teaching perspective, or philosophy of those 

facilitators, was of interest.  The relationship between espoused theory (what individuals 

say they do) and theory-in-use (what they actually do) was also explored in order to 

examine the relationship between what facilitators of adult learning say they do in the 

learning setting as compared to what learners perceive them to do.  The results of this 

study will expand what is currently known about facilitators of adult learning. 

Background of the Problem 

 

One method of examining the teaching practices of facilitators is to explore their 

teaching style.  Teaching style is often defined by describing it as a continuum from 
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learner-centered to teacher-centered, or collaborative to non-collaborative.  Learner-

centered teaching, or the collaborative teaching mode, is characterized as teaching that 

puts the facilitator in the role of a guide versus a director of learning.  This mode of 

teaching is exhibited when authority for the instruction is shared among facilitator and 

learners.  Teacher-centered teaching, or the non-collaborative teaching mode, on the other 

hand is teaching that puts the facilitator in the role of a director versus a guide of learning. 

Research shows that despite widespread promotion by scholars and practitioners 

to adapt a collaborative-teaching mode (Barrett, 2004; Conti, 1985b; Dupin-Bryant, 

2004b; Seevers, 1995) and evidence that learner-centered environments lead to desired 

learner outcomes (Conti & Welborn, 1986; Wigington, 1989), facilitators in many 

settings operate from a teacher-centered mode (Barrett, 2004; Clow, 1986; Seevers, 1995; 

Spoon & Schell, 1998; Stover, 2006; Willson, 2006; Wilson, 1994).  Lecturing itself is 

still the predominant form of continuing education (Cervero, 1998 & 2000) and evidence 

of teacher-centered teaching is consistent across a variety of fields (Schaefer & Zygmont, 

2003).   

Postsecondary learning institutions exhibit characteristics of an instructional 

paradigm, not a learning one, this despite the "value of collaborative…learning 

environments" (Flynn, 1999, p. 10) espoused in adult learning literature and professional 

discourse.  Results show even distance educators, who are highly encouraged to utilize 

collaborative methods (Barrett, 2004; Dupin-Bryant, 2004b; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007), 

show a ―strong inclination toward teacher-centered styles‖ (Dupin-Bryant, 2004, p. 39).  

In one early study (Conti, 1985b) and one recent study (Scheuermann, 2005) of 

adult learning facilitators, not a single respondent was identified as using a collaborative 
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teaching mode.  In other recent studies, adult learning facilitators reported means on a 

teaching style instrument that placed them solidly in the teacher-centered mode of 

teaching (Barrett, 2004; Powell, 2006; Ringler, 2004; Watkins, 2006; Willson, 2006).  

Another study in 1998 identified 94% of respondents as teacher-centered in style 

(Pinheiro, Rohrer, & Heimann, 1998).  Additional studies in the 1990‘s (Atkinson, 1993; 

Cook, 1994; Eberle, 1993; Girondi, 1991; Hoffrichter, 1997; Parisot, 1995; Taylor, 1990; 

Waters, 1992; Wilson, 1994) as well as in the 1980‘s (Brooks, 1988; Scotney, 1986; 

Shedd, 1989) indicate that facilitators of adult learning show a strong commitment to the 

teacher-centered style of teaching as opposed to the recommended collaborative mode of 

teaching.  These findings illustrate a trend in the use of the non-collaborative teaching 

mode that spans an extensive length of time.   

Facilitators of learning may even have limited knowledge of what constitutes 

accepted principles of adult learning (Seevers, 1993) despite them being so publicized in 

the literature.  ―Most teachers were taught in systems that placed the teacher in a central 

position of dominance and power, with almost exclusive authority over and responsibility 

for making decisions regarding the conduct‖ of the learning (Pratt, 1988, p. 164).  The 

consistency of the research findings over several decades—findings showing facilitators 

of adults fail to use the dominant principles of the field—illustrates the enduring pattern 

of the use of the teacher-centered style despite the pervasive support for the collaborative 

teaching mode, or a learner-centered style. 

In addition to the widespread belief in the field of adult learning that the 

collaborative teaching mode is desired, people‘s expectations are changing.  Individuals 

demand more opportunities for collaboration and want to be empowered to use their 
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skills to make decisions on their own (Drucker, 2002) rather than passively follow 

directives.  Today, many workplace settings are more employee-centered than they have 

been in the past, and these settings allow adults more decision making power and input 

(Scheuermann, 2005).  Current ―employees have more input regarding workplace 

processes, [they] work more autonomously, [and] they make more decisions‖ and have 

more active roles (Pearson & Chatterjee, 2000).   

Present day adults bring these expectations to the learning context (Scheuermann, 

2005) and these adults, ―empowered and self-directed throughout their workdays, might 

expect (or prefer) to remain equally influential in their classrooms‖ (Scheuermann, 2005, 

p. 14).  Opportunities for collaboration and input need to be offered in the learning 

situation in order to meet this changing expectation.  Traditional areas of focus, such as 

awarding credits and establishing inflexible programming ―must give way to learner-

centered, just-in-time educational activity‖ (Young, 1998, p. 355) in order to meet the 

expectations and needs of today‘s adult learners. 

As was set forth previously, exemplary teaching is critical for people to function 

well in the future, yet research shows that facilitators of adult learning often do not 

understand what they do or why (Cochran, 2005).  Beliefs about learning (or education) 

are often poorly developed, are not recognized, and are not a part of awareness (Zinn, 

1990).   

―Professionals are not able to describe what they do to accomplish an activity‖ 

(Imel, 1992, p. 3) yet they must perform actions that are guided by self-awareness, 

meaning, and value (Flagello, 1998).  In addition, facilitators and learners do not share a 

common understanding of facilitator teaching style.  Additional research needs to be 
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undertaken to further examine ―the teacher-learner transaction in terms of teacher 

professed [teaching style] and [learner] perception of [teaching style]‖ (Clow, 1986, 

abstract).  

A related problem is that facilitators espouse one thing and do another (McCoy, 

2006; Mitchell, 1997; Raffan, 1986).  Actions frequently are inconsistent with beliefs 

(Schön, 1987) and there is ―a disconnect between what instructors do in the classroom 

and what they feel is effective instruction‖ (Zinn, 1990, p. 40).   

To further complicate matters, if someone finds that his or her actions do not fit 

existing beliefs, the person may use defensive routines to rationalize his or her actions 

(Schön, 1987) in an effort to ―protect the old theories-in-use‖ (Zinn, 1990, p. 43).  This 

disconnect between espoused theory and theory-in-use is particularly pronounced ―when 

there is a prospect of losing control and when the stakes are high.‖  Furthermore, ―in 

situations of actual or potential threat or embarrassment, [individuals] enact [their] 

theories-in-use as dysfunctional defensive routines, rather than their espoused theories‖ 

(Snell, 1996, p. 28).  

  The discrepancy between what the adult learning literature advances and what 

people want and what facilitators actually do, illustrates the necessity of knowing more 

about the teaching-learning process.  This need to learn more applies to both elements in 

the learning transaction—facilitators and learners (Conti & Welborn, 1986).   

These factors and trends necessitate a comprehensive and complete understanding 

of the teaching and learning process.  Understanding facilitators clarifies one part of the 

teaching and learning process. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 

The current study helps advance the understanding of the teaching, and therefore, 

the learning process.  It is necessary to understand the teaching styles, or behaviors of 

facilitators of adult learning, and their teaching perspectives, or philosophies.  It is also 

important to understand if facilitators are behaving in purposeful ways (in other words, if 

their actions are guided by their perspectives and their beliefs in adult learning principles). 

Purpose of the Study 

 

The purpose of this proposed study was to identify and describe teaching styles 

and perspectives of facilitators of adult workplace learning—specifically, facilitator 

espoused use of adult learning principles and espoused teaching perspectives—and 

whether or not facilitator actions are congruent with their espoused beliefs. 

Research Questions 

 

This study examined how facilitators of workplace adult learning approach the 

teaching and learning process and how they enact their approaches.  The research 

questions in this study were: 

1. What is the espoused teaching mode of facilitators of workplace learning? 

2. Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching modes they espouse as 

perceived by learners in their learning events?   

3. What are the espoused teaching perspectives of facilitators of workplace learning?   

4. Are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators 

associated with their teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in 

their learning events? 
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5. What additional characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are 

associated with espoused and/or employed teaching mode? 

The facilitator characteristics explored in this study were:  age; gender; race; 

occupational field; professional preparation—highest degree earned; professional 

preparation—training in adult learning methods; years teaching experience; and program 

taught (the learning event in current study). 

Theoretical Foundations (Conceptual Framework) 

 

The current study was guided by three theoretical foundations:  Gary Conti‘s 

model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode, Donald Schön‘s Theory of Action, and Dan 

Pratt‘s conception of Teaching Perspectives. 

Conti‘s consolidation of the adult learning literature and preferred adult learning 

behaviors of facilitators provided a concise description of the collaborative mode of 

teaching that was used to examine facilitator actions.  Schön‘s Theory of Action was used 

to explain the components of professional teaching actions and why congruence of 

espoused perspectives and actual teaching behaviors is necessary.  Pratt‘s Teaching 

Perspectives provided a lens through which to make explicit what facilitators of adult 

learning believe about their teaching.   

The Collaborative Teaching Mode 

For facilitators working with adults one of the most central concepts related to 

professional practice is the concept of adult learning principles.  The principles of adult 

learning generally refer to behaviors of a facilitator that foster a collaborative partnership 

between facilitator and learner.  The value of using these adult learning principles in a 
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learning environment is a recurring theme in the adult learning literature and may well be 

one of the most accepted axioms of the field.   

Few adult learning professionals describe their practice without mentioning the 

principles of adult learning.  In combination, these principles form a collaborative 

teaching style (Conti, 1985b) or what is referred to as the collaborative teaching mode, 

collaborative teaching-learning mode (Conti, 1978), or learner-centered teaching style 

(Barrett, 2004).   

Teacher style is defined as ―the operational behavior of the teacher‘s educational 

philosophy‖ (Zinn, 1990, p. 55).  Conti (1978) contends that a facilitator‘s teaching style 

is represented on a continuum ranging from collaborative to teacher-directed; however, 

while Conti specifically refers to the one end of the teaching style continuum as the 

collaborative teaching mode he infrequently labels the teacher-centered end of the 

continuum. 

Almost since Malcolm Knowles, a major contributor to the field of adult learning, 

first wrote about andragogy, there has been debate about whether his adult learning 

principles offer an accurate and comprehensive understanding of how adults learn.  

Despite this debate, a ―significantly large portion of the adult education literature 

supports the collaborative [teaching] mode as the most effective and appropriate for 

teaching adults‖ (Conti, 1985b, p. 221; Spoon & Schell, 1998; Wilson, 1994).   

Scholars suggest that using a collaborative mode serves learners better than a 

teacher-centered mode (Dupin-Bryant, 2004b) and education professionals are ―urged to 

incorporate Knowles‘s ideas‖ into staff development programs for facilitators of adult 

learning (Cavallini, 1998, p. 240).  Universities even have faculty development courses 
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designed specifically to increase the use of the collaborative teaching mode (Stover, 2006) 

and studies are undertaken to measure if faculty change styles from teacher-centered to 

learner-centered as a result of faculty development (Pinheiro, Rhorer, & Heimann, 1998).   

Adult learning principles are accepted by all types of learning professionals—

those who are formally trained in teaching and learning methods, as well as those who are 

not formally trained (Sua, 1989).  Professionals from a variety of disciplines, fields, and 

settings, such as extension (Cochran, 2005), financial aid (Seevers, 1995), and nursing 

(Puksa, 1999) accept the principles.  Even fields indirectly related to adult learning, such 

as law enforcement, recommend the utilization of adult learning principles in their 

practice and training (McCoy, 2006).   

Currently, some scholars advance the idea that while no single approach to 

teaching is preferred (Pratt, 1992), it is necessary to enact a teaching style that treats 

adults with dignity and respect (Zinn, 1990).  These elements are certainly consistent 

with the principles of adult learning.  While this debate related to a comprehensive theory 

of adult learning is not settled, there is little dispute in the literature about the importance 

of including some, if not all, of the principles of adult learning when working with adult 

learners.   

Inclusion of the principles of adult learning in one‘s teaching generally implies a 

facilitator approaches the teaching and learning process collaboratively (Conti, 1985b).  

A collaborative mode is an approach to teaching that is:  ―responsive, collaborative, 

problem-centered, and democratic in which both [learner] and [facilitator] decide how, 

what, and when‖ of learning (Dupin-Bryant, 2004b, p. 3). 
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Learners in basic GED and ESL classes who experience a collaborative teaching 

mode, versus a teacher-center mode, have higher achievement scores (Conti, 1985b) and 

individuals have higher achievement as measured by final course grade if a collaborative 

mode is employed (Welborn, 1986).  College teachers who support the collaborative 

teaching mode retain more students in the last half of the class as compared to teachers 

supporting the teacher-centered mode (Graham, 1988).   

Specific characteristic of the collaborative teaching mode are also related to 

positive outcomes.  Students indicate that ―feeling valued and respected,‖ having ―[their] 

ideas and opinions…valued,‖ knowing that ―[their] ideas are always listened to, valued, 

and respected,‖ and ―being treated as though [their] ideas have merit,‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 

58) are desired.  Students also attribute their high levels of self-efficacy to such teacher 

behaviors as providing encouragement, positive feedback, and support, as well as 

recognizing student competence and being understanding and approachable (Puksa, 

1999).   

Other collaborative behaviors contributing to student self-efficacy include 

―treating [a student] like an equal,‖ allowing for ―one-to-one interaction,‖ and listening 

and respecting students ―as people‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 60).  Other techniques associated 

with the collaborative mode, such as encouraging learners to address teachers by their 

first names, are correlated to student self-efficacy (Puksa, 1999, p. 62).  

As explained previously, Conti‘s model of teaching style is represented by a 

continuum from teacher-centered to learner-centered.  The learner-centered mode is 

referred to as the collaborative teaching mode.  Therefore, the collaborative teaching 

mode, which is of central importance in the current study, is considered a sub-set or type 
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of teaching style.  This collaborative teaching mode as conceptualized by Conti consists 

of actions that support the principles of adult learning.     

In order to measure teaching style, Conti developed a forty-four item instrument 

titled the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS).  This instrument measures the 

extent to which practitioners adhere to and utilize a collaborative teaching mode.  Conti 

derived his instrument from what the literature says about what adults need in the 

learning environment. See Appendix A for a copy of the PALS.   

Scores on the PALS instrument identify respondents as either favoring a teacher-

centered mode or a learner-centered mode (Conti, 1978).  Scores higher than the 

established mean identify facilitators as committed to the collaborative mode of teaching 

and scores below the mean identify facilitators as committed to a teacher-centered mode 

of teaching.  Conti further explains that scores near the mean for the PALS instrument 

identify respondents as working from a mixed approach, and utilizing actions from both 

teacher-centered and learner-centered modes.  This instrument was developed specifically 

for use in adult learning settings (Conti, 1985b). 

Theory of Action 

What facilitators of adult learning believe about education and teaching directly 

influences important elements of the learning setting, such as teaching methods, learning 

tasks, and assessment processes (Bickham, 1998; Gow & Kember, 1993).  The teaching 

actions of facilitators are governed by their internal thought processes.   

Pratt explained it this way: 

The practice of teaching is governed by thought.  We make decisions 

and follow routines based on our interpretations of events and 
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understanding of what it means to ‗learn,‘ ‗to teach,‘ and ‗to know.‘  

We compare the present situation with a desired state of affairs and, if 

warranted, initiate appropriate actions.  Both these conditions (present 

and desired) are perceived and understood in terms of our abstract 

representation of the elements involved, that is, our conceptions of 

learners, learning, knowledge, motivation, evaluation, and so forth.  

Thus teaching actions are not only purposeful, they are also thoughtful, 

and governed by our conceptions.  (1988, p. 204)  

It can also be explained this way—practitioners have two modes, a ―being‖ side 

and a ―doing‖ side.  The being side consists of qualities and core values, and the doing 

side consists of skills and actions (Shahar, 2004, p. 37).  Both sides work together to 

determine actions, or what individuals do. 

Schön‘s Theory of Action posits that all individuals have specific mental maps 

that guide their actions.  When asked about what they believe or how they might respond 

in a particular situation, what people articulate is referred to as an espoused theory.  This 

theory of action is what individuals pronounce as being true to them or true for them.   

All people also hold mental maps that directly inform how they respond, or act, in 

particular situations.  These are theories-in-use.  In most cases it is the mental maps that 

regulate how individuals act which are actually used to guide action as opposed to the 

mental maps for what we believe we do (Schön, 1987).  Like all individual, teachers, 

instructors and facilitators hold both espoused and implicit (in-use) theories (Hughes, 

1993). 
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Despite contentions that ―beliefs [inform] their intentions, which in turn [direct] 

the process of teaching‖ (or actions) (Pratt, 1992, p. 208) and that these two dimensions 

should be in balance (Shahar, 2004), it may not be the case that what we say we believe 

and do, and what we actually do are the same.  Scholars observe that there is a 

discrepancy between philosophy and practice (White & Brockett, 1987).  Espoused 

theories and theories-in-use are not necessarily congruent; nor are theories-in-use always 

a part of our awareness (Schön, 1987). Implicit theories that facilitators hold about the 

teaching and learning process are often found to be inaccurate (Rando & Menges, 1991).  

Because of this incongruence, it is important to examine both espoused theory and 

theory-in-use when examining facilitator behavior (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002).  In 

their exhaustive review of the literature examining teaching practices, Kane, Sandretto 

and Heath (2002) found many of the studies examining teaching practices rely on 

facilitator (instructor or teacher) reports of their practices, recall, and descriptions of 

practice instead of external measures of actual practice.  Researchers have also asked 

respondents to describe what they do ―as surrogate evidence of their actions‖ (Pratt, 1992, 

p. 206) or as ―a proxy for their teaching practice‖ (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, p. 

191).   ―While these studies claim to shed light on teaching practice…they reveal teachers‘ 

espoused theories only and so…tell only half the story‖ (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, 

p. 186).    

While Conti‘s PALS instrument was developed to measure facilitator teaching 

style, a companion instrument, the Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale (APALS) 

was developed to measure a learner‘s perception of a facilitator‘s teaching style.  The 

APALS was first adapted by Clow (1986) from Conti‘s PALS instrument and was later 
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used by Scheuermann (2005).  The PALS and the APALS consist of the same forty-four 

items related to teaching style; however, the PALS is phrased in first person to capture a 

facilitator‘s teaching style and the APALS is phrased in third person to capture a learner‘s 

perception of a facilitator‘s teaching style.  The scores on the APALS instrument identify 

a facilitator as either teacher-centered or learner-centered as perceived by learners (Clow, 

1986).  See Appendix B for a copy of the APALS. 

The usage of both PALS and APALS provides a dual capacity that no other 

instrument measuring teaching style provides (Hajduk, 2000) and allows for the 

comparison of both facilitator and learner perceptions in the same learning setting 

(Scheuermann, 2005).  ―There is a limited amount of research which compares [these] 

perceptions‖ (McCollin, 2000, p. 9).  Using these two instruments together illuminates 

congruence or incongruence between a facilitator‘s beliefs about teaching style and how 

that teaching style is actually enacted, as perceived by learners.  The pairing of these two 

instruments allows for an exploration of the "differences in the teaching approaches used 

by teachers in spite of espoused philosophies" (Puksa, 1999, p. 74). 

This is an important relationship to examine as results of studies indicate 

―instructors do not tend to examine their educational philosophies and [they] may not be 

aware of the existing inconsistencies within their beliefs‖ (Powell, 2006).  In addition, 

―significant discrepancies [exist] between observed behaviors and teacher estimates‖ of 

their own behavior (Martin & Keller, 1974, p. 11).  For example, facilitators use learner-

centered language in written philosophies but identify their teaching styles as teacher-

centered (Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003).   
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A review of the literature examining the consistency of facilitator reports of their 

classroom behavior as compared to their actual behavior reveals ―no consistent results on 

the relationship between teacher reports and direct observations‖ (Hook & Rosenshine, 

1979, p. 9).  The studies examined in Hook and Rosenshine‘s literature review looked at 

such variables as individualization of instruction, use of instructional materials, group 

processes, specific instructional methods, sensitivity to student feelings, encouragement 

of student responsibility, and teacher talk time.  After examining a number of studies in a 

variety of contexts and including many different variables, the authors concluded that it 

cannot be assumed facilitator ―reports correspond to actual practice‖ (Hook & 

Rosenshine, 1979, p. 10).  

There are other issues to consider in addition to the discrepancy between what 

facilitators believe they do and what they actually do.  One of those issues is that people 

do not consistently articulate verbally that which is tacit.  This may be because much of 

what they know derives ―in large measure from ‗doing‘ and practice‖ and ―is somewhat 

implicit‖ (Graham, 1999, p. 3).  This applies to facilitators, as their theories about 

teaching and learning are implicit (Menges & Rando, 1991).  If facilitators are not 

capable of making the tacit explicit (Schön, 1987), it may suggest they are not aware of 

their own perspectives that guide their actions.  This is an important point, as self-

awareness is a critical component of personal competence (Bothwell, 2003).  A careful 

study, and an understanding, of one‘s beliefs are necessary for a facilitator to increase 

competence.  In fact, all teaching professionals have an ―obligation to formulate and 

articulate a rationale for his or her instructional world‖ (Rando & Menges, 1991, p. 45).     
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Teaching Perspectives  

As has been explained, what we do is highly dependent upon what we think and 

believe (Zinn, 1990).   Therefore, it is useful to look at teaching perspective and teaching 

style simultaneously because one‘s approach to teaching, collaborative or teacher-

centered, is a reflection of one‘s teaching perspective (Dupin-Bryant, 2004b; Sellheim, 

2006).  A facilitator‘s ―actions are directly related to his/her philosophical beliefs‖ (Conti, 

1978, p. 9) or teaching perspective.  This perspective is a ―filter used to screen all 

variables in an educational situation and thereby influences the type of actions taken‖ 

(Conti, 1978, p. 10).   

Pratt describes it in a similar way when he states teaching perspective is a lens 

―through which we make sense of our world and interpret and judge other worlds‖ (1992, 

p. 204).  Such an interpretation or perspective guides the actions of adult learning 

facilitators, as well as other educators and professionals.  Therefore, when examining a 

facilitator‘s teaching style, simultaneously looking at that facilitator‘s teaching 

perspective is valuable.  

Conceptualizations of teaching perspective are often used as a method to describe 

a facilitator or as a way to examine a facilitator‘s practice.  Teaching perspective has been 

conceptualized in the literature as a philosophy using the categories of Liberal, 

Progressive, Behaviorist, Humanist, and Radical (Zinn, 1990) or on a continuum from 

pedagogically-oriented to andragogically-oriented (Hadley, 1975).  Perspective has also 

been described as a conception of teaching (Gow & Kember, 1993) and as an orientation, 

specifically as either a ―learning facilitation‖ conceptualization or orientation or a 

―knowledge transmission‖ conceptualization or orientation (Kember & Gow, 1994).  
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Researchers even refer to the construct in the same context using several different terms, 

for example, a philosophy, a perspective, and an orientation (Pratt & Collins, 2001b; Pratt 

& Collins, 2002; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).   

While terminology in these different conceptualizations of teaching perspective 

varies slightly, at times called conceptions, beliefs, teaching approaches, orientations and 

intentions (Sellheim, 2006), it is argued here that the constructs are the same.  Factors 

such as one‘s ideas about the learner, the purposes of learning, how one approaches 

content, what one believes about the learning process of adults, and what one believes 

about his or her role as a facilitator of learning (Zinn, 1990) coalesce to ―build‖ one‘s 

philosophy or perspective, and this is the same whether the construct is referred to as a 

perspective, a philosophy, a conception, or an orientation.  The current study is framed by 

Pratt‘s Teaching Perspectives, therefore, the term perspective is used in this discussion.     

In accordance with Pratt‘s conceptualization, beliefs, values, and attitudes about 

teaching and learning combine to form a facilitator‘s teaching perspective (Sellheim, 

2006).  This perspective guides one‘s teaching approach and ultimately one‘s actions.  As 

such, teaching perspective is an ―inter-related set of beliefs and intentions that informs an 

instructor‘s classroom practice‖ (Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007, p. 20).   

Pratt has fully articulated this set of inter-related beliefs and contends that 

perspective is derived from three related factors—beliefs, intentions, and actions.  Pratt 

―[explains] how the teaching of adults is broadly understood across several societies‖ and 

that as facilitators from a wide range of locations and cultures are examined, teaching 

perspective presents itself in a single or combination of five qualitatively different 

conceptions of teaching (1992, p. 203).  



21 

 

These five perspectives of teaching are derived from the three previously 

mentioned factors.  Essentially someone‘s perspective of teaching comes from what he or 

she believes about teaching, what he or she intends to accomplish through the teaching 

process, and what the person says he or she does in the learning setting—beliefs, 

intentions, and actions respectively (Pratt, 1992). 

The five conceptions, or perspectives of teaching, include:  transmission, 

apprenticeship, developmental, nurturing, and social reform.  An adult learning facilitator 

who holds a transmission conception of teaching focuses on transmitting information and 

demonstrating mastery of subject matter or content.  Pratt originally labeled this 

perspective the ―Engineering Conception‖ (1992).  A facilitator who holds an 

apprenticeship conception of teaching attempts to enculturate learners into behavioral 

norms and methods through among other things modeling and guiding.  One who has a 

developmental conception of teaching tries to move learners from less to more 

sophisticated ways of thinking by adjusting to the learners needs.  One who has a 

nurturing conception of teaching focuses on stimulating learning through challenge.  This 

process is tempered by trust and support.  An adult learning facilitator who holds a social 

reform conception of teaching attempts to improve the collective of society by helping 

learners challenge the status quo and examine power structures (Pratt, 1992).   

Pratt has developed a 45-item instrument used to identify perspective of teaching 

titled the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI).  While Pratt indicates that these 

perspectives are not mutually exclusive, he does contend that the statements on the 

instrument ―represent contrasting views of teaching and learning‖ (Pratt & Collins, 2001).  

See Appendix C for a copy of the TPI.     
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Examining facilitators in terms of these three theoretical foundations, Gary 

Conti‘s model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode, Donald Schön‘s Theory of Action, 

and Dan Pratt‘s conception of Teaching Perspectives, illuminates the beliefs and 

espoused actions of facilitators of adult learning and reveals whether or not their beliefs 

and actions are congruent. 

Overview of Methods Used to Address Research Questions 

 

In order to identify and describe what facilitators of adult learning believe about 

their teaching and what they actually do, a correlational study of teaching style, or the use 

of the collaborative mode of teaching, and teaching perspectives of facilitators of adult 

learning was undertaken.  

Research Design  

The philosophical foundation of the design was based in the post-positivist 

approach.   In past decades, researchers have often been divided between those who 

believe reality can only be examined through the application of traditional scientific 

inquiry and those who believe that only the naturalistic paradigm can truly capture the 

nature of reality.  Presently, many researchers advance the idea of ―a paradigm of choices‖ 

recognizing that neither quantitative nor qualitative research is better than the other, but 

can be ―appropriate for different situations‖ (Patton, 1980, p. 20) or for examining 

different aspects of the same situation.  

Such post-positivists believe multiple theories, rather than one objective and 

correct theory, inform our perceptions of social reality.  And rather than being able to 

determine in certain and absolute terms specific aspects of reality, only an imperfect 

description of reality is possible (Mertens, 2005).  According to this philosophical 
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approach both quantitative and qualitative designs may adequately capture parts of reality, 

and are therefore both valid in various situations.      

In line with this post-positivist approach, the current study had a quantitative 

design.  Quantitative designs are deductive in nature and are premised on the notion that 

variables relevant to a certain phenomenon can be identified and measured.  By gathering 

and analyzing such measurements, quantitative designs attempt to quantitatively describe 

some aspect of reality.  The current study employed established measurements to 

describe a specific sample of facilitators of adult learning and generalize these results to 

other facilitators of adult learning.  While much of the quantitative research is concerned 

with prediction and causality, this study was primarily concerned with generalizability. 

 This study was correlational and employed survey methods and utilized 

descriptive, correlational, and inferential statistics.  Rather than causality or prediction, 

the goals of quasi-experimental or experimental methods, or looking for differences 

among or between groups, the goal of causal comparative research, this study looked for 

relationships among variables (Borg, 1987).  Specifically the study explored the variables 

associated with the collaborative and non-collaborative modes of teaching. 

Statistical Analysis 

Several statistical techniques were utilized in this study in order to answer the 

research questions of interest—and thereby describe facilitators of adult workplace 

learning.  The correlational design used three statistical techniques—Least Squares 

Regression, Logistic Regression and General Linear Model (GLM).  Least Squares 

Regression was used to test Research Question 2.  Logistic regression was used to test 

Research Question 4.  GLM was used to test Research Questions 5.  These techniques 
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constituted correlational and inferential statistics.  Descriptive statistics were used to 

answer Research Questions 1 and 3. 

The components of the study were to (a) administer the PALS instrument to 

facilitators to answer Research Question #1:  What is the espoused teaching mode of 

facilitators of workplace learning?; (b) administer the APALS instrument to learners to 

answer Research Question #2:  Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching 

modes they espouse as perceived by learners in their learning events?; (c) administer the 

TPI instrument to facilitators to answer Research Question #3:  What are the espoused 

teaching perspectives of facilitators of workplace learning?; (d) analyze responses to the 

TPI, the PALS, and the APALS instruments to answer Research Question #4:  Are the 

espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators associated with their 

teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in their learning events?; and (e) 

collect demographic information from facilitators to answer Research Question #5:  What 

additional characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are associated with 

espoused and/or employed teaching mode? 

Research Population and Sample 

The population of this study consisted of facilitators of adult learning in organized, 

non-academic workplace settings within the state of Georgia.  Facilitators were 

workforce development trainers selected from economic development divisions or units 

in the twenty-eight state technical and community colleges and two universities with 

technical divisions in Georgia.  In addition to facilitators from colleges and universities, 

workforce development trainers selected from nationwide corporate training settings 

were included.  These organizations consisted of small to mid-sized businesses from a 
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range of industries (including manufacturing, financial/accounting service, business and 

professional services, educational institutions, government contractors, and non-profits). 

Non-probability sampling, specifically purposive sampling, of this population was 

employed.  This type of sampling was appropriate for the study.  Probability sampling 

was neither possible nor practical, and because the individual participants selected were 

assumed to be representative of the population, purposive sampling allowed the research 

questions to be answered in a sound, as well as feasible, manner.  Georgia has a diverse 

business and industry sector.  This allowed for diversity in the organizations participating 

in the study while also increasing the likelihood that the sample was representative of the 

population.   

Georgia was an advantageous location in which to examine facilitators of 

workplace learning.  The state had a sizeable business and industry community, above 

average population, and had for decades been rated in the top three states for workforce 

development, with the state ranked No. 1 in 2007 (Krizner, 2007).  The researcher lived 

in the state during most phases of the research; therefore, geographic proximity was an 

advantage, as well.  The inclusion of the business solutions firm was necessitated by the 

fact that a lower than expected set of facilitators was obtained for participation in the 

study.  Prior to including the corporate training organization in the study, the volunteer 

subjects were generally homogenous and did not offer the desired level of diversity in 

several relevant instructor demographic factors (i.e., race and gender).  Inclusion of the 

corporate training organization improved both gender and racial diversity of the subject 

sample, and also improved diversity of program areas of the learning events under 

investigation. 
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In addition to these advantages of using a purposive sample, when the specific 

aspects of a situation are known or have been identified, a purposive sample can be used 

to confirm or disconfirm those knowns (Patton, 1980).  When considering the teaching 

and learning process, the factors of interest in the current study (teaching style and 

perspective) were known, as were the instruments used to measure these aspects.  This 

made purposive sampling useful.   

Purposive sampling was particularly helpful also as it allowed for study of a 

defined area while incurring minimal cost and expending minimal time as compared to a 

random sample (StatPac, 2009).  In the case of this study, constraints on resources such 

as time and monetary assets prevented the gathering of information from all individuals 

in the population (all facilitators of adult workplace learning in the state of Georgia).  In 

addition, the national pool of trainers was added to this original purposive sample in 

order to increase both the sample size as well as diversity within the sample (including 

gender, as well as industry and program type). 

Instrumentation 

As stated previously, this study utilized survey methods.  Three specific 

instruments, plus a facilitator demographics questionnaire, were used to survey 

facilitators and learners.  Facilitators completed Gary Conti‘s Principles of Adult 

Learning Scale (PALS) to measure their intended use of adult learning principles, or their 

adherence to the collaborative mode of teaching.  To determine actual behaviors in the 

learning setting, learners (of the facilitators) completed the APALS (Adapted Principles 

of Learning Scale), which is the modified version of the PALS designed to gauge learner 

perception of a facilitator‘s teaching style.  Facilitators in the study completed Dan Pratt‘s 
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Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) in order to identify their teaching perspectives.  

Facilitators completed a demographic questionnaire to capture specific facilitator 

characteristics.   

The PALS and TPI instruments were provided to facilitators in person by a 

designated individual at each learning event site and returned post mail to the researcher.  

The modified APALS instrument to be completed by the learners was distributed and 

collected in person by the same designated individual.  The designated individual was an 

administrative assistant or someone working in Human Resources at the host company, 

or a staff member of the college or university where the learning event was held.   

While the specific individual may have been different at each site, individuals 

were neither the facilitator of the learning event under examination, nor a learner.  The 

designated person had no direct control or influence over the learning event nor was the 

person in a position of control over the learners, i.e., direct supervisors.  The designated 

individual returned the completed surveys via post mail after the learning event had 

concluded.   

The PALS is a 44-item modified six-point Likert-type scale instrument that 

measures the extent to which practitioners accept and adhere to a collaborative teaching 

mode.  The PALS instrument has been deemed a valid and reliable measure of the 

collaborative teaching mode.  Over 75% agreement was found among the experts when 

they ―testified that the construct in each item was valid‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 81).  A positive 

Pearson correlation between the individual items scores and the PALS overall score 

indicated that the items were measuring the same construct as the criterion measure (the 

total PALS score) and that the PALS offered ―a good criterion measure of the 
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collaborative mode‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 55).  Therefore, construct and content validity were 

established.   

To determine criterion-related validity (concurrent validity in this case), the PALS 

was evaluated in terms of the Flanders‘s Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC).  

Specifically, the FIAC acted as an external measure of the collaborative mode.  Pearson 

correlations were calculated to determine criterion-referenced validity and results show 

that for the three categories on the FIAC (teacher response ratio, teacher question ratio, 

and pupil initiation ratio), as compared to the items on the PALS, correlations of .85, .79, 

and .82 were present (Conti, 1978). 

A Pearson correlation reliability coefficient for the overall PALS score is .92, 

which was adequate to establish reliability.  These procedures provide support for PALS 

being a logical and appropriate instrument to measure collaborative mode and 

furthermore it was designed specifically for adult settings.       

The APALS is a 44-item modified six-point Likert instrument that measures the 

extent to which learners perceive that practitioners adhere to a collaborative teaching 

mode.  Therefore, this instrument attempts to objectively measure a facilitator‘s actual 

employment of adult learning principles in the learning setting.  The APALS was adapted 

by Clow (1986) from Conti‘s PALS instrument.  Clow was interested in looking at how 

learners perceive the teaching style of their facilitators.   

To determine the usability of the APALS instrument, it was administered to a 

panel of adult students and feedback was collected.  The instrument was deemed clear 

and understandable by students, and only minor formatting changes were made so that 

the ―instrument could be more easily completed‖ (Clow, 1986, pp. 40-41).   
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The original survey does not have any available reliability statistics associated 

with it (e.g., Clow, 1986), but it has been used in previous empirical studies (Puksa, 

1999).  Thus to test reliability for the current study, a Cronbach reliability analysis was 

conducted to examine internal consistency of items in the survey.  Results of the analysis 

are presented in Results section of this document.  

The TPI is a 45-item five-point Likert-type scale instrument used to identify 

perspective on teaching.  The TPI instrument has been deemed a valid instrument to use 

to measure teaching perspective.  The TPI has a high internal scale consistency (alpha 

= .80), a high correlation between factor scores and scale scores (.77), and a high test-

retest reliability (.88) (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).  The final iteration of the TPI has 

high internal consistency of the five scales, demonstrating alpha reliabilities of the 

following:  Transmission .72, Apprenticeship .73, Developmental .70, Nurturing .82, and 

Social Reform .83 (Collins & Pratt, 2011). 

While the TPI instrument is relatively new, as compared to an instrument such as 

the PALS that has been in use for many decades, it has amassed ―ten years of 

accumulated responses for more than 100,000 respondents in more than 100 countries‖ 

(Collins & Pratt, 2011, p. 358).  This level of utilization increases confidence of the 

validity of the instrument.   

Complete details about the instruments used in this study are provided in Chapter 

Three. 

Definitions of Key Terms 

 

The following operational definitions were used in the course of this study and the 

written review of the study. 
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Teaching Style:  Set of teaching behaviors employed in the learning context which are 

consistent over time and context (Conti, 1985a) and when used in combination 

represents an individual‘s approach to teaching.  The collaborative teaching mode, 

or learner-centered style, and the teacher-centered style are two fundamental 

teaching styles. 

Collaborative mode of teaching:  A teaching style incorporating facilitation—teaching 

methods and strategies based upon the principles of adult learning.  Teaching that 

is learner-centered, rather than teacher-centered.  Teaching that puts the facilitator 

in the role of a guide versus a director of learning and which is characterized by 

authority for the instruction that is shared among facilitator and learners.   

Non-collaborative mode of teaching:  A teaching style that does not incorporate 

facilitation, teaching methods, or strategies based upon the principles of adult 

learning.  A teaching style that is teacher-centered, rather than learner-centered.  

Teaching that puts the facilitator in the role of a director versus a guide of 

learning. 

Teaching perspective:  One of five conceptions, or perspectives of teaching.  The five 

perspectives are:  transmission, apprenticeship, developmental, nurturing, and 

social reform.  Teaching perspective is also referred to as a teaching philosophy or 

philosophy of education (Pratt, 1992). 

Facilitator of adult learning:  A leader of learning in the learning context.  Someone 

officially responsible for the learning environment.  For the purposes of this study, 

is considered synonymous with the terms teacher, instructor, trainer, or facilitator. 
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Adult Learner:  The recipient of teaching or the target of teaching in the adult learning 

setting.  An individual who is over the age of 21, is not a full-time student, and 

has experienced a variety of life situations and role designations associated with 

adulthood (head of household).  For the purposes of this study is considered 

interchangeable with the terms student or participant.   

PALS instrument:  Principles of Adult Learning Scale.  Instrument used to measure a 

facilitator‘s teaching style, specifically the acceptance of the collaborative 

teaching mode versus a non-collaborative teaching mode (Conti, 1978).  

APALS instrument:  Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale.  Instrument adapted 

from Conti‘s PALS instrument used to measure a learner‘s perception of a 

facilitator‘s teaching style, specifically the collaborative teaching mode versus a 

non-collaborative teaching mode (Clow, 1986).  

TPI instrument:  Teaching Perspectives Inventory.  Instrument used to measure a 

facilitator‘s teaching perspective.  Results specify one or more of five 

qualitatively different teaching perspective designations (Pratt & Collins, 2000).  

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

The population for this study was delimited to facilitators of adult workplace 

learning in economic development divisions of state colleges and universities in the state 

of Georgia and in national corporate training settings.  The result of this delimitation is 

that the research study is restricted in terms of the scope of the sample.  By the very act of 

selecting many facilitators from one general location, facilitators in all other locations 

were excluded.     
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In addition, one goal of the study was to incorporate a variety of industries and a 

diverse sample in terms of geographic location, learning content, and learner 

characteristics.  This goal of diversity limited the possibility of including any single 

setting in the sample.   

The goal of including such a wide range of settings also limited the total number 

in the sample.  This was the case because incorporating such a diverse range of settings 

increased the geographic distribution of the sample, which in turn limited the number 

possible for inclusion due to time constraints and expense.   

Another limitation was that the sample was selected purposefully.  This purposive 

sample was necessary due to the small number of possible subjects available and the 

resources available to conduct the study.  If random sampling were done utilized, the 

obtained sample may not have been sufficiently large enough to perform the necessary 

statistical analyses.   

Even though it was in some respects advantageous, purposive sampling does by 

its very nature sacrifice generalizability.  The purposive sampling method enabled the 

researcher to act within a certain period of time and under conditions that facilitated data 

collection, yet it may not have allowed for the most robust examination of the population.  

While the sample was chosen deliberately because it was believed it approximated the 

population, in actuality it may not provide sufficient representation of the target 

population.  In other words, those selected for the study may only partially represent the 

population being investigated (Keppel & Zedeck, 2001). 

Purposive sampling also has an impact on study reliability and validity.  

Reliability relates to the extent to which an experiment, test, or any measuring procedure 
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gives the same results on repeated trials.  Study reliability of results obtained from 

purposive samples may be limited because a pure random sample was not obtained.  This 

presents a limitation for the current study as the results obtained from this study may not 

be categorically replicated later using another purposive or a random sample from the 

same population. 

Similarly, study validity may be degraded when a purposive sample is utilized.  

Conceptually, validity is concerned with how successful a study is at measuring what is 

believed to be measured.  Although results from this study may be valid for the sample 

population selected, it may not necessarily be valid for the entire population.  For 

example, this study which attempted to measure facilitator use of the collaborative mode 

of teaching in workplace learning events may have indeed successfully measured what 

needed to be measured, but the results related to use of the collaborative mode may not 

necessarily be generalized to the greater population of all facilitators of adult workplace 

learning, or for that matter all facilitators of adult learning.  

There are strategies to employ that minimize such limitations, and to ―increase the 

utility of information obtained from small samples‖ (Patton, 1980, p. 105).  In order to 

lessen the impact of a non-random sample, efforts were made to ensure the sample 

chosen was as representative of the population as possible.  Efforts were taken to ensure 

that the sample would not behave differently than a random sample of the same 

population.  According to Schmidt and Hunter (1998) the sample should as closely as 

possible represent the diverse population of the industry being analyzed. 

To reduce this threat to generalizability, efforts were taken to standardize the 

survey conditions.  While total control of the data collection environment was not 
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possible, attempts were made to standardize the environment as much as possible.  For 

example, written instructions were provided to all respondents to ensure consistency of 

the testing situation.  Procedures were consistently followed to ensure the conditions in 

the survey environment were as similar as possible—and where they were not, it has been 

noted and acknowledged in the findings.  For example, because non-academic learning 

events were the target of this study, there was variability in the length of time different 

learners spent with different facilitators.  This variability may have allowed some learners 

a greater opportunity to assess the behaviors of their facilitators than other learners.  To 

examine this, length of learning event has been incorporated into the analysis in order to 

assess this threat to generalizability.   

In addition to these factors that may limit the generalizability and applicability of 

the study results, the methodological approach itself presented a limitation.  As was 

explained earlier, the methodological approach for the proposed study was a quantitative 

correlational research design informed by the post-positivist approach.   

Historically, quantitative research is viewed as confirmatory and deductive in 

nature (Creswell, 2003) and is philosophically grounded in the positivist perspective 

(Giddens, 1974).  The post-positivism perspective, however, does maintain that while 

reality can only be imperfectly known, elements or specific perspectives of reality may be 

confirmed through empirical methods.  Therefore, while such empirical methods got their 

start in the positive approach, the post-positivist approach supports the notion that data 

derived from experience can be examined as a means of illuminating at least parts of 

reality.     
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This study utilized empirical methods as a means of examining a phenomenon.  

Specifically, external measures (Creswell, 2003) of an individual‘s perception about a 

phenomenon were used (in this case, characteristics of workplace facilitators), and 

because other methods of measuring this same phenomenon are equally valid, some 

understanding of the phenomenon may be overlooked because only a limited number of 

methods and measures were used.   

Employing a ―narrowly empirical approach‖ (Fischer, 1998, p. 132) of 

quantitative methods may not capture elements of reality which are not readily perceived 

via such empirical methods.  This may limit the potential knowledge gained from the 

study results.  This study summary documents the part of the story about facilitators of 

adult workplace learning that can be captured empirically; however, gaps may remain for 

elements that are more appropriately explored using a qualitative methodology.  

A final limitation of this study relates to the general exploration of the teaching 

process.  This study examined teaching style in terms of collaborative mode as compared 

to non-collaborative mode.   Placing the complex act of teaching on a single continuum 

of non-collaborative to collaborative results in an oversimplification of the concept of 

teaching practice.  There are other dimensions to teaching in addition to teaching mode—

categorizing facilitators by placing them into dichotomous categories related to 

collaborative teaching over simplifies the act of teaching and fails to capture teaching in 

all its complexity.    

Assumptions 

 

Several key assumptions underpin the current study.  A primary assumption was 

that facilitator direction and influence over the teaching/learning process is related to his 
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or her ability to behave in ways consistent with teaching perspective and desired actions.  

For example, in many learning settings, a facilitator is required to teach, present, or 

interact with learners in a prescribed manner (Barrett, 2004) rather than in a manner 

consistent with that facilitator‘s beliefs and perspective.  This occurs if a particular 

curriculum has been designed and dictated by someone else.  The assumption for this 

study was that the facilitators do have some level of autonomy and control of the learning 

environment and are at least moderately able to enact their desired teaching modes.     

A second assumption was that ascription of teaching perspective is neutral.  None 

of the five teaching perspectives is considered ―preferred.‖  While some of Pratt‘s five 

teaching perspectives are more collaborative than others, it was not assumed that any one 

is more desirable than the others. 

 A third assumption relates to employment of adult learning principles.  While 

teaching perspective was considered neutral, conversely the use of adult learning 

principles, at least most of them, was assumed to be ideal in adult learning settings. 

 A fourth assumption was that facilitators will answer the self-administered PALS 

and TPI instruments honestly.  And a final assumption was that learners in a learning 

setting can satisfactorily identify if a facilitator performs in a particular manner as 

measured by the APALS instrument.  In other words, it was assumed that learner 

perceptions of facilitator teaching style, specifically collaborative teaching mode, can be 

measured using the APALS (Puksa, 1999). 

Significance of the Study 

 

Having a clear understanding of what facilitators believe and what they do is an 

important component of understanding the learning process of adults.  ―The behavior of 
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the teacher probably influences the character of the learning climate more than any other 

single factor‖ (Knowles, 1970, p. 41).  Facilitators influence learners and their outcomes 

in a multitude of ways.  One primary factor contributing to outcomes of learners is the 

teacher (Conti, 1978), in particular the perspectives and actions of the teacher.  ―Teaching 

style is a major influence on student achievement‖ (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 21) and 

―the behavior of the instructors is most likely the single greatest factor impacting the 

learning climate‖ (Barrett, 2004, p. 28). 

This facilitator influence can be seen in a number of ways.  When teachers 

increase their implementation of student ideas, student verbal initiation increases (Emmer, 

1968).  Student teachers change their teaching perspectives to align with their 

cooperating or supervising teachers and the student teachers indicate the cooperating 

teacher is the biggest influence on their changes as teachers (Anderson, 2006).  Students 

also identify teachers as one of the most critical determinants of their increases in self-

efficacy (Puksa, 1999).  These few examples speak to the range of what a facilitator 

influences in the learning environment. 

Facilitators need to be aware of this influence as it helps them more fully 

understand their effectiveness.  They ―need to take a careful look at themselves and their 

actions" (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 23) and be cognizant of their styles.  If facilitators 

understand their styles and the actions they take in support of those styles, they are in a 

better position to make adjustments or improvements (Anderson, 2006).  Knowing style 

has additional benefits.  Facilitators benefit in three ways: 

First, assessment creates an awareness which leads to an understanding of 

strengths and areas for improvement.  Second, understanding opens 
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channels for exploration into various teaching methods, practices, and 

strategies.  Third, exploration presents an opportunity to improve and 

enhance teaching which can have a positive impact on student 

achievement.  (Barrett, 2004, p. 67) 

Knowing one‘s perspective may also help facilitators adjust to the needs of 

learners.  ―If teachers are to know if style really makes a difference in student learning, 

then they must first identify that style and then critically reflect on their own behaviors in 

the learning environment‖ (Seevers, & Clark, 1993, p. 2).  Being aware of one‘s 

perspective of teaching has other benefits.  To be purposeful in their actions, teachers or 

facilitators need to understand at a conscious level what they are trying to accomplish, 

and then their actions must match the intent.  They also need to be consistent in their 

actions and decision making (Zinn, 1990) or at least be able to explain certain actions or 

decisions.  If facilitators of adult learning are not aware of their philosophical 

predilections ―their practice is not so much a reasoned, thoughtful commitment to a set of 

educational values as it is an uncritical adherence to habit‖ (DeCoux, 1992, p. 23). 

Being cognizant of what one intends, as a function of beliefs, and one‘s actions, 

allows a facilitator to be more critical and possibility more corrective in professional 

practice.  Those facilitators who look critically at their teaching perspectives experience 

professional growth (Zinn, 1990).  ―It seems reasonable to assume that unless teachers 

become aware of the nature of the interaction operative in their classroom, efforts to 

improve teaching practices and enhance classroom functioning will have limited success‖ 

(Martin & Keller, 1974, p. 13). 
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Furthermore, those leading the learning of adults are generally responsible for 

selecting their own methods, strategies, materials, and actions (Zinn, 1990).  It is critical, 

therefore, that adult learning professionals have the competence to make such decisions.  

―It is imperative that we understand how the links between beliefs and practice are made 

so that we may facilitate the growth and development of novice staff‖ (Kane, Sandretto, 

& Heath, 2002, p. 196).  By examining both facilitator espoused theories and theories-in-

use it ―will shed light on this important but infrequently studied area‖ (Kane, Sandretto, 

& Heath, 2002, p. 200). 

The level of discrepancy between what facilitators say they do and what they 

actually do necessitates this type of exploration.  Studies have shown that facilitators may 

have a learner-centered perspective or philosophy, but actually behave in more teacher-

centered ways in the learning setting (Powell, 2006; Willson, 2006).  Despite this 

evidence, however, the use of adult learning principles does not fully explain student 

outcomes.  Research shows that other variables in addition to using collaborative 

methods influence student outcomes (Welborn, 1986).  This illustrates the complexity of 

the teaching and learning process.  Examining teaching style and teaching perspective 

together may help answer some of the unanswered questions and address some of the 

inconsistencies in the literature and illuminate this complex interaction. 

The shear cost of education and workforce training necessitates a solid 

understanding of the actions of facilitators, as well as their efficiency.  Education and 

training must be efficient because there is only a finite amount of time available to 

achieve the desired learning outcomes.  Effectiveness is important because if education 

and training do not accomplish what is intended it is a pointless exercise.   



40 

 

Many experts agree that spending on education and workforce development is in 

the billions of dollars and involves millions of people (Rippey, 1993).  One researcher‘s 

estimate of continuing professional education annually in the United States puts spending 

in the $200 billion range, and workforce development programs at some organizations 

cost $300 million—which is close to the annual budgets of many large universities 

(Cervero, 2000).  Others estimate that individual organizations in the United States spend 

$100 billion on organizational learning and development (Phillips & Phillips, 2007). 

If this money is to be spent wisely, the learning (or training) needs to be efficient 

and effective.  One way to increase the usefulness and value of teaching and training is to 

ensure teachers and facilitators are performing well and as expected. 

There is, of course, much written in the literature about teaching, teaching 

methods, and the improvement of the teaching-learning process.  However, ―traditionally, 

we have known more about how animals learn; and we know much more about how 

children learn than about how adults learn‖ (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005, p. 18).  

And while much is known about adult learning practitioner teaching style in non-

workplace settings, such as higher education and adult basic education, relatively little is 

known about facilitators in workplace settings.   

This existing literature base ―[pays] little or no attention to the underlying 

teaching philosophies held‖ by facilitators (Sellheim, 2006).  Where past studies have 

attempted to look at teaching perspective, or teaching philosophy, few studies have 

looked specifically at the Five Teaching Perspectives as conceptualized by Pratt.  A UMI 

ProQuest database search revealed only four doctoral dissertations which utilize the TPI 

(Teaching Practices Inventory) and only one journal article.  An ERIC search revealed 
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only three articles using the TPI, with two of the three being reports of the findings from 

the dissertations and one being an overview of the instrument by the authors of the TPI 

instrument itself.  Pratt‘s theory is relatively new and is currently gaining attention as a 

framework for understanding the diverse nature of effective teachers.  Pratt‘s theory has 

potential to explain why desired learner outcomes are not limited to the traditional model 

of andragogy.   

While there are numerous studies that have utilized the Principles of Adult 

Learning Scale they overwhelmingly represent academic environments.  This was a goal 

of Conti when he developed the PALS instrument itself (Conti, 1978).  The use of the 

instrument has indeed increased what is known about the degree to which facilitators 

accept the collaborative teaching mode, but few studies address adult learning facilitator 

style in workplace learning contexts.  A UMI ProQuest search for all doctoral 

dissertations incorporating in some capacity the PALS instrument to measure adult 

learning facilitator teaching style reveals a total of 96 dissertations conducted since the 

inception of the instrument in 1978 to March 2008.  84 of those 96 dissertations were 

conducted in academic settings, almost exclusively with academic faculty.   

Eight of the 96 dissertations were in adult education settings, such as in speech 

language pathology (Ahmed, 2006) and in the elderhostel program (Morris, 1982), or 

with registered dietitians (Carr, 1998), nursing educators (Viau, 1991), museum educators 

(Sachatello-Sawyer, 1996), and physical therapists (Karges, 2003).  Only four of the 

studies using the PALS were in business and industry.  In three of these four cases, it was 

unclear if the sample taken from ASTD (the American Society for Training and 

Development) included only business and industry facilitators, versus other types of 
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training professionals such as academics and human resources professionals.  In only one 

of the 96 studies is it clear that only facilitators from business and industry were included.  

More study of teaching style in additional learning settings is needed (Barrett, 2004). 

Furthermore, while Conti advances the idea that the PALS instrument measures 

―the degree to which adult education practitioners are applying adult learning principles 

which are widely discussed in the literature‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 3), what the instrument is 

actually measuring is the degree of acceptance of the collaborative teaching mode—not 

the utilization of the mode.  By combining the PALS and the APALS the degree to which 

facilitators actually apply adult learning principles can be revealed.   

―Including the students‘ perspectives in exploring teaching styles may provide a 

richer more in-depth understanding of teaching behaviors‖ (Barrett, 2004, p. 73).  By 

using ―multiple data sources to investigate [the] focus of inquiry‖ will improve the 

research process and eliminate one of the weaknesses of previous research into teaching 

beliefs and practices (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, p. 199). 

In addition to these areas that the current study will fill, few studies have 

attempted to look at teaching perspective in combination with the collaborative mode, or 

the use of adult learning principles.  The literature does have a base for examining the 

relationship between teaching philosophy and teaching style (as measured by Conti‘s 

conception of collaborative teaching mode) (Powell, 2006; Willson, 2006); however, 

there are few studies that examine Pratt‘s Teaching Perspectives and teaching style (or 

use of adult learning principles/collaborative teaching mode).  Pratt himself does not 

examine the relationship between teaching perspective and utilization of adult learning 

principles, and rather implies he no longer believes andragogy fully explains good 
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teaching for all contexts (Pratt, 1998).  He ―question[s] the assumption of universality 

that runs through the andragogical discourse‖ (Pratt, 2007).  The current study will 

reduce some of these missing elements in the current literature base.     

Summary of Chapter One 

 

This study has expanded what is known about the teaching process and adult 

learning.  Specifically, the study has added to what is known about workplace facilitators‘ 

commitment to the collaborative teaching mode.  It has added to the knowledge base 

related to the connection between theory and practice and useful conclusions have been 

drawn about the connection between teaching philosophy and utilization of adult learning 

principles.  The results reported in Chapter Four also inform the case for using the 

instruments with populations of facilitators of adult workplace learning. 

Due to the fact that facilitators of adult learning practice in a variety of emphasis 

areas, the implications of the results of this study may inform higher education, 

continuing and professional education, extension education, training and development, 

and basic and literacy education.  These results will be a contribution to the literature, as 

well as to the work of a variety of practicing adult learning facilitators. 

Preview of Remaining Chapters 

 

Chapter Two provides a review of the related literature and situates the study 

within the existing body of literature.  Chapter Three describes the methodology for the 

study.  Chapter Four details findings of the study and Chapter Five provides a discussion 

of the findings and offers recommendations for current practice and future research. 



44 

 

CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 

This study was an investigation of the beliefs and actions of workplace learning 

facilitators.  Chapter Two situates the current study within the context of the related 

existing body of literature.  Therefore, an overview of the research related to adult 

learning principles is provided, and a discussion of the three conceptual frameworks that 

provides a foundation for the study is included (collaborative teaching mode, action 

theory, and teaching perspectives).  In addition, overviews of the three instruments (the 

PALS, APALS, and TPI) used in the study, as well as research findings related to those 

instruments, are provided. 

Theoretical Framework 

As explained in Chapter One, the current study was guided by three theoretical 

foundations:  Gary Conti‘s model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode, Donald Schön‘s 

Theory of Action, and Dan Pratt‘s conception of Teaching Perspectives.  This chapter 

addresses all three conceptual frameworks in detail in the following sections. 

The Collaborative Teaching Mode 

Gary Conti‘s model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode is a model for teaching 

based upon a learner-centered teaching style as compared to a teacher-centered teaching 

style.  Teaching style is defined as ―the internal qualities of the [facilitator] that affect 

classroom behaviors‖ (Conti, 1989, p. 4).  These ―pervasive instructional 

qualities…persist even though situational conditions may change‖ (Spoon & Schell, 1998, 

p. 41).   
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This teaching style is ―the operational behavior of the teacher‘s educational 

philosophy‖ (Zinn, 1990, p. 55) or perspective (Pratt, 1992).  ―The philosophical beliefs 

are translated into action in the classroom through the teacher‘s individual teaching style‖ 

(Conti, 1989, p. 4).  Therefore, everything about what one believes related to the 

teaching-learning process combines to inform one‘s general approach toward or style of 

teaching.   

According to this conceptualization, teaching style, therefore, is not teaching 

philosophy; rather teaching style derives from teaching philosophy.  ―Teaching style 

might best be viewed as a range of behaviors in which the [facilitator] can operate 

comfortably according to a certain value system‖ (Conti, 1989, p. 4). 

Fischer and Fischer (1979) were some of the first scholars to discuss teaching 

style in the literature and they linked teaching style to qualities in an individual‘s 

behavior.  Observable behaviors such as ―listening, speaking, questioning‖ and ―non-

verbal behavior‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 4) are indicators of teaching style.  These and other 

teaching behaviors combined demonstrate a specific teaching style.  Teaching style, as 

indicated by such specific behavior, is ―consistent through time and [carries] over from 

[teaching] situation to [teaching] situation‖ (Fischer & Fischer, 1979, p. 245).  Specific 

teaching styles ―are not congenital, rather, styles develop over time, [and] can change 

slowly‖ (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 20).   

Teaching style is not to be confused with teaching methods, as the same methods 

can be implemented within vastly different teaching styles.  A facilitator may ―vary 

teaching techniques from day to day or from activity to activity in order to accomplish 

specific learning goals for a specific content area or situation‖ (Conti, 1989, p. 4).  Some 
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believe that teaching style is associated with particular teaching methods; for example, 

lecturing as a teacher-centered behavior (Barrett, 2004).  However, the use of a specific 

teaching technique or strategy does not equate to one‘s overall teaching style.  For 

example, lecturing can be used in both teacher-centered and learner-centered styles.  

Style rather ―is the total orientation of the teacher to the learner.  This includes the 

teacher's attitudes, behaviors, beliefs, and values systems".  Teaching style "is more of an 

attitude than an activity" (Nuckles, 2000, p. 5). 

While their ideas illustrate early conceptualizations of teaching style, Fischer and 

Fischer documented six different teaching styles.  The varied styles were distinguished by 

varied emphasis placed upon the different elements of the teaching-learning transaction, 

such as control of learning, respect for learners, meeting learner needs, and mutual 

planning.  While never labeled as such, the six different teaching styles can logically be 

placed on a continuum from learner-centered to teacher-centered, with varying degrees of 

control shifting between learners and facilitators (Fischer & Fischer, 1979).   

―While a number of ways exist to conceptualize teaching style…much theory and 

research suggests that there are two fundamental teaching styles:  a responsive, 

collaborative, learner-centered mode and a controlling teacher-centered mode‖ (Conti, 

1989; Nuckles, 2000).  Teaching mode is conceptualized as a continuum with teacher-

centered on one pole and learner-centered on the opposite pole (Barrett, 2004).   

Reference to teaching style as a continuum between learner-centered and teacher-

centered can be found specifically in the adult learning literature (Barrett, 2004).  Conti 

(1978) never labeled the opposite end of his teaching style continuum in his first iteration 

of his collaborative mode, only indicating that a facilitator had either a collaborative 
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teaching mode or did not have a collaborative teaching mode or later stating that 

facilitators have a preference for the learner-centered approach or the teacher-centered 

approach (1985a).    

―There is general agreement among researchers about elements that constitute a 

collaborative teaching and learning environment‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 29).  In a collaborative 

relationship between a facilitator and learner ―there is shared power and authority.  Power 

is based upon knowledge or expertise, as opposed to role or function‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 19) 

and ―decision-making regarding curriculum issues is jointly shared by the learner and 

practitioner‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 26).  ―Egalitarian interactions are based upon mutual 

respect rather than power and oppression‖ (Puksa, 1999, p. 30) and ―the key…for 

working successfully with adults is participation‖ (Conti, 1989, p. 5). 

Conti argued there was strong support in the literature for concepts unique to the 

collaborative mode and he focused specifically on characteristics and benefits of the 

collaborative mode versus a non-collaborative mode.  Conti stated in the collaborative 

mode: 

(a) the curriculum should be learner-centered, (b) learning activities 

should be related to the learner‘s experiences, (c) adults are self-directed, 

(d) the learner should be involved in entrance and exit assessments, (e) 

adults are problem-centered, and (f) the teacher should function as a 

facilitator.  (Conti, 1985a, p. 7) 

This learner-centered style is considered more appropriate for adults than the 

teacher-centered style.  In order to understand this recommendation, it is important to 

first understand how the term ―adult‖ has been defined in the literature.  The term ―adult 
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learner‖ has been described in different ways; however, generally these definitions focus 

on three different factors.  By describing individuals in terms of chronological age, 

cognitive and emotional development, and social phases, attempts have been made to 

differentiate adults from non-adults. 

When considering an adult in terms of age, the range delineated in past studies 

―seems somewhat arbitrary‖ (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991, p. 71).  The age for an adult 

has varied more by the type of study being done as opposed to finding the most 

appropriate range.  This being stated, scholars often equate the term adult with having 

reached the age of eighteen (Clow, 1986) or over twenty-one (Merriam & 

Caffarella,1991), and in some cases even seventeen (Cross, 1982).  In the case of adults 

who are college students, the age distinction between adults and non-adults has been 

twenty-four years of age or older for adults versus seventeen to twenty-three years of age 

for non-adults (Donaldson, Graham, Martindill, & Bradley, 2000).  College students are 

also sometimes considered adults if they are over twenty-five (Donaldson, Flannery, & 

Ross-Gordon, 1993; Kasworm, 1978). 

While there is relatively little agreement in the literature regarding the exact age 

when one ―becomes‖ an adult, it is generally recognized that there is more to being an 

adult than chronological age.  Experts in the field see adults as different from non-adults 

in terms of adults being individuals who have reached a certain stage of cognitive or 

emotional development.   

Adults are individuals who have moved through autonomy toward 

interdependence.  This involves three components.  Adults have emotional independence 

and no longer need constant affirmation and approval from others; they have instrumental 
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independence and are able to solve problems on their own; and they understand 

interdependence and have an awareness of their place in and commitment to society.  

Factors such as having ―some level of separation from parents‖ and developing emotional 

maturity and sustaining mature relationships (Chickering, 1993, p. 117) are 

characteristics associated with adulthood.   

Adults are also considered capable of dialectical thought (Merriam & Caffarella, 

1991).  In other words, adults are able to accept ―alternative truths or ways of thinking 

about similar phenomena‖ (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991, p. 184).  Unlike pre-adults, 

adults are able to accept the contradictions and ambiguities of everyday life.  

In addition to cognitive and emotional development, specific roles and 

responsibilities are also associated with adult status.  These work or life roles are 

different than those of traditional college-age students (Donaldson & Graham, 1999).  

Adults are individuals whose life roles are either ―married, or the head of a household‖ 

(Merriam & Caffarella, 1991, p. 71).  Another role that distinguishes adults and non-

adults is not being a full-time student (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991).  ―Bringing up young 

children, managing a home, achieving adult civic and social responsibilities, and so on‖ 

(Merriam & Caffarella, 1991, p. 308) are roles associated with adulthood (Knox, 1986).   

―There are marked differences between adults and children that help distinguish 

learning in adulthood from learning in childhood.  The nature of experience differs; 

adults are dealing with different developmental issues than children; and there are 

differences in what motivates adults to participate in learning activities‖ (Merriam & 

Caffarella, 1991, p. 306).  Adults also have more life experiences and they have different 
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needs for pacing, meaningfulness, and motivation (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991) and a 

desire to enhance their proficiencies (Knox, 1986). 

Considering these varying aspects of adulthood, pinpointing an exact description 

of an adult learner, versus a non-adult, is quite a difficult task.  Research studies use 

different operational definitions and even scholars who focus on learning of adults 

acknowledge that they do include both children and adults in their studies (Tough, 1979).  

Many scholars even refrain from making a designation regarding adult status.   

As a general summary, an adult learner is very often defined as someone who is 

over the age of 18, is not a full-time student, and has experienced a variety of life 

situations and role designations.  Furthermore, ―age and formal schooling [have been] 

delineated as the major correlates to participation in adult‖ learning events (Merriam & 

Caffarella, 1991, p. 64).  With this in mind, age and schooling were the main defining 

characteristics for this study, and as such, certain aspects related to the definition of adult 

learner were not the focus in the current study.   

Specifically, those who were not twenty-one years of age or older or those who 

were full-time students were excluded from the study.  The choice of twenty-one as the 

designated age assumes there was some expectation that learners had reached a level of 

autonomy and independence; and not being a full-time student carried with it the 

expectation that the learner had reached some of the social stages associated with 

adulthood.  For this study, there was no attempt to determine the learner‘s cognitive 

development or emotional status.  As this discussion highlights, the current operational 

definition is in general agreement with the overall usage in the field of adult learning. 
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As distinctions between adults and non-adults gained acceptance and the different 

needs of adults were described, conclusions were drawn about the importance of 

approaching adult learners differently than non-adults.  ―Teachers teach adults differently 

from pre-adults‖ because they have different perceptions of adult learner characteristics 

(Clow, 1986, p. 25).   

Over the decades, these ideas or perceptions from many in fields related to adult 

learning coalesced into a set of general adult learning principles, or the field of andragogy.  

These principles have became widely accepted and now "many practitioners apply 

andragogical principles with fervor" (Davenport, 1987, p. 17).  These adult learning 

principles when used in combination result in a teaching style that is described as an 

andragogical orientation. 

One who subscribes to an andragogical orientation toward teaching exhibits the 

following:  creation of a mutually respectful, informal, and collaborative instructional 

climate; mutual development of instructional plans, such as diagnosis of needs, 

formulation of objectives, and decision making about evaluation; instruction based upon 

the learners' readiness to learn and the problems to be solved; and a learning process 

focused on experiential techniques that engage the learner, such as "group discussion, 

role playing, skill-practice exercises, field projects, action projects, laboratory method, 

consultative supervision, demonstration, seminars, the case method, and the critical-

incident process" (Davenport & Davenport, 1985, p. 6).  The instructor in this approach 

"is more properly viewed as a facilitator of learning rather than as a disseminator of 

information" (Davenport & Davenport, 1985, p. 7). 
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The instructor who holds a pedagogical orientation, in contrast, creates an 

instructional environment that is authority-based, formal, and competitive.  The instructor 

controls and directs the learning process without input from the learner, and is highly 

influenced by subject matter and works to logically sequence the topics as it relates to the 

content rather than the learners‘ needs or interests.  Information about the content is then 

transmitted to the learner in traditional means, such as "lectures, assigned readings, and 

canned audio-visual presentations" (Davenport & Davenport, 1985, p. 6).  In this 

approach, learning is seen to be the responsibility of the learner and often the "degree or 

certificate awarded recognizes accumulation of credit hours, not a demonstration of 

interrelated knowledge and skills" (Flynn, 1999, p. 10).   

These differences convinced scholars and practitioners that the andragogical 

mode is more appropriate for adults than a more teacher-centered mode.  Many believe 

that "competence in life involves the appropriate use of knowledge‖ rather than ―the 

recognition and recall of knowledge" (Flynn, 1999, p. 12) and as such, an andragogical 

approach is the more effective approach for adults. 

The andragogical orientation is fundamentally collaborative in nature (Davenport 

& Davenport, 1985) and Conti made this connection in his research on the collaborative 

teaching mode.  Conti defined the collaborative teaching mode as a ―learner-centered 

method of instruction in which authority for the curriculum formation is shared by the 

learner and the practitioner‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 12).  Conti and Welborn further explained 

the difference between the collaborative mode and the teacher-centered mode: 

Those who favor the learner-centered approach support activities such as 

encouraging [learners] to take responsibility for their own learning, 
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personalizing instruction, relating new learning to prior experiences, 

assessing [learner] needs, involving the [learners] in the learning process, 

and fostering flexibility in the classroom to stimulate the [learner‘s] 

personal development.  Those who prefer a teacher-centered approach 

function as the managers of the classroom conditions which they have 

determined as necessary to bring about the desired behavioral change in 

the [learners].  (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 20) 

Being learner-centered means being responsive.  The responsive facilitator 

respects the learner, understands and attempts to meet the learner's unique needs, is 

supportive and encouraging, is challenging, and shares with the learner the responsibility 

of setting learning expectations (Nuckles, 2000).  ―Learner-centerd [sic] methods 

surrender some of [the] power to the students‖ (Jarvis, 1983, p. 163). 

In comparison, a teacher-centered approach is one in which the syllabus, not 

learner needs, directs ―the way in which the class [will unfold]‖ (Scheuermann, 2005, p. 

123).  Most learning events that occur in a formal setting are most often instructor-

directed; the learners themselves have little say in either the design or content of the 

learning experience (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991). 

Conti synthesized the literature base in adult learning, consolidated the major 

characteristics of the learning approaches utilized with adults, and conceptualized the 

collaborative mode of teaching.  He pointed out clearly that while other fields such as 

counseling or group dynamics had similar underpinnings of humanistic principles and 

respect for the individual, he relied only on the adult learning theories and research to 

formulate his conception of collaborative teaching mode (Conti, 1978). 
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Conti began his exploration into the teaching-learning process and the impact of 

teaching style by considering the teaching-learning process in terms of ―locus of 

curriculum decision-making authority‖.  Considering who has responsibility and 

authority for deciding what and how learning would occur distinguishes specific 

practitioners from others (Conti, 1978, p.16).  In addition, the emphasis placed upon such 

elements as ―learner needs, characteristics, and interests,‖ and the ―ends, means, and 

evaluation of learning,‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 17) sets certain practitioners apart from others.  

The type of learner participation, whether it is voluntary or dependent, as well as the role 

of the facilitator and learner, methods, and other conditions for learning were also 

considered.   

Conti analyzed these factors and found support from the field of adult learning for 

a partnership (or collaborative) mode among facilitator and learners.  This shared mode 

was not conceived by Conti; rather he was influenced by the work of Jack Blaney and his 

Shared-Membership Mode of Curriculum Formation (Blaney, 1974).  Blaney describes 

this mode of curriculum development as one that places a learner in the role of a 

―member, rather than student,‖ with student meaning someone who is dependent upon an 

agency or teacher (1974, p. 17).  The learner, in this shared mode, is jointly involved in 

determining what and how learning will occur.  The facilitator in this mode is granted a 

leadership role only to the extent that he or she has special knowledge that is of use to the 

group—as opposed to having authority based upon role designation (Blaney, 1974).   

Conti surmised from the literature in the field of adult learning that Blaney‘s 

shared-membership mode was the generally accepted mode for use with adults.  Conti 

conceived that this shared leadership would translate into specific behaviors utilized by a 
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facilitator of adult learners, as opposed to teachers of non-adults.  Conti searched the 

literature and found widespread support for what he termed the collaborative teaching 

mode.   

While Conti indicates support for the collaborative mode was pervasive in the 

field of adult learning, he specifically drew upon the writing and research of several 

whom he referred to as ―giants‖ (1978, p. 18).  The concepts and theories of these 

influential experts, Eduard Lindeman, Paul Bergevin, J. Roby Kidd, Cyril Houle, 

Malcolm Knowles, Alan Knox, and Paulo Freire (Conti, 1978), form the basis for the 

collaborative mode of teaching. 

Eduard Lindeman, the author of the classic work The Meaning of Adult Education, 

stated that experience forms the basis of learning.  As one lives, one has experiences that 

stimulate reflection and action, which in turn create learning.  Due to this connection, 

learning will ―be via the route of situations, not subjects‖ (Lindeman, 1926, p. 8).  The 

learner‘s needs and interests drive learning, rather than discrete parts of a defined 

knowledge base.   

This notion of building learning around a learner‘s needs was rather novel at the 

time, but became a hallmark of the collaborative mode‘s learner-centered focus.  

Lindeman was committed to the idea of learner participation in the public schools that 

was advanced by John Dewey and he applied those to adult learning settings (Lindeman, 

1978).  In the collaborative teaching mode, the task of the facilitator is to organize 

learning around situations that are relevant to the learner‘s needs and interests (Conti, 

1982).   
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Conti also based his model of collaborative teaching style on the work of Paul 

Bergevin, an American scholar and writer.  In his A Philosophy for Adult Education 

Bergevin advanced his beliefs about adult learning as a developmental endeavor.  

Bergevin believed that individuals matured and became ready and able to participate 

actively in their own learning as well as the many responsibilities of society.  In this 

model, learning is characterized by a learner who is a ―full partner‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 23) 

and the teacher is considered a ―facilitator‖ rather than an all-knowing expert (Conti, 

1978, p. 24).  The role of the facilitator is to: 

Assist the learners in identifying meaningful adult learning situations, in 

defining learning needs, in setting educational goals, in assessing inherent 

resources, in locating appropriate adult learning resources, and in 

evaluating the extent of goal achievement.  (Conti, 1978, p. 24) 

The purpose of addressing a learner‘s needs and helping one prepare for societal 

roles cannot be overemphasized.  Taken in totality, this helped give birth to the 

application-oriented and problem-centered focus of the collaborative teaching mode and 

helped frame the learning process as one punctuated by democratic principles (Conti, 

1982).    

Another influential adult educator who contributed to the development of the 

collaborative teaching mode in the adult learning setting was J. Roby Kidd.  Kidd taught 

the first adult education course in his home country of Canada and authored the 

benchmark book How Adults Learn.  Kidd focused on, among other things, the conditions 

necessary for adults to learn.  An ―emotional and physical environment that is non-hostile, 

stimulating, reinforcing, welcoming, supportive, and primarily concerned with the 
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welfare of the learner‖ was considered critical (Conti, 1978, p. 29).  Kidd emphasized 

that feelings and emotions, such as belonging and fear, play a major role in learning, and 

that facilitators need to be aware of the whole range of emotions that adults feel in order 

to best structure their learning (Kidd, 1973).   

Kidd also focused on the interests of the adult learner (Conti, 1978).  Exploring 

the motivations of adult learners helps a facilitator offer opportunities in the learning 

environment that address adult motivations and interests (Kidd, 1973).  These concepts of 

the collaborative teaching mode make it possible for a learner to be engaged and 

comfortable enough to learn (Conti, 1982). 

Cyril O. Houle, a prolific and influential writer and thinker in adult education, 

influenced the field of adult education by defining adult learning orientations.  He 

suggested that adult learners participate in learning events for different reasons.  Later 

scholars expanded upon his initial three categories of learners, which stimulated much 

discussion about why learners participate in learning.  While a specific explanation for 

each of these learning orientations is beyond the scope of this review, the main point is 

that adult educators must be cognizant of the reasons adults participate in learning in 

order to structure the most effective learning for learners.  Facilitators have an obligation 

to address the specific goals of learners as a part of the learning process (Conti, 1978) and 

allow learners to participate in the development of objectives so they are able to achieve 

their goals (Conti, 1982). 

Houle was a mentor to an individual who is arguably the most recognized man in 

the field of adult learning, Malcolm Knowles (Conti, 1978).  ―Knowles must be viewed 

as having played an important patriarchal role in the evolution of American andragogy‖ 
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(Davenport, 1987, p. 17).  Knowles directly influenced the evolution of adult learning 

when he proposed the use of the term andragogy in relation to adult learning contexts 

(Conti, 1982). 

  The term andragogy dates back to 1833 when Alexander Kapp coined the term 

as a means to describe the educational philosophy of Plato.  The meaning of the word is 

derived from aner, meaning "man" or "adult" and agogos, meaning "leader of".  The 

meaning of the concept relates to the science of helping adults learn.  After 1833, the 

term andragogy was not used again in publications until 1921 in Europe, and the term 

became widely used in France, Holland, and Yugoslavia in the 1960's.  Knowles is 

credited with bringing the term to the United States in the late 1960's, although Eduard 

Lindeman had used the term in 1926 and 1927 publications.   

Knowles's theory of andragogy developed as a parallel to pedagogy (meaning 

leader of children, as in the art and science of teaching children).  Knowles makes the 

distinction that andragogy is the art and science of helping adults learn and that because 

adults learn differently than non-adults, the learning setting must be structured differently.  

These assumptions about adult learners, in comparison with non-adults, are ―necessitated 

by individual maturation which steadily increases a person‘s need and capacity to be self-

directing, to utilize experience, to learn for evolving social roles, and to organize learning 

around life problems‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 33).   

In his books, The Modern Practice of Adult Education (1970) and The Adult 

Learner (1973), Knowles set forth and delineated his assumptions for adult learners.  

Knowles believed that adults have developed a self-directed self-concept as opposed to 

demonstrating dependency.  He believed that adults have a reservoir of experience that is 
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a resource for learning.  Further, adults are motivated to learn as it relates to their social 

roles and therefore have a problem-centered rather than a subject-centered orientation to 

learning.   

Andragogy "quickly became popular both within and outside of adult education 

circles" and was swiftly integrated into a variety of fields, such as "adult education, 

nursing, and social work…business, religion, agriculture, and law" (Davenport & 

Davenport, 1985, p. 7).  The assumptions developed by Knowles had detractors, however, 

and whether or not andragogy was an actual theory of learning became hotly debated.   

Knowles attempted to address this controversy in two ways:  by restating his 

theory as an approach or method and by conceptualizing andragogy as on a continuum 

with pedagogy as opposed to a dichotomy.  This distinction was made to deemphasize the 

role of the teacher and further solidified the concept of the teaching-learning process as 

occurring on a continuum from teacher-centered to learner-centered.   While Knowles 

concluded that both approaches could be used with either adults or children, he 

"emphasized that andragogy was generally better for adults and pedagogy for children" 

(Davenport & Davenport, 1985, p. 18).   

Alan Knox‘s work also contributed to Conti‘s concept of the collaborative 

teaching mode.  In his book, Helping Adults Learn, Knox outlined a specific process that 

is effective in adult education.  He focused on the facilitator‘s role in helping adults 

identify their learning needs, setting learning priorities, and structuring the learning 

environment so the learning deficiencies are eliminated (Conti, 1978).  Processes such as 

choosing and implementing learning activities, and selecting and preparing instructional 
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materials were a part—all the while creating a challenging environment that is also 

supportive (Knox, 1986).   

Even within a structured process such as this, the learner and the learner‘s 

expectations are the primary focus.  The same applies to evaluation, as this, too, is a 

shared activity.  Knox stressed that evaluation is intended to assist the learners 

themselves and should not be seen as a tool to be used only by teachers or program 

planners (Kidd, 1986).  In total, adult education as conceived by Knox is a ―collaborative 

venture‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 37).   

Conti identified one final individual who contributed specifically to the 

development of his collaborative teaching mode.  This individual, a Brazilian named 

Paulo Freire, added another dimension to the field of adult education.  With his 1970 

book, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Freire posited that the ―poor have been denied their 

basic human rights as a result of being oppressed by the upper classes and that the poor 

can achieve their humanization by becoming aware of their selfhood, looking critically at 

their social situation, and taking action to transform their society‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 38).  

Freire believed that the oppressed accept their status in exchange for security and slowly 

become indoctrinated into this established order.  They either accept the established order 

or endure it silently…both of which perpetuate the oppression.  Freire set forth the idea 

that formal education, as an institution, was an oppressive force, one in which authority 

of those in charge is used to oppress subordinates (Conti, 1978). 

Taken to the very basic level, this direct authority is illustrated in the teacher-

centered mode of learning in the classroom.  The teacher-centered mode ―encourages 

authority and dependence by misconstruing knowledge as a gift to be bestowed by a 
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superior elite of trustees upon a manageable group‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 39).  Freire believed 

that the more appropriate stance to take in education is to employ a problem-posing 

process in which learners critically examine the world around them, as well as their place 

in the world.  This helps them make informed decisions about their actions.  This focus 

on education as a liberating force as opposed to a repressing force is an element of a 

learner-centered mode of teaching.  Through learning opportunities that include dialogue, 

reflection, and critical thinking, an individual can ―eradicate oppression and ignorance‖ 

(Conti, 1978, p. 41).   

―An analysis of the works of [these] major contributors to adult [learning] theory 

and literature reveals a series of accepted adult learning principles which can be 

implemented through the collaborative teaching-learning mode‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 42).  As 

has been established, utilization of adult learning principles, as well as utilization of the 

collaborative teaching mode (Barrett, 2004), have a long history in the field of adult 

education and adult learning.   

There are other major contributors to the current concept of the collaborative 

mode, who were not directly mentioned by Conti or were not contemporaries of Conti at 

the time of his original work.  These additional contributors illustrate the enduring nature 

of the field of adult learning‘s preference for the collaborative mode of teaching.   

Carl Rogers, for example, advanced the notion of unconditional positive regard 

when interacting with others and had as a basic foundation of his professional practice a 

person-centered approach.  This respect for the individual is an important element in the 

learner-centered (i.e., the collaborative) mode of teaching (Rogers, 1979).   
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Rogers‘s focus on creating meaning and capitalizing on experience in learning is 

also reflected in the collaborative teaching mode.  Rogers stated: 

Learning…can be divided into two general types, along a continuum of 

meaning…To memorize such items as baz, ent, nep, arl, lud, and the 

like…Because there is no meaning involved, these syllables are not easy 

to learn and are likely to be forgotten quickly…In contrast, there is such a 

thing as significant, meaningful, experiential learning.  (1969, pp. 3-4) 

The concept of being student-centered also derives from humanistic educational 

philosophy.  Humanism values the individual as a whole-person, a person who should be 

treated with respect and dignity (Nuckles, 2000).  In humanism the focus is not on 

cognitive processes or behavioral connections, but on motivation and responsibility.  

―Much of adult learning theory, especially the concepts of andragogy and self-directed 

learning, are grounded in humanistic assumptions‖ (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991, p. 137).   

Carl Rogers advanced humanism, as well, and established one very specific 

strategy of professional practice that still influences the collaborative mode of teaching 

today.  Rogers ―popularized the use of the term ‗client‘ rather than patient to set the 

relationship on more equal terms, emphasizing that the person being treated is not passive 

and the therapist is not an authority but an agent‖ (Presidents and Fellows of Harvard 

College, 2006).  Modern extensions of setting this collaborative tone is found in the field 

of adult learning‘s practice of using the term ―learner‖ versus ―student‖ and ―facilitator‖ 

or ―guide‖ versus ―teacher‖ or ―instructor‖.  Knowles was also heavily influenced by the 

concept of humanism, and as has been established, was a direct source for Conti‘s 

collaborative mode of teaching. 
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Conti did not specifically reference John Dewey as a contributor to his specific 

concept of teaching mode; however, he does state that Dewey ―provided a strong 

foothold for the collaborative mode in public schools‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 18).   It is also 

recognized that Dewey influenced Lindeman, who was a major contributor to the 

collaborative teaching mode.  Dewey‘s emphasis on education as a democratizing agent 

is nicely aligned with the collaborative mode.   

Dewey also believed that the authoritarian and inflexible mode of traditional 

education, with its predetermined content, was focused too heavily on delivering 

knowledge and not focused enough on understanding learners and their actual 

experiences.  When content is isolated from experience, it lacks the connection needed to 

sufficiently ―reach out and affect society‖ (Dewey, 2002, p. 116).  Instead, Dewey 

favored more self-directed, experiential, and problem-based approaches to learning—all 

of which are consistent with Conti‘s collaborative mode of teaching (Dewey, 2002). 

David Kolb, an American education theorist, supported the idea that learning 

emanates from concrete experiences.  Kolb became a prominent proponent of experiential 

learning and advanced the idea that experience is a basis for learning.  Kolb explained 

that ―immediate personal experience is the focal point for learning‖ (1984, p. 21).  This 

idea is a critical element of andragogy, which of course was a foundational element for 

Conti‘s collaborative mode. 

Another educator, Peter Jarvis from Britain, was also interested in experiential 

learning.  Jarvis expanded upon the topic of experiential learning and focused on the 

actual process of learning that occurs when adults have an experience and process that 

experience.  Jarvis believed learning was a ―process of creating and transforming 
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experience into knowledge, skills, attitudes, values, emotions, beliefs, [and] senses‖ 

(Jarvis, Holford, & Griffin, 2003, p. 67).  This connection between experience and 

learning is an integral part of the collaborative teaching mode. 

Stephen Brookfield, an adult learning scholar, supported the idea of collaborative 

learning for adults.  Brookfield assumed ―the collaborative spirit [is] a distinguishing 

characteristic of adult‖ learning (Conti, 1988, p. 112).  Brookfield believed that 

discussion as a teaching strategy was a primary component of democracy (both inside 

and outside the classroom learning environment) and such democracy is fundamental to 

an adult‘s growth and development (Brookfield & Preskill, 1999).  Discussion as a 

teaching strategy is in line with the collaborative teaching mode.  While Conti did not 

directly incorporate Brookfield‘s work in his concept of the collaborative teaching mode, 

he did acknowledge that Brookfield was ―a major influence‖ in the field of adult learning 

(Conti, 1988, p. 111). 

Another researcher, Jack Mezirow, focused on several areas of cognition that are 

relevant to the collaborative teaching mode.  Mezirow referred to his theory as 

perspective transformation (later referred to as transformational learning).  In this theory, 

three areas are important:  task-related competence, social interaction, and self-awareness 

and self-reflection.  The goal in this theory is for adults to become aware of their thinking, 

and especially how their thinking constrains them, so they are able to integrate new ways 

of thinking into their old ways, creating a new perspective and thereby emancipating 

them as learners (Merriam & Caffarella, 1991).  

Raymond J. Wlodkowski is a scholar and researcher currently producing work 

that supports the principles of adult learning, and therefore, the collaborative mode of 
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teaching.  Wlodkowski is interested in motivation to learn and believes that facilitators 

need to foster inclusion among adult learners in the learning environment, enhance 

meaning, and engender competence in all learners.  When facilitators use these strategies 

in combination, adult learners develop positive attitudes about learning (Wlodkowski, 

1999).  This stance is congruent with Conti‘s collaborative teaching mode. 

Additional recent research has validated the importance of many principles of 

adult learning that Conti used to support his collaborative mode of teaching.  Donaldson, 

Graham, Martindill, and Bradley identified six factors that relate to an adult‘s college 

outcomes.  Included in these factors are experience, maturity, motivation, and self-

monitoring, which are congruent with the early thinking about adult learners as well as 

Conti‘s collaborative model of teaching (Conti, 2000).  Other more recent descriptions of 

factors important to the teaching of adults, and congruent with Conti‘s collaborative 

mode of teaching, include problem-centered learning, creating a safe and comfortable 

learning environment, and learner engagement in aspects of the learning experience, such 

as goal setting and assessment and evaluation (Zemke & Zemke, 1995).   

These concepts related to principles of adult learning, both directly consolidated  

by Conti when formalizing his collaborative mode of teaching (Conti, 1979) and 

emerging later as the field of adult learning developed and evolved, are not all new.  

Other teachers of adults throughout history—Confucius, Hebrew and Christian prophets, 

Aristotle, Socrates, Plato, Cicero, Evelid, and Quintillian (Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 

1998)—while using slightly different methods, focused on active rather than passive 

learning, interaction, and construction of knowledge rather than transmission of 

information (Merriam, 2008).   
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All in all, these current concepts integrate logically into Conti‘s model of the 

collaborative teaching mode.  The collaborative mode is one in which the ―teacher‘s 

primary task is to organize and maintain an environment which facilitates student 

learning‖ (Conti, 1985a, p. 7).  The mode is based on active learner engagement and 

involvement, and starts with and emanates from learner experiences.  The mode focuses 

on making meaning, connecting to a learner‘s experience, and meeting the needs of the 

learner.   

This collaborative teaching mode, as opposed to the teacher-directed mode, has 

been touted as being the most appropriate for adults (Barrett, 2004; Conti, 1978).  ―The 

mainstream adult education literature base supports the collaborative mode as the most 

effective method for teaching adults‖ (Conti & Welborn, 1986) and those styles that 

"encourage undue conformity and dependence [are judged] not acceptable" (Fischer & 

Fischer, 1979, p. 246) for adults. 

The rationale for support of the collaborative mode is not merely anecdotal.  

Studies have provided evidence for the collaborative mode as most appropriate for adults.  

Conti and Welborn (1986) examined the effects of teaching and learning style on 

academic achievement (as measured by students' grades at the end of a course and 

adjusting them for the student's overall grade point average in college) of health 

professionals returning to continuing education courses.  Eighteen facilitators were 

examined in terms of teaching style and their 256 learners were examined in terms of 

GPA.  Learners who were taught by facilitators who utilized a collaborative mode to a 

moderate extent showed greater outcomes as measured by GPA than those who were 

taught by facilitators who utilized a teacher-centered mode (Conti & Welborn, 1986).  
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Based upon these studies a recommendation to use the collaborative mode of teaching 

"appears to be sound advice" (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 22). 

Despite widespread support for the collaborative-teaching mode (Barrett, 2004; 

Conti, 1985b; Conti & Welborn, 1986; Dupin-Bryant, 2004b; Seevers, 1995; Stacey & 

Wiesenberg, 2007; Wigington, 1989), research shows that facilitators predominately 

operate from a teacher-centered mode (Atkinson, 1993; Barrett, 2004; Brooks, 1988; 

Clow, 1986; Conti, 1985b; Cook, 1994; Dupin-Bryant, 2004; Dupin-Bryant, 2004b; 

Eberle, 1993; Girondi, 1991; Hoffrichter, 1997; McCollin, 2000; Parisot, 1995; Pinheiro, 

Rohrer, & Heimann, 1998; Powell, 2006; Ringler, 2004; Schaefer & Zygmont, 2003; 

Scheuermann, 2005; Scotney, 1986; Seevers, 1995; Shedd, 1989; Spoon & Schell, 1998; 

Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007; Stover, 2006; Taylor, 1990; Waters, 1992; Watkins, 2006; 

Willson, 2006; Wilson, 1994).   

These results are consistent across a wide range of settings, disciplines, and fields.  

In a sample of facilitators taken from all eight divisions at one college, the mean PALS 

score for the facilitators was 136.55, lower than the instrument mean of 146.  Scores 

lower than the instrument mean place respondents in the teacher-centered category.  The 

instructors in this study represented the liberal and fine arts, pure and applied sciences, 

and educational studies (McCollin, 2000).   

Similar results of facilitators acting in teacher-centered ways have been found in 

additional studies that use different conceptual frameworks and operational definitions 

than Conti‘s collaborative teaching model.  For example, previous research uses the term 

teacher-centered and measures teaching behaviors with the Kolb‘s Experiential Learning 

Model (Sellheim, 2006).  The results still fail to show support for the collaborative mode 
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of teaching.  Regardless of the conceptual framework used, there is widespread support 

for the use of more collaborative modes as compared to more teacher-centered modes.  

While this widespread support of the collaborative mode of teaching is definitely 

the trend in the field of adult learning, there are studies that support the idea that in some 

contexts learners actually prefer teacher-centered styles and behaviors (Spoon & Schell, 

1998).  For example, one triangulated study assessing adult learner perceptions of 

teaching found several attributes of facilitators classified as teacher-centered ranked in 

the top five attributes of effective instructors.  Therefore, ―knowledgeable [facilitators] 

who present material clearly‖ are considered effective, even though these attributes are 

teacher-centered (Donaldson, Flannery, & Ross-Gordon, 1993, p. 160).  

These findings are important because they show that judicious application of adult 

learning principles may be most appropriate, rather than what the adult learning literature 

implies—that a general, overall application is desired.  Many factors (such as the learner, 

expectations for success of the learner, the type of program, as well as the interaction of 

teacher and learner) may be important and may help explain why so many facilitators 

show teacher-centered modes.   

Even considering some studies show positive outcomes related to teacher-

centered modes, most adult learning experts over the years have agreed that "teachers 

need to take a careful look at themselves and their actions" and to practice a teaching 

style that "consistently treats adults with dignity and respect" (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 

23).  This would be consistent with the collaborative teaching mode and is less overtly 

aligned with the teacher-centered mode.   
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The Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS):  Conti became concerned 

about the widespread adoption of adult learning principles without them ―being subjected 

to rigorous empirical testing‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 1) and developed an instrument to measure 

commitment to these principles.  He developed and validated a 44-item modified Likert-

type instrument that measures the extent to which practitioners adhere to and utilize a 

collaborative teaching mode.  He called this instrument the Principles of Adult Learning 

Scale, or PALS.  The PALS provides an overall measure of preference for specific 

teaching behaviors (Conti & Welborn, 1986).   

As was established in the previous section, Conti derived his instrument from 

what the literature says about what adults need in the learning environment (Conti & 

Welborn, 1986).  Scores on the PALS instrument identify respondents as either teacher-

centered or learner-centered (Conti, 1978).  Conti established an instrument mean of 146.  

Scores at or above the mean signify a facilitator prefers a collaborative mode of teaching 

and scores below the mean signify a facilitator prefers a teacher-centered mode of 

teaching.  In consideration of the complexity of the teaching process, Conti conceded that 

scores near the mean may identify respondents as working from a mixed approach, and 

utilizing actions from both teacher-centered and learner-centered modes.   

The PALS instrument was developed specifically for use in adult learning settings 

(Conti, 1985b) and has been deemed to be valid and reliable.  Additional details 

regarding the PALS instrument validity and reliability is presented in Chapter Three. 

The PALS measures teaching style, specifically the collaborative teaching mode 

versus the non-collaborative teaching mode.  In other words, the instrument identifies a 

facilitator as either learner-centered or teacher-centered.  As has been established in this 
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review, this collaborative teaching mode became ―a significant component of adult 

learning theory‖ (Scheuermann, 2005, p. 31).  In this mode, learners are not viewed as the 

repositories for capturing knowledge, ―but rather as active participants who are 

capitalizing on their own experiences‖ (Conti, 1978, pp. 21-22). 

The PALS indicates a facilitator‘s overall preference for teaching mode by 

examining behaviors related to seven distinct factors.  Each factor on the PALS contains 

varied numbers of items, with as few as four and as many as twelve.    

Factor 1:  Learner-Centered Activities 

This factor forms the ―primary foundation for PALS‖ (Barrett, 2004, p. 63).  

Twelve items on the 44-item instrument combine to form this factor.  This factor 

identifies a facilitator‘s preference for evaluation methods and how he or she views 

learners in relation to the content.  Facilitators who are teacher-centered utilize formal 

evaluation that compares learners to defined external standards.  Their teaching strategies 

tend to also be defined and set regardless of the type of learners present in the learning 

environment.   

Facilitators who favor a collaborative approach to teaching instead focus on the 

specific needs of the learners and encourage initiating actions on the part of the learners.  

Those professing a commitment to the collaborative mode encourage learners to take 

responsibility for their own learning and structure learning that supports this commitment 

(Conti, 1985).  High quality interactions among facilitator and learners are predicated on 

the notion that the learner, not the facilitator, is the ―centre of the educational process‖ 

(Puksa, 1999, p. 3).   
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Factor 2:  Personalizing Instruction 

Instruction that is personalized relates to a facilitator‘s willingness to ―implement 

teaching behaviors that allow the students to tailor the learning environment to their own 

needs including more time to complete assignments, the use of different techniques, and 

different materials‖ (Barrett, 2004, p. 63).  Nine items on the PALS instrument are used 

to gauge a facilitator‘s willingness to personalize instruction.  Those facilitators who 

personalize instruction adjust to the unique needs, motives, and abilities of the learners.  

Because the individual needs of the learners are the focus, cooperation instead of 

competition is emphasized (Conti, 1985). 

Factor 3:  Relating to Experience 

Learner experiences that are solicited and linked to the learning make up Factor 3.  

These experiences are those that relate directly to an adult‘s individual context.  This can 

be compared to an environment in which the work learners do outside of class is 

considered irrelevant to what needs to be learned as a part of the learning event or course 

(Scheuermann, 2005).  Six items on the PALS instrument gauge a facilitator‘s 

commitment to relating instruction and learning to experience.  In the collaborative mode 

of teaching learning is connected to the learner‘s experience and ―organized according to 

the problems the [learners] encounter in everyday living‖ (Conti, 1985, p. 10).   

Factor 4:  Assessing Student Needs 

When student needs are assessed facilitators attempt to explore what learners need 

in order to accommodate those needs in the learning process.  Instead of settings in which 

facilitators fail to ask what learners expect to ―get out of the class‖ (Scheuermann, 2005, 

p. 115) collaborative settings are grounded in the identification of learner goals and 
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developing plans that reduce the gap between a learner‘s current state and the desired 

goals.  Four items are combined to measure a facilitator‘s commitment to assessing 

learner needs (Conti, 1985). 

Factor 5:  Climate Building 

This factor refers to the facilitator‘s focus on creating a specific learning climate 

or atmosphere.  Four items make up this factor.  The collaborative mode of teaching is 

characterized by a learning climate that values risk taking and encouraging mistakes.  

This type of climate is friendly and supportive and is as free as possible from barriers to 

learning.  A facilitator who subscribes to the collaborative mode provides breaks, 

encouragement, and opportunities for dialogue and experimentation (Conti, 1985).   

Factor 6:  Participation in the Learning Process 

This factor relates to the level of participation learners are provided in the 

learning processes.  In the collaborative mode the learners play an integral role in the 

process and learning is focused primarily on the learners themselves rather than on some 

external factor such as content or structure.  This is an environment where ―instructors 

are ready to listen‖ when learners have recommendations (Scheuermann, 2005, p. 115).  

Four items are used to gauge the level of learner participation.  Learners working with a 

facilitator who favors the collaborative mode will be involved in determining the content 

as well as the evaluation methods.  ―While Factor 1 focuses on the broad location of 

authority in the classroom, this factor [Factor 6] specifically addresses the amount of 

involvement of the [learner] in determining the nature and evaluation of content material‖ 

(Conti, 1985, p. 10).    
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Factor 7:  Flexibility for Personal Development 

The final factor in Conti‘s collaborative mode of teaching focuses on the 

opportunities for personal development provided in the learning environment.  Those 

who are committed to the collaborative mode show high levels of flexibility in this area.  

Five items on the instrument combine to measure this factor.  Those who show a 

preference for the collaborative mode demonstrate sensitivity to the learners and their 

need for personal growth and development.  Rather than rigidly sticking to preset 

objectives and topics, the collaborative facilitator will adjust to the changing needs of the 

learners (Conti, 1985). 

There are numerous studies examining facilitator teaching styles as measured by 

the PALS instrument, as has already been established in this chapter.  Even faculty in 

evening programs, specifically designed with the adult learner in mind, profess a 

commitment to the teacher-centered mode.  This was revealed in the Clow study in which 

a study PALS mean of 129.69 and a standard deviation of 21.22 were identified (1986, p. 

44). 

Despite overwhelming support and advancement of the collaborative mode of 

teaching in adult learning settings, the literature clearly shows that facilitators (whether 

they are faculty, teachers, instructors, or managers) overwhelmingly espouse the teacher-

centered mode.  The evidence shows that instructors continually act in ways that are non-

collaborative.   

The literature is weighted heavily toward academic settings.  It is useful to point 

out there are relatively few studies incorporating the PALS instrument in workplace 
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learning settings.  There are also relatively few studies using PALS and APALS 

combined.   

Research has shown that a difference in teaching style is related to specific 

facilitator characteristics.  Facilitator factors such as gender, teaching experience, 

discipline, and level of education have all been shown to impact teaching style (Barrett, 

2004; McCollin, 2000).  Gender may have more impact on teaching style than some other 

facilitator characteristics (Barrett, 2004).  For example, female facilitators teaching in 

online settings show a more learner-centered style than males teaching in the same 

settings (Barrett, 2004).   

Age is another facilitator characteristic that has been examined in relation to 

teaching style.  Older respondents in one study showed higher PALS scores than younger 

respondents (DeCoux, 1992).  The explanation for this difference is not evident; however, 

older individuals ―may have more empathy with adult [learners]‖ (DeCoux, 1992, p. 20). 

Inconsistency in this relationship is present, and in other work ―those more inclined to 

hold traditional views of teaching mode tended to be older and more experienced‖ 

(Bennett, Jordan, Long, & Wade, 1976, p. 64).     

Prior research also shows that a facilitator‘s teaching style varies by discipline 

(Barrett, 2004; McCollin, 2000).  In one study 15.6% of the variance in PALS score was 

explained by program taught (McCollin, 2000).  In addition, those teaching soft (pure or 

applied) areas were more learner-centered than those teaching in the hard/pure sciences.  

Therefore, those in fields considered pure, such as psychology, economics, or English, as 

well as those in fields that are applied, such as education, accounting, and 

communications were more learner-centered (Barrett, 2004).  Those in hard disciplines 



75 

 

considered pure, such as biology, mathematics, or physics, as well as those in applied 

hard sciences such as engineering, computer science, or nursing, were more teacher-

centered (Barrett, 2004). 

Research also shows that facilitator level of education is related to collaborative 

teaching mode.  A study conducted in 2000 revealed that 14% of variance in PALS score 

(or collaborative vs. non-collaborative teaching mode) was explained by facilitator 

educational level (McCollin).  In another study, the higher the level of teaching 

experience, the higher the PALS score (Franklin & Freeland, 1989). 

Some research shows no difference in teaching style based upon level of 

education (Barrett, 2004; Clow, 1986; McCollin, 2000).  However, the significance may 

not be apparent due to the way level of education is defined.  In one study done in the 

community college, academic preparation was defined as highest degree earned.  This 

study failed to capture informal learning or non-degree training (Barrett, 2004).  And the 

Clow (1986) study did not reveal how faculty level of education was defined.   

In addition, in the research done as a part of the development of the PALS 

instrument, from which the determination that a mean of 146 or above indicates a 

collaborative teaching mode, ―most of the participants had…taken some coursework 

dealing with the principles of adult education‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 90).  This interest in 

facilitator training in adult learning principles has remained an area of examination since 

the development of the PALS instrument (McCollin, 2000).   

The means resulting from the initial preliminary instrument development process 

(which resulted in a mean of 176) may indicate that those who have some exposure to the 

principles do tend to score higher on the PALS instrument.  Other studies, as explained 
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above, show no difference in teaching style based upon years of teaching experience 

(Barrett, 2004). 

Because so few studies have looked at workplace facilitators, choosing instead to 

focus on academic environments, there are little data to consult.  However, some 

conclusions can be drawn from the variables for studies that did not look directly at 

workplace learning.  Barrett (2004) looked at employment status, for example, and found 

that part-time instructors were more learner-centered than full-time instructors.  Barrett 

goes on to explain that while this contradicted previous research, it was expected because 

the instructors were part-time and were generally professionals who were working in the 

field.  Barrett explained that this may change instructor sensibility toward adult students 

and may increase their desire to meet learner needs (2004).  They may also have a more 

sophisticated and personal understanding of the workplace and the demands learners will 

face once they enter the workplace. 

This review illustrates there are some generalizations that can be made about 

specific facilitator characteristics and their relationship to teaching style.  However, these 

conclusions are not nearly as strong as the overall conclusion that most facilitators 

profess a commitment to the teacher-centered mode of teaching versus the collaborative 

mode of teaching. 

Theory of Action 

It is widely accepted that beliefs are inferred by actions (Sellheim, 2006) so that 

what one does should reveal or be consistent with what one believes.  "For most people, 

beliefs inform their intentions, which in turn direct the process of teaching (actions)" 

(Pratt, 1992, p. 208).  The consistency between beliefs and actions is not completely clear; 
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however, and Schön‘s Theory of Action provides a framework with which to examine the 

connection.   

Schön‘s Theory of Action informs us that individuals have specific mental maps 

that guide their actions.  To explain the Theory of Action simply, Johnson and Geal state: 

There are basically two theories in a given situation.  They are the ‗theory-in-use‘ 

(that is, the theory that actually guides our actions) and the ‗espoused theory‘ (the 

words we use to convey what we do or think).  (2005, p. 42) 

Of the two types of theories of action, espoused theory is more accessible.  These 

descriptions of what people say they believe or how they might respond in a particular 

situation constitute an espoused theory—and can be called up and verbally shared fairly 

easily.  These articulations represent the mental maps that individuals hold of themselves 

and their actions (Schön, 1987).   

In contrast, a theory-in-use consists of one‘s tacit knowledge—knowledge that 

cannot be easily articulated or explained.  These theories are those that actually guide 

actions rather than explanations people articulate about what they believe.  These mental 

maps directly inform how people respond, or act, in particular situations (Schön, 1987).   

"The practice of teaching is governed by thought" and our conceptions are used to 

"make decisions and follow routines" (Pratt, 1992, p. 204).  These actions, making 

decisions and following routines, are guided by one of these two theories of action.  In 

most cases, however, it is the mental maps that regulate how we act which are actually 

used to guide action as opposed to the mental maps for what we believe we do (Schön, 

1987).  Therefore, theories-in-use are more likely to guide behavior than are espoused 

theories.   
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These two theories of action, espoused and in-use, may or may not be compatible 

and the individual holding them may or may not be aware of this incompatibility (Kane, 

Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, p. 182).  ―It could be that we think we are doing something but 

in fact we are doing something else‖ (Johnson & Geal, 2005, p. 41).  In addition, 

individuals believe they perform actions that they may not actually do, or vice versa, 

because they have defense mechanisms that ―protect the self from situations that appear 

threatening‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 18).  In other words individuals explain their own actions to 

themselves in ways that are palatable to them.  

To further describe this incongruity, when theories-in-use are uncovered through 

in-depth questioning, reflection, and critical analysis, individuals report they often 

suppress these theories-in-use.  Individuals will actively conceal their own theories-in-use 

when asked to articulate them.  In this case, even while individuals may be aware of their 

deeply held theories-in-use, they will verbalize only socially and organizationally 

acceptable theories.   

For example, teachers in the process of undergoing summative evaluation from 

principals shared theories-in-use with researchers which they were not willing to share 

with their principals.  The espoused theories they articulated to their principals were quite 

different.  This study illustrates that the espoused theories and theories-in-use of the 

classroom teachers are not always congruent (Calabrese, Sherwood, Fast, & Womack, 

2004).   

Additional theories-in-use revealed in this study did not match teacher and 

principal stated espoused theories.  Motivations behind this discrepancy include attempts 

to be in unilateral control, maximizing winning and minimizing losing, and acting in 
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ways that are considered rational as opposed to how one wants to act or should act 

(Calabrese, Sherwood, Fast, & Womack, 2004). 

The disparity between espoused beliefs about one‘s actions and one‘s actual 

actions is important because effectiveness of a practitioner ―results from developing 

congruence between theory-in-use and espoused theory‖ (Johnson & Geal, 2005, p. 42).  

Flanders posed the question well when he asked ―Must a teacher have intentions before 

he can act?  Does a teacher prove his intentions by his actions?‖...―the answer to both 

questions is usually ‗yes‘‖ (Flanders, 1970, p. 4).  

Research confirms the discrepancy between theories-in-use and espoused theories.  

Studies show that people are not necessarily ―good at forecasting their behavior or 

understanding why they [do] what they [do].‖  In experiments individuals are prompted 

to perform specific behaviors, which they do perform, but when asked to explain their 

behaviors, their explanations illustrate they are not aware of the external prompting 

(Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2001, p. 5).  This provides evidence that individuals are not 

aware of the factors that drive their own behaviors.   

Hook and Rosenshine‘s review of the literature provides an overview of a study 

that supports this same conclusion.  This study, by Steele, House, and Kerins (1979), 

showed teachers are unable to estimate the percent of time they talk in the classroom as 

compared to actual observer measurements of teacher talk time.   

The same review of the literature described a study in which teacher use of 

various instructional strategies was both estimated by teachers and measured by observer 

ratings.  Teachers stated they used discussion 53.6% of the time and Socratic questioning 

17.6% of the time, and recitation only 7% of the time.  Observers reported that the 
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teachers actually used discussion 19.5% of the time, Socratic questioning 2.2% of the 

time, and that recitation occurred not 7% of the time, but 22.2% of the time (Hook & 

Rosenshine, 1979). 

Another way to illustrate this discrepancy between espoused and in-use theory, is 

that teachers affirm their conviction that teaching adults differs from teaching non-adults, 

yet this belief does not translate into different approaches for the two populations 

(Johnson & Geal, 2005).  A study examining teacher theories of action found that only 

after analyzing actual audiotapes of teaching, a teacher came to acknowledge her 

instructional practices were incongruent with her espoused beliefs about teaching (Gibson, 

1998).  This is not unexpected, as teachers‘ estimates of their own classroom behavior 

and their actual behavior vary widely (Martin & Keller, 1974).  

The relationship between espoused theory and actual practice is a topic of interest 

in fields outside teaching and learning, as well.  The connection between espoused theory 

and theory-in-use in moral decision-making has been studied by examining the 

congruency between what managers believe one should do in an ethical dilemma and 

what managers actually do.  Results also show that theory-in-use is more unstable and 

variable than espoused theory (Snell, 1996).   

The congruence of espoused theory and practice has been studied in non-Western 

organizations through the examination of objectionable workplace behavior as espoused 

by employees compared to actual reports of that behavior in the workplace.  Results show 

that despite outward condemnation of specific behaviors, ―respondents reported a high 

rate of occurrence of most of [the] behaviors‖ (Al-Kazemi & Zajac, 1999, p. 360).  This 
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study showed that the ―moral reality of [an] organization‖ does not match the ―moral 

ideal‖ (Al-Kazemi & Zajac, 1999, p. 353).   

Scholars in project management have studied the extent to which, if at all, the 

actual practice of project managers reflects espoused theories generally accepted in the 

field.  Findings showed that some espoused theories in the field are practiced, while 

others are not (Crawford, 2006).  Therefore, there are examples in the literature that show 

some congruence between espoused theory and theory-in-use does exist.  

Other research supports the notion that people‘s intentions match their behaviors.  

During the development of the PALS instrument, criterion-referenced validity was 

determined using comparisons between PALS scores and an external measure of teaching 

behaviors.  The comparison between the two instruments‘ scores ―provided a statistical 

means for checking the congruence between a practitioners [sic] beliefs and actions‖ 

(Conti, 1978, p. 67).  Because self-reported facilitator PALS scores were correlated to 

observer ratings of those facilitators using the FIAC (which also measures collaborative 

teaching behaviors), it ―confirmed that practitioners are consistent in practicing the 

behaviors which they profess to support‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 101).  The results were the 

same for those professing acceptance of the collaborative mode, as well as those 

professing acceptance of the teacher-centered mode, with the exception of one of the 

categories for those professing the teacher-centered mode.  So, while this study does lend 

support to the notion that people do what they believe, it was not totally conclusive. 

The possibility of incongruence between what one says he or she does and what 

one actually does (the discrepancy between espoused theory and theory-in-use) has been 

tested in the literature combining the PALS and variations of the APALS instrument.  
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Puksa examined the relationship between teacher perceptions of collaborative teaching 

mode and student perceptions of their teacher‘s teaching mode and found that teachers 

believed themselves to be more collaborative than their students perceived them to be 

(Puksa, 1999).   

In another study, facilitators identified themselves as more collaborative than their 

learners perceived them to be (Clow, 1986, p. 45).  ―[Facilitators] and [learners] do not 

share common perceptions about teacher professed collaborative mode‖ (Clow, 1986, 

abstract); therefore, there is a disconnect between what facilitators say they do and what 

they actually do, or at minimum what they are perceived to do.  Facilitators may espouse 

learner-centered approaches, "yet there is little concrete evidence that [they] implement 

[their] beliefs or practice what [they] preach" (Flynn, 1999, p. 10). 

Clow concluded in the review of the literature for her study related to congruence 

between adult learning facilitator professed acceptance of the collaborative teaching 

mode and learner perception of facilitator employment of collaborative mode, that the 

two perceptions were not congruent.  Clow surmised that ―teachers‘ estimates and their 

actual behavior are discrepant‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 24).  And Hook and Rosenshine 

concluded in their review of the literature that ―there appears to be an obvious 

discrepancy between what teachers believe to be happening in their…classes and what 

they actually do in practice‖ (1979, p. 5).  

Therefore, while few teachers profess a perspective that is very similar to the 

teacher-centered style, they seem to espouse that they behave in very teacher-centered 

ways.  In addition, teachers are more often labeled by their students as being teacher-

centered (Clow, 1986).  This might be evidence of a mismatch between what facilitators 
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believe about the teaching learning process and what they think they do, and what they 

actually do. 

This research related to teaching actions is, in some cases, based upon facilitator 

self-reports about actions rather than learner perceptions of actions.  Pratt explained that 

his TPI instrument was developed by asking teachers to ―describe their teaching, and this 

was used a surrogate evidence of their actions‖ (Pratt, 1992, p. 206).  Conti also states 

that the PALS instrument provides a measurement of actual teacher behavior, while again, 

the PALS measures the teacher self-reports of their behavior.  The use of the APALS 

instrument (to be explained next) offers a method of illuminating the relationship 

between what facilitators say they do and what they actually do. 

Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale:  While the PALS, or the 

Principles of Adult Learning Scale, was developed by Conti to measure the degree to 

which adult learning facilitators ―accept and adhere to the [adult learning] principles that 

are congruent with the collaborative teaching-learning mode‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 2), the 

Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale (APALS) instrument measures learner 

perception of a facilitator‘s utilization of adult learning principles.  The APALS was 

adapted by Theresa Clow to objectively measure a facilitator‘s actual employment of 

adult learning principles in the learning context.  The APALS was developed specifically 

for use with learners as respondents.  

The APALS was adapted by Clow (1986) because ―student perceptions are 

critical to an understanding of the [teaching-learning] transaction‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 5).  

While Conti assumed that facilitators ―practice their professed beliefs‖ Clow did not 

accept that a measure of a facilitator‘s self-reported collaboration gave a complete 
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indication of facilitator behaviors.  Clow adapted the APALS to examine the correlation 

between teacher professed beliefs and learner perception of teacher actions.  The APALS 

was later used by Scheuermann (2005).   

The PALS and the APALS consist of the same 44 items related to teaching style, 

however, the PALS is phrased in first person to capture a facilitator‘s teaching style and 

the APALS is phrased in third person to capture a learner‘s perception of facilitator 

teaching style.  The scores on the APALS instrument identify a facilitator as either 

teacher-centered or learner-centered as perceived by learners (Clow, 1986).  The same 

mean of 146 is used for the APALS, with scores at or above the mean indicating a 

facilitator is perceived as being collaborative, and scores below indicating facilitators are 

non-collaborative, or teacher-centered.   

The APALS has been determined to be valid and reliable.  Details about the 

APALS instrument are provided in Chapter Three. 

Studies show that learners and facilitators often differ in their perceptions of 

facilitator teaching style.  One study was based on facilitator-learner pairings, with 

learners identifying facilitators as being more learner-centered than the facilitators.  This 

study only considered eight cases, but in all eight cases learners perceived one thing and 

facilitators perceived (or believed) another (Scheuermann, 2005).  Despite the limitations 

of Scheuermann‘s study due to small sample size, it does point to the notion that 

facilitator actions are perceived in one way by the facilitators and in a different way by 

learners. 

Another study showed faculty of non-traditional programs and their adult students 

also disagreed on faculty member employment of the collaborative teaching mode.  
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When individual means are examined, there were several faculty members who posted 

PALS scores significantly higher than what is commonly found in the literature (much 

higher than the PALS mean of 146) and not a single student APALS score placed any 

faculty member in the collaborative range (Clow, 1986).   

Faculty members had scores such as 152, 162, 164, 167, 170 and 173.  These 

scores place faculty solidly in the collaborative range.  The students posted APALS 

scores of 121, 123, 121, 120, 134, and 119 respectively.  These scores place those same 

faculty (who professed to be collaborative) solidly in the non-collaborative mode (Clow, 

1986, pp. 43-44).  The faculty and students in this study were from a range of disciplines, 

course levels, and class sizes.  

Other studies show a significant difference between what facilitators believe 

about their teaching mode and how learners perceive their teaching mode, with learners 

rating their facilitators as more teacher-centered than facilitators rated themselves 

(McCollin, 2000). 

The discrepancy between what learners perceive and what facilitators believe is 

occurring in the classroom has also been measured using other methods in addition to the 

APALS instrument.  Martin and Keller (1974) set out to assess teacher awareness of their 

own classroom behaviors and found that ―teachers had considerable difficulty in 

estimating the frequency‖ of actions (p. 7).  These teachers estimated that students 

initiated more interactions in the classroom, when observations verified that the teacher-

initiated behavior actually dominated the classroom interactions.  The teachers also 

―substantially overestimated their use of praise‖ and underestimated the amount of time 

they spent assisting learners in arriving at correct answers (Martin & Keller, 1974, p. 8). 
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While some research indicates that teacher ideas and intentions are strongly held 

and that these belief systems ―relate strongly to classroom practice‖ (Bennett, Jordan, 

Long, & Wade, 1976, p. 78), many of the conclusions from the literature tell a different 

story.   

Studies show that facilitators are unaware of their actions.  Student teachers who 

are working directly with cooperating teachers identify the cooperating teacher as the 

most significant factor contributing to their change as teachers; however, the cooperating 

teachers themselves ―did not acknowledge the potential they had to influence student 

teacher[s]‖ (Anderson, 2006, p. 173).   

Student teachers in the same study ―were unable to determine if their perspectives 

on teaching had changed‖ (Anderson, 2006).  ―Some student teachers thought their 

perspectives changed when their dominant perspectives did not, and some student 

teachers‘ dominant perspectives changed when they thought that their perspectives did 

not‖ (Anderson, 2006, p. 196).  These results demonstrate incongruence between internal 

thought processes, actual actions, and the perceptions of those actions by others.  

This disconnect may also be seen in differences between philosophy and behavior.  

Cooperating teachers who were found to hold a Nurturing teaching perspective as 

measured by the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI), in interviews indicated they 

favored a ―authoritative role‖ (Anderson, 2006, p. 173).  The same teachers who, as a 

group, showed an Apprenticeship teaching perspective indicated in interviews they were 

hesitant to let student teachers see them teach because they wanted them to develop their 

own style (Anderson, 2006).   This illustrates that while teachers have a teaching 
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perspective based upon modeling the correct behavior, they hesitate to let students see 

them model behaviors.   

This disconnect between what facilitators say they do and what they actually do is 

confirmed through the use of the APALS and the use of learners‘ estimations of 

facilitator behavior.  This technique has been deemed appropriate, as learners have been 

shown to be accurate raters of facilitator behavior.  Because learners are regular observers 

of facilitators, they ―can provide reliable evaluations of teaching behaviors‖ (McCollin, 

2000, p. 9).   

In cases in which learners have been asked to rate facilitator teaching style, those 

in the same learning setting, with the same instructor, rate that instructor consistently 

(Scheuermann, 2005).  Good and Brophy (in Clow, 1986) found learners (and observers) 

show high levels of agreement when asked about facilitator behavior as compared to a 

facilitator‘s assessment of his or her own behavior.  This lends support to the use of the 

APALS as a means of examining facilitator actions.  

Teaching Perspectives 

Teaching style, whether it be the collaborative mode or not, is influenced by 

teaching perspective.  This statement rests on the notion that what one does should be 

correlated to what one believes.  In other words, underlying beliefs about teaching and 

learning guide a facilitator‘s approach (and specific actions) in the learning context.  

Facilitators are ―guided by personal beliefs related to how they should approach teaching 

and engage learners‖ (Anderson, 2007, p. 11).  As such, teaching style ―is the operational 

behavior of the teacher‘s educational philosophy‖ (Conti & Welborn, 1986, p. 20).   
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Beliefs, values, and attitudes about teaching and learning combine to form a 

facilitator‘s teaching perspective (Sellheim, 2006), or an ―inter-related set of beliefs and 

intentions‖ (Pratt, in press, p. 1; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  This perspective guides 

intentions (Sellheim, 2006), which directs a facilitator‘s overall teaching approach, or 

style.  One‘s teaching style is then identifiable by specific actions (Conti, 1978) that can 

be labeled in varying degrees from collaborative to teacher-centered.  Beliefs about 

teaching are ―frequently held implicitly and are often unexamined‖ (Sellheim, 2006).  

―We may not be aware of our perspective because it is something we look through, rather 

than at, when teaching‖ (Pratt, in press, p. 1).   

Teaching perspective is one term used to describe this inter-related set of beliefs 

and intentions.  Another term widely used in the literature is teaching or education 

philosophy.  Hadley (1975) explained that philosophy could be placed on a continuum 

from pedagogically-oriented to andragogically-oriented.  Zinn later advanced the idea 

that one has a philosophy that can be described using the categories of Liberal, 

Progressive, Behaviorist, Humanist, and Radical (Zinn, 1990).  Gow and Kember then 

conceptualized perspective as a conception of teaching (Gow & Kember, 1993), 

specifically as either a ―learning facilitation‖ conceptualization or a ―knowledge 

transmission‖ conceptualization (Kember & Gow, 1994).   

Pratt was informed by this literature, and when he began his research into 

teaching perspective he used the term teaching conception.  Pratt later used the term 

perspective.   

Five Teaching Perspectives:  Pratt‘s research led him to conceive teaching 

perspective as five qualitatively, and potentially opposing, perspectives.  As previewed 
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previously in Chapter One, these five perspectives of teaching are:  transmission, 

apprenticeship, developmental, nurturing, and social reform.   

A facilitator who holds a transmission perspective of teaching attempts to transfer 

a set of known content or information to learners who will receive the knowledge.  One 

who holds an apprenticeship perspective of teaching attempts to enculturate learners into 

behavioral norms and methods through among other things modeling and guiding.  One 

who has a developmental perspective of teaching tries to move learners from less to more 

sophisticated thinking by adjusting to the learners needs.  One who has a nurturing 

perspective of teaching focuses on stimulating learning through challenge.  This process 

is tempered by trust and support.  An adult learning facilitator who holds a social reform 

perspective of teaching attempts to improve the collective of society by helping learners 

challenge the status quo and examine power structures. 

Each of these five teaching perspectives is made up of varying combinations of 

three distinct factors:  beliefs, intentions, and actions.  Beliefs are the thoughts behind 

one‘s actions and intentions.  Beliefs provide explanations about why thoughts are 

justifiable.  Intentions are what the facilitator is attempting to accomplish.  Actions are 

the ways someone actually teaches.  Beliefs inform intentions, ―which in turn [direct] the 

process of teaching (actions)‖ (Pratt, 1992, p. 208).  It is important to note that Pratt 

contends that specific teaching methods, techniques, or strategies do not belong solely to 

one specific teaching perspective.   This is congruent with how teaching mode is 

conceived—with no single teaching method applying to either collaborative or non-

collaborative teaching mode.   
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The Transmission Perspective 

The transmission perspective is distinct from the other four in that an adult 

learning facilitator who holds this perspective of teaching focuses on transmitting 

information and demonstrating mastery of subject matter or content.  From this 

perspective, ―effective teaching requires a substantial commitment to content or subject 

matter‖ (Anderson, 2007, p. xvi).  In this perspective, it is assumed that instructors have 

mastery over their content (Pratt, in press).   

Such content shapes and guides the instructional process, but learners are 

responsible for mastering the content.  The role of the instructor is to present the content 

accurately and effectively to learners (Pratt & Collins, 2000) and the learner is seen as a 

―container that is to be filled with…knowledge‖.  Those prescribing to this teaching 

perspective believe knowledge is something that exists outside the learner and it is to be 

imparted to the learner.  Commitment of those who hold the transmission perspective is 

therefore to content or subject matter.  Furthermore, content is considered to be relatively 

stable and well-defined, with well articulated associated knowledge and skills (Pratt, in 

press, 3).     

The transmission perspective has been referred to as teacher-centered and 

associated with lecture as a teaching method (Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  Other 

actions that are characteristic of this perspective include providing clear objectives, 

effectively organizing the material to be presented, answering questions, correcting errors, 

summarizing, reviewing, and evaluating performance in terms of external standards. 
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The Apprenticeship Perspective 

A facilitator who holds an apprenticeship perspective of teaching attempts to 

enculturate learners into methods and behavioral norms of a content area or field of 

practice through among other things modeling and guiding (Pratt & Collins, 2000).  The 

facilitator attempts to socialize learners into ―a set of social norms and ways of working‖ 

(Anderson, 2007, p. xvi) that ensure competent performance by learners, moving them 

from novices to experienced members (Pratt, in press). 

In the apprenticeship perspective, a facilitator shows a commitment to 

appropriately modeling the actions learners are to learn.  Instructors focus on showing in 

action what learners are to learn, being able to explain those tasks to others and break 

them down into understandable and sequential steps, and providing opportunity for 

learners to perform authentic tasks in real-world contexts.  This process is designed to 

scaffold learning slowly until learners are able to perform tasks correctly and 

independently (Pratt, in press).   

This perspective assumes instructors are experienced practitioners (Pratt & 

Collins, 2000).  It is more than skilled competence of learners that practitioners are trying 

to build—they are facilitating the ―transformation of the learners‘ identity [sic] that 

occurs as they adopt the language, values, and practices of the specific social group‖ 

(Pratt, in press, p. 5).   

The nature of the process and its goals (real world application) are why this 

perspective is referred to as coaching-oriented and is associated with experiential learning 

(Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  Other actions that are characteristic of this perspective 
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and guide the instructional process include demonstration, observation, and guided 

practice, leading to progressively independent work of learners (Pratt & Collins, 2000).   

The Developmental Perspective 

One who has a developmental perspective of teaching tries to move learners from 

less to more sophisticated ways of thinking by adjusting to the learners‘ needs.  For those 

holding this perspective, the learners‘ point of view must be the starting point for any 

learning (Anderson, 2007).  The facilitator assesses and adjusts to the learners‘ current 

needs (knowledge and skill) in order to get them to think in new ways (Pratt, in press).  

Commitment is on helping learners think about the content and on fostering 

increasingly more complex and sophisticated cognitive structures related to that content.  

Because the goal is to get learners to examine and possibly change what they think, the 

instructional process focuses on effective questioning, and creating a bridge or 

connection between the content area of the field of practice and old ways of 

understanding and knowing so that learners are supported and progress from simple to 

complex forms of thinking (Pratt & Collins, 2000), rather than ―increasing their store of 

knowledge‖ (Pratt, in press, p. 4).   

The development perspective has been referred to as a constructivist orientation 

with facilitators allowing learners to construct their own understanding and meaning.  For 

this reason, it has also been referred to as learning-centered with a focus on facilitation as 

opposed to transmission of information (Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  Actions that are 

characteristic of the developmental perspective include asking questions that require 

reflection and consideration; making connections between learners‘ current knowledge 
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and what may be learned; providing examples, problems, and cases; and asking rather 

than telling (Pratt, in press). 

The Nurturing Perspective 

One who has a nurturing perspective of teaching focuses on stimulating learning 

through challenge, in an environment tempered by trust and support.  Facilitators make 

the ―acknowledgement that long-term, hard persistent effort comes from the heart, as well 

as the head‖ (Anderson, 2007, p. xvi).  This perspective assumes the instructor's goal is to 

help learners develop knowledge and skills, but also self-efficacy.   

Commitment is on the whole person, rather than just on intellectual development.  

Because of this focus, the instructional process avoids anything that might damage self-

esteem and thereby disrupt learning.  Instructors attempt to maintain a balance between 

challenging learners, while preserving their self-concepts (Pratt & Collins, 2000).  

Building the self-esteem of the learner is considered a major goal of this conception 

(Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007) and ―above all else, [facilitators] are cautious not to 

sacrifice self-efficacy in favor of academic achievement‖ (Pratt, in press, p. 7).   

Actions that are characteristic of the nurturing perspective include ―getting to 

know people, consistently listening and responding to emotional as well as intellectual 

needs‖ (Pratt, in press, p. 7).  Facilitators who hold this perspective provide reasonable 

goals and clear expectations, opportunities for adequate preparation and thereby success, 

and a lot of encouragement and support (Pratt, in press). 

The Social Reform Perspective 

An adult learning facilitator who holds a social reform perspective of teaching 

attempts to improve the collective of society by helping learners examine power 
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structures and challenge the status quo.  Substantive social change is the hallmark of 

effective teaching in this perspective (Anderson, 2007, xvi) and facilitators view 

themselves and are viewed as ―instruments of social change‖.  They ―seek not just to 

interpret the world, but to change it in ways that correspond to their ideals‖ (Pratt, in 

press, p. 9). 

The social reform perspective assumes instructors need to be agents of social 

change, and not just teachers of individuals.  Commitment is on social and structural 

changes in society.  Because the good of the whole is the focus, the instructional process 

places the content and the individual learner in a secondary position behind social change 

(Pratt & Collins, 2000; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  In order to do this, facilitators help 

learners crucially examine not what knowledge is to be learned, but for whom it was 

created and for what purposes—ultimately exposing how the reproduction of knowledge 

can be detrimental to society (Pratt, in press).   

Because ideals are central to this perspective, specific actions associated with the 

social reform perspective are difficult to categorize.  However, some specific behaviors 

facilitators perform include encouraging learners to question what they take for granted, 

rethink deeply held assumptions, and reconsider convictions (Pratt, in press). 

It bears repeating that these perspectives are ―neither good nor bad‖ and all are 

legitimate examples of good teaching when enacted appropriately (Pratt, in press, p. 9).  

In fact, this neutrality has support as evidenced by these five teaching perspectives 

varying more across individuals than across cultural groups.   

This also reveals there are a ―limited number of qualitatively different ways in 

which teaching could be understood‖ (Pratt, 1992, p. 209).  It is therefore no surprise that 
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Pratt‘s five perspectives on teaching are not radically different from previous research on 

the topic.  The Social Reform perspective is the only category which is different from 

previous taxonomies (Pratt & Collins, 2000). 

Teaching Perspectives Inventory:  Pratt developed a 45-item instrument used to 

identify perspective on teaching.  This tool provides facilitators ―a framework from 

which their practice is shaped‖ (Anderson, 2006, p. 238).  Unlike teaching style (when 

conceptualized as teacher-centered or learner-centered), teaching perspective is 

categorical and not considered to be represented by varying degrees on a continuum.   

The TPI instrument was developed through a qualitative process.  The 

trustworthiness of the instrument was fully examined by Pratt.  A complete description of 

the TPI is provided in Chapter Three. 

Teaching perspective, as measured by the TPI, is made up of three distinct factors:  

beliefs, intentions, and actions.  Beliefs are the thoughts behind one‘s actions and 

intentions, which provide explanations about why those thoughts are justifiable.  

Intentions are what the facilitator is attempting to accomplish.  Actions are the ways 

someone actually teaches.  Beliefs inform intentions, ―which in turn [direct] the process 

of teaching (actions)‖ (Pratt, 1992, p. 208).   

Beliefs are uncovered with the question, "what do you believe about instructing or 

teaching"?  To uncover intentions, the question, "what do you try to accomplish in your 

instruction or teaching?" is asked.  To get to actions, the question, "what do you do when 

instructing or teaching?" is asked (Pratt & Collins, 2000).   

Items on the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) reflect these three basic 

categories and a respondent‘s item scores are calculated, from which a facilitator‘s 
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teaching perspective is identified.  There are five possible conceptions, or perspectives of 

teaching, determined by a facilitator‘s specific combination of beliefs, intentions, and 

actions.  The perspectives previously explained (transmission, apprenticeship, 

developmental, nurturing, and social reform) are not mutually exclusive.   

In Pratt‘s Teaching Perspectives framework, no judgment is made about which 

perspective is most effective.  Facilitators have different perspectives, ―each of which 

holds the potential for good teaching‖ (Anderson, 2007, p. 3).   

Despite this neutral stance, there is commonality in perspectives attributed to 

facilitators.  Most respondents have one of three perspectives, Nurturing, Development, 

and Apprenticeship (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).  The majority (90%) of those 

completing the TPI show a single dominant perspective (Pratt, in press), 25% have two 

dominant perspectives (Anderson, 2006), and approximately 5% have no dominant 

perspective (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).  A dominant perspective is a perspective 

with a score one standard deviation or more above the mean for all five of the perspective 

scores (Pratt & Collins, 2001b).  The transmission perspective is the most common in 

secondary and higher education (Pratt, in press).   

In a study examining the relationship between student teachers and cooperating 

teachers, 82% of student teachers had a single dominant perspective, 13% had two 

dominant perspectives, and 6% had no dominant perspective.  75% of cooperating 

teachers had a single dominant perspective.  13% had two dominant perspectives.  13% 

had no dominant perspective (Anderson, 2006). 

Teachers' dominant perspectives on teaching are: 

43.7% Nurturing, 
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20.8% Apprenticeship, 

16.9% Transmission, 

11% Developmental, 

5.8% no dominant perspective, and 

Less than 2% Social Reform.  (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001) 

While teachers of adults generally hold one dominant perspective and sometimes 

two, they also usually hold only one recessive perspective.  A recessive perspective is one 

with a score one standard deviation or more below the mean for all five of the perspective 

scores (Pratt & Collins, 2001b).  Teachers who are newer to their careers hold higher 

nurturing scores (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).  Teachers who have learners who are 

comparatively older show somewhat lower nurturing scores.  Teachers who have greater 

percentages of their job roles assigned to teaching tend to have higher developmental and 

nurturing scores.  Gender differences are not typically found in the scores (Pratt & 

Collins, 2000).   

In Anderson‘s study of student teachers and teachers, 58% of student teachers had 

Nurturing as a dominant perspective, 11% of student teachers had Apprenticeship, and 10% 

of student teachers had Developmental.  1% of student teachers had Transmission and 1% 

had Social Reform.  38% of cooperating teachers had Nurturing as a dominant 

perspective, 20% had Apprenticeship, 9% of had Developmental, 7% of cooperating had 

Transmission, and 0% had Social Reform.  ―This is relatively consistent with data from 

over 44,000 teachers worldwide‖ (Anderson, 2006, p. 182).  Interestingly, in addition to 

showing consistency of findings across individuals, it also speaks to consistency within 

individuals themselves.  The change in perspectives from student teachers to teachers in 
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this study may indicate that as teachers progress in their careers they become more 

aligned with the Transmission perspective. 

While there are some cultural differences in dominant teaching perspective, the 

data are surprisingly consistent for a wide variety of sample groups.  In general, ―mid-

range scores are common for Apprenticeship, Developmental and Nurturing, with 

somewhat lower scores common for Transmission.  Still lower scores characterize the 

Social Reform perspective‖ (Pratt & Collins, 2000, p. 347).  Findings are similar despite 

teaching modality, as faculty in face-to-face and online environments at the same 

universities reveal their dominant teaching perspective to be Developmental (Stacey & 

Wiesenberg, 2007). 

In the same study, stability across teaching modes was also explored and results 

indicate that teaching perspective is something that is more connected to the instructor 

than it is to the modality of the learning event.  When asked to complete the TPI for the 

two different teaching environments (face-to-face and online), results did not vary 

(Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007). 

Another study showed that while change occurs, it is more refinement than drastic 

change.  For example, while student teachers changed their teaching perspective to more 

closely match that of their cooperating teachers, 35% changed from one perspective to 

two (so they retained one perspective) and 28% changed from multiple perspectives to 

one.  In addition, the most dominant perspective in the first administration of the TPI 

(Nurturing) was also the most frequent dominant perspective in the second administration 

of the TPI (Anderson, 2006). 
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While the five teaching perspectives are not mutually exclusive, it is the case that 

most teachers hold one or two perspectives only.  This may be because the perspectives 

hold fundamentally different beliefs about ―knowledge, learning, and teaching‖ (Hubball, 

Collins, & Pratt, 2005, p. 65) and ―represent epistemological positions with different 

underlying assumptions about…the appropriate roles‖ of facilitators (Pratt, Boll, & 

Collins, 2007, p. 51). 

Synthesis 

 

The review of the research tells us that for decades teachers and instructors have 

adopted primarily a teacher-centered mode of teaching.  This is the case despite vocal and 

widespread promotion of the use of the collaborative mode by the professional 

community. 

What is not known from the past research is whether facilitators of adult 

workplace learning, as opposed to those in academic settings, also show such a 

widespread acceptance of the teacher-centered mode of teaching.  Relatively few studies 

focus on workplace facilitators, and as such it is impossible to conclude if workplace 

adult learning facilitators share this commitment to the teacher-centered mode or if they 

depart from facilitators in other settings and actually espouse a collaborative teaching 

mode. 

There is also a gap in the existing information about workplace facilitator 

teaching perspective.  This is partly because the teaching perspectives as conceived by 

Pratt are so relatively new as compared to the PALS instrument, which was developed in 

the late 1970‘s, and partly because the instrument has been utilized more in academic 

environments than with workplace facilitators. 
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Possibly more important is the gap between what we know about what facilitators 

believe about teaching and what they actually do in the learning context or classroom.  

While some general conclusions can be made about individuals‘ inconsistency between 

what they say they believe and do and what they actually do, evidence is lacking in the 

body of research at this point to draw clear generalizations specifically about facilitators 

of adult workplace learning. 

This study expands what is currently known about the teaching process and what 

is known about adult learning.  The results of this study (described in Chapter Four) fill 

some of the current gaps in the knowledge base.   

Summary of Chapter Two 

 

This chapter provided an overview of the research related to adult learning 

principles, a discussion of the three conceptual frameworks that provide a foundation for 

the study, and an introduction to the three instruments used in the study (the PALS, 

APALS, and TPI).  In review, the three theoretical foundations that provide a basis for 

this study are Gary Conti‘s model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode, Donald Schön‘s 

Theory of Action, and Dan Pratt‘s conception of Teaching Perspectives. 

The following chapter, Chapter Three, describes the methodology for the current 

study. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

 

Chapter Three describes the methodology used in the current study.  A description 

of the study design, methods, and all related components, as well as the research process, 

is included.  An overview of the three instruments used in the study (PALS, APALS, and 

TPI) is provided.  Details about the sample, data collection process, and data analysis are 

incorporated into the discussion. 

Statement of the Problem 

Chapter One described the current context in which facilitators of adult workplace 

learning operate.  This environment is one characterized by demanding conditions, from 

both an organizational standpoint and for individuals interacting in society.  The rate and 

extent of change present in all factors of society is unprecedented, and this applies to 

learning settings as well.  The characteristics of this context all point to the need to have 

highly effective facilitators of adult learning.  

Unfortunately, little is known about facilitators of workplace learning.  Only 

limited study of this group has been conducted and no conclusions can yet be made about 

their teaching styles and perspectives.  If the teaching and learning process is to be 

optimal, it is important to understand more about this population of facilitators.  It is also 

important to determine if facilitators are practicing in the learning context the behaviors 

they espouse.  The current study attempted to fill some of these gaps and expand what is 

known about facilitators of adult workplace learning.  
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Purpose of the Study 

 

This study examined how facilitators of workplace adult learning approach what 

they do as a part of the teaching and learning process, as well as how they enact those 

approaches.  Teaching style, or the use of adult learning principles as evidenced by 

utilization of a collaborative mode of teaching by adult learning facilitators in workplace 

settings, and teaching perspective, or philosophy of those facilitators, were investigated.  

The relationship between espoused theory and theory-in-use of teaching style was also 

explored in order to examine the relationship between what individuals say they do as a 

part of the teaching process and what they actually do.   

Research Approach 

The methodological design for the current study is a correlational research design 

grounded in the post-positivist approach.  The design is also classified as quantitative and 

employed survey methods for data collection.  Data analysis utilized descriptive, 

correlational, and inferential statistics in order to explore the relationships among the 

specified variables.   

Quantitative research is viewed as essentially or conditionally confirmatory and 

deductive in nature (Creswell, 2003).  This type of research is used when the variables of 

interest have been identified and confirmation of the known variables is of primary 

import.  This type of measurement allows for generalizations (and in some cases 

statements of causality or predictions) to be made.   

While the relationship among the variables in this study was not known, the 

actual variables of interest had been identified.  By looking at the predetermined variables, 

conclusions can be made about the relationships among the variables.  This quantitative 
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research is in contrast to exploratory research or types of qualitative inquiry (Patton, 

1980).   

To explain the approach taken in this study even further, additional contrast 

between objectives of research is helpful.  While the variables in the study had been 

previously identified, it was accepted that there may have been a variety of different ways 

to explore and to understand these same variables.  In other words, it was acknowledged 

that methods other than quantitative survey methods (which are employed in this study) 

might be equally effective in revealing the relationships among the variables.  This 

assumption is aligned with the post-positivist approach.    

The philosophical foundation behind quantitative research derives from a 

positivist perspective put forth by Auguste Comte in the middle of the 19
th

 century 

(Giddens, 1974).  Positivism maintains that reality can be confirmed by empirical data 

derived from the senses rather than interpreted from metaphysical constructs that cannot 

be measured.  A major assumption for quantitative research is that reality exists—it is 

fixed and is measurable (Creswell, 2003).  ―The underlying assumption of positivism is 

the belief that the social world can be studied in the same way as the natural world, that 

there is a method for studying the social world that is value-free, and that explanations of 

a causal nature can be provided‖ (Mertens, 2005, p. 8).  

Over time, discussion was generated about positivism‘s applicability and 

appropriateness for all phenomena under study and the approach took a new direction.  

This new direction is referred to as post-positivism.  In contrast to the positivists, the 

post-positivists believe that the social world is not value-free.  Multiple theories, rather 

than one objective and correct theory, inform our perceptions of social reality.   
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While post-positivists agree with the positivists and accept that an identifiable 

reality exists, they acknowledge that reality can only be known imperfectly and within a 

certain level of probability.  In this way, the use of quantitative studies such as the current 

study may not prove a theory, but can contribute to that theory‘s acceptance and strength 

by disproving alternative theories or explanations (Mertens, 2005). 

Another contrast between positivist and post-positivists is the view each approach 

takes regarding the level of independence between the observed and the observer.  

Positivists assume perfect independence between the researcher and the individuals who 

are the subject of the research.  The post-positivists, in contrast, recognize that the beliefs, 

theories, and values of the researcher influence what is observed.   

Much of the current research in the social and behavioral sciences is guided by 

this post-positivist approach, as was the current study.  Because the current study was 

informed by the post-positivist approach, it was acknowledged that no method can 

absolutely eliminate the influence of the researcher‘s values or background.  Steps were 

taken in the study procedures to reduce the impact of the influence the researcher on the 

process.  These steps are described in subsequent sections of this document.   

Design of the Study 

The current study was an example of correlational research.  Specifically the 

study explored the variables associated with the collaborative and non-collaborative 

modes of teaching—specifically how the associated variables relate was revealed.  The 

correlational design used three statistical techniques in order to answer the research 

questions of interest—and thereby describe facilitators of adult workplace learning.  
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Least squares regression, logistic regression, and GLM were employed, with descriptive 

statistics used where statistical tests were not appropriate or sufficient.   

Descriptive statistics were used to answer Research Questions 1 and 3.  Least 

squares regression was used to test Research Question 2.  Logistic regression was used to 

test Research Question 4.  GLM was used to test Research Question 5.  These techniques 

constitute correlational and inferential statistics.   

Appropriateness of Study Design 

The basic design of a correlational study is to explore the relationships among 

variables of interest.  This study was looking specifically at how the variables associated 

with the collaborative teaching mode and the non-collaborative teaching mode relate.  

Rather than causality or prediction, which are the goals of quasi-experimental or 

experimental methods, or looking for differences among or between groups, which is the 

goal of causal comparative research, this study looked for relationships among variables 

(Borg, 1987).  It is useful to note, that since the researcher did not have complete control 

over the variables of interest (participants or groups were not randomly assigned) the 

study is suggestive rather than causative.  

Quantitative design techniques were used to explore the correlation among 

variables associated with teaching mode.  These techniques are appropriate for this 

research study because they offer several specific characteristics or advantages.  Firstly, 

this type of design enables the collection of data from a large number of human 

participants fitting a specific demographic or attitudinal profile.  Furthermore, if a broad 

number of participants can be obtained, this can ensure differences and commonalities 

are appropriately represented within a sample.  
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This research design enables a single researcher with limited resources the ability 

to collect and analyze data with the intent to make inferences from a sample in a 

comparatively short time period.  Therefore, data can be collected within days and 

analyzed within weeks rather than weeks or months respectively as is the case for other 

types of designs (Mill, 2005). 

In addition, the relationship among variables is a central focus in the quantitative 

approach (Neuman, 2003).  The design limits internal bias by ensuring that the approach 

to data collection is systematic and valid tools via tested surveys are used in the process.  

The quantitative method was most suitable for the current research because the data 

collected were used to determine the frequency of facilitator espoused teaching mode in 

relation to the frequency of learner perception of facilitator teaching mode.  This 

information was considered objective and was best analyzed by statistical methods to 

obtain numbers as opposed to employing subjective views and using such techniques as 

word analysis (Creswell, 2005).  

In addition, the sample consisted of a significant number of individuals and the 

questions and answers for the survey were ―preset‖ (Creswell, 2005), as opposed to a 

qualitative study that tries to identify aspects of a situation that are not currently known.  

These factors support the premise that a quantitative design was suitable for the current 

study. 

Research Methods 

As has been explained, this study was based in quantitative methodology and 

descriptive, correlational, and inferential statistical methods were used to explore the 

research questions.  The research questions that guided this study are presented below, 
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along with the applicable analysis.  The items included after the research questions are 

key characteristics associated with the corresponding research question.  These 

characteristics include the dependent variable, independent variable, statistical strategy, 

and sample population or populations.   

The research questions in this study are: 

1. What is the espoused teaching mode of facilitators of workplace learning?   

a. Of interest was whether or not facilitators of workplace learning espoused 

that they employed the collaborative teaching mode, as measured by the 

Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS). 

b. Statistical strategy:  Frequency statistics included range of scores, means, 

standard deviation, and distribution. 

2. Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching modes they espouse 

as perceived by learners in their learning events?  

a. That is, whether or not there was a relationship between espoused 

facilitator teaching mode as measured by facilitator scores on the PALS 

and learners‘ perceptions of facilitator collaborative mode of teaching as 

measured by learner scores on the Adapted Principles of Adult Learning 

Scale (APALS). 

b. Statistical Strategy:  Least Squares Regression 

i. Dependent Variable:  PALS (measured continuously) 

ii. Independent Variable:  APALS (measured continuously) 

3. What are the espoused teaching perspectives of facilitators of workplace 

learning?   
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a. Of interest was whether or not facilitators espoused they held common 

predominant teaching perspectives from the five unique teaching 

perspectives as measured by the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI).   

b. Statistical strategy:  Frequency statistics included percentiles, range of 

scores, and distribution. 

4. Are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators 

associated with their teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in 

their learning events? 

a. Specifically under examination was whether or not there was a difference 

in level of espoused collaborative mode of teaching between teaching 

perspectives (transmission, apprenticeship, developmental, nurturing, and 

social reform) as measured by the TPI.    

i. Dependent Variable:  PALS (measured categorically and 

dichotomously) 

ii. Independent Variable:  TPI (transmission, apprenticeship, 

developmental, nurturing, and social reform)   

iii. Statistical Strategy:  Logistic Regression Analysis 

b. Specifically of interest was whether or not there was a difference in level 

of learner perception of facilitator collaborative mode of teaching between 

teaching perspectives (transmission, apprenticeship, developmental, 

nurturing, and social reform) as measured by the TPI.   

i. Dependent Variable:  APALS (measured categorically and 

dichotomously) 
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ii. Independent Variable:  TPI (transmission, apprenticeship, 

developmental, nurturing, and social reform)  

iii. Statistical Strategy:  Logistic Regression Analysis 

5. What additional characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are 

associated with espoused and/or employed teaching mode?   

a. Under examination were the facilitator characteristics of age; gender; 

professional preparation—highest degree earned; professional 

preparation—training in adult learning methods; and years teaching 

experience as each related to the PALS. 

i. Dependent Variable:  PALS (measured categorically and 

dichotomously) 

ii. Independent Variables:  age; gender; professional preparation—

highest degree earned; professional preparation—training in adult 

learning methods; and years teaching experience 

iii. Statistical Strategy:  General Linear Model 

b. Under examination were the facilitator characteristics of age; gender; 

professional preparation—highest degree earned; professional 

preparation—training in adult learning methods; and years teaching 

experience as each related to the APALS. 

i. Dependent Variable:  APALS (measured categorically and 

dichotomously) 
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ii. Independent Variables:  age; gender; professional preparation—

highest degree earned; professional preparation—training in adult 

learning methods; and years teaching experience 

iii. Statistical Strategy:  General Linear Model 

All analyses in this study were conducted using IBM® SPSS® Statistics, version 

19.0.  Additional explanation of these statistical tests will be provided in subsequent 

sections of this chapter.  

Study Population and Sample 

 

The population of this study consisted of facilitators of adult learning in organized, 

non-academic workplace settings within the state of Georgia and facilitators in public and 

corporate training and development organizations.  The sample initially included only 

facilitators who were workforce development instructors and trainers in the economic and 

workforce development divisions or units of the state‘s twenty-eight technical colleges, 

as well as the two universities with technical divisions.  It was projected that 50 

individual facilitators would be obtained to participate.  Economic conditions prevented 

the anticipated sample size to be reached, at which point the sample was expanded to 

include training and development organizations in addition to economic development 

divisions of colleges and universities.  The expansion of this sample allowed for 34 

instructors to be obtained.  While still short of the desired number, it did allow for the 

statistical tests to be conducted.  (Limitations of the smaller than expected sample size are 

discussed in Chapter Five.)   

The economic and workforce development divisions or units all come under the 

Technical College System of Georgia (TCSG), which provides unified, comprehensive, 
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and customized economic and workforce development programs statewide.  The training 

and development organizations included corporate training at a variety of companies 

nationally.  The type of training conducted through this venue also provides 

comprehensive and customized workforce development programming.  This sample was 

purposively selected. 

Merriam (1998) asserts there are two basic types of sampling, probability and 

non-probability.  Probability sampling is designed to allow the researcher to conduct a 

random sample, study some phenomenon within the sample, and then generalize the 

results gathered from the sample to the population.  This type of sampling is referred to 

as probability sampling because it is designed such that every unit in the population has a 

chance (greater than zero) of being selected in the sample, and that the probability present 

can be accurately determined.  This type of sampling includes such methods as simple 

random sampling and stratified sampling.     

Non-probability sampling, on the other hand, does not deal directly with 

generalization and is generally described as sampling that attempts to logically solve 

problems such as ―discovering what occurs, the implications of what occurs, and the 

relationships linking occurrences‖ (Honigmann, 1982, p. 84).  This method of sampling is 

designed such that some units in the population have no chance of selection, and the 

probability of selection cannot be accurately determined.  There are several types of non-

probability sampling, with convenience and purposive being the two types that are 

appropriate to discuss in the context of this study. 

Convenience sampling consists of selecting for study those individuals (or units) 

who are readily available and easy to access.  The strongest link between selection and 
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the sample is convenience rather than any specific connection that links the sample to the 

research.  This is why convenience sampling is often referred to as availability sampling.  

Specifically, Merriam (1998) explains that a sample derived by convenience ―is based on 

time, money, location, availability of sites or respondents, and so on‖ (p. 63). 

Purposive sampling is similar to convenience sampling in that purposive sampling 

is also designed to maximize resources, but the sample is selected for a reason related to 

the actual purposes of the research.  The individuals or units selected for study have been 

determined to be appropriate representatives of the population under study.  The goal in 

this type of sampling is to locate an accessible population that ―is closely comparable to 

the target population on a few variables that appear most relevant to the study‖ and if this 

is accomplished, it ensures that as much as possible has been done to establish population 

validity (Borg & Gall, 1979, p. 180).   

This type of sampling method offers some of the same logistical advantages of 

convenience sampling, while improving the soundness of the research results.  Thus, 

purposive sampling enables the researcher to seek an approximation of the truth when 

obtaining the truth (through random sampling) is conditionally prohibitive.   

Such purposive sampling was employed for the current study and was deemed 

appropriate for this study.  Probability sampling was neither possible nor practical, and 

because the individual participants selected were assumed to be representative of the 

population, purposive sampling allowed the research questions to be answered in a sound, 

as well as feasible, manner.  ―Purposive sampling is used as a strategy when one wants to 

learn something and come to understand something about certain select cases‖ (Patton, 

1980, p. 100).  The subjects in the sample exhibited attributes and characteristics relevant 
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to the research questions under study and therefore constituted the relevant cases to 

examine.   

In addition, it was possible to answer the research questions via a purposive 

sample.  Purposive sampling is appropriate if there are some knowns about certain cases 

and more thorough examination is needed (Patton, 1980).  The elements of teaching style 

and perspective were known, as were the instruments used to measure these aspects.   

Purposive sampling is regularly used in exploratory research to collect data that 

are generally representative of the population under study.  ―This method is often used 

during preliminary research efforts to get a gross estimate of results, without incurring the 

cost or time required to select a random sample‖ (StatPac, 2009, p. 1) or when resources 

are limited (Patton, 1980).  In the case of this study, constraints on resources such as time 

and money prevented the gathering of information from all individuals in the population 

(i.e., all facilitators of adult workplace learning in the state of Georgia and nationally). 

Furthermore, despite its deficiencies, purposive sampling is the best method of 

obtaining a sample population when time and conditions prohibit random sampling 

(Neuman, 2003; Patton, 1980).  The researchers must ask in light of the research 

questions, ―how much time and effort are we willing to invest in trying to increase our 

understanding‖ of the experiences of [the] individuals of interest‖ (Patton, 1980, p. 98).    

While an accurate sampling frame, or a comprehensive listing of the accessible 

population from which the sample is drawn, could not be generated for this study, defined 

criteria were used to select respondents for the purposive sample (Trochim, 2006).  

Facilitators of adult workplace learning selected for this study included those who: 
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 Conducted non-academic (non-credit) workplace learning events in the State of 

Georgia 

 Conducted non-academic workplace learning events in corporate training events 

nationwide 

 Conducted learning events during the months of May and June of 2010 and also 

in November and December of 2011 

 Conducted face-to-face learning events 

 Who were identified by the economic development contacts at each of the 

colleges, technical schools, universities, and other agencies offering workforce 

development services in Georgia 

 Who were identified as conducting corporate training nationwide at a variety of 

industries and locations 

The researcher lived in the state of Georgia during most phases of the research, 

therefore, geographic proximity as an advantage.  In addition, Georgia had a relatively 

robust business and industry climate, as well as a strong workforce development 

community.  The researcher also had access to a national pool of national trainers 

conducting business and industry training nationally.  This allowed for diversity in the 

organizations participating in the study while also retaining practically and feasibility so 

important for research study. 

Research Procedures 

 

The prospective research subjects (facilitators of workplace learning) were 

contacted via telephone or email by the researcher to request participation in the study.  

Prospective participants were provided a brief description of the study and an explanation 
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of the context of the study (that it constituted a part of the researcher‘s doctoral program).  

See Appendix D for the information provided during this communication.   

In this first communication, individuals were told they would receive instructions 

via email detailing what future action on their part was requested.  Facilitators were also 

informed that their participation was voluntary and there would be no consequences for 

participation or non-participation.  They were informed their responses would not be 

made available to their employers or the clients with whom they have partnered for the 

learning event under study. 

Between one and two weeks after the first communication, an email was sent to 

prospective participants.  See Appendix E for a copy of the email message.  In this 

second email, facilitators were asked to complete two confidential surveys, the PALS and 

the TPI, after facilitating a future learning event.  They were told they would also 

complete a demographic questionnaire, the Facilitator of Adult Workplace Learning 

Demographic Survey (FDS), which documented some basic information about them and 

their learning events.  See Appendix F for a copy of the FDS.   

Facilitators were informed that confidential rather than anonymous responses 

were desired in order to make follow-up communication with facilitators possible.  It 

should be noted that once the responses were recorded, however, the names on the 

surveys were removed and replaced with codes.  A master list of codes and associated 

facilitator respondents was stored separately from the completed surveys.  Facilitators 

were informed in this email, that an individual associated with their agency would be 

present at a future learning event and would provide the surveys for their completion at 

that time.   
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Learners who were participants in the facilitators‘ learning events were also 

subjects in this research.  Learners were asked to participate in the study prior to the 

beginning of a learning event.  The individual at each site designated to distribute the 

surveys requested this participation verbally from learners.  Learners were told they 

would be considering aspects of the learning event and completing a survey documenting 

their experiences.  Learners were informed their participation was voluntary and there 

would be no consequences for participation or non-participation.    

As is the case with the facilitators, explanations regarding the study privacy 

controls were given to learners.  Learners were informed that neither their facilitators nor 

their employers would have access to their survey responses.  Learners were advised not 

to write their names on their surveys and were told the responses on the surveys would 

remain anonymous.  Basic information regarding learners was collected (gender, age) and 

was gathered only in order to describe the learners.   

Letters were provided to participants requesting permission for involvement and 

use of the data submitted to the researcher.  According to the guidelines set by the U.S 

Department of Health and Human Services participants involved in the research process 

are expected to be informed about the research.  This includes the purpose of the research, 

risk and benefits to participants, the experiences and duration of the research, research 

procedures, maintenance of confidentiality, contact information, and disclosure of 

voluntary participation (Office for Human Research Protections, 2008).  This information 

was shared with all participants involved in the study.   

There were no known risks to subjects, facilitators or learners, in this study.  The 

human subjects were protected and all necessary permissions were obtained.  This was 
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accomplished in the communications provided to participants, verbal and/or written.  

This information was combined with the survey instructions and can be found in 

Appendix G and Appendix H.  The designated individual at each site responsible for 

distributing the survey materials to respondents also communicated this information to 

participants prior to survey completion.  These instructions can be found in Appendix I.  

Approval to collect data from participants was granted by the University of Missouri 

Campus Institutional Review Board (IRB). 

Efforts were made to exclude non-adults from the sample of learners; therefore, 

learners who did not fit the definition of an adult learner outlined in this proposal were 

asked not to participate in the study.  Instruction on the instrument itself informed 

learners not to complete the instrument if they met the following criteria:  were under the 

age of twenty-one, or were full-time students. 

Very specific procedures were developed regarding managing and recording of 

study data.  A designated individual at each learning event location was identified prior to 

the learning event.  The designated individual was neither a facilitator under investigation 

in the study, nor a learner.  The designated individual functioned as the distributor and 

collector of the surveys.   

Prior to the learning event, the designated individuals at each site received a 

packet consisting of the facilitators‘ PALS and TPI surveys, the FDS, as well as an 

APALS survey for each learner scheduled in the learning event (additional APALS 

surveys were provided in the event that additional unscheduled participants were present 

in the learning environment).  The packet also included instructions for the facilitator and 

the learners. 
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At the time of the learning event, both facilitators and learners were verbally 

assured that their participation was voluntary.  They were reminded about the privacy 

protocols and were given instructions regarding how to complete the surveys.  

Facilitators were asked to complete the instrument after the learning event to ensure the 

topics on the survey itself did not influence their behaviors in the session.   

The designated individual at each site identified one learner who was responsible 

for collecting the completed surveys after they were completed.  The designated 

individual then left while the learning event took place.  After the learning event had 

concluded, the designated individual returned.  Learners were asked to respond to the 

APALS survey and the facilitator was asked to complete the PALS, TPI, and FDS.  

Facilitators remained in a location where the learner surveys were not be visible to them, 

or they vacated the area.  The designated individual collected the completed survey from 

the facilitator.  The designated individual was told not to look at the completed surveys.   

The learners were allowed ample time to complete the surveys (no time limit was 

imposed).  After the learners completed the surveys, they were collected by the 

designated fellow learner (again, this individual was told not to look at the completed 

surveys), added to an envelope provided by the designated individual, sealed, placed in a 

pre-addressed stamped envelope containing the facilitator surveys, and returned to the 

designated individual.  The designated individual then mailed the envelope, with all 

completed surveys, to the researcher.  The procedure of having a learner place the 

surveys in an envelope and seal it was to ensure that neither facilitators nor company 

representatives had access to surveys completed by learners (who were potential 

employees). 
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Completed surveys were kept in a locked cabinet at the office of the investigator 

and no other individuals with the exception of the statistical analysis consultant and the 

doctoral committee advisor had access to raw data.  The master code list for facilitator 

respondents and surveys was kept in a separate locked cabinet.  Surveys will be 

maintained for the length of time designated by university policy (in this case, for three 

years), after which they will be destroyed.  

Instrumentation 

 

Three different instruments, as well as a demographic questionnaire, were used in 

this study to address the research questions.  The PALS instrument was completed by 

adult workplace learning facilitators in order to answer Research Question #1:  What is 

the espoused teaching mode of facilitators of workplace learning?  The APALS 

instrument was completed by learners to answer Research Question #2:  Do facilitators of 

workplace learning employ the teaching modes they espouse as perceived by learners in 

their learning events?  The TPI instrument was completed by facilitators to answer #3:  

What are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators?  The TPI, 

PALS, and APALS instruments were completed by facilitators and learners to answer 

Research Question #4:  Are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning 

facilitators associated with their teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in 

their learning events?  The Facilitator of Adult Workplace Learning Demographic Survey 

(FDS) was completed by facilitators to answer Research Question #5:  What additional 

characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are associated with espoused 

and/or employed teaching mode?  Some information about the instruments has already 
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been provided; however, additional details about each of these three instruments will be 

described in the following sections. 

Collaborative Teaching Mode and the Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS)  

The use of the PALS instrument in this study enabled the data collection of 

workplace adult learning facilitator espoused teaching mode and the answering of 

Research Question #1.  The PALS is a 44-item modified six-point Likert-type scale 

instrument that measures the extent to which practitioners accept and adhere to a 

collaborative teaching mode.   

Item responses on the PALS are scaled using a Likert-type strategy in which 

participants choose from an ascending scale.  The scale identifies the frequency of 

behavior associated with a specific item.  For example, Question 1 asks:  ―I allow 

students to participate in developing the criteria for evaluating their performance in class.‖  

To respond to this item, facilitators chose one of the options presented in Table 3.1. 

Table 3.1.  PALS Response Options 

Never 
Almost 

Never 
Seldom Often 

Almost 

Always 
Always 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Twenty-four of the forty-four items are associated with the collaborative mode of 

teaching, or the learner-centered mode.  These items (1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 

23, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 39, 42, 43, and 44) are negatively scored using the six-

point scale.  Items 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 21, 26, 27, 29, 30, 33, 37, 38, 40, and 

41 are congruent with the non-collaborative teaching mode, or teacher-centered mode.   

The PALS uses a summated scale, therefore, an individual‘s total score on the 

instrument is calculated by summing the value of the individual‘s responses to all forty-



121 

 

four items.  This total score is then interpreted in relation to the distribution of scores 

from the normed population.  For a study, all individual respondents‘ overall scores are 

summed and descriptive statistics, such as means and standard deviations are obtained.   

The highest score possible on PALS is 220, with zero as the lowest (albeit 

unlikely) score.  The established mean is 146 and the established standard deviation is 20. 

This score places a facilitator on a continuum from teacher-centered to learner-centered.   

The learner-centered end of the continuum represents the collaborative mode.  A 

respondent with a score of 146 or above professes a collaborative mode when teaching.  

A respondent with a score lower than 146 professes a less collaborative mode when 

teaching.  High scores result when respondents give strongly agreeable ratings to items 

reflecting collaborative behaviors and strongly disagreeable ratings to items reflecting 

teacher-centered behaviors.  Low scores result when respondents give strongly agreeable 

ratings to items reflecting teacher-centered behaviors and strongly disagreeable ratings to 

items reflecting collaborative behaviors.  Scores near the mean identify respondents as 

working from a mixed approach, and utilizing actions from both teacher-centered and 

learner-centered modes (Conti, 1978). 

In addition to measuring overall teaching style, the PALS instrument also 

measures the individual components of an individual‘s teaching style.  The PALS 

contains seven subscales that correspond to the seven factors of the collaborative teaching 

mode.  Items corresponding to each of the seven factors are randomly dispersed 

throughout the 44-item instrument.  These seven subscales interdependently define the 

collaborative teaching mode latent construct.  See Table 3.2.  The factors composing the 

seven subscales are: 
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1.  activities that are learner centered, 

2.  instruction that is personalized,  

3.  learner experiences that are solicited and linked to the learning, 

4.  student needs that are assessed, 

5.  educational climates that are developed where making mistakes and 

taking risks is normal, 

6.  learning processes where the learners play an integral role, and 

7.  opportunities for personal development that are flexible (Conti, 1978). 

Table 3.2.  PALS Items by Factor 

Factor      Construct Measured Items N of Items 

Factor 1:  If facilitator uses activities that are 

learner centered 

2, 4, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 

21, 29, 30, 38, 40 

12 

Factor 2:  If instruction is personalized to the 

learner 

3, 9, 17, 24, 32, 35, 37, 

41, 42 

9 

Factor 3:  If learner experiences are solicited 

and linked to the learning 

14, 31, 34, 39, 43, 44 6 

Factor 4:  If student needs are assessed 5, 8, 23, 25 4 

Factor 5:  If educational climates are fostered 

which consider making mistakes 

and taking risks normal 

18, 20, 22, 28 4 

Factor 6:  If learning processes in which 

learners play an integral role are 

established 

1, 10, 15, 36 4 

Factor 7:  If opportunities for personal 

development are flexible 

6, 7, 26, 27, 33 5 
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Again, respondents are asked to read each of the 44 items and identify the 

frequency with which they practice each action described in the item.  Factor scores are 

calculated by summing the value of the responses for each item in the factor and then 

dividing by the number of questions asked.  For example, Factor 1 is labeled ―activities 

that are learner centered.‖  A single composite factor score results from the summation of 

each response for this factor, which is assumed to be representative of the latent construct, 

learner centered activities.  The cumulative total from each subscale results in the overall 

score for a respondent.    

Each subscale has a mean in addition to the full instrument mean of 146.  Factor 

means for all seven factors for an entire data set can be calculated.  The established factor 

means for the seven factors are: 

1.  activities that are learner centered, M = 38, sd = 8.30,  

2.  instruction that is personalized, M = 31, sd = 6.80, 

3.  learner experiences that are solicited and linked to the learning, M = 

21, sd = 4.9,  

4.  student needs that are assessed, M = 14, sd = 3.6,  

5.  educational climates that are developed where making mistakes and 

taking risks is normal, M = 16, sd = 3.0, 

6.  learning processes where the learners play an integral role, M = 13, sd 

= 3.5, and 

7.  opportunities for personal development that are flexible, M = 13, sd = 

3.9 (Scheuermann, 2005, p. 83). 

 

The specific factor means are often calculated for analysis purposes extending 

beyond obtaining an overall PALS score for an individual or group of individuals.  

Individual facilitator scores on the seven factors are calculated and study means of each 

of the seven factors can be obtained.  The factors provide a more thorough understanding 

of teaching style by designating specific groups of practices and behaviors of facilitators 
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(Barrett, 2004).  Because each factor of the instrument measures a different component of 

overall teaching style, it is informative to explore the individual factors. 

In individual studies the subscale scores have been shown to be significant; 

however, no definitive trends across multiple studies have emerged regarding the seven 

factor scores.  In addition, because so few studies indicate facilitators of learning are 

actually committed to a collaborative mode of teaching (Atkinson, 1993; Barrett, 2004; 

Brooks, 1988; Clow, 1986; Conti, 1985b; Cook, 1994; Dupin-Bryant, 2004; Dupin-

Bryant, 2004b; Eberle, 1993; Girondi, 1991; Hoffrichter, 1997; McCollin, 2000; Parisot, 

1995; Pinheiro, Rohrer, & Heimann, 1998; Powell, 2006; Ringler, 2004; Schaefer & 

Zygmont, 2003; Scheuermann, 2005; Scotney, 1986; Seevers, 1995; Shedd, 1989; Spoon 

& Schell, 1998; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007; Stover, 2006; Taylor, 1990; Waters, 1992; 

Watkins, 2006; Willson, 2006; Wilson, 1994), little has been done in the past to fully 

examine the factors.  No strong conclusions can be drawn regarding the factor scores 

from the previous literature; however, because differences were present among the 

workplace facilitators in this study, the individual factor scores were examined.  

Chapter Two detailed the methods Conti (1978) used to derive his instrument 

from what the literature says about what adults need in the learning environment.  In 

review, some of the scholars whose work Conti consulted for his conceptual framework 

include the following: 

1. Eduard Lindeman 

2. Paul Bergevin 

3. J. Roby Kidd 

4. Cyril O. Houle 
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5. Malcolm Knowles 

6. Alan Knox 

7. Paulo Freire  

Conti ―culled from [this] literature‖ the characteristics and actions related to adult 

learning principles and those which support the collaborative teaching mode.  He focused 

on learning that is ―done with, not for, people‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 25).  Conti analyzed the 

work of the adult education contributors of the time to ―reveal a series of accepted adult 

learning principles‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 42), both general and theoretical (Conti, 1978, p. 47), 

which when implemented demonstrate a collaborative mode of teaching.   

 The accepted adult learning principles derived from the literature were then 

expressed in behavioral statements that represented ―realistic experiences of practitioners‖ 

(Conti, 1978, p. 47) and which were used to construct the PALS instrument items.  The 

PALS instrument was selected for the current study because it is the only instrument that 

was developed specifically to measure facilitator behaviors associated with accepted 

adult learning principles (Clow, 1986).   

Construct Validity:  ―In order to establish the legitimacy of the items in PALS as 

representing valid constructs in the field‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 50) validity tests were 

undertaken.  PALS instrument refinements, and then construct validity determinations, 

were accomplished in the following process described by Conti: 

1. Refinements in the PALS items were suggested by a local jury of adult 

educators.  (Adult education professors analyzed the items, 

commented on validity, and suggested improvements.) 

2. Refinements were then made by a national jury of adult educators.  

(Well known and highly credentialed professors of adult educators 

representing a wide geographical area were asked to testify to the 

construct validity of each PALS item and make comment.)  
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3. Suggestions for modifications resulting from field tests were then 

considered.  These suggestions included instruction clarifications, 

formatting changes, and revisions to some items—none of which 

changed the underlying construct described in the items (Conti, 1978). 

 

This process resulted in reducing the instrument from 61 to 56 items.  Some of the 

prominent experts involved in this validation process include Drs. George Akers, Gordon 

Darkenwald, Malcolm Knowles, and Alan Knox (Conti, 1978).  Over 75% agreement 

was found among the experts when they ―testified that the construct in each item was 

valid‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 81).  

Content Validity:  To determine how well the PALS instrument represented the 

total body of theory on collaborative learning (in other words, how well the items on the 

instrument sample the domain being referenced), tests for content validity were 

undertaken.  Content validity was established in the following field-tests described by 

Conti: 

1. Field-test Phase 1:  Three field tests were conducted to identify those 

instrument items that discriminated practitioner support for the 

collaborative mode (in other words, distinguishing between items that 

identified collaborative actions versus non-collaborative actions).  

After testing for each item, item analysis was conducted to identify 

those instrument items that needed to be modified or omitted. 

2. Field-test Phase 2:  The resulting refined five-point scale instrument 

was administered to adult education administrators.  PALS scores from 

the adult educators were pooled and analyzed as a group.  To measure 

the relationship between each individual item and the total PALS score, 

Pearson correlations were calculated and those items with significant 

correlations were retained for use in the instrument.  The positive 

Pearson correlation between the individual items scores and the PALS 

overall score indicated that the items were measuring the same 

construct as the criterion measure (the total PALS score) and that the 

PALS offered ―a good criterion measure of the collaborative mode‖ 

(1978, p. 55).  

3. Modifications were made as a result of the suggestions (1978).   
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This process resulted in reducing the instrument from 56 to 44 items and the 

inclusion of a ―Never‖ category, changing the Likert scale from a five-point to a six-point 

scale.   

Criterion-Referenced Validity:  Procedures were also performed to determine if 

the instrument measured the same construct as an external measure that had been tested 

to measure a construct similar to the collaborative mode.  To determine this criterion-

related validity (concurrent validity in this case), the instrument was evaluated in terms of 

the Flanders‘s Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC).  Therefore, the FIAC acted as an 

external measure of the collaborative mode.  The FIAC ―is an appropriate external and 

established criterion against which to compare PALS‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 62). 

The FIAC consists of items placed in one of two categories—those that elicit 

and/or demonstrate ―either an initiating or [a] responsive action‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 2).   

What this means is that the actions a facilitator performs in the learning context will elicit 

responses from learners.  Those learner responses will be either initiating or responsive.  

Those facilitator actions that elicit an initiating response from a learner are collaborative 

in nature.  Those actions that elicit a responsive action from a learner are teacher-centered 

in nature.  The PALS instrument measures the same behaviors as the FIAC because the 

―primary goal of [the collaborative] mode is to facilitate initiating actions‖ (Conti, 1978, 

p. 56).  Conti explained the linkage between the PALS instrument and the Flanders scale 

this way: 

This linkage is based on the premise that the collaborative mode is a 

learner-centered approach which strives to encourage the learner to seek 

the maximum amount of trust, self-direction, and responsibility.  Likewise, 
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the behaviors which Flanders describes as encouraging student initiating 

actions are learner-centered and supportive of learner behavior, make 

constructive reactions to learner attitudes or feelings, and allow the learner 

opportunities for a high degree of freedom and self-expression.  (Conti, 

1978, p. 9) 

Criterion-referenced validity was established by the following process described 

by Conti: 

1. Adult educators who completed the PALS in the content validation 

phase of the instrument development were observed in the classroom 

setting and rated in terms of the FIAC. 

2. Educator scores on the FIAC were compared against their PALS 

scores using Pearson correlations to establish the relationship between 

the FIAC scores and PALS scores.  

3. Pearson correlations were calculated and results show that for the three 

categories on the FIAC (teacher response ratio, teacher question ratio, 

and pupil initiation ratio), as compared to the items on the PALS, 

correlations of .85, .79, and .82 were present (Conti, 1978).   

   

These high correlations show congruency between supporting a collaborative 

teaching style and using initiating behaviors, as well as supporting a teacher-centered 

style and using responsive initiating behaviors.  The PALS behavioral statements were 

determined to be congruent with the FIAC categories, and thereby the PALS was deemed 

to have criterion-referenced validity.  

Reliability:  After validity of the PALS was established, reliability was evaluated.   

To determine the reliability, or the degree of consistency between two measures of the 

same thing, a test-retest procedure was employed.  The test-retest was used instead of 

Spearman-Brown or Kuder-Richardson because it provided information about the 

instrument, as well as the stability of the respondent‘s performance on the instrument. 

Reliability was established using the following steps: 
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1. After the PALS was field-tested for validity, test-retest methods 

were employed. 

2. Educators completed the final valid version of the instrument. 

3. Educators completed the instrument again after seven days. 

4. Pearson correlations between the scores on the first test and scores 

on the second test were calculated (Conti, 1978). 

 

The Pearson correlation reliability coefficient was .92.  A follow-up factor 

analysis of 78 cases demonstrated stable descriptive statistics.  At the same time this 

analysis was performed, an accurate mean was confirmed as 146, but the standard 

deviation was adjusted from 22 to 20 (Conti, 1983).  These tests confirm that the PALS 

instrument produced stable measurements of individual respondent‘s scores on 

commitment to the collaborative teaching mode over time. 

Social Desirability:  While it is always important to consider that respondents 

might provide answers that are socially desirable rather than accurate, it is sometimes 

considered ―no longer in vogue in the literature‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 72) to assess this factor.  

Because the PALS instrument was developed specifically for use in adult learning 

settings (Conti, 1985b) and was based ―on the accumulated theory and knowledge in the 

literature‖ (Conti, 1978, p. 8) there was cause for concern that the educators and experts 

used in the instrument development might provide inaccurate information in order to 

create a favorable impression.  If responses based upon social desirability are given, it 

can introduce variability into the results (Conti, 1978).     

The PALS was screened for social desirability using the following process: 

1. A nine-point scale (ranging from ―Extremely Desirable‖ to 

―Extremely Undesirable‖) was developed to measure the 

desirability of the behaviors expressed in the PALS. 

2. Educators who had completed the final valid version of the 

instrument in field-testing were asked to judge the desirability of 

each item on the PALS. 
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3. Items influenced by social desirability were identified and 

considered when interpreting the discriminating power of each 

item (Conti, 1978). 

 

In addition to these tests for validity and reliability, Conti retested the 

instrument in 1983 to establish the stability and generalizability.  This follow-up 

factor analysis provided evidence for the stability of the normative statistics 

(mean and standard deviation) as well as the applicability of the instrument to 

multiple audiences within the field of adult learning (Conti, 1983). 

 The validity and reliability results show that the PALS is suitable for use 

in empirical studies.  The PALS is the most logical and appropriate instrument to 

measure collaborative mode and was designed specifically for adult settings.  The 

PALS can also be completed in a relatively short amount of time, eight to twenty 

minutes (Conti, 1979).  Conti proposes that PALS is an appropriate instrument by 

stating the PALS:   

has simple instructions, can be completed in about ten minutes, and does 

not require a highly trained person to administer it.  It can be scored 

quickly and easily.‖  It is very financially accessible to administer and yet 

still ―yields interpretable data for identifying a practitioner‘s professed 

teaching style.‖  (Conti, 1978, pp. 119-120)  

While the PALS survey has been shown to have strong reliability (.7508 overall) 

in previous studies (Barrett, 2004), to confirm study specific reliability a Cronbach 

reliability analysis was run to test internal consistency of items in the survey.  See Table 

3.3 for previous reliability for the individual seven factors of the PALS instrument.  
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Results of the current study‘s reliability analysis are presented in Chapter Four (the 

Results chapter).  

Table 3.3.  PALS Reliability—Barrett Study 

 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Factor 

4 

Factor 

5 

Factor 

6 

Factor 

7 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.6060 .5330 .7398 .6985 .4092 .4626 .4438 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

 

Theory of Action and the Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale (APALS) 

The use of the APALS instrument in this study enabled the data collection of 

workplace adult learning facilitator espoused teaching mode and to answer Research 

Question #2:  Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching modes they 

espouse as perceived by learners in their learning events?   

The APALS is a 44-item modified six-point Likert instrument that measures the 

extent to which learners perceive that practitioners adhere to a collaborative teaching 

mode.  Therefore, this instrument attempts to objectively measure a facilitator‘s actual 

employment of adult learning principles in the learning setting.   

The use of the APALS instrument is strategically used to prevent the 

―unsupported leap from espoused theories to theories-in-use‖ (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 

2002, p. 186) by providing an external measure of the actual teaching practice of 

facilitators, as opposed to relying on facilitator self-reports of their behaviors.  The scores 

on the APALS instrument identify a facilitator as either teacher-centered or learner-

centered as perceived by learners (Clow, 1986). 

The APALS was adapted by Clow (1986) from Conti‘s PALS instrument.  Clow 

was interested in looking at how learners perceive the teaching style of their facilitators.  
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She rephrased the items on the PALS from first person to third person in order to use the 

instrument to gather learner perceptions about a facilitator‘s teaching style.  ―Thus 

instead of an item reading:  I allow my students…, the item was changed to read:  My 

instructor allows students…‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 40).     

Other studies have followed similar procedures when adapting the PALS 

instrument, using different wording.  For example, in one study a researcher used the 

term teacher instead of instructor and titled the instrument the ―Student Principles of 

Adult Learning Scale‖ (Puksa, 1999).  The term facilitator was considered for the 

APALS version used in this study; however, after careful consideration of implications of 

terminology, it was determined that the original term used by Clow when she developed 

the instrument would be retained.   

While both terms, instructor and facilitator, have the potential to predispose an 

individual to respond in a certain way, the term instructor was determined to be the more 

familiar and less commonly confused term.  Specifically, the use of the word instructor 

attempts to reduce possible confusion between the term facilitator when used to designate 

someone who conducts learning events in order to guide someone‘s learning and the term 

facilitator when used to designate someone who helps individuals process a particular 

issue (such as conflict resolution, mediation, project management, etc.).   

In addition, for the current study verb tense on the APALS was changed from 

present to past, in order to reflect the fact that the surveys will actually be completed after 

a learning event has occurred, rather than during the course of a learning event, such as 

during a semester long course.  Therefore, APALS items in this study read ―My instructor 

allowed students…‖  For the current study, the PALS items are rephrased in third person, 
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as well.  Directions for completion of the survey were also modified, using the current 

study terminology, verb tense, and person.   

Of the forty-four items on the instrument, twenty-three are positively phrased and 

twenty-one are negatively phrased.  The same mean and standard deviation of 146 and 20 

respectively from the PALS instrument are used for the APALS, with scores at or above 

the mean indicating a facilitator is perceived as being collaborative, and scores below the 

mean indicating facilitators are perceived as non-collaborative, or teacher-centered. 

The APALS has the same seven subscales as the PALS instrument.  The subscales 

correspond to the seven factors of the collaborative teaching mode and have the same 

subscale means and standard deviations as the PALS.  Again, the factors composing the 

seven subscales are: 

1.  activities that are learner centered, 

2.  instruction that is personalized,  

3.  learner experiences that are solicited and linked to the learning, 

4.  student needs that are assessed, 

5.  educational climates that are developed where making mistakes and 

taking risks is normal, 

6.  learning processes where the learners play an integral role, and 

7.  opportunities for personal development that are flexible (Clow, 1987). 

 

Items corresponding to each of the seven factors are randomly dispersed throughout the 

forty-four item instrument.   

To determine the usability of the APALS instrument, it was administered to a 

panel of adult students and feedback was collected.  The instrument was deemed clear 

and understandable by students, and only minor formatting changes were made so that 

the ―instrument could be more easily completed‖ (Clow, 1986, p. 41).   

The APALS survey did not document reliability for the first utilization of the 

instrument, (e.g., Clow, 1986); however, subsequent reliability has been tested in other 
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research with overall scale reliability of .77 (Puksa, 1999).  Reference Table 3.4 for 

reliability coefficients for all seven factors of the scale.  To assess reliability for the 

current study‘s administration of the APALS instrument, a Cronbach reliability analysis 

was conducted to test internal consistency of items in the survey.  Results of the analysis 

are presented in Chapter Four.  

Table 3.4.  APALS Reliability—Puksa Study 

 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Factor 

4 

Factor 

5 

Factor 

6 

Factor 

7 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.70 .57 .70 .75 .68 .48 .39 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

 

The APALS instrument was selected for the current study because it is an 

instrument that is frequently paired with the PALS, the primary instrument used in this 

study.  It has been ―concluded that the PALS and the APALS [can] be utilized to examine 

the teacher-learner transaction in terms of teacher professed collaborative teaching mode 

and adult [learner] perception of collaborative mode‖ (Clow, 1986, abstract).   

Perspectives of Teaching and the Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) 

The use of the TPI instrument in this study enabled the data collection of 

workplace adult learning facilitator teaching perspectives and to answer Research 

Question #3:  What are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning 

facilitators?  This instrument was also used to answer Research Question #4:  Are the 

espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators associated with their 

teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in their learning events? 

Pratt developed a 45-item five-point Likert-type scale instrument to identify 

perspective on teaching.  The self-report instrument is used to help individuals develop ―a 
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deeper understanding of their own (and others‘) perspectives‖ of teaching (Hubball, 

Collins, & Pratt, 2005, p. 64).   

Teaching perspective is a combination of beliefs, intentions, and actions.  Beliefs 

include one's values and assumptions about the elements related to teaching.  Intentions 

include one's sense of purpose and responsibility in the teaching process—what he or she 

intends to accomplish.  Actions include the things a facilitator does in the act of teaching. 

Through the completion of the TPI, teaching perspective is determined by 

considering five different elements in terms of actions, beliefs, and intentions.  These five 

elements are:  teacher (the roles, functions, and responsibilities of the facilitator); learner 

(the nature of adult learners and the learning process); content (what is to be learned); 

context (external factors that influence teaching and/or learning); and/or ideals (a vision 

for society or the purposes of adult education).   

Fifteen items for each of the three components (beliefs, intentions, and actions) 

are included on the instrument.  For each fifteen question set, three questions are related 

to each of the five perspectives on teaching.  Therefore, nine total questions on the TPI 

are related to each of the five perspectives.   

Respondents are asked to read each item and select the response that best 

represents their agreement or disagreement with the idea expressed in the item.  There are 

two Likert scales used for the instrument—one for the beliefs section and another for the 

intentions and actions sections.  To respond to the items, facilitators chose one of the 

options presented in Table 3.5 and Table 3.6.   

Table 3.5.  TPI Response Options—Beliefs Section 

Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 
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Table 3.6.  TPI Response Options—Intentions and Actions Sections 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

 

Using the five-point Likert scales for each question, there is a range of possible 

scores for each perspective.  The scoring methodology is propriety and is not made 

available for examination (See personal communication from author, Appendix J); 

however, when scored a facilitator‘s dominant score is obtained that identifies the 

individual‘s dominant teaching perspective (Pratt & Collins, 2001).   

A dominant score is one that is at least one standard deviation above the mean for 

all the other category scores (Pratt & Collins, 2000).  The majority of those completing 

the TPI (90%) show a single dominant perspective (Pratt, in press), 25% have two 

dominant perspectives (Anderson, 2006), and approximately 5% have no dominant 

perspective (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).   

Five teaching perspectives are possible as identified by the TPI.  These five 

teaching perspectives are qualitatively different, but not mutually exclusive.  Each 

perspective is made up of distinguishable actions, intentions, and beliefs.  These five 

perspectives identified using the TPI are: 

1. Transmission—Delivering Content (originally labeled Engineering), 

2. Apprenticeship—Modeling Ways of Being, 

3. Developmental—Cultivating the Intellect, 

4. Nurturing—Facilitating Personal Agency, and 

5. Social reform—Seeking a Better Society (Pratt & Collins, 2001). 

 

All five perspectives are considered equally valid ways to think about adults as 

learners, the process of learning, the content to be learned, and the context in which 

teaching and learning take place.  None of the five perspectives is considered optimal, 

preferred, or more appropriate than the others.   
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Pratt (who later collaborated with Collins) derived the TPI from a general model 

of teaching that emerged through his years of research on teaching.  This framework of 

teaching posits that one‘s conception of teaching is made up of and informed by the 

previously explained distinct elements—beliefs, intentions, and actions, as they relate to 

the relevant teaching-learning elements—teacher, learner, content, context, and/or ideals. 

Pratt began with a general model of teaching.  To confirm this general model or 

analytical framework he used phenomenography to describe people‘s interpretations 

related to the teaching experience (not only to describe the experience itself) (Pratt, 1992).  

Pratt interviewed 253 teachers of adults and adult learners from five different countries 

about teacher beliefs, intentions, and actions of the teaching/learning process.  Interview 

transcripts were analyzed for units of meaning in the three categories of beliefs, 

intentions, and actions.  Descriptions of units of meaning were pooled as self-contained 

statements and returned to respondents for validation if it was not clear that their thoughts 

and words were understood clearly or to ensure they were represented accurately.   

Like statements from the units of meaning were pooled, from which generalized 

conceptions of teaching were derived.  85% agreement was obtained between two 

independent reviewers in a comparison of a random selection of the original units of 

meaning and the final conception of teaching.  The result is the description of five 

qualitatively different perspectives on teaching.   

To extend the usefulness of these five perspectives on teaching, Pratt and Collins 

developed an instrument that measures an individual‘s teaching perspective.  The 

summaries of the five different perspectives on teaching were translated into items of 
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action, intention, and beliefs.  These items formed the basis of the first iteration of 

instrument items.   

The first iteration process began with 100 items.  The items were tested (against 

the framework) for inter-judge reliability by trained adult educators, for test-re-test 

reliability and internal scale consistency using item analysis, and for factor score 

correlations using factor analysis.  The 100 instrument items were reduced to seventy-

five six-point scale items, which culminated with forty-five five-point scale items.  The 

forty-five items were refined and again analyzed by a new group of experts who correctly 

placed the items into the five conception categories with 95% accuracy.  Since the 

refinement of the items, data from 1000 respondents who have taken the final TPI were 

used to establish baseline measurements for the final instrument.   

Because the TPI instrument began with a qualitative process some additional 

comments about ―validity‖ should be made.  It is important to note that some of the 

terminology used to describe the instrument development varies from the terminology 

used to describe quantitative processes, such as those used to describe the instrument 

development of the PALS instrument.   

For example, during the original confirmation study, Pratt took steps to protect 

against the a priori framework and general teaching model set forth.  Specifically, he 

asked individuals from each host country to assist in the data collection and analysis.  

This was done to ensure the respondent‘s original meanings were preserved in the 

analysis.  He also tested for trustworthiness by using a random sample of the original 

units of meaning and comparing them against the final statements to ensure the original 

statements were ―recognizable as belonging to one or more of the final [perspectives]‖ 
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(Pratt, 1992, pp. 209-210).  In addition, in the follow-up study to develop the current TPI, 

instead of statistical significance of findings, Pratt was interested in the correlation of 

teaching perspective scores and teacher ratings of short, one-paragraph descriptors of 

their perspectives.  There are ―moderate and significant correlations between their scale 

scores and the descriptive paragraphs—in other words teachers‘ TPI scores validate their 

self-descriptions‖ (Pratt & Collins, 2000, p. 347).   

The final TPI instrument is a quantitative instrument and it has been deemed a 

valid instrument to use to measure teaching perspective.  The TPI has a high internal 

scale consistency (ρ = .80), a high correlation between factor scores and scale scores (.77), 

and a high test-retest reliability (.88) (Pratt, Collins, & Selinger, 2001).  This final 

iteration of the TPI has high internal consistency of the five scales, demonstrating alpha 

reliabilities of the following:   

Transmission .72,  

Apprenticeship .73,  

Developmental .70,  

Nurturing .82, and 

Social Reform .83 (Collins & Pratt, 2011). 

 

The authors of the TPI do not publicize the scoring scheme for the TPI and 

request that study responses be entered into an online scoring system where they are 

scored automatically (See Appendix K for personal email communication from the 

author).  Therefore, it is not possible to calculate and report study specific reliability data 

and it was necessary to rely on previous reports of internal consistency of items on the 

survey.   

Other instruments are available that examine teaching philosophy; however, the 

TPI was selected because it is more robust than previous instruments.  It also captures a 
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small, but significant conception of teaching (Social Reform) that other instruments do 

not include.   

In addition, the three main components of teaching perspective as measured by 

the TPI are beliefs, intentions, and actions.  The current study was concerned with actions 

of facilitators and whether those actions are congruent with what facilitators actually 

believe.  The PALS is concerned with espoused actions.  This similarity in conceptual 

frameworks makes the combination of these two instruments (TPI and PALS) a sound 

choice.   

Permission to use the PALS and TPI has been granted to the investigator for this 

study by the copyright owners via email (see Appendix L).  Conti allows ―practitioners 

and researchers to reproduce and use the Principles of Adult Learning Scale in their work‖ 

(Conti, 2004, p. 91).  Conti has made PALS widely available, along with directions for 

scoring the instrument, as a means of assessing teaching style in a variety of settings 

(Conti, 1985a).   

Facilitator of Adult Workplace Learning Demographic Survey (FDS) 

The design of this study required collection of basic information about the 

workplace facilitators of interest.  The Facilitator of Adult Workplace Learning 

Demographic Survey (FDS) enabled the collection of information on the key facilitator 

demographic variables required to answer Research Question #5:  What additional 

characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are associated with espoused 

and/or employed teaching mode?  This question looked at facilitator variables in addition 

to the teaching perspective variable explored in Research Question #3. 
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The investigator in the current study developed the FDS by selecting those 

demographic variables relevant to the current study.  The facilitator characteristics 

explored were:  age; gender; race; occupational field; professional preparation—highest 

degree earned; professional preparation—training in adult learning methods; years 

teaching experience; and program taught (the learning event in current study).  As 

illustrated in Chapter Two, these facilitator variables have been shown in past studies to 

have correlations to collaborative teaching mode as measured by the PALS instrument or 

to other elements of the current study.  The sample obtained in this study did not allow 

for examination of all the anticipated demographic variables, due mainly to either too 

little diversity of characteristics or too much.  This is explained in Chapter Four.  

Due to the complexity of describing race as a facilitator characteristic, additional 

discussion is provided here.  Race, for the purposes of this study, was defined in terms of 

the broad categories of physical appearance, with the addition of one distinction 

regarding origin or ethnicity.  Specifically, the FDS gathered information about facilitator 

race according to the following categories:  white, black, American Indian or Alaska 

Native, Asian, and Hispanic.   

These are the standard categories used by the U.S. Census Bureau, with white, 

black, the two Native American descriptors, and Asian denoting race and Hispanic (along 

with Latino and Spanish origin) denoting an essential non-race classification (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2010).  A thorough discussion regarding the distinctions between the 

terms race, ethnicity, and nationality is outside the scope of this study; however, with the 

intent to describe respondents in the most explanatory manner the standard descriptors for 

race, ethnicity, and national origin were essentially combined in this study.  In the context 
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of this study, ―race‖ was used to quantify human behavior in terms of specific and 

defined group membership—membership which was relevant to the research questions of 

the study, and does not attempt to reconcile the various positions on the meaning of race.   

The FDS contains ten items.  Participants made their responses by either filling in 

a blank or circling a response for each item. 

To increase the accuracy of the data collected in conjunction with the PALS, 

Conti recommends that the demographic survey require respondents to state their age, 

number of years teaching experience, including the current year, and educational training 

(Conti, 1978).  This decreases confusion regarding what constitutes age and teaching 

experience.  To fully examine the results meaningfully, as was explained in the 

Delimitations section of Chapter One, the FDS also contained an item that documented 

the length of the learning event. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

 

Data collection and data analysis took place concurrently during the study.  

Facilitators completed the survey instruments during the two month period of May and 

June, 2011 and during another two month period of November and December of 2011.   

Several analysis procedures were conducted in the current study.  As has been previously 

described, for the different research questions, different analyses were employed.  All 

analyses were conducted using IBM® SPSS® Statistics, version 19.0. 

Unit of Analysis 

Facilitators of adult workplace learning were the unit of analysis in the study.  

Facilitators responded to the PALS instrument to measure their commitment to the 

collaborative mode of teaching, and to the TPI instrument to measure their dedication to a 
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particular teaching perspective.  Learners were asked to respond to the APALS 

questionnaire to capture their perceptions of facilitator teaching mode.  Learner and 

facilitator responses were collected simultaneously (during the two separate data 

collection periods of May and June of 2011 and November and December of 2011). 

The results of the PALS and APALS survey items were coded by hand, following 

instructions outlined by the authors of the PALS and APALS instruments.  For the TPI, 

the survey responses were entered into the authors‘ online coding site, as per the author‘s 

instruction.  This website can be found at http://www.teachingperspectives.com/.  See 

Appendix J for email communication from the authors.  The online system generated a 

report for each survey respondent, which contained all the necessary information used in 

the statistical analyses.   

Descriptive (or frequency) statistics were calculated for PALS, TPI, and APALS 

responses.  Means, standard deviations, and ranges were computed for the results of the 

three instruments.  Correlational and inferential analyses were conducted (using Least 

Squares Regression, Logistic Regression, and GLM) to determine how the three 

measures (PALS, TPI, APALS) relate.  The purpose of the analysis was to investigate 

how and to what degree collaborative teaching mode was used in learning events under 

examination and what facilitator characteristics were associated with teaching mode.   

Descriptive statistics were computed for Research Question 1 and 3.  To test 

Research Question 2, Least Squared Regression was used.  To test Research Question 4, 

Logistic Regression Analysis was used.  And to test Research Question 5, GLM was used.  

The different statistical analysis techniques are described in the following sections. 
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Least Squares Regression 

To determine if a relationship exists between a dependent variable and 

independent variables, least squares regression can be used.  Specifically, if a relationship 

is found least squares regression identifies the line that best fits the data, meaning 

―finding a line that goes through, or as close to, as many of the data points as possible‖ 

(Field, 2000, p. 200).  In the case of the current study, the goal was to determine if there 

was a relationship between facilitator espoused teaching mode and learner perception of 

facilitator teaching mode, measured by the PALS and APALS scores respectively.   

A simple linear least squares regression analysis is comprised of a dependent 

variable and an independent variable that are both continuous.  This technique is used to 

measure a linear relationship (or a correlation) between two variables of interest and 

attempts to explain how well two scores agree.  The slope of the line resulting from 

application of this technique is estimated as a quantitative relationship between the two 

variables and represents the general trend of the relationship between the two variables 

(Field, 2009).   

For the current study, a scatter-plot of the dependent variables in the research 

question was made against the independent variable, and then standard formulas were 

used to estimate the values of the slope and intercept to minimize the sum of the squares 

of the errors.  

Measures of the validity of a linear regression are the R-square value, which 

measures the goodness-of-fit of the estimated line (or relationship), and the standard error, 

which is the estimated standard deviation of the error-term.  A small standard error 

indicates there is an established strong relationship of the dependent variable on the 
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independent variable.  Also, a large R-square indicates that the line fits the scatter-plot of 

the graph of the criterion (dependent) versus the predictor (independent) variable fairly 

well.  The R-square varies from 0 to 1, where 1 indicates a perfect one-to-one 

relationship. 

The researcher in this study was mainly interested in the slope of the regression or 

the regression coefficient (called ―beta‖).  A low standard error and a positive beta 

indicate a positive relationship between the dependent and independent variables.  This is 

confirmed by a positive and fairly high value of the Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient.  A low R-square value, however, demonstrates a less positive quantitative 

relationship.   

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (Pearson correlation 

coefficient), which is the measure of the direction and strength of a relationship, was 

obtained to answer Research Question 2.  Correlation refers to the departure of two 

variables from independence, and detects the linear relationship between the X and Y 

variables or the relationship that can be described by a straight line.  Two important 

pieces of information are provided by the r coefficient:  a) the direction of the 

relationship between the two variables, and b) the strength of that relationship.  When the 

direction of the relationship is positive, X and Y vary in the same direction (such that as x 

increases y increases) while a negative coefficient indicates that X and Y vary in opposite 

directions (one goes up while one goes down). 

The strength of the relationship expressed by r can be described by the following:  

small = .10 to .19; medium = .30 to .49; and large = .50 to 1.0 (Cohen, 1988).  

Accordingly, as the coefficient increases from 0 to 1 or from 0 to -1 the greater the 
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strength expressed.  What is of interest is if the relationship is significant and if the 

difference is large (.50 or greater).  There is congruence between the two variables when 

the r is at .50 to 1.0.  A .50 difference means that 25% of the variance is shared.  

Logistic Regression Analysis 

Logistic regression is used to predict a categorical, dichotomous dependent 

variable on the basis of continuous and/or categorical independent variables and to 

determine the percent of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the 

independent variables.  In logistic regression dependent variables are referred to as 

response or outcome variables and independent variables are referred to as predictor 

variables (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002), although for ease of interpretation, the terms 

dependent and independent variables are utilized here.  

Logistic regression is also used to rank the relative importance of the independent 

variables, to analyze the interaction effects, and to understand the impact of covariate 

control variables (Garson, 2007).  Covariate control variables are those a researcher 

wants to neutralize in the analysis by including them as covariates.  This is helpful when 

a particular variable might explain variance in the dependent variable, but another 

variable might be potentially confounding the effect (for example, by obscuring the 

relationship or covering up the effect of one variable). 

This statistical technique, also referred to as binary or binomial regression 

analysis, is used when the dependent variable is a categorical dichotomous variable, as is 

the case with the dependent variable for Research Question 4.  Research Question 4 has 

categorical independent variables.  (This technique can also accommodate independent 

variables that are categorical, continuous, or a mixture.)   
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For this study, Logistic Regression Analysis was used to determine the impact 

that the presence of the five different teaching perspectives had on the espoused teaching 

mode of facilitators.  The same statistical test was also used to determine the effect of 

teaching perspective on perceived facilitator teaching mode.   

Logistic regression estimates the odds of a certain event occurring and the impact 

of variables that show a prediction effect is usually explained in terms of odds ratios—in 

this way, the odds ratio illustrates the strength of an association.  The odds ratio is the 

factor by which the independent variable increases or decreases the odds of the dependent 

variable.  Perfect prediction means that only one value of a predictor (independent) 

variable is associated with only one value of the response (dependent) variable (UCLA:  

Academic Technology Services, 2010).  ―Logistic regression is perfect for situations 

where you are trying to predict whether something ‗happens‘ or not‖—or the probability 

of a particular occurrence (Duffy, 2007, p. 1).  While the current study is correlational 

and not primarily predictive, the intent nonetheless was to identify the odds of espousing 

a particular teaching mode (collaborative or non-collaborative) when a particular teaching 

perspective or combination of teaching perspectives was espoused.  

The predictive success of the logistic regression can be assessed by looking at the 

classification table, showing correct and incorrect classifications of the dichotomous, 

ordinal, or polytomous dependent variable (UCLA:  Academic Technology Services, 

2010).   Also examined when using this statistical test are the likelihood ratio, score, and 

Wald tests.  The statistical significance of individual regression coefficients is tested 

using the Wald chi-square statistic.  Goodness-of-fit statistics assess the fit of a logistic 

model against actual outcomes.  The Hosmer-Lemeshow test is examined to determine 
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this and assess that the model fits the data well.  The Hosmer-Lemeshow is a Pearson chi-

square statistic and should not be found significant in the analysis.  Again, the 

classification table identifies predicted probabilities, with the examination of degree to 

which predicted probabilities agree with actual outcomes (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002).    

Logistic regression has only one assumption, that the ―same probability is 

maintained across the range of predictor values‖ and generally believed to be met if 

observations are independent of each other (Peng, Lee, & Ingersoll, 2002).  Logistic 

regression was useful in this study as it does not assume linearity of relationship between 

the independent variables and the dependent, does not require normally distributed 

variables, and does not assume homoscedasticity (homogeneity of variance).  

General Linear Model (GLM) 

General Linear Model (GLM) is often used for one-way, factorial, and repeated 

measures ANOVA and MANOVA analyses; however, ―it can also be used for regression 

analysis‖ (Taylor, 2011, p. 1).  In addition, this technique offers some advantages not 

realized using others, such as the interest in dropping some independent variables from 

the analysis to arrive at a ―reduced‖ model, producing graphs of interaction effects, and 

analyzing categorical data without a statistical program imposing its own codes.  This 

makes the interpretation of results easier, especially if dummy variables are included as a 

means to code categorical data (Taylor, 2011).    

GLM is seen as an extension of linear multiple regression, which allows a 

researcher to ask and answer the general question ―what is the best predictor of…‖ a 

particular dependent variable.  GLM accommodates a single dependent variable and 
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allows for the quantification of the relationship between several independent or predictor 

variables and a dependent variable (StatSoft, 2011). 

Of primary concern for the current study was overall effects information for the 

categorical independent (or predictor) and continuous independent variables as well as 

interaction effects.  Research Question 5 was addressed through the use of GLM, which 

explored the association of the facilitator characteristics with both facilitator espoused 

teaching mode and learner perception of facilitator teaching mode.   

This analysis was conducted to determine how specific facilitator characteristics 

(age; gender; professional preparation—highest degree earned; professional 

preparation—training in adult learning methods; and years teaching experience) relate to 

the PALS and APALS scores (i.e., facilitators espoused teaching mode and learner 

perception of facilitator teaching mode).   

GLM produces between-subjects comparisons that are analyzed to answer the 

research questions at hand.  The F Statistics as well as significance (ρ value) are 

determined, and the Adjusted R Squared can be examined for an explanation of the 

variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent variables.  GLM 

provides for follow-up analysis in the form of additional between-subjects tests using a 

reduced number of variables (generally those with the largest F Statistic from the full 

model) (Taylor, 2011).   

For the current study, between-subjects tests for both PALS and APALS using the 

facilitator variables were conducted.  Scatter plots and standard graphs were also 

produced to illustrate the various effects and resultant associations. 
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Summary of Chapter Three 

 

Chapter Three described the methodology utilized in the current study.  A 

description of the study design and the research process was included.  An overview of 

the three instruments used in the study (the PALS, TPI, and APALS) was provided.  This 

included specific information about instrument validity and reliability.  Details about the 

sample, the data collection process, and an explanation of the data analysis were provided. 

The following chapter, Chapter Four, provides the results for the current study.  

The data are presented, followed by an analysis, and interpretation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

FINDINGS 

 

Introduction 

 

 

Chapter Four presents a summary of the descriptive and inferential statistics 

obtained to explore the current study‘s five research questions.  Results are presented and 

interpreted and appropriate tables and charts are included where needed to support the 

results as well as aid subsequent analysis.  

The research questions in this study were: 

1. What is the espoused teaching mode of facilitators of workplace learning? 

2. Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching modes they espouse as 

perceived by learners in their learning events?   

3. What are the espoused teaching perspectives of facilitators of workplace learning?   

4. Are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators 

associated with their teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in 

their learning events? 

5. What additional characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are 

associated with espoused and/or employed teaching mode? 

Demographic Data 

The focus of this study was adult learning facilitators in the workplace setting.  

Thirty-four learning events in the workplace were included in the sample.  In these thirty-

four learning settings there was a total of 286 learners.  Learners aged from 20 to 71 years 
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of age, with a mean age of 39 (standard deviation was 11.0699).  The mode was age 21, 

with 16 (6%) learners at this age.  Seventeen (17) learners failed to provide an age. 

Of the 286 total learners 106 were female and 176 were male.  This represented 

38% and 62% respectively.  (Four learners failed to provide a gender).  The mean number 

of learners per learning event was 8.41.  See Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 

Table 4.1  Learner Demographic Data 

 Total Percent 

Age (n=269) 

20-29 

 

 55 

 

               20% 

30-39  96        36 

40-49  64        24 

50-59       43        16 

60-69 10         4 

70-79 1             0.4 

Gender (n=282) 

Female 

 

106 

 

        38 

Male 176         62 
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Table 4.2.  Learner Age Descriptive Statistics 

N      

Valid 

Missing 

 

269 (94%) 

17 (6%) 

Mean 39.1375 

Std. Error of Mean .67495 

Median 38.0000 

Mode 21.00
 a
 

Std. Deviation 11.06998 

Variance 122.544 

Skewness .298 

Std. Error of Skewness .149 

Kurtosis -.493 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .296 

Range 51.00 

Minimum 20.00 

Maximum 71.00 

a.  N of mode is 16 (6%). 

 

Facilitator respondents who participated in this study aged from 32 to 65, with a 

mean age of 50 (standard deviation was 9.33).  Three (3) facilitators failed to provide an 

age.  Five (5) facilitators were in their 30‘s, seven (7) in their 40‘s, twelve (12) in their 

50‘s, and seven (7) in their 60‘s.  Males represented 62% of the sample and females 38%.  
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91% of facilitator respondents were white and 9% were black.  See Table 4.3 below and 

Table 4.4 in Appendix M. 

Table 4.3.  Facilitator Demographic Data 

 Total Percent 

Age (n=31) 

30-39 

 

 5 

 

                16% 

40-49  7           23 

50-59       12           39 

60-65 7           23 

Gender (n=34) 

Female 

 

13 

 

         38 

Male 21          62 

Race (n=34) 

Black 

 

 3 

 

          9 

White 31          91 

 

Facilitators indicated they identified with a variety of occupational fields.  These 

included technical specialty fields and human relations fields.  Some of the technical 

fields listed included electronics and industrial automation.  Some human relations fields 

included human resources and education.  Other broad occupational fields listed included 

corporate training and business and industry training.  The most frequently listed 

occupational field was training & development—nine (9) facilitators provided this as 

their occupational field.  This represents 30% of the sample, and if all fields that include 

―training‖ are considered, this percentage was 37%.  (Four facilitators failed to provide 

an occupational field.)  See Table 4.5 in Appendix M for a complete list of occupational 

fields. 

Of those facilitators who provided a response to the question about training in 

adult learning principles, 88% of the facilitators have had training in adult learning 
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principles and 13% have not had training.  (Two facilitators failed to provide a response 

to the item.)  The hours of training they had in adult learning principles ranged from 0-

300 hours with a mean of 79 hours (standard deviation of 86.28).  (Six facilitators failed 

to provide a response).  Reference Table 4.6. 

The mode for training hours in adult learning principles was 100, with five (5) of 

28 facilitators indicating they had 100 hours of training.  This represented 20% of the 

total study sample.  Explained in more detail, fourteen (14) of the 28 facilitators had little 

or no training in adult learning principles (under 50 hours), four (4) had some training (50 

to 99 hours), and ten (10) had more training (100 or more hours).  Reference Table 4.6. 

The years of teaching experience facilitators had in this group ranged from 0-35 

years.  The mean was 12.48, with a standard deviation of 9.044.  (Four facilitators did not 

respond to this item.)  Facilitators who had under five years experience represented 27% 

of the sample, those with 5-10 years represented 20% of the sample, and those with 11-19 

years represented 27%.  Facilitators with twenty or more years teaching experienced 

accounted for 27% of the study sample.  Reference Table 4.6.  

Facilitators had a range of education levels.  They had associate‘s degrees (27%), 

bachelor‘s degrees (27%), master‘s degrees (39%), and doctorates (6%).  See Table 4.6 

for facilitator data and Tables 4.7 and 4.8 in Appendix M for additional facilitator 

training data. 

 

 

 

 



156 

 

Table 4.6.  Facilitator Demographic Data 

 Total Percent 

Training in Adult Learning (n=32) 

Yes 

  

28 

        

                  88% 

No 4               13 

Hours Training in Adult Learning (n=28) 

Under 50 

  

14 

 

              50 

50-99 4               14 

100 and over 10               38 

Years Teaching Experience (n=30) 

Under 5 

  

8 

 

              27 

5-10 6               20 

11-19 8               27 

20 and over 8               27 

Highest Degree Earned (n=33) 

Associates 

  

9 

 

              27 

Bachelors 9               27 

Masters 13               39 

Doctorate 2                6 

 

Facilitators taught a variety of classes, workshops, and learning events.  

Categorized as technical training and human relations training, 38% of the learning 

events in this study were technical training.  These included, for example, courses or 

workshops in electronics or air conditioning.  56% of the learning events in this study 

were categorized as human relations training.  These included leadership, management, 

and employee relations courses and workshops.  In two (2) cases, the learning event was 

not specified.  For a full list of all learning events see Table 4.9 in Appendix M.   

The learning events varied moderately in length, with the range running from one 

(1) hour to 90 hours.  The mean was 8.93 (standard deviation 20.64) and the mode was 

two (2) hours.  Eleven (38%) of the learning events were two hours in length.  The next 

most frequent length for the sessions was four hours (which represented 14% of the total 
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sessions).  Responses were missing for five (5) of the cases.  See Table 4.10 and Table 

4.11 in Appendix M for a full list of the learning event lengths. 

47% of these learning events were facilitated in a public or corporate training 

setting, and 53% of the learning events were facilitated in a college or university 

economic development setting (i.e., business and industry training at a technical division 

of a college or university).  Reference Table 4.10.  Public and corporate training settings 

were combined due to their similarity in mission and purpose.  For both the public and 

corporate training organizations, both organizations hold as their sole mission non-credit 

workplace learning.  For the colleges and universities in the sample, while also public 

institutions, they advance a variety a purposes, not just workplace training, but also 

academic and credit-granting programs.  For a full list of all learning settings see Table 

4.11 in Appendix M. 

Table 4.10.  Learning Event Descriptive Data 

 Total Percent 

Learning Event Subject (n=32) 

Technical Training 

  

13 

        

          38% 

Human Relations Training 19       56 

Learning Event Length (n=29) 

4 hours and under  

  

23 

        

       79 

5-24 hours 4        14 

25 hours or more 2         7 

Learning Event Setting (n=34) 

Corporate training organization  

  

13 

        

       38 

Public training organization 3         9 

College or university economic development division 18        53 

 

Research Question 1 

What is the espoused teaching mode of facilitators of workplace learning? 
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The statistical method employed to answer Research Question 1 was univariate 

descriptive statistics for facilitator PALS (Principles of Adult Learning Scale) score.  

This strategy was used to determine which teaching mode facilitators of workplace 

learning espoused—the collaborative teaching mode or the non-collaborative teaching 

mode.  Descriptive statistics including range of scores, means, standard deviation, and 

distribution were compiled.  Reliability for the instrument was also calculated and 

reported. 

The workplace facilitator scores on the PALS for the study sample ranged from 

98 to 183, with a mean of 132 and 20 points standard deviation.  These scores represented 

a normally distributed set of scores, with two (2) outliers on the high end, as is evidenced 

by the histogram.  See Chart 4.1.  To assess normality numerically, the Shapiro-Wilk Test 

of normality was employed.  This test of normality is appropriate for small sample sizes 

such as in the current study.  Significance values greater than 0.05 on the Shapiro-Wilk 

Test indicate data are normal, and values below 0.05 indicate data significantly deviate 

from a normal distribution (Field, 2009).  The responses on the PALS showed a 

significance value of 0.085.  See Table 4.12 in Appendix M.  In addition, on the Q-Q Plot 

the data points follow the line in a roughly linear fashion.  See Chart 4.2.   
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Chart 4.1.  PALS Distribution 

 

 

 

Chart 4.2.  PALS Normal Q-Q Plot 

 

 

 

Utilizing the PALS established mean of 146 and standard deviation of 20, it was 

determined that as a group workplace facilitators in this study espouse they employed the 
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non-collaborative teaching mode.  Scores at or above the established mean (146) on 

PALS signify a facilitator prefers a collaborative mode of teaching (or a learner-centered 

style) and scores below the mean signify a facilitator prefers a non-collaborative mode of 

teaching (or a teacher-centered style) (Conti, 1978).  See Table 4.13.  Twenty-eight (28) 

of the 34 facilitators in this study, or 83%, were identified as employing the non-

collaborative teaching mode.  Eighteen percent (18%), or six (6) of the 34 facilitators, 

were identified as employing the collaborative teaching mode.  See Table 4.14 in 

Appendix M.   

Table 4.13.  PALS Descriptive Statistics 

N      

Valid 

Missing 

 

34 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

Mean 131.5735 

Std. Error of Mean 3.42081 

Median 129.0000 

Mode 124.00
a
 

Std. Deviation 19.94657 

Variance 397.866 

Skewness .874 

Std. Error of Skewness .403 

Kurtosis .791 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .788 

Range 85.00 

Minimum 98.00 

Maximum 183.00 

a.  Multiple modes exist.  The smallest value is shown. 
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The 18% of workplace facilitators who espoused to use the collaborative teaching 

mode view learners not as repositories for receiving knowledge, but as active partners in 

the learning process (Conti, 1978).  Those 83% who espoused to use the non-

collaborative teaching mode view the learning process as something that the ―expert‖ 

instructor should plan, manage, and evaluate.  For a comparison of this study‘s PALS 

scores and previous studies, see Table 4.15 (Clow, 1986; Scheuermann, 2005). 

Table 4.15.  PALS Means 

 M Sd 

Study PALS 131.57 19.95 

Clow study PALS 129.69 21.22 

Scheuermann study PALS 92.75 22.01 

Established PALS 146 20 

 

Reliability for PALS has been established in previous research.  The established 

reliability for PALS was reported in Chapter Three.  To verify reliability for the current 

administration of the instrument, a reliability coefficient was calculated to obtain a 

quantitative estimated index of the PALS instrument‘s stability.  Cronbach‘s alpha was 

used to establish reliability.   

Cronbach‘s alpha is used to assess the degree of internal consistency among a set 

of questionnaire items.  PALS consists of 44 items, with varied numbers of individual 

items combined to create seven individual subscales, or factors, for the instrument.  

Cronbach‘s alpha analysis helps determine if the individual items within each of the 

seven factors do indeed measure the same construct.   
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Cronbach‘s alpha provides a reliability coefficient ranging from .00 to 1.00.  The 

closer the overall alpha is to 1.00, the higher the internal consistency among the items in 

a single factor.  When alpha is high for a subscore, it is possible to predict with some 

accuracy the possible scores for the other items within that same factor.  If alpha is low, 

the ability to predict one item from the response on another is not possible (Field, 2009).   

The Cronbach‘s alphas for each of the PALS factor scores are found in Table 4.16.  

When an instrument contains subscales, alpha should be computed separately for the 

factor scores (Field, 2009).  Where alpha is high, respondents who tended to select high 

scores for one item within a factor, tended to select high scores for the others.  Similarly 

respondents who selected low scores for an item within a factor, tended to select low 

scores for the other items.  This is not the case where the alpha is low. 

The reliability coefficient for this study sample met an acceptable level at .828 for 

the combined 44 items, as did most of the individual seven factors.  The factor alphas 

were higher than alphas found in research done previously, which have been documented 

as .75 and .79 (Barrett, 2004; Hmieleski, Traver, & Kalsher, 2003); however, the overall 

alpha for the current study‘s administration of the instrument was lower than the author‘s 

established overall scale reliability alpha of .92 (Conti, 1983).  See Table 4.16.  No single 

item, if deleted from the scale, significantly improves the alpha coefficient.  See Table 

4.17 in Appendix M.   

These moderate alpha coefficients support the appropriateness of using PALS to 

measure facilitator overall preference for teaching mode in a workplace setting; however, 

because the alpha scores are not high for all factors, this presents a limitation when 
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interpreting the results.  This is particularly relevant for Factor 2, which shows the lowest 

reliability.  This topic is discussed in Chapter Five.   

Table 4.16.  PALS Reliability—Current & Barrett Study 

 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Factor 

4 

Factor 

5 

Factor 

6 

Factor 

7 

Current 

Study 

       

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.817 .413 .650 .765 .576 .640 .712 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

Barrett 

Study 

       

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.6060 .5330 .7398 .6985 .4092 .4626 .4438 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

 

In order to further describe teaching mode of workplace facilitators, the individual 

seven factors of PALS were explored in follow-up examination.  The total PALS score 

indicates a facilitator‘s overall preference for teaching mode by examining behaviors 

related to seven distinct factors.  18% of the facilitators were shown to espouse a 

collaborative teaching mode, while 82% espoused a non-collaborative mode (i.e., 

utilizing the PALS overall score).  When looking at the individual factors, Factor 1, 

which is considered the ―main factor in PALS,‖ reveals a study mean higher than the 

established factor mean (Conti, 1985, p. 9).  This factor, labeled ―Learner-Centered 

Activities‖ (Conti, 1985, p. 9), functions as ―the primary foundation for PALS‖ (Barrett, 

2004, p. 63).  If only the primary factor of the instrument is utilized to determine level of 

collaboration, the study sample was categorized as collaborative, or learner-centered, 

with a mean of 39 compared to the established mean of 38.  This, however, numerically 

translated to 17 facilitators as collaborative and 17 facilitators as non-collaborative.  
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Therefore, an even split resulted between the two modes of teaching.  See Table 4.18.  

Reference Table 4.19 in Appendix M for the frequency counts for PALS Factor 1.   

Table 4.18.  PALS Factor 1 Descriptive Statistics 

N      

Valid 

Missing 

 

34 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

Mean 38.6912 

Std. Error of Mean 1.71109 

Median 38.5000 

Mode 34.00 

Std. Deviation 9.97726 

Variance 99.546 

Skewness -.182 

Std. Error of Skewness .403 

Kurtosis -1.050 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .788 

Range 35.00 

Minimum 20.00 

Maximum 55.00 

a.  Multiple modes exist.  The smallest value is shown. 

 

Table 4.20 lists all the PALS items that correspond to the seven factors and the 

construct measured using the instrument (Conti, 1985; Scheuermann, 2005).   
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Table 4.20.  PALS Items by Factor 

Factor      Construct Measured Items N of Items 

Factor 1:  If facilitator uses activities that are 

learner centered 

2, 4, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 

21, 29, 30, 38, 40 

12 

Factor 2:  If instruction is personalized to the 

learner 

3, 9, 17, 24, 32, 35, 37, 

41, 42 

9 

Factor 3:  If learner experiences are solicited 

and linked to the learning 

14, 31, 34, 39, 43, 44 6 

Factor 4:  If student needs are assessed 5, 8, 23, 25 4 

Factor 5:  If educational climates are fostered 

which consider making mistakes 

and taking risks normal 

18, 20, 22, 28 4 

Factor 6:  If learning processes in which 

learners play an integral role are 

established 

1, 10, 15, 36 4 

Factor 7:  If opportunities for personal 

development are flexible 

6, 7, 26, 27, 33 5 

  

For the current study, the two factors that reveal differences from the established 

factor scores are Factor 2 and Factor 7.  This shows that the workplace facilitators in this 

study espoused their instruction was less personalized to the learner than what might be 

expected when considering the established score.  The study facilitators also espoused the 

opportunities for personal development they provided were not flexible as compared to 

established scores (Conti, 1985; Scheuermann, 2005).  See Table 4.21. 
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Table 4.21.  Comparison of PALS Factor Means (N=34)  

PALS Factor Study 

Factor 

M 

Study 

Factor 

sd 

Established 

Factor 

M 

Established 

Factor 

sd 

Factor 1:  Activities that are learner-

centered   

39 9.98 38 8.30 

Factor 2:  Instruction that is 

personalized 

24 4.81 31 6.80 

Factor 3:  Learner experiences that 

are solicited and linked to 

the learning 

21 4.55 21 4.90 

Factor 4:  Student needs that are 

assessed 

12 11.82 14 3.60 

Factor 5:  Educational climates that 

are developed where 

making mistakes and 

taking risks is normal 

17 2.57 16 3.00 

Factor 6:  Learning processes where 

the learners play an 

integral role 

12 3.65 13 3.50 

Factor 7:  Opportunities for personal 

development that are 

flexible 

9 4.03 13 3.90 

 

Factors that revealed close similarity between the study and established means 

were Factors 1, 3, 5, and 6.  The study facilitators and the instructors used to create the 

established factor means espoused they provided similar levels of learner-centered 

activities and instructional climates related to mistakes and risk-taking.  Study facilitators 

and instructors used to create the established factor means espoused they solicited learner 

experiences and linked them to learning.  The two groups of facilitators also espoused 



167 

 

they provided learners a similar role in the learning process, meaning learners are 

considered integral in the process.   

One final difference present is the standard deviation of Factor 4.  Factor 4 

measures if a facilitator assesses learner needs.  The current study facilitators displayed a 

much larger standard deviation among scores in Factor 4 than shown in the established 

standard deviation for that factor.  This standard deviation showed current study 

facilitator scores on Factor 4 of PALS exhibited greater variation or dispersion from the 

mean.     

A comparison between the study PALS factor scores and the established PALS 

factor scores is shown in Table 4.21.  Means and standard deviations are provided.  Due 

to the importance of Factor 1 in measuring the construct of teaching mode, as well as the 

resulting strong reliability for that particular factor, Factor 1 was utilized in analysis for 

subsequent research questions in addition to the total PALS score. 

Research Question 2 

Do facilitators of workplace learning employ the teaching modes they espouse as 

perceived by learners in their learning events? 

The statistical method employed to answer Research Question 2 was least squares 

regression.  This strategy was used to determine whether or not there was a relationship 

between espoused facilitator teaching mode as measured by facilitator scores on the 

PALS and learner perception of facilitator mode of teaching as measured by learner 

scores on the APALS (Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale).  Correlation 

procedures were also employed. 
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The goal of the least squares regression analysis was to determine whether or not 

facilitators of workplace learning actually enacted the teaching mode they espoused as 

perceived by learners.  Prior to conducting the analysis, reliability for APALS was 

examined.  Reliability for PALS was explained in the previous section.   

The Cronbach‘s alphas for each of the APALS factor scores are found in Table 

4.22.  The reliability coefficient for this study sample was .385 for the combined 44 items 

for all learner responses.  As mentioned in the previous section, when employing 

instruments with subscales, it is important to apply Cronbach‘s alpha to the individual 

subscales and interpret reliability using the subscale alphas and not the overall scale alpha 

(Field, 2009).  The individual factor reliability coefficients ranged from .341 to .905 for 

Factor 1.  A comparison of reliability for the factors from previous research is provided in 

Table 4.23.   

Table 4.22.  APALS Reliability—Current Study 

 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Factor 

4 

Factor 

5 

Factor 

6 

Factor 

7 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.905 .341 .742 .733 .542 .505 .617 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

 

Table 4.23.  APALS Reliability—Puksa Study 

 

Factor 

1 

Factor 

2 

Factor 

3 

Factor 

4 

Factor 

5 

Factor 

6 

Factor 

7 

Cronbach‘s 

alpha 

.70 .57 .70 .75 .68 .48 .39 

N of items 12 9 6 4 4 4 5 

 

When conducting reliability analysis for the individual seven factor alphas, six of 

the seven factors met an acceptable reliability.  No single item, if deleted from the scale, 
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significantly improves the alpha coefficient.  See Table 4.24 in Appendix M for the 

reliability analysis item-total statistics.   

Follow-up analysis related to the factors was conducted and is discussed in a 

subsequent section.  The implications for the factor alphas are discussed in Chapter Five.  

Specifically, the reliability for Factor 2, which was the lowest (as it was for the PALS), is 

discussed.     

Once reliability was identified, descriptive statistics for the APALS scores were 

compiled and assumptions about the data were examined.  Descriptive statistics included 

range of scores, means, standard deviation, and distribution.  Learner scores on the 

APALS ranged from 104 to 140, with a mean of 123, and 10 points standard deviation.  

See Table 4.25 in Appendix M.  These scores represented a normally distributed set of 

scores.  See Chart 4.3.  On the Q-Q Plot (see Chart 4.4) the data points follow the line in 

a roughly linear fashion.  The responses on the APALS show a significance value of 

0.499 on the Shapiro-Wilk Test of normality.  See Table 4.26 in Appendix M. 
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Chart 4.3.  APALS Distribution 

 

 

 

Chart 4.4.  APALS Normal Q-Q Plot 
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As a means to illustrate visually the correlation between PALS and APALS scores 

a scatter plot was generated.  Using the plots and the least squares regression line, Chart 

4.5 illustrates the linear relationship and degree of positive association between the 

facilitator‘s espoused teaching mode and the learner‘s perception of facilitator teaching 

mode.  The pattern of dots slopes from lower left to upper right, suggesting a positive 

association between PALS and APALS score.  

Chart 4.5.  PALS vs. APALS Scatter Plot 

 

 

 

Using the APALS established mean of 146 and a standard deviation of 20, 100% 

of the current study workplace facilitators were perceived by their learners as employing 

the non-collaborative teaching mode.  See Table 4.27.  Reference Table 4.28 for a 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Correlation
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comparison among APALS means for this and previous research (Clow, 1986; 

Scheuermann, 2005). 

Table 4.27.  APALS Descriptive Statistics 

 Study APALS Study PALS 

N      

Valid 

Missing 

 

34 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

 

34 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

Mean 122.9450 131.5735 

Std. Error of Mean 1.75030 3.42081 

Median 121.7083 129.0000 

Mode 104.08
a
 124.00

a
 

Std. Deviation 10.20591 19.94657 

Variance 104.161 397.866 

Skewness .057 .874 

Std. Error of Skewness .403 .403 

Kurtosis -.806 .791 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .788 .788 

Range 36.83 85.00 

Minimum 104.08 98.00 

Maximum 140.92 183.00 

a.  Multiple modes exist.  The smallest value is shown.  
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Table 4.28.  APALS Means 

 M sd 

Study APALS 122.95 10.21 

Clow study APALS 113.78 11.67 

Scheuermann study APALS 116.95 23.03 

Established PALS (PALS used for APALS) 146 20 

 

As was previously noted, facilitators also identified themselves as non-

collaborative as a group (i.e., they had scores on PALS in the non-collaborative range).  

This result also showed there was some agreement in how facilitators see themselves and 

how learners see them.  See Table 4.29. 

Table 4.29.  Comparison of Study PALS and Study APALS Means (N=34)  

 M sd 

PALS 132 19.95 

APALS 123 10.21 

 

If only Factor 1 is considered as a means to describe perception of facilitator 

teaching mode—as was explained earlier, Factor 1 is considered the primary 

representation of the construct of collaborative mode of teaching—the results were 

slightly different.  Sixteen (16) of the 34 learner groups in this study perceived their 

facilitators to employ the collaborative teaching mode, with eighteen (18) indicating their 

facilitators employed the non-collaborative mode.  This represented 47% and 53% 

respectively.  Reference Table 4.30 for the APALS Factor 1 descriptive statistics and 

Table 4.31 for a comparison among Factor 1 means for this and previous research 
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(Scheuermann, 2005).  Table 4.32 in Appendix M provides frequencies for APALS 

Factor 1.  

In the same way that facilitator PALS Factors 2 and 7 scores were considerably 

lower than established PALS Factor 2 and 7 scores, APALS scores for Factors 2 and 7 

were also considerably lower than the established PALS Factor 2 and 7 scores.  As a 

reminder, the PALS established scores are used in lieu of established APALS scores.  

Reference Table 4.33.  

Table 4.30.  APALS Factor 1 Descriptive Statistics 

N      

Valid 

Missing 

 

34 (100%) 

0 (0%) 

Mean 34.0497 

Std. Error of Mean 2.04717 

Median 36.9375 

Mode 15.40
a
 

Std. Deviation 11.93695 

Variance 142.491 

Skewness -.095 

Std. Error of Skewness .403 

Kurtosis -1.412 

Std. Error of Kurtosis .788 

Range 38.60 

Minimum 15.40 

Maximum 54.00 

a.  Multiple modes exist.  The smallest value is shown. 

 

 

 

 



175 

 

Table 4.31.  APALS Factor 1 Means 

 M sd 

Study APALS 34.05 11.94 

Previous study APALS 25.05 8.37 

Established APALS 38.0 8.30 

 

Table 4.33.  APALS Factor Study Means and PALS* Factor Means (N=34)  

PALS Factor Study 

Factor 

M 

Study 

Factor 

sd 

Established 

Factor 

M 

Established 

Factor 

sd 

Factor 1:  Activities that are learner-

centered   

34 11.94 38 8.30 

Factor 2:  Instruction that is 

personalized 

21 3.85 31 6.80 

Factor 3:  Learner experiences that 

are solicited and linked to 

the learning 

20 3.85 21 4.90 

Factor 4:  Student needs that are 

assessed 

12 3.47 14 3.60 

Factor 5:  Educational climates that 

are developed where 

making mistakes and 

taking risks is normal 

15 2.17 16 3.00 

Factor 6:  Learning processes where 

the learners play an 

integral role 

14 2.86 13 3.50 

Factor 7:  Opportunities for personal 

development that are 

flexible 

8 2.36 13 3.90 

*Established PALS means are used as a proxy for APALS established means.  

 

On average learners rated facilitators lower than facilitators rated themselves 

(with an APALS mean of 123 compared to a PALS mean of 132 and APALS Factor 1 

mean of 34 and a PALS Factor 1 mean of 39).  In addition, 18% of workplace facilitators 

in the current study saw themselves as using the collaborative teaching mode as measured 
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by the PALS score, while none of the learners in the study indicated their facilitators 

overall use the collaborative mode.  

To examine the actual correlation of learner and facilitator perception of 

facilitator teaching mode on a case by case basis (and not just what their perceptions are 

as a group using descriptive statistics) bivariate correlation of PALS and APALS scores 

was conducted.  As mentioned previously, the data were examined and determined that 

least squares regression was appropriate.   

Least squares regression revealed a moderate (r = .490) positive correlation 

between the scores.  This result again indicated there was some agreement between how 

facilitators and learners perceived facilitator teaching mode.  Therefore, APALS score is 

moderately related to PALS score.  See Table 4.34.  Furthermore, 22% of the variance in 

the PALS score was explained by the APALS score.  See Table 4.35.   

Table 4.34.  PALS/APALS Correlation 

 PALS APALS 

Pearson Correlation 

PALS 

APALS 

 

1.000 

.490** 

 

.490** 

  1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed)  

PALS 

APALS 

 

      . 

 .003 

 

    .003 

         . 

N  

PALS 

APALS 

 

        34 

        34  

 

34 

34 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 2-tailed). 

 

Table 4.35.  PALS/APALS Correlation Model Summary
b
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .490
a
 .240 .217 17.65437 

a. Predictors:  (Constant) APALS 

b. Dependent Variable:  PALS 
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In the process of conducting all the analyses for this study, it was determined that 

gender and years teaching experience were associated with PALS and APALS scores 

(gender and years teaching experience with PALS and gender with APALS).  This will 

be explained in detail in the upcoming section discussing Research Question 5.  However, 

to account for this result when examining the relationship between espoused teaching 

mode and learner perception of teaching mode (PALS and APALS respectively), partial 

correlations were obtained and the correlation between PALS and APALS was repeated 

holding the significant facilitator variables constant.   

Partial correlations allow for the examination of the relationship between two 

variables when ―the effects of a third variable are held constant.‖  This allows for a ―pure 

measure of the relationship‖ to be obtained, meaning the influence of the third variable is 

taken into account (Field, 2009, p. 186).  

Gender was not found to be significant, with a ρ value of .068.  See Table 4.36.  

Years teaching experience was significant, with a ρ value of .025.  See Table 4.37.  In 

addition, the analysis still revealed a moderate (r = .416) positive correlation between the 

scores as compared to the positive correlation (r = .490) between the scores before taking 

years teaching experience into account.   

Table 4.36.  PALS/APALS Partial Correlation 

Control Variable  PALS APALS 

Facilitator  

Gender 

Pearson Correlation 

PALS 

APALS 

 

1.000 

  .322 

 

    .322 

   1.000 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  

PALS 

APALS 

 

       . 

   .068 

 

    .068 

         . 

 df  

PALS 

APALS 

 

0 

31 

 

31 

0 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 4.37.  PALS/APALS Partial Correlation 

Control Variable  PALS APALS 

Years Teaching  

Experience 

Pearson Correlation 

PALS 

APALS 

 

1.000 

   .416* 

 

      .416* 

    1.000 

 Sig. (2-tailed)  

PALS 

APALS 

 

      . 

 .025 

 

      .025 

          . 

 df  

PALS 

APALS 

 

0 

27 

 

27 

0 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

These results indicated that when holding facilitator years teaching experience 

constant, PALS and APALS scores while still correlated, demonstrate a diminished 

relationship.     

Additional examination of the relationship between PALS and APALS was 

conducted.  Since it has been established that it may be appropriate to conclude that 

Factor 1 of APALS is the most comprehensive measure of learner-centered activities, it 

was useful to examine the correlation of learner and facilitator perceptions of facilitator 

teaching mode through bivariate analysis of PALS Factor 1and APALS Factor 1scores.  

This was accomplished using least squares regression once again.   

Least squares regression revealed a moderate-to-strong (r = .711) positive 

correlation between the facilitator and learner Factor 1 scores.  This result indicated that 

there was agreement between how facilitators and learners perceived facilitator teaching 

mode.  Therefore, APALS Factor 1 score was moderately-to-strongly related to PALS 

Factor 1 score.  See Table 4.38.  Furthermore, almost 50% of the variance in the PALS 

Factor 1 score was explained by the APALS Factor 1 score.  See Table 4.39.   
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Table 4.38.  PALS/APALS Factor 1 Correlation 

 

PALS 

Factor 1 

APALS 

Factor 1 

Pearson Correlation 

PALS Factor 1 

APALS Factor 1 

 

1.000 

.711** 

 

         .711** 

   1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed)  

PALS Factor 1 

APALS Factor 1 

 

      . 

 .000 

 

    .000 

          . 

N  

PALS 

APALS 

 

34 

34 

 

34 

34 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 4.39.  PALS/APALS Factor 1 Correlation Model Summary
b
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .711
a
 .505 .490 7.12692 

a. Predictors:  (Constant) APALS Factor 1 

b. Dependent Variable:  PALS 

 

These two results showed there was a moderate correlation between PALS and 

APALS.  In order to examine more closely this relationship between workplace 

facilitators teaching mode and learner perception of that mode, another examination of 

the descriptive statistics was undertaken.  Reference Table 4.40. 
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Table 4.40.  PALS and APALS Score Point Differences (N = 34) 

PALS APALS Score Point Differences 

98 104 -6 

104 122 -18 

109 118 -9 

111 113 -2 

112 121 -9 

113 114 -1 

114 120 -6 

114 114 0 

116 121 -5 

117 118 -1 

122 119 3 

123 136 -13 

124 118 6 

124 111 13 

125 120 5 

128 124 4 

128 135 -7 

130 126 4 

130 128 2 

131 105 26 

134 107 27 

137 111 26 

138 140 -2 

139 141 -2 

139 127 12 

140 136 4 

143 126 17 

145 124 21 

147 131 16 

155 138 17 

157 114 43 

164 138 26 

181 132 49 

183 128 55 
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Directionality and point spread differences between PALS and APALS were 

examined as this provided a helpful illustration of the differences between facilitator self-

identification of teaching mode and learner perception of teaching mode.  As shown in 

Table 4.40, a total of 34 groups of learners were represented in this study.  Twenty-one 

(21) of the total 34 groups of learners rated facilitators lower on APALS than facilitators 

rated themselves on PALS (i.e., learners perceived facilitators to employ a less 

collaborative mode of teaching than facilitators espoused).  When computed 

mathematically, the directionality of the point differences between PALS and APALS 

scores is positive (numbers are positive on Table 4.40).   

Thirteen (13) learner groups rated facilitators higher on APALS than facilitators 

rated themselves (i.e., as using a more collaborative mode of teaching than facilitators 

espoused).  These point differences are negative on Table 4.40.  Only two (2) of these 13 

learner groups had facilitators who had self-identified as more collaborative as compared 

to the other facilitators (i.e., their scores were above the mean of 132).  Therefore, the 

more collaborative a facilitator espoused to be, the less likely it was for learners to view 

the facilitator as more collaborative than the facilitated viewed him or herself. 

A similar result emerged when looking only at Factor 1 for both PALS and 

APALS.  Twenty-two (22) of the 34 groups of learners rated facilitators lower on APALS 

than facilitators rates themselves on PALS and twelve (12) of the 34 groups of learners 

rated facilitators higher on APALS than facilitators rated themselves on PALS.   

In addition to an examination of the directionality of the difference between 

facilitator and learner ratings on teaching mode, the actual point differences between the 

two scores was examined.  Point differences between PALS and APALS (again, 
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facilitator espoused mode of teaching and learner perception of facilitator mode of 

teaching) ranged between 0 and 55.   

Of the twelve (12) cases returning the highest point differences between PALS 

and APALS, ten (10) cases were above the PALS mean.  If the median is used, eleven 

(11) cases were above the median.  Only three (3) facilitators of the 34 that exhibited 

lower point differences between PALS and APALS scores self-identify as more 

collaborative (or had scores that were above the study mean).  Of the six (6) facilitators 

who met the established PALS mean of 146, and could thereby be placed into the 

collaborative category, all displayed the highest PALS/APALS point differences.  

Therefore, while there is a moderate correlation between PALS and APALS scores, the 

more collaborative the facilitator self-professed to be, the greater the degree of difference 

between what they believed their teaching mode to be and what learners perceived their 

teaching mode to be.   

To illustrate this visually, standard bar charts were created that show score 

differences between PALS and APALS.  Chart 4.6 shows the difference between PALS 

and APALS scores for the ten lowest PALS scores.  Chart 4.7 shows the difference 

between PALS and APALS scores for the ten highest PALS scores.  These two charts 

illustrate that the difference between PALS and APALS score was greater when the 

PALS score was higher. 
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Chart 4.6.  10 Lowest PALS Scores with Corresponding APALS Scores 

 

 

 

Chart 4.7.  10 Highest PALS Scores with Corresponding APALS Scores 
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Research Question 3 

What are the espoused teaching perspectives of facilitators of workplace learning? 

To answer Research Question 3 descriptive statistics for categorical variable data 

were compiled.  The purpose of analyzing the descriptive statistics was to determine if 

facilitators espoused they hold common dominant teaching perspectives of five possible 

unique teaching perspectives.  The five teaching perspectives resulted from responses on 

the TPI (Teaching Perspectives Inventory).  Frequency statistics include frequency 

distribution and percentages.   

85% of workplace facilitators in this study had a single dominant teaching 

perspective.  15% had two (2) dominant perspectives, meaning the scores for those 

perspectives were one or more standard deviations above the mean of the other scores.  

No facilitators were without a dominant teaching perspective. 

The most common dominant perspective for the group of 34 facilitators who 

completed the TPI was the Nurturing perspective at 35% (12 facilitators).  The next most 

common dominant perspective was Apprenticeship at 27% (9 facilitators).  The other 

three perspectives, and combinations of multiple perspectives, represented lower 

percentages.  See Table 4.41.   
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Table 4.41.  Facilitator Dominant Teaching Perspective(s) (N=34) 

Dominant Perspective Frequency Percent 

Nurturing 12     35% 

Apprenticeship 9 27 

Transmission 3 9 

Developmental 3 9 

Apprenticeship, 

Nurturing 

3 9 

Developmental, 

Nurturing 

2 6 

Social Reform 2 6 

Totals 34 101 

  

These frequencies and percentages indicate that the majority of workplace 

facilitators completing the TPI as part of the current study belonged to the category of 

facilitators who assume the instructor's goal is to help learners develop knowledge and 

skills, but also self-efficacy.  They held a Nurturing perspective.  Such facilitators are 

committed to holistically helping the learner develop, rather than focusing just on 

intellectual development.  Because of this focus, their instructional process avoids 

anything that might damage self-esteem and thereby disrupt learning.  These instructors 

attempt to maintain a balance between challenging learners, while preserving their self-

concepts (Pratt & Collins, 2000).  Building the self-esteem of the learner is considered a 

major goal of this teaching conception (Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).  
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Table 4.42 shows five (5) of the 34 individuals who held more than one dominant 

teaching perspective.  If the Nurturing perspective in all the represented combinations is 

considered, 17 (rather than 12) of the 34 facilitators held the Nurturing perspective as a 

dominant perspective.  Therefore, 50% of the workplace facilitators held the Nurturing 

teaching perspective in some form.   

The second largest percentage group in the current study was workplace 

facilitators who are identified as having an Apprenticeship teaching perspective.  This 

type of facilitator shows a commitment to appropriately modeling the actions learners are 

to learn.  Such instructors focus on showing in action what learners are to learn; being 

able to explain those tasks to learners and breaking them down into understandable and 

sequential steps; and providing opportunity for learners to perform authentic tasks in real-

world contexts (Pratt, in press).  If you consider the Apprenticeship perspective in all 

represented combinations, 12 (rather than 9) of the 34 facilitators were shown to have 

Apprenticeship as their dominant perspective.   

In the current study, facilitators who held the Transmission perspective was equal 

to the Developmental perspective in frequency; however, when you consider any 

represented combination of the Development perspective as a dominant perspective, the 

Development perspective surpassed the Transmission perspective and the frequency 

increased to five, which represented 15% of the 34 facilitators.   

This type of workplace facilitator tries to move learners from less to more 

sophisticated ways of thinking by adjusting to the learners‘ needs.  For those holding this 

Developmental perspective, the learners‘ point of view must be the starting point for any 

learning (Anderson, 2007).  The facilitators in this study showed a commitment to 
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assessing and adjusting to the learners‘ current needs (knowledge and skill) in order to 

get them to think in new ways (Pratt, in press).  Such facilitators focus on effective 

questioning, and creating a bridge or connection between the content area of the field of 

practice and old ways of understanding and knowing so that learners are supported and 

thereby progress from simple to complex forms of thinking (Pratt & Collins, 2000).   

Only three of the 34 facilitators in this study held the Transmission perspective.  

Facilitators in this category concern themselves with increasing a learner‘s storehouse of 

knowledge.  These facilitators also indicate that such actions as providing clear objectives, 

effectively organizing the material to be presented, answering questions, correcting errors, 

summarizing, reviewing, and evaluating performance in terms of external standards are 

important.   

Only two facilitators in the current study identified predominately with the Social 

Reform perspective.  Facilitators holding this perspective focus on attempts to improve 

the collective of society by helping learners examine power structures and challenge the 

status quo.  They see themselves as agents of social change in the learning context (Pratt 

& Collins, 2000; Stacey & Wiesenberg, 2007).   

In addition, taken together, these final two perspectives (Transmission and Social 

Reform) represented the highest frequencies of recessive perspectives.  A recessive 

perspective is one with a score one standard deviation or more below the mean for all five 

of the perspective scores (Pratt & Collins, 2001b)—therefore, they are perspectives with 

which facilitators indentified the least.  Eleven (11) of the 34 facilitators (32%) held the 

Transmission perspective as their recessive perspective, and 23 of the 34 (68%) 

facilitators held the Social Reform perspective as their recessive perspective.    
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Table 4.42.  Total Facilitator Dominant Teaching Perspective(s) in Combinations (N=34) 

Perspectives Emerging in 

Combinations 

Frequency Percent 

Nurturing 17   50% 

Apprenticeship 12 35 

Developmental 5 15 

Totals 34 100 

 

Research Question 4 

Are the espoused teaching perspectives of workplace learning facilitators associated with 

their teaching modes espoused and/or perceived by learners in their learning events? 

The purpose of this analysis was to determine whether or not there was a 

difference in level of espoused collaborative mode of teaching (as measured by PALS) 

between facilitator teaching perspectives (transmission, apprenticeship, developmental, 

nurturing, and social reform) as measured by the TPI.  Also of interest was whether or not 

there was a difference in learner perception of facilitator collaborative mode of teaching 

between facilitator teaching perspectives.   

To answer this question logistic regression was employed.  Logistic regression 

analysis attempts to produce likelihoods that certain cases will be represented by specific 

indicators—for this study, the goal was to ascertain the likelihood that workplace 

facilitators would have certain teaching modes based upon the TPI group(s).  The 

dependent variables for the analyses were the PALS and APALS variables measured 

categorically and the independent variable TPI (also measured categorical).   
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Upon examining facilitator espoused teaching mode (as indicated using 

collaborative and non-collaborative teaching mode) and facilitator teaching perspective 

using logistic regression, the analysis procedure revealed that the model did not 

demonstrate significant predictive ability.  See Table 4.43.  Although the classification 

rate was successful (overall classification rate was 82.4%), meaning the logistic 

regression correctly classified teaching mode using teaching perspective; the likelihood 

ratio test was not significant.  The Chi-Square test statistic was 4.107 (5 df) with a ρ 

value of .534 indicating poor predictive ability.  None of the independent variables 

predicted PALS category.  See Table 4.44.  Therefore, the high classification rate 

returned could have been due to chance alone, rather than the predictive strength of the 

model.  

Table 4.43.  TPI/PALS Category Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Step 1 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 4.107 5 .534 

Block 4.107 5 .534 

Model 4.107 5 .534 

 

Table 4.44.  PALS/TPI—Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Transmission -18.501 23205.422 .000 1 .999 .000 

Apprenticeship .743 1.338 .308 1 .579 2.102 

Developmental 1.835 1.403 1.710 1 .191 6.264 

Nurturing 1.092 1.234 .783 1 .376 2.981 

Social Reform -18.501 28420.722 .000 1 .999 .000 

 Constant -2.702 1.457 3.438 1 .064 .067 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1:  Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social 

Reform. 
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In order to fully test the likelihood that workplace facilitators would espouse 

certain teaching modes based upon their TPI group, in addition to PALS category, PALS 

Factor 1 and PALS using the study mean as a cutoff were examined.  Because Factor 1 

had previously been identified as the fundamental factor in the PALS measure of 

collaborative mode of teaching, and it showed strong reliability, an alternative using 

logistic regression analysis was conducted using Factor 1 Category as the dependent 

variable.  The two categories for the dependent variable were collaborative teaching 

mode and non-collaborative teaching mode using the established Factor 1 mean as the 

logical determinant of group membership.  And because so few facilitators fell into the 

collaborative category, the PALS study mean was used as the breakpoint instead of the 

established mean.   

Neither PALS Factor 1 nor PALS category using the study mean breakpoint 

improved the predictive strength of the model.  For Factor 1, the classification rate was 

moderate (overall classification rate was 67.26%), the likelihood ratio test was significant 

with a ρ value of .029, and the Chi-Square test statistic was 12.450 (5 df).  See Table 4.45.  

However, none of the independent variables were significant.  See Table 4.46.  Therefore, 

teaching perspective did not predict PALS Factor 1 category.   

Table 4.45.  TPI/PALS Factor 1 Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Step 1 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 12.450 5 .029 

Block 12.450 5 .029 

Model 12.450 5 .029 
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Table 4.46.  PALS Factor 1/TPI—Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Transmission -19.817 23205.422 .000 1 .999 .000 

Apprenticeship .693 1.354 .262 1 .609 2.000 

Developmental 22.171 17434.751 .000 1 .999 4.256E9 

Nurturing 1.386 1.414 .961 1 .327 4.000 

Social Reform 1.386 2.082 .443 1 .505 4.000 

 Constant -1.386 1.528 .824 1 .364 .250 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1:  Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social 

Reform. 

 

For PALS study mean, the classification rate was moderate (overall classification 

rate was 70.6%), the likelihood ratio test was not significant with a ρ value of .174, and 

the Chi-Square test statistic was 7.685 (5 df).  See Table 4.47.  None of the independent 

variables were significant.  See Table 4.48.  Therefore, teaching perspective did not 

predict PALS study mean category.   

 

Table 4.47.  TPI/PALS (by Study Mean) Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Step 1 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 7.685 5 .174 

Block 7.685 5 .174 

Model 7.685 5 .174 
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Table 4.48.  PALS (by Study Mean)/TPI—Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Transmission -22.461 23205.422 .000 1 .999 .000 

Apprenticeship -2.078 1.598 1.690 1 .194 .125 

Developmental -.166 1.400 .014 1 .905 .847 

Nurturing -1.595 1.477 1.167 1 .280 .203 

Social Reform -22.461 28420.722 .000 1 .999 .000 

 Constant 1.259 1.589 .628 1 .428 3.520 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1:  Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social 

Reform. 

 

More facilitators per TPI group would have likely been needed to increase the 

chances of a significant likelihood ratio test, if significance were present.   

The same statistical test was used to ascertain the likelihood that workplace 

facilitators would have certain teaching modes (as measured by APALS category) based 

upon the TPI group(s).  It was not possible to analyze teaching perspective by APALS 

category because all facilitators were perceived as non-collaborative by learners (thereby 

producing only one group).  As an alternative (as was conducted for PALS), APALS 

Factor 1 was used to determine if teaching perspective of facilitators predicted APALS 

Factor 1 category.  APALS study mean was also used as a logical breakpoint to designate 

APALS category.   

For both APALS Factor 1 and APALS study mean category, the classification 

rates were modest, likelihood ratio tests were not significant, and none of the independent 

variables were significant.  See Tables 4.49-4.52.  Therefore, teaching perspective did not 

predict APALS Factor 1 nor APALS study mean category.  
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Table 4.49.  TPI/APALS Factor 1 Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Step 1 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 5.940 5 .312 

Block 5.940 5 .312 

Model 5.940 5 .312 

 

Table 4.50.  APALS Factor 1/TPI—Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Transmission -21.956 23205.422 .000 1 .999 .000 

Apprenticeship -1.075 1.182 .826 1 .363 .341 

Developmental -1.135 1.283 .782 1 .376 .322 

Nurturing -.060 1.097 .003 1 .956 .942 

Social Reform -.753 1.892 .159 1 .691 .471 

 Constant .753 1.256 .359 1 .549 2.124 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1:  Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social 

Reform. 

 

Table 4.51.  TPI/APALS (by Study Mean) Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Step 1 Chi-square Df Sig. 

Step 9.575 5 .088 

Block 9.575 5 .088 

Model 9.575 5 .088 

 

Table 4.52.  APALS (by Study Mean)/TPI—Variables in the Equation 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Transmission -21.334 23205.422 .000 1 .999 .000 

Apprenticeship .325 1.191 .075 1 .785 1.384 

Developmental 1.458 1.407 1.073 1 .300 4.298 

Nurturing -.467 1.153 .164 1 .685 .627 

Social Reform -21.334 28420.722 .000 1 .999 .000 

 Constant .131 1.293 .010 1 .919 1.140 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1:  Transmission, Apprenticeship, Developmental, Nurturing, and Social 

Reform. 

 

While no teaching perspective was found to predict either facilitator espoused or 

learner perceived facilitator teaching mode, additional descriptive statistics were useful 
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for further describing these data.  In particular in light of the fact that the APALS study 

mean approached significance with a ρ value of .088, the descriptive statistics were 

useful in further describing this sample of workplace facilitators.   

For both facilitators and learners, the teaching perspective with the lowest PALS 

and APALS means was the Transmission perspective.  See Table 4.53.  Therefore, 

facilitators with a Transmission perspective viewed their teaching mode as less 

collaborative and their learners agreed.  Reference Tables 4.54-4.67 in Appendix M for 

all the descriptive information for PALS and APALS by TPI category.   

Table 4.53.  PALS Means by TPI Category (lowest to highest PALS mean) 

Perspective  PALS APALS 

Transmission N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

3 

106.0000 

7.0000 

3 

111.5444 

6.8339 

Social Reform N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

2 

110.5000 

9.19239 

2 

120.4083 

2.8402 

Nurturing N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

12 

130.7917 

14.7145 

12 

124.6323 

11.1492 

Apprenticeship N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

9 

131.2778 

10.7794 

9 

120.8473 

8.4321 

Developmental N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

3 

142.3333 

20.5994 

3 

136.9375 

1.1918 
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Table 4.53 Cont’d.  PALS Means by TPI Category (lowest to highest PALS mean) 

Perspective  PALS APALS 

Apprenticeship, 

Nurturing 

N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

3 

145.5000 

34.0991 

3 

123.8913 

8.7006 

Developmental, 

Nurturing 

N      

Mean 

Std. Deviation 

2 

160.0000 

32.5269 

2 

119.4896 

12.4480 

 

Modified box plots were also constructed to explore the data, specifically teaching 

mode score by facilitator teaching perspective.  See Charts 4.8 and 4.9.  These box plots 

visually highlight the difference in how facilitators viewed their own teaching styles and 

how learners viewed them.  Facilitators with a Developmental teaching perspective were 

perceived as more collaborative than facilitators with other teaching perspectives.  It is 

important to note that with only 34 facilitators in this sample, there were only a small 

number of facilitators representing each teaching perspective.  The limitations of these 

results are discussed in Chapter Five.   
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Chart 4.8.  PALS and TPI Modified Box Plot 

 

 

 

Chart 4.9.  APALS and TPI Modified Box Plot 
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Research Question 5 

What additional characteristics of workplace learning facilitators, if any, are associated 

with espoused and/or employed teaching mode? 

To answer Research Question 5 general linear model (GLM), an extension of 

regression analysis, was employed.  This model provides overall effect information for 

categorical and scale variables.  This analysis was conducted to determine how specific 

facilitator characteristics (age; gender; professional preparation—highest degree earned; 

professional preparation—training in adult learning methods; and years teaching 

experience) related to the PALS and APALS scores (i.e., facilitators espoused teaching 

mode and learner perception of facilitator teaching mode).   

Other facilitator demographic variables were collected for the study sample; 

however, not all data collected were determined appropriate for analysis.  Those variables 

which displayed an appropriate level of diversity were included in the analysis.  See 

Table 4.68 for the facilitator variables included and not included in the analysis.   

Table 4.68.  Facilitator Characteristics 

 Included in 

Analysis 

Not Included in 

Analysis 

Age X  

Gender X  

Race  X 

Occupational Field  X 

Highest Degree Earned X  

Training in Adult Learning Methods (in hrs) X  

Teaching Experience (in yrs) X  

Program Taught (Leaning Event Title)  X 
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Variables were not included for a variety of reasons.  Only three (3) of the 34 

individuals reported a race other than white—therefore, this variable presented limited 

diversity.  Occupational field was too diverse, with seventeen (17) different designations.  

Program taught was also too diverse, with twenty-nine (29) different titles.  While some 

titles in these two variables could have been assumed to be similar enough to collapse, 

conjecture would have been needed to categorize occupational fields and program titles 

into meaningful condensed categories.   

The analysis revealed no independent variable to be significant.  The adjusted R 

Squared was 0.136 indicating the presence of the independent variables accounted for 

13.6% of the variation in PALS scores.  See Table 4.69.   

Table 4.69.  Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square    F Sig. 

Corrected Model 3739.899
a
 6 623.316 1.604 .206 

Intercept 6664.311 1 6664.311 17.150 .001 

Age 4.134 1 4.134 .011 .919 

Yrs Teaching Experience 572.089 1 572.089 1.472 .242 

Hrs Train. Adult Learning Principles 137.305 1 137.305 .353 .560 

Gender 1319.200 1 1319.200 3.395 .083 

Highest Degree Earned 369.281 1 369.281 .950 .343 

Gender * Highest Degree Earned .369 1 .369 .001 .976 

Error 6606.091 17 388.594   

Total 459296.250 24    

Corrected Total 10345.990 23
b
    

a. R Squared = .361 (Adjusted R Squared = .136) 

b. Cases with missing variables are omitted from the analysis. 

 

To further explore these data, the variables with the largest F statistics, Years 

Teaching Experience, Gender, and Highest Degree Earned, were considered as the only 
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independent variables.  The objective was to explore whether or not an effect would be 

revealed when the most non-significant variables were omitted.  This resulted in a general 

linear model with significant parameter estimates.  See Table 4.70.       

Table 4.70.  Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for PALS 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square    F Sig. 

Corrected Model 5229.822
a
 4 1307.456 4.504 .007 

Intercept 128491.380 1 128491.380 442.649 .000 

Yrs Teaching Experience 1383.144 1 1383.144 4.765 .039 

Gender 2426.255 1 2426.255 8.358 .008 

Highest Degree Earned 308.941 1 308.941 1.064 .313 

Gender * Highest Degree Earned .023 1 .023 .000 .993 

Error 6966.678 24 290.278   

Total 529041.750 29    

Corrected Total 12196.500 28
b
    

a. R Squared = .429 (Adjusted R Squared = .334) 

b. Cases with missing variables are omitted from the analysis. 

 

Years Teaching Experience and Gender were significant with ρ values of .039 

and .008 respectively.  The adjusted R Squared was 0.334 indicating the presence of the 

independent variables accounted for 33.4% of the variation in PALS scores. 

The scatter plot of PALS vs. Years Teaching Experience split by Gender 

illustrates the differences between female and male facilitators.  The female facilitators 

demonstrated a weak, negative association between PALS and Years Teaching 

Experience.  Male facilitators showed a moderate positive association between PALS and 

Years Teaching Experience.  It was concluded that Years Teaching Experience and 

Gender were associated with espoused teaching mode.  See Chart 4.10. 
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Chart 4.10.  PALS vs. Years Teaching Experience by Gender 

 

 

 

To assess the fitting of the GLM an analysis of the residuals was conducted.  

Residuals can provide guidance concerning the overall adequacy of the model and assist 

in verifying assumptions of the procedure (Montgomery, Peck, & Vining, 2012).  The 

residuals should be normally distributed.  A Q-Q plot was utilized to verify this 

assumption.  See Chart 4.11.   
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Chart 4.11.  Normal Q-Q Plot of Residual for PALS 

 

 

 

The data were close to the line except for three potential outliers in the tails, two 

above and one below.  This demonstrated a fairly satisfactory GLM. 

General linear model was then utilized to determine how specific facilitator 

characteristics (age; gender; professional preparation—highest degree earned; 

professional preparation—training in adult learning methods; and years teaching 

experience) related to the APALS score (i.e., learner perception of facilitator teaching 

mode).   

The analysis revealed gender to be significant with a ρ value of .044.  The 

adjusted R Squared was 0.366 indicating the presence of the independent variables 

accounted for 33.6% of the variation in APALS scores.  See Table 4.71.  The reduced 

model showed an R Squared of .188 indicating Gender accounted for 18.8% of the 
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variation in APALS scores.  The female facilitators had higher APALS scores (or learner 

perception of their collaborative teaching mode was higher).  Male facilitators had lower 

APALS scores (or learner perception of their collaborative teaching mode was lower).  It 

was concluded that facilitator Gender was associated with perceived facilitator teaching 

mode.  See Table 4.72.   

Table 4.71.  Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for APALS 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df 

Mean 

Square    F Sig. 

Corrected Model 1412.025
a
 6 235.337 3.211 .027 

Intercept 8652.578 1 8652.578 118.054 .000 

Age 212.973 1 212.973 2.906 .106 

Yrs Teaching Experience 292.480 1 292.480 3.991 .062 

Hrs Train. Adult Learning Principles 66.970 1 66.970 .914 .353 

Gender 348.053 1 348.053 4.749 .044 

Highest Degree Earned 251.533 1 251.533 3.432 .081 

Gender * Highest Degree Earned 72.181 1 72.181 .985 .335 

Error 1245.989 17 73.293   

Total 375865.003 24    

Corrected Total 2658.014 23
b
    

a. R Squared = .531 (Adjusted R Squared = .366) 

b. Cases with missing variables are omitted from the analysis. 
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Table 4.72.  Tests of Between-Subjects Effects for APALS 

Source 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean    Square         F    Sig. 

Corrected Model 731.306
a
 1 731.306 8.648 .006 

Intercept 494380.720 1 494380.720 5846.353 .000 

Gender 731.306 1 731.306 8.648 .006 

Error 2705.992 32 84.562   

Total 517363.247 34    

Corrected Total 3437.298 33    

a. R Squared = .213 (Adjusted R Squared = .188) 

 

To assess the fitting of the GLM for this analysis another examination of the 

residuals was conducted.  Again, the residuals should be normally distributed 

(Montgomery, Peck, & Vining, 2012).  The Q-Q plot was utilized to verify this 

assumption.  See Chart 4.12.   

Chart 4.12.  Normal Q-Q Plot of Residual for APALS 
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The data were near the line except for the middle values, which were lower than 

what would be expected for normally distributed data.  However, this indicated decent 

quality and accuracy for the GLM pertaining to APALS. 

Summary of Chapter Four 

Chapter Four presented a summary of the descriptive and inferential statistics 

obtained to explore the current study‘s five research questions.  Results were presented 

and interpreted.  The following overall findings were reported and supported: 

 Workplace learning facilitators were designated as non-collaborative 

when using PALS and APALS total scores. 

 Workplace learning facilitators were designated as collaborative when 

using PALS Factor 1 score and non-collaborative when using APALS 

Factor 1 score (although the APALS Factor 1 score approached the 

collaborative range). 

 There was moderate agreement between PALS and APALS scores. 

 There was moderate-to-strong agreement between PALS Factor 1 

score and APALS Factor 1 score. 

 Learner APALS total score was lower than facilitator PALS total score 

(which showed learners rated facilitators lower on collaborative 

teaching mode than facilitators rated themselves).   

 Learner APALS Factor 1 score was lower than facilitator PALS Factor 

1 score (which showed learners rated facilitators lower on 

collaborative teaching mode, specifically the ―Learner-centered 
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Activities‖ factor, than facilitators rated themselves; however, there 

was less discrepancy than showed between APALS and PALS total 

scores).  

 Workplace learning facilitator PALS Factor 2 and Factor 5 scores were 

the lowest compared to the established scores for the other five factors. 

 Workplace learning facilitator APALS Factor 2 and Factor 5 scores 

were the lowest compared to the established scores for the other five 

factors. 

 Female workplace learning facilitators who had more years teaching 

experience had slightly lower PALS scores. 

 Male workplace learning facilitators who had more years teaching 

experience had moderately higher PALS scores. 

 Female workplace learning facilitators were perceived by learners as 

more collaborative than male workplace learning facilitators.   

 The most common teaching perspectives of the workplace learning 

facilitators were the Nurturing and Apprenticeship perspectives. 

 Teaching perspective did not predict espoused or perceived teaching 

mode; however, there were differences in PALS and APALS score 

means for the different teaching perspectives—with the Transmission 

perspective returning both the lowest PALS and APALS means of all 

the teaching perspectives. 

 The PALS instrument had lower than desired reliability on Factors 2 

and 5. 
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 The APALS instrument had lower than desired reliability on Factors 2, 

5, and 6.   

The following chapter, Chapter Five, presents a discussion of these findings and 

offers recommendations for current practice and future research. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Introduction 

 

Chapter Five presents a discussion of this study‘s findings and focuses on 

conclusions of and implications for the results presented in Chapter Four.  

Recommendations for current practice and future research are offered.  The limitations 

and significance of the study are also addressed.   

This study identified the espoused teaching modes and teaching perspectives for a 

sample of facilitators of workplace learning.  The study also determined whether 

differences existed between facilitator espoused teaching mode and learner perception of 

facilitator teaching mode.  In addition, associations among selected facilitator variables 

and teaching mode were explored.  The research questions were answered through 

implementation of a correlational research design.    

Limitations of the Study 

It is important to acknowledge all limitations of this study.  First and foremost, 

this study is suggestive rather than causative.  The correlation design, while offering 

some insights into the particular study sample, does not intend to determine causality 

regarding the variables.  The design was also quantitative.  Therefore, the explanations of 

the constructs at hand might not fully capture elements of reality which are not readily 

perceived through the study methods chosen.  Other methods of examining these 

constructs are considered equally valid; however, they were not included in this particular 

study design.  As such, this limitation should be taken into consideration when 

generalizing these findings to a wider setting.   
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In addition, the sample was selected purposively and while steps were taken to 

ensure the sample was representative of workplace learning facilitators as a whole (i.e., 

gender, age, setting, program taught, etc.) and that they behaved as most workplace 

facilitators might (consistent survey protocols were implemented), it cannot be assumed 

that these findings apply to all workplace learning facilitators.  For example, it is 

important to keep in mind that this sample was not racially diverse.  All but three 

facilitators were white.  In addition, while nearly half of the facilitators represented a 

national perspective, originating from across the United States, over half of the 

facilitators originated in one state (Georgia).  The sample size was also small—only 

thirty-four learning events were included in total.  This was particularly impactful when 

examining the association of teaching perspective on teaching mode and should be 

remembered when considering whether these results apply to other groups of facilitators. 

Another limitation relates to the questions asked on the facilitator demographic 

questionnaire.  For example, a question was included in order to assess the impact of 

training in adult learning principles.  Only total hours and brief description (name) of 

training was requested, therefore, there was no method for determining the nature of 

training or the quality of the training.  In addition, this sample overwhelmingly reported 

they had received some type of training in adult learning principles, which limited the 

ability of this study to generate any conclusions related to differences among facilitators 

based upon past training.  If there was an impact of training in adult learning principles 

on either facilitator teaching mode or teaching perspective, it was not possible to 

determine such an impact. 
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Another limitation centers on the instrumentation.  The PALS instrument itself 

requires some caution be exhibited when interpreting the results of the current study.  The 

reliability of some of the instrument‘s factors was a concern, in particular for the use of 

the Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale (APALS).  This issue will be discussed in 

detail in a subsequent section of this chapter; however, this is important to remember 

when assessing accuracy and applicability of the conclusions presented.  

A final, but significant, limitation centers on the constructs examined in the study.  

As was mentioned in Chapter Three this study examined teaching style in terms of 

collaborative mode compared to non-collaborative mode.  The very act of placing the 

complex process of teaching on a single continuum from non-collaborative to 

collaborative results in an oversimplification of teaching.  Additional dimensions of 

teaching other than teaching mode were excluded which results in a restricted 

examination of the full essence of the teaching process.  

Significance 

Despite these limitations, this study does offer some contributions to the current 

understanding of facilitators of adult learning, and more specifically facilitators of 

workplace learning.  It has achieved in small measure its goal of expanding the 

description of adult learning facilitators in the workplace setting. 

This study enhances the existing profile of facilitators of adult learning, and 

provides information that may be relevant for better understanding these facilitators as a 

group.  As was established in Chapter One, very few studies have examined workplace 

learning facilitators in terms of their teaching mode, and none had been identified that 

attempted to examine the correspondence between what they espouse to do and what they 
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actually do.  Furthermore, little has been done to examine specifically the teaching 

perspectives of this type of facilitator.  The majority of past studies focusing on teaching 

mode and teaching perspective have involved academic instructors or facilitators.  The 

results of this study add to the picture of the workplace learning facilitator.  

While not generalizable to all workplace learning facilitator populations, this 

study does offer some solid conclusions that may hold relevance for workplace learning 

facilitators in general.  There was a good distribution of setting types, with about equal 

numbers of learning events taking place at colleges and universities as compared to those 

taking place with corporate training and development organizations.  There were 

relatively equal numbers of males and females for both the learner and the facilitator 

participants.  However, there were more males in both groups, which actually is 

beneficial as in many studies related to teaching mode and teaching perspective there are 

more females than males in either facilitator groups (Barrett, 2004; Collins & Pratt, 2011; 

Puksa, 1999; Scheuermann, 2005) or learner groups (Wilson, 1994).  This may be due in 

part to the profession of teaching attracting and retaining high percentages of females 

compared to males and more females than males in the total population. 

Furthermore, there were approximately equal distributions of ages in both learner 

and facilitator groups, and it represented what is typical for what might be found in 

workplace learning settings.  (For example, there were fewer participants in the upper 

60‘s, as is to be expected for individuals in workplace settings.)  In addition, for 

facilitator years teaching experience, there were approximately equal numbers in each 

major grouping.  This is helpful because some of the major conclusions of this study rest 
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on the effect of years teaching experience.  The equal distribution of these elements 

allows for a stronger case to be made for the relevancy of the study conclusions.   

Another contribution to the field of adult learning is that this study is one of the 

few to discuss in detail the limitations of the PALS instrument itself.  Other studies have 

questioned its use for particular settings, for example, the distance learning environment 

(Barrett, 2004); however, only a few (Wilson, 1994) have suggested an examination of 

the instrument as a tool for appropriately measuring collaborative teaching mode in 

general.  The fact that few studies documented reliability statistics on the instrument may 

suggest the statistics were not acceptable.  No study has provided a strong case justifying 

the suggestion to examine the use of PALS in its current form, as this examination does. 

Discussion and Conclusions 

The major conclusions discussed in this section relate to three specific areas.  

These include conclusions centered on the use of the collaborative mode of teaching by 

workplace facilitators; the congruence between the two types of facilitator theories of 

action; and the use of the Principles of Adult Learning Scale as a method of measuring 

teaching mode of workplace facilitators.   

Workplace Facilitator Collaborative Mode of Teaching 

Previous studies on teaching mode of facilitators as well as the professional 

discourse in the field of adult learning advance the idea that facilitators of adults should 

maintain an orientation toward learners that is centered on their needs and focused on 

acting as a guide in the learning process, rather than a director.  Few results in the 

literature, however, establish that adult learning facilitators actually employ such a 

collaborative teaching mode (as measured by the Principles of Adult Learning Scale) 
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(Barrett, 2004; Clow, 1986; Floyd, 2010; Seevers, 1995; Spoon & Schell, 1998; Stover, 

2006; Willson, 2006; Wilson, 1994).   

The results of this study did not completely follow this trend.  While the 

workplace facilitators described in this study did self-identify as non-collaborative as a 

whole and were perceived as non-collaborative as a whole, the findings suggest they 

appear slightly more collaborative than other groups of instructors or teachers. 

This study found that 83% of facilitators espoused they employed the non-

collaborative teaching mode, and 18% espoused they employed the collaborative 

teaching mode.  18% represents a higher percentage than in most previous research, 

where in some cases not a single facilitator/instructor/teacher self-identified in the 

collaborative range (Scheuermann, 2005).  In addition to percentages of individual 

instructors scoring in the collaborative range, as a group the current study facilitators had 

a higher level of collaboration (as measured by the PALS total score mean).  Previous 

studies have documented PALS score means of instructors of 92.75 (Scheuermann, 2005), 

123 (Sua, 1989), 124 (Barrett, 2004), and 129.69 (Clow, 1986).  In this study the PALS 

mean was 132.   

There are examples from previous research in which instructors or teachers have 

scored higher on PALS than this group did.  These groups were either off-campus adjunct 

teaching professionals with primary career responsibilities other than teaching (Conti, 

1983; Wilson, 1994) or workforce education and entrepreneurship instructors (Powell, 

2006).  These groups had PALS scores of 134, 135, and 135 respectively.    

As was explained in the results chapter, when looking only at Factor 1 (which is 

the primary measure of collaborative mode), this group of instructors was actually seen, 
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as a group, to be fairly collaborative.  When using only this factor as a measure of 

collaborative teaching mode, 50% of facilitators espoused the collaborative teaching 

mode.  In previous studies, PALS Factor 1 score means have been recorded at 19 as 

compared to this study‘s mean of 39.  It is useful to point out that this mean is even 

higher than the established Factor 1 PALS mean of 38 (Scheuermann, 2005; Conti, 1978).  

In addition, in the current study almost 50% of facilitators were perceived by learners to 

enact the collaborative teaching mode when using APALS Factor 1 as a measure.  Again, 

this indicates that these facilitators were perceived as slightly more collaborative than 

facilitators in some past samples.   

Such previous studies using PALS and APALS have been conducted 

predominately in academic environments rather than workplace settings (Scheuermann, 

2005).  They have taken place in colleges or universities (Puksa, 1999), for example.  The 

workplace facilitators in this study were relatively more collaborative than such 

facilitators not directly in the workplace setting.   

In addition, all of the facilitators in this study who espoused they employed the 

collaborative teaching mode instructed a professional training or continuing education 

course or workshop as opposed to technical training.  Therefore, there may be some 

discipline differences that influence teaching mode, as has been found in previous studies 

(Barrett, 2004).  The facilitators who espoused they were collaborative also instructed 

their learning events in public or corporate training organizations.  For those instructors 

who did not score at the level necessary to be designated as collaborative, but were 

considered more collaborative than the other facilitators, 100% led the learning event in 

the training and development setting.  (The ―more collaborative‖ designation was 
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determined by identifying facilitators in the upper third for the PALS score).  For those 

facilitators who were least collaborative (scoring in the lower third for the PALS score), 

all but two led their learning events in a technical division of a college or university 

setting. 

In addition to the setting, certain individual differences of facilitators may provide 

insight into workplace facilitator use of the collaborative mode of teaching.  A range of 

workplace facilitator characteristics were examined in this study with the intent of 

illuminating specific factors that were associated with facilitator mode of teaching.  As 

was reported in Chapter Four, gender was one facilitator characteristic that was deemed 

to be associated with facilitator teaching mode.   

Female workplace learning facilitators who had more years teaching experience 

had slightly lower PALS scores and male workplace learning facilitators who had more 

years teaching experience had moderately higher PALS scores.  This interaction among 

these two facilitator variables has not been documented in previous studies.  Gender has 

been found in the past to be related to collaborative teaching mode, with females scoring 

higher than males; however, years teaching experience by gender has not been found to 

be related to collaborative teaching mode (Barrett, 2004). 

 The impact of gender was also found to be important when examining how 

learners perceived collaborative mode of teaching of their facilitators.  Female workplace 

learning facilitators were perceived by learners as more collaborative than male 

workplace learning facilitators.  These gender differences were not unexpected 

considering the variety of studies and dialogue that support the idea that females and 
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males demonstrate noticeable differences in the ways they understand the world and 

interact with others (Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Gilligan, 1993).   

 While broad gender differences may not be unexpected, it may be a bit surprising 

that females and males exhibited such a marked difference in their collaborative teaching 

mode when their years teaching experience were considered.  As facilitators gained more 

teaching experience females were less likely to espouse the collaborative teaching 

mode—and males were more likely to.  This is not to say that facilitators became more 

collaborative necessarily, only that they were for this study.  Because this study was not 

longitudinal nor did it involve repeated measures over time, it is impossible to determine 

if over the years facilitators actually changed.  This is not implausible, however.  It is 

often the case that females are generally more collaborative in a variety of ways…it is 

possible that as they gain experience, competence, and confidence, they rely more on 

authoritative structures in the environment and less on interpersonal influence.  Men on 

the other hand, may start out as highly directive and teacher-centered, and learn over time 

that other methods of engagement can also be effective.   

 It is important to keep in mind these gender differences may be an artifact of this 

particular group of facilitators and may have no basis in true differences between the 

gender groups.  As a reminder, this study was cross-sectional rather than longitudinal.  

This particular cross-section of workplace facilitators may demonstrate a difference in 

collaborative teaching mode by gender and years teaching experience—but this may not 

represent the teaching mode of all workplace facilitators as a group.   

An additional alternative explanation for these gender differences by years 

teaching experience is that individuals, overtime, regress toward the mean.  If this is the 
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case, it could be that as all facilitators gain experience, regardless of gender, they will 

become more similar in their espoused and perceived teaching modes.   

It may be logical to equate years teaching experience with age.  This study did, 

however, examine age as a facilitator variable.  Age was not found to be associated with 

teaching mode—therefore, it is assumed (for this group of facilitators) it truly is years 

teaching experience and not age that is the important variable.   

Another facilitator characteristic that was examined in relation to collaborative 

teaching mode was teaching perspectives of the workplace facilitators.  The facilitators in 

this study were found to most frequently hold the Nurturing and Apprenticeship 

perspectives.  In previous research, the most common teaching perspectives were found 

to be Nurturing, Apprenticeship, and Developmental at 38%, 20%, and 9% respectively 

(Andersen, 2006).  In Pratt and Collin‘s recent review of ten years worth of data on 

teaching perspectives using the Teaching Perspectives Inventory instrument (the TPI), of 

the 116,621 teachers in the sample, Nurturing was the most common perspective at 50% , 

followed by Apprenticeship at 38%, and then Developmental at 18% (Collins & Pratt, 

2011).  This indicates that the current study results are aligned with past results.     

While there is little in the literature specifically regarding workplace facilitators to 

which to compare this frequency, it certainly holds some face validity.  Those in the 

workplace setting are often attempting to guide learners to adopt new ways of behaving 

or performing and to model desired behaviors learners can take back to the workplace 

and implement.  Facilitators must accomplish this in a respectful and highly professional 

manner—there is considerable focus placed on adhering to professional standards and 

ethics in the workplace, and a supportive and positive climate is of utmost importance in 
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workplace settings.  These characteristics align nicely with the Apprenticeship and 

Nurturing perspectives. 

The facilitators in this study hold Social Reform as their recessive perspective.  

This also is congruent with previous research (Clark & Jarvis, 2005).  What is not 

congruent with previous research regarding recessive teaching perspective, however, is 

the high level of workplace facilitators holding the Transmission perspective as a 

recessive perspective.  Current study facilitators were less likely to hold the Transmission 

perspective as dominant than were instructors in past research and current study 

facilitators were more likely than instructors in previous research to hold the 

Transmission perspective as recessive.  In some studies, a Transmission perspective as a 

dominant perspective is as high as 7%.  At this point, little can be surmised about this 

result, outside of it not corresponding to past research. 

When it comes to these teaching perspectives, the majority of workplace 

facilitators in this study have a single dominant perspective, and some have two dominant 

perspectives (dominant perspectives occur when scores for those perspectives are one or 

more standard deviations above the mean of all the scores).  This result is similar to what 

has been found in the instrument authors‘ research examining over 100,000 teachers from 

over 100 countries (Collins & Pratt, 2011).  Those results show that over 95% of teachers 

who have completed the TPI online hold one or two dominant perspectives (Andersen, 

2006; Pratt, in press).  Again, this shows that what has been found in the past with non-

workplace facilitators holds for this sample of workplace facilitators. 

While teaching perspective did not predict espoused or perceived teaching mode, 

there were differences in PALS and APALS score means for the different teaching 
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perspectives.  Facilitators who held the Transmission perspective tended to be less 

collaborative in teaching mode than facilitators holding other teaching perspectives.  This 

was true from both a self-identification perspective and from the perception of learners.  

For both facilitator and learner groups, the Transmission perspective returned both the 

lowest PALS and APALS means of all the teaching perspectives. 

In other words, if the teaching perspective was Transmission, the PALS and 

APALS scores were lower.  So, facilitators with a Transmission perspective were more 

likely to self-identify with the non-collaborative teaching mode, and their learners were 

more likely to rate their teaching mode as non-collaborative. 

Daniel Pratt, the originator of the TPI, posits that no teaching perspective is linked 

to a particular teaching style and he and his collaborator on the instrument believe all five 

of the possible teaching perspectives are equally valid and effective.  The authors contend 

that the use of the TPI ―promotes a pluralistic understanding of teaching‖ (Collins & Pratt, 

2011, p. 358) as opposed to a ―one type is right‖ understanding.  Nonetheless, Pratt and 

Collins (2011) do acknowledge that some of the teaching perspectives, the Transmission 

perspective being one of them, are generally less ―appealing (or socially desirable)‖ than 

others (p. 364).   

While it certainly is not appropriate to equate specific teaching perspectives to 

specific teaching styles based upon the results of this limited study, it is difficult to 

conceive that a teaching perspective of Transmission, which is highly focused on 

delivering content, almost to the exclusion of the learner, is not related to a teacher-

centered teaching style.   
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This relationship is complicated, of course.  For example, only 11% of teachers 

who have completed the TPI indicate they hold a Transmission perspective (Pratt & 

Collins, 2000), and comparatively most teachers score below the mean on the PALS 

instrument, indicating they are predominately teacher-centered.  Therefore, while the 

Transmission teaching perspective may be an influential factor in a non-collaborative 

teaching style, it is certainly not the only factor.  It is important to remember that this 

study‘s sample size was small, therefore, generalizability is limited.  This was, however, 

a particularly intriguing result of the current study.   

In addition to these specific facilitator characteristics, a close assessment of the 

context in which the learning events took place may shed light on how and why 

facilitators espoused and enacted the teaching modes they did.  Specifically for the 

facilitators in this study, the realities of the workplace setting may explain why workplace 

facilitators as a whole appeared to be non-collaborative. 

This group of facilitators indicated their instruction was less personalized to the 

learner than what might be expected considering the established mean for the instrument 

used.  The study facilitators also espoused the opportunities for personal development 

they provided were not flexible as has been demonstrated in previous studies (Conti, 

1985; Scheuermann, 2005).  Learners agreed with this assessment.  The situational 

aspects facilitators of workplace learning face may explain in part why so many 

instructors and facilitators espoused and were perceived to employ the non-collaborative 

mode of teaching. 

Facilitators ―must consider situational factors such as the goals of the institution, 

the availability of facilities, time scheduling and the constraints of the curriculum‖ which 
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leave ―little opportunity to involve students in setting goals and objectives for a course, 

determining content, or in participating in how the course should be evaluated‖ 

(McCollin, 2000, p. 19).  The necessity to deliver required content or a prescribed 

curriculum may also be a factor (certain human resources, compliance, or technical areas 

may not allow for full collaboration between facilitators and learners).   

The study facilitators are similar to other groups of instructors in some ways, 

however.  They provided similar levels of learner-centered activities and instructional 

climates related to mistakes and risk-taking and they solicited learner experiences and 

linked them to learning.  They also provided learners a similar role in the learning process, 

meaning learners were considered integral in the process.   

Based upon these results, it might reasonably be concluded that facilitators are not 

completely free to act in ways that fit their perspectives or their espoused teaching modes 

and that some elements of the collaborative mode of teaching are easier than others to 

implement within the confines of the workplace learning setting.  The reality may be that 

in some cases the content or the context (or even time allotted to the learning) guides a 

facilitator to act in prescribed ways, even though personal espoused teaching modes 

would be in opposition to those actions.  While a facilitator may feel that certain elements 

of a collaborative teaching-learning environment are ideal, the setting may preclude the 

facilitator from acting in a collaborative manner. 

For example, the level of customization implied in Factor 2 of the PALS 

instrument may not be practical or reasonable in the workplace setting.  (As a reminder, 

Factor 2 relates to personalizing the learning to the unique needs, motives, and abilities of 

the learners.)  The time constraints, as well as the intersection of learner needs with other 
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stakeholder interests (such as the customer sponsoring the training) may not allow for 

flexibility in such teaching decisions as modifying objectives, content, or materials.  The 

curriculum may already be defined, and in some cases, required to be delivered in a 

prescribed manner.   

This conclusion has been drawn in the past.  Scholars and practitioners have 

cautioned that adult learners may not desire, and may not need, a completely personalized, 

individualized or self-directed environment to succeed (Scheuermann, 2005; Wilson, 

1994).  Decades of research measuring collaborative teaching mode supports the idea that 

the learner-centered, or collaborative mode, is not the only valid option.  In addition, it is 

thought there are multiple ways, and not just one single way, of viewing effective 

instructors (Kramer & Pier, 1999).   

Previous studies, along with the current study, reveal facilitators are less 

collaborative than would be expected if it is assumed that the ―good‖ teaching of adults 

results when the collaborative mode is applied.  Facilitators in this study and many 

previous studies have failed to score higher than the established mean.   

The results of this study point to the notion that viewing the complexities of the 

teaching-learning process through the lens of a dichotomized model of teaching may not 

tell a complete or accurate story.  ―There is a move to adopt a single, dominant view of 

effective teaching, usually one that is ‗learner-centered‘ and based on a constructivist 

view of knowledge and learning‖ (Collins & Pratt, 2011, p. 359); yet as was established 

in this study there are significant percentages of facilitators who simply do not employ 

the collaborative teaching mode.   
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The level of learner-centeredness or collaboration between leaner and facilitator 

depends on a variety of factors.  More support or teacher structure might be needed 

depending upon a learner‘s competence, confidence, and commitment (Pratt, 1998).  This 

may explain why over the many decades of using the PALS instrument results indicate 

facilitators are not consistently collaborative in their teaching mode.  Therefore, it could 

be the case that the PALS instrument is not inadequate; rather in many contexts the 

collaborative mode of teaching is not appropriate or at least not solely appropriate.       

Even Conti himself, who developed the PALS instrument, conceded that scores 

near the established instrument mean may identify respondents as working from a mixed 

approach, and results in the utilization of actions from both teacher-centered and learner-

centered modes (Conti, 1978).  This indicates that the teaching-learning process of adults 

is complex and that a ―one-size fits all and in all contexts‖ approach is not effective in 

workplace settings.  It was confirmed by this study that this sample of workplace 

facilitators espoused and employed both collaborative (learner-centered) and non-

collaborative (teacher-centered) modes of teaching.   

These workplace facilitators may have learned over time that a mixed approach 

leads to the desired learner outcomes.  This is not in conflict with previous research in 

which some facilitator behaviors such as creating a comfortable learning environment 

and adapting to individual learner needs, often equated with a more collaborative mode, 

and other facilitator behaviors such as effective presentation of material and being 

knowledgeable about the context, often equated with a more content-centered mode, can 

be equally valid and effective in various contexts (Donaldson, Flannery, & Ross-Gordon, 
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1993).  Results of some studies specifically confirm that learners do not always desire a 

learner-centered approach (Wilson, 1994). 

As was advanced in the background of this study, it may be the case that judicious 

application of adult learning principles may be most appropriate when working in adult 

workplace learning settings, rather than what the adult learning literature implies—that a 

general, overall application of the collaborative mode of teaching is desired.  It may be 

the case that ―both andragogy and pedagogy have a place in teaching‖ adults (McCollin, 

2000, p. 21).   

Workplace Facilitator Theories of Action 

The findings of this study indicate that facilitators viewed themselves as more 

collaborative than learners viewed them.  While there is some agreement between 

facilitator and learner perception, it appears that workplace facilitator behaviors as 

perceived by learners are not completely aligned with what facilitators espoused that they 

did.  Learners rated facilitators lower than facilitators rated themselves on collaborative 

teaching mode and interestingly the more collaborative a facilitator espoused to be the 

greater the discrepancy between what facilitators believed their teaching mode to be and 

what learners perceived their teaching mode to be. 

 This is consistent with previous research where facilitators rated themselves 

higher on collaborative teaching mode than learners rated them (Clow, 1986; McCollin, 

2000; Puksa, 1999).  In the current study, twenty-one of thirty-four learner groups rated 

facilitators lower than facilitators rated themselves.  In a previous study, the percentage 

was even higher with thirty of thirty-six groups of learners rating their facilitators lower 

on the collaborative teaching mode than facilitators rated themselves (Clow, 1986). 
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The discrepancy between espoused theory and theory-in-use has been established 

for other types of facilitators (such as teachers or instructors).  The incongruence has 

been shown in elementary school teachers (Drew & Hannafin, 2011), secondary school 

teachers (Irvin, 1999), information literacy educators (Kerr, 2010), and with graduate 

students (Robinson & Kochan, 1995).  Results reveal major contradictions (Kerr, 2010) 

or significant differences (Irvin, 1999) between espoused and theories-in-use.  Studies 

indicating a mismatch between what one says and what one does have been conducted 

using the PALS and APALS instruments (Clow, 1986), as well as unrelated tools such as 

interviews, observations, document analysis (Kindberg, 1999) and video analysis (Irvin, 

1999).     

As was posited in Chapter Two, individuals report they often suppress their 

theories-in-use.  This may partially explain the discrepancy between what instructors said 

they did in the learning environment and what they actually did as perceived by learners.  

In particular those with sizable discrepancies between PALS and APALS scores, it may 

be that these individuals were aware of their deeply held theories-in-use, but yet were 

verbalizing what they thought were more professionally acceptable theories. 

Another conclusion that can be drawn from these results is that facilitators are not 

completely aware of their actions and their impact on their learners.  They may have a 

well-defined sense of espoused teaching mode, yet may be more guided by implicit 

theories than explicit theories.  A facilitator may not have ―thought deeply about what he 

or she actually believes and how his or her practice reflects those beliefs‖ (Irvin, 1999, p. 

3).  Such facilitators may not be cognizant of the misalignment between what is said and 

what is done.   
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Therefore, it is possible that facilitator theories-in-use guided the behavior of 

these workplace facilitators as opposed to their espoused theories.  At minimum, these 

results lend support to the idea that it is appropriate to question an ―unsupported leap 

from espoused theories to theories-in-use‖ (Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002, p. 186).  In 

other words, it should not necessarily be assumed that what a facilitator professes to do as 

a part of the teaching-learning process is what is actually done.   

By providing an external measure of the actual teaching practice of facilitators, as 

opposed to relying on facilitator self-reports of their behaviors, a more accurate 

description of the teaching-learning process may emerge.  The use of the APALS 

instrument (or an equivalent) seems to provide useful information about the specific 

teaching practices employed—or at minimum the practices perceived by learners.  The 

study results also seem to lend support to the idea that using PALS score as a measure of 

facilitator espoused theory and APALS score as a measure of theories-in-use offers 

insights into what might actually be occurring in the workplace learning setting. 

There is another possible explanation for the mismatch between facilitator 

espoused theory and theory-in-use.  It is not possible to determine from this research; 

however, it may be the case that there is a limit to how collaboration can be perceived by 

learners.  Possibly learner perceived collaborative mode has a cap or ceiling.  Possibly it 

can be perceived as so high and no higher—perhaps no matter what actions a facilitator 

takes in the classroom, level of collaborative appears or ―feels‖ the same to the learner.  

In contrast, conceivably there is no such limit to how a facilitator understands and 

measures his or her own collaborative mode.  Learners and facilitators my interpret 
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―behavior from a different perspective‖ (McCollin, 2000, p. 19).  This may account for 

higher PALS scores and lower APALS scores for facilitators. 

Another plausible alternative to consider is that adult learning theory (or espoused 

use of adult learning principles, i.e., the collaborative teaching mode) may be more of a 

belief system than a system of practice.  In other words, a facilitator may profess to be 

aligned with the collaborative mode of teaching because this fits an established and 

acquired belief system, one in which the facilitator was socialized through exposure to 

discussion in the field, training, and enculturation.  The facilitator may in reality use 

different systems of practice—systems which may be in direct contrast to the espoused 

belief system.  For example, facilitators may use what cognitive science tells us about 

how adults really learn rather than what years of established dialogue purport to tell us 

about how adults learn.  There are clearly other ideas and practices used by facilitators in 

the workplace learning setting in addition to employing the collaborative teaching mode. 

It could also be possible that if a more robust measure of collaborative mode of 

teaching is utilized, agreement between facilitator espoused and learner perceived 

teaching mode may increase.  There was only moderate agreement between overall mode 

of teaching between facilitators and learners, yet when only Factor 1 score was used, 

there was moderate-to-strong agreement.  In other words, the discrepancy between 

facilitator espoused teaching mode and learner perception of that mode was less 

pronounced for Factor 1 than for the overall scale.  This may show that when a more 

reliable and valid measure is used, there may be more congruence between what 

facilitators say they do and how those actions are perceived by learners. 
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Measuring Collaborative Mode of Teaching 

In addition to examining situational and facilitator factors when exploring 

teaching mode in the workplace setting, the method in which teaching mode is measured 

is an additional critical element that has been highlighted through the results of this study.  

The basis of describing workplace facilitators derives from results on the Principles of 

Adult Learning Scale (PALS) and the Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale 

(APALS).  This summary of the current study presented points that lend support to the 

idea that some, if not all, parts of the instruments require examination. 

The PALS instrument has been widely used for decades, in part because it was 

developed specifically to measure facilitator behaviors associated with accepted adult 

learning principles (Clow, 1986).  Decades of research reveal that very few groups of 

instructors (regardless of type or situation) are categorized as collaborative using the 

results of the instrument.  It is logical, therefore, to introduce a line of questioning that 

attempts to examine the appropriateness of using the PALS instrument to measure 

workplace facilitator teaching mode, as well as using the APALS as a valid and reliable 

measure of learner perception of facilitator teaching mode. 

The reliability coefficient for this study‘s administration of the PALS instrument 

met an acceptable alpha level for the combined 44 items, and for most of the individual 

seven factors.  The factor alphas were higher than found in research done previously 

(Barrett, 2004); however, because the alpha scores were not high for all factors, this 

points to the need to reexamine the instrument—at minimum for use with workplace 

learning facilitators.  This is particularly relevant for the APALS version of the 

instrument. 
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It appears that Factor 1, which was used as a basis for some of the analyses in this 

study, is reliable.  This factor returned a .817 reliability coefficient for the facilitator 

administration of the instrument and a .905 reliability coefficient for the learner 

administration of the instrument.  Factor 1 was also correlated to the full instrument.  

Reference the Corrected Item-Total Correlation column in Tables 4.73 and 4.74 in 

Appendix M.  Items with correlations above .3 are considered satisfactory (Field, 2009).   

Some of the other scale factors may need to be examined more closely, in 

particular for use in workforce training settings.  Factor 2 on both the facilitator and the 

learner administrations of the instrument were determined to have the lowest reliability of 

all seven factors, at .413 and .314 respectively.  Reference the Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation column in Tables 4.75 and 4.76 in Appendix M.  It was determined that 

several of the items in this factor for PALS were not highly reliable for this 

administration of the instrument.  The inter-item correlations for the learner version 

(APALS) of the instrument were better.  Similar low reliability results have been 

documented in previous research (Barrett, 2004; Puksa, 1999).    

The items in Factor 2 relate to ―personalizing instruction‖ (Conti, 1985), which 

attempt to measures a facilitator‘s use of teaching behaviors that customize the learning 

environment to the individual needs of each learner.  See Table 4.77 for a sample of the 

items in this factor.  Where previous research has eliminated Factor 2 (along with other 

factors) due to low reliability coefficients (Puksa, 1999), PALS scores for facilitators 

were higher than similar research and reached the established PALS mean.  It has also 

been shown that when excluding all completed PALS instruments with missing responses, 

PALS score is higher (Viau, 1991).  These modifications to the analysis therefore 



229 

 

resulted in those facilitators being identified as employing the collaborative mode of 

teaching.  Interestingly, this omission of factors did not increase the perception of 

collaboration as measured by learner PALS score (Puksa, 1999). 

Table 4.77.  PALS Factor 2 Items 

Item 3 I allow older students more time to complete assignments when they 

need it. 

Item 17 I use different techniques depending on the students being taught. 

Item 32 I gear my instructional objectives to match the individual abilities 

and needs of the students. 

Item 42 I use different materials with different students. 

 

Factor 5 was another factor that exhibited lower than desired reliability.  This was 

true for both the facilitator (PALS) and the learner (APALS) versions of the instrument.  

Factor 5 items attempt to assess the level to which facilitators establish or foster 

educational climates in which making mistakes and taking risks is considered both 

normal and desirable.  When reviewing these items nothing about them seems unusual or 

particularly ill-suited to the workplace learning setting.  Something about these items, 

however, must have been problematic to result in the low reliability coefficients.  See 

Table 4.78.  

Table 4.78.  PALS Factor 5 Items 

Item 18 I encourage dialogue among my students. 

Item 20 I utilize the many competencies that most adults already possess to 

achieve educational objectives. 

Item 22 I accept errors as a natural part of the learning process. 

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

 

Respondents themselves have even questioned the appropriateness of some of the 

items on the PALS instrument, in the current study and in past research.  Respondents 

have indicated that some items were not relevant or were unclear.  Respondents in past 
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studies have indicated that items on the survey were ―not applicable to their present role, 

or were perceived to be biased in nature‖ (Viau, 1991, p. 61).  In the current study, 

respondents wrote in comments that explained that it was not relevant for facilitators to 

do what was being assessed.  For example, facilitators documented they almost never 

allowed students to participate in developing the criteria for evaluation but that they did 

so for their clients (in this case meaning the sponsor of the learning/training event).  

Other comments indicated that the client, rather than learners, determined objectives for 

learners.  In addition to learners and facilitators, researchers have also indicated that 

―there are some questions on the PALS instrument which may not apply‖ to adult 

learning settings (McCollin, 2000, p. 20).  

As relates to the current study, one respondent felt so compelled by the perceived 

irrelevancy of some of the instrument items that the respondent actually contacted the 

researcher to express concerns about the appropriateness of the items to the workplace 

setting.  Rigorous analysis of these inserted comments or feedback obtained verbally was 

not intended as a part of the current study; however, general review of these items was 

accomplished.   

These write-in responses certainly did not reflect the majority in frequency; 

however, there were enough to lend support to the argument that the items on the 

instrument should be evaluated.  For a selection of write-in comments from facilitators 

and learners, see Table 4.79. 
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Table 4.79.  Respondent Write-in Comments (PALS & APALS) 

This is a 2-hr program and does not lend itself to most of the questions on this 

survey. 

Please note that this 2 hr program conducted does not relate to most of the 

questions here. 

Most of the questions were not applicable to the seminar we had. 

We are not a good source of data for this project...these questions are more 

tailored to "students." 

Many questions could not be answered as they did not pertain to the format of 

this leadership training class. 

The questions on the survey confirmed for me why there seems to be a consistent 

gap between academia and training in the real world. 

    

A complete factor analysis for the PALS instrument was not conducted for the 

current study due to the small sample size; however, it is clear such an analysis would be 

useful.  Just by reviewing the Corrected Item-Total Correlation information, it is clear 

some items should be examined for applicability and relevance.  For example, Item 16 

would be a possible candidate for additional exploration and confirmation of correlation 

to the factor and the instrument for future administrations of the scale.  Interestingly, this 

item was not a concern for the learner administration of the instrument; in fact, inter-item 

correlations for the learner administration were higher than for the facilitator 

administration of the instrument.        

In addition to examining the individual items and the factors on the 

PALS/APALS for applicability, it might also be considered that another instrument is 

needed to better capture the current nature of facilitator teaching mode.  Perhaps the 

PALS instrument was developed at a time when the items and the focus of the instrument 

truly captured the essential character of teaching mode.  The nature of facilitators and 

learners has most likely changed over time—the original samples from which the 

established means were set may differ significantly from current workplace learning 
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populations.  This may explain why so few populations of facilitators appear to employ 

the collaborative teaching mode now, while in the first few years of using the instrument 

they did appear to do so.   

Furthermore, it may be possible that it is not the collaborative teaching mode at 

all that is now of import.  It may be that measuring collaborative teaching mode is not the 

critical aspect...but rather measuring the climate of the teaching-learning context is more 

important.  In this way, some of the practices assumed so important for adults, such as 

creating a climate of mutual respect, providing instruction based upon learner readiness 

to learn, connecting new learning to existing learner knowledge, facilitating learner 

engagement in the knowledge to be acquired, and being responsive to the whole range of 

learner needs (including motivational and emotional needs) is what really counts and is 

what facilitators really do.   

Conti posited that the using the collaborative teaching mode ensures a learner is 

comfortable enough to learn (1982), but quite possibly, since the development and initial 

use of the PALS instrument, we have learned more about what constitutes effective 

facilitator behavior.  It could be the case that facilitators have adjusted their behaviors 

based upon this more recent information, but have not adjusted their belief systems 

regarding how to work with adults.  It is those behaviors that lead to desired learner 

outcomes that should be assessed and measured and not merely the belief system.   

This study did not set out to validate the instrument‘s ability to validly measure 

what is currently important in the workplace environment; yet, it is clear from the study 

results this is an important step to consider.   
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Implications for Practice 

In addition to conclusions, implications derived from these conclusions are 

possible.  These implications generally can be categorized into three areas of focus.  

These include implications for workplace learning facilitators, learning event 

programmers or designers, and professionals and thought leaders in the field of adult 

learning.  This information may be helpful to those practicing in higher education, 

continuing and professional education, extension education, training and development, 

and basic and literacy education 

The most straightforward of the implications are for the practitioner him or herself.  

Put simply, this study confirms it is important for workplace facilitators to undertake a 

disciplined approach to their practice.  These results provide more evidence to the wealth 

of evidence already available that there is a mismatch between what facilitators think 

they do in the learning environment and how their behavior is perceived by their learners.  

It is advanced here that this mismatch should be eliminated.   

Specifically, this study confirms the disconnect between the two types of theories 

of action of workplace learning facilitators.  It is important for theories-in-use to be 

brought to awareness.  The more a facilitator can make his or her implicit cognitive 

decisions explicit, the more deliberate decisions about actions in the classroom can be.  

The discussion of this study‘s results make it clear that workplace facilitators are not 

entirely cognizant of the teaching mode they are projecting to their learners—therefore, 

they need to undertake a disciplined examination of their practice to surface those 

theories-in-use and take steps to align those theories with their espoused theories.   
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Learning event programmers or designers can also benefit from the information 

summarized as a result of the current study.  While this study did not focus on the quality 

of a learning event, it goes without saying that programmers and designers are concerned 

with the quality and effectiveness of the learning events they sponsor.  To reiterate what 

was discussed in Chapter One, a tremendous amount of time, talent, and treasury is 

invested in workplace learning.  If learning events are not successful, the investment is 

lost.  Programmers need to be aware of the characteristics of the different teaching modes 

and attempt to make sound decisions about matching teaching modes to the critical 

elements of the teaching-learning context (this may include content, format, learners, and 

length).  This study does not advance one teaching mode over the other; however, what is 

advanced is a thoughtful understanding of effective learning event design—design that 

takes teaching mode into account.       

There are also implications for scholars and professionals in the field of adult 

learning.  Specifically, this study offers those who are leading the discourse in adult 

learning theory and methodology some additional points to consider when engaging in 

the debate over the appropriateness of the collaborative, or learner-centered, mode of 

teaching.  Despite the predominant arguments advancing the virtues of the collaborative 

mode, this study confirms that not all workplace facilitators are inclined to implement a 

completely learner-centered mode.  Thought leaders must look critically at how they are 

framing this important discussion and be prepared for evidence that supports a more 

teacher-centered mode.  Those same scholars and professionals must also be prepared for 

evidence that confirms the effectiveness of the learner-centered mode.   
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This study neither refutes nor validates the appropriateness of the learner-centered 

mode as best for adults.  If subsequent studies find more workplace facilitators as non-

collaborative, especially if a more reliable and robust measurement is used, that might 

lend support to the notion that the collaborative mode is ideal—just not routinely 

practiced.  If subsequent studies find workplace facilitators are not collaborative as a rule, 

this might lend support to the idea that the collaborative mode is neither practical nor 

desired.  A thoughtful dialogue should be entertained that is open to both 

eventualities…that a collaborative mode of teaching is ideal but that it is relatively rare in 

practice OR that the dichotomy between teacher-directed and learner-centered learning is 

artificial and ultimately detrimental.   

Recommendations for Current Practice and Future Research 

While this single study does offer some useful conclusions and implications, there 

is so much more that still needs to be uncovered related to workplace facilitators and their 

teaching modes and teaching perspectives.  The following are some recommendations for 

current practice and future research which, if implemented, will begin to close some of 

the gaps between what is known and what would be helpful to know regarding workplace 

learning facilitators. 

This study focused not on which teaching mode is more effective for learners, but 

on which teaching mode workplace facilitators espoused and enacted.  More exploration 

into the effectiveness of either or both of these teaching modes is recommended.  More 

studies should be done that look at the connection between teaching mode and learner 

outcomes (Clow, 1986).  It would also be helpful to conclude under which conditions 

either or both teaching modes are most effective (i.e., is there something in the setting or 
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associated with learners that has not yet been explored which might prove informative).  

As was noted in Chapter Two, there is some support for teacher-centered modes, but 

there is also widespread support for the learner-centered mode.  Based upon decades of 

research confirming that facilitators use a non-collaborative mode, it is clear more needs 

to be understood about the use of teaching modes in the teaching-learning process.   

This study lends some support to the idea that workplace facilitators in a training 

and development-based setting as opposed to those in a more academic or technical 

environment view themselves, and are perceived by learners, as more collaborative.  It is 

critical, however, that replication of these results be accomplished before conclusive 

statements can be made about this population of facilitators.  Future comparative research 

is required to illuminate suggested differences between workplace facilitators and other 

populations of instructors and teachers or adult learning professionals.   

It will be important to further explore why so many facilitators in general espouse 

a non-collaborative mode of teaching, why their learners overwhelmingly view them as 

non-collaborative, and why there is only moderate agreement between facilitator 

espoused and learner perceived teaching mode.  It will also be useful to determine why 

there is such a discrepancy in perceptions between facilitators who profess a strong 

commitment to the collaborative mode of teaching and their learners.  The current study 

has raised some concerns about the use of the APALS instrument; however, the pairing 

of PALS and APALS offers ―diagnostic value‖ related to the discrepancy in theories of 

action that other methods of exploration do not offer (Clow, 1986, p. 52).  Some method 

of making this comparison should be continued.   
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In addition to this pairing, alternative methods of making this determination will 

be useful.  Such techniques as direct observation and videotaping would be useful to 

explore what is really done in the workplace learning setting (in addition to what 

facilitators think they do).  And reflection-in-action or reflection-on-action (―think aloud‖ 

sessions) may help illuminate what a facilitator is thinking when employing specific 

teaching behaviors.   

A recommendation for improving the observed disconnect between theory and 

practice is for workplace facilitators to use the instruments explored in this study, or 

comparable ones, to enhance their understanding of their own work.  For example, the 

Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) allows for a robust exploration into the beliefs, 

intentions, and actions that come into play in the teaching-learning process.  Tools such 

as this allow for a thorough examination of individual teaching beliefs and practices.  If 

used in a comprehensive way within the same organization, such instruments also have 

the potential to create a common language with which to dialogue about and expand the 

understanding of others‘ teaching perspectives.   

 After using an instrument such as the TPI to identify conceptions of teaching, 

reflection is another helpful tool that is recommended to workplace facilitators.  Scholars 

and practitioners alike recognize the need for reflection in order to improve actions 

(Bickham, 1998; Imel, 1992; Pickering, 2000; Schön, 1987; Shahar, 2004; Smith, 2000) 

and become better practitioners.  In particular, serious reflection on our beliefs (Shahar, 

2004) and ―knowledge and awareness of professional…philosophy‖ (Imel, 1992, p. 3) 

can help improve practice.   
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Reflection is one way to actually make the implicit, explicit, and to critically 

assess one‘s practice and make one‘s teaching perspectives overt (Schön, 1987).  

Reflection is also necessary to ―adopt a more reflective educational practice‖ (Curry & 

Wergin, 1993, p. 320).  It is the case, however, experts (professionals) do not frequently 

use reflection as a learning strategy and when they do use it they do not spontaneously 

reflect, but must be coached to do so (Strasser & Gruber, 2004).  Reflection does not 

have to be a complicated process.  A simple way for workplace facilitators to reflect on 

their practice is by asking themselves questions and critically evaluating themselves 

through the answers to the questions (Robinson & Kochan, 1995).   

It is also recommended that additional exploration into the association between 

teaching perspective and teaching mode take place.  There is much more to be learned 

about teaching perspectives as conceived by Pratt and Collins—in particular with 

workplace facilitators.  Certainly, more exploration and research needs to be conducted to 

validate or refute the unproven but suggested connection between the Transmission 

teaching perspective and the teacher-centered teaching mode.  It would also be helpful to 

investigate more thoroughly the combination perspectives.  A question to answer is 

whether or not these combinations are merely mixtures of both styles or if the mixture 

results in some new and different integration and conceptualization of teaching 

perspective.   

A final critical recommendation relates to the PALS instrument.  It is 

recommended that future work be undertaken to examine the reliability and applicability 

of the PALS, as well as the companion instrument, the APALS.  Additional exploration 

regarding PALS Factor 1 in particular is needed to determine if the results observed with 
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this study sample hold true for other samples and whether or not Factor 1 provides a more 

relevant and appropriate measure of teaching mode.  Also, it is recommended that if 

APALS continues to be used as a companion instrument to PALS, more work should be 

done to assess the validity and reliability of that instrument and its use as a measure of 

facilitator teaching mode.  Future research will help formulate a definitive conclusion 

regarding the usefulness of these instruments.   

Summary of Chapter Five 

In Chapter Five, a discussion of the findings and resultant conclusions for the 

current study were presented.  Conclusions focused on three main areas:  use of the 

collaborative mode of teaching by workplace facilitators; the congruence between the 

two types of facilitator theories of action; and the use of the Principles of Adult Learning 

Scale as a method of measuring teaching mode of workplace facilitators. 

Implications for workplace learning facilitators, learning event programmers or 

designers, and professionals and thought leaders in the field of adult learning were 

discussed.  Also offered were recommendations for current practice and future research. 

Conclusion 

The information provided and positions advanced in this summary of the current 

study do not elucidate a comprehensive profile for workplace learning facilitators nor do 

they illuminate the context in which such facilitators practice.  The information does, 

however, expand the description of this specific type of facilitator.   

The study clarified the espoused teaching modes and teaching perspectives for a 

sample of facilitators of workplace learning.  The study also identified specific 

associations between facilitator characteristics and facilitator espoused and learner 
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perceived facilitator teaching mode.  Agreement between facilitator espoused teaching 

mode and learner perception of facilitator teaching mode was also explored.     

The current study was guided by three theoretical foundations:  Gary Conti‘s 

model of the Collaborative Teaching Mode, Donald Schön‘s Theory of Action, and Dan 

Pratt‘s conception of Teaching Perspectives.  Using this framework offered a useful way 

in which to examine the espoused and perceived teaching practices of workforce 

facilitators. 

Due to the existing complexity and rapidity of change in the current environment, 

exemplary teaching in organized contexts will continue to be important in the future.  

Workplace facilitators have a part to play in preparing adults to meet the challenges of 

society.  In order for workplace facilitators to be in the best possible position to support 

adults in their learning pursuits, as much as possible should be learned about the teaching 

and learning process and that information should be applied in practice. 

The current study helps advance the understanding of the teaching, and therefore, 

the learning process for adults.  As more is known about these processes, the more 

competent and effective workplace learning facilitators can aspire to be.  And as a result, 

the more capable adult learners will be.    
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APPENDIX A:  Principles of Adult Learning Scale (PALS) 

 

 

Instructor Survey 

 

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 response sheet: 

 Circle 0 if you always do the event 

 Circle number 1 if you almost always do the event 

 Circle number 2 if you often do the event 

 Circle number 3 if you seldom do the event 

 Circle number 4 if you almost never do the event, and  

 Circle number 5 if you never do the event.  If the item does not apply to you, 

circle number 5 for never. 

 

 
 

Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

1.  I allow students to participate in 

developing the criteria for evaluating their 

performance in class. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2.  I use disciplinary action when it is needed. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  I allow older students more time to 

complete assignments when they need it. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  I encourage students to adopt middle-class 

values. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  I help students diagnose the gaps between 

their goals and their present level of 

performance. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

6.  I provide knowledge rather than serve as a 

resource person. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  I stick to the instructional objectives that I 

write at the beginning of a program. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  I participate in the informal counseling of 

students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  I use lecturing as the best method for 

presenting my subject material to adult 

students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  I arrange the classroom so that it is easy 

for students to interact. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  I determine the educational objectives 

for each of my students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  I plan units which differ as widely as 

possible from my students' socio-economic 

backgrounds. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

13.  I get a student to motivate 

himself/herself by confronting him/her in the 

presence of classmates during group 

discussions. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

14.  I plan learning episodes to take into 

account my students' prior experiences. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  I allow students to participate in making 

decisions about the topics that will be 

covered in class. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  I use one basic teaching method because 

I have found that most adults have a similar 

style of learning. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  I use different techniques depending on 

the students being taught. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

18.  I encourage dialogue among my 

students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

19.  I use written tests to assess the degree of 

academic growth in learning rather than to 

indicate new directions for learning. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

20.  I utilize the many competencies that 

most adults already possess to achieve 

educational objectives. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

21.  I use what history has proven that adults 

need to learn as my chief criteria for planning 

learning episodes. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

22.  I accept errors as a natural part of the 

learning process. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

23.  I have individual conferences to help 

students identify their educational needs. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

24.  I let each student work at his/her own 

rate regardless of the amount of time it takes 

him/her to learn a new concept. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

25.  I help my students develop short-range 

as well as long-range objectives. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

26.  I maintain a well-disciplined classroom 

to reduce interferences to learning. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

27.  I avoid discussion of controversial 

subjects that involve value judgments. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

28.  I allow my students to take periodic 

breaks during the class. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

29.  I use methods that foster quiet, 

productive deskwork. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

30.  I use tests as my chief method of 

evaluating students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

31.  I plan activities that will encourage each 

student's growth from dependence on others 

to greater independence. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

32.  I gear my instructional objectives to 

match the individual abilities and needs of 

the students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

33.  I avoid issues that relate to the student's 

concept of himself/herself. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

34.  I encourage my students to ask questions 

about the nature of their society. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

35.  I allow a student's motives for 

participating in continuing education to be a 

major determinant in the planning of learning 

objectives. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

36.  I have my students identify their own 

problems that need to be solved. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

37.  I give all students in my class the same 

assignment on a given topic. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

38.  I use materials that were originally 

designed for students in elementary and 

secondary schools. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  I organize adult learning episodes 

according to the problems that my students 

encounter in everyday life. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

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 1 2 3 4 5 

41.  I encourage competition among my 

students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

42.  I use different materials with different 

students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

43.  I help students relate new learning to 

their prior experiences. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

44.  I teach units about problems of everyday 

living. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B:  Adapted Principles of Adult Learning Scale (APALS) 

 

Learner Survey 

 

Please note:  If you are not 21 years of age or older, or you are a full-time student please 

DO NOT COMPLETE this form.  (If you meet EITHER condition, do not complete this 

form.)  Thank you. 

Directions—Part I:  Please read the two items below.  Respond to each item by filling in 

the blank or placing a check in the appropriate box.    

Learner Information 

1. Your age:  

2. Your gender:             Male  

          Female 

All indentifying information will be kept strictly confidential (Demographic information is 

requested only as a means to describe the group of respondents as a whole). 

Directions—Part II:  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 your instructor practiced the action described in 

the item.  

Your choices are Always, Almost Always, Often, Seldom, Almost Never, and Never.  

On your response sheet: 

 Circle 0 if you always do the event 

 Circle number 1 if you almost always do the event 

 Circle number 2 if you often do the event 

 Circle number 3 if you seldom do the event 

 Circle number 4 if you almost never do the event, and  

 Circle number 5 if you never do the event.  If the item does not apply to you, 

circle number 5 for never. 

 

Please do not write or enter any personal or identifiable information on the survey. 
 

 
Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

1.  My instructor allowed students to 

participate in developing the criteria for 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

evaluating their performance in class. 

2.  My instructor used disciplinary action 

when it was needed. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  My instructor allowed older students more 

time to complete assignments when they 

needed it. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

4.  My instructor encouraged students to 

adopt middle-class values. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

5.  My instructor helped students diagnose 

the gaps between their goals and their present 

level of performance. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

6.  My instructor provided knowledge rather 

than served as a resource person. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

7.  My instructor stuck to the instructional 

objectives that he/she wrote at the beginning 

of the program. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

8.  My instructor participated in the informal 

counseling of students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

9.  My instructor used lecturing as the best 

method for presenting the subject material to 

adult students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

10.  My instructor arranged the classroom so 

that it was easy for students to interact. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

11.  My instructor determined the educational 

objectives for each of the students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

12.  My instructor planned units which 

differed as widely as possible from the 

students' socio-economic backgrounds. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

13.   My instructor got a student to motivate 

himself/herself by confronting him/her in the 

presence of classmates during group 

discussions. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

14.  My instructor planned learning episodes 

to take into account students' prior 

experiences. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

15.  My instructor allowed students to 

participate in making decisions about the 

topics that will be covered in class. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

16.  My instructor used one basic teaching 

method because he/she seemed to have found 

that most adults have a similar style of 

learning. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

17.  My instructor used different techniques 

depending on the students being taught. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

18.  My instructor encouraged dialogue 

among the students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

19.  My instructor used written tests to assess 

the degree of academic growth in learning 

rather than to indicate new directions for 

learning. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

20.  My instructor utilized the many 

competencies that most adults already 

possess to achieve educational objectives. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

21.  My instructor used what history has 

proven that adults need to learn as his/her 

chief criteria for planning learning episodes. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

22.  My instructor accepted errors as a 

natural part of the learning process. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

23.  My instructor had individual conferences 

to help students identify their educational 

needs. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

24.  My instructor let each student work at 

his/her own rate regardless of the amount of 

time it took him/her to learn a new concept. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

25.  My instructor helped the students 

develop short-range as well as long-range 

objectives. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

26.  My instructor maintained a well-

disciplined classroom to reduce interferences 

to learning. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

27.  My instructor avoided discussion of 

controversial subjects that involved value 

judgments. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

28.  My instructor allowed the students to 

take periodic breaks during the class. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

29.  My instructor used methods that fostered 

quiet, productive deskwork. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

30.  My instructor used tests as his/her chief 

method of evaluating students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

31.  My instructor planned activities that 

encouraged each student's growth from 

dependence on others to greater 

independence. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

32.  My instructor geared his/her 

instructional objectives to match the 

individual abilities and needs of the students. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

33.  My instructor avoided issues that related 

to the student's concept of himself/herself. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

34.  My instructor encouraged his/her 

students to ask questions about the nature of 

their society. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

35.  My instructor allowed a student's 

motives for participating in continuing 

education to be a major determinant in the 

planning of learning objectives. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

36.  My instructor had his/her students 

identify their own problems that needed to be 

solved. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

37.  My instructor gave all students in the 

class the same assignment on a given topic. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Always Almost 

Always 

Often Seldom Almost 

Never 

Never 

38.  My instructor used materials that were 

originally designed for students in 

elementary and secondary schools. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

39.  My instructor organized adult learning 

episodes according to the problems that 

students encounter in everyday life. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

40.  My instructor measured 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 1 2 3 4 5 

41.  My instructor encouraged competition 

among the students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

42.  My instructor used different materials 

with different students. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

43.  My instructor helped students relate new 

learning to their prior experiences. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 

44.  My instructor taught units about 

problems of everyday living. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX C:  Teaching Perspectives Inventory (TPI) 

 

Teaching Practices Inventory 

 

Directions:  Reflect on the session you just completed.  Read each statement below and 

determine your agreement or disagreement with the following statements as they relate to 

the session you just completed.   

 

For each statement, select the response that best represents your agreement or 

disagreement (Place a check under the description that matches your agreement or 

disagreement to the statement.)    

 

NOTE:  Focus only on your beliefs, intentions, and actions related to this one session.   

 

As you respond to the inventory, remember: 

 

 The TPI questions reflect contrasting views of teaching and to agree with some 

items means you must logically disagree with others. 

 The TPI is not a "test", so high scores are not necessarily good scores.  A "good 

score" is one that is true for you and reflects your fundamental beliefs about 

teaching. 

 

Beliefs Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

1.  Learning is enhanced by having 

predetermined objectives. 
     

2.  To be an effective teacher, one must be an 

effective practitioner. 
     

3.  Most of all, learning depends upon what 

one already knows. 
     

4.  It‘s important that I acknowledge learners‘ 

emotional reactions. 
     

5.  My teaching focuses on societal change, 

not the individual learner. 
     

6.  Teachers should be virtuoso performers of 

their subject matter. 
     

7.  The best learning comes from working 

alongside good practitioners. 
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8.  Teaching should focus on developing 

qualitative changes in thinking. 
     

Beliefs Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

9.  In my teaching, building self-confidence 

in learners is a priority. 
     

10.  Individual learning without social 

change is not enough. 
     

11.  Effective teachers must first be experts 

in their own subject areas. 
     

12.  Knowledge and its application cannot be 

separated. 
     

13.  Teaching should build upon what people 

already know. 
     

14.  In learning, people‘s effort should be 

rewarded as much as achievement. 
     

15.  For me, teaching is a moral act as much 

as an intellectual activity. 
     

Intentions 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

16.  My intent is to prepare people for 

examinations. 
     

17.  My intent is to demonstrate how to 

perform or work in real situations. 
     

18.  My intent is to help people develop more 

complex ways of thinking. 
     

19.  My intent is to build people‘s self-

confidence and self-esteem as learners. 
     

20.  My intent is to challenge people to 

seriously reconsider their values. 
     

21.  I expect people to master a lot of 

information related to a subject. 
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22.  I expect people to know how to apply the 

subject matter in real situations. 
     

Intentions 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

23.  I expect people to develop new ways of 

reasoning about the subject matter. 
     

24.  I expect people to enhance their self-

esteem through my teaching. 
     

25.  I expect people to be committed to 

changing our society. 
     

26.  I want people to score well on 

examinations as a result of my teaching. 
     

27.  I want people to understand the realities 

of working in the real world. 
     

28.  I want people to see how complex and 

inter-related things really are. 
     

29.  I want to provide a balance between 

caring and challenging as I teach. 
     

30.  I want to make apparent what people 

take for granted about society. 
     

Actions 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

31.  I cover the required content accurately 

and in the required time. 
     

32.  I link the subject matter with real 

settings of practice or application. 
     

33.  I ask a lot of questions while teaching. 
     

34.  I find something to compliment in 

everyone‘s work or contribution. 
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35.  I use the subject matter as a way to teach 

about higher ideals. 
     

36.  My teaching is governed by the course 

objectives. 
     

Actions 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

37.  I model the skills and models of good 

practice. 
     

38.  I challenge familiar ways of 

understanding the subject matter. 
     

39.  I encourage expressions of feelings and 

emotion. 
     

40.  I emphasize values more than knowledge 

in my teaching. 
     

41.  I make it very clear to people what they 

are to learn. 
     

42.  I see to it that novices learn from more 

experienced people. 
     

43.  I encourage people to challenge each 

others‘ thinking. 
     

44.  I share my own feelings and expect my 

learners to do the same. 
     

45.  I link instructional goals to necessary 

changes in society. 
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APPENDIX D:  First Communication to Facilitator Respondents 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Greetings! 

 

You have been identified by your VP or Director of Economic Development as a 

potential participant in an important research study examining teaching practices of 

facilitators of adult workplace learning.   

 

There is very little known about your group of professionals and I would like to invite 

you to participate in a doctoral study that will gather much needed information about 

this group.  This study is part of my doctoral program at the University of Missouri-

Columbia and will result in a more complete understanding of facilitators of 

workforce development in the state of Georgia. 

 

Your participation is completely voluntary and there are no consequences for 

participation or non-participation; however, your participation is very important.  The 

research study employs the use of three short surveys.  You will complete two surveys 

and your learners will complete one survey.  The surveys will be provided to you in 

conjunction with a future workshop, course, session, seminar, or learning event you 

facilitate.  Your participation consists of the completion of the two surveys.  No other 

action or effort is required of you.  

 

Within two weeks, you will receive an email message from me that describes what 

steps to take if you agree to participate in this study.  To participate, you merely need 

to follow the instructions in the email.  Your participation and the responses and 

information you provide as a part of the study will be kept strictly confidential.  Study 

data will not be available to your employer or to learning event participants or clients.   

 

I appreciate your assistance with this important project and I look forward to your 

participation in this study of facilitators of adult workplace learning. 

 

Laura M. Robinson 

Email:  Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info                               Telephone:  

678.457.8387 

 

mailto:Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info
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APPENDIX E:  Email Communication to Facilitators 

 

 

 

 

  

Hello, XXXXX. 

 

One week ago you received an invitation from me to participate in an important research study examining teaching practices 

of facilitators of adult workplace learning.  All instructors in your division facilitating workplace learning events during the 

months of May, June, and July have been asked to participate in this study. 

   

As I mentioned previously, very little is known about professionals of adult workplace learning and my goal is to conduct a 

study that provides more information about this group.  A more complete understanding of this group will benefit the field of 

adult learning by expanding the understanding of the behaviors and needs of workplace facilitators, provide data that may 

inform professional development efforts of facilitators such as yourself, and possibly generate information regarding the 

validity of using the survey instruments with workforce facilitators.  This study is a part of my doctoral program at the 

University of Missouri-Columbia and I am asking you to participate in this research. 

 

Your participation is completely voluntary, there are no consequences or risks for participation or non-participation, and you 

may cease participation or withdraw at anytime.  You are also free not to answer any question or item on the individual 

surveys.  Your participation in this study, however, is very important.  In order to participate, please follow these steps: 

 Work with your VP or Director of Economic Development to identify one upcoming workshop, course, session, 

seminar, or learning event that you will facilitate in the next two months. 

 Complete the two surveys that will be provided to you by a designated individual at the conclusion of the 

learning event identified.    

 Submit the two completed surveys to the designated individual.  (NOTE:  The designated individual will return 

the completed surveys to me via post-mail.) 

 

Your participation and your responses and information provided will be kept confidential, rather than anonymous, in order to 

facilitate follow-up with you if necessary.   This study has been approved by and is in compliance with the University Campus 

Institutional Review Board.   

 

Thank you for your participation in this project and if you have any questions about this research please contact me or my 

doctoral committee chair.  Contact information is provided below.  You may also contact the University Campus Institutional 

Review Board at 573.882.9585 or umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have questions or concerns. 

 

Sincerely,  

Laura M. Robinson 

 

Laura M. Robinson      Dr. Joe F. Donaldson 

678.457.8387       573.884.9330 

Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info      DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu 

mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu
mailto:Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info
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APPENDIX F:  Facilitator of Adult Workplace Learning Demographic Survey (FDS) 

Directions:  Please read each item below.  Respond to each item by filling in the blank or 

placing a check in the appropriate box.  

Facilitator/Instructor Information 

1. Your first and last 

name: 

 

2. The title and 

subject/content of the 

learning event just 

completed: 

 

3. Length of learning 

event (in hours): 

 

4. Your age:  

5. Your gender:             Male  

          Female 
 

6. Your race:           White                                                                           Hispanic  

          Black                                                                            Asian 

          American Indian or Alaska Native 

7. Your occupational 

field: 

 

8. Your highest degree 

earned: 

          Associate degree                                              Specialist degree 

          Bachelor degree                                               Doctorate degree            

          Masters degree 

9. Your training in 

adult learning 

methods/principles: 

          Have NOT received training  

          HAVE received training 

           

 If you HAVE received training, please describe: 

Type of training Description/label of training 

Degree(s) earned  

Certification(s) earned   

Professional workshop(s) 

completed 

 

Credit courses, seminars 

completed 

 

 

 Estimated cumulative hours of training (excluding degree):  

10. Years teaching 

experience: 

 

All indentifying information will be kept strictly confidential (Names are requested only as a 

means to facilitate follow up if necessary). 
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APPENDIX G:  Facilitator Survey Information and Instructions 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.  Please read the introductory 

information provided here and follow the directions below to complete and submit your 

completed survey materials. 

 

General Information: 

 

As explained in previous emails to you, you are asked to participate in a research study 

examining teaching practices of facilitators of adult workplace learning.  All instructors 

in your division facilitating workplace learning events during the months of May, June, 

and July have been asked to participate in this study.   

 

This study is a part of a student‘s doctoral program at the University of Missouri-

Columbia.  This study has been approved by and is in compliance with the University 

Campus Institutional Review Board.   

 

Purpose and Benefits—This research study employs the use of four short surveys 

designed to gather information about instructors of adult workplace learning.  (You will 

complete three surveys and your learners will complete one survey).  Very little is known 

about professionals of adult workplace learning and the goal of this study is to develop a 

more complete understanding of this group.   

 

This study will benefit the field of adult learning by expanding the understanding of the 

behaviors and needs of workplace instructors.  The resultant data may inform 

professional development efforts of instructors such as yourself and possibly generate 

information regarding the validity of using the survey instruments with workforce 

instructors.   

 

Participation—Your participation in this research study consists of the completion of the 

three surveys.  No other action or effort is required of you.  Your participation is 

completely voluntary, there are no consequences or risks for participation or non-

participation, and you may cease participation or withdraw at anytime.  You are also free 

not to answer any specific question or item on the individual surveys. 

 

Confidentiality—The responses and information you provide as a part of the study 

will be kept strictly confidential.  Study data will not be available to your employer or 

to learning event participants or clients.   

 

NOTE:  Completion of the attached three surveys indicates you have read all 

information provided to you and consent to participate in this research study. 

 

Contact Information—If you have any questions about this research please contact the 

researcher or the doctoral committee chair.  Contact information is provided below.  You 
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may also contact the University Institutional Review Board at 573.882.9585 or 

umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have questions or concerns. 

 

Research Contact Information        Doctoral Committee Chair Contact 

Information 

Laura M. Robinson          Dr. Joe F. Donaldson 

678.457.8387           573.884.9330 

Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info         DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu 

 

Directions for completing the surveys:   
 

1. Reflect on the session you just completed.   

2. Locate the three surveys provided in this packet. 

3. Read and follow the directions provided on each survey. 

4. Complete each survey. 

5. After you have completed the surveys, locate the individual in your session 

designated to collect the surveys. 

6. Keep the surveys stapled together and provide the three surveys to the designated 

individual. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu
mailto:Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info
mailto:DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu


262 

 

APPENDIX H:  Learner Survey Information and Instructions 

 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.  Please read the introductory 

information provided here and follow the directions below to complete and submit your 

completed survey materials. 

 

General Information: 

 

The learning event you just participated in has been selected for inclusion in a research 

study examining teaching practices of instructors of adult workplace learning.  All 

instructors facilitating workplace learning events for state sponsored/affiliated workplace 

development divisions and agencies in the State of Georgia during the months of May, 

June, and July have been asked to participate in this study.   

 

This study is a part of a student‘s doctoral program at the University of Missouri-

Columbia.  This study has been approved by and is in compliance with the University 

Campus Institutional Review Board.   

 

Purpose and Benefits—This research study employs the use of four short surveys 

designed to gather information about instructors of adult workplace learning.  (Instructors 

will complete three surveys and you will complete one survey).  Very little is known 

about professionals of adult workplace learning and the goal of this study is to develop a 

more complete understanding of this group.   

 

This study will benefit the field of adult learning by expanding the understanding of the 

behaviors and needs of workplace instructors.  The resultant data may inform 

professional development efforts of instructors and possibly generate information 

regarding the validity of using the survey instruments with workforce instructors.   

 

Participation—Your participation in this research study consists of the completion of the 

one survey.  No other action or effort is required of you.  Your participation is 

completely voluntary, there are no consequences or risks for participation or non-

participation, and you may cease participation or withdraw at anytime.  You are also free 

not to answer any specific question or item on the individual surveys. 

 

Confidentiality—The responses and information you provide as a part of the study 

will be kept strictly confidential.  Study data will not be available to your facilitator, 

your employer, or to other learning event participants.   

 

NOTE:  Completion of the attached survey indicates that you have read all 

information provided to you and consent to participate in this research study. 

 

Contact Information—If you have any questions about this research please contact the 

researcher or the doctoral committee chair.  Contact information is provided below.  You 
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may also contact the University Campus Institutional Review Board at 573.882.9585 or 

umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have questions or concerns. 

 

Research Contact Information        Doctoral Committee Chair Contact 

Information 

Laura M. Robinson          Dr. Joe F. Donaldson 

678.457.8387           573.884.9330 

Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info         DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu 

 

Directions for completing the surveys:   
 

1. Reflect on the session you just completed.   

2. Locate the survey provided in this packet. 

3. Read and follow the directions provided on the survey. 

4. Complete the survey. 

5. After you have completed the survey, locate the individual in your session 

designated to collect the survey. 

6. Keep the survey and cover sheets stapled together and provide the survey to the 

designated individual. 

 

   

mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu
mailto:Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info
mailto:DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu
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APPENDIX I:  Information and Instructions for Survey Material Distribution 

 

Thank you for assisting in this study.  Please read the introductory information 

provided in Part I of this document so that you are familiar with the process, then follow 

the instructions provided in Part II. 

 

PART I 

 

General Information: 

 

The learning event that just adjourned has been selected for inclusion in a research study 

examining teaching practices of instructors of adult workplace learning.  All instructors 

facilitating workplace learning events for state sponsored/affiliated workplace 

development divisions and agencies in the State of Georgia during the months of May, 

June, and July have been asked to participate in this study.   

 

This study is a part of a student‘s doctoral program at the University of Missouri-

Columbia.  This study has been approved by and is in compliance with the University 

Campus Institutional Review Board.   

 

Purpose and Benefits—This research study employs the use of three short surveys 

designed to gather information about instructors of adult workplace learning.  (Instructors 

will complete three surveys and learners will complete one survey).  Very little is known 

about professionals of adult workplace learning and the goal of this study is to develop a 

more complete understanding of this group.   

 

This study will benefit the field of adult learning by expanding the understanding of the 

behaviors and needs of workplace instructors.  The resultant data may inform 

professional development efforts of instructors and possibly generate information 

regarding the validity of using the survey instruments with workforce instructors.   

 

Participation—Learner participation in this research study consists of the completion of 

the one survey and instructor participation consists of the completion of three surveys and 

one demographic questionnaire.  No other action or effort is required of respondents.  

Participation is completely voluntary, there are no consequences or risks for participation 

or non-participation, and respondents may cease participation or withdraw at anytime.  

They are also free not to answer any specific question or item on the individual surveys. 

 

Confidentiality—The responses and information provided as a part of the study will 

be kept strictly confidential.  Study data will not be available to fellow respondents or 

employers.   

 

NOTE:  Completion of the attached survey indicates that respondents have read all 

information provided to them and consent to participate in this research study. 
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Contact Information—If you have any questions about this research please contact the 

researcher or the doctoral committee chair.  Contact information is provided below.  You 

may also contact the University Campus Institutional Review Board at 573.882.9585 or 

umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu if you have questions or concerns. 

 

Research Contact Information        Doctoral Committee Chair Contact 

Information 

Laura M. Robinson          Dr. Joe F. Donaldson 

678.457.8387           573.884.9330 

Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info         DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu 

 

PART II 

 

Directions for distributing and collecting the survey materials:   
 

Prior to the Learning 

Event 

Obtain the survey packet you received in the mail from the 

researcher. 

 Ensure the packet has: 

 

 1 FDS questionnaire for the instructors conducting 

the learning event 

 1 PALS survey for the instructors conducting the 

learning event 

 1 TPI survey for the instructors conducting the 

learning event 

 1 APALS survey for each learner/participant in the 

learning event 

 3 extra APALS surveys for unscheduled 

learner/participants who arrive for the learning event 

 If any materials are missing from the packet contact the 

researcher for direction. 

 Verify the date and time of the scheduled learning event 

under study. 

 Contact the researcher if you have any questions about your 

task. 

At the Time of the 

Learning Event 

Go to the location of the learning event and ensure the 

instructor is aware that you are present. 

 Explain you will return after the learning event to distribute 

all the surveys, including the facilitator surveys. 

 Verify the ending time of the learning event and that the 

instructor will leave enough time for learners to complete 

the surveys at the conclusion of the event. 

After the Learning 

Event Concludes 

Return to the learning event location. 

 Provide the PALS, TPI, and FDS survey to the instructor. 

 Ask the instructor to vacate the room and complete the 

mailto:umcresearchcirb@missouri.edu
mailto:Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.info
mailto:DonaldsonJ@missouri.edu
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surveys as directed. 

 Distribute the APALS surveys to the learners/participants. 

 Explain that this learning event has been selected for a 

study of teaching practices. 

 State that the APALS survey allows them to assess the 

instructor on a number of teaching behaviors. 

 Ask if learners are willing to participate in the study.  

Specifically state their participation is voluntary and carries 

no consequence for participation or non-participation. 

 State that their responses will be collected anonymously 

and will be kept securely stored. 

 Ask for one learner volunteer who can collect the surveys 

once they are completed. 

 Direct learners to carefully read the survey instructions and 

follow the instructions. 

 Ask learners/participants to complete the surveys. 

 Remind learners to provide their completed surveys to the 

designated learner.   

 Ask the designated individual to place the surveys in and 

envelope.  Then place the sealed envelope into the pre-

addressed stamped envelope. 

 Thank the learners and explain they may now leave. 

 Locate the instructor and place the instructor surveys into 

the envelope with the learner/participant surveys. 

 Seal the envelope and place it in a US mailbox. 
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APPENDIX J:  TPI Scoring Information from Author 

  

 

From:  Dan Pratt [mailto:pratt@interchange.ubc.ca]  

Sent:  Monday, January 25, 2010 12:29 AM 

To:  Laura Robinson 

Cc:  John Collins 

Subject:  Re:  Scoring for the TPI 

  

Hi Laura, 

  

The scoring system is both proprietorial and confusing.  Sorry, but we don't give 

out the scoring scheme.  An alternative route is to have people fill out the 

instrument by hand and then enter their responses into the web-based 

instrument.  It's laborious, but may be the only way to do it, save having people fill 

it in on-line.   

 

Dan 

 

 

 

mailto:pratt@interchange.ubc.ca
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APPENDIX K:  Instrument Scoring Instructions from Author 

 

  
 

From:  John Collins [mailto:john.collins@ubc.ca]  

Sent:  Wednesday, January 27, 2010 4:24 PM 

To:  Dan Pratt; Laura@SpectrumEnterprises.Info 

Subject:  Re:  Fwd:  Scoring for the TPI 

 

Hi Laura, 

 

Dan Pratt has asked me to offer a couple of pointers about how to capture the TPI information 

quickly and easily from the respondents to your study. 

 

There are a couple of ways to do it, but here's the easiest and most foolproof.  

 

Instruct your respondents to take the TPI themselves at www.TeachingPerspectives.com.  Early 

on, they'll be asked for their e-mails so the site can return a copy of their scores to them.  When 

they reach this question, instruct them to enter TWO emails; first a project e-mail, and secondly 

their own.  We find it's usually better for researchers to set up a project account with gmail or other 

server rather than to use their personal e-mails in order to keep the appearance of professionalism. 

 

In that way, each time a respondent takes the TPI, you'll get an automatic copy and you can see 

how the returns are coming in, who's responded and who has not.  Then you can send out 

reminders if it seems advisable. 

 

We strongly suggest you instruct your respondents to do three other things as they 

answer the TPI's questions: 

 

(1) focus on one and only one group for which they have primary instructional responsibility and 

keep them in mind throughout, 

(2) remember that the TPI questions reflect contrasting views of teaching and to agree with some 

items means you must logically disagree with others, and 

(3) the TPI is not a "test", so high scores are not necessarily good scores.  A "good score" is one 

that is true for you and reflects your fundamental beliefs about teaching 

 

It's then a simple matter to transcribe their overall TPI scores onto a spreadsheet for further 

analysis.  And you can retain only those variables that are relevant to your study. 

 

If you have further question, just sent me a note and I'll help out as best I can. 

 

John Collins 

 

 

http://www.teachingperspectives.com/
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APPENDIX L:  Instrument Permissions 

 

 
 

From:  Gary J. Conti 

To:  Laura Robinson  

Sent:  Friday, July 24, 2009 10:41 AM 

Subject:  Re:  Permission to use PALS instrument 

 

Laura: 

 

I was just transferring some files and found your message unread in my e-mail file.  I hope that my 

missing your request has not stopped you from using PALS.  Permission to use PALS is granted at 

the bottom of page 91 of my chapter in Adult Learning Methods by Michael Galbraith.  Attached 

are some documents that you might find useful in your study.  Good luck with your study... 

 

---Gary 

 

 

 

 

From:  Dan Pratt [mailto:dan.pratt@ubc.ca]  

Sent:  Thursday, April 02, 2009 2:21 PM 

To:  Laura Robinson 

Cc:  John Collins 

Subject:  Re:  Permission to use TPI instrument 

  

Hi Laura, 

  

You are welcome to use the TPI in your dissertation study.  It will help you, help your 

facilitators, if you remind them to FOCUS on one, and only one, set of learners and 

instructional situation throughout the TPI.  All the best.   

 

Dan 

 

 

 

mailto:laura.robinson@windstream.net
mailto:dan.pratt@ubc.ca
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APPENDIX M:  Tables 

 

Table 4.4.  Facilitator Demographic Data (N=34)  

Instructor Age Gender Race 

1 34 M W 

2 58 M W 

3 63 M W 

4 34 M W 

5 62 M W 

6 37 M W 

7 32 M W 

8 52 M W 

9 43 M W 

10 . M W 

11 65 M W 

12 . M W 

13 47 F W 

14 57 M W 

15 48 M W 

16 . M W 

17 44 M W 

18 50 F W 

19 60 M B 

20 51 F W 

21 55 F W 

22 55 F B 

23 63 F W 

24 44 M W 

25 53 F W 

26 39 F W 

27 52 M W 

28 52 M W 

29 60 F W 

30 53 F W 

31 61 F W 

32 53 F W 

33 45 F B 

34 40 M W 
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Table 4.5.  Facilitator Occupational Fields (N=30) 

Field Frequency Percent 

Business & Industry Training 2     6.7% 

Corporate Training 2 6.7 

Distribution 1 3.3 

Education 1 3.3 

Electronics 2 6.7 

Engineering 2 6.7 

Human Resources 1 3.3 

HVAC 1 3.3 

Industrial Automation 1 3.3 

Industrial Electrical 1 3.3 

Industrial Systems 1 3.3 

Industrial/Organizational Psychology 1 3.3 

Performance Improvement 2 6.7 

Program Management & Instruction 1 3.3 

Training & Development 9 30.0 

Training & Development, HR 1 3.3 

Training/Facilitation 1 3.3 

Totals 30   100.0 
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Table 4.7.  Facilitator Demographic Data (N=34)  

Instructor 

Training in Adult 

Learning 

Principles 

Hours Training in 

Adult Learning 

Principles 

Years                     

Teaching 

Experience 

1 Y 200 2 

2 Y . . 

3 Y 83 20 

4 Y . 3 

5 . 100 3.5 

6 Y 25 3 

7 N . . 

8 Y 100 12 

9 Y . 10 

10 . 200 . 

11 Y . 20 

12 Y 24 . 

13 Y 300 15 

14 Y 100 35 

15 N 0 13 

16 Y 33 0 

17 N 0 0 

18 Y 20 10 

19 Y . 2 

20 Y 12 5 

21 N 0 33 

22 Y 75 1 

23 Y 10 16 

24 Y 64 14 

25 Y 300 15 

26 Y 24 21 

27 Y 32 20 

28 Y 8 20 

29 Y 200 10 

30 Y 40 8 

31 Y 100 15 

32 Y 100 18 

33 Y 10 10 

34 Y 50 20 
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Table 4.8.  Facilitator Training in Adult Learning Principles (N=34) 

Total Hours 

Training  Frequency Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

.00 9 26.5 26.5 

8.00 1 2.9 29.4 

10.00 2 5.9 35.3 

12.00 1 2.9 38.2 

20.00 1 2.9 41.2 

24.00 2 5.9 47.1 

25.00 1 2.9 50.0 

32.00 1 2.9 52.9 

33.00 1 2.9 55.9 

40.00 1 2.9 58.8 

50.00 1 2.9 61.8 

64.00 1 2.9 64.7 

75.00 1 2.9 67.6 

83.00 1 2.9 70.6 

100.00 5 14.7 85.3 

200.00 3 8.8 94.1 

300.00 2 5.9 100.0 

Total               34 100.0  
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Table 4.9.  Learning Event Data (N=34) 

Instructor Learning Event Topic Learning Event Setting 

1 

 

 

 Not specified 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

2 

 

 

Welding 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

3 

 

 

Work ethics 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

4 

 

 

Commercial Wiring 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

5 

 

 

Industrial Systems 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

6 

 

 

Air Conditioning 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

7 

 

 

Motorsports 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

8 

 

 

Industrial Electricity 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

9 

 

 

Electronics 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

10 

 

 

Electronics 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

11 

 

 

Variable Speed Drives 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

12 

 

 

   Understanding Human Behavior in   

the Workplace (DISC) 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

13 

 

 

Frontline Leadership 

 

 

Public training organization 

 

 

14 

 

 

Project Management 

 

 

Public training organization 

 

 

15 

 

Leadership: Middle Management 

 

Public training organization 
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Table 4.9 Cont’d.  Learning Event Data (N=34) 

Instructor Learning Event Topic Learning Event Setting 

16 

 

 

Methods of Inventory 

Management 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

17 

 

 

Forklift Operator Training 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

18 

 

 

Health & Safety Training for Child 

Care Professionals 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

19 

 

 

 Not specified 

 

 

College or university economic 

development division 

 

20 

 

 

Making Meetings Work 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

21 

 

 

DISC Behavioral Style Inventory 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

22 

 

 

High Impact Feedback & Listening 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

23 

 

 

Time Mastery 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

24 

 

 

Retaining Talent 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

25 

 

 

DISC Communications 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

26 

 

 

Leading Change for Managers & 

Above 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

27 

 

 

Delegating for Success 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

28 

 

Setting Performance Expectations 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

29 

 

Building Trust 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

30 

 

Fair & Consistent Performance 

Appraisals 

Corporate training organization 
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Table 4.9 Cont’d.  Learning Event Data (N=34) 

Instructor Learning Event Topic Learning Event Setting 

31 

 

 

Launching a Successful Team 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

32 

 

 

Discovering Individual Styles of 

Communication 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

33 

 

 

Discovering Individual Styles of 

Communication 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

34 Setting Performance Expectations 

 

 

Corporate training organization 

 

 

 

Table 4.11.  Learning Event Length Data (N=34) 

   Length Frequency   Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1.00 1 2.9 3.4 3.4 

1.50 2 5.9 6.9 10.3 

2.00 11 32.4 37.9 48.3 

2.50 1 2.9 3.4 51.7 

3.00 3 8.8 10.3 62.1 

3.50 1 2.9 3.4 65.5 

4.00 4 11.8 13.8 79.3 

8.00 2 5.9 6.9 86.2 

9.00 1 2.9 3.4 89.7 

12.00 1 2.9 3.4 93.1 

75.00 1 2.9 3.4 96.6 

90.00 1 2.9 3.4 100.0 

Total 29 85.3 100.0  

  Missing 5 14.7   

Total 34 100.0   

 

 

Table 4.12.  Tests of PALS Normality 

PALS Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 

.101 34 .200
*
 .945 34 .085 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
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Table 4.14.  PALS Descriptive Statistics 

          Mean Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

98.00 1 2.9 2.9 

104.00 1 2.9 5.9 

109.00 1 2.9 8.8 

111.00 1 2.9 11.8 

112.00 1 2.9 14.7 

113.00 1 2.9 17.6 

113.50 1 2.9 20.6 

114.00 1 2.9 23.5 

116.00 1 2.9 26.5 

117.00 1 2.9 29.4 

122.00 1 2.9 32.4 

123.00 1 2.9 35.3 

124.00 2 5.9 41.2 

124.50 1 2.9 44.1 

128.00 2 5.9 50.0 

130.00 2 5.9 55.9 

131.00 1 2.9 58.8 

134.00 1 2.9 61.8 

137.00 1 2.9 64.7 

138.00 1 2.9 67.6 

139.00 2 5.9 73.5 

140.00 1 2.9 76.5 

142.50 1 2.9 79.4 

145.00 1 2.9 82.4 

147.00 1 2.9 85.3 

155.00 1 2.9 88.2 

157.00 1 2.9 91.2 

164.00 1 2.9 94.1 

181.00 1 2.9 97.1 

183.00 1 2.9 100.0 

Total 34 100.0  
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Table 4.17.  PALS Reliability 

Item Factor 

Cronbach‘s Alpha 

if item is deleted 

1 Factor 6 .830 

2 Factor 1 .820 

3 Factor 2 .827 

4 Factor 1 .830 

5 Factor 4 .826 

6 Factor 7 .822 

7 Factor 7 .825 

8 Factor 4 .826 

9 Factor 2 .819 

10 Factor 6 .827 

11 Factor 1 .825 

12 Factor 1 .826 

13 Factor 1 .827 

14 Factor 3 .819 

15 Factor 6 .817 

16 Factor 1 .823 

17 Factor 2 .823 

18 Factor 5 .826 

19 Factor 1 .817 

20 Factor 5 .822 

21 Factor 1 .828 

22 Factor 5 .825 

23 Factor 4 .831 

24 Factor 2 .831 

25 Factor 4 .830 

26 Factor 7 .822 

27 Factor 7 .820 

28 Factor 5 .825 

29 Factor 1 .822 

30 Factor 1 .815 
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Table 4.17 Cont’d.  PALS Reliability 

Item Factor 

Cronbach‘s Alpha 

if item is deleted 

31 Factor 3 .826 

32 Factor 2 .825 

33 Factor 7 .822 

34 Factor 3 .827 

35 Factor 2 .829 

36 Factor 6 .817 

37 Factor 2 .823 

38 Factor 1 .825 

29 Factor 3 .820 

40 Factor 1 .821 

41 Factor 2 .823 

42 Factor 2 .824 

43 Factor 3 .823 

44 Factor 3 .831 
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Table 4.19.  PALS Factor 1 Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Frequency Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

20.00 1 2.9 2.9 

22.00 1 2.9 5.9 

22.50 1 2.9 8.8 

26.00 2 5.9 14.7 

27.00 2 5.9 20.6 

29.00 1 2.9 23.5 

33.00 2 5.9 29.4 

34.00 3 8.8 38.2 

36.00 2 5.9 44.1 

37.00 2 5.9 50.0 

40.00 2 5.9 55.9 

42.00 1 2.9 58.8 

43.00 1 2.9 61.8 

44.00 2 5.9 67.6 

46.00 1 2.9 70.6 

47.00 2 5.9 76.5 

48.00 1 2.9 79.4 

49.00 1 2.9 82.4 

50.00 2 5.9 88.2 

52.00 2 5.9 94.1 

53.00 1 2.9 97.1 

55.00 1 2.9 100.0 

Total 34                100.0  
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Table 4.24.  APALS Reliability 

Item Factor 
Cronbach‘s Alpha if 

item is deleted 

1 Factor 6 .402 

2 Factor 1 .381 

3 Factor 2 .411 

4 Factor 1 .385 

5 Factor 4 .352 

6 Factor 7 .395 

7 Factor 7 .396 

8 Factor 4 .392 

9 Factor 2 .379 

10 Factor 6 .376 

11 Factor 1 .408 

12 Factor 1 .381 

13 Factor 1 .411 

14 Factor 3 .362 

15 Factor 6 .363 

16 Factor 1 .375 

17 Factor 2 .353 

18 Factor 5 .356 

19 Factor 1 .363 

20 Factor 5 .358 

21 Factor 1 .406 
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Table 4.24 Cont’d.  APALS Reliability 

Item Factor 
Cronbach‘s Alpha if 

item is deleted 

21 Factor 1 .406 

22 Factor 5 .360 

23 Factor 4 .421 

24 Factor 2 .379 

25 Factor 4 .352 

26 Factor 7 .401 

27 Factor 7 .388 

28 Factor 5 .363 

29 Factor 1 .403 

30 Factor 1 .366 

31 Factor 3 .371 

32 Factor 2 .361 

33 Factor 7 .374 

34 Factor 3 .359 

35 Factor 2 .381 

36 Factor 6 .338 

37 Factor 2 .406 

38 Factor 1 .381 

29 Factor 3 .343 

40 Factor 1 .377 

41 Factor 2 .409 
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Table 4.24 Cont’d.  APALS Reliability 

Item Factor 
Cronbach‘s Alpha if 

item is deleted 

42 Factor 2 .402 

43 Factor 3 .344 

44 Factor 3 .379 
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Table 4.25.  APALS Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Frequency Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

104.08 1 2.9 2.9 

105.00 1 2.9 5.9 

107.38 1 2.9 8.8 

110.69 1 2.9 11.8 

110.70 1 2.9 14.7 

113.05 1 2.9 17.6 

113.92 1 2.9 20.6 

114.43 1 2.9 23.5 

114.44 1 2.9 26.5 

117.50 1 2.9 29.4 

118.40 1 2.9 32.4 

118.47 1 2.9 35.3 

119.18 1 2.9 38.2 

119.71 1 2.9 41.2 

119.83 1 2.9 44.1 

120.60 1 2.9 47.1 

121.00 1 2.9 50.0 

122.42 1 2.9 52.9 

123.70 1 2.9 55.9 

124.17 1 2.9 58.8 

125.70 1 2.9 61.8 

126.33 1 2.9 64.7 

126.90 1 2.9 67.6 

127.86 1 2.9 70.6 

128.29 1 2.9 73.5 

131.00 1 2.9 76.5 

131.55 1 2.9 79.4 

134.69 1 2.9 82.4 

136.20 1 2.9 85.3 

136.30 1 2.9 88.2 

137.80 1 2.9 91.2 

138.31 1 2.9 94.1 

139.63 1 2.9 97.1 

140.92 1 2.9 100.0 

Total 34 100.0  
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Table 4.26.  Tests of APALS Normality 

APALS Kolmogorov-Smirnov
a
 Shapiro-Wilk 

Statistic df Sig. Statistic Df Sig. 

.081 34 .200
*
 .971 34 .499 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 
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Table 4.32.  APALS Factor 1 Descriptive Statistics 

Mean Frequency Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

15.40 1 2.9 2.9 

15.82 1 2.9 5.9 

16.86 1 2.9 8.8 

18.17 1 2.9 11.8 

19.94 1 2.9 14.7 

20.07 1 2.9 17.6 

20.35 1 2.9 20.6 

21.05 1 2.9 23.5 

21.71 1 2.9 26.5 

23.42 1 2.9 29.4 

25.00 1 2.9 32.4 

25.83 1 2.9 35.3 

28.50 1 2.9 38.2 

30.45 1 2.9 41.2 

30.67 1 2.9 44.1 

31.29 1 2.9 47.1 

36.50 1 2.9 50.0 

37.38 1 2.9 52.9 

38.50 1 2.9 55.9 

38.67 1 2.9 58.8 

38.70 1 2.9 61.8 

40.25 1 2.9 64.7 

41.50 1 2.9 67.6 

42.00 1 2.9 70.6 

44.70 1 2.9 73.5 

45.31 1 2.9 76.5 

45.61 1 2.9 79.4 

45.69 1 2.9 82.4 

47.60 1 2.9 85.3 

48.58 1 2.9 88.2 

49.20 1 2.9 91.2 

49.32 1 2.9 94.1 

49.67 1 2.9 97.1 

54.00 1 2.9 100.0 

Total 34 100.0  
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Table 4.54.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Transmission 
Mean 106.0000  4.04145 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound  88.6110  

Upper Bound 123.3890  

5% Trimmed Mean      .  

Median 109.0000  

Variance 49.000  

Std. Deviation    7.00000  

Minimum   98.00  

Maximum  111.00  

Range   13.00  

Interquartile Range     .  

Skewness   -1.574   1.225 

Kurtosis     .    . 

 

Table 4.55.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Apprenticeship 
Mean  131.2778 3.59312 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound  122.9920  

Upper Bound 139.5635  

5% Trimmed Mean 131.3920  

Median 130.0000  

Variance  116.194  

Std. Deviation 10.77935  

Minimum  113.50  

Maximum  147.00  

Range   33.50  

Interquartile Range   18.00  

Skewness     .065     .717 

Kurtosis    -.490    1.400 
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Table 4.56.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Developmental 
Mean   142.3333 11.89304 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound    91.1617  

Upper Bound 193.5050  

5% Trimmed Mean   140.0000  

Median   424.333  

Variance   20.59935  

Std. Deviation   123.00  

Minimum   164.00  

Maximum    41.00  

Range      .  

Interquartile Range      .503   1.225 

Skewness      .    . 

Kurtosis  140.0000  

 

Table 4.57.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Nurturing Mean 130.7917 4.24775 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower 

Bound 

 121.4424  

Upper 

Bound 

 140.1409  

5% Trimmed Mean 130.3796  

Median 129.0000  

Variance 216.521  

Std. Deviation  14.71465  

Minimum 112.00  

Maximum 157.00  

Range  45.00  

Interquartile Range  21.25  

Skewness    .602  .637 

Kurtosis   -.396  1.232 
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Table 4.58.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Social Reform 
Mean  110.5000 6.50000 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound   27.9097  

Upper Bound  193.0903  

5% Trimmed Mean      .  

Median   110.5000  

Variance 84.500  

Std. Deviation 9.19239  

Minimum  104.00  

Maximum  117.00  

Range   13.00  

Interquartile Range      .  

Skewness      .      . 

Kurtosis      .      . 

 

Table 4.59.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Apprenticeship, 

Nurturing 

Mean  145.5000  19.68714 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 60.7931  

Upper Bound 230.2069  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 142.5000  

Variance 1162.750  

Std. Deviation   34.09912  

Minimum  113.00  

Maximum  181.00  

Range   68.00  

Interquartile Range      .  

Skewness    .393   1.225 

Kurtosis      .      . 
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Table 4.60.  PALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  PALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Developmental, 

Nurturing 

Mean 160.0000 23.00000 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound  -132.2427  

Upper Bound  452.2427  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median  160.0000  

Variance  1058.000  

Std. Deviation   32.52691  

Minimum  137.00  

Maximum  183.00  

Range   46.00  

Interquartile Range      .  

Skewness      .      . 

Kurtosis      .      . 

 

Table 4.61.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Transmission 
Mean 111.5444 3.94554 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 94.5682  

Upper Bound 128.5207  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 113.0500  

Variance 46.702  

Std. Deviation 6.83387  

Minimum 104.08  

Maximum 117.50  

Range 13.42  

Interquartile Range .  

Skewness -.943 1.225 

Kurtosis . . 
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Table 4.62.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Apprenticeship 
Mean 120.8473 2.81069 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 114.3659  

Upper Bound 127.3288  

5% Trimmed Mean 121.1637  

Median 123.7000  

Variance 71.100  

Std. Deviation 8.43206  

Minimum 105.00  

Maximum 131.00  

Range 26.00  

Interquartile Range 12.79  

Skewness -.903 .717 

Kurtosis .106 1.400 

 

Table 4.63.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Developmental 
Mean 136.9375 .68811 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 133.9768  

Upper Bound 139.8982  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 136.3000  

Variance 1.420  

Std. Deviation 1.19183  

Minimum 136.20  

Maximum 138.31  

Range 2.11  

Interquartile Range .  

Skewness 1.718 1.225 

Kurtosis . . 
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Table 4.64.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Nurturing 
Mean 124.6323 3.21849 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 117.5485  

Upper Bound 131.7162  

5% Trimmed Mean 124.6864  

Median 120.8000  

Variance 124.304  

Std. Deviation 11.14917  

Minimum 107.38  

Maximum 140.92  

Range 33.54  

Interquartile Range 21.40  

Skewness .250 .637 

Kurtosis -1.221 1.232 

 

Table 4.65.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Social Reform 
Mean 120.4083 2.00833 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 94.8900  

Upper Bound 145.9266  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 120.4083  

Variance 8.067  

Std. Deviation 2.84021  

Minimum 118.40  

Maximum 122.42  

Range 4.02  

Interquartile Range .  

Skewness . . 

Kurtosis . . 
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Table 4.66.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Apprenticeship, 

Nurturing 

Mean 123.8913 5.02329 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 102.2779  

Upper Bound 145.5048  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 125.7000  

Variance 75.700  

Std. Deviation 8.70060  

Minimum 114.43  

Maximum 131.55  

Range 17.12  

Interquartile Range .  

Skewness -.895 1.225 

Kurtosis . . 

 

Table 4.67.  APALS Descriptive Statistics by Teaching Perspective (N=34) 

Perspective  APALS  Statistic Std. Error 

Developmental, 

Nurturing 

Mean 119.4896 8.80208 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Lower Bound 7.6485  

Upper Bound 231.3307  

5% Trimmed Mean .  

Median 119.4896  

Variance 154.953  

Std. Deviation 12.44803  

Minimum 110.69  

Maximum 128.29  

Range 17.60  

Interquartile Range .  

Skewness . . 

Kurtosis . . 
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Table 4.73.  PALS Item Total Statistics—Factor 1 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Item 2 

Factor 1 

36.1618 76.375 .605 .627 .789 

Item 4  

Factor 1 

35.1471 83.523 .443 .538 .806 

Item 11 

Factor 1 

36.5735 89.366 .375 .458 .810 

Item12 

Factor 1 

35.0441 83.793 .494 .476 .801 

Item 13 

Factor 1 

34.8971 86.088 .457 .646 .804 

Item 16 

Factor 1 

35.0147 96.765 .074 .416 .829 

Item 19 

Factor 1 

35.6324 80.535 .614 .739 .790 

Item 21 

Factor 1 

36.3676 88.868 .335 .505 .814 

Item 29 

Factor 1 

35.9559 88.672 .362 .452 .812 

Item 30 

Factor 1 

35.5441 79.400 .582 .792 .792 

Item 38 

Factor 1 

34.3382 86.405 .537 .501 .799 

Item 40 

Factor 1 

34.9265 80.699 .688 .742 .784 
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Table 4.74.  APALS Item Total Statistics—Factor 1 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Item 2 

Factor 1 

30.3794 207.793 .665 .525 .896 

Item 4  

Factor 1 

30.1224 207.690 .733 .608 .893 

Item 11 

Factor 1 

31.5367 225.491 .435 .260 .907 

Item12 

Factor 1 

30.2955 208.034 .719 .589 .893 

Item 13 

Factor 1 

30.5245 214.577 .608 .429 .899 

Item 16 

Factor 1 

30.6538 219.171 .574 .379 .900 

Item 19 

Factor 1 

30.4161 204.353 .738 .609 .892 

Item 21 

Factor 1 

31.2657 220.429 .571 .382 .900 

Item 29 

Factor 1 

30.9930 220.953 .516 .317 .903 

Item 30 

Factor 1 

30.4983 206.494 .727 .589 .893 

Item 38 

Factor 1 

29.3462 221.438 .583 .424 .900 

Item 40 

Factor 1 

30.2378 210.640 .695 .535 .895 
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Table 4.75.  PALS Item Total Statistics—Factor 2 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Item 3 

Factor 2 

21.4265 18.820 .218 .346 .362 

Item 9 

Factor 2 

20.9265 19.547 .208 .307 .369 

Item 17 

Factor 2 

19.2794 20.048 .287 .358 .353 

Item 24 

Factor 2 

20.8382 20.223 .105 .467 .410 

Item 32 

Factor 2 

20.1029 19.300 .256 .455 .351 

Item 35 

Factor 2 

20.9412 18.845 .164 .458 .387 

Item 37 

Factor 2 

22.3676 18.080 .425 .473 .291 

Item 41 

Factor 2 

21.1618 23.041 -.145 .417 .521 

Item 42 

Factor 2 

21.0735 18.638 .173 .359 .383 
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Table 4.76.  APALS Item Total Statistics—Factor 2 

 

Scale Mean 

if Item 

Deleted 

Scale 

Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected Item-

Total 

Correlation 

Squared 

Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

Item 3 

Factor 2 

19.0157 29.206 .378 .263 .170 

Item 9 

Factor 2 

18.9143 46.506 -.347 .164 .492 

Item 17 

Factor 2 

17.8392 29.935 .416 .290 .164 

Item 24 

Factor 2 

17.8497 28.851 .483 .325 .126 

Item 32 

Factor 2 

17.4948 29.966 .450 .348 .154 

Item 35 

Factor 2 

18.0210 28.677 .432 .439 .142 

Item 37 

Factor 2 

19.7955 42.429 -.158 .060 .419 

Item 41 

Factor 2 

17.8392 52.414 -.525 .386 .592 

Item 42 

Factor 2 

19.2867 31.688 .326 .402 .216 
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