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In the United States, a web-based survey usin? The Teaching Style Assessment
Scale was administered to 71 nursing faculty and 34 non-nursing faculty. No significant differences
in teaching style were found between the nursing and non-nursing faculty. The survey was

administered by mail to nursing faculty in Japan, and 1261 responses were analyzed. There were

significant differences between the Japanese nursing faculty and U.S. nursing faculty, with the

Japanese faculty tending toward a more teacher-centered teaching style. A discriminant analysis

found that the primary difference between teacher-centered and learner-centered styles is “

Individualization,”™ which is a dynamic condition that energizes the learner to take an active role

in personalized learning. Learner-centered teachers embrace Individualization while teacher-centered
instructors reject it.
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Nursing Non-
Nursing TSAS  Web 117 105 89.7%
Nursing 71 Non-Nursing 34 Nursing  Non-Nursing 17
10 13 1 2 Non-Nursing
6 15 13
TSAS 30 Range 0-150 Nursing 95.39 18.6  Non-nursing
100.09 18.3 Nursing  Non-nursing
t=-1.22,df=103,p .23 5 4, earner-
Centered Activities t=3.251, df =103,
p=.002 Nursing 16 (3.8), Non-nursing 19 (4.6) 3
®1 KREOEEFZE L FEFLSNOHKEDOLE N 105
Nsg. Non Nsg. Mean Std. Error interval of the
n=71 n=34 t df p Diffrence Difference  Lower Upper
Mean (SD)  95.39(18.6)  100.088(18.31) -1.22 103 0.23 -4.69 3.86 -12.35 2.96
®2 KEHEOLERBREHK
Nsg. Non Nsg. Total
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Years of teaching 1-3 9(12.7) 4(11.8) 13(12.4)
experience 4-6 9(12.7) 8(23.4) 17(16.1)
7-9 9(12.7) 2(5.9) 11(10.5)
10-13 16(22.5) 9(26.5) 25(23.8)
14-16 5(7.0) 2(5.9) 7(6.7)
over 17 23(32.4) 9(26.5) 32(30.5)
Total 71(100) 34(100)  105(100)
F3 KREOEEHELFEFLUIOBEOLE : KRTF
Nsg. Non Nsg, t-test
Factor Mean  SD Mean SD t df p
1 Participation in the Learning Process 25 8.7 28 9 -1.39 103 .169
2 Relating to Experience 19 4.6 18 5.7 -6.54 103 517
3 Create Learning Climate 24 4.6 25 3.8 -.516 103 .607
4 Learner-Cantered Activities 16 3.8 19 4.6 -3.25 103 .002
5 Personalizing Instruction 12 3.3 11 4.4 1.09 103 .278
265 2,595 1261
49.0 TSAS 30 Range 0-150 86.04 14.6
84.84 13.95 88.00 15.34 4

17 10 13



F4 BADEBEFHEDTSAS N=1,261
Mean n SD
84.84 783 13.95
88.00 478 15.34
Total 86.04 1261 14.57
#5 HADEEZFHEDHERREHK
Total
n (%) n (%) n (%)
1-3 129(16.5 17(3.6 146(11.6)
4-6 136(17.3 47(9.8 183(14.5)
7-9 114 (14.6) 66(13.8) 180(14.3)
10-13 144(18.4) 123(25.7) 267(21.2)
14-16 83 (10.6) 71(14.9) 154(12.2)
17 177(22.6) 154(32.2) 331(26.2)
Total 783(100) 478(100) 1261(100)
%6 XKEOEEFLRELHAOEEFHE & DR
Mean Std. Error interval of the
n=71 n=1261 dar p Diffrence Mean Lower Upper
Mean (SD.  95.39(18.6) 86.04(14.57) -22.799 1260 0.001  -9.3523 0.41 -10.157 -8.548
One-sample t test 95.39
TSAS 81
15 81 81
TSAS 2
51 2 111
100 7
0.2 8 8

TSAS



Discriminant Analysis

Predicted Group TSAS score

Group Total (%)
Teacher-Centered Learner-Centered
Teacher-Centered (51and Below ) 22 0 22
Learner-Centered 11land Above) 0 46 46
Percent of Placement
Teacher-Centered 100 0 100
Learner-Centered 0 100 100
100
TSAS N 68
Mean for Item
Structure
Item
Matrix Corr. Group_22 Group_46
| have my students identify their own problems that need to be solved.
0.309 26 0.682 4.457
I help my students develop short-range as well as long-range objectives.
0.256 18 0.500 3.957
| allow a student's motives for participating in continuing education to be a major determinant in the planning of
0.235 25 learning objectives. 0.909 4.326
| let each student work at his/her own rate regardless of the amount of time it takes him/her to learn a new concept.
0.230 17 0.455 3.609
| organize adult learning episodes according to the problems that my students encounter in everyday life.
0.227 27 1.409 4.696
| plan activities that will encourage each student's growth from dependence on others to greater independence.
0.223 22 1.682 4.674
| gear my instructional objectives to match the individual abilities and needs of the students.
0.219 23 0.591 4.217
| encourage dialogue among my students.
0.204 12 1.955 4.804
1.023 4.343
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