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Taxonomy of Teaching Methods and Teaching Forms
for Youth in Non-Formal Education in the National
Youth Council of Slovenia

VESNA MILOSEVIC ZUPANCIC!

~  Research from the field of non-formal education (NFE) in youth work em-
phasises the central role of experiential learning and learning in groups.
The present paper aims to research teaching methods and teaching forms
in NFE in youth work. The research sought to answer the following re-
search questions: ‘What teaching forms can be found in NFE for young
people in youth councils on a national level in Slovenia?’ and ‘What teach-
ing methods can be found in NFE for young people in youth councils
on a national level in Slovenia?” Data was collected using semi-structured
interviews; the instrument was a list of questions. The empirical research
was conducted in July 2016 with six interviewees. The results indicate that
learning in selected NFE in the National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS)
is participatory, interactive, inclusive and student-focused; with central
concepts of experiential learning and learning in groups. The key teaching
form is learning in groups. However, individual work, work in pairs, pro-
grammed instruction and direct instruction are also present. The central
and omnipresent teaching method is experiential learning. Problem-based
learning, case-study method, action learning, and project-based learning
are intertwined and connected to the experiential learning method. Oth-
er methods include verbal-textual methods, illustrative-demonstration
methods, experimental methods, peer learning, and support methods.
The conclusions are applicative in the didactic spectrum of NFE in youth
work and in the wider didactic spectrum of adult learning. Implications
for further research include teaching methods and forms in NFE inside
the wider youth sector, internationally comparative and through quantita-

tive research.
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Taksonomija u¢nih metod in oblik za mlade v
neformalnem izobrazevanju v Mladinskem svetu
Slovenije

VESNA MILOSEVIC ZUPANCIC

Raziskave s podrocja neformalnega izobrazevanja (NFI) v mladinskem
delu poudarjajo osrednjo vlogo izkustvenega ucenja in dela v skupinah.
Cilj tega prispevka je raziskati u¢ne metode in oblike v NFI v mladin-
skem delu. Raziskava je poskusala odgovoriti na naslednji raziskovalni
vprasanji: »Katere u¢ne oblike obstajajo v NFI za mlade v mladinskih
svetih na nacionalni ravni v Sloveniji?« in »Katere u¢ne metode obstaja-
jo v NFI za mlade v mladinskih svetih na nacionalni ravni v Sloveniji?«.
Podatki so bili zbrani s pol-strukturiranimi intervjuji, pri ¢emer je bil
instrument seznam vpra$anj. Empiri¢na raziskava je bila izvedena v ju-
liju 2016 s Sestimi intervjuvanci. Izsledki kazejo, da je ucenje v izbranih
NFI v Mladinskem svetu Slovenije (MSS) participativno, interaktivno,
ega ucenja in dela v skupinah. Osrednja u¢na oblika je u¢enje v skupinah.
Prisotne pa so tudi druge posredne u¢ne oblike: individualno delo, delo
v dvojicah in programirani pouk ter neposredna oz. frontalna u¢na obli-
ka. Prevladujoca in vseprisotna u¢na metoda je izkustveno ucenje. Prob-
lemska metoda, metoda primera, akcijsko ucenje in projektna metoda
so prepleteni in se povezujejo z izkustvenim uc¢enjem. Preostale metode
vklju¢ujejo verbalno-tekstualne metode, ilustrativno-demonstracijske
metode, laboratorijsko-eksperimentalne metode, vrstnisko ucenje in
podporne metode. Zakljucki so aplikativni v didakti¢nem spektru NFI v
mladinskem delu in $irSem didakti¢nem spektru izobrazevanja odraslih.
Predlogi za nadaljnje raziskovanje vklju¢ujejo u¢ne metode in oblike v
NFI znotraj $irSega mladinskega sektorja, primerjavo na mednarodni

ravni in dopolnitev s kvantitativno raziskavo.

Kljucne besede: neformalno izobrazevanje, u¢ne oblike, u¢ne metode,
mladinske organizacije, mladinsko delo
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Introduction

Subjective perceptions of learning might bring the first association to
the learning in the formal educational system, referred to as formal learning.
However, youth organisations are places that offer young people the other two
categories of learning: non-formal learning and informal learning. Non-for-
mal education (NFE) and training together with boosting the competencies
of young people are within the key scopes of organisations in the youth sector.

The field of youth work is highly interdisciplinary, connecting several
scientific disciplines, including pedagogy, social work, and political science.
The concept of youth work is polyvalent, multifaceted, heterogeneous, and has
no unified definition (Coussée, 2009; Pantea, 2012). It can be described as a
reaction to the processes of exclusion, alienation, and disintegration of modern
societies (Kuhar & Razpotnik, 2011). In Slovenia, youth work can be defined
as a form of work with young people, which is voluntary, encouraging active
citizenship, fostering social integration and consciously containing educational
components (Kuhar & Leskosek, 2008). Youth organisations are civil society
organisations that are non-profit, private, and formal. As such, they can be lo-
cated in the part of social reality between the community, the state, and the mar-
ket (Kolari¢ & Rakar, 2010). It is said that the role of citizens and civil society
shall be reconsidered in an attempt to widen democratic participation (Gaber
& Mojskerc, 2014). The majority of Western democracies encourage youth par-
ticipation as a part of the debate on modern citizenship (Bessant, 2004), the
result of which is the formation of youth councils, youth assemblies, and other
decision-making or consulting bodies (Taft & Gordon, 2013). Rakar et al. (2011)
divide youth organisations in Slovenia, among others, into the National Youth
Council of Slovenia (MSS), youth councils of local communities, youth centres,
national youth organisations, and other non-governmental organisations.

There are both non-formal learning and informal learning in youth or-
ganisations (European Commission, 2000, 2012). Learning is a broad concept,
defined by several theories in psychology (Marenti¢-Pozarnik, 2014), sociol-
ogy (Haralambos & Holborn, 2005) and other disciplines (e.g., economy), with
the official definition by UNESCO/ISCED (Marenti¢-Pozarnik, 2014, p. 10-19;
UNESCO, 1993, p. 2). Regarding the situation in which learning takes part,
we can divide learning into three categories (Zagar & Kelava, 2014). Formal
learning is a highly institutionalised and structured process; informal learning
is an activity that takes place in everyday life (Boeren, 2011), it is not institu-
tionalised, and it can be self-, family- or socially-directed (Lebeni¢nik, Pitt, &
Star¢ic Isteni¢, 2015). Lastly, non-formal learning can be defined as ‘organized
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education taking place outside the formal education system’ (Boeren, 2011, p.
335). It can inter alia take place within civil society organisations such as youth
organisations (European Commission, 2000).

Within the concept of learning, the present paper focuses on a didac-
tic aspect, on teaching methods and teaching forms.* Teaching methods can
be defined as theoretically justified and empirically tested modes of action,
through which the subjects of the educational/learning processes implement
their aims and objectives (Kramar, 2009). Modern didactics and educational
psychology divide them into student-focused and teacher-focused methods
(Radovan, 2013). Teacher-focused methods emphasise information transmis-
sion, whereas student-focused methods emphasise the conceptual change (Stes
& Petegem, 2014). Constructivist theories of learning emphasise the shift in
focus from conventional lectures to teaching methods that activate the learner
and are student-focused (Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2010). Active teaching
methods include case-study, problem-based learning, collaborative assign-
ments (Struyven et al., 2010), participatory learning, experiential learning, peer
learning, and project-based learning (Javornik Kreci¢, Rutar Leban, & Kelava,
2014). Problem-based learning is defined as learning where students work in
groups to resolve complex, real(istic) problems under guidance (Allen, Don-
ham, & Berhhard, 2011), and it is considered more interesting and efficient than
classic academic presentations (Gojkov, Stojanovi¢, & Gojkov-Raji¢, 2015).
Similarly, project-based learning can be defined as learning in groups under
guidance to research and create projects (Bell, 2010). The cognitive-construc-
tivist model overcomes the division of teacher-focused and student-focused
methods, thereby stressing the construction of knowledge in the interaction
between both sides (Javornik Kre¢i¢ et al., 2014). The teaching process is a com-
munication process by its nature; therefore, teaching methods can be classified
according to the source by which the message comes to the learner (Tomic,
2000). Classification by the source divides teaching methods into the verbal-
textual method (spoken explanation method; conversation method; working
with texts), the illustrative-demonstration method, the experimental method,
and the experiential learning method (according to Kolb) (Tomi¢, 2000). Based
on Jarvis, experiential learning originates in primary experiences, and it can

be defined as learning through activity, which differentiates it from passive

2 The concept of teaching methods is often semantically broader in the context of English-speaking
countries and it includes the notions of teaching forms. However, in the German-speaking
countries (e.g., Germany) and in countries of ex-Yugoslavia (e.g., Slovenia, Croatia), there is a
division in didactics to teaching methods and teaching forms. As the paper aims to encompass
all the didactic aspects of NFE in youth organizations in the geographical context of Slovenia, the
author follows the division of teaching methods and teaching forms.
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learning through the reception of information (Timm, Birkenmaier, & Tebb,
2011). Kolb’s experiential learning is based on a circular model with four phases:
concrete experience, reflective observation, abstract conceptualisation, and ac-
tive experimentation (Timm et al., 2011). Kramar (2009) divides methods by
functionally-complementary perspective, as Tomi¢ does, with the exception
of experiential learning, which he omits. He further classifies methods to the
spoken explanation method, lecture, conversation method, textual method,
demonstration method, problem method, and case method. The classification
of Starc, Rodica and Konda (2015) is a combination of Kramar’s and Tomic’s
models, with some methods bearing the same semantic meaning but named
differently (e.g., laboratory method vs. experimental method); therefore, the
only addition is the project method. Other authors (Brook, Pedler, & Burgoyne,
2012; Ivon & Kuscevi¢, 2013; Mijoc, 1995, 2007, 2009) mention action learning,
project method, case-study method, experiential learning, role-play, simula-
tion, structured practice, group interaction, and guided visualisation.
Furthermore, teaching forms can be defined as social forms in which
the learning process, that is teaching and learning, takes part (Tomi¢, 2000).
Teaching forms in the German context can be divided into frontal teaching/di-
rect instruction, group work, work in pairs and individual work (Garotti, 2015;
Jank & Meyer, 2006; Kiper, Meyer, & Topsch, 2002). Authors in didactic theory
classify them into frontal teaching form/direct instruction and indirect form/
autonomous work of students (Kadum-Bosnjak, 2012; Kramar, 2009; Strm¢nik,
2001; Tomi¢; 2000). The indirect form consists of learning in groups/group
work, work in pairs and individual work (Kramar, 2009; Rot Vrhovec, 201s;
Starc et al., 2015; Strm¢nik, 2001; Tomi¢, 2000; Topolovcan, 2012). Group work,
and thus participation in group activities, is the primary form of teaching in
NEE (Eraut, 2004 & Wenger, 1998, in Kiilakoski & Kivijarvi, 2015). Some au-
thors (Javornik Kreci¢ et al., 2014; Stankovi¢ & Blazi¢, 2015) add programmed
instruction, which runs without direct instruction, mostly as individual work.
Teaching methods and forms are necessary not only for the diversification of
education, but also to achieve deeper understanding and independent, criti-
cal and creative learning (Javornik Kreci¢ et al., 2014). It is believed that the
choice of teaching forms and methods (e.g., more practical learning, omitting
ex-cathedra) might even improve the learner’s career success (Pavlin, 2014).
Prevailing methods and forms of teaching in youth organisations are peer
learning, experiential learning (Buzinki¢, Culum, Horvat, & Kovacié, 2015; del
Felice & Solheim, 2011), interactive and participatory learning, and learning in
groups (Fennes & Otten, 2008). Participative learning is defined as learning that
recognises and values experience (Sapin, 2009); as an approach in adult learning
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that encompasses three components: using participants’ experiences as a basis for
learning, valuing these experiences throughout the programme, and encourag-
ing participants to learn from each other (Sapin & Waters, 1990). Methods that
are classified as appropriate in the spectrum of youth work are active learning,
experiential learning, learning from each other/participatory learning, passing
on information and illuminating (Sapin, 2009). In youth organisations, young
people learn through workshops, trainings, debates etc. (Souto-Otero, 2016).
They learn through the methods of NFE on planned trainings, from guidance
of experienced workers, from educational materials, in learning-by-doing, and
though the aforementioned peer learning and experiential learning (Del Felice &
Solheim, 2011). Beside NFE, young people also learn through informal learning,
which is perceived as spontaneous learning, mostly based on interaction with
peers outside of planned activities (Del Felice & Solheim, 2011).

There is a plethora of research on teaching methods and forms (Allen
et al,, 2011; Bell, 2010; Brook et al., 2012; Garotti, 2015; Gojkov et al., 2015; Ivon
& Kuscevi¢, 2013; Jank & Meyer, 2006; Javornik Kreci¢ et al., 2014; Kadum-
Bosnjak, 2012; Kramar, 2009; Kiper et al., 2002; Mijo¢, 1995, 2007, 2009; Ra-
dovan, 2013; Rot Vrhovec, 2015; Stankovi¢ & Blazi¢é, 2015; Starc et al., 2015;
Stes & Petegem, 2014; Strm¢nik, 2001; Struyven et al., 2010; Timm et al., 2011;
Tomi¢, 2000). It is acknowledged that there are learning processes, non-formal
learning and NFE taking place in youth work inside youth organisations (Euro-
pean Commission, 2000, 2012; Fennes & Otten, 2008; Kuhar & Leskosek, 2008;
Souto-Otero, 2016). Furthermore, some studies illuminate the field of teaching
methods and teaching forms in youth organisations (i.e., Buzinkic et al., 2015;
del Felice & Solheim, 2011; Fennes & Otten, 2008; Sapin, 2009; Souto-Otero,
2016). However, there are gaps in the detailed research of teaching methods and
forms in Slovenian youth organisations/youth councils.

Primary objective

The present paper explores the didactic aspects of NFE in youth work. It
aims to contribute to a better understanding of teaching methods and teaching
forms in NFE in national youth councils in Slovenia. The objective is to prepare
the taxonomy of NFE on a national level that is conducted by qualified educa-

tors and carried out in national youth councils in Slovenia.

Research questions
The following research questions guided the research:
. What teaching forms can be found in NFE for youth in youth councils

on a national level in Slovenia?
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. What teaching methods can be found in NFE for youth in youth coun-

cils on a national level in Slovenia?
Research methodology

Research sample

. Population: all NFE for youth in youth councils on a national level and
in youth councils on a local level.

. Sample: selected NFE for youth in youth councils on a national level.

. Selection criteria of NFE: duration (more than one day), date of NFE

(last conducted NFE), level (national), competence of educators (quali-
fied for conducting NFE in youth sector).

There was only one youth council on a national level at the time of the
research: Mladinski svet Slovenije, National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS).
It is defined in legislation (Act Amending Youth Councils Act, 2010; Youth
Councils Act, 2000) as a voluntary association of national youth organisations,
which have a status of an organisation in the public interest in the youth sec-
tor in accordance with the act (Public Interest in Youth Sector Act, 2010). One
of the policy areas of MSS is youth work. NFE and training together with the
enhancement of competencies are among the main objectives.

According to the selection criteria, the selected NFE is Usposabljanje za
trenerje v mladinskem delu (Training for Trainers in Youth Work) that took
place between March 31 and April 3%, 2016 in BreZice, Slovenia. It was de-
scribed as an intensive four-day training. There were 23 participants and four
educators, known as trainers. Their aim was to train the participants for prep-
aration, execution and evaluation of trainings in youth work and to prepare
them for working with young adults.

Data collection (methods)

. The research paradigm: qualitative.
. Data collection technique: semi-structured interviews.
. Instrument: the list of questions for semi-structured interviews.

The list of questions was peer-reviewed by an expert and based on a
synthesis of several models. The classification of the teaching methods was syn-
thesised by Allen et al., 2011; Bell, 2010; Brook et al., 2012; Ivon & Kuscevi¢, 2013;
Kramar, 2009; Mijo¢, 2007; Timm et al., 2011; Tomi¢, 2000; Starc et al., 2015.

The classification of teaching forms was synthesised by authors Garotti, 2015;
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Jank & Meyer, 2006; Javornik Kreci¢ et al., 2014; Kiper et al., 2002; Kramar,
2009; Rot Vrhovec, 2015; Stankovi¢ & BlaZié, 2015; Starc et al., 2015; Strm¢nik,
2001; Tomi¢, 2000; Topolovean, 2012. The list of questions was divided into four
sections, and it comprised 19 questions, with sub-questions.

Participants

For a better understanding of the problem and for validity and reliability
purposes, the interviews were conducted with the same instrument on three
different groups of persons (three sources of data); that is with data source tri-
angulation (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe 2007; Devetak, Glazar, & Vogrinc,
2010; Vogrinc 2008). The three groups of interviewees are presented in Table 1.
Persons were selected by the time criterion, namely those who responded to the
invitation first. The number of interviews was determined by the rule of theo-
retical saturation (Flick, 2006), which is the reason for a difference between the
planned number of interviews and the number of conducted interviews as seen
in Table 1.

Table 1
Participants of the research — interviewees

Planned no.  No. of conducted - . .
Level . . . The position of interviewees
of Interviews interviews

1 person, responsible for NFE at MSS
Organiser 1-2 2 1 person, responsible for educating
trainers at MSS

2 persons, qualified for conducting
NFE in youth sector by MSS criteria,

Trainer 1-2 2 who were trainers at the last NFE event
on a national level at MSS, which lasted
more than 1 day

2 persons, who were participants at the
last NFE event on a national level at
MSS, which lasted more than 1 day and
was conducted by qualified trainers

Participant 2-3 2

Research conduct

. Data collection period: between 14" and 31¢ July 2016.

. The interviews were conducted individually with each person at the
same location (at MSS) with the exception of two interviews taking pla-
ce elsewhere. The tape recordings last from 27 minutes to 44 minutes,
with the average duration of 36 minutes.
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Data analysis

Interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim, the result is nearly
100 pages of transcriptions. The data analysis method is qualitative content
analysis, with the method of grounded theory (Easterby-Smith et al., 2007;
Vogrinc, 2013). Transcriptions were systematically analysed with coding and
categorising. A flexible deductive approach was used, in which abstract no-
tions served as a basis; they were checked on empirical data, but in accordance
with flexibility new codes and categories were added in the process of analysis
(Vogring, 2013). Therefore, some categories were formed subsequently (Mar-
vasti, 2004). Open coding, axial coding, and selective coding by Glasser and
Strauss were used (Easterby-Smith et al., 2007; Marvasti, 2004). No special soft-
ware for qualitative analysis was used for data analysis: only Word and Excel.

The study was approved by the Ethics Commission of the Faculty of
Education, University of Ljubljana.

Results and discussion

Results

A total of 493 codes were assigned to the data: 352 codes to the teaching
methods and 141 codes to the teaching forms. There are 12 categories and 14 sub-
categories in the data; two categories and four subcategories for the 1% research
question on teaching forms (theme: teaching forms) and 10 categories and 10
subcategories for the 2™ research question on teaching methods (theme: teach-
ing methods). The list of teaching methods and forms is not an exhaustive list.

The results indicate the presence of frontal teaching form/direct instruc-
tion as well as indirect forms/autonomous work of students in selected NFE in
(MSS). The taxonomy of teaching forms is presented in Figure 1.

Learning in groups /

Group work
Direct instruction /
Frontal teaching —_——
form
Teaching forms Work in pairs
Indirect forms /

Autonomous work
of students

Individual work

Programmed
instruction

Figure 1. Taxonomy of teaching forms (categories and subcategories) in selected
NFE in National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS).
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The results indicate that teaching methods in selected NFE in MSS in-
clude the methods presented in Figure 2. The classification of subcategories and
further taxonomy is illustrated in Figure 3 (for verbal-textual methods), Figure
4 (for illustrative-demonstration methods) and Figure 5 (for support methods).
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Figure 2. Taxonomy of teaching methods (categories) in selected NFE in MSS.
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Facilitation
Spoken
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Spoken
explanation Multiple
Verbal-textual ;2?%%5(1
methads Shaort lectures
Reading
Parking lot of
Work with ideas
ork wi -
texts Writing —
methods of
Work with writing
textbook

Figure 3. Taxonomy of verbal-textual methods (subcategories) in selected NFE
in MSS.
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Audio recordings

Illustrative display Graphic display

Audio-visual and

lllustrative- Displaying objects multimedia
demonstration recordings
methods
Dramatization
(role play)

Demonstration

Working process
simulation

Figure 4. Taxonomy of illustrative-demonstration methods (subcategories) in
selected NFE in MSS.

r 1
Icebreakers
\
" r "
Support methods Energizers
\
r "\
Team buildings
\

Figure 5. Taxonomy of support methods (subcategories) in selected NFE in
MSS.

Teaching forms in selected NFE for youth in youth councils the on

national level - in National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS)

Firstly, it should be noted that the selection of teaching forms and meth-
ods in NFE in MSS depends on trainers; according to their internal recom-
mendations, methods and forms for all learning styles should be included. In
selected NFE in MSS, the frontal teaching form/direct instruction and indirect
forms/autonomous work of students are present. Direct instruction is repre-
sented in a small measure. As illustrated by the statement of the interviewee
on the participant level (Ipart) about the presence of this teaching form: ‘Very
little, but there was also a bit of that” Furthermore, the organisers recommend
limiting direct instruction; and using it only for covering theoretical aspects.
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This is also consistent with theory, since direct instruction is more appropriate
for children and younger pupils, who need systematic guidance in comparison
with adults with more work- and life experience (Mijo¢, 2009). The participants
of selected NFE can be defined as older adolescents or young adults, therefore,
according to their characteristics, direct instruction is less suitable for them.

Indirect teaching forms are more stressed, and among them learning in
groups is the most important, with the biggest part of selected NFE conducted
as such. The key teaching form in the selected NFE is learning in groups, cor-
responds with teaching form present in youth clubs (Eraut, 2004 & Wenger,
1998, in Kiilakoski & Kivijarvi, 2015) and with suitable forms in NFE (Starc et
al. 2015). As stated by the interviewee on the trainer level (Itrain): “Well, yes,
there was a lot of group work [...] it was mostly that. The groups were of vari-
ous sizes and consisted of 3 to 24 members. They were structurally different —
formed randomly, by instructions or with self-initiative according to the inter-
est. The groups were not permanent; on the contrary, they changed constantly,
with participants undertaking different roles in these groups. The interviewees
report that group work made them participate more actively; some of them
state responsibility towards other group members as the source of motivation.
At the same time in this teaching form there is less responsibility on the educa-
tor alone to impart knowledge and more on the group and on the individual.
Learning in groups encourages communication skills, it makes participants
more motivated and consequently more effective, and at the same time raises
their responsibility for the results of joint work (Kramar, 2009).

Work in pairs was present in selected NFE in MSS, but to a limited
extent. Individual work was present to a limited extent as well. It took place
after the completion of a specific content section, in which the participants
were expected to write their reflections. Furthermore, it was present when the
participants had the task of preparing a presentation on their own. Finally, it
can be said that programmed instruction was present if defined as a teach-
ing form with prepared instructions where the individual solves the task with-
out the educator’s help. Such a teaching form was present; however, without
pre-programmed software, but through a pre-defined learning sheet. As stated
by Itrain: ‘And basically there was no need for an explanation [...] there were
questions on [the learning sheet] that guided them’ That is contrary to some
definitions (Stankovi¢ & Blazi¢, 2015) which associate programmed instruction
mainly with computers and refer to it as computer-assisted instruction. Pro-
grammed instruction results in increased participation and in individualisation
of learning speed (Javornik Kre¢i¢ et al., 2014).
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Teaching methods in selected NFE for youth in youth councils on the

national level - in the National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS)

The results indicate the presence of the following teaching methods in
the selected NFE in MSS: verbal-textual methods, illustrative-demonstration
methods, experimental method, experiential learning, problem-based learn-
ing, case-study method, action learning, project-based learning, peer learning
and support methods.

Firstly, verbal-textual methods in our research can be divided into four
subcategories (as presented in Figure 3). The interviewees mention spoken ex-
planation, which is used as the additional explanation of content and for inter-
pretation of definitions. The theory is that a well-defined spoken explanation is
suitable for theoretical content and for topics that learners would not be able
to assimilate to such an extent themselves (Kramar, 2009). Some researchers
(e.g., Sapin, 2009) classify passing on information and illuminating as appro-
priate teaching methods, which is not confirmed by our research, as passing on
information and illumination in the sense of spoken explanation and lectures
are less represented in the selected NFE. Lectures are less present and appear
mostly as short lectures. As illustrated by Itrain: ‘And there was a small part of
theory inside the programme which lasted for 10 minutes’ Lectures are mainly
used for giving theory and for unifying knowledge before further work with
other methods. Therefore, the research confirms the theory (Kramar, 2009)
that they are used for that transmission of content, information and viewpoints
that learners shall become acquainted with and adopt. The specialty of the se-
lected NFE is that lectures exist in reversible format, where the participants pre-
pare content and present it to other participants and to trainers in the plenary,
therein shifting the roles.

Furthermore, spoken discourse is present in all forms, with participants
interacting with one another and through participants’ and trainers’ interac-
tion, where questions are raised, and feedback is given through active participa-
tion. Great importance is attributed to the continuous openness for questions
by trainers and the active participation of participants. Trainers often assume
the role of facilitators, only facilitating the discourse with participants being a
source of knowledge and information. Other methods of spoken discourse, in
addition to discussion and facilitation, include ‘multiple angles method” and
‘pro-et-contra’ In the verbal methods in the selected NFE, there is a strong focus
on dialogue and interaction, and less on monologue.

Finally, work with texts is present throughout the process. It is present
as reading (reading of texts; such as definitions appearing on several sheets that
need to be assembled into a meaningful whole), writing (writing presentations
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of products; recording thoughts, opinions and reflections; writing plans for
work tasks) and didactic work with textbooks. In the latter case, the partici-
pants receive a book that helps them with their task of preparing their own
workshop. As illustrated by the interviewee on an organiser level (lorg): ‘All the
participants get [...] a manual for trainers in youth work [...] we provide it.
The writing method includes ‘parking lot of ideas, where the participants can
write their reflections on a flip chart during the whole day, with discussion fol-
lowing in the evening evaluation. To sum up, work with texts is manifested in
reading and in preparation of written material with the constant emphasis on
self-activation (Kramar, 2009), as the texts in the selected NFE only represent a
basis for participants’ activation.

Secondly, illustrative-demonstration methods are also represented in
the selected NFE. An illustrative display is manifested through audio record-
ings, graphic display (‘photo-speech method; illustrations, pictures, schemat-
ics, etc.) and watching audio-visual and multimedia recordings (films, YouTube
recordings, etc.). Displaying objects was present through showing different
objects and items (balls, flowers, facilitation kit, etc.). As stated by Itrain: Tve
learned what Neuland markers are. The co-trainer actually showed the facilita-
tion kit’ Demonstration methods were mostly present through dramatisation
and role play, but there was also a working process simulation. An example of
dramatisation was described by Ipart: ‘She had a demonstration about what
good public performance looks like and she was actually playing a teacher.
And she was playing a teacher who cannot speak well publicly’ The present
illustrative-demonstration methods encouraged the perception of participants
through the activation of several senses (Tomi¢, 2000).

Thirdly, the experimental method is also represented in the selected
NFE. There was certain bias on the answers to this question; therefore, the re-
sults are not entirely valid. There were experiments in a social science context,
but there was no laboratory testing of natural phenomena or laboratory work
in a natural science context (Tomi¢, 2000). Such experiments can be illustrated
by two examples. Firstly, by simulation exercises in which a certain case was
played out three times, each time with different parameters. The second exam-
ple was the experiment on learning styles, in which participants were divided
into three groups with the goal of folding t-shirts using a new technique. One
group had audio-recording instructions, the second group had video-recording
instructions, and the third group had video-recording instructions together
with a t-shirt for testing purposes.

Fourthly, experiential learning was a method that was mentioned by the
interviewees most often. It was presented as omnipresent and referred to as
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the key teaching method in the selected NFE as well as all NFE in MSS and in
youth work in general. Jorg stated: “That is the basic guideline for NFE, at least
in the MSS context. The process of experiential learning follows all four phases
of Kolb’s circular model, as illustrated by Iorg: “The themes that are learned and
presented there are simultaneously tested in practice. An example mentioned
by all interviewees is the part of the selected NFE in which the participants had
to independently plan and conduct one workshop after learning the basics of
theory. They observed their own and their colleagues’ experiences, received and
gave feedback at the same time, and implemented it into their own presenta-
tion. The research confirms that experiential learning originates in a primary
experience and offers active learning, which enables greater internalisation of
knowledge, simultaneously increasing its importance and prolonging its mem-
orisation (Timm et al., 2011).

Fifthly, project-based learning can be found in the selected NFE; howev-
er more in terms of short projects, covering a limited amount of time, executed
within NFE. To exemplify, the participants worked in groups to prepare a plan
for a four-day seminar, each covering a certain aspect of the seminar that they
had to conduct and perform individually. As illustrated by Iorg: “...a kind of
project work, where the participants form an activity on their own, they execute
it. and the trainer only serves as a mentor in this process. This is in accordance
with the definition of project-based learning in education by Mijo¢ (2007) as a
process in which an individual or a group chooses a problem which they exam-
ine, analyse, solve and present the results in front of the group.

Furthermore, the problem method with problem-based learning was
present as the participants received specific problems from the practice to solve.
They worked in groups to actively resolve complex and real problems (Allen et
al,, 2011), to which they had to apply all their knowledge and experience. Such
learning is perceived as the highest form of learning as it is not only a repro-
duction of knowledge, but a creative transformation and application of prior-
knowledge and experience to new or modified situations (Javornik Krecic et al.,
2014). The problem method in the selected NFE can be seen as an independent
method or as a part of experiential learning. That also applies to the case-study
method in the selected NFE, which is strongly intertwined with experiential
learning.

The next teaching method present was action learning. In part of the
selected NFE, the participants had to work with peers, perform actions, and re-
flect upon solutions, which is consistent with Revans’ definition of action learn-
ing (Brook et al., 2012). Both action learning and the case-study method can be
categorised as adult education methods, because they assume the participants
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can draw from their own experience, interpersonal relations, and life-situa-
tions (Mijo¢, 2009). Despite the fact that some participants in the selected NFE
might not yet be defined as adults, they fit the categories of younger adults
and active citizens (participating in civil society organisations) and, therefore,
possess sufficient experience for such methods. Furthermore, problem-based
learning, case-study method and action learning are all very intertwined in the
selected NFE; therefore, it is difficult to distinguish among them. Primarily,
they are all strongly connected with experiential learning, which can be seen as
their umbrella method in many aspects. The dilemma of many expressions for
similar concepts is also highlighted by other researchers. For example, Mijo¢
(2007) claims that the project method is often connected with case-study, prob-
lem learning, project learning, experiential learning, etc.

Moreover, support methods that were present in the selected NFE can
be divided into three sections: icebreakers, energisers, and team buildings.
Iorg states: ‘Almost every workshop has an energiser or an icebreaker for the
participants... as we really want them to be present there! For example, the
interviewees mention building with Lego bricks as a team builder and differ-
ent icebreakers for warming up. Support methods used in the selected NFE
aim in helping participants merge into groups, connecting them, and gaining
their attention. This is in accordance with Kane (2007), who claims that a good
icebreaker can improve the learning environment, encourage socialisation and
help participants relax.

Finally, peer learning was also present in the selected NFE. It can be
seen as a component of NFE although it is more often present in less struc-
tured environments of informal learning (del Felice & Solheim, 2011). However,
our research does not explore informal learning; therefore, informal aspects
of peer learning are not covered. Peer learning in the selected NFE is present
as the transmission of knowledge between the participants and the trainers
within other methods (e.g., in discussion); the trainers provide an environ-
ment that encourages such learning. As illustrated by Itrain: “There is a lot of
learning from each other’ Peer learning can be grouped in the broader concept
of participative learning (Sapin, 2009), also referred to as ‘participatory learn-
ing’ (Fennes & Otten, 2008). In the selected NFE participative learning can be
found in each teaching method and form. Its presence can be felt through the
wording of the interviewees. This can be illustrated by the statements of Itrain:
‘Altogether, it was very [...] inclusive, interactive, reflexive. and Ipart: “‘We had

constant interaction with the trainers, we cooperated [...]. There were constant
calls for feedback’
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Conclusion

Youth in youth organisations learn through seminars, courses (del Felice
& Solheim, 2011) and trainings (Souto-Otero, 2016), in the categories of which
the selected NFE can be placed. The present research confirms that learning in
the selected NFE in the National Youth Council of Slovenia (MSS) is participa-
tive, interactive, inclusive and student-focused; with central concepts of expe-
riential learning and learning in groups (Buzinki¢ et al., 2015; Fennes & Otten,
2008; Sapin, 2009; Sapin & Waters, 1990).

Learning in groups is seen as the primary teaching form in the selected
NFE in MSS; however, individual work, work in pairs, programmed instruc-
tion, and direct instruction (which is the least represented) are also present.
The central and omnipresent teaching method is experiential learning. Prob-
lem-based learning, the case-study method, action learning and project-based
learning are intertwined and connected to the experiential learning method,
which can be seen as their umbrella method. Other methods include verbal-
textual methods (spoken discourse, spoken explanation, short lectures, and
work with texts), illustrative-demonstration methods (illustrative display, dis-
playing objects and demonstration), experimental methods in social science
context, peer learning and support methods (icebreakers, energisers, and team
building). Participative learning is typical for youth work, and in the selected
NEFE it can be found throughout every teaching method and form.

Limitations

The selected NFE took part four months before the interviews; there-
fore, some errors in recall of the interviewees are possible. Furthermore, the
selected NFE was specific, as its aim was to train the participants to conduct the
similar NFE on their own. Consequently, they had better knowledge of teach-
ing methods and forms. At the same time, the selected NFE was more method-
ologically diverse, as the trainers’ aim was to present as many methods in forms
in practice as possible. Moreover, the list of questions was based on a synthesis
of several models and peer-reviewed by one expert only, due to the situational
limitations. More peer-reviews might have contributed to a better quality of the
instrument. Finally, the author entered the research with certain knowledge of
NEFE in MSS, and she met with some interviewees before the research.

Applicability of the results and further research
The results of the research are applicative in the didactic spectrum
of NFE in youth work and in the wider didactic spectrum of adult learning.
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Nevertheless, certain parts of the research can be applied in practice in work
with young people inside the formal-education system. Implications for further
research include teaching methods and forms in NFE inside the wider youth
sector in Slovenia and a comparative analysis of national youth councils in the
international context. Furthermore, a quantitative study would be a needed ad-
dition to the present research.
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