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THE NEW GENERATION GAP:

)INVOLVEMENT VS. INSTANT INFORMATION

Walter E. Hunter and Louisb S. McCants

While community college educators have focused increasing attention

on maintenance activities, the students attending'these colleges have

apparently'undergone several subtle shifts. Young students of traditionit

college age can nq longer be classified as typical. Rather, the influx

of adults seeking upwardvnobility or personal enri_yment has markedly

changed the overall community college learning environment. Mature

students, holding serious purposes and specIfic edycational goals, are

warmly welcomed by both teachers and adminiArators.

Although usually attending classes payt-time, late afternoons,or

eveningo, these students continue to hold the traditional values a
reading, writing, and activeparticipation. 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 altitention, however,

may result in overlooking the students of traditional college age,

Who are products of a technological society and, pay thus differ with

respect to learning conditions, mode, content, and expectation.

Indeed, it is possible that younger students differ dramatically

from the more traditional students on the basisiof educational per-

ceptions, social relationships, and preferred leas ing styles. More

important, educational strategies devised to respond to their .preferences

may well differ from the major portion of teaching methodologies.. The

complex progress of a technological age has developed a new generation

that prefers icenics to books, rejects ilithaqty figures while delaying

independence, 4:Weis comfortaby with inanimat4i;No,d holds high grade

expectations.

In'fact, evidence is mounting that non-cognitive indicators may ,,

point to success or failure within a specific teaching-learning situation.

4
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Preferences, affiliations, and expectations may prove to be powerful

predictors of success or allure in that these non-cognitive indicators

may defin the intimacy w th which an individual can relate to any specific

ejlearning ctivit mod,1 or d .
,

. .

Educators frequently note that what really makes the difference

is nOt "let isrdone" but "how it is done". Tnus, it is possible that

preferredtstyles of instruction may match ar mismatch with'preferred

styes of lea'rning. For most learners and their instructors, the

extent of ny mismatch between styles is probably undetected anq thus

not' counteracted in any practical w4. But differentiation of style

by age reveals that younger college students hold preferences, affiliations;

and expectations that hSve until recently been unsuspected and may for

Some time remain unwelcome.

rw Marshall McLuhan recently went beyond his earlier report, The

te.

Medium is the Message," when he stated:

'.Television has peculiar dimensions that are ignored.
For the first time in 2%400 years, since the beginning

of the alphabet, people are going back to ther primitive

third worth. Because TV is post-alphabet, post-literate,
the TV generation 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 1iteracy

and the kids were plunged into post }literacy. That is\a

big generation gap.' It never happened before in the

histy of man because we never had electrbnic technold\gY-

before (Hickey, 1977, p 7B)..

By virtue of its accepted philosophy, the community college \

is committed to serve the needs of all components of its,populatiOn,

as outlined in these generally aC/epted principles: \

1. A democratic society cannot exist wholesomely with-

out well-educated citizenry.
1

' 2. Eyery effort must be expended to help each person
I

make the most of his abilities.

3. The community college is designed to help the
whole population (Thornt6n,,,1956, p. 34).

.The research in,preferred learning styles indicateS that acceptance

of this philosophy constitutes an obligation to serve at least three,

intersecting,pb,groups in the population: the new students, defined

, -2-

p
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Eby Cross (1971) with sympathy and sensitivity; to young students'

who may form an intersecting -sub-set with the new students; and the

mature r.udents, who 4fe committed to the values (including literary)

eSpousge by the former generation.

Edtcation has never existed independently of its environment,

but the'pressures placed on today's practitioners are uniquely intensified

becauselbf technology. Students under 24 years of age have lived their

entire lives in a world that does little to develop patience on the

'part ofithe recipient. Systems of information, centuries in the making,

have bedn displaced with the speed of light: Acceptance'of instantaneous
.

replays and pattern recognition leaves little room.for the patience

I

and perseverance necessary to develop 1 terary awareness or, logic or .

even basic skills in reading and arithm tic'. Youngen students are respond-

ing to the world in which they have, been brought up by.accepting its

values -- perfunctory recognition of authority figurer, limited jnvolvement,

iconics, inanimates, and instant information retrieval--although not ,
.

necessarily retaining for any length of timeany of these.

To assume that all communityollege students prefer to learn

in the same manner is unwise. Rather, one might better assume that adult

students, recent high school graduates, and new students" represent

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 community college. .A seconcl,purpose was to
. .

consider the impact of preferred style on educational delivery syste s.

This study focused on two dis4inct student sub-groups--younger

studerits and adult students. Younger students were defined as recent

high school graduates who were" ttending college for the first time,
.''

were less than 24 years old, and were,enrolled in all college programs.

Thus,.tpey included some culturally and/or educationally disadvantaged

students. Adult students were defined a
,-..

s persons who were over 24 '

years'old'(with a mean age of 34), were typically part-timers, an4 .re
.

enrolled in all college programs. Some were..returning to 0,1)ege, .

some were first-time college students, and some were culturally or

'educatiorcally disadvantaged.
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METHODOLOGY

a
The study of students' preferred learning styles at Sinclair

Community College, Dayton, Ohio,' was an outgrowth of a staff development

project Ihatrwas 4enexated by a'grass roots attempt by teachers to

delineate factors associatecrwith student learning. The instrument

used was the Leading Styles Inventory, developed in 1973 by Albert A.

Canfield and J. Zlayton Lafferty. The utilizes a format of 25

items, each containing four response options that acre ranked in terms

of subjective preference. The L.S.I. provides 100 distriminatiOns

within four categories, entitled anditions, Content, Mode, and

,,expectation.

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

learning situation.

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

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

Goal Setting: Setting Onev,own objectives; using feedbatk ,

to modify'goals or procedures; making one's own decisions on

objectives.

Competition: tesiring comparison with others; needing to
know how one is doing in relation to o hers.

Instructor: Knowing the instructor per onally, having a mutual
understanding; liking one another.

.Detail: Specific information on assignments, r uirements,

rules, and so on. .

Independence: Working fiont and independen y; determining

one's own plan; doing things for oneself.

Authority: Desiring classroom discipline and maintenance of

.
order; having informed and knowledgeable instructorst

" II. CONTENT: Major areas of interest.

Numeric: Working with numbers and, logic; computing; solving

mathematical problems, and so on.

. Qualitative: Working with words or language;.writing, editing,

talking.

Inanimate:. Working with things; building, repairing, designiu)
operating. 4.

.-4- P-1
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/Ieople9 Working with people; interviewing, counselling, sell -

'ing, helping.

III. MODE: ,Gle' ral modality through which learing is preferred.

bistening: earing information; lectures, tapes, speeches,
and so on.

Reading: Examining the written word; reading texts, pamphlets,

and so on. I .

Iconic: Viewing illtAratidhs, movies, slides, pictures, graphs,

and so on.

Direct Experience: Handling or performing; shop, laboratory,
field trips, practice exercise's, and so on.

IV. EXPECTATION: ,The level of perfordance anticipated:

Outstanding or'superior level.

Above average or good level. .

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 randomly

choosing 30Jteachers from the Sinclair faculty and asking these teachers

to select two sections of students for participation in the project.
.

i

This method afforded broad represen ations by age, program of study,

and expect;tions. More than 1,200 Itudents participated; incomplete

and duplicate responses on some inventories reduced the total number of

complete and valid respgnses to 968. .

The average student 'age was 28, wi approximately 60% (579)

under 24 years old and some 40% (389), 4 years or older. Half the

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

related courses, 30% in health professions, 6% in engineering, and 24%

in liberal arts.

Inventories were admiAistered during the first week of the guarter,

and information was returned during the third week. This allowed eight

remaining weeks for the recognition of learning preferences in the

development of teaching strategies.. _One of the unexpected beneficial

side effects of the expprimeht was the teacher /student interaction

afforded by the discussion of the individual scores. Thus the inventory,

-5-
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knowd 4 have objective validity, was found-to pass the test of sAjective
,

validity, as student after student confirmed with his instructor the

significance of his scores in'relation to the population norms.

1

1FINDINGS

Meant, standard deviations and t scoresof the 968 respondents

classified by items are displayed in fables 2, 3, and 4. Comparisons

of responses were. classified by age:

Younper students, xl<
24

years of age (N = 579)

Adu424tudents, x2 > 24 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 Styles Inventory. 4

In all instances a score of 5 indicated maximumjoreference for a specific '

dimension while a score of 20 indidfted minimum preference..

Table 1 illustres the 1977 normative information and percentiA

ranks based on Sinclair students.

-6-
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TABLE 1

NORMS FOR LEARNING STYLES INVENTORY

Percentiles

Cate ories Score!: 5 '6 7 -11---9-

Peer AffiltATIon -- 99 99 97 93 '87

Organization Structure 93 84 69 55 39

Goal Setting 99 97 94 89 82

Competition with Others 99 99 99 99 99

Teacher Affiliation 94 86 75 63 53

Detail Structure 93 8e 79 70 58

Independence 99 99 98 96 94
, .

Authority of Other's 99 99 99, 98 96'

Numeric
.

97 95, 91 85 .81

Qualitative 99 96 92 88 82

Inanimate 96 92 87 81 73,

People 89 8J 74. 64 54

Listening 95 91 83 73 62

Reading., 99 98 97 95 91'

Iconics 99 98 95 90 83

Direct Experience- . 93 87 81 73 64

,, 1,..

1 0
k

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

78 69. 58 45 33 23 13 6 3 0 t

26 17 11 6 1 1 . 0 O.r 0 0 0

73 59 43 27 16 8' 3. 1 0 0 0

97 94 88'81 69 56 43 27 16 6 0

41 31 22 14 9 '5 3 1 0 8 0

44 32 21 1-3 7 3 1 0 0- 0 0

90 83. 75 65 50
*

38 26 15 6 O'r

92 88 '81 ,75 64 52 ,39 27 16 8 0

74 68 62 55 47 40 32 X14 17 10 '0

.74 66 59 51 41 34 25 17- 9 ,4-. .0

.63 55 47 381 29 21 14 9 5 2 0

47 39 10 23 18 10 6 '4 2, 0 0

53 41 30 1120 13 8 3 2, 1 .0 0

88 81 74_65. '58 48 40 30 21 10 0

75 64 54 45 34 24 16 9 4 1 0

54 44- 34 28i 20 13 9 5 2 . 1 0

0
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Table 2 Jists Comparative meail"rltindard deviations and t ratios *°

for the two age groups.
,

TABLE 2

COMPARISONS OF ADULTS 24 AND OVER WITH
OTHER STUDENTS AT SINCLAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE USING

CANFIELD'S LEARNING STYLES, INVENTORY

Conditions_

r

4

Categoriet
-

Means
xi x2

Standard
xi

Deviations
x2

t

Scores

*4.
Affiliation--Peer 12.61 13.76 3.05 2.69 -6.16*

Str:ucture--Organization . , 9.40 8.64' 2.64 2.56 4.52

Achievement--Gol Setting 41.99 12.05 2.71 , 2.50 -0.39

Eminence-Competition 16.00 15.55 2.53 2.63 2.64*

Affiliation--Ihstructor 9.68 10.62 3:08 3.19 -4.60*

Structure--Detail 10.40 9.73 2.91 .3.02 3.43*ee)

Achievement--Ind eddence 14.51 14.4,0 2.95 2.90 0.57

Eminence -- Authority 15.41 15.25 2.07 3.10 0.83

Note: *Significaht beyond 1% level.

xi. (Less than 24) x2 (24 and over)

N = 579 N,= 1389 ,

411t

.*

The eight Condition scales, 1 through 4 and 5 thrcwgh 8, should

be discussed at interYeleted categories- in that s*ents ranked responses

corresponding to the broad dimensions of affiliation, structure, achievement

and eminence. b
Table 2 indicates striking disparities between young and mature

students for both peer affiliation and prganization structure preference.

With t ratios of -6.16 and 4.52, important shifts of young students

toward peer affil.libtion and awayfrom organization structure are Indicated.

Similar distributions Tor both age grdlips are evident with respect to

goal setting and competition. Other important differences occurring

between istudents divided by age suggest that mature students, coppared

to their younger counterparts, show stronger preferences for detail

structure and weaker preferences for instructor affiliation. The

distributions,illustrating independence and authority were similar for

the two groups.

-8-
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kituretstudents, then, are :seen to differ from young students

on five of the.eiiht Con ion Sopa147 included'in the Learning

Styles Inventory. , Mature etudelats'snow stronger preferences fdr

traditinnal dimensions'of struCkureL-aiganizatioriPanCi detail. The

young students Dhow snmewnit strohgeriPeferenre, for' both peer and

teacher affilidtibn. 1;,. 1

As for Confent,+httje ihVeritory includes four ohs-
:

titict categories: numeric d'01-quehtitative, quIlitAive, inanimate,

and people. -Distribution patterns ranking Content preferences show

4 significani.differenses between the means:of the two age groups in

both qualitative and inanimate categories. Younger ,s.tudents prefer

inanimate objects as learning vehicles, Ghoosin? this Category over

both numeric and qualitative. 'Both young'andirkure students liost

prefer working directly with people.' Statistics and age comparisons

for Content preferences, are shown in Table 3:

TABLE 3 #7

COMPARISONS Ok ADULTS 24 AND OVER WPTH
OT4tR STUDENTS AT SINCiiif COMMUNITY COLLEGc USING

CANFIELD'S LEARN SAWS rNVENTORY.

Clihten%

.4

...

Categories
MUns

xl x2
Standard

xl

Deviations
4)(2

t

Scored

liumeric 4 13.64 14.16 . 4.38 4.03 1.88
Qualitative 13.77, 12.96 3.94 ' 3.61' . 3.27*'

Inanimate 4 11.87 12.7a 3.86 3.74 _3017*, ."
People 10.73 10.16:

..

3.87 3.77
.

2,.39

Note: *Signitficant beyond 1% level.'

x
1

(Less than 24) x
2

(24 mid over)
. 579 N 389 ,,..

I I

Student pref erices tending toward in-en ,e and people dimeniions' stem

inconsistent 'n-an era of technology. Ince successin college Is

frequently dependent on a learnel°5 mast ry.of both the 'nuMeric and

the qualitative, college teachers have a special burden to increase ,

and balance student preferences in theseareas.through sympathetically

4

..

12
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cll* II

structilred learning experiates. T: , -

l

*When incomes;canes.; to the L.S.I. mod dimensions, students indicate, '

comparable preferOpces for differin types of instruction, clissified

as listening, ingolconics and iirect experience. Table 4 lists

t scores, means and setandard deviations for the four dimensions under
. ,

the Modes of Instruction category.
,

TABLE 4
COMPARIUMS OF ADULTS 24 AND OVER WITH

OTHER STUDENTS AT SINCLAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE USING
CANFIELD'S LEARNING STYLES INVENTORY

Modes '
,

Categories

Mesas ,

xl , x2
,Stanbard

xi
(Dedatio

x2
o s

Listening
Reading '

Iconic
Direct Experience

11.12
15.61

'12.61

- 10.66'

10.44

14:23
13.49)

11.0

3.24

3.51

3.39.

3.56

3.4
3.60 -

3.19

3.90

,i.24*
.5.91*

-4,.10*

-4.73*

Note: *Significant beyoRd 11 level'.

(Less than- 24) x2 (24 and over)

N -,579 N = 389

The similar patterni'and significantly different means'of the samples;

as classified by age, are evident'in Table 4 Both age,groups prefer

listening as a learning techniqUe' 'Themajo differencereWaled by

the inventuamls that younger students overwhelmingly reject reading

as an educational technique. Aproximaely one hay of 11 young studaiits

rank reading at the bottom of the distritZution, choosi scores of -

16 through 20`, the points of maximv djsinterest. Ae

On the other/handl younger students show a somewhat, stronger_

preference than theolder group-6,---icon4, or picturellis a methbd

%.---of*learning, That this method is preferred over reading is not

surprising ilklectioa,fop a' generationirejed'in a televised technOlogfcal

world. Rejection 'of reading appears to vary proportionately with the

acceptance of.vleWing. Finally, ylOr*students show a preference

'or dirjltt experiences: We thus se ,'that younger students tend to

ot.

13 °
4.0

' h

:1;f:
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reject reading and prefer watching, while accepting listening and -r

direct experience as methods of transmitting information.

-Visual summaries of the findings of the Sinclair research project

are provided In figures 1 and 2, with lignificant differences between

means indicated by asterisks. COmparisonsshow% that neither group has

aiverystrong preference for peer affiliation, goal-oriented 'achievement,

independ4nce, competition, or authority. 'Both age groups show strong

' preferences for teacher affiliation, evidence of structure in class

. organization, and detail.`

Neither group has a preference for; numeric content or qualitative

ideas, preferring inanimate objects toithe other three content categories.

Stu/dents prefer listening, reject reading, are neutral toward iconics,

tif

nd,prefella direct experippe. Currenteddk onal strategies must.

deal with these realities if the community c lege iS to fulfill its

mission to attend to all typeS of student populations.

In symmary mature.students are thus seen to differ from young
/

students on 11 of the 96 style dimensions. Young students show greater
;

preference for both peer and teacher affiliation (Figure 1),ioanimate

content, and iconic and direCt experience mode (Figure 2), Mature

studentS prefer detail and organizttign structure and competition

(Figure 1), qualitative content, and listening and reading mode
.,. .

(Figure 2).
,

`". ,.,

DISCUSSION

;

Undoubt , the differences in prefOrenees and affiliations noted

at Sinclai are alswpresent Within student populations pt other

ons. Perhaps these subtle differences are the unseen, but not

unfelt, driving force diatlaused Cross to "predict that once we have

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

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

) i

century goal of maximizing the impact of education on individuals

is infinitely more complex anct demanding than our 20th century goal of

pilviding access for'4,11:..we are going tp Nye to be more thoughtful

in the years ad" (Cross, 1976, p. 1).

1.4
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As educators consider the complex task of prsmidjng education

for ea h, they will need to give serious consideration to both cognitive

and non-cognitive factors. Individual learners appear to possess

coping capacities that allow for significant variance in instructional

style, course content, learning structure, and affiliation. However,

we believe that dissonance within the teaching/learning'interaction,

like.electrical resistance, 'rowers the efficiency of learning and eventually

lowers the probability of student achievement. Certainly if instruction

is designed to produce learning, educators will need to find ways to

improve the match between the way instruction is delivered and the pref-

erences of its clients.

Several thousand two-year college teachers are workin on courses.

that are essentially individualized. in 1976, Hunter Lingle completed

a status re t on individualized instruction in two -year colleges

locateewit in the Tg=stdte North Central accreditation region. This ,

report, based in responses from more than LOW practitioners of in-

dividualized instruction, cohfii2med that most practitioners of in-

dividualized'instruction were self-motivated to provide education for

each person enrolled in th:ir.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 misinterpreted or used as an excuse for student' failure.

However, community c liege teachers have frequently modified their courses

ersdeveloped.new cou ses and new approaches, to compensate for student

differences in the c nitive realm. Concerned community college

.educators usually pla e.students with lower grades or lower-placement

test results in special courses designed to increase the learners'

probability of achievement in more advanced courses. These educators

AAve assumed the mas rilearning posture, taken by Bloom that "Most

stUdegns (perhaps o 90 percent) can master what we have to teach

-14-
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them, and 4rt is the task of instruction tO find the means' which will

enable our $tiglents to master the sublect under consideration" (1968,

p. 1).

Bloom's contention that most students can master whatwe have to

teach is based oa two premises. The first premise is, of course, 1

that educators will determine what is meant by mastery of the subject.

And the second 'premise follows that educators will determine ways to

provide instruction that will increase the probability of student mastery

oillitthe desired outcomes.' Finding ways to provide meaningful instruction

must include giving attention to both cognitive and non-cognitive
k,

factors.

Most previous attempts to provide instruction resulting in mastery
J

Of subject matter leaned heavily on cognitive information, course

eptry levels, course content, and mode of instruction. Future attempts.

to provide mastery instruction will need to consider also such non-
.

cognitiVe factors- as preferences, perceptions, and affil iations.

Failure to include these types of non-cognitive factors will ,lower

the probability o

i

providing meaningful' 1earning experiences for a

sizable portiOmo 40e student population now attending colleges and
,-1.

universities. ,

% ,

.
. .

Hbwever°, attention to non- cognitive factors related _to preferences

and affiliations will need to beapproached with cargo: fnformation

from the Sinclair researchndicates_thatstudents within the td9

Age. groups differ' with respect, to 11 of 16 ,i tems on the L . S. I . More

important, an examination of the listribution on any measured L.S.1..

item indicates '.a full range oflifferences about the sample means.

These distributions relate directly, to ifidivideal diffeMences with

,respect' preferences and'affiljation. --Thus, by the Acy definition

these .ai
.

strfbutions, some 1 earners' di ffer f r o m t,e1 itemm means -by

more than one standard deviation, and such differences suggest that

a shahle,proportion of A students en'rolled in college courses may

find any one instructional method dissonant wi ,th an identified preference

Or affiliadien ne/0. Students'can and do accoriimbdate to 'sizable differ-
-,. ..

ences in instructfonal _method. However, farge .differences will result

iri less probebilfty of achievement. 1

- r
. :

0
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The optiMistic expectations surrounding the,community colleges

a decade ago reflected America's cormiitment,to equal opportunity in
education. This egalitarian approach, admitting to higher education-
non- traditio4al students with'widely varying expectations, has,generated'
some searching questions regarding urements of achievement and

.delivery of instruction. When Brun reviewing the progress of education

during the sixties, noted that:
"By 1970: the concern was no longer to 'Change 'ichionls from
within by Curriculum, but to refit them altogether to' the
Reeds of society; to 'charige them as ittitutions, is
no Ipnger reforni,but revoluti-pri that s co t% to challenge
us.. And it is hot so plain What is the role of 'the academic

- in such an entenprist ...And-in.* view, through my per--
speetive, Vic :issues would.have. to do with hbw one gives .

liackiejtiative and a sense pf... potency! hp.iv one activates _,
to tempt,ohe .td want...to learn again...cu4i01 UM pot as

`, a subject but as an approach to learning mad using. Krrowledg"e'l
.

' (1971, p. N). 4, ' . --, .

.

, . , ye- 4-._" '''.-.;
i , *tf two at ccilleges`,rernain dedicated toe-galittarian principles arvi

e
mastery* reaining., they will neact-to.adirCss the recognized siroblegt of ., , 7 1 ..

mismatched nOr-eogniVve factors. -*Such rec-ognition must result in..
significant Flianges n the way Subject 'flatter instructiontion ts lamed

and delivered:. One s.poneto.titegehlkjenge of Providing educati
. . 1..,

' each will undoubte y goc4 on competency4ased,educatton, and this may ,J

10
wq1'1 repremint, a..first -st4 towers thennattery learning moder proPoseti,

ty BloorR. Temake mastery learningireality,;towever, multiple.pa,th :, .

-Pintruction musta4o lile developed'.withAT rec og on of .the` l* e arner

identified cognitive aAd.non.cognitiVe factiis: - . 41.

' Educational js,c'hologists and edueators" k'nowre great deal about.
r

.
., ,learning. 'For

exampl4

e, hey knew that students,are rfrikely to learn

when they are ready'to litrn, Whery/tNey,eirat;to learri,offin, they know
.., 4.. .-

- what they are going to Learn, ,when ite.Y.are itivol vet' inthe )earrii ng.:
.4 . o

process, and When the conseduencei oticia'rnfrig. are fa4ra,bre. ti other
words, educatprs are convinced th.kt,students:Will,,pi:obably learn

....

if they are ready, motivated, directed., participatary,'and reinforced. ....

Each of these iearningestentials ar-ries`W.I..th it,a cogniti,;e arid norv-
, . r

cognitive consideration. 'For. example, readiness 1R10,1 ies cagrlitikie factors
. 4..

f

'1

o,

-16-
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of skill and knowledgere'adiness as we/1 as. Attitudinal readiness.

(Mager, 1972).Motivation is primarily nonrcognitite and internalized

that the individual is able to make sense of what and how ;learning

is to proceed'. -,Iirectivity includes both cognitive and iffectivg

Objectives, which must be perceived as reasonable and desirable.

SuStained,participation in the learning process reRaires comfort with '

4Iode, content, structure and aMliations. 'Finally; reinforcement

implies consequences of learning,that'are favorable to the learper

so as to increase the probabiJit,y of perseverance.

Th4 Kisciden'obstacle imbedded in the new generation 13ap is two-fold:

administrators° are deeply involved in survival - maintenance activities

such as efficiency, collgctive negotiations, pOlitical pressures,

energy:considerations, part-time faculty, and so on. And faculty are

qually'filvo4v4dwith practices directed towaret4e older student

4hose traditional values are similar to their own: There-two factors

" tend to divert the attention of both Administration and facutty from

7 the recognitton of the new generation pap and, the motivation to develop

the new instructional strategies needed for these younger'students-___

This research identifies a new generation gap as well as wide

variability in non-cogpltive factors within popylations of post-

sicondary students. Whatever the reason for these differences, prdsent

conditions demand that commanity college. educators take the lead in the
.0"."- ,

- ,

instructional-revolution. The age of,books is over. The age of technology

and individualism is here. Failure,to respOd to the challenge of prilr.

viding meaningful instruispn for each will undoubtedly increase the

pr'obability that some other organization ill'replace the community-

junior college postsecondary institution representing allipeople.
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