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ABSTRACT
Knowledge and behavior patterns are connected, and the consequences of learning can be measured through behavior. This research compares the behavior patterns of undergraduate students in Ljubljana, Slovenia and Pula, Croatia. Although no significant differences were expected, the research shows that Ljubljana students have a characteristic cognitive orientation and prefer using ideas rather than written rules in their work. Their decision-making is oriented toward long-term effectiveness and long-term success, rather than short-term effectiveness and short-term success, and their communication is indecisive and unreliable. Their behavior pattern is somewhat unstable, changing over time. In contrast, the Pula students’ cognitive patterns are oriented toward ideas that they shape themselves. Their behavior inclines toward rules and their conscientious application, and their work is oriented toward short-term effectiveness and long-term success, rather than short-term success and long-term effectiveness. Their communication is reliable and they check statements in advance. The average behavior pattern of Pula students is very stable, with no particular variations between the sexes or years. The differences may be due to social circumstances, educational styles, and perhaps tradition. 

INTRODUCTION

When enterprises ask themselves what kind of people they need, they always think about the knowledge of future employees. Knowledge has attained such breadth that in everyday conversation it even replaces other human qualities. One can therefore easily find requirements such as “knows how to solve problems creatively” and so on. Knowledge does not deserve such emphasis and such generalized importance. The idea behind the term “knowledge” often hides the expectation that people will react and behave in appropriate manners. Knowledge is not enough to yield an appropriate reaction or behavior. People must know how, be able, and want to react appropriately in a situation at work. This means that we must not only know, but also be capable and motivated at the same time. The purpose of this paper is to examine behavior patterns of business students in two countries, Slovenia and Croatia. The structure of the paper reflects its purpose. Literature review follows the introduction. Afterwards the methodological part of the research is explained, followed by the presentation of results of empirical study. In the end some concluding remarks are provided. 
Knowledge and its influence on behavior


Together with other qualities, knowledge acquires its final value and “worth” only when it is used appropriately at work. Knowledge is of no advantage to us if we cannot or do not use it. In this case, knowledge is more a warehouse of assorted (sometimes even applicable) information that cannot be implemented. People with this kind of knowledge know a great deal and feel a need for their knowledge to be respected. Of course, they cannot receive this respect on the basis of their accomplishments and they feel the need for a bit of pride because this is the only way they can convince the people around them that they are worth something. This quality – that knowledge is implemented and shown only in the second phase, in a non-direct manner after one’s education is complete – suggests the idea that learning for the sake of knowledge cannot be useful. However, learning for the sake of successful work is in any case more applicable for many organizations.


It has been a very long time since the first schools appeared that sought to systematically teach people to do what they would later be doing in organizations. Everything that was necessary for a particular job was called a profession and it was therefore possible to fashion a catalog of knowledge that the candidate could master in order do the work of his profession. Some jobs remain relatively stable today, which means that the tasks are very strictly prescribed, and in this situation it is not difficult to design a corresponding academic program. There is no special need for creative knowledge. Because originality in behavior represents a great competitive advantage, it is necessary to react to market situations differently from how we were taught in school: knowledge must be applied creatively.


In the learning process, students ought to acquire appropriate behavior patterns to help them do their work successfully. All jobs require a particular behavior pattern from a worker. If a worker has a behavior pattern inappropriate for the job he does, in the best case he is merely dissatisfied with his work, but often the organization is also dissatisfied with his work. When a worker’s behavior pattern does not match the behavior pattern required by the job, it is only that individual that represents a problem for the organization. However, if an individual’s behavior pattern is not compatible with the behavior patterns of other workers that he must cooperate with, it is possible that the entire team will be unsuccessful. Studies (Adizes 1981; Lipičnik 2002) have shown that people with the same behavior patterns cannot cooperate successfully in a team regardless of what kind of teamwork knowledge they have. The same studies show that people with complementary behavior patterns can successfully cooperate in a team. In such a team, the solutions are almost always good, they are reached relatively quickly, and the participants themselves also feel good doing such work.

Behavior patterns


A behavior pattern is a person’s relatively constant manner of reacting to the same stimuli. Behavior patterns are formed throughout the course of a person’s life. Numerous external and internal, as well as known and unknown, factors influence the shaping of a behavior pattern. The relative constancy of a behavior pattern makes it possible to predict how a person will react, and this is much more accurate than can be concluded from a thorough knowledge of the human qualities (i.e., competences) that comprise it. In fact, it is nearly impossible to make inferences about a person’s behavior on the basis of his individual competences because we do not know what their influence on behavior is, and we are even less certain that we are aware of all the human competences that interact to cause human behavior. However, from the knowledge of the behavior pattern of a person we can certainly predict his reactions because we recognize a person’s behavior pattern at the time of his reaction to the same or similar stimulus as occurred at a given moment. A person will therefore also react in the same manner. Of course, errors also occur in this method of predicting human behavior, but the mistakes are considerably smaller.


Such a behaviorist conceptualization of man is relatively rare in today’s world because an analytical conceptualization predominates. Researchers strive to analytically discover a person’s “component parts” and predict his reactions from them. The analytical conceptualization is certainly a very appropriate way to think about all mechanisms that are comprised of a large number of elements. In such a mechanism, each part operates independently and in harmony with other parts. If a single part of the entire mechanism breaks down, the system comes to a standstill. When a broken part is replaced or repaired, the entire system works once more. There is no doubt that all technical systems work in this manner. The question is whether a person also works this way. Even if we recognize all of his “parts” (competences), it would be difficult to predict his behavior. If we assume that a person does not have a certain quality, then we could assume what he is not capable of doing. Of course, it is not possible to predict what he will do and how he will do it. In predicting a person’s future reaction, the analytical conceptualization of man must look at all of his qualities, known and unknown, as well as the consequences of the interaction between individual human qualities. In any case, for innovatively oriented companies the answer to the question of what and how a person will do something is more important than what he will not be able to do. The thing that somebody is unable to do is largely the element by which we help those that wish to discredit someone or thwart him in some other manner. In a world in which the highly civilized culture of market competition is in force, people strive to exploit every possibility of what someone can do and how.

Researching behavior patterns

Hawthorne studies (1937) showed that changing physical conditions at work do not influence workers’ productivity as was first thought. Productivity constantly increased regardless of how the physical conditions at work changed. It was only a few years later that it became clear to the experimenters that they had forgotten to design a formal organizational structure. Instead, an informal structure appeared. On the basis of their behavior patterns, people themselves unconsciously shaped a “natural” organization based on the congruent behavior patterns of the participants. Therefore poor working conditions did not have the expected influence on productivity. In this classic experiment we can seek evidence for the existence of informal behavior patterns that a formal organization is unable to prescribe. Although people are unaware of their “natural” behavior patterns, their behavior stems from them. Behavior patterns can therefore also be used in shaping a natural organization, or the interpersonal relations between people that can counteract numerous difficulties at work. From this, we can assume that people will act in line with their natural behavior patterns at work, regardless of the strictness of the formal regulations that define the manners of formal behavior. In addition, one must also recognize the possibility that people associate and work with people whose behavior patterns agree with their own. In turn, they reject those that do not fit these patterns. One could therefore say that an informal or natural organization is more effective than a formal or “artificial” organization.

It has been quite a few years since researchers began systematically examining the behavior patterns that likely define the structure of an informal organization. A number of authors have studied people’s behavior patterns, in one way or another, and tried to classify them into categories or types. Three of these are worth mentioning: Ichak Adizes (www.adizes.com), R. Meredith Belbin (www.belbin.com) and Kathy Kolbe (www.kolbe.com). Adizes (1979, 1980, 1981) studied managerial styles of leadership and determined that people managing successful organizations always use multiple styles of leadership or roles. Further analyses (Adizes, 1996) showed that each management organization, if it wishes to be successful, must contain at least four management roles: producer (P), administrator (A), entrepreneur (E), and integrator (I). Management is less successful if it does not contain all four styles. The author therefore concluded that good management cannot lack any of these styles. Only all four roles together represent a basis for good management. It is interesting that these roles are in opposition and that one person is unlikely to be capable of playing all of them simultaneously. A good management organization is therefore generally composed of more than one person. In this case, many questions arise regarding the existence of individual ideal managers. Those that believe themselves to be ideal managers are probably unaware that they would achieve nothing without suitable, complementary colleagues.

In his research, Belbin (1993) determined nine different team roles that participants perform during teamwork. According to Belbin, each person generally has only one team role, which can also be combined with the characteristics of other team roles. Belbin’s key finding (Belbin, 1993; Bernik, 1998) is that no individual is perfect, although a team can be. Also, if a team does not include all nine team roles, it can be effective nonetheless. An incorrect combination of team roles cannot provide the desired results. The names of Belbin’s nine different team roles, which in fact represent people’s behavior patterns, are: shaper, implementer, monitor evaluator, team worker, specialist, completer finisher, resource investigator, coordinator, and plant.


Recent research has been published by Kathy Kolbe (1999), who differentiates people’s behavior roles with regard to their instincts as a natural way of reacting. She also believes that it is only possible to form a good team from complementary people. Her four behavior patterns have the following names: fact finder, follow thru, quick start, and implementer. In all of the remaining interpretation, her idea does not differ from those of Belbin or Adizes.

Behavior patterns of business students

A research of behavior patterns (Lipičnik, 2006) determined that groups of students from different years in the Business School program of the Faculty of Economics in Ljubljana show the same behavior pattern. In other words, the average student is a person that predominantly thinks about ideas, creativity, and people. If the above presented Adizes abbreviation of the roles is used, the behaviour pattern is indicated as paEI. The current results and the system for producing results are not so important to him. A person of this style believes that results will be attained on their own if people are suitably prepared with regard to creativity and knowledge. He is therefore sometimes even surprised at the results. These persons’ thought patterns are primarily oriented towards people and less towards results. In their work they prefer to use ideas rather than written rules. In decision-making they are primarily oriented toward long-term effectiveness and success, and they are less interested in short-term effectiveness and success. Indecisiveness is a hallmark of their communication because regardless of what they say they almost always only mean “maybe.” Their assertions are not truly reliable. Their statements accommodate their listeners more than the facts.


Because no differences were seen in the behavior patterns of the three years of students, this leads to the conclusion that these students shared the same academic process contributing to the shaping of similar behavior patterns. Because we are talking about an average behavior pattern, this means that the individuals’ behavior patterns differ nonetheless. If we were to ascribe a key role only to the same pedagogical process in shaping behavior patterns, then the behavior patterns of all of the students would have to be the same. We must also take into account the fact that individuals’ behavior patterns are the result of entirely individual characteristics as well as the consequence of other factors from the environment: for example, the culture of the environment that they come from. If it were possible to control all of these factors and determine the isolated influence of each factor on shaping a person’s behavior pattern, it would be possible to consciously shape people’s behavior patterns as needed. Also, if all of this were possible, the influence of the interaction between various factors that influence how people’s behavior patterns are shaped would probably remain beyond prediction. Therefore, predicting behavior through behavior patterns is not completely reliable, although it is more reliable than predicting human behavior on the basis of the structure of human competences, which has become fashionable. It is possible to speculate at this point that various proposals regarding the educational system will not have the same effects in different countries. The issue of where individuals receive their educations therefore becomes very important – and international comparisons of students’ knowledge are more questionable than it appears. This would indicate that international comparisons of students’ knowledge should primarily be oriented toward comparisons of behavior and its result in the competition on the market. 
FRAME OF THE RESEARCH

Young people’s behavior patterns arise under the influence of various factors. Especially important among these are: the educational process, the teaching method, and the social circumstances in which this process takes place. It is probably not possible to separate the influence of each one from the other, but it is possible to determine from them whether different behavior patterns appear among people of the same age in educational programs that are formally identical. In order to confirm or reject this hypothesis, we compared the behavior patterns of a sample of students from Ljubljana and Pula that attended what were essentially the same academic programs on both sides of the border. We are aware that we were unable to control for all of the necessary factors because this would have been physically impossible. We therefore equalized certain conditions and thus lessened their influence on the formation of behavior patterns.
The research included students from the Business School program at the Faculty of Economics in Ljubljana – a group from 1999/2000 (the class of 2000) and a group from 2005/2006 (the class of 2006) – and students from a comparable program at the Faculty of Economics and Tourism in Pula representing the same years. Altogether data of students in four samples are included. In Ljubljana, Slovenia, the sample for year 2006 consists of 294 students, whereas for year 2000 of 117 students. In Pula, Croatia, the sample for year 2006 comprises 67 students and 46 students for year 2000. Because we did not check the representativeness of the sample of subjects used, the generalization of the results obtained is somewhat questionable, but is nonetheless sufficient to allow the shaping of certain assumptions. 


Data collection took place during various lectures, lab classes, and classes with term projects at both faculties during the two academic years (in 2000 and 2006) in Slovenia and Croatia. The Pula students responded in Croatian and the Ljubljana students in Slovenian. The Lipičnik questionnaire was translated into Croatian by Marli Gonan Božac, who also collected the data among the Pula students. The students are usually able to complete the questionnaire in 45 to 60 minutes, primarily depending on the subject’s reading technique and ability for decision-making.
We were mainly interested in three research questions: 1) Do (and if so, how) the behavior patterns of students from various years in the same country differ? 2) Do (and if so, how) the behavior patterns of students from the two countries differ? 3) Do (and if so, how) behavior patterns differ between the sexes? Numerical testing of the differences in behavior patterns was carried out with the help of F-tests, which we used to test the null hypothesis: H0 – there are no differences among the selected phenomena. The results were processed with the SPSS statistical package.
Presentation of the instrument 


The prediction of human behavior on the basis of a behavior pattern is simple because a behavior pattern has only two typical components: cognitive orientation and the conclusion that follows this cognitive orientation. Systematic observation (Adizes, 1981, 1988) has shown that cognitive orientation can be summed up (in paragraphs below) in only four different types with the following main characteristics, which are also the basis for qualitative interpretation of the behavior roles determined.

Behavior Role P: The conviction that it is necessary to work alone is characteristic of this role. All activity must be oriented toward short-term success. There is complete sincerity in communication. A person says what he thinks. It is possible to influence the development of this behavior role by constantly giving a person tasks that he can and must concretely perform: for example, production work. The person must immediately know whether the task has been done well or poorly.


Behavior Role A: The conviction that it is necessary to work only if suitable rules exist is characteristic of this role. Otherwise it is necessary to first make the rules and only then start working. Activities are therefore oriented toward short-term effectiveness. Communication is characterized by complete security. A person that is not completely convinced of something will not give it his acknowledgement. One can influence the development of this behavioral role by giving a person tasks in which one must engage in advance planning in order to carry them out successfully.


Behavior Role E: A feeling that everything has to be done afresh and differently and future-oriented thinking characterize this cognitive orientation. Activities are therefore oriented toward long-term success. Only a decisive “no” is completely reliable in communication. Providing tasks that a person can only accomplish in his own way, without formal limitations, can influence the development of this behavior pattern.


Behavior Role I: This cognitive orientation is created by the conviction that it is necessary to please other people in the environment at any cost. This is felt to pay off in the long run through long-term effectiveness. Communication is adapted only to this orientation and for its environment it is therefore very acceptable and sweet, but very deceptive. Tasks that require people to reflect and explain their ideas to others are a suitable manner for developing this behavioral role.


Each of these cognitive orientations is followed by characteristic decisions and almost always the same actions. It is possible to find all of the cognitive orientations in a single person, but these do not have an equal influence on the final behavior. Each behavior pattern in a person is therefore composed of four behavior roles. However, the final behavior depends on the level of development of the individual behavior role. Strongly developed behavior roles in one behavior pattern have a strong influence on final behavior, whereas less developed ones are hardly noticeable or simply do not exist. If a high level of development appears in multiple roles in a behavior pattern, the prediction of human behavior is somewhat complicated because it is necessary to take all inclinations into account during the prediction. Of course, no person is permeated with a high development of all four behavior roles in his behavior pattern. Such a person would have the behavior pattern of an ideal person, which theoretically does not exist.

Development of the instrument 

Adizes’ assumptions (Adizes, 1981) that it is possible to recognize the characteristics of behavior patterns in the manner of thought and orientation in decision-making, and that visible signs of individual behavior patterns are expressed in communication and decision-making in general, are the basis for Lipičnik’s questionnaire that we used to measure behavior patterns. The questionnaire consists of 162 pairs of questions defining individuals’ behavior patterns. On the basis of their responses, it is possible to describe the behavior pattern of each individual in a concentrated form using four letters with three variations. The questionnaire presents respondents with specific situations and asks how they reacted when they were in such a situation, or how they would react if they had not yet been in such a situation. The person answers by choosing one of the responses provided. Prior to the first research in 2000 the instrument was tested on 1,200 Slovenians that participated in various seminars and courses in management. With such a large sample, it was also possible to standardize the responses, or to define what the number of points received for individual positions represents. 

presentation of empirical findings and their INTERPRETATION
Assessment of differences in behavior pattern among different generations of students

In order the first research question this question, we tested the statistical characteristics of the differences between the means of behavior roles in 2000 and 2006 in each country separately. We used an F-test to test the null hypothesis: that there were no differences in individual behavior roles between different years. Table 1 shows the results for the sample of Slovenian students.

A test of the statistical characteristics of the differences between the individual behavior roles of the average behavior patterns of two different years of Ljubljana students shows statistically significant differences in all of the behavior roles: P, A, E, and I. The statistical significance of the differences in individual roles shows that the conviction that it is necessary to work more and more is increasing (role P). There is also an increasing conviction that it is necessary to work according to rules (role A). In contrast, there is a reduction in the tendency to need to do everything afresh and different, and to think only of the future (role E). There is especially a reduction in attention directed towards people. According to this analysis, we would expect that the average behavior pattern of a Ljubljana student completely changed from 2000 to 2006. The sensitivity of the instrument for measuring behavior patterns did not confirm this assumption. An actual difference recognized by the sensitivity of the instrument appeared only in role I. The average behavior pattern of a Slovenian student from 2000, which we described as paEI, changed to paEi in the 2006 group. Where is the difference? With regard to both effectiveness and success, the average behavior pattern of a Ljubljana student in the 2000 group showed a long-term orientation. Current effectiveness and success were not of much interest. They were indecisive in communication. Decisiveness could only be seen occasionally, when it was necessary to say “no.” They were very sensitive to praise and would do anything to have people praise them. A high level of sensitivity to interpersonal relations was also apparent. In turn, the actual average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2006 group shows that they remain oriented only toward long-term success, while they are not overly interested in long-term effectiveness. It could be said that the average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2000 group is similar to the behavior of a teacher. In contrast, the average behavior pattern of Ljubljana students in the 2006 group is similar to the behavior of an entrepreneur.

The results for the Pula students are shown in Table 2. A test of differences among means (F-test) by individual behavior roles of the behavior patterns of different years of Pula students shows a statistically significant difference between the 2000 and 2006 groups in roles A and E. The differences indicate that role A strengthened somewhat among the Pula students and that role E weakened. What this could actually mean is that a creative cognitive orientation has yielded somewhat to a formal cognitive orientation. The statistically significant differences seen in both roles A and E are a result of excessive sensitivity of the statistical analysis. The sensitivity of the instrument shows that the actual average behavior pattern of Pula students from 2000 and 2006 is the same: namely, pAEi. In a qualitative sense, this represents a person for whom it is very important to work according to rules and regulations. He is prepared to orient his creative ideas toward following what is agreed upon and the creation of new rules, and he is an exceptionally hard negotiator. He could be characterized as a devil’s advocate. He has little feeling for other people and it is hard for him to integrate others’ ideas into a solid whole. This type of person has many ideas and wishes to control everything that is happening at the moment. This person has a short-term orientation with regard to effectiveness, and a long-term orientation with regard to success. In communication, such people are very cautious and they thoroughly consider all of their statements before they speak them. They are also very decisive when they must say “no.”

Assessment of differences in behavior pattern in two countries

Due to the change between the two years in behavior patterns among the Ljubljana students, we took the precaution of comparing the behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students separately for each year. For each behavior role represented in the average behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students in 2000, we assumed that the behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students would not differ for any of the behavior roles (H0).


An F-test showed that it is possible to reject the null hypothesis for all of the roles (P, A, E, and I) in the 2000 groups of Ljubljana and Pula students because the populations showed a statistically significant difference in all roles. The excessive sensitivity of the statistical testing thus recognized changes in all behavior roles, but the sensitivity of the instrument for determining behavior patterns recognized changes only in roles A and I. This means that in the systematic sense and in their orderliness the Pula students were far ahead of those in Ljubljana. Their behavior pattern could be described as follows: pAEi. In contrast, thinking about the future and working with people were more characteristic of the Ljubljana students. A description of the average behavior pattern of the Ljubljana students is paEI. This means that in their decision-making the Pula students were very cautious, whereas Ljubljana students assumed greater risk in making their decisions. The Ljubljana students were oriented toward long-term effectiveness and long-term success, whereas students from Pula were more interested in short-term effectiveness and long-term success. Figure 1 shows the differences between Ljubljana and Pula students from 2000.


We also established similar null hypotheses – that there are no differences in the roles of the average behavior patterns of Ljubljana and Pula students – when we tested the statistically significant differences in individual roles of the average behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students in 2006. An F-test showed that statistically significant differences in the average behavior patterns in 2006 between Pula and Ljubljana students only exist in roles A and E, and therefore we must reject the null hypotheses for these roles. However, we accepted the null hypotheses for roles P and I because there were no statistically significant differences between the groups. The statistically significant difference in role E also occurred because of the excessive sensitivity of the F-test. This resulted in an actual difference in the average behavior pattern of the Pula and Ljubljana students in 2006 only for role A. The behavior pattern of the Pula students can be described as pAEi, and of the Ljubljana students as paEi. This situation is shown in Figure 2.


An analysis of differences therefore showed that the behavior pattern of Pula students does not differ from year to year. Therefore the change in behavior pattern that appeared in the 2006 group of Ljubljana students is also expressed in a difference between the behavior patterns of Pula and Ljubljana students. Thus, the principal difference between the 2000 and 2006 groups of Pula and Ljubljana students was shown only in the Ljubljana students, who no longer expressed much cognitive orientation toward future effectiveness because their tendency towards working with people fell greatly. The situation for roles P, A, and E remained unchanged, and the situation for role I changed greatly.

Assessment of differences in behavior pattern between male and female students

In order to clarify whether there are general differences in behavior patterns or whether these differences only appeared in one of the sexes, we also tested the differences in the behavior patterns of men and women in each year separately on both sides of the border. The average behavior pattern of male and female students from the 2000 Ljubljana group did not differ and was the same for both sexes: paEI. This is shown in Table 3.


As it stems from Table 4, the average behavior pattern of male and female students in the 2006 Ljubljana group differed statistically and in fact in role P. The average behavior pattern of men increased in role P and can be described as PaEi. A person with this behavior pattern is convinced that it is necessary to work hard and make use of ideas while doing so. Success is emphasized in both the long and short terms. The male portion of the 2006 student population strongly strives for success no matter what the cost. The female portion of the population has an average behavior pattern that differs from the males and that can be described as paEi. This means that the women primarily strive for success in the future regardless of the price. Their behavior pattern is similar to that of a businessperson whose tendency is always to create something new, even if the current product is not completely finished or if the results are still unknown. The fact that the average behavior pattern of male Ljubljana students in 2006 is the same as the average behavior pattern of female Ljubljana students in 2000 can likely be attributed to the structure of the sample. The sample of 2006 Ljubljana students included more women than men and this is likely the reason that the average behavior pattern conforms more closely to that of the female population.

As it stems from Table 5, the results of testing the differences in the average behavior patterns of male and female Pula students in the 2000 group. There is no difference in the average behavior pattern of male and female students from Pula in 2000. No differences were shown by sensitive statistical analysis (F-test) or by the less sensitive instrument for measuring behavior patterns. A behavior pattern that can be described as pAEi applies to both sexes. There was also no difference in the average behavior pattern of male and female students in the 2006 Pula group and this was the same as in the 2000 group. This points to the exceptional firmness of the behavior patterns of the Pula students.

conclusions

The rather robust average behavior pattern of the Ljubljana students changed somewhat in the 2006 group. The numerical change was not so great, but there was a great difference regarding content. The behavior pattern changed qualitatively from what Adizes calls “The Teacher” to “The Entrepreneur.” In the role of “The Teacher” (paEI), Ljubljana students primarily thought about ideas, creativity, and people. Concrete results and the production system were of less interest to them because they were convinced that these simply were not necessary during their student years. They believed that results would be achieved on their own if people were suitably prepared with regard to creativity and knowledge. People with this kind of behavior pattern can especially find a place as good sales agents or as core politicians. Although these people are also creative and adaptable, the consequences of their actions do not overly concern them. They are capable of giving irresponsible promises and do not have an especially developed system for also fulfilling their promises. However, they are very attentive to what people want, need, and expect. They are happy if they can satisfy others’ wishes, because this actually gratifies their egos. They are most concerned about what people want and expect from them. It is easy for them to get people to blindly follow them.


For the average behavior pattern of 2006 Ljubljana students, “The Entrepreneur” (paEi) has characteristics similar to that of “The Teacher.” The difference is that “The Entrepreneur” does not think so much about people and he does not orient his ideas toward fulfilling others’ wishes. Such people are not overly interested in what others want. They are only guided by the prospects of success in the future and their own image. Therefore people no longer blindly follow them. “The Entrepreneur” is not overly reliable in communication, especially when agreeing with an opinion. He expresses decisiveness only when he has to say “no.”
The results show that the behavior patterns of the Pula students are very constant and show no variation between years or sexes. The overall average behavior pattern is the same as the average behavior pattern for men and women. It can be seen that the conditions in which the students acquire their knowledge are relatively stable and that the instruction style used by various instructors probably does not differ significantly. The students researching at the faculty in Pula from year to year represent a rather homogeneous population regarding their characteristics. Their relationship to the material is strictly academic and the facts do not allow various interpretations. A consequence of these and many other constant factors is that the behavior pattern described as pAEi can be quite stable. Adizes has named this behavior pattern “The Devil’s Advocate.” In a qualitative sense, this is a person for whom it is very important that everything go according to rules and regulations. He is prepared to orient his creative ideas to observing what has been agreed upon and to creating new rules, and he is an exceptionally hard negotiator. He has little feeling for other people and finds it difficult to integrate others’ ideas into a complete whole. This type of person has many ideas and wishes to control everything currently happening. He has a short-term orientation with regard to effectiveness, and a long-term orientation with regard to success. In communication, such people are very cautious and they thoroughly consider all statements before they say anything. They are also very decisive when they have to say “no.”


From the perspective of the learning process, it seems that in Slovenia instructors should think about how to strengthen the roles P, A, and I in their students’ behavior patterns. In contrast, in Croatia it would be useful to consider educational methods that would strengthen roles P and I. Therefore both Pula and Ljubljana students must consider how to strengthen role P in their behavior patterns. This can be achieved with the help of empirical learning, which the student acquires through concrete work. Academic programs must make it possible for the student to completely understand the process in which concrete results are achieved. It is best if they experience this for themselves. Well-organized work experience, in which the students learn to solve concrete problems in the jobs that they are being trained for, would greatly help. The Ljubljana programs must also strengthen role A in the behavior patterns of its students. To strengthen this role, it is also necessary to do something similar to what is done to strengthen role P. The only difference is that during concrete work the students must absolutely feel a need for planning. They must be aware of what they want and they must become accustomed to controls if they have also created them.

Theory and practice in working with people would be very appropriate for strengthening role I, which would be good in order to improve the behavior patterns of the Pula students and the more recent Ljubljana students. They must know how to understand, assess, and judge human feelings, to respect them, and to include them in the operational process. Usually these topics are hidden in the content that we refer to as “managing people.” However, the contents of human resource management can be consigned to the past. It certainly would not be too much to enrich the topic of managing people with topics from psychology and sociology as well.
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 Table 1: Average values of behavior roles among Ljubljana students by year

	YEAR
	
	P
	A
	E
	I

	2000
	Mean
	108.4444
	115.4701
	138.1197
	123.2735

	
	N
	117
	117
	117
	117

	
	Std. Deviation
	17.15520
	16.21067
	14.78301
	18.12534

	2006
	Mean
	116.6871
	118.8231
	131.0850
	119.4864

	
	N
	294
	294
	294
	294

	
	Std. Deviation
	15.20881
	14.21781
	12.04526
	14.83164

	Total
	Mean
	114.3406
	117.8686
	133.0876
	120.5645

	
	N
	411
	411
	411
	411

	
	Std. Deviation
	16.19984
	14.86959
	13.25205
	15.90851

	
	F
	22.820
	4.290
	24.962
	4.787

	
	Sig.
	.000
	.039
	.000
	.029


Source: Questionnaire analysis
Table 2: Average values of behavior roles among Pula students by year

	YEAR
	
	P
	A
	E
	I

	2000
	Mean
	117.3478
	124.9130
	129.9565
	113.7826

	
	N
	46
	46
	46
	46

	
	Std. Deviation
	16.89210
	14.61784
	15.68291
	12.91324

	2006
	Mean
	115.0448
	130.2687
	123.9851
	116.7015

	 
	N
	67
	67
	67
	67

	
	Std. Deviation
	10.27564
	13.39785
	13.24077
	10.50110

	Total
	Mean
	115.9823
	128.0885
	126.4159
	115.5133

	
	N
	113
	113
	113
	113

	
	Std. Deviation
	13.34767
	14.09316
	14.51952
	11.57824

	
	F
	.911
	4.046
	4.768
	1.745

	
	Sig.
	.370
	.047
	.031
	.189


Source: Questionnaire analysis
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Figure 1: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana and Pula students in the 2000 academic year

Source: Questionnaire analysis
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Figure 2: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana and Pula students in the 2006 academic year
Source: Questionnaire analysis
Table 3: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana students by sex in 2000

	Sex
	
	P
	A
	E
	I

	Male
	Mean
	110.3824
	113.0588
	138.8824
	122.9412

	
	N
	34
	34
	34
	34

	
	Std. Deviation
	19.34224
	18.45870
	15.51688
	21.92679

	Female
	Mean
	107.6506
	116.4578
	137.8072
	123.4096

	
	N
	83
	83
	83
	83

	
	Std. Deviation
	16.23489
	15.20615
	14.55725
	16.46803

	Total
	Mean
	108,4444
	115,4701
	138,1197
	123,2735

	
	N
	117
	117
	117
	117

	
	Std. Deviation
	17.15520
	16.21067
	14.78301
	18.12534

	
	F
	.610
	1.061
	.127
	.016

	
	Sig.
	.437
	.305
	.723
	.900


Source: Questionnaire analysis
 Table 4: Average values of behavior patterns among Ljubljana students by sex in 2006

	Sex
	
	P
	A
	E
	I

	Male
	Mean
	120.8625
	116.8250
	129.8000
	118.5125

	
	N
	80
	80
	80
	80

	
	Std. Deviation
	16.59323
	15.62680
	12.87466
	15.17909

	Female
	Mean
	115.1262
	119.5701
	131.5654
	119.8505

	
	N
	214
	214
	214
	214

	
	Std. Deviation
	14.38988
	13.61759
	11.71544
	14.71916

	Total
	Mean
	116.6871
	118.8231
	131.0850
	119.4864

	
	N
	294
	294
	294
	294

	
	Std. Deviation
	15.20881
	14.21781
	12.04526
	14.83164

	
	F
	8.496
	2.179
	1.252
	.473

	
	Sig.
	.004
	.141
	.264
	.492


Source: Questionnaire analysis
Table 5: Average values of behavior patterns among Pula students by sex in 2000

	Sex
	
	P
	A
	E
	I

	Male
	Mean
	117.8750
	124.0000
	131.4375
	112.6875

	
	N
	16
	16
	16
	16

	
	Std. Deviation
	20.22828
	14.09492
	17.94796
	15.49503

	Female
	Mean
	117.0667
	125.4000
	129.1667
	114.3667

	
	N
	30
	30
	30
	30

	
	Std. Deviation
	15.19513
	15.10332
	14.60062
	11.55641

	Total
	Mean
	117.3478
	124.9130
	129.9565
	113.7826

	
	N
	46
	46
	46
	46

	
	Std. Deviation
	16.89210
	14.61784
	15.68291
	12.91324

	
	F
	.023
	.094
	.215
	.173

	
	Sig.
	.879
	.761
	.645
	.679


Source: Questionnaire analysis
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