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ABSTRACT )

A Study of students® preferred learning styles at

sinclair Comayrity College utilized the Learning Styles Inventory

(LSI), which provides 100 discriminations within the following

categories: Conditions, reflecting concern for 1earning situation T
dynamics; Content, indicating major areas of interest; 'Mode, showing
the general modality through which learnding is preferred- and
Expectation, indicating the level of performance anficipakted. Valid
stuadent responses numbered . 968. Of this group the average student age
was 28, with approx1nate1y 60% under 24 years,' and half were .
classified as evening. stugents. Younger students showed greater = . ) -
preference for Poth peer 8nd teacher affiliation in the learning . -
environment, inanimate (uorking vith objects) content, iconic

(pictorial) and direct éxperience modes, and overvhelmingly reaected
reading 3s an-educational technique. Qlder students preferred a !
structured environment stressing organization, detailed imstructions

and competition, qualitative (verbal) content, and listening and

reading modes. The student population as a whole rejected numeric
content or.qualitative ideas. The disparity indicated inthe , .
preferred learning styles of older and younder students suggests a . ‘
need for new instructional strategies aimed at the younger '
qeneration. (L H) . . N
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c ' THE NEW GENERATION GAP:
JINVOLVEMENT VS. INSTANT INFORMATION

Walter E. Hunter and Louisé S. McCants

. - )

While conﬁmnity college educato;s have focused increasing attention
on maintenance activities, the students attending’these colleges have
apparent]y‘undergone several subtle shifts. Young students of traditiongt
college age can nq longer be classified as typical. Rather, the influx
of adults seeking upward\mob111ty or personal ent_sﬁment has markedly
changed the overall comunity college learning env1ronment Mature
students, holding serious purposes and specific edycat1ona1 goa]s, are *
warmly welcomed by both teachers and adminis¥rators.

’ Al though usua]]x attending classes part-time, late afternoons_or Qg
qvening;, these students continue to hold the traditional values o #
reading, writing, and active-participation. And community college
teachers, responding positively to this population frequently request |
evening and Saturday time-slots in order to enjoy classes predominately -
composed of students over 24 years of age. This attention, however,
my result in overlooking the students of traditional college age,

Who are products of a technological society and,may thus differ with
respect to learning conditions, mode, céntent, and expectation.

Indeed, it is possible that younger students differ dramatically
from the more traditional students on the basisgof educational per-
ceptions, social relationships, and preferred learning styles. More
important, educational strategies devised to respond to their.preferences .
my well differ from the major portion of teaching nathodo1ogies The !
complex progress of a technological age has developed a new géneration ‘ ;
that prefers icenics to books, rejects SUthati}y fibures while delaying

,1qdependénce, 9ea1s comfortag}y with 1nan1maté§?\qu holds high grade
expectations.

X In' fact, evidence is mounting that non-cognitive 3ndjcators may

point to success or failure within a speé}fic'teaching-Iéarning situation. ’
\.".‘
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Preferences, aff111ations, and expectations may prove to be powerful
predictors of success or failure 1n that these non-cognitive 1ndicators
may def1n§ the 1ntimacy whth which an 1ndividual can relate to any specific

learnirig #ctivity or modd. . <,
’

Edudmtors frequently note that what really makes the drfferehce
15 nét "w'at 1srdone” but "how 1t 1s dome". Tnus, 1t 15 possible that
preferred*sty]es of 1nstruction may match or mismatch with preferred
styyes ofllea}n1ng. For most learners and their instructors, the
my mrsmatch between styles 1s pfobably undetected anq thus

extent of‘

not ‘counteracted 1n any practical way. But differentiation of style .
by age reveals that younger college students hold preferences, aff1}1at1ons‘
and expectations that hdve until recently been unsuspected and may for

some time remdin unwelcome. .
}hg; Marshall McLuhan recently went beyond his earlier report, "The
Pa - '

- ,
Medium 15 th@ vessage,“ when he stated:

"Television has peculiar dimensions that are 1gnored..,..
For the first time 1n 2,400 years, since the beginnirg 1
of the alphabet, people are going back to their primitive
third world. Because TV 15 post-alphabet, post-literate,
the TV gemeration had no contact with its own parents|

or the previous world from which the parents came... |
the parents had not come out of the 19th century 1iter?cy
and the kids were plunged 1nto post-}1teracy. That 1sia
big geperation gap.” It never happened before in the \
histdry of man because we never had electronic techno]dgj’
before" (Hickey, 1977, p 7B). . |

By virtue of 1ts accepted ph1losophy, the community college K

15 committed to serve the needs of all components of its,popu]atidn,

»

as outlined 1n these generally acéepted principles: ° |

1. A democratic society cannot exist wholesomely with-
out well-educated citizenry. ‘

2. Eyery effort must be expended to help each person |2
make the mast of his abilities. \

3. The commumity college 15 designed to help the
whole population (Thorntén, 1956, p. 34). ‘

|

‘ .Thg.research 1n preferred learning styles indicates that accept#nce

. i
of this philosophy constitutes an obligation to serve at Yeast three: x
intersecting, gub-groups 1n the populatton: the new students, defined

’
B
\
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B
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sby Cross (1971) with sympathy ard senslt1v{ty; the young students:
who may form an 1ntersecting'sub set with the "new" students; and :the
mature ftudents, who Jre comm1tted to the values (including 11terary)
e5p0usqd by the former generation. -t
Edbcat1on has never existed independently of its env1ronment
but the pressures placed on today's practitigners are uniquely 1mtensified
becausefbf technology.” Students under 24 years of age have lived their
.entire ]1ves in a world that does Ii1ttle to develop patience on the
‘part of,the rgciprent. Systems of information, centuries 1n the maklng,
have bedn displaced with th speed of’l1ght. Acceptance® of 1nstantaneous
replays and pattern recognition. leaves little room for the patience
and perseverance necessary to develop>1 terary awareness or_logic or
even basic sk111s 1n reading and arvthm!t1c' Younger students are respond-
ing to the world in which they have, been breught up by.accepting 1ts
values--perfunctory recogn1t1on of authority figuress Timited 1nvolvemeﬁt
iconics, 1nan1mafes, and 1nstant information ret¢ieval--although not
necessarily retaining for any 1eﬁgth of time®any of tﬂese.
. To assume that all commumty ollege students prefer to learn
in the same manner is unwise. Rather, one might better assume that adult
students, recent b1gh school graduates, and "new students” ;epresent
» intersecting sub-sets. The primary purpose of the study described in this
paper was to examine the preferred learning styles of students attending
a typical comprehensive commumity college. A seconq purpose was to
consider the impact of preferred style on educat1onal delivery s.ysteiqil '
This study focused on two d1s¢1nct student sub-groups--younger
students and adult students. Younger students were defined as recent,
high school graduates who were attending college for the first time, .
were less than 24 years old, and were .enrolled thoant cellege proérams' ’
Thus,. they 1nc1uded some culturally and/or educationally disadvantaged
students. kdult students were def1ned as persons who were over 24 * .
years'old -(with a mean age of 34), were typically part-timers,’ anq J‘re
- enrolled ;n all college programs. Some werawreturning to ca&;ege, )
some were first-time Eo]lege students, and some were culturally OR
"educatioffally disadvantaged. _ . '
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METHODOLOGY
. .

The study of students' preferred learning styles at Sinclair
Community College, bayton, Ohio,> was an outgrowth of a staff development
broject thatrwés sgne:atgd by a” grass roots attempt by teachers to '
delineate factors associateg‘with student learning. The instrument
used was the Learﬁﬁng Styles Inventory, developed in 1973 by Albert A.
Canfield and J. Clayton Lafferty. The L.S.I1. utilizes a format of 25
ﬁtems, each containing four response options'that are_ranked in terms
of subjective preference. The L.S.I. provides 100 dis®riminations
withip four categories, entitled Cbnditions, Content, Mbde, and ~
£xpectation. R .

I. CONDITIONS: These reflect concerns for the dynamics of the

» learning situation. Y

-«

E

Peer: Working in student teams; relatiens with other
students; having student friends, and so on.

Organization: Course work logically and clearly organized;
meaningful assignments and sequence of activities.

Goal Setting: Setting one's‘qQwn objectives; using feedback .
to modify goals ar procedures; making one's own decisions on
objectives. )

. . ' '
Competition: %eswing comparison with others; needing to
know how one is doing in relation to oqgjfs.

Instructor: Knowing the instructor perfonally, having a mutual
understanding; 1iking one another.

.Deta1l: Specific information on assignments, requirements,
rules, and so on. '

Independence: Working #one and independently; determining
one's own plan; doing things for oneself. - -

Authority: Desiring classroom discipline and maintenance of
order; having informed and knowledgeable instructdrsg

“ II. 'CONTENT: Major areas of interest.

" Numeric: Working with numbers and logic; computing; solving
mathematical problems, and so on.:

. Qual1tqt;ve: Working with words or language;.writing, editing,
. taTking. :
" *Inanimate:. Working with things; building, repairing, designing)
operating. v .

e
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fégple. Working with people; interviewing, counselling, sell-
‘ing, helping.
I11. MODE: General modality through which leaﬁh1ng is preferred 1

bistén1ng earing information; lectures, tapes, speeches,
and so on. '

Reading: Examining the writtgn word; readfﬁg texts, pamphlets,
and so on. 7’ .

Iconic: Viewing 1Mlustratiohs, movies, slides, pictures, graphs,
and so on.

Direct Experience: Handling or performing; shop, laboratory,
field trips, ‘practice exercises, and so on.

IV. EXPECTATION: . The level of performance anticipated ‘
Outstanding or’superior level. .
. Above average or good level. ' . SRR
Average or satisfactory level. * . ‘

Below average or unsatisfactory level.

Score: The students’ relative prediction of anticipated level
of performance. . .

Random selection of student respondents was effected by rahdomly
choosing 30%eachers from the Sinclair faculty and asking these teachers
to select two sections of students for participation in the prOJect..
This method afforded broad representations by age, program of study,
and expectgtions. Moréd than 1,200 2
and duplieate responses on some inventories reduced the total number of

tudents participated; incomplete |

complete and valid respgnses to 968. . v
The average student ‘age was 28, with approximately 60% (579)

under 24 years old and some 40% (389),.32 years or older. Half the

students were classified as evening students. Some 40% were in business-

refated courses, 30% 1n health professions, 6% in engin€ering, and 24%

.

in liberal arts.

Inventories were admihistered dur1ng the first week of the guarter,
and information was returned during the third week . Th1s allowed eight
remaining weeks for the recognition of learning preferences in the
development of teaching strategies., One of the unexpected beneficial
s1de effects of the experiment was the teacher/student interaction
afforded by the discussion of the 1nd1V1dual scores. Thus the inventory, -

’ . .-

-5- .
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knowrt tp have objective validity, was found-to pass the test of subjective
«§ R4
validity, as student after student confirmed with his instructor the
significance of his scores in'relation to the popuyation norms.

N -

. . FINDINGS - 4 ' .
. Mean$, standard deviations and t scores.of the 968 respondents
classified by items are displayed in Tables 2, 3, and 4. Comparisons
+ of responées were classified by age: T ’ '
Younger students, X < 24 years of age (N = 5?9)' ! !
. Aﬁu] )'tudents, X, 2_2{ years of age (N-= 389)
Means of the distributions were found to differ beyond the 1% level for
11 of the 16 preference items on the Canfield Learning Sty1e§ Inventory. _
fn a]l_instances a score of 5 indicated maximunLyreference for a specific
dimension while a score of 20 indic¥ted minimum preference..
Table 1 illustries the 1977 normative information sand percentil® ..

raiks based on Sinclair students. .

¢
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. .o ¢ TABLE 1
. . NORMS FOR LEARNING STYLES INVENTORY .
- : Percentiles ‘
t B}
Categories ' . .[Score$: 5 ‘6 7 B9 10 11,12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Peer Affilidion  ~ 99 99 97 93 87 78 69- 58 45 33 23 13 6 3 0 Q
Organization Structure 93 84 69 5539 26 17 11 6_3 1.0 0,0 0 o\
Goal Setting 99 97 94 89 82 73 59 43 27 16 8 3.1 0 0 0 °
Competition with Others 99 99 99 99 99 97 94 8881 69 56 43 27 16 6 O
Teacher Affiliation 94 86 75 63 53 41 3 2 14 9 5 3 1 0 8 0
Detail Structure T 93 89 79 70 58 44 32 21 13 31 070 0 0
Independence 99 99 98 95 94 90 83. 75§65‘ 50 38 26 15 6 2 0
Authority of Others 99 99 99 98 96’ 92 88 ‘81 75 64 52.39 27 16 8 O
Numeric : 97 95 91 85 .81 74 68 62 55 47 40 32 24 17 10 ‘0
Qualitative 99 96 92 88 82 .74 66 59 51 41 34 25 177 9 47 0
Inanimate 9 92 87 8! 73,.63 55 47 3 29 21 14 9 5 2 0
{ - People . 89 8 74" 64 54 47 39 30 23 18 10 6 '4,2°0 0 .
Listening 95 91 83 73 62 53 41 30%0 13 8 3 2 1 0 0y
Reading -, 99 98 97 95 91° 88 81 74 65758 48 40 30 21 10 0
Iconics 99 ‘98 95 90 83 75 64 54 45 34 24 16 9 4 1 0
Direct Experience- - 93 87 81 73 64 54 44.34 28,20 13 9 5 2+1 0
: ~ ’ ~ { ] ' ‘
N b o
A ~
: 5 ) \4 ' " s )
10 oo
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. Table 2 Jists comparative meafisy-standard deviations and t ratios®
, v N ‘e

for the two age groups. *

v . * *

Pl N . \ . 4
. X ‘ TABLE 2 . )
COMPARISONS OF ADULTS 24 AND OVER WITH
OTHER STUDENTS AT SINCLAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE USING

" ! CANFIELD'S LEARNING STYLES, INVENTORY .
’ ' . Conditions ¢
\ - . o0 P
: . Means Standard Deviations t
Categories e 2 0" *2 - Scores - .
> Affiliation--Péer 12.61  13.76  3.05 = 2.69 -6.16%
+  Structure--Organization . , 9.40  8.64" 2.64 2.56 .  4.52¢
‘ Achievement--Goal Setting 11.99 12.05 2. N ., 2.50 -0.39
Em1nence--Compét1t1on * 16.00 15.55 2.53 . 2.63 . 2.64%
Affiliation--Instructor 3.68 10.62 3.08 3.19 -4.60*
. Structure--Detail 10.40  9.73 2.9 . [3.02 3.43*
-, ° Achievement--Indeferidence 14.51 14.40 2.95 2.90 ° 0.57
» . Eminence--Authority L 15.41  15.26 2.07 . 3.10 0.83-
Note: *Significant beyond 1% level. :
Ces (Less than 24) x, (24 and over) > -
‘ TN 2 'N=a89 ‘1}}

The etght Cond1t1on scales, 1 through 4 and 5 through 8, should
be discussed a3 interrelated categories- in that st.ﬁents ranked responses
corresponding to the broad d]mens1o<\vfﬁ affiliation, structure, achievement **

-
and eminence.

v

~

Table 2 1ndicatés striking‘dispar1ties between young anh mature
students for both peer affiliéfion and prganization structure preferente.
With t ratios of -6.16 and 4.52, important shifts of young students
toward peer affid1ation and away from organization structure are -indicated.
Similar distriputions Yor both age grdups are evident with respect to

goal seiting and competition. Other importanl differences occarring .
between students divided by age suggest that mature students, co’garéd

to their &ounge% courterparts, show stronger preferences for‘detail
structure and weaker'preférences for instructor affiliation. The
distributions, 11lustrating independence and authority were similar for

the two groups. ' P ‘ ‘ .

-

-8- . .
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Mature’students, then, are seen to differ from young students -
on five of the elght Co/g_lpon Sqaiss 1ncluded’ 1n the Learmng T
Styles Iﬁve'ntory , Mature stqdeuts show stronger preferences for D

~» traditipnal dimenslons of struc.&uret-oxgamzat\or.and detaﬂ The'
young studedts Show SOmewbSt strongw.p{v‘eference for’ both peer and .
téacher affl'hatwn . ‘A, ‘ e T
. As for Content_. !tbe hearng Sgyﬁ”es l-hver'ltory includes tour dis- -~
tihct categories nymer1c oi'quantrtatwe qualitatwe inangmate,
. and people. ~Distr1but1on patterns ranking Content preferences show
< .significant dlfferences between the means .of thé two age groups in - 7
"both quahtative and 1nan1mate categories. Younger i‘udents prefer
nanimate objects as learmng vehlcles, ohooswng this category over L
both numeric and Quahtatwe " Both young and Jature students Wost ~ o
prefer working directly with people. * Statist1cs and age comparisons , :°

for Content preferences are shown in Table 3.

A

. PO . - .
v ’ TABLE 3 o
. } COMPARLSONS OR ADULTS 24 AND OVER WITH
»"  OTHER STUDENTS AT SINCLm COMMUNITY COLLEGE USING
,  CANFIELD'S LEARN S‘E»S MNVENTORY _ .
. ’ RS Conteny .-
[ .. ' ) ) s » . \ \ -
— _Means Stapdard Deviations t.
Catggories X X2 X &2 Scores
Numeric o °* 13.64  14.16 < 4.38 4.03 ~1.88
Qualitative ) 13.77. 12.98 3.94 ' 3.6 L3271
Inanimate ‘« 11.87 12.73 3.86 3.74 3.47* ¢
- People \ 10.73  10.16; 3.87 . 377 230
© Note: *Significaht beyond 1% level.” ~ __xz‘;“;, :
. X {Uess than 24) Xo (24 wrid over) s
= 579 N =389 s . 5 C
. - ¥ . » / ! . %

. \ ~ -
Student pref ences tennﬂng toward man te and people dlmens\ons séem v
inconsistent lin an era of technology ince success'in college s s
fre'quent]y dependent oh a Tearner’ g mastery of both the nuteric and
the qualitative, college teachers have a special burden to increase K N “a
.and balance student preferences in these ar‘easfthrOugh sympathetically

.< . T - - - , - . ,
-9 1 “
4 -
A 4 .
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' A' . ‘ ’ e




% ‘ ‘o »
Ve . , .
structired learning experi*es C A . IR
When 11: comes: to the . S.1. g dimensions, students indicate .’

'conparable prefe es for differin types of instruction, classified

as Vistening, 'Mg,"'!conics and Jhrect experience. Table 4 lists

t scores, means and $tandard deviations for the four dimensions under .
the Hodcs of Ins,tmction category. . ) .

TABLE 4
CWARISONS OF ADULTS 24 AND DVER WITH
OTHER STUDENTS AT SINCLAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE USING
*  CANFIELD'S LEARNING STYLES INVENTORY

. Medes
’ * - * Means -
Categories ) O R -
Listemng 11.12  10.44 3.24 3. , 3.24%
Reading ° 15.61 14.23 3.51 3.60 - 5.91*
Iconic 112.61  13.49; 3.39 3.19 -4.10*
Direct Experience . 10.66° 11.83 - 3.56 3.90 - -4.73*
Note: *Significanf beyond 1% level. . ST
“ {Less than*24) X, (24 and over) R S
e ON=5T9 N = 389 R ,

The similar pattem§ ‘and significantly different means of the sampies;
as classified b} age, are evident‘in Table 4.7y Both age. groups prefer
listening as a learning techniqoe The maJo difference reVealed by
the inventoge¥s that younger students overwhelmingly reject. reading N
- an educational technique. Approxim@\ely one half o‘gﬁll young studéf?‘ts
rank reading at tne bottom of the distribution, choosi scores of' -

16 through 20, the paints of maximu@ disinterest. - L I

On the ot'her/hand, younger stu.dents show a somewhat,stronger N
prefesence than the Lolder group fgr icom’ or pictures’ as a me thod
~— -of ‘learning.. That this methpd is breferred pver read1ng js not a
surprising *lectiop fo}; a generat1on/reared 1n a te]evised techno‘logical
mirld Rejection of reading appears to vary proportionately with the .

- ,

aqceptance of v1ew=ing 1na11y, ydﬂng#m students show a preference . '
for dirkt experiences We thus seé“that younger -students tend to L y
’ -t \' \ . =Y
] hd 7‘?} ‘? . \a .?"':
- 4 ’ Il" ‘\ )
- * Ly}
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" Undoubt

v ‘ ‘ .
reJect redding and prefer watching, while accepting 11sten1ng and N
direct experience as methods of transm1tt1ng information:.

_Visual summaries of the findings ef the Sinclair research project
are provided ‘in figures 1 and 2, with ;ignificant differences between
means indicated by asterisks. COmparisons'show that neither group has
a,very: stnong preference for peer aff1]1at10n goal-oriented achlevement
1ndependéhce competition, or author1ty Both age groups show strong B

* :preferences for'teacher affiliation, eVidence of structure in class

B

. organization, and.detail. - ,

. Neither group has a preference fory numeric content or qualitative
ideas, preferring fnanimate objects tojthe other three content categories.
Students prefer listening, reject reading, are neutral toward iconics,
and prefe® direct exﬁerggnpe Current&edd‘ bnal strategies must-

d dea] with these rea11t1es if the connmn1ty college is to fu1f111 its
mission to attend to all types of student popu]at1ons \

" In sqmmary mature,studehts are thus seen to differ from young
students on 11 of the 46 style dimens1ons/ Young students shaw greater
preference for both peér and teacher affiliation (Figure 1),inanimate °

" content, and iconic and direft experience mode (Figure 2). Mature
students prefer detai] and organiz®tion structlre and competition
(Figure 1), qua]itatf%e content, and listening and reading mode

(Figure 2). ‘ “‘s‘ ’

. Y

DISCUSSION

, the differences in‘prefgrenées and affiliations noted
are also’present within'student populations at other

'{ at Sinclai
ons. Perhaps these subtle differences are the unseen, but not -

/’///"_::iz;:v driving force tRat™2aused Cross to "predict that once we have

reached our goal of education for.all, “we will turn our atténtion to

providing education for each.* Cross went on to caution that’"a 21st

century goal of maximizing the impact of education on individuals

is 1nf1nité1& more complex and demanding than our 20th century goal of
viding access for‘q11:..ue ave going tp have to be more thoughtful

in the years ah€ad” (Cross, 1976, p. 1)..} . i 5
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CATEGORY

.

Affi tiqp--
Peer QQ'

Affiliatiop-- .
Teachfng”

Structure—-
Organization

L2
Structure--
.Deta}l

Achievement-—- -
Goal Setting’

* Achievement-- -
Independence

- -

b . A
Eminence-- ‘r—
‘Eﬁnpexition

~ .

Eminence-~ b

. FIGURE 1
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-
* gigniffieant at .01 level
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FIGURE 2 R
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As educators considér the ccmpiex task of prowiding education
for eagh, they will need to give serious consideration to both cognitive
and non-cognitive factors. Individual learners appear to possess
cbping capacities that aiiow for significant variance in instructional
sty]e, course content, Tearning structure, and affiliation. However,
we be]ieve that diSSOnance yithin the teaching/learning’ interaction,
1ike. electrical re51stante, 1owers the efficiency of 1earn1ng and eventually
lowers the probability of student achievement. Certainly if instruction
is désigned to produce learning, educators will need to find ways to
1mpr6ve the match between the way instruction is delivered and the pref-

erences of its clients. ‘ N
Severa] thousand two-year co)]ege teachers are.working;‘n courses «
that are essentia11y individualized. In 1976, Hunter A& Lingle completed
a status re;grthon individualized instruction in twoiyear colleges «
tocated”wit in the T3-stdte North Central accreditation region. This .
report bésed _gn responses from more than 1,000 practitioners of in-
div1duak11ed instruction, canfirmed that most practitioners of in-
dividualized instruction were self-motivated to prpvide educatiomn for
each person enrolled in tneir-course. It seems likely that the pressure
to consider individual differences is real and that this pressure ~
will have a measurable impact on future instructional systems. -
Certainly college teachers have access to some information about
their students--usually such cognitive data as grade point averages,
aptitude test results, high school rank, curriculum patterns, and
placement tests. Frequently such cognitive information has been dis-
regarded or misinterprefed or used as an excuse for student’ failure. "
However, community c 1lege teachers have frequently modified their GOurses
or. developed -new courses and new approaches. to. compensate for student 7 .
differences in the cognitive realm. Concerned community college -
.educators usually platesstudents with lower grades or lower placement
test results in spec1a1 courses-designed to increase the learners'
probabiiity of achievement in more.advanced courses. These educators '
- have assumed the masfery learning posture, taken by Bloom that "Most
studepas (perhaps 'oieo percent) can master what we have to téach
2\ B

- -1a-

17

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

. -




V

S

them, and ;5 is the task of instruction to find the means which will
enable our students to master the subﬁect under congideration” (1968,
p. 1), =7 )
— " Bloom's contention that most students can master what'we have to
teach is based oa two premises. The first premise is, of cohfse, 1
that educators will determirie what is meant by mastery of the subject.
And the seeond'premise follows that educators will determine ways to
provide instruction that will increase the probability of student mastery

ofthe desired outcomes.’ Finding ways to provide meaningful instruction _

PRY

must include giving attention to both cognitive and non- cognitive‘factors.
Most previous attempts to prov1de 1nstruct10n resulting in mastery
'of subject matter Teaned heav11y on cogn4t1ve information, course
- entry Yevejs, course content, and mode of instruction. .Future attempts,
) to provide mastery instruction will need to_Cohsider also such non-
' coéniti?e factors« as preferences, perceptions, and affi]iations ‘
.Fa11ure to include these types of non- cognitjve factors w111 ower
’ ;he probab111ty o{ providing meaningful’ 1earn1ng exber1ences for a

sizab]e port1on. gbe student population now attending colteges and

universities. . TR ’ >
waever, attention to hon- cogn1t1ve factors re]ated to preferences .
and affa]1at10ns widl need to be approached with cargl Information
from the Sinclair research ﬁndlcates that students within the twp
dge. groups dfffer W1th respect.£0 1} of 16 Jitems on the L.S.I. More
1mportant an exam1nation of the Yistribution on any measured L.S. 1.
,1tem 1ndicates ‘a full range of_dlfferences about the sample means.
These d1str1but1ons relate directly to 1nd1v1daa1 diffemences with
-respectygﬁ preferences and affiliation. ~*Thus, by the v3¥y definition
these distrfbutions, some learners’ differ from tDe'1tem means -by
more than one standard dev1at1on ~and such differences 5uggest that
* a sfzab]e proportion of the students enro]]ed in college courses may
~  find any ong unstructiona] method dissonant wlth an identified preferentce
°T affiliation negd.‘ Students 'can and do accommodate to ﬁizable‘differ-
D ences in instructional method. « However, targe -differences will result
in" less probebility of achjevement. . ; -
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_The' optimistic expectations surrounding the community colleges
a decade ago reflected America's commi tment to iequa] opportunity in
education. "This egalitarian approach, admitting to higher education-

. non- trad1t1o¢gal students with- vnde]y varying exbectat1ons, has generated-
. some search1ng questions regarding ‘urements m“ achlevement and ',

‘ dehvery of instruction. When Brun reviewing the progress of edycation

dur'lng the sixties, noted that: P % . -,k

. . '~ "By 1970. the céncern wis no longer to Change $chools from
* * within by curr1cu1um, but to refit them altogether to the
N reeds of sotiety, to ghange them as ihstitutions. "It is ° '
no longer reformebut revolution that fras coffe to challenge
us.. And it is pot so plain what 15 the-role of *the academic
*- in such an enterpris®. ... Andin.my view, through my per-- .~
. spective, the sissues would«have. to do with how one gives
packx1n3t1at1ve and a sense pf potency’ hgw one activates _.
to tempt ohe 0 want. %0 learn again.. ulum pot as . ° .
* v a subject but as an approach to ’learning aa us1ng knowledge S
(1971 p. 20). e s ol . q
’ I,f two— af coIJeges fremam dedmatzd to\egahbanan pr1nc1p1es and
" mastery’ fearmng., they will neéd-to- addgbss the retognized problem of N
° Y mismatched non&togrﬁtwe factoms ,Such r‘ecogm’tlon mus?t result in. f
slgniﬁcant changes n the way subJect Matter mstruct)on s lanned N
and dehveréd One sponse to. tﬁe‘ch‘]enge of prov1d1ng educati I’
. gach will undoubte y ;f'oc on comete'ncy-.based éducafron, and thfs my ;‘
L)
qu represent a i rstswt toward thetmastery learmng modél’ propose‘d . '
b‘y Bloom. To rnake mastery 1earn1ng a reality,’however mu“‘lple pa.th ;"‘“
ﬁinstructvon must aLso be developed" witf\ f!ﬂf recogv tion of the lsarners
-, ident.ified cognltwe aﬁd. non«cogmtlve factows: S R, o
.'\ ’ Educatwna] psycholog1sts and educators’ know a grea‘t deal q‘bout

’ flearnin\g ‘For Example }ﬁey know- that students, are 11ke1y to leain .

\ *

< _ when they are, ready to lgm,\ whgnf tb‘ey Waut to learn,.wﬂn they know

BT what they are gomg to learn, .{hen they are wvo]ve’d in‘the Jearmng.
process, and when the cons‘eduencef of”lqa’rmﬁg are favc\rabl’e ‘In qther ‘
words, educatprs are conv1nced that students will ,probably lear\n oo

, if they are ready, motwpt‘ed directed, partqc1patmr,y, "and r‘einforeed .
Each of these learmng esSentials cqwies‘kﬂth 1t a- cogn1t1ve and noR- _

cognitwe considerdtion, For e,xample readiness 1mdhes cogmtiVe factors
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% tend to divert the attent{on of both administration and facutty from ,

v conditions demand that connﬂn1ty college. educators take the 1ead in the

of skill-and knowledge readiness as we}l as dftitudinal readiness, B

(Mager, 1972)..Motivation is primarily noh;cognitive and ipternalized
w50 that the individual is able to make sensé of what and how vlearning
_is to proceed e1rect1v1ty includes both cognitive and affective A

ObJectives, which must be perceived as reasonable and desirable.

’

" Sustained partﬂc1patlon in the learning process regyares “comfort with
» Jode, content, structure and af$111at1ons 'F1na11y, reinforcement

F
x

1mp11es consequerices of learning. that are favorable to the learper

.

SO as to 1ncrease the probabi]ity of perseverance. . .
The hidden *obstacle 1mbedded 1n the new generatlon Yap is two- fo]d

adminfstrators are deeply 1nvo]ved in survival -maintenarce activities |

%ECh as effrc1ency, co]]ect1ve negot1at1ons, po]1t1ca] pressures, .

energy ;onsiderations, part-time faculty, and S0 on. And faculty are’

Eﬁua]]y “jnvolvéd .with practices directed tOward "the older student . §

osé traditiona)] values are simiTar to their own- Th\Etrtwo factors

o3 the recogn1tron of the new generation gap ang, the mot1vat1on to develop -
. the new 1nstruct1ona1 strateg1es needed for these younger {tudents—— e
,. This research 1dent1f1es a new generation gap as wéll as wide
var1ab111ty in non- cogpﬁt1ve factors within popg]at1ons of post-
secondary students. ﬁhatever the reason for these d1fferences, présent

instructional . revo]ut1on The age of, books is over. The age of techno]ogy
,13' and 1nd1v1dua11sm 1s here. Fa11ure to respshd to the challénge of pro-

*viding mean1ngfu1 1nstruct1?n for each will undoubted]y increase the'

probability that some other qrganization wily’ replace the community-

Junior college postsecondarx 1n§t1tutlon representing all, people. ' b
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