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;‘data ﬁefé arranged
1

ugroupxngs ftf‘fanalysis,, and the Hotelllng T‘procedure was

. used??Addltlonplly, for those.:varlables

predicted VSPGCIfIC hypothesesL the less conservatrqe T Test

“was. also'conducted.;;:'

rcontrols ahd the SCLS were

terpreted as 1nd1cat1ng the learntng disabled\ to dxsplay

hzerarchy that deal -w1th attentlonal
subject group was also con51dered

’ature behavxoural styles,{ bems5 less

reasona; for these f1nd1ngs K~are

Odevelopmental framework and future

.
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_fﬁiab111t1es, personalzty characte 1st1cs*

¢£hé tecogn1t1on
L s g
’ o1ly, f:om the same i

W__

iel ex;stence of such lndlvldualﬁjff

':5T 1“t“1t1V31Y SOUth tO prov1de suff1c1ent 1nstructzon 1n aanif

------

S

 teacher. If the student st111 was not learnzng,: 1t q§a§f7‘ 

o

. Y .

.those dszerences to foster maxlmum growth S1m11arly,f‘ i

5teachers have long been awate o§>such‘d1£ferences and have: J
?:each .effect1vely to all students the1rl*ﬁf
Despzte th1s awareness, however,dvary1ng one s mode offs.;

present1ng the same content was seldom consxdered Rather,e~;?

':J‘ncreased repetltxon, perhaps at a slower pace and on ﬁa;;e¥



educat1on

S1nce

ﬁ' pteValent ‘Lf;g"‘ |

,sychodogy ﬁ"f a. much%'
o ' \rf e

%zf;;: newef d1sc1pf§ne and"tended of EOCUs‘on 1dent1fy1ng thejL*

the earller eras of th1s \century, -

('

?f:un1Versal pr1ncxp1es 1nvolved 1n learnang Such hypothes1zedyr“

B

prznczples as those proposed by anget and Skznnerz for ex_

Swere. s“bs"que“tly mcorporated atnco .mastt.‘_.-j“‘

curriculums .and educat:onal settlngs. Al;hough the jﬁx”;*
PR

tance and nece551ty ofv§uch theor1es de5c:1b1ng the common?3;5
.ﬁf?jf elemenbs of learnzng 1n all humans 1s not bexng contested,i,f

v'¢ these pr1nc1ples tended to g1ve rlse to the f"AVQrage Chlej{f

Concept"i““ the school systeﬁf Thxsv-phrase, as used by}ff,

'fiGregorc(1982) refers to the belzef f the past that allﬁﬂ]

;fhaldren,‘:apart from ,agffgg- exceptzons (as the result offfj}

N »*.Fy”, S L . R . LR o i '_"- . K



B e

B R ,

”xﬁ*isévere. neurolo§1cal 1mpa1rment) v were( afikggff the1rf O

N

:thfvgcogn1t1ve development and potent1al, and that .ah§ observed.fh'

m';fd1£feren¢es among chxldfen were assumed to be t&e result offsl;
*}preschool and out of school experlences.f Clearly, thls;

uéifbel1ef absolves _ thefg school _ SYstem [-ltself .ffdéni;’hh
.:;,:fespons1bl;ty-for uar1at1ons among thelr students.vThe blamei;h;,
ﬁfﬁ?'}ér_ cred1t do dlfferences 1n stud%nt d}afnzng was shlfted;?p:f

"from the student the1r home background

’._,student who ‘was experﬂ@nc1ng learnzng dlfflculty‘ was con-,;u'v

>

uis1dered¥to have come from a home background that lacked hei“t =

L appropr1ate 'experlences ,necessary fqg the acqu1s1t10n off o
T N fL e SR o
g5uch si1lls.‘ hn

Perhaps, the most 1nfluent1al proponent bh sh1ft1ng the; fe'

~

:,vcausal focus of . learn1ng dlfferences from the home to fthefiljf

’,":5' .

o . PR . B

:mrschool came £ m the more recent attentlon to Spec1alf;"‘

’.Educatzon..W1th greater fund1ng be1ng allocated to those for%dfﬂf

. 3 -

; %hhom" 1nstruct1on .fi"i” tradltlonal classroom was not{tfh
;benef1c1al a’ -much greater empha51sf?wa placed howiu?;z
:diteach1ng couldb be mod1fied to. meet the‘1nd1v1dual/requlre~f?;iﬁ
i;ifments oaisuch students., Due “tp the dxver51ty of thelrfiggé
_?gdgcatlongl negds,f‘1t became necessary to plan 1nsxructloni¥§@
'atrseparately for each Chlld and special educabors developedisf'
pTlndlvxdual1zed educatzonal prOgrams (IEP) outllnlng Spectfl?lfg%~
.rt[long and short term objectlves. Th}s present concern wlthfﬁ}fq
‘i?_?hf‘ learner as an 1nd1v1dual has been recently reflected 1n;jf35
:”fNT;Canada S new Const1tut10n~ sect1onﬁ»15 Tof the Charter of'.ﬁ”
J‘-Fthnlghts _and Freedoms. ThlS leg1slat1on has mandated that rif%

o “ >. o . B T 'v ‘..". v'-b ' s
T e



"':'0..v

't.

1nd1v1dual 1ear'!hng, dlfferegc : ‘-_ “ Hoyever sy'st mé‘ 1c;":"_' o

- reason for th1s-'

every Chlld be,

ered average S1mllarly, teacher‘ educat1on rograms}:fﬂ

account when plann1ng 1nstruct1&i and remed1at1on._l;¢.f'

W1th thlS current zeltgelst,.there 1s llttle‘ qnestibnfif

as to the 1mportance for‘psychologlsts to study thzs area of"

analy51s of the cause or effectlvenes'

»f?nlques addre551ng such 1ndlv1dua1 dlfferences have continuediﬁfjf

; to perplex= educat10nal psychologlsts for many years. One*;*‘“

l»lables responsrfle'lfoﬁf these. dxfferences. Some of these‘i’m

L . - "i"

e

fentall factors that are more eas1ly 1dent1f1able such

1ntellectua1 ab111ty,. and past educat1onal experlenc}

Many,.however are less 51mple to c1a551£y and 1ng\ude such’

f varlables a5'5 motivatlon,i'reaa1ness.e‘ learn rspec1f1cﬂn§g~
concepts, attentlon span, classroom m1leau etc.QI}NQ only U

ffare” factors such a these latter ghes more dlfflcult tofgf'

R

quantlfy but they are often almost 1mp0551ble toﬁfsolate forﬂif“'
“tthe: purpose of sound exper1menta1 research These are- among e

the cr1tic1sms d1scussed by M1ller (1981) 1n hrs cr1t1q0e ofi},ay

past "Apt:tude by Treatment ;Interactrpn (ATI) researchf

\

‘; whlch wasl popular ”;{-h late *'60 § and early"'70 s.f5

Add1t1onally,; w1thout the ablllty to 1solate the number offf"t

—

A

of 1ntervent10n tec’—gf<*i
onfu51on is the w1de range of p0551ble var—rff*



”77ffrwere frequentlg uninterﬁ!’table.

"”7-research ‘on the topluji,f.

'h-._adapt' to thEII enV1ronment ThlS per

Spec1flc vrlables fo §tudy."_Yi«"ﬁtatzstmal analyses often-‘_i,"'i.":::'

jﬁrevealed multlple 1nteractlons between such var1ablesptthat;?tf

Although researchei’ have contlnued to 1nvestlgate th1s;lpn

R top1c,» problems such as those mentloned have preventedfﬂﬁf

rf]psychologzstS”Trom progressrng 1n thEIt study rapldly enoughi_?¢'

'aff»ftpf’-meet ft’ pract1cal demands:‘of educators fwho reviw'

firesponszble for prov1d1ng a proprlate 1nstruct10n to-'the{:f?

’?f;11ndxv1duals they teach Su[hfa pract1ca1 need has fostered;;:{

4

Y

rn1ng styles Whlle 1n61v:dualo"hw

t'researchers deflne thlS term qu1te dlfferently, 1n 1ts mostffic

v general sense, 1t refers to how 1nd1v;fuals learn from Candvt

'L";deal of conceptual appeal to“Eﬂucators hasT 1t attempts

pectlve offers a greatqﬁ;,’

»_tanalyze the manner 1nd1V1aq}1s dlffer 1n how they 1nterpretf;1?

1:1ncomxgg 1nformatxon 1n varlous educat1ona1 env1ronments. .
';;Typlcally, those 1nVOIVed educatzon 1nvthe past have,

v'“«%tend8d jfi focus | n;;theyvcontent-fof what learnedv*f3:

gQ:.Therefore, thlS new em9351s on how carrles wgth 1t 1mportantf:'“”

Q

= 1mp11cataons as. to “how 1nstruct10n could be varled to;hfﬂ

CoL . 0
-_\1ncrease teacher effectlveness wlth those ho learn 1n a

‘, e

: yarlEtY °f dlffe‘e“t ways. Thus, the Present concern 'is:.éﬁ}ph'

-_the pnocesses 1nvolVed 1n 1earn1ng, whlle 1n the past 1t was_'

,'th,é pr'Oduct ; -‘ e B .f_ -fr', i :

. as: it

Co The; 1mpact of the learnlng style concept 1s‘be1ng felt?f

P TR

v w.. .practioner$ by'jthe':scOre,warefﬁapplying data



~"-'.f;l*.s an 1llustratzon of th effect that

”hffobtalned to. the1r edhcat1onal -s;tuatxons. Books,ff{fﬂﬁfiﬁ

“'Ei'monographs; entlre publxoatlons, numerous :art1c}es,jgfifﬂ :

'"’1[con£erences,’?workshops and presentat1ons areﬁf‘V*'

”7:;}being offered throughout Canada and the Un1tedfde§¢75T

other educat10na1 -movement has ga1ned7”

'-"~:;;-',':'su'<::h" momentum | a'n_'d‘:-‘- popularlty ‘0_5,'; qmckl)'-,ﬂ: o

H;ff(Martln 1985 p 23) .};&j;;Q;ff

1jmovement

"’ﬁgf;haVIng in thls prov1ncel the Edmonton Publxc 5chool Board 15

o frespondlng

‘fffpresently (1986) 1n the process of developlng }a learnxng ;wx.

igsgstyle currlculum and pypns to 1mp1ement such assessment andilflj

'hglntervent1on on a large scale w1th1n the next two years.ft\

: Although these: pract1t1oners -cannot faulted forfﬁidf

&

: 1nstrumentsv

fﬁtoj 1nd1V1dual 1earn1ng needs ‘thh whatever}ﬂ'

and techn1ques psycholog1sts have offered them'e;;j

there 15 ‘a need to cr1t1cally examlne these learning style*it;f

1nstruments ‘(that have been made"aVallable._ leen fthe Effﬁ

inherent dlfflculty of measur1ng processes whose exzstence"(
if.C"n: only be' 1nferred thls‘;lnvestlgatlon can only bél

fconsc1ent10usly done w1th _a” larger theoret1ca1 framework
» ' a . S : _-

-from whlch to_ base comparlson. W1thout SUCh research thei-j;
‘ifwhole learnlng style area runs the rlsk of becom1ng a Ttaﬂif"ﬁ

thand as. Gregorc (1982) po;nts out-

h“'...sesearchers, theorlsts, and consultants must be v

",carefuI nit to promlse- more than can actually be

""delwered "(p 10)

‘”7'Ifi'thrs .were to happen, fasffafiresuLtT'of Unrefinednand,f“



**};:axsreeafd‘“g

e :.: 'K

"‘therefore,
m1ght\be developed ind educators could at the

be 1n£ormed as to thelr spec1f1c l1m1tathonsr~::~

be

At present, research on thls toplc hasnﬁtended to

l

*ﬁfvery spec1f1c and 1solated 1n nature. For the most part, 1:

3; ,1;has resembled exploratory attempts 1n the sense that_zt halfﬁf{?

‘fﬁfﬁconstructed (Kuhn 1970) Wlthout such a referent from whlch \’

'7fﬁ been rooted 1n any defined theoret1cal base.

che \discovery 'ufdf*"f

'hfésf necessary beQI""I“Q stage é:
iﬁreflnement of any fleld ‘of sc1ent1f1c st\aY*\at some_a;if

SN
“agpo1nt, it becomes cruc1al for a theoretlcal framework to\\be

"dto analyze further fxndlngs, there ex1sts no,p0551b111ty for ’°““

j} th recogn1t1on _5ff anomalles, whlch as also noted by Kuhn fﬁ:h
Ax(1970) yéf necessary ‘f.fiv. fUrther ' ref1nement %7{7;{
srejectlon;éof such a paradlgm. 'esreSUIt, cont1nued |
;;jaiﬁlated research 15 of 11m1ted value 51nce by def1n1tlon,

lacks ‘the predlctzve power necessary ~fo pract1cal

:'lfrfxmpl1catlons.:The l1m1ted e\ist1ng theorles whxch have on

h{;style in the past have tended to be very 11m1ted the1r.trf

“hoccassxon, been assoc1ated w1th ‘some’ aspects of learn1ng

ﬁ’f'scope.; Thus, they have not ‘allowed Eor the 1nclu51on of

[

3;other f1nd1ngs on the toplc.;u



be abIe to proflt adequately

}i tho&e ,

Yoo




"5; re' qualztat1vely drstlnct from

Wh1le alliifir

th Tpnocess of iearn1ng as opposed to the conten_,

1nvestigators 1n'-the area appear to‘ be concerned w1th;iffﬂ

A A s
iv1dual d1fferences 1n_how«students approach and processj'&fﬁ

_ t‘}_m:»hm:png:,_1nformata,on4, the \\ommonal1ty would seem to endgﬂ A
there. The follow1ng selected defin1t1ons represent thef3'°“

o

dlspar1ty that exists in terms of the aspects of learnlng;f,ff

style empha51zed“'by dlfferent researchers prop051ng ”rgfﬁif

investigate the same construct.
5 "There are many dszerent ways to cons1der learnxng
"ffstyle- here learnzng style IS descrlbed 1n terms of-

<how: much structure the stkient reqnlres 1n order to

ffvlearn best."(Hunt, 1979 p 7)

~*,» . PN o : . : - e

. "Learnxng style, from a phenomenologlcal~v1ewpoxnt, :
"'[V;consxsts of d1st1nct1ve and observablé beh731o }f

L

L



.‘egbnprocess'ﬁ:iﬂjeib ,}jbservable‘ probem_Solvzngﬁfi*”y

'fﬁfstrategzes, dec151on—mak1n§”

e

”fg;;}f.?qfchald‘ reactions ﬁo{;fV:”

.'asﬁ?u11m1tat10ns §f§v school learnlng _ s1tuat1ons.'

§{ff;f;ug:;(McDermott & Beltman, 1984 p 6)

-'ifﬂ“teéﬁniné- style "gcomprlses ~;?19fp;

' 7§‘env1ronmental emot1ona1 socxologlcal phy51cal and': %1§§§/

ilgﬁnp‘psychologlcal elementS',_at permlt 1nd1v1duals off}}?

- ’;frece1ve, store, and Use knowledge or ab111t1es.,,' R

'-'f‘;:f(nunn, 1983, p 496) gy

'i"

tf*Although each author 1s addre551ng a slmllar theme, the par_v*vrf

‘}13”ft1cnlar focus var1es‘ from those whzch are' 11m1ted and

'Tfispec1f1c (Spch as that of Hunt) to those whxch appear to be

)

- wprdblem' v1th1n th15 area ’fo that of the three blznd men'

~3fhttempt1ng to answer the qUestlon-;

”;&geach _1dent1fy1ng sl1qpt1y d1£ferent character1st1cs as rep-ﬂu

%:}?gtesentlng those wh1ch are most pertlnent. ;,j_sw’gffﬁnih

all encompa551ng such as Dunn 5. Grasha (1981) lxkens che7f'

.what 1s an elephant"’j-fﬁ'



=

!*ff}Dunn et al (19815 1s a self report measure whxch requ1res}*33v

rf%students t

:fp”how they prefer to learn. In contrast to th1s, Hunt (1979);;1,3

:"ﬂ-structure ofﬁhthe;vresponse rather than the content and%a;jy‘f

'Tthture requxred for the 1nd1v1dua1 leferent agazn from theseim-'T

1 6 1tem

4style Yet the actual data obtalned from each would bejt:ru

have

1nstruments subsequentlyt,

respond to’.104 statements xn a True/False or;;g

Jif};Qerert Scale fash1on as’ to how they feel they learn best btﬁf['

i*tf‘advocates the use of the "Paragraph Completlon' Method" ftobfg;i

. & 'A

.w'tjﬂdeterm1ne how much—structure the student requlres to learn*itff

7T“best. ThlS procedure requlres that the student wrlte two jojf?ff,

ot. L et

v'ffthree sentences to a" serles of toplcs such as--"what I thxnkgfg'i

iv:about rules.., These are then'»scored 5accord1ng the;1>§<

'-ffrwdeczsion 1s made concernlng the amouut of classroom stru i

'tf:;hprevaous two examples‘ McDermott and Beltman (1984) adaptedf'/‘"
"S'ﬁfaf much more‘ behav;our orlented operatxonal deflnltlon 1n;z'

-f?;whlch the clas room teacher 1s requ1red to complete

"y

. ffoccurrence of var1ous classroom behav1ours for that Chlld

B

All f these 1nstruments profess to mdasurevﬁlearn1ng,ff“,

‘,fffquxte dlfferent and the relat1!.§h1p among them 1s not at??j

"\_

!f”iall obv1ous. Each of these. examplgb c°"taln eé ‘series” Qtufhh:
'thfﬁxmplxcxt assumpt1ons concern1ng the nature of the dependent_V

.g;varlahle to the or1grna1 conceptual def1n1t1on. TheJ'P.S,If s

‘ckllst 1nd1cat1ng the‘ relat1ve frequency 'vfﬁ;i7'



the same as

processes :utllrzed by the student s

4

Q%must be demonstrated before these, terms

1nterchangab1y.: Also, many of the elements professed to be_ﬁf;f

"a_5f7_assessed are comprlsed of aﬂ 11m1ted number 1nd‘v1dual:7”'

"733}1tems. Hunt s more _1nd1rect method of assessment assumeﬁ"

’w[ﬁthat the organ1zat1on of a student s wr1tten response 1s a'a“ﬁ~

Ay"fgture., Slm1lar1y,- subsumed under McDermott g&f Beltman s?

ar

\:-fz.measure the assumpt1on that a thlrd—party (the teacher)f'- |

R . L
) ri;fls suff1c1ently astute to make aocurate Judgements as t 0 -

7f*fthe1r students behav1our.'fd,fwg”""";:'

These. ass“mp“°“s are by no meansrlntended to be | a11‘f.'f_fﬁ}f’-"f,
taitflncIUSive '35 there are many more whlch are assoc1ated wzthiigti
‘fleaCh of the 1nsttuments descrlbed Rather, thexr dISCHSSionﬁfff;
jiS- an attempt to 111ustrate the potent1a1 fa11b111ty of- thei; ;%
‘relatlonshlp between the construct and the operat1onal defl-lj;,;

!_iif vni&1on encompassed by :th Subsequent lnstrument, thlef}“qﬁ

“*Tgreater spec1f1c1ty is 1nherent to the constructlon f anyjf*-i

\

*,psycholog1ca1 1nstrument ‘makzng val1d1ty a concern, thes}""

'_d;sparxty wh1ch ex1sts among deflnxtzons foth;the1 same

;COnstruct 'resultf iana:;varxety of measures wh1eh qu1tel;f?
7-,clear1y assess d1fferent th1ngs vhlle pro£e551ng to asseSS«,

i s x K e : L . . B R LT ILEN . W B
mly. e e T



“,Zrefevs to “1n»ormatﬁon

1nformaf7;;';'"

ylnferredg3’

“ffiways gqt,ffﬁf_d“

. v

"'organleng gnd _process:ng *informat1on ~and =

[ v_’\v.-'

ff:j}.;lfﬂe.xperlence." (P ’5’



perceptxon of stlmuh and held dependenc : repteSent:1ng:-"a

processmg

-vmfcrmatwnf;’;;

The other dunensmn, -""sdme"mes referred to as~ concep '_jal

..,:'tempo descrlbes unpuiswes'. ‘ff? resppndlng quxckly and.;_._

o

haphazardly wlule reflectwes take more t1.me to cons:.der-'

alternaiwes before respondmg (Keefe,, 197'9)

“., ..<

suah a contmuum for each ,of these elements _,_}'Vackma

.’ A




jifﬂ;pendzng on- whioh 51de of the mld-p01ntt,khey falI Thelrf

ffresponse styles however Sare, much less pfedlCtAble than

_those who represent the extreme groups.;ﬂjﬂfﬂ,éﬂ;”.,',:,;5-
_ o Sl AR et B
Closely related to the concept of cogn1t1ve style, and

A;be merely:{add1txonal dzmeﬂSxons ffffe

,-consxdered by manygf

. 3fth1s same conStruct[f(Keefe. 1979‘ M9551¢k+ 1983 D°Yle &

5~¢;}Rutheri0td 1934);5 the concept of ,'cogn1t1ve controL;w..

*iheAﬁ.f'::? T S



cognxtxvew

stable‘*1ndxvrdua'f dlfterences 1f

egfand hypotheses.;;r;. ' general sense, Santostefano (1978)

. def IDES the Canept as followS L
v'gcontrols have ‘the_f status *T°i¢_]{f‘

cogn1t1ve“

&f?fznterven1ng varxables that de£1ne prxnc1ples by

?ﬂégwhzch motor1c behav1our,A percept1on, memory, and  .};?

“i7other

"

baszc qualltat1ve cogn1t1ve

v

“erefﬂ organlzed J”.fﬂ:‘Ifj 1nd1v1duai

Yo

“ean o 0" ’—v. ’
*;jjThe word controlé/} USed to connote the governzng or:;_-“

{*iregulatlng role that these mechanlsms playf :r.

;*fij7organzzatlon iofflnformat1on ava1lab1e to«the 1nd1v1duff;fin3'iof

<

7’chxs sense, the not1on of cogn1t1ve control" 1s s1m11ar tojffnﬁ

ﬂ;yfthat ef execut1ve processor w;thxn the 1nformatlon pro-;7

'””:Qﬁce551ng paradlgm.,@‘ﬁ

Tﬁjff:tj, Several otheri character1st1cs wh1ch d1£ferent1ate th€wU H
; "“]term control" from style ‘as: outl1ned by Saptostefanoftljﬁ
.¢;€7{;(1978) also ﬂ/;erve mentlon One of the major d1st1nguzsh1ng{_ffk

o

'33;ffeatures 1s that cogn1t1ve controls are gener§lly dxscussed-fﬁf

terms o£ multxple dxmensxons That 15, several cogn1t1vel[;r

éf;controls are examlﬁ‘

,oé,-an 1nd1vidua1 _tcontrast_bJef
Ve o B

7fcognat1Ve style dxmenszons are treated as szngle,,andgpegd-’e

.wﬂfﬂiently operatlng traits. Another feature _ethet‘acdgnitiyeg**

- B . . . . L . - L . . . . . PR
_-. ) ~”‘v. L . . -l e T S S Lo Ly, . - B



L

.

*f;@

controls are generally 1nterpreted conjunctlon w1thjﬁf'
spec1f1c :s1tuatlonal demands whereas cogn1t1ve styles tenddfﬂlﬁ
to be v1ewed as re -ﬁpg more stable across var1ous ~51tua-”;f,?

e L8 J

t1ons.,-¢h1rd11, cognltlve control .research has proceededa ~?5
from a strong theoret1ca1 base whereas cognltlve Stylegj“

resea‘Ch has ”°t' f°11°wtng moré of & path of accldentalﬁif‘*

d1scover1es and exper1mental work" (Santostefano, 1978 S

p 98) To confuse deflnlxlonal matters further; those 1n thet{fﬁﬂ

f1e1d of cogn1t1ve ccntrol }esearch tend '~use rh ~-termffr*
cognltlve:' style ?efer _‘ 2=‘ 1nd1v1dual s 'totalx;

cognat1ve proflle. That 1s, ‘the total comp atlon oF hlépfmff

aperformance on"several~cogn1t1ve control dimen51ons\i" '

.~Szm11ar to~the 'mechanlsms,‘assoc1ated wlth _cognid;ve“*'"

'style, cogn1t1ve control pr1nc1ples are blpolar 1n nature

Some of ;he control pr1nc1ples more frequently studaed n—~

—clude*:_he“ follow1ng 1)Focal Attentxon, whuch refers rgﬂen"

1nd1v1dua1 s dep-oyment 7of attentron when" scannlng

st1mu1us f1eld and ‘Berates the bzpolar d1mens1on of,'*‘
Z)Fleld ,'-Artlculation5np.i52' 51mllar 'Lt the.‘ fxeld\d'

'1ndependence~dependence concept of wltkin. It reiers to . the . .
‘o . N s o

?ay a person deals w1th ‘a stxmulus f1e1d contaxnlng varlousu,jj
dlstractors and 11nvolves A constrlcted " vs. flex1ble’

‘ R T L EE IR
Lo dlmen51on.‘: SR ”-"1',"'-. : *.Q<"

3)Leve11ng sharpenlng concefns how an 1nd1v1dual ass1m1late 7

newxjchangxng VISLal 1nform,atlon w1th older memory 1mages _




< .';f' o -

*_f-perce1ved 51mllar1t1es,”

records the order lnﬂwh1ch the targets are marked.m i

vy ‘,,

4)equ1valence range; whlch reﬁers to the 1nd1v1dual s mauner;irdf’

dﬁfdﬁf{narrow 5 broad/global Other contiol prlnc1p1es thatr_%ﬁf’

Wlll not be d1scussed as they do not pertaln ;ov thls study;ﬂf;m-

.

and ' re: more frequently used w1th elther adults of’veryl

young chlldren 1nc1ude tolerance ‘r for f unreal1st1c?%jfd”

- EEEa

‘;f:experlences -cognztive complex1ty, and body egp tempo.irﬁﬁ

The focal attentlon pr1nc1ple has been operatlonaliyiqﬁ»';

deflned 1n terms of the:"Scattered Scann;ng Test" where thef

3 N -

i subject 1s regu1red to 410cate ond mark spec1f1c, targetr*lﬁf

-~

shapes wlthln 30,‘second tlme l1m1t whlle thegexamlner4'_f 5

,) B

inh fleld artrculat;on pr1nczple 1s measured by tbe;ﬂf;fs
f“"Fru1t D1stract1on Test”. wh1ch 5&5?, be thought fi.és ;élsﬁ}nf

';? chlld s versaoﬂ of tbe famouﬁ‘*Stroop Test" It requlres thed{ &

subject to name frhlt colours 1i the presence of;q

J-t_ 1ncre351ng level of dlstractlng 1nf1uences..‘"

The level1ng sharpenlng pr1nc1ple 1s assessed wlth ;pei

“Levélzng Sharpenlng House ~Test" in wh1ch tncrzbb]ect 19‘7a
/'f‘

presented w1th a ser1es of 60 drawlngs ‘03

where the number of muss1ng deta1ls 1s gradually 1ncreased L

The subject 1s to descrlbe any changes_,not1oed throughoutj

the presentat1on.;,4.* e |
AR ';-' e o o

The equ1valence range pr1nc1ple ‘is operat1onally de-

f1ned :in? tenms of an "Object Sort Test" wh1ch requxres theﬁ'

: subject to sort a‘ collect1on tof_ spec1f1ed objects xntoV'

;.conceptually grouplng lnfOrmatmn 1n terms f : 1ts

i.\invkoes the' blpolar d1men51on’ﬁ_fff

the shme hou5e_nj_



groups, and then verba11ze reasons for such

exam1ner records the responses.,5‘;;~.i; :

5-der1ved dep1ct1ng the 1n61V1dua1 s standlng 1n terms of eachffoi

’
..,_ "

.Lfof the b1polar d1mens1ons assessed

~ RO [}

S1m11ar t§?jfﬁh_ learnlng "na}_ cogn1t1ve fvstylei;:'f .

-

;‘construct ,results eih;}a_'more narrow def1n1t1on{g than;;;v‘

':f;orlg1nally subsumed by the conceptual 1dea. However, theseﬁ;}f}

'rfmeasures d1ffer sl;ghtly from those prav:ously dlSCUSSQd
. ,.

1yirtrol pr1nC1ples be assessed 1n some’ depth so that a2 completeT{ff”

L

l;formulated Such a proflle ensures that a 1arger range ffﬂf5ﬂ

'”-examxned and should therefore result 1n greater valldlty.
*:*ffhe; flnal related term that requ1res some def1n1t10nal di -
‘:clar1f1cat1on is’ that of "cognltlve strategy . AlthOUgh thlstt
‘ftstudy does wnotp 1nvolve th1s concept spec1f1cally, a br1ef-'
Fftrev1ew of 1ts mean1ng 1s approprlate 1n order that 1t can be:;

d15t1ngu1shed from':the7 other terms: used vf cognltlve '

controls and styles can be thought of Is' bemg subsumed. )

under the broader headlng of 1earn1ng s le,,f en cogn1t1ve

e strategles mlght..g,. V1ewedj:asf;a smalle;

*The performance on a group of])tasks ‘such as thesefﬁgfr

\Vijdescrrbed then analyzsﬁ and a cogn1t1ve proflle 1sﬁf§,ﬁ

ﬂ?ff»1nstruments,i cogn1t1ve c9ntroI measures are subject to79f
";fcr1t1c1sms based on thelr dlscrete and 1solated nature Thatf’

'“ff,fis;’fth spec1f1c1ty requ1red operatlonally defxne af:jfl
eh*'that .cognltlve control researchers demand that §gveﬁal con‘f{fd*

"ﬂ]cogn1t1ve B control prof1le _“fofglahi 1nd1v1dua1 ;ca bewﬁ

‘ﬂf~behav1ours assoclated f Wlth heg general construct are f?-'

mgpnent f S



20

';,gjcognxtlve controls and styles. Generally speak1ng, they | Ve:.‘h“

’hffspec1f1c techn1ques that are employed 1n order to meet task;<{f5

i

ddildemands. Messxck (1983) descrlbes h dxst1nct1on ' nf?théyﬂ;*”

SR
. A
A
_—

L "A dlstlnctxon ls commonly madﬁ, between Cognztrve¥;>7"

N

| followxng manner‘;rfff5;'

';”f"styles and cogn1t1ve strategl”"

'ﬂféfspontaneously applled w1thoutf”conSC1ous cons1dera-l-ﬁ5ﬂa

‘or chozce in. a wzde var1ety of smtuatmns and‘
'ljuth?/latter reflectlng degls1ons among alternatlvet?:l
'Neapproaches as a functlon of task requ1rements,.probv;ﬁ
7;elem tontent, and 51tuatlonal conStralnts.: (p. 17)

'»7;Th dlstlnctzon-'seems tof 1nvolve a greater meta cogn1tveffl

‘"”fffawareness wlth respect to strategy use, and less stab111ty'l7"

Nf:j 1n use acroSs d1fferent 51tuatlons.vBecause they tend to op-ffﬁ“

'y{Nen more_approprlate strategles may be taught through -1n—
5struct10n and tralnlng (Feuersteln, 1980 Messxck 1983)
In summary, the 1earn1ng style area 1s character1zed by{ffd

ifdef1n1t1onal problems Whlch 1nvolve 1nd1v1dua1 researchers

-5’f,adapt1ng a def;nltlon for the term"whxch_ reercts therrp

i-‘1nd1v1dua1 1nterest Thls def1n1t1on then, becomes even more"

,...the fOrmer belng; ,

rate at a more con5c1ous level than most other aspects of . .

y earn1ng style, strategxes 'are; more conduc1ve to change..fﬁ”’

"dlscrepant form others when "it‘f;is' translated - 1nto_*-~

w'operat1ona1 terms. In addxtzon to th1s, the 1nconsxstent use'n"

~ wfof” several _related terms has resulted n.a body

L 11terature whzch is very d1ff1cult to compare. Although thxsjjq'

:;}topac vof study 5is currently 'hei object ’f. he1ghtenedﬁ7t”



‘3*’;1nd1vidual 1earn1ng dszerences,.lt 1s dlffxcult tzﬁ

“*Vufthe research to advance our understandlng on thef toplc

'lznterest and enthu51asm because jof “sﬂi concern- ﬁith* i

L q : . ,~t.. .“,.
“r:any systemat1c fashlon Rather, the area is typlfled by much

hflsolated conceptual1zlng and research that hgg;~not been

*;bullt upon prev1ous assumpt1ons and f1nd1ngs.’1n th;s sense,

fggthe knowledge one can learn from such a rev1ew m1ght be

'*fuly.‘Yet :1£ greater dlscu551on a»_

'“j7v1ewed be1ng lateral 115 nature as opposed to 11near,» h;h

7:character1st1c of method1cal SC1ent1f1c StUd¥-53gt B

RESEARCH COMPARING DIFFEREN'I‘ LEARNING s'rn.r usasumas.

Due to the 1solated nature of much of the= research in

v

gthe area,_;'very lw studles Qexlst whxch compare;lthe'}fgx

ftfperformance ofd"students dlfferent i learnlng style,

't?cogn1t1ve. style or cognztlve contro"measures s1multaneous-“_ E

5l

77_}is" be developed across varlous 1nterpretat1ons of theff

flearn1ng style concept then é%%xs type' of research

1ntegratlon fof f1nd1ngs!f:ef

‘:;essentlal ‘Such -data offer vgreaterl 1n51ght ';tothhe_"'

‘proceSSes whlch nght be-_1nvolved 'the_ spec1f1c tasks'ﬂ

'bexng used to assess the learnlng Style components, and pro— "

'.hv1de , means by whxoh the :va11d1ty f, the ,separatef"

'.1nstruments might be evaluated”l

One study conducted by Shade (19845 adm1n1stered “A:Jli1

3::battery of cogn1t1ve style | tests ‘to. 135 nxnth grade'fhi“

ey

‘“,students to determ1ne the speclflc processes 1nvolved 1n the;,.{,

@



}:51fﬁGroup Embedded F1gures 'Test'h then:most frequen!Tyffi

ERPR

‘ f?ff1n&erpret1ng such flnd“ngsh Fb

."j;:and Cavanaugh (1981) both report

~i=measure of f1eld 1ndependence-dependence d1mens1on.

:.AComplet1on Task and the Vnsual Attent1on Task to asseSSf{?f'

V”frCompletlon Task and the Clayton Jackson ObJect Sort1ng Task:fﬁff

K

%'to measure the recognltxon and categorlzatlon 1nvol¥ed and e

ApdrtF

ﬁhifrom thls testh_others 1n the battery 1ncluded h Gestalt~”¢'"

'35;”attentlonal components 1nvolved 1n the G E F T the Plcture',E;

»”: ﬁt Myers-Brlggs Type Indlcator to examlne dec151on mak1ngé‘m :

'“?_ffskllls Results 1nd1cated that those measures related tth_yf

va1sual analys1s were most hlghtly correlated w1th h fif: 

b’fG E. P T..;‘The' author therefore, 'concluded that,* f1eldi””d

,hfdependence ‘as measured by the G.E.F,T. fePfesents Varlatlonf‘"

f“1n v15ua1 1n£ormat1on proce551ng patterns much more strongly:"

‘ﬂh-as these suggest that researchers ut111z1ng th1s;fxnstrument

o R
'iulneed to exerC1se greater

"gé?than 1t does some underlyrng behavﬂ%ural style. Results suchﬂif¢i

caut1’n before general1z1ng andf,weﬁ

' terms of ua_; pefSISﬁenti?¢

“”Vfcognltlveastyle construct. L 51{:'f-;;vndfﬁgf_fiﬁﬁ_tf5

{A% Perhaps,_i'ne?;of ﬂthe‘ most popular' 1earn1ng stylefw

'(Dunn et al.,1981) descrrbed brlefly in the prev1ous sect1onﬂ;‘y

efiand selected or u§: in® th1s present_study Hodges (1982)n;573

1“;mplementatlonA of

'school—w1de learnzng style based program ut111z1ng thxs*A;J

?lfassessment dev1ce. Its. popularlty fo
| | ac

'hpartly explaxned by the larger range of elements professedf

'ljto be assessed thgg have d1rect impllcatlons f SPec1fic?;eih

Dol .

4~' - .‘.-‘I-
R N

b': 1nstruments among educators 1s the Learn1ng Style Inventory;

;xwact1tzoners may be i



'*,tiifzdent1f1ed prefetences and more spec1£1c cogn1t1we:5elements

R LR

fnﬁ;enV1ronmenta1 and teach1hg lmod1f1catxons”'
ghéffrrelationshxphﬂ" ve

}1nvest1gate “i-the
ELeN

Vt;fcould hold great value.: They could not only‘Pfo"lde 5°me

da”fevzdence concern1ng the va11d1ty of thls 1nstrument, but

‘ *J":?alsc 1dent1fY poss1ble relatlonshlps between SOme of the

i S
'xjg;assocxated w1th 1nformatlon proce551ng patterns.w.”

7f;env1ronmenta1 and soc1al elements w1th oth!r meqhanqsms;~-n

The L S I._manual reports several studles that have
-

“*f'been conducted addresszng some of these ;ssues, Dunn (1981) "fﬁj

Videscrlbes one such _studY ;::whlch 59 subJeCf ”55,2

,admlnxstered both the' L S'I., and the G E F T (Wltklh et

dtl_.,1971) Results 1nd1cated that those cons1dered toh be

fl;more f1eld dependent tended to prefer to learn through thelrifﬁTn

Qf}k1nesthetlc Senses,»and w1th peers present than d1d f1e1d

7h1ndependent subjects.

further study (Dunn,:_ 1981) adm1n1stered

:7ﬁff-Ch1ldren 5" Embedded F1gures) Test and the L s L{;t°‘124

';;1ndlv1duals,vand the manual reports 11 of the L S 1. var1a-~ft'1

v u;frbles ;to;f}be 51gn1f1cantly related to?ddth fleld

”1ndependence—dependence d1mens1on..0veraIl those who were ~,

"ﬁh1gh scorers 1n terms of fleld 1ndependence 1nd1cated a

"]f‘preference to learn visually,,d1d not 11ke to learn through

"fgprefer to learn 1n the evenlng. Of these, the elements that

"fthelr tactxle sense,- were not adult mot1vated and>d1d not

3

"*;were most d;scr1m1nat1ng between fthe:,extremes : thxs

'“3{cogn1t1ve style were v1sual and tact1le: preferences. w1th

Sl



‘r@those‘éon51dered to be f1eld rndependent showzng hi_iﬁighf"';

'.f;preference ﬁor v1sual learn1ng and those labelled f:eld Qe

:fpendent preferr1ng to learn through the:r tact1le sense.}fﬂfﬁ

;These f1nd1ngs are con51stent wzth those of Shade(1984) 1ng'55_
vzdent1fy1ng vzsual analy51s sh1lls as be1ng most hlghlyi';f;
:ﬁicorrelated thh the Embedded Fmgures Test.l @;;5‘Q;j[f;ﬂ"

‘rh Other cognltlve style measures thab have been compared;jf*f

the: L S I. as reported 1n the manual (Dunn et al..1981)3£$f3
ggiilnclude the Rev1sed Torrance Quest10na1re (1977) rwhlch

: 7b;fpurported to assess cerebral dom1nance,.and Slgel s globalfj:’

“°h;;versus analyt1cal cognltlve style 1nstrument (1967) In»eachfg:*m

.,4:95, these* cqmparlsons, several perceptual soc1olog1ca1 and'f}pf
fenvzronmental factors are reported as be1ng ﬁrelated to anffﬂit
'41nd1v1dual s performance *; both of these cogn1t1ve styleli“

1i-;i1nstruments. However; Dunn e' al (1981) offer no. explanatlon_ ffﬂ

tov’why some spec1f1c eldments mlght be related to these;?f;h
jé;fi;other measures, assert1ng that there : >a_ need forz*i”"
"krlﬂaddltlonal Oresearch .tofil1nvestlgate f whether ;Sp@lelcflVJ
’@1;51mzlar1t1es exlst thatﬂ{differentlate ,V;flous groubsf;dfi"
QStudents.;hrkz; S I | |
; ';Onellaspect lofl'learnlng style that has ,[upeergdng_;ﬁ
fnumerous:,f correlat1onal stud1es } concerns "éognitiueub
rrcontrols‘r'bf 1nterest at thls pont, are only thOSe whlch.i:“
5icomparqf subjects't performance on 'var1ous dlmenszons ofr -
"F_lcogn1t1ve control wrth other_ measures of e1ther. learnxngﬂfif:
. style ﬁj;i'cogn1tlve lstyle.e Although nBv\such comparat1ve;”:hu
.'research was found Nlth respect to learn1ng style,_:&yo;"'h”



i the ‘?:_

least in adolescents.ﬁﬂ.';My.} 'f’j;w:_gjbffj' Qg‘;_f?f;jﬁf_q'klgm

' -treme ends of theworeilggt1on‘impu%szv1ty ’d1mens1on (n 44)

‘,of attent1d%. Surpr1s1ngly, no s1gn1f)cant correlat1ons were

relat1onsh1p between three tests of &cogn1t1ve < contro;

stud:es d1scussed 1n Santostefano ‘(1978) hexam1ned ;hef]'”“

relat1onsh1p between some specxflc cogn1t1ve control and

style measures. F1£ty adolescents were asseSSed w;th the

Fru1t sttractlon Test a measure of the fleld art1bulat1on

cogn1t1ve control and the Rod and Frame Test"a measure ti”
Eh

:f1eld 1ndependence cognltlve style. Correlations

observed concern1ng these th 1nstruments are rmportant

. :_" . 1_
ST

yfyth def1n1tzon of the constructs for:both are veryns1m1lar,; ~

Qg gf and both measures profess to assess thedselectlve deploymentuﬁ N

f°“"d between thén two tests suggest1ng that these tﬁ%,@?iy

.. N «_4"

znstruments do _not measure the Same cognatlve process at

B
L

RS T

i“yAni earller study by Zarembo(1967) 1nvestxgated hhg

EX o

assoc1ated wrth focal attent1on, _field art1cu1at1qnqand

leve11ng sharpenzng pr1nc1ples and fthe ,cogn1t1ve

'\I

dlmenszon of reflect1on 1mpulsav1ty.k51xty 3rd and 4th grad

chlldren were adm1nlstered the Matchlng _Famlllar Figutés

Test (Kagan 1964) Those chlldren fallahg 1nto the more ex-‘ Lﬁrﬁ

were then ngen__the Clrcles Test (focal attentlon) the.f

Fru1t Dlstractron Test (£1e1d art1culat1on) _nd*vfthenjiﬂ

Levellng Sharpenlng House Test. Apart from the 1mpu151vesg;f»F

showxng s1gn1f1cantly more errors on the Fruxt Dlstractzoﬁ;'

Test card requxrzng the greatest deployment of attent1on 1n-,'

‘"Jﬁf relat1on to one requzrlng the least .no other szgnxfzcant'dfj;



dlfferences were obServed between the two groups”’x~

These stud1es 111ustrate the nece351ty of correlat1onal¥3f?7

ngzyresearch As was observea nf thlS research,g 1nsttuments:v,;ﬁ

'fjwhlch m1ght appear at f1rst glance to be assessxng s1m11arj;;i'

'ff*#cogn1t1ve elements assumed to be 1nvolved in the tasks cacm

‘lﬁftually may be. Because th1s parxcular relat1onshxp orffffh

lack of relatlonsh1p would not have been uncovered v1thout'¥ ;}f

,such research Cit po1nts td the necess1ty for more SUChafih”

swud1es to be conducted Only in thlS way, can S1m11ar1t1es .iﬂf

D a@g differences between varlous learnlng style, cogn1t1veﬁ,hﬁ

R U G
e Style and cdgnltlve control elements be dlscovered so that aﬂ"

-'morL comprehens1ve understandlng of 1nd1v1dual learn;ng R

dlfferences can be atta1ned ‘ c’:'fff”f

' The~d1scus51on thus far, has focussed on the concept of7f}‘*

learnlng style as well‘as 1ts 1dent1f1cat1on, 1nc1ud1ng

exémznatlon of the relatlonsh1p between the varlous methods**5“5

] _'camc LEARNING AND TEAC{;ING STYLES nzsmacn AND xssuss-i'-"‘ff-vv

;Intetact}on model oﬁe branch of educatlonal psychology has:fs

béen cpncerned wlthi

3"

personallty or lea .g traxts (Apt1tude) to sxmxlar or;T‘

a! of asssssment turn ;hcﬁ Jtcccah' area’ where .th vastf:fff
ﬁfj‘ majorlty of research on 'he toplc 11es"that of applylng thenxtff
Not;on of 1earn1ng style to the classroom. .f‘_; o S .ji"°"

§1mce cheﬁ 1ncept10n coff“ h Aptltude by Treatmentjﬂ:_y

eléveffect of match1ng varlous studentjffﬁf

61651ma1a;-1nstructaenal env1ronments (Treatment) Wh11e few ﬂ7”

‘f‘would argue the _cohceptual appeal further1ng },“155



71?1'&ﬁ§f dlffxcultyi

sf7i.many recent matchlng Stud1es 1n the area of?

de5p1te T'a hrﬁory “f

tattempts, therevisra‘lack of conszstent;fflndlngs on thefi

tOplC

efforts (M1ller 1981 p 33) Wh1le 1t:T

‘Qis not w1th1n the_erﬁi

scope of thls paper to exam1ne spec1f1c cr1t1cxsms'of past;tiff

A T I research 1n much depth let 1t su£f1ce to say thatﬁ]?~

1ncurred 1solat1ng spec1f1c person anda e

env1ronment var1ables for study has contt;buted gregtly_ toﬁ:'w

'"J; the conflrctrng results £ound in theiarea.‘;f "’;ggﬁf'

e bot'h | the

that;??““”‘“

'ﬁfconeeptuallzatxon and operat1onallzat1on of]flthe7f75’~:’

’ ‘3§fcomponentsv;ef 1nteract1on .are needed.and thlS mayf..V7i3”3

take some t1me to ach1eve.7 (M111er 1981 p 34)

- : ,,

a.Although the vast maJOrlty of researchers 1nterested 1nwlsf

";Vlearn1ng styles do not proiess to operate thhxn aa A ¢ PR

‘ffframework _reasons for conflicflng results concernlng theff;ii

..........

| f;;matChI"g °f teaChlng a"d 1earn1ng style may stem from s;maf;?f.{

f’Vlar difflcult1es._y7:

Q D1fferent from much»of the A T I.vresearch whlch tended_]gjs

“fiito focus on only one persona11ty tralt (apt1tude) at a tlme,} e

‘I'l»- - ‘

f*;wtsna rfb}f;j

‘i several style characterlsticsaﬁﬁj

R

) learnlng style



51ngle personallty character;stlc

trol"'

ihe bas;c premlse of 1nvestigators advocatlng helﬂﬁfq

2 e

“5’?7m§t§_ .”::model }15;}“a. follows-‘ﬁiiﬁffgthe»? educatxonal

°’?gityle,f then academ1c'"'

con%;gg , ‘
Sl i
:achz ment wlll be 1ncreased Numeroy% studxes ut111zxng a

,)f“varxetydof?iearn1ngfstyle 1nstfuments have reported f1nd1ngstgiﬂﬁ

:5*j;ﬁ§:> Support thzs ‘ 11ne of reason1ng (Dom1no,1971-;{f7“
s o i ’p '. ".—- .

Cafferty,1980-~ Douglass 1979-ff Krlmsky 1982°“# szzo 1981'wjf57

F Shea 1983-' Paradlce ' Block 1984) j Addztxon lly, several?ﬂﬁ'”

:nﬂkpstud1es have been reported wh1ch found that “QE’ learnlnghtf
”e;;style and teach1ng style were matched,'students att1tudesdlfff
‘7;fﬁtoward school were 1mproved (P1zzo 1981'- Copenhaver 1979‘[;"*'

'~;szenn1nger & Snyder 1983)

In contrast to these f1nd1ngs, several stud1es have n o;-'

cademlc performanée:“" :"('Cor‘be't‘t' Sm1th 1984,*

:7A¥1énj192nen, However,fﬂit should be- noted that Corbett and



l‘matched

"Qr/izterature ionf. toplc

matchlng a student s learnzng

o .. i

educat1onal format

supports

tﬂU to accurately match a teachzng style to a learnlng style

As a result of the apparent success; of the match1ng

model some educators and researchers,_convrnced of 1ts‘val-'“

Tyt

teachzng method| of

ue 1n the classroom, dzscuss 1t as the
o olve the age-old,problem of 1nd1v1dual

-

learnlng d1fferences..Such a perspectlve 1s exempllfled

the follow1ng dlscu351on by Dunn and Dnnn (1979)

B S o S G O I S )

‘:igiqf;{*All students,?and certa1nly thOSe 1w1th learnxng

'aqiproblems,_ nataf learnrng style analysxs to 1dentrfy

\..

__rgdrn best. Then, based on flnd1ngs,:” L2

N e ot e

'”fifters -can’ be placed 1n the programs and provz-”fdf'hu'”

.'7'}fded t e resources and methods that 'most adequatelyv?”””d‘”

f?f{fSu1¥ them._ In much the same manner that phys1c1ans wt;apf

‘1vf9ahaVﬂf replaced catch—all remed1es, ,,,,, contemporary e
;fjfifhﬁfadg1n1strators and teachers w111 need to 1dent1fy |
el 'and mrespond f 1ndrv1dua1 student d1fferences. ,;;: EE

'_f_(p.122)



}Keefe*1982), the adVQCatlon

ﬁ‘,iisfyle natch ltself may hold potentzal’;danger. Although&_f'&

e ’academlc* achlevement’ may be'llncreasedl;n‘the short termhf':“

respecﬁf""’

“ﬁ“emto }earnang/cogn1t1ve style ;ﬁ con51stent waYs from lowf.iiﬁ

;fﬂachAeyezs. mhxs has been

iiemonstrated, ?nat only w1th

vtliiL $. I"'deV91°Ped bY Dunn (Prxc fh9§55 Sanders 1981‘??wﬁ

QéCarbo 1983) but also on & battery_

R

“ﬁi(Le;fefi 1980) , and speczfz?i cogn't}ve style

ofz cognxtlve controlstff?”

;dzmenslonsf"

"f;i(51ggk& Garg;ulo,1980"Rennlger & Snyder 1983) The conszst-f_}fﬁ

':ﬂency of these f1ndlngs lead one to questlon whether specx£1c

_.}v(. o

“7;{Q1earn1ng style character15t1cs or profxles e assoclated '
eg a hlgher level of cogn1t1ve£functloning.that foste;sn; S

"-igsuch success. If thzs 1s 1ndeed the case, then matchang thefff:n

')fgglnstructlonal en 1‘onment fépﬁfa?flb ach1ever g Spec1ELC°”7ii

nfffflearnzng style mlght'z'J"frtently encourage that student to?

1';Q_rema1n at lowerj 1eQQ1 of cogn1t1ve development and not
‘”fattempt qual1tat1ve advances 1n hlS th1nk1ng processes. Lo
Joyce (1984) alludes to th1s 1dea statxng ;,;?ﬂfaiii
ﬂig,...that 51gn1£ipant learnzng "jsgv frequently |
V"{[ciceccompan1ed 1mpelled by dxscomfort...rf hlﬂ5ii
'.in?enV1ronment }i perfectly . matched ',offfjfigiﬂf‘

enﬁru{nAgdev opmental level of the learners thegieig\jikely;éjf




tofbe arrested at that level " (p 26 27) f~v;qff_*:;fﬁjfﬁgf

Hunt def1nes learnlng style “i_ terms of conceptual@‘fff}f

“level" ) referrmg to the degree of abstractlon to whlch onef”'A'

'rf1s capable. As such he does not advocate a dlrect match be—

'tween the learner and«the 1nstruct10nal*format but rather,f hjzl,

j'an eduﬁatlonal env1ronment that is- most lzkely to fac111tate_gi:-”ﬂ

‘progress from one conceptual stage to the next The notlonfﬁ
: that one develops to levels of hlgher thlnklng ab111ty

'"g"consistent w1th 1deas pht forth by both Plaget and Brunerf

(Flavell 1972ﬁ- L - »ldhg\ fj‘f rfﬂ" i
o Thus; there appears to have emerged two separate campsgig,”;

'_'of thought on the 1ssuegof match1ng, those ~suggest1ng that

vtteachers modlfy themr format and env1ronment to alxgn them-(;:f*:l

R d

lnselves w1th the student s 1dent1f1ed learnlng style 1n orderﬁ.i_h~

B s

U te 1ncrease achlevement 1n the short term and foster more'V

BE 7Be1tman 1984)

;‘p051t1ve;att1tudes toward school (Dunn 1977 : Anderson .&?1:

'Bruce“l979 Gregorc 1984) and those who advocateéthat thefkpf

' .teachlng env1ronment be organ1zed in such a. manner to modlfy;,m ~

- fstudents learnmg ».stz.l.es- . (Hunt,1979; ‘McDermott & . -

'f One v p0551b1e reason for the growing popularlty of thel

d”dlrect learnlng teachlng style match model may be centeredf'
"y .

“ooimoan seem1ngly ega11t1ar1an perceptlon of learnlng styles.cj_jffj

. Such pred1sp051tlons are v1ewed as "dlfferences rather than o
_ﬁdef1c1ts .wh1ch serve to d15t1ngu1sh amongst 1nd1v1duals.’

”»support of such a mod%} Gregorc (1984) states-”

"Perhaps -teachers set.ai'tone 1n the1r classrooms‘t RN



-

wh1ch favours certazn ﬁstyle‘,

/and m1nd qua11t1es. Those learners who comply( w1th-~”

e the teacher s preferred style may rece1ve favorltlsmin

Z]’whlle thexr counterparts are reprlmanded thelrt;f

1nd1v1dua11tmes. (p 54)

»lystems of thought,if e

From the opp051te camp, research has substantlated the fhﬂt

'Vfiic°“te“t1°n.f that ' Students fftani be 1ﬁtaught _ "better o

.

J}?ilearn1ng/cogn1t1ve styles wh1ch consequently, also lead

"lfjlncreased academlt performance (Learner'n R‘.hman 1984ff

}Iff;Gasklns & Baron 1985) W1th research to support _both. llnesf-

7_hf-of reasonlng, at present thlS debate is: hnresolved

'j%~ The pre"edlng dlscuss1on 'of; the matchlng model haslff"“

n

E ﬂattempted -addréss the d1ffer1ng VleprIHts 1n terms off'

,Hfhow the concept of 1earn1ng style should or mlght be appl1edffh

N jitof:thb classroom.v As the vast majorlty of research on thegﬂ‘

tOplC of learnlng styles have 1nvolved var1ous forms iofff;

'Tmatchlng research-~ 1ts 1nc1u51on 1s consxdered cruc1al

B fbrlngs to llght dxfferlng v1ewponts concernlng the practxcallh.'”

"”g51gn1f1cance fofa research 1n the area. As wlll be dlscussed‘

h1n the followlng \sectlonh,'fh d1fferent perspectzves-ton :

"matchlng have profound effects regardlng the 1mp11catxons of . .

;,(\‘the learnlng style concept or chxldren con51dered ﬁ"learnlng*

dlsabled""7'



y

77,: LEAQN{NG STYLES AND LEARNING DISABILITIES

51m1lar to the def1n1t10nal confus;on vthat ekists'fin

."ugjterms -of;dth'. "learn1ng st§1e concept, so too are there:'

1prob1ems 1n arr1v1ng at a concensus among researchers and;;ﬁ“ '

“ﬂhfpract1t1oners J regardrng deflnltlon ofl; "learnlngki*”

f,dlsab111t1es Frustrated researchers face th problem f

"fconfl1ct1ng results: wh1ch are frequently attrlbuted to the_

,}heterogenlety of most ch1ldren 1ncluded {i L D Samples;e.h””

"-_(Keogh 1981) 4.be current trend among researchers 1n thlst_ﬁjw'

'area 15 to cla551fy 1earn1ng and reading d1sab111t1es :in
7e:terms ,of- var;ous subtypes inp‘ an attempt to make vthelf?
'.”sUbSample,_more homogen1ous and 1mprove the qual1ty :of'ff

i{fresearch jin"'th‘eﬂarea (Love t 1984 Rourke 1985) However,l

.

'f[whlle many 1nvestlgators ’e,,5no advocat1ng subtypeff;fg;'

el

f'd1st1nct10ns ~]jnpﬁ L D F{samples,.,hth spec1f1c subtypet

P claSS1f1cat1ons wouid Seem to vary w1th fhe partlcular- 3

T Ty =
,}background of; the researcher. Addltzonally, thls subtype-ni

s.ffocus has tended to be restr1cted to researchers rather than'"

"g”pract1t1oners.

School personnel have generaily' continUed to defzne =

'tfpupxls -cons1dered learnlng dlsabled and therefore ellglble f]_“

"for such spec1al placements *”‘"learnlng' centres iinﬁ a .

»gjbroader. mgnner that resembles that of Torgesen and L1cht-~

(1983) Q o

f"a. core‘ concept "in' the - deflnltzon f learnxngi
;dlsab111t1es is’ that these chlldren perform 3inp theu o

'_”faverage range on measures of general ab111ty such agdg,v

,’
{_ «



G Al N ST ey

d}{:5e;fkstandardiied '1ntelllgence fests but show part1cularfff}* s

N 1-L_problems learn1ng schoolﬁ

ih;'aﬂﬁ mannerQ)

.("

s 1ncon51stent w1th thelr >ab111ty to assamllate theb”'

7ﬂjgeneral 1nformat1on and .skllls measured I Q
'}@ﬁests. (p16)

‘:;The Edmonton Cathollc School DlStrlCﬁ' for example, current-ff.‘bi7

3 . T

‘fgly makes 1earn1ng centre placement dec151on5vbased on 51m1—;¢~

,.,.

m.lar'crlterga. vaSt{’demonstrét"‘ ‘ffi;.gf?gff*

These students;

‘flevel that 1s at. least “fg
v ncy level (achlevement

Warner and Bull (1986) address u&; thelr

'7]'dlscu551on ' def1nt}zonal pﬁoblems.gew earn1ng

"”vdlsab111t1es stat1ng that most of the current def1n1t1ons do

’.'not stem from an educatlonal perspective. The authors go onf

“to state. ~.3x-w5:g' [RON _‘i‘ - _«; - -11._: o

hg*"Any de%}nlthn of - learn1ng dlsab111t1es (L D )

' ~1t is. to’be<gelevant to the needs of teachers, must vfu“ffu .

E

’f_address EUndamental educat10na1 concerns, 1nclud1ng
.~fﬂ{1mpl1cat1ons for interventlon.; (p 139) ‘fe_}f1ﬂ5 gf *~:",
Perhapsja 1t ~1s ‘no c01nc1dence that both the learn1ng_‘fft‘
atstyle"and learn1ng dlsab111ty ‘areas la} plagued .«wtthi';'uif
:rdef1n1t10nal problems;e It 1s poss;ble that both are merelyi{”
';the consequence of the 11m1ted exzstzng knowledge fhét
"7:'top1c of 1nd1v1dua1 dlfferences in learnlng Because learn-"jl_rgf

B 41ng style research attempts to deal wlth such dlfferences,itfﬁ

.:i,itol'man -haye . ;mportant 1mp11catxonsA t.’L' pract1cal-vf¥;-



';7f:feducat10nal j def1n1t10n of learn1ng dzsab111t1es. Thosep:}ﬁw

:fstudents who have d1ff1culty learn1ng an enV1ronment;ff¥:ﬁ

T whlch Ti too drscrepant from thelr own learnlng style mayf;fgifﬂ

:‘exh1b1t lower academlc achlevement than mlght be expected.Tffﬁt

"lhfrom the1r I Q score or level of expectancy Such a classz*;f?-sﬁg

O’

'f;flcatlon would seem to be con51stent w1th that utlllzed byu;“;' :

L"f{many school systems such as the Edmonton Separate._Gregorct«:r'ic

"--,(1984) makes thls p01nt 1n the followxng Statement-»~““”

(

-"Learners who refuse to accommodate to the preferred
style may sometxmes be labelled learnzng dlsabled g 'f777'

(p 54)

) To extend thls not1on sllghtly, .Butler (19827 ";‘ herf

HEaN

"i.fdxscuss1on vof Gregorc s research makes the po1nt that an

'7711nab111t

flearn skllls such as readlng, under certaznfaj]f:

ideducatlbnaltcond1t1ons dlfferent from one s own style can bepzv

;'7,“th°U9ht °f 35 13Ck1n9 ’ Style flex"‘r ThlS -refers to thé i i

th° ab111ty that 1nd1v1dual has to learn 1n a non naturalt]}

'.[style. Perhaps, a peern who 1s learn1ng dzsabled t onlyﬁf

. possesseS"a sxyle fwhlch 1s dlscrepant from that whlch rsprf

’fﬁf?catered to in: the tradxtzona&#classroom but has lzttle torff S

no "style flex as well t;"ff“\

Past research comparlng the learn1n disabled 0'553 ‘~

’ ous. measures of 1earn1ng style reveals

1xed resultsg er& "”.'l

';(1979) admxnxstered Dunn s Learn1ng Style Inventory to 80 b'a“ f

"dJun1or ngh males, 40 of wh1ch were learnlng dlsabled and 40‘

-fffnon dlsabled Results 1dent1f1ed 4. of the 24 L SLL. elaments

fVas,'sxgnrfrcantly dlscrlmlnatlng between the two groups.lfkfpff



gt

R TIPS
iy

j7if;Compared to ithe' non-L D sample,:ith 1earn1ng dlsabledi 4;f

:fi[the L. S I Prlce,i Dunn fandf7

"7f111t, formal env1ronment., They . were self mot1vated

| 1;students “were found to be less per51stent 3.and lessfef

d'jfadult—motlvated although _they d1d prefer to learn thhgflf;

7jffadults present, and they d1d not prefer to learn 1n severalair B
”_?5SQCAologlcal\ ways whlle the non-L D sample 1061Cated thatﬁym‘

In another study ut11121ng thls same earller vers1on off'fL

'anders (1981) compared héj{;f
ﬁnlearnlng style preferences of grade 3 and 7 students ratedgi_:'
;';hlgh and 1ow 1n terms of read:ng achlevementa The above aydd"

N e LR
PRI K

Tffnlerage readers 1nd1cated a preference {oflstudyxng q%’ dlmly'

f».per51stent and respons1b1e. They requ1red opportun1t1es for

s ,:'.

'ﬂ Amoblllty, and d1d not ;earn best 1n the late mornlng or :.r".t’ve"%':'~

ﬂ;qu1re food wh1le studylng. They also dxd not prefer to learn

1

4'”fithrough the1r k1nesthet1c or tactlle senses.-The below aver-r&

'~fh.age reapers, on the other hand 1nd1cated a preference for a

-
3

.v]”br1ghtly__l1t,j 1nformal learnlng env1ronment.s They were gi"
_ J »

"fitadult motlvated and learned bgst 1n the late mornlng They

"b3idld not requ1re mob111ty aﬂdﬁ 1nd1cated preference for[rf"

o ; \‘d,}';‘
_learn1ng through thelr tact 1e and k1nesthet1c senses.‘Thls

fdfdlatter f1ndxng was supported'by!CErbo (1983) who 3150 found

hfﬁ_poor readers to be tact11e~ka

f‘; ﬁ'k

nesthet1c learners. 5uch*re-

ae \‘.'_f I, Q

d,id1ff!lences between the hlgh and 1ow ach1evers were not con—

sults 'however ' musu be 1nterpreted caut1ously

.:trolled All these researchers who employed the L S

‘»bfmeans f assessment also advocate matchzng tgach1n tyles



*f?ffto the spec1f1c ;

’l;fixn order to rncrease achlevement. Another learnlng style-'fg

5'f;1nstrument has been used to predlct ch1ldren who may
iffj[exper1ence learnlng problems 1n future years‘ls f"h”"‘"Study
-Sjof Ch1ldren 5" Learnlng Style (SCLS) Developed by McDermott

"7fo& Be1tman,~(1984) : and fdescrlbed prev1ously as a short~~

: teacher ‘checkllst,ivthis measure attempts to assess unlque
e patterns of learnlng related behaV1our manlfest by 'chlldren

S-:;as they actually go about learnlng 1n the school context";m”{

g (McDermott- & Beltmai;1984 P- 6). a: result fi factor

”.analy51s, three d1men51ons emerged as rellable behav1oural
- styles 1nd1cat1ve of 1ndIV1dual learnlng d1fferences., These C'”

‘included : “Inattentlveness = whlch as character1zed by

'i1mpulse rldden behavaour and poor attentlon,h"AVOIdant"5”in}f~7f

\\ . s
. \

0 \\dxcated by task aVers1on,'and fearfulness, and "Overly ‘L}

u_;dependent" whlch was typlfled by dlSLlnCt -self-mlnded

"hjunc’nventlonal learnlng behav1our. One year after th1s datav ._

:1Twas collected f 1513 klndergarten chlldren,' 965 were :;
;g-ﬁsfolrgwed up 1n terms of grade one ach1evement.‘The5e results.
’ﬂilflndlcate an average correlatxon coeff1c1ent of (r ‘.50)
.xd;all f3 dlmen51ons whlch was s1gn1f1cant at the 001 level
,5ffThus students ﬁhﬂjj'were Nicon51dered 'fmore f avozdant, 'th
"uft1nattent1ve, %nd overly f1ndependent behav1ourally, scored--
:f;tlower Li terms 5fo£; read1ng,_rfand@_'math achlevement

'"dfjAddltlonally,._%;\ngn,fa further ;_study conducted fby,fia

:t1McDermott(1984) 'scores on h'h SCLS scale accounted for '

.v..- e

A R

“3 appreczable and stat15t1cally 51gn1f1cant proportzons of



éifff?éffh?

[

'varlab111ty later achaevement":(p 38), even though I Q. -

ffifﬂwas found to be a better pred1ct0r.A Taken together, thesefﬁ"

:'f;ﬂf1nd1ngs provlde rather strong supportwfor thlS learnangjfﬁ‘

‘ﬁfstyles assessment device dlcrlmxn te’ between young"fff

——

”}3g:ch11dren {5 yrs. ) who ' l1kely;'to exper1ence lower5~'

“f;tﬂacadem1c achleveéent 1n future years;-

1ndependent :of 1. Q..f;

'{chDermott & Beltman (1984) supportzthe 1ntervent10n approachﬂfi:

of modlfy1ng the chlldren s behav1oural learnlng styles"tgu'”
"’"".-llmprove performance..-,}{" T E A I S L
i Another aspect of learnlng style that has compared ‘avéiva
“”fgéége achaevers w1th 1earn1ng d1sab1ed 1s that of co§n1t1Ve&h':

’ contrQl iﬁ]u~én exten51ve j ctoss-sequentlal study.,;g

?'5fSantostefano (1978) eXam1ned ‘ perﬁormance of ch11dren;;;

Tﬁhexper1enc1ng learnlng d1ff1cult1es and those who were 'not,fi“

i ’ff@ﬁriéo battery of ‘cogn1t;ve control tests over a f1Ve year )

"fperlod °ft three consecutlve years, teachers selected S

7, ~

»dqfklndergarten chlldren who they Judged to be at r1sk 1n termsfﬁ

'“}hof hav1ng a learn1ng dlSabllltY (SUSpects) and those hoft

S X L
LU appeared to be handl1ng classroom demands qulté comfortably&}

Qd}Typlcals)‘ Approx1matdiy 30 Suspects and 30 Typxcals were,ﬂh

7j{55elected from several schools y the same teachers each'“”

*:fyear. These t groups were admlnlstered a battery fg:h'

”‘f'cognltlve control tests that 1ncluded the F1ne Motor Delay(hf

'*'HScattered Scann1ng . Test Fru1t & D1stract10n'ﬁ zbst‘-

eLevellng Sharpen1ng House Test and the Object Sort Testef

"”;These students were; tested annually on .these~-tests-~ }dl

:achlevement data were also .obta1ned Such data enabled'

Sy



'r‘JQSantostefano to exam1ne dlfferences 1n cogn1t1ve controlfUi

'f7lperformance across ages of both the 5uspects and Typ1cals R

=f.j_as -well as dlfferences between these groups at d1fferentl:7;

3’;'_age51 Generally speakzng, the results supported the —ex1st-i;';

”3l-ence of a developmental trend occurrlng across ages 1n both;ﬁ'd

”vasubject‘ groups,' wath the Suspects be1ng found hffgbetf”

: h:functlonlng at a more 1mmature cognltlve style level at eachﬁ'

A'age than were the Typlcals._That 1s 1n terms of each of theff

‘quxpolar d1mens1ons conta1ned the battery, the youngerf}j

*73fsub3ects tended O{ demonstrate,lﬂﬁai:f more o global

f ,3iund1fferent1ated style compared to- thef morei analytlc,"

lst.d1fferent1ated one of older subjects. Slmllarly, compared to_:fh

'“,tthe Typlcal learners,_ Suspects as.a group,‘were found to

"lgenerally show llttle flne motor\delay,:wﬂo scan' pass1velyffb
7jiand narrowly, to attend to both relevant and 1rre1evant in-

';‘format1on to construct and ma1nta1n global :1magesv_and,‘

Q o

) categorlze ob)ects 1n terms of concrete concepts.:f'p_-

Although th1s was the general f1nd1ng ‘the. samplesvdﬁ

'"“ustud1ed Santdstefano notes that thlS cogn1t1ve control de—*f*

'*ve10pment does not always follow a stra1ght 11ne.211 other-"

"7{,words, there appear to be» slzght regre551ons o somei :

; fcontrols at certazn ages, but f{'overall terms,,. the

\'“1.progre551on fiS- fa1r1y 11near. It should also be noted thatw.-

’"'1n many 1nstances w1th fth 1nd%¥1dual measures obtazned |
, T

ﬂi;d51gn1f1cant dlfferences 'were not found that d1fferent1ated

By

ASUSpeCtS from Typxcals at! d1fferent f_ages. , However,}**d

: W_Santostefano : po1nts r;outyd that ‘ although 'stat15t1ca1'g



s

I,

ils1gn1f1cance imay not have been reached*1n these ches, thefot

'";Suspect students as a group, scored con51stent1y lower Qihj;‘;

thterms of maturatxonal level than the Typ1cals. Th1s f1nd1ngff_f

’"f1nd1cates that there was too much V1th1n group varxatlon gtoﬁf |

f7reach S1gn1f1cance desplte the oBserved mean d1fferences 1n}3

'ihé_Vthe expected durectlon. Th1s could concelvably be the result,f“7

4:;°f' out51de factors 1n£luenc1ng h performance of h‘f,

'-Q;fsub]ects that vere: ,not comtrodleqy Further/ research dg;u%

o cause.f

'7ffgaddlt1onal ones, 1nclud1ng two related to fcogn1t1ve sty

l

'Mtana1y51s would~fhef necessary 'order to plnp01nt such affﬂ7

Ut11121ng several of. *th ‘'same mea5ures,fandg

:,.‘.

le",

'TLetter1 (1980,&982) found that Eaﬁ proflle comprxsed of55::

4

{'1nd1V1duals ' performance -allrl-such~ measures could o

H-xaccurately d1fferent1ate between' hzgh 'and l_ﬁh academlcft

' ach1evers wmth 7th and Bth grade students.;Thus, th1s. lends_ if

if;support ;to;‘ that found by Santostefano.; Both these'hd

of‘fresearchers prov1de remed1al 1ntervent10n programs de51gnede

_th, modlfy the maladapt1Ve cogn1t1ve'vcontrol processesff*
”'fobserved 1n the underachlevers and suspect learners.,

- In fa.;comprehen51ve rev1ew of the llterature examlnxng‘f,

‘i'»theh'd:f "coéﬁytlve R style \; performance \;, (f1e1d?jfh

fo..dependence/lndependence }7and reflect1on/1mpuls1v1ty)

3;1earn1ng d1sabled Blackman and Goldsteln (1982) report muchgf

s contradlctor'

_1dence. Almost all studzes"utlllzed ‘the
"*jEmbe dedh'f_'_ _T 2et and the Matchzng Fam111ar Flgures 1°st'

constructs.; An overall synthe51s of tne'_



‘V;fthe underachlevers tended to exh1b1t a f1e1d dependent,u?f’

"seflmpuls1ve style. Reflect1ve ch11dren were generally observedf‘i”

- - P

“,;t shOW',better attentlonal behav1our,. but data relatlngv_fw

-
.

‘ﬁflnconSIStent ': draw any conclus1on,o Perceptual motor;*

>

ALff'functlonlng drdwnot appear to be relatedeto e1ther of these}

'ognxtwe style dlmensmns Hﬂ)eractzveﬁqchlidren were also

. 0

B the 1ntervent1on attempts whlch stem from both' a dlrectjfj

' ”Mmatch of teach:ng enV1ronment and cogn1t1ve_style, 7afﬂ wellfff}

f;as methods de51gned to modlfy stu';nts : styles. They»ffl

:fftconclude that both methodS', have - reported suff1c15ntﬂ;;j

2 seemed to be able to 1mprove academlc performance w1th Lajch_

i}ﬁteachlng learn1ng Style: match' and both d1men51ons hédf:;t

3-purportedly been amenable to modlflcatlon.

Reasons for confl1ct1ng 11terature on the top1c are not’f71
’543U9985ted bY these authors,.but p0531b1e explanat1ons 'may1f~“
'Qfxnvglve ‘varylng researoh standards, and ‘very dxfferent; f;

3ﬁsample select1on procedures that would ‘make comparlsonsf

‘jthat the 1nstruments used to assess these d1mensxons have”hd‘
“5fquest10nable valldlty (Shade 1984) o

'a:Th§t'feseafCh :elatlng learnlng style to learnlng_;ﬁx

i

: fd1sab111t1es d1scussed thus far, has reported a. great dealf)bw

:1ddsf1nd1ngs'\cau$ed them to conclude that fleld'lndependent and?%Q;

.lt;reflect1Ve ch1ldren tend to achleve h1gher 1n school whllefﬁf:

ngi dependence *;tofi attentlon ’fwas“ con51dered oof:

-ngenerally found to be more 1mpu181ve.v The: authors d1scussf?ff

-~*,emp1r1ca1 SUPPOYt More spec1f1cally, the 1mpUI51ve ch1ldren3f;;

.,: rd1ff1cu--.l Addltlonally, the{e 1s some evldence to suggest;i'f



”77.students d1ffer from non learnxng dxsabled “on:. severalg77d

'”-hﬂaspects”‘
>:h:sample of L D - several aspec: -

‘?}Ameasures s1multaneously.,,[“5

C e dese o4

&wﬁdlearn1ng styl’ﬁ?

'ubsumed under the learnzng style head1ng. However,;:;;

>

'°jfvery lrmxted research presently estts ,yompar1ng fth @ same'

{ﬁyo{' learn1ng stylebd_j

's-the absence ofcf

v Another factor to be con51/ered

‘"5.theoret1ca1 framework from whzth to compare var1ous £1nd1ngsﬁkﬁ

future pred1ct1ons 1n other aspwcts oft_fi

b

-flf;controls Th1s constlbutes the next 1ssue to be addressed 1n‘{'

hj»thls rev1ew.,

NG stues momeoRs

E {, ., Lo

. f'.
l

'f*Need for Theory‘:’ | »
thle' most would agree that 1earn1ng style researchﬂ,j{
- T e
.;nglacks a comprehen51ve theory that could be unlformly applledyﬁfh
, :Lto the d;verse aspects 1t encompasses, op1n1on regardxng thei;'
"ﬂ{need for such a theory is, mlxed Hunt (1981 1982 1984)
7fexamp1e,‘ suggests that teachers are all potent1al theorxsts',;_

!'v;and that most already have 1ntu1t1ve theor1es that they putff'f

:}g1nto pract1ce whenever they repond to thexr students needs._i .

\”{_iHe tends to v1ew the role o£ theory as be1ng only guxde*

practlce rather than formal attempt to devéiop‘aeff,

«

‘hstandard from whlch to v1ew varlous educat10na1 methods._flh7ﬂ

7h15 dxscuss1on of thxs 1ssue, he states.

apart from those concernlng ‘ cogn1t1ve:;f;



g P S

'T?Q?and that 1n many caseS. 9005-

fpfosuccessful practlce...Al_

ftheory derlves fromﬁﬂfﬁf5”"

theor1es must be ver1f1ed'cif

PO

‘f'however teachers zmplc1t 1deas about.‘ student{ﬁi;°‘

~'ij¥1earn1ﬁg gtyles‘ and matched teach1ng ~aﬂbroéﬁhesf

. \'

o :r f_fmlght well hegih.w1th a more thorough “nderstand1ngh- ;Lf?
‘5hf§='°} v

v}“fof; teaching practlce and the imp]icit theorles that“:}_;i;i
_feunderl1e it." (Hunt 1981 p 647) .'. riw R

o Hunt s ’recognxtlon of the value of good teach1ng pract;cesfffi
<Lbfrw1th or wlthout the”oresence f theory :1ess ‘t;ani#i

commendable, HIS assertzon that theory derlves from pract1cef1_

A

is also truer However,(as dellneated by Kuhn(1970) therej;"

: %omes a point when becomes necessary to assemble thefﬁ -

facts found in: nature and a;t1culate a: parad1gm (p 27)

assert as Hunt appears to, that 1mp11c1t, thus unartlculated;fj

theorres are sufflclent for successful pract1ce does not al-ﬂ;gf

the development of pr1nc1p1es from whach futurejﬁﬁ;

practlce nght be further 1mproved

' Perhaps, a theory of 1earn1ng style is: not as essent1a1}f5

to teachers as 1t 1s to researchers. W1thout 'a framework el

w1th1n

whzch learnxng style def;n1tzons and ;nstruments can{,f

fxnd the1t nrche ag%)b6>compare& thh others 1n the area,ffff

?'f?;the_ task of sortrng the valuable from the questxoneblef3

‘ becomes much more d1ff1cu1t As a p01nt of 111ustrat10n one .

";; need only look at the work of F1scher & Fischer (1979) whoﬂﬁf,

concep"

offer

yet ,

another def1n1t1on of“,th"' "learnlng style .

~ﬂ§y prov1de a means_ by whlch to categor1ze h'



fimeans by whxch ]udge ,i' Without any theoret1c3177
":framework all v1ews of learn1ng style are treated w1th~;f”
';ieaual 1mportance and relevance Grasha (1981) ,supports .fhé‘;,f

.T;nece551ty ffff ; .theoretlcal base “1?hr theﬁ“fQ}lpV?ﬁéx

' ¢;~f ‘decfd1ng what t

?fo?7ld

Y%;;Towards a Theory of Learnxng Styles-

7f;students as }tb"

RO ’

B 1

lot eas’ier w1¥h B t]’mot‘y than wv thout Ones A the DL

qertalnly makes 1t eas1er to p1ck and choose attr;

utes to sxudy, 1t also has the advantage of aIIOglngn,‘.ﬂ

0

of 1ts' appllcataon.l However, theorles should befewf'ff*

e"pl“ed for their- P°te"“al in learning style

fesearch " (p 32) R .

“

’ L T . - R J - S . H .
g

the k;nd of learne: they are, as well as

esaming in learnlng style 1s a,ﬂ]i'

_.,_;dlscuss var1ous teachlng styles that can respond to such;;'x

HA;ﬁfdlfferent leagnéts. A ptogram wh1ch they cla1m is: "basedmon*f;\

e-f;fexperlenced observat1on" Whlle thlS pract1ca1 appllcatxonvn

’

7ji}m1ght fact.. hold a great deal of value, there 1s no_)jf
:Qﬁidlscuss1on- fﬂif@”é r~§"y-N“jg5§':§fe B fwvﬁT 71'ff;f‘V

. one to buzld on prev1ous wotk and to test the 11m1ts;f51s*'

,]The development f' a paradlgm 1s a necessa’iy.Sf-epvln the;ﬁ”“
~;Ergadvancement of kn0W1edge 1“ 3“ area 51nce, ?H furtherﬁﬁen
.fi;dlscussed by Kuhn, (1970) deflneg the PfOblem to be
ffﬂQStudled next and ensures tne. dlscovery of.  3 5°1”t1°";ft;

'<p 28).

There are several theoretxcal models that have partzcu-;e-“

'\;"nlat; relevance  £6 the tUp1c of learn1ng styles.hfﬂfh§g j'



f”'Informat1on Proce551ng.¢xpproach" f or example, {.isgliafo

.cogn1E1ve model and as such mlght prov1de some ba51s forf{f

:-fthe cogn1t1ve aspects subsumed under th learnlng styles’ﬂ

'““ﬁheadlng. The maln assumptlon under1y1ng thls approach 1szﬁf

‘e

U;that var1ous stages of 1nternal proce551ng occur between_faﬂtl
t1mulus and a- response. pAt each stage of proce551ng)f5}

:}operat1ons are performed whqch transform Ehe 1nformatlon_}ﬁ§(i,

_ #o
' “some fway, and each of these requlres a. spec1f1ed amount of

+

4“nfft1me. The;output of each stage becomes tbe 1nput f ,f-eac“/?

*mhfollowzng stage.- The model 1nvolve§ two .components,”7‘53

Sl .

’"Kstructural component wh1ch refers to the content orjfnature o

-

‘h?; f the ‘1nf rmatlon and a"functlonal component whrch refers

to: the spec1fvc mental operatlons performedg (Rose,” 1980)
IVIncluded n“ thls model f executlvé functlons"vwhlch

':fsuggest jthef‘exlstence :hof’ some,v hlgher oroer ' control

>

"_3mechan15ms, whose m1ssxon 1t 1s to determxne uhlch problems

£

.ought to be tackled wh1ch goals .sought ' wh1ch %peratzons .
.ffapplled and 1n whlch order (Gardner, 1983 p 23) ;
| A major 'cr1t1czsm of- thls approach concerns thej'i

71nescapable fact that all 1nternal process;ng stages and,f"

mechanxsms are 1nferred. Thelr ex1sbence cannot be proven orif

7dlspro by the_ task measures, 1n whlch reactlon tlme 1si,i

‘fﬂjoften the only or most cr1t1cal dependent _varlable.i Also,f[f

's’thls theory focusses\excluszvely on the cognltlve pr0cess1ngpﬁ

'f}vof varlous forms of st1mu11 thhout efforts to relate it t

larger theory of human behav1our or development, and 1s;hf

‘ftherefore,,l1m1ted 1n 1ts scope. For these reasons, althoughf,



‘7;1t holds some relevance to the area of 1earn1ng styles, bt'f

”7f7alone 1s not sufflclent as-a. un1fy1ng theory for the area. 1fhj5

A second theory wlth has relevance to learnlng styles
"“;gresearch '_j;the; "Conceptual Systems Theory (C S T ) The
h-ffbasxs for mUCh of the A T, I research' 1t stems from the Ty

formulatlon that behavxour 1s a funct1on of the

"371nteract10n betweenf personal1ty and env1ronment (Mlla?f, ,:'
'55ﬁ4981) "51m11ar toc the;:lnformatlon ProceSSIng ApprOach
" c.s. T.4entalls two components, structure, and content :Inrﬂi

"ﬂ;thzs case however, structure reiers to the process of ﬁow a e

-

.i%iperson thlnks or how a- task can be approached and content

"Vfrefersv to what la_ person th1nks or what a: task 1nvolves.v -

;d*ffnlfferent from the Informatlon Proce551ng model both person;hf
7frelated varxables and content can be broken down 1nto these aj
'“ﬂddtwo dlmen51ons. Thus,'the person 1s seen to funct1on w1th1n
ﬁffa context Of partlcuiar appllcablllty to theblearnxng style
Cf,concept 1s that'"structure 1s con51dered to be al cognltlve
'.fopredlsp051t10n of conceptual level w1th assumed generallty
jacross' tlme and 51tuat10n._ Influences: such stress,”jh
'<Ehowever, can affect the conceptual level used' Task aspects »
:hfof the env1ronment 1nclude structural varlables such as llnirf:
‘ ;formatlon load 'and amount of. punlshment or reznforcement“
'h“ﬁﬁrece1Ved.*.W;thout spec1f1c ages attached Joyce (1984)
“3;fout11nes ﬂeachﬂfof the/}our stages of conceptual complex1ty
'“nmov1ng from a concrete conf1guratlon stage to a mature, more
w“abstract system-”'each Aofd whlch }i based on changlng

. H*mterpretatlons of onefs soc1al ;world and ‘1nterpersonal



;relatlons. Based on these stages Hunt (In Joyce, 1984) hasf@if

'i?mfdeveloped edncatlonal env1ronments that entazl d1ffer1ngff¥f

'7~:fdegrees of sttucture mov1ng from one that 1s hlghly struc-ﬂjFl

'“f:turedqto'one of personal responsxblllty.“"“ i

The major cr1t1czsm of thlS theory,a,‘“' terms of 1ts
5i§a§iéthﬁpu learnlng Styles research 1s 1ts exclus1vef35f

' on the conceptual and behav1oura& strateg1es used whenaQ{E

WIth confllct :1n the soc:a] env1ronment Although:Jff

VRN

:”z,these are meortant factors one s adjustment fin’”

h“*fclassroom 1t does not deal w1th nonsoc1a1 stlmulus domaansgff3

flsuch as academlc achleVehent dlrectly, and ef'cogn1t1ve7;~j

E:E*processes 1nvolved Ln th1s sense 1t 1s qu1te dlstlnct fromfﬁ”*

‘ h‘the Inforﬁatlon Proce551ng Approach M1ller (1981) addresseshhf

appllcabzllty the academlc sphere 1n the fol¢ wxnghhv‘

"xﬂstatement-c'7'

“jfﬁattempt1ng to account for more tha'

'76...pred1§ﬁwénsig¢fﬁ nonsoc1al outcomes cannot beﬁ

xllhjadequately made:

’ :“" [

.:efprovlded ,:fﬁyfzu”

{:h theoretlcal framework}f'

academ1c”“’"

f;iachlevement"f'ﬁgffhoﬁﬁ eouéhed theoretlcallye‘ﬂ}lﬁjf

‘“:,relevant terms,"ith vesults obta1ned may be of¢7 

"fl1tt1e use 1n extendlng the theoret1cal structure ofa~f;g¢”"

"'“'_f.,cs'r" (p. 39) R

?TEAdd1tzonaily,_ﬁit restrlct:on t;"jhji

fconceptual =complex1ty uould see

hls”one def1n1tlon offff

':;learn1ng style. By 1tse1f therefore,lrt'

":ilnecessary for a ‘more 1ntegrat1Ve approach




h been reflned and descr1bed by Santoste

ﬁflLabelled as ;fh ‘ "Blodevelopmental Framework" flﬁh“w

"gffpersonalxty theory rn wh'ch research on cogn1t1ve contr:ls

"cﬁfan 1nd1v1dual s world

-*rglneo psychoanalytlc, Praget s cognrtxve developmental“”'*':

*{f}ftotal psychologxcal context.'lffﬂﬁ“did

'rrf:bles and ecologlcal val1d1ty.,h{u\n"?}d?f{ﬁfff"'”r'

i 20 h person ffs vxewed 4"'a. actxve part1c1pant thh

foﬁ been anchored

i '-',if;"Pe r\ﬁect ive rt t

Borrowlng from thei three theoretlcal parad1gms- ofj'?

1;ﬂfWerner s theory of development ﬁitj holds the followlng

:fassumptlons and propos t1ons-f'

‘ﬂg{;j The meanlng of 6’“‘hn1t of behavzonr 15 determrned by th'dhz

jﬁthhls forces the researcher to exam1ne spec1£1c task var1a~ f;

‘*fifaffect1ve and cogn1t1ve response styles that £1avour how. he:ﬂf

-;_-that lacks d1££erent1ation ‘_fo?f_onef
ZQ'ddxfferentxatxon and hxerarchxc 1ntegratxon.,d

OITgiIh thxs way, an 1nd1v1dual s th1nk1ng and responses cam»;bef

'.}happroaches,_fi?avords,- selects,p shapes Q?hd’_ organrzes:of
L o T T e T g T
,ﬁstxmulatxon. ;]* f,glgﬂ. ""?f_””g'gjnq?g.g '"TLV,E. Viﬂfﬂ»”“

.3 The 1nd1vrdua1 regulates{fﬂ ;responses xn a’ manner that:jy
,ogltal eqﬁxpmenﬁ" Wlth ‘the

‘: Dl e

':~coord1nates h1s evolv1ng :
gdchang1ng demands of - ¢he 'environment(Plaget s not1on of .
e S e e T e

;adaptataon) vs_f'ﬁyvv}<‘J;vfﬁ.,“,j«;wg‘-,,\_-_g

Y g

'g'ﬁ; Development i' belxeved to proceed from'a globaI state

[ -

aty
s
"'3\'\‘ L

,7of*g_ 1ncreasing
e : - S cele ,j_".v":~ e . 5 ', ;'4

T [ La
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':rf”s The developmental status of an 1nd1

.demands (1nclud1ngg;

'”6 Ind1v1duals are perce;vfﬁ

;‘,,

'p

g expectat1ons,foﬂc1ng

'n

T 74'»

'n

75;;; The 'exlstence 'of cr1t1ca1 per1ods is assumed SN

{“tween the

orderedlalong a cont1nuum deflnlng stages'oﬁ maturlty

3dual 15 determxned

by 1ts organxzatxonal charactérlstxcs, the range of response 1_

levelsf at the 1nd1v1dua1' avaxl and the env1ronmental

R T
expectat1ons) EER R

b1rth throughout the llfe.span.‘-"ff;;fffft;ﬁhiglﬁah

7 Earlxer response styles4a%e;not replaced rather, they

3

fjitst llmlts, v opportunltles é;Aﬁajf,

as'd1spl_y1ng d1£ferences fi¢¢f}§

qﬁsume a place lower on the hxerérchy of functzonxng levels.t:

- Thzs 1mp11es that these earl1er modes of behav1our are st111

H’j;potent;ally act1ve and may be ut1llzed 1f the state of theﬁi;

;nd1v1dual 1n conjunct

demands are such to war;ant 1t..Thus, the 1nteract1on be--

frson and gnv1ro‘ment 1s taken 1nto account. The

env1r‘%ﬁenﬁe i”self vrewed as eontlnually chang;ng 1ts

;nd1v1dual adapt .elther by

aemploy1ng earller response modes or evolv1ng to use newly

b

a ’n
-ﬁﬂ Ty

that Santostefano s (1978) perspect1ve for 1ntervent10n 1s Ll
based advocat1ng that éhe ch11d s cognltlve< level be

altered rather» than matchlng the env1ronmental demands to’ 37

hls lower tunctzon1ngalevel

" .:v..

A L

QWW1£h the spec1f1c env1ronmenta1

acqulred dlfferent1ated ones..It is. from thls propos1t10n Tf

1f spec1flc experlences are not present, ﬁthey 1nd1v"ua1 s ;

response system ”adopts a dev1ant 11ne Offgféwt_f

SantOStefano extrapolates on fthls. not;on to acc'unt :for:

TN

e T, L [SEE s



, *

4_i;psychopathology xn terms of

7’_;thef'exlstence of crltxcal periods

- cognltlve’

f research

=]

personallty developmen'

context 2 ofﬁ?z

ﬁdevelopment (Spreen, 1984)5'
sﬁudy not 1ntended to address

persona11ty development, such an area remarns open to futuregf

_—
u.'f

From thxs theoretzcal perspe§t1ve, each cogn1t1ve con-f'"

trol pr1nc1ple operates on a

ipolar dlmens1on where-fthefgf
lower end of the contlnuum represents an xmmature cognltlveif;

proce551ng level and the other extreme belng thel maturen:-

response ; style._ Cognltlve controls 5ar pércelved

A \

#fxecutlve processors (although thlS term 1s not used)” df*

'iﬁaref "tr1ggered by-both the content of the 1nformat1on dls-fﬁJ

played and the adaptlve 1ntentlons of the 1nd1v1dual fac;ngyﬁ‘
the 1nformat1on (p 101) T i | | : .
| For a complete dlagram dep1ct1ng thxs specxflc ‘hlerar—eff
chlcal structure, refer to Santostefano (1%*3 p 339) Eachh}
cognltlve control _assumes ﬂa p051t1on ~14& Fhe coJrse fhh
cognltlve development w1th each suecesszve control q.pu1r1ngf'
greater degree ;of? abstract1on qnd soph15t1~at1bn finju:
attendmg to and ﬂganlzmg 1nformatlon J.n order that 1t be:""l

mastered suff1c1ent1y As thé person develops through thesel

: proposed : stages,gf he/she progresses : from 15 global

und1fferent1ated 1nterpretat1on of st1mul1 to an 'analytxc,'}

d1f£erent1ated mode of proce551ng and categor1z1ng 1n£orma-7



”'gxpurported to be mastered at very YOUDQ age, and "35?
B %ﬁ”therefore excluded from use 1n th1s current study due to theﬁ

’7*?'age of the sub:lecats 1nvolved

“T‘f*framework from wh1ch to 1ntegrate the var1ous def1nt1ons anq

The flrst levelvon the'h1erarchy,<"body-ego.t

-

f{Th1s theory 1s thought to hold par1cular 'value asp_

‘7perspect1ves assoc1ated wlth the learnlng style concep ¥

b+

*ﬁffFrom- educat10na1 focus,_ th pos1t1ve aspects of thxs;;ﬁ

”7a5approach 1nc1ude _its: attempt t_f-lncorporate'; cogn:tlvenﬁﬂ

’*t;?ment- These deve10pmental .trends have been 'emplrlcallyfgl

""'*"1'“_EA(Santost?bfano, 1978) but al%wuth numertms qﬁher -

'fiufunctlonlng 1nto a 1arger eomprehen51ve theory of develop-ifr

PR @ | 1 g
| : o eis iy v Yy ‘
_;,demonstrated only “‘t‘h\_ﬁsﬁres %”*cé -t1v :

‘ R ,

¢;sty1e assessment 1nstruments, 1nc1ud1ng Dunn s L~S I (%ﬁhq&

'”{T1982) the Embedded Flgures Test (Saracho, 1984) and Kagan sf#?

".ffMatchzng)Fam111ar F1gures Test (Brodz1nsky, 1982) In all of

'flfth above mentloned stud1es, developmental trends wege;fa

e Ry
“;Eobserved to emerge, S1gn1f1cantLy dlscrlmlnating subjects%bf ¢

- -3 0 3‘&3 %

-th“dl ferent ages 1ﬁ terms of response patterns: and aiearnxng

hifpreferences.: Dunn (1982) for example, examlned a. total of

tg3 972 students responses to a 1978 edltlon 1of vth L S I

D K

*from grades 3 through 12 In th1s crossect1ona1 study, she }g

"freports fandxng 51gn1f1cant dxfferences across van1ous ages~

‘:}.onfﬁ 18 pf h 24 elements,. and thus, concludes that@

’*T'develogpental trends 1n 1earn1ng style as measured by the
efL S I are very evrdent Add1t1ona11y, such a framework can

- };also speak 'ftof varlous.j neurologlcal flndlngs ryhere»‘:

e , ;‘_



LT et

'jiiddevelopmental trends have also been; d1scovered (Spreen fet}ff

"Qh*yl | 1984'¢Best 1985) Taken together, these developmental;iﬂ

erd;trends found by dlfferent Mre eprchers,f u51ng d1fferentf,ﬁ

’~fﬁ;1nstruments won dlfferent sub]ect samples would seem ;onlenthf

*3f}7strong sugport to a: theoretlcal framework whzch 1s baSed onf;?

."'I"such ._

developmental model.j_:';frj;-h

Perhaps, of greatest szgn1f1cance fflsf that thxsﬂ"

B l

7foﬂframework pr0v1des theoretlcal v;ewp01nt from whlch to;iw

'lffstudy the relatlonshlp of learnzng d1sab111t1es to learnqngﬂ%f

'ff*fstyles.’ Learn1ng dlsab111t1es thus 1nterpreted as anfzﬁ

‘“::glmmature development of cognztlve mechan1sms or perhaps, an:}f

~3-1mmature ffuseﬁ77 f them ,'éSQié result y” m1sperce1ved,¢f

o

“ff“enV1ronmental demands ffffandidf‘ expeCtat1%ﬁ5~fﬂ Th153a7

S conceptuallzat1on of learnlng dlsabllltles does not d1rect1ygﬁf

'focontradlct many prev1ously proposed def1n1t10ns such

Lythose : suggest1ng fa def1c1ency ”n‘ memory,, languageiij

“-j:fac111tat1on, or. percept1on.ARather, 1t entails a .shaft fﬁnlg}

dfthlnk1ng f learnlng d1sab111t1es as a: delay or appearancegdg

"'v.'of a delay, ‘1nstead ,@ﬁ an 1mmutab1e defic1t 'I‘he' fact thatf‘

*f:;thls theory allows ffdrmﬂthe‘ u5e of less.mature learn1ngff"

”'estyles when, 1n fact, they may bej W1th1n fa 1nd;v1dua1 s;f'

VQf,with,?younger cohorts lfin" order _'fo, substant1ate 136?

1g,repert01re .1s 1mportant Such ‘a. theory may acc0unt for mahyfﬁ*

';m1xed results of the past in;gth area 'of learnzng? |

L.

uﬁfdlsabilitiES that have attempted to match L D performance;

H_'j"developmental lag theory. Thzs conceptuallgat1on 1s not

'""pnew to. ‘the toplc of learnlng dliab111t135° Orton (‘925) ?&3d7'

..'



) ﬁ,makes eommon dzscourse _ohf toplc

:[one of the fxrst authors toyproposeg

,j%ﬁ1t has more recently been 1ncorPorated by Satz et al. (1973)f¢

1;f1n hlS d1scu551on1fof read1ng d15ab111t1es. However,._thefﬁ

T

'hfitheoretxcal framework proposed _he{p offews a way to v1ewj}

uch an explanataon, and.$7

.“7s*learn1ng dlsab1l1t;es w1th1n the”realm _oF learnzng styles;gi

"ifthat may hold greater value as At}allows for 1mmature useﬁ~3

"'w1thout 1n51st1ng that 1mmatur1ty or’lacE‘bf development is[]'

S

lft'fnecessaﬁaly the cause. Add1t1onally,,such a theory of learn-?f}

Q'F1ng styles would seem part1cu1arly appllcable to ,educat10njﬁ1

’)

'as remed1al programs are a natqyal extentlon of«thls theoryf

Although litf_;isfjf"

”theoretlcal perspect1Ve not‘~w1thout

problems, 1t 1s“

thls propoSedhi;

°F1ntended to represent a beg1nn1ng theoretlcal framework from;f;

V“fwh1ch learnlng style research mlght proceed :,ea moreﬂf
'-MVrSYStematlc fashlon. 'ff“ - ffét- - : :
B oo ; - : S " 5 a
‘In. summary,.,fhe *”””f:rf"fwfrrenfly'pf

h_characten1zed by a var1ety o@gdeflnltlon

that ar%S not used 51m11ar1y by dikferent

v?1mpossxble ,ésj 1nvest1gators would seem) to’ be aﬁdre551ngg?f

erms @

7d1£ferent toplcs but u51ng the same terms to do so.,Attempts;H

‘?to compare dlfferent learnlng style measures have beent?

P T

5fscarce,.,however,- ‘some’ ‘that do exlst have found that&ﬂ

‘“ffflnstruments whlch on the surface, appear to assess the same ;v

;tolaspect of- learn1ng style may, in. f,Ct not be and thereforel ?:




.;L,;é# EE}

iﬁ?he area where‘ the vast maJormty of the research on

?‘learnlng styles does exlst concerns;fits; 1mplementat10n 1n»a'§

e fthe classroom and bhe resultant ‘achlevement galns. Such

"”Zzstudles have lent a greatddeal of support to;ftheflzdea of
1f§qmatch1ng the teachzng env1ronment to the learner s style, as ..
"f&fwell as to mod1fy1ng an« 1ndlv1dual 5 style hl that -
{ressembles hlgher achlevers.> Thls pract1cal appllcatlon
'Frﬁewould seem to hold.potent1al for the study of Ethe' 1earn1ng
- f:dlsablled aéf‘ thesev students have j1ndzv1dual learn1ng
:hhidlfferences wh1ch can not be expl{?ned by dlfference blnjlfi
'*rlntell1gence alone. Research ex1sts to support the notzon ofl _
'f.ﬂfthe 1earn1ng dxsabled d1ffer1ng systematically from hlgher di
1;7 ’ach1evers‘ 1n terms of several aspectg'of learnlng style 1n-;‘;.
| 'cludlng, cogn1t1ve controls, cogn1t1ve style and learnlng
preference. However these f1nd1ngs have often been somewhat
bn'f‘m1xed Mo"over, there iﬁ:no way to tell 1f thlslls due to

?f the dlfferences _in, subject selectlon and/or 1nstruments

- used Once agaln, thlS 1nd1cates a need for more comprehene:;"

?' f51ve research ‘on the top1c."“ - y‘ .g;;-

Lastly, the need for‘a theory from whxch to base th1§
o future ,researdh . dlscussed ‘ and the blodevelopmental

&

framework proposed as a po1nt from whlch to begln.;,lq' th1s
e way,_ there 1s an attempt to unlfy future research on 1earn~

&

1ng style by u51ng a common set of prop051tlons from;,whrchr_
‘ hypotheses can be derlved and tested s



T recent focus n and1v1dual dxfferences and the perce1vedfﬂf

faccountab111ty of the educat1onal system to attend to them}gf

’iA Ratxonala for Study

SRR TR A R D T e G T
. III. RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES =

W1th1n the past f1ve years, there has been a helghtenedlﬂf

o

f1nterest f1n the topxc of learnlng styles as 1t relates tof,l

stchool chlldren. Reasons for th1s most llkely stem from thef#}

f':z‘_»effectwely. G1v$ the' pract1ca1 nature of the learnmg,t:'

i -styles concept to the classroom, partlcularly na llght of

“”,students. [T?h'”h

’the, 1nterventzon technlques suggested by many advocatlng;ff
'r.the1r use, the whole area has ga1ned rapld momentum 'asf the_;ﬂ

,'ﬁfn?ﬁ method f¢ meet the 1nd1v1dual learnlng needs of thelrfhf

.

:;;“ There 1s however .a danger in applylng suchyhdeas 1n;a ;
;’the classroom hefq;e adequate research has. been conducted tof-ﬁ

' ;d-justlfy thelr valxdlty and use 1n ;;neral Ideas such ast:

.i..

"‘;these' may haVe, conceptual - appeal ‘jand . 1nterventlon,

";ixmp11 tlons but may not hold the valldlty and relxab111ty;¥_

' ﬂ’requ1red to warrant thelr ‘1mplementatlon. Thls study

e therefore, ;des;gned to provxde some needed research on- thefif

L3

. research are problems concern1ng the w1de varlety of defln-df

Spec1f1c_ ftoff-the[>current area ‘ofq learnlng style:

;‘1tlons, both concept%?l and operatlonal, and the var:abllzty e

h"regardlng the . psychometrlc propertles assoc1ated w1th ‘the

se'

';r*var1ous 1nStruments.h n. llght_-o these two ma1n problemf”



=f?‘twh1ch ultlmatel

o v ' £ ‘;C)' 2,;
: Due to the iact that -'ie rnmng chsabled chlldren (2 pear toi,;.:.

dlffer 1n th81T \ 'to 1earn 1n a«regular classroom, and@:

past:resea Ch‘ﬁas suggested that learnlng styl@ ﬁlént/be f””

_flmportant atea'uo dlfference, 3,t' seems ‘to be a valuable;f_
top1c of study Thzs present 1nvest1gat10n,. therefore,fﬂ'
o | o o ' G

attempts further f examlne "Wthese 51m11ar1tles dﬁf

N v'-..’,';'

vtf”morejintégﬁatiy' to the learnlng style. area, par—mV

. 4 _Aw - :‘ -
t;cularly as 1t relatf 'to the learn1ng d1sabled by l1nk1ngeﬁ_

7[f5 these two toP%&? 1n a opmental context

o '“;/3;
Thls , study W1ll' examlne ith relatxonshlp betweenie;
students 1dent1f1ed learnlng preferenc&s‘.‘overt lassroomff*
behavzours,fyuand : battery of four cognltzve- controlg;"
measures..By comparzng the performance of learnxng dlsabled;;;
':Jand average ach1ev1ng studeﬁts | u51ng a theoretzcals,a

Ry

framework 1t may prov1de a baszs on wh1ch future research:,»




:'f:*on thzs topxc can be bu1ltr

\1

Thls theory would predzct' that”jlearnlng d1sabled;f;

uT?d}subJects w111 demonstrate a more lmmatute_¢°9“1tlve °°"tr°l{?;

:~l;?fprof1le, and thzs lower performance -

"iaspec1f1c 1earn1ng style preferencesion_.

:the Learnlng S¢y1e@gi

‘tTInventory and observed classroom behav1ours as measured byff

‘thhe Study of Chxldren s Learnlng Style scale typlcally char-j“s

&l'

"ﬁ;facter1ze younger ch11dren than their age cohorts who are av-Vfﬁ

'77fierage ach1evers. The cogn1t1ve control battery i made-up off”;

3,

;11 correlate w1th¥5*

'fﬂ;;hé; Scattered Scanning Test (SST) Vhlch exam1nes general;f}

'.‘yattendlng behav1our, fthe Frult Distractron Test (FDT)lf{

:-f:asse581ng select1ve attentxon, the Level1ng Sharpenlng Houseﬁt”

:-ffmTest (LSHT) measur1ng the style wh1ch memory 1mages are 1n-;ji

”*.terpreted, and the Object SOrt TeSt wh1ch assesses the levelig

”%fof abstractlon used categorlzzng.; The Learnang Styleﬁjf

' Inventory (LSI) assesses how the chzld feels they learn best'f?

f'1n terms of env1ronmental condltzons,.personal aspects .suchff;

;_as mot1vat1on and responszb11t1y, in terms of soctolog1calg<f

j.hvarzables as well as perceptual preferences, and ercexved?.'

‘fufphyszcal needs. ?TThe:" 51xth 1nstrument the Study f;*f

\

’?{_Ch11dren s_ Learnzng Style; (SCLS) measures thé ch1ld'

'?chlassroom behav1our as 1nd1cated by the1r teacher 1n termsi;'

ff:iof attentlveness. tendency to. avold 1earn1ng tasks, and heffy

';‘~iappearance of overly 1ndependent learn1ng approaches.u""f’ .



w111 .--'teh,@" - -;a\..r;e .raige

'ﬁdemonstrate more narrow pa551ve scann1ng behavxour thaar, )

v_h'

Schieversi

L

Ai;:EZ;ffinr terms ﬁf the FDT L D s wlll be more d1stracted byi?l?

e gcompetlng st1mu11, attendxng to both relevant ij well asii7”

’7T1rrelevant 1n£ormat1on when nam1ng colours on card 3 and 4}]1

‘ fficompared to the1r performance on the control card than aver-?ﬁff

: jﬁ”age achlevers, resultlng lqnger response t1mes, more

‘.;funcorrected mlstakes, and more recall of per1pheral flguresfifﬁ

Yfo:on card 3.

”vﬂ correct cbanqes, more 1ncorrect changes,, and
L \') .

tglonger éO detect. °°;[e°t Changes When taklng the 'number ofgiw

"fﬁ1mages.,unf“”

w0

fKOpportunltnes ava11ab1e 1nto account thus demonstrat1ng af~ﬂ~

foJmore global undlfferentxated manner of construct1ng memory5;’

»

.
MRS | B
T

;_‘4 In terms of the Object Sort Test L D s w111 categorize-it

K

bj;anformatlon ih;. a more concrete fashlon than average-'ff

flachxevers by construct1ng fewer typlcal group1ngs that areHQEI

‘_ e

"blabelled.ln less abstract terms and more atyplcal groups. EOE

..‘.' - '-,_,'.

jS L D..s w111 1dent1fy dlfferent learn1ng preferences‘ as;w

. n'.‘,.'v‘ . , R

el .'

/3 In terms of th T, s H. 'r., ‘ L D! w111 reportfewer



'Hflimeasured by *he L SuI. ;han w1ll average ach1evers.

"7: 1ndependent behav1our than average achlevers.;.f€®3£5

"ﬁ;(Although research °x1sts lndzcating that a developmenxala"i

fifﬁtrend exlsts Hlth the L S I 'the ages and ab111ty level f:?;

‘Tﬁﬁthe subjects examlned make spec1f1c pred1ct1ons unfea51ble )Qﬂ{

'_A‘

6. L.Di's w i11 be. observed by ft'h’ei r° teacher to be - more

’:ina;tent1ve, hofe- avozdant ‘ aqd iﬁ'exhlblt mopeﬂége:iyf:}



S wewemop L

“’fﬁ A total of 6& students partlclpated 1n thxs study._Of

T'5'-'~.'__‘_t:hese, 30 were 1dent1f1ed as "learn1ng dzsabled"'; and 30

\

'fiffwere categorlzed as_ average ach:evers The learnlng dlsa-f'*

'5:bled sample was selected from “learn1ng~ centre iclassrooms

NN R *\

be_fcontazned jfsr separate elementary schools w1th1n jtheg

.Edmonton Cathol1c Scthl D1v1s1on. Ciaterla for placement 1n

thsuch f' 1earnrng centre stlpulates that -students must
?‘ff-demonstraté'én l Q of 90+ as measured by the WISC R aﬁ;;
f‘iifhave an academlc ach1evement level that 1s at least one half
Wie;fthat of the;r expenctancy leveI ' academlc potent1al .
l!d;measured by H Bond & Tlnker formula (number of years 1n{1.

nfdschool x MA/CA b, 0)- Addztlonally, such a dlscrepancyb

:Wncould t be prlmar;ly due to hearzng or motor handlc395'::f

f;,;emotlonal dlsturbance or env1ronmental dlsadvantage. Teacher;;-

Afestlmates‘ of thelr, current grade level of functlonlng in

"“"reading and math were also obtalned so that ‘an 1nd1cat10n °f

"athé[ severlty of the1r learnlng dlsab111ty mlght be deter-b
'mlned.;.f" : ‘ L A “;;_ s | | w»
'”'fhdﬁ approx1mately equal number of non learn1ng d1sabled

evsubjects was selected from each of h same 5 elementary

";;schools that contalned the spec1fled learnlng centres Thls

Afi ensured that both the L D and non L D samples were 81m11ar'1‘

terms off" general soclo economic 'status of thexr

‘fcommunzty Chose an coo erat1on w1th each school prznc1pal
: ?{ P



°‘f'3il non-L D.; students were con§1dered/ average aqhievers“f?f

’it’

*sf‘from grades 2 3 and 4 /Spec1flcally, these studedt% were to;j:

thls groupff

._,'

ars; 3" months 'tqf'1o

',;,.7"‘

Lmonths wléh the mean age for all students be1ng 8

i

">ge5 months._?h;s rangeqﬁh@,adapted as a.result of the
' s s KE A v

thlS many s%udents exactly the same age,AV

3 |

}22 females (L“b 8/non L D.=14) madsjgp the SUbjeCt sample.ftf
;Apazt research suggeSts that there' may be dlfferences nﬁn'f7

‘«:“.eccordlng to gender (Dunn, 1981- Holland-an

T

g;ven that the major1ty of those :con51dered13

4L‘

1!

'-dIsabled 'é male, é%%plnlng an equal number of .

P ﬁgf”'fif& add1t1ona1 cr1ter1a wh1¢h a reqUQSfed °ntthé; :
"fafpareﬁt permtffion sl1ps, was that partlcpants be, at least‘
: second generatx%n North Amerlcan 1n wh1ch Engllsh was thelrfi?
'ﬁecxtfarst ;anguage. Th1s was done 1n an effort to .control' fordw;
ftposs1ble learnzng style dlfferences as a. result of culturalﬁ?.
‘ddffbackground as reponted by Holland (1982) Although thls;

'vfnjsttpulatlon could ft; totally IQ§tr1Ct :the sample to a.'

PR SR . : . S . ) S . . o T -
S P T T R R [ e EREER I e




homogeneous cultural background

wi‘ caused by

ary gross

'l'able 1

1: elxmxnated compi1catxonsﬁ

dxscrepancxes

Table 1 for a complete descr1ptxon of the sample

Descrlptlon of Sample o

g A

n rurs varxable

Leam]ng Dlsabled

Average Achlevers o

| Age S

2| s |

-f'.ﬂeadmg-gradetevel‘- R

4

Cp=f

| e |

ne7| 0

oy, | ¢

10yrs]

B " =_1

4

R s e
.0

T o -

o LDxage 8yrs 10mo
.'No‘n~LDxag,e‘ _8yrs _9 mo

el
.. v_f:?“ﬁ\ﬁ : .

Non LD (n_SO)

Reading Ieavel as mdncated-by teacher estumates
Readmg level as determmed by grade attendmg

Seei

o
l" = ‘



'5ffel Insttuments'

;a they each represented a dlstlncly dlfferent‘lx

fh]fapproach to the learnlng style.concept€ and each can be‘.fif}:f

?Vlyﬁterpreted as fxttzng w1th1n a developmental perspect1ve.dw?

‘"'igTaken together, the range of var1ebles assessed 1ncluded-_ﬁﬁ

7-

vu?xself 1dent1f1ed learn:ng preferences touch:ng a- w1de varlety«Ht

“f{»of educational aSpects (LSI) learnlng style behaV1ours ;1ng‘;

d.“fthﬁ classroom as percelved by the classroom teacher (SCLS)

\

"'and a: battery of more 1nternally 1nferred cognltive process-:yj

L 1ng aspects, of learnlng style assessed by an examxner on a

“fg\var1ety of tasks 1n a- onerto~one testlng sesszon (cogn1t1ve,

'y'ﬁacontrols) gﬁnd‘ﬂ7lf3j£ ;’3fj),jffy+_"“.y,7r-fﬁf,j;.yr)in

f’fLearnlng Style,.J; ih’fr.fgéf"k

;.ji} Learn1ng# Stylev rﬁvgniéfyfgﬁ,sfx,)jxnuﬁqupq5n{§fp;{ag@é -,
;ﬂ1981) | R :j T U
Th1s 1nstrument 1s a. self report questlona1re des;gned';
"5to assess the external educatlonal condrtrons whlch jthes;;
’nstudent cons1ders 'most conduc1ve to thelr optlnié learnlngﬂ‘.

o v

'foff‘thei’subject matter, yaSI well j spec1f1c ‘v1nternal o

1fffcond1t10ns such as} mot1vatlon and pers1stence that also'n-

r’_,

Vf;contribute to one s learnlng style. Sub)ects
fnrespond to 1nd1v;dua1 ‘statements in.a. tQQ»_f A
:';However, g1ven the tendency f younger ‘subjectssdto havet'”
1'yd1ff1culty w1th these terms they were changed to yes/no.l'ﬂ
:’The test requlres the researcher to send these data away to: '

-z.he_ scored and he/she subsequently receives a pref@?e?Ce}j‘

et



well -

summary ‘o each Chlld _ed are the standard scores ‘f

‘;h-rfor each of the 24 elements contalned on the' 1nventory as

;;as};aq'cons1stency percentagev score'{ptov1d1ng -ef;j
°5ffexper1menter wlth 1nd1cat10n¢ of how"cons1stent each
"student was in respond1ng to 51m11£§ statements..“f ﬁ;ifgi*r

”*{:Thef research report accompany1ng '”éﬁ test manual

"}f'reports that h rel1ab111t1es found were generally very

;good con51der1ng the small number of 1tems fih each

W™
Ki

'lwﬂsubscale ‘ The authors report that out of the 48 relzabxlxty
'?‘anaIYSes calculated 33% were greater than 70 25% were be-fzi
'd-:tween .50 and 69 23% were between .30 and 40 and 19% were ﬁt

”ﬁft-less than .29 wherQ there was ,é' max1mum- of 75 1tems :per s

' SR T A
_v-subscale._f’j." -‘j°gﬂ'fdfr-

\_' 20 gtudy of Ch11dren s Learnlng Sty@&s (McDermott & Beltmaﬁ
| ':""_'-1984) PRSI B T RTIE B
L Erhé‘ S.C.L.S. is & ‘16 1tem 'ra't‘=_irig ~scale. th‘a’tf’"i;s’

';“‘completed 'by‘i teachers' descrlbxng 4indi§ldual student sf@;

‘"alClassroom‘ behav1our.g,'1ﬁf,_§,”ff adapted from "StO*t Sj..

'”:j;Prellmlnary Gu1de to. Ch1ldren s Learnlng SklllS (1981);5f

'”wh1ch was orlg1nally. 1ntended “as fa screenlng deVlce tOf;f
”'1dent1fy those ’ﬁhph.uerer,llkely f£6 exper:ence learnlngﬁf,
‘wj,dlfflcultles, There | three dlst1nct learnlng stylefh.
ifbehauaours measured by the S C L. S., Avo1dant, Inattent1ve,;t

*fand Overly 1hdependent.,

-‘ -_} g ‘ . ' ..‘
Based on .a. sample of 1, 513 kxndergar‘en ch11dren, 1n-';,

"t"ternal con51sten¢y..values 'rangedﬁ?irom"r= 82 d_ 93;5f

‘{vTest retest values on .a sample of 103 of the same chlldrenf{j



"ffﬂhsugnlfzcant at the

"f;pCogn1t1ve Controls.. ~1“"':’

f}over 8 '2' month perzod resulted

L

*efﬁrevealed scores rang1ng from r--60 to r- 82 All values wereJEf

070'1 level ) ‘

Although th1szlnstrument was normed on a sample youngerHV

.“??frelevant 1n.l1ght of the "developmental 1 g Perspectlve i;

3V}jthat is be;ng used to v1ew learn1ng d1sab111t1es.,.4.f'

."‘ .

Scattered Scann1ng Test (Santostefano, 1978)

Thxs test 1s des1gned to measure the construct of focal"ﬁ;

7fattent1on'> the manner in wh;ch an 1ni"'

0

;fscans a st1mulus Ixeld for spec1f1ed target f1gures.“ The:;ﬁ

-“as poss1b1e wlthxn a 30 second tlme 11m1t.\ In orderVJtQ;f

| obtaln an estlmate of the subject s motor speed the chzldff

'Afgwh11e bexng tlmed (Motor Tempo Test) ThlS tlme zs later

[1g1ncorporated 1nto rat1os along wzth the number correct, {.ndﬂ5.

‘rtotal d1stance scanned to control for motor speed affect1ng

M

Ff;,jthef score ; th1s task tra1n1ng tr1a1 - then
‘v;adm1nxstered to; ensure that the. ch11d can recognxze the,fﬁ

| r”tanget fxgures and understands the task requ1rements Dur1ng

ﬁollowxng two test tr1als,,§th”' ! mlner records the

1n values from r-.80 to€i}

- 93 A150. 5 1nter ohserver rel;ab111ty correﬂat1ons?y;

‘ye‘than those 1n th1s study, 1t ls cons1dered approprlate for:;}
f_:;ﬁ .g1ven L purported ablllty to dlSCflmIHEte between-i?
'*if;students w1th potentzal learn1ng d1ff1cult1es and those.

”::funllkely to experlence such problems. Thls seems parlcUlarly"'

dfitchlld regu1red to mark as many of the des1gnated¢shapes;ﬁ

'_5l_1s 1n1tlally 1nstructed to put av llne through éach shape :f

ﬂ



s marklngs on an 1dent1ca1 test form '“

'lfng pattern can later be analyzed Apart

t%;from tally1ng7ﬂia

5¥'fﬁtwo ratlo | values ref calculated that parcel

?;LTest,f;fh flrst f these ‘fisﬁf‘used 'of; assess %*théi{

-jractlve-pa551ve scannlng d1men51on and 1s calculated by the'ﬁ

R

N ..

' tor‘Tempo Tlme x Number of correct shapes marked

';“fThe seeond ratlo value 1s used to determlne the broad-narrow i-:
: ’j;scann1ng d1mens1on and 1s calculated by h ;»followzngwp"

fformula.:*”
. ) ,"

- '«", o ’

JﬁfMotor Tempo T1me X Total Dlstance Covered e

T e

e "‘;

A

-}3}5”' ngter1on valldxty for thls 'test'jvas establlhed by

”

Jk tomparlng periormance on the SST w1th teacher ratlngs of

”Au_tlassfbom at;entaon/ 1nattentlon.f Slgn1f1cant d1fferences

K -
% we e'?ound betveenfthese two groups on the number of correct
15

)

'detections ‘as well as the total drstance scanned (p=; 01 and

" \

p= 05 respectlvely) Test retest _,:,r;el@a,blhty ovir a one year

perrod was estabkushed w1th students.

'“:'}~Q and theB aga1%r1n grade 5 1n terms of the number of

orlgrnally- tested ‘invfd



correct : f1gares _ 1dent1f1ed !- (r-.54 pe;01) 'hegff

admlnlstratlon t1me for; thls test ‘ approxlmately Tsfﬁf
m1nutes ;f“ ol “‘;;an‘.“'

i 2 Fru1t D1stractlon Test (Santostefanor T978) . R

o ThlS test 1s deszgned to;measdre the f1eld artlculatlon xf
construct, the manner ' whlch' a . person deals w1th aﬁe'

'ﬁ~st1mulus fxeld contalnlné '1nfonmatlon deflned as relevant

. \
and 1rrelevant 1n terms of)the task requ1rements..The FDT 1s

N

sU1table “g chlldren ,from =3 ‘to 15 years old and 1s b'
admxnlstered 1nd1v1dually. Th1s test reQu1res the Wchlld -
name colours presented as rap1dly as possxble when they are |
: e1ther embedded 'among dlstractlons_ or. contradlctlons.;'A;'
| total of four (10x11 1nch) cards are presented 1nterspersed
11”;-amongst 3 practlce cars (1x10 1n ). These practlce cards are~

shown beforej}th test trlals to ensure that the Chlld 15

'rﬁ abKD to do the task For each test card”‘ the sUbJect ESAlz

- asked to name the colours only, ‘as qu1ckl' ‘s p0551ble whlle'J'

the examlner notes the tlme taken .apdi made._ The

first card contalns colour bars only '»_fthe. second

conta ns p1ctures of fru1ts coloured appropr1ately.sl$hls ?

L

.second card‘fgcts as a basel1ne from whlch to compare tzmes

"T*_ of cards 3 and 4 conta1n1ng dlstractors.pThe thlrd l the

5
Same as the second w1th the addltlon of dlstractlng l1neﬂg;

e -

draw1ngs of objects m1xed 1nto the dlsplay. The fourth cavd

contaxns frults that _are coloured 1n a. contrast1ng colour '

Ry
1

and closely re&sembles the "Stroop test desf ned 'fj usefn

thh adults. As wlth the Stroop,:the subject must 1gnore the




ST T L

~;59confl1ct1ng yet 1rreleuant 1nformat1on 1n order to complete :

'f”the task successfully. It dxffers ine that the Stroop test»%f

-:depends gnj contrastlng“ words to exert d1stract1ngl§’

71n£1uence4

'ereas the FDTVuﬁplxzes contrastxng colours 7on5f

’ffalready learned fru1t colopbs Th1s was constructed 1n thls'f

'“ﬂ"manner so: tha

.,1t would be apprbprlate for use w1th chlldren

iw1tb readung d1££1cult1es as the words tended not to be asf}

A'i;dlstract1ng for those subjects uOn thlS trlal the ch11d

.‘wfﬁasked to name the colour that bhe fru1t 1s supposed to be

1 .See Appendlx 1\ Values obtazned from thls test 1nclude he:"

A

V?readlng tlmes of ‘the d1stractor Cards-m1nus that of the coh-f;:

e
P .\,
. \_g‘ .

:trol card° (Card 3 Card 2) and (Card 4 = gard 2) the numberer

‘ g Lo
’.oi perlpheral flgures recalled £rom_ca¢d‘ ;he noncorrected.;‘

.'V-/_;

':~of se1£~corrected errors.'

g

Q
,ﬂ%ﬁ“ errors of the card w;th the max1mum, dfﬁtﬁwftlng '1nfluence.

TR\

4

v/mznus that jof the control card (4 2) aﬁﬁiﬁ e total number'f

'-Cr1terlon val1d1ty -forrfthei”FDT"uas’ql 'liShed'withf;

| s1gn1f1cant correlatlons be1ng found betweenl,@¥; and . the .-

“';ﬂr"Marble BOard Test (r= 33 to r— 40) Performani .vfthefFDT'“

’;fi1n terms of . t1me, and number of errors-iuas3f;"':fff'd’lrfo.f
'correlate w1th teacher ratlngs of attentlve and 1nattent1ven’

'”classroom behav1our. Test retest rellablllty over a one yeargp

.':ivperlod has been establ1shed’w1th students or1glna11y tested.ﬁ

'11n grade»4.andrthen xn'grade 5 Thls was fi_ terms iof"dtheﬂ .

71?total number of- recalls made (r= 45' 51gn1f1cant at».Ol)}The"?'

‘u.lf‘admlnlstrat1on t1me requlreu for thls test is approximatély;a'

10 m1nutes. dh ) ""ler'::F"nde'.f".f‘“



”"n-adulthood and des:gned to measure the manner 1n whlch

'77ﬁfmemory 1mages are conntructed when attendzng to chang;ng andc'\

2 o B

"“stable b1ts -of 1nformat10n (1evel1ng sharpenlng) The/LSH

'

L‘Ebls admznlstered 1nd1v1dually and reqUJres the-fch}‘d'

u*;hfattend héi serxes of 60 p1ctures of a house dlsplayedtxnw"'

,‘,

1

_;ﬂ,ﬂsuccess1on for 5 seconds each and report when he/she not1ces

a dsometh1ng n~ the plcture that looks*d1fferent The subject

':”"ﬁrs 1n1t1aIly tralned -on'fa; sample- task 1nVOIV1ng {xf“'

r

;‘rfsucce551ve p1ctures of a Chr1stmas tree. When the ch1ld

Z*fﬂdemonstrates that he understands the task‘req

“ : : ~_,'
u1rements,j,the?;;

'ngtes; trxal contaxnlng 60 plctures 1s then admxnlstered Each'*

"fchange reported by the chlld LS subsequently recorded by the

‘exam1ner 'at the card number when flrst obsétved These are di

3::later ta111ed terms fbfj number ‘of correct ; changes’

b';observed he vnumber of 1ncorrect changes reported and 1n
‘termsnof_a ratlo in’ wh1ch the number of opportunltles avall- *;
ifable to make a correct observatlon 1s taken 1nto account asf.

L3

follows.f -
'f‘dFor each change detected or not detected

"TNumber of gpportun1t1es to percerve each change
0 R’

19(tota1 number of changes 1n dlsplay)

The _tot?'a_ fa"dmi"ni.Str;ivt'ion .“amte;i_'s 15 minut‘e'sii':“f"



correlatlons between 1t and the Benton Y1sual

terna;e fetm

. QUlvalend%'rahge N Th1s concerns ;he ma““Ef 1h1}5

‘ercont:ol measures, 1s to be admlnlstered 1nd1v1dually The'*f

:f@f’exam1ner places 46 objects arranged in‘a predeterm1ned array777

before the chxld and asks h1m to put together the ones wh1chyj;

hf:ﬁ_h thxnkb &Pelonq together.‘After the subject has completedfsf

e thls task (no spec1f1ed t1me 11m1t) he is then' qu1r1ed

: to the ratlonale behlnd the 9r°Up1ng5. e ‘vv,n ”: ) e

ffif' ' "Tell e how do these thxngs belOng together?n.haltffff
Each g:oup that 1s constructed 3plus the_concept‘vezballzed_\t
1s then %&ored accord1hg to a ‘spec1f1§ scorlng c;lter1a,_hA

. °'* K
typlcal group1ngs, mzscellaneous grouplngs and &typlcal

A4

groupxngs.-Wh11e the 1atter 3 are counted 1n terms of he;"

- ‘

numberf;ff such grouplngs only, the typ1cal groups are also
:*” a551gned jé q%umencal value-i deprctxng leVel ff;_



"dxcat1ng a correct rcrass 0.{f5

? yp1cal groups was also calculated

~--u-.\

Results f factor analytzc studxes 1deqt;fy43¢hree f

(label llnkedf to 'them) and',the number of groupsa andh

@xplanatxon‘ *gi&eﬁ: that revealq.' unreallst1c,. atyp;ca1@£7

conceptua11zations. The ildentlfzcatlon :th these = threeﬂg

lk separate factors lend support ftol,thg' va11dity of h,ﬁic
n;’construct.r Test retest 'rellablxlltygywhen thlS” test Qéé_ff
- admznlstered t° grade FY students and agaln in grade 5 found:?u

| a 51gn1f1cant correlatlon of the developmental score on. thlsfhf

1nstrument (r- 40 p= 05)

L

C Procedure: ﬁdff_fAd'.‘#i_grihfzf_if;?tjd?;»'“
| All testzng took place w1th1n a. tuo month tlne"sbéﬂdand:)r
was conducted inwfthe: students f‘respect1ve schools. :Thej~'

Learn1ng Style Inventory (L S I ) was admznlstered to the“fﬁ

1earn1n@ dxsabled sample separately from : the average‘eﬁ

achzevers of each vschool All sub)ects wereﬂlnformed thatf;s

thls measure was only concerned w1th how theyhﬁthought they'if

,l learned best and that there were no r1ght or wrong answers.."§



. ! A..,l_ L . . : {‘r e 5 i Y .
'ffl Each 1tem was read out~loud by the exam1ner to all groups of

'Qﬁﬁd' to read1ng daffxculty. Thzs 1s con51dered an,ecceptable

subjects 1n an attempt to e11m1nate any confoundlng effect”?77

flff alternat1ve prooedure accordlng to_ Dunn (1981) Pollow1ng

“'fl'Yes or'"NO" for each ,1tem'h’

-

each statement,‘ students were requzred f*o c1rcle either

,These responses were later

,g transcrzbed on. to' computer forms and sent to=the_test¢._

L manufaCturer for scorxng

: *l Chlldren ‘s Learnzng Styles (S C:L

L wg¢;gﬁ;;“ - e B
;A thls tlme,g teachers were glven the Study oﬁj:f

@S ) forms to complete f

{ each of the1r students part1c1pat1ng 1n the study "Tgéé”f’ff‘

All four cogn;tlve control measures - were ngen*é
X A

1nd1v1dually tor students 'one_ single sess;on lastlng

- o

"ﬁi:_approxxmately 40 mlnutee for each Thls testzng Look place

;leverY studentvas follows.-ff‘“f"
ﬁ*lﬁl) Scattered Scann1ng Test.“
v”~e2) Fru1t D1stractxon Test _

I 73). Level1ng Sharpemng House Tes&\
';:4) Obg.ect Sort Test #2

-3n,¢recommendedwby;Santostefano (1978)
'llfrequlrlnq sk1lls purported to *be' attaxned
‘:developmental scale and progresslng to hlgher_

'*iiacqu1red later. Because these tasks are pufp°rt°dflh

T4 .

11};1n qu;et room in each school.:The subJect was seated 1n

front of a’ table dlrectly across from the examlner.; All of

these measures were‘ adminlstered 1n the same sequence for

Th1s 'sequence was followed for all SUb]ECtS as 1t had been

begxnn1ng w4th those

..;.

1'_e'_<;

-



%*hatural

ozder, elther‘”andom1zat on or vary1ng the order1ngﬂ

5gcons1dered appropr1ate -

'5‘[
Off each spbject aégordxng to..

‘ 5_(See Ferguson 1981)13 Spec1f1c ;1nstructlons fv Lhese.-
i : B L

'*fﬂlnstruments were repeate“

‘}"['those fdeveloped by Santostefano (1978) (See Append1x 1 for};

, '_Spec1f1c d1rect1ons)
BT l. '.',. "f » :A EE

; s . e
S K PR ~ 5
~ < X . 3
(O O =



V RESULTS

The purpose of thls study was to‘see'ilt]fthe learnlng

'ﬂfdlsabled sample dlffered from average achlevers w1th respect

'?:to th Varlous aspects of learn1ng style G_exam1ned

K3

f;Spec1f1cally,f 1ts 1ntent was to see 1£ L D s demonstrated

: : K. '1,":".
-,;learnzng styles that were at a more 1mmature‘level than .the;* L

’JEnon-L D s.'ff'.V

‘flw1th repeated measure“"'

jfﬁFeé&uson(tQBl) DUe to the'

'fto the same sample‘gf

A total of 51x 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruments were admlnlstered

P

subjects;>who comprlsed these two

~groups. Thus, th1s s;‘dy constltutes a 2 factor exp@?zment

;;dﬁ;dbné' factor descrlbed by

‘

_r
,~--..1 e

"feach SUb]‘Zt Of these, 16 wereA related “to ”tﬁ;ﬁ cogn1t1ve

1

A

‘.;..:

'ﬁof the, 1nstruments,,waé o

"f:total of 41 dep nden <meas%res were used for analysxs for ;:j"

't“{fcontrol assessments,~‘w1th the Scattered Scannlng Test 1n~ 57

'f;cludlng 3 Although 3 more scores had been collected whlch

s

'7related to tr1a1#1 thls test, only those equ1valent 3

2, ‘.‘_

m;tdeflded as 1t became apparent from the 8cores of both grodps

L .

-

-on tr1al#1 that 1t had beenv too :eas1ly completed thus,

)

fperta1n1ng to tr1a1#2 were usednln the analy51s.¢ Th1s [QaS*"

° -

”li,both groups hav1ng reached afcellxng Therefore, only-scoreSAfr"

"73pe5§a1n1ng to the more challpngzng second tr1al ‘were‘ used.;;}ﬁi

e Y

Ei

h:Leve11ng Sharpenlng HouSe Test contaln1ng ‘4, and the Ob}QCt

'*.T;SQrt Test 1nclud1ng*thE‘rema1n1ng 3 var1ables. ‘The 1Learp¢ng

ffStyle' Inventory 1nvolved a total of 22 measures and’ these

. "

®.. S ‘7‘

"gThejt other 'cognrt1ve control~ tests 1ncluded thgr;Fruit?f]f

'ynlstractlon Test wh1ch. 1nc1uded __Gf: measures'f':_theﬂﬁyb

o



_12f3 variables,

(

Jf?measures were grduped see Tables 3 14

nghe m0re r1beral t-test was not used exclu51vely as’ flt7'”

el I

;were dlvaded 1nto 5 categor1es wlth a mean of 4 4 1nd1v1dualld;1
;var1ables per group..The Study of Chlldren s Learnxng Styles%}?ﬁr
’ ngcale was the least complex 1nstrument used 1nvolv1ng only:;ﬂf;
qud%‘tno further categor1zatlon vas necessary._ffﬁw

-j_gFor ai speclflc breakdown f the manner 'ihﬁ wh;ch thesef_*
v . /, 3 ._ : N

:fgd”h thlS de51gn d1d 1nvolve 'repeated measurea/ }ajdd-”
‘;vHotell1ng T stat1st1cal procedure was used Th1s was select—v7:'
iuhed as recommended by Keppel (1973) in ‘order to compensatef_ﬁp

fff the p0551b11t1y of unegual var1ance betwéen measures.;,iﬁ

'¥fassumes this equ1va1ence."1nf essence,. the' Ho?8T11ng Th;'i

P
. procedure adjusts th cr1t1cal value fofeﬂ_t,g F ratlop:-:“

'fﬁfaccord1ngly a Amore conservatlve dlrectlon tak1ng the

”fh‘j1ndlv1dual varlances 1nto account, to reduce the p0551b111tyf”:ﬁ7

4dof maklng ay

'ﬁj,Hotelllgg.'

T"_’_i_n_‘ a. conceptual manner as was prev1ously descrabed for thxs g

Type I error.. 51m1lar “to the MANOVA h ;;:”

)’ c
. ealculatxon requzres that varLables be grouped=i*':

Wjistudy An F- ratlo and probablllty of slgnlflcance value are .

_cgmputed \f°r eaq@-group Ofgyarlables collectlvely, as wellgff

(] S .

"“.ias for eacH’1nd1v1dual var1able 1nclf;ed 1n that group1ng;e_::

'ffAs th1s stat1st1cal program allows for a max1mum of 23 varl-_'

’ables to be analyzed 1n such a fash1on 51multane0usly, ;Tt*fu

- N

;uas poss1ble_ to group the varxables in{ larger overall -

- plgroups,gaS'well as»smaller icategorles._ ThlS larger ~scale o

°

‘”'group1ng made it poss1ble to compare the relat1ve ab1l1by of\°

_}the 3 d1fferent learnxng style ,areas,_ cogn1t1ve controls;;

D : -



e

ViRt

o -‘éﬁaﬁféfth S' to dastxnguxsh.:
f;dlsablj! ahd average achxevers Thxs” VaS_ done' and he g;ﬁ*;
. F ratxos | and orrespondxng evels of sxgnifxcance f;aff-e’{

*v;ijreported in 'rable 2 below B

' CFable2
. Hotelllng 'r2 on All Large Groupmgs

IR 1) CognmveContrgl RN W T T
oo} . Measures T -, o322 ) 001
' (16Vanables) [ S FRRTEr AP
lwiernory 10 881 e EF e ) e
(22Vanables) B U ETTY LA PR URRT N

3) StudyofChlldrens e A e
"~ Leamning Style - JL v 539 02 o
(3Vanables) S L : SRR




"'_flarge scale
S 'I'1nd1rv1dually, ﬂvhen grou"f'
"'wf"Inattentxveness and "Av01dance were both found to

"ﬂﬂaspectxvely as reported 1n Table 16.11_';,q;'~'

'fﬁ_,that;speelf}c;cluster.‘,_f.?ﬁ

'*:Ts1gn1f1eance level of the measures abllaty to d$scr1m1naterffip

,\v .

'lf:fbetween' subject groups, both the battery of cogn1t1ve con-zfﬁt

: ﬂff.trol tests taken together and the SCLS scale are able to dofﬁ"“

5dfso'."1th a latge degree of confldence ih

'sfdspectlvely) .05 15 cons1dered the m1n1'um' level ﬁ?fdﬁ
"'felgnlfacance requ1red IthESETLél cannot be cons1derednf*f

u'w["suff1c1ent to dlscr1m1nate between :theSe two populat1ons.f-;f

“”ﬁdNone of" the F rat1os of the 1nd1v1dual varlables 1ncluded 1n;;i;

s

hoo1.and p- 002 re—]ffg

“f7the cognltlve control measures‘- hen ﬁﬁhe?'51xteen 7were§’{f&
jaéhen. the.

"rg

fvgrouped together‘ 1p th1s manner approached sxgnlflcance.efoi

Slmxlarly, no 1ndiv1dual LSI elements when grouped .on th154jfe

#

'5}.1groups. In terms of the SCLS sca}e, houever 2.of tH“3 var-“5d7

5?,,1ables were‘ found to be szgnlflcant‘group d1scr1m¢natorsv;r{

in, thls ;WaY- fThe var1ab1es fff;‘

‘4

could 51gn1{1cantly d1fﬁerent1ate betweenﬁffh_

v%ffnlflcant from thas»anaL351s at. “the 005 and - oos le'el "fft"

Thls same Hotellzng T procedure was performed

(ﬁsmaller grouplngs that made up the separat9 suQECales,pf allf”t’;

;‘_the learn1ng /cogn1t1ve style measures used Thus,' 1t

| 'Tiposs;ble to see the magnltude of sample group d1fferences on;fdﬁ.

LY

2rieach cluster,dof var1ables together,._and the 1nd1v1dua1%jifﬁ

N ; : ) ‘.'v,

'?dzscr1m1nat1ng power 'off’each vaflable when grouped w1th1nJ




conducted on varlables' related to the hypotheses ma@e:5d

In add1t1on to thzs procedure, 1nd1V1dual t tests weée;{;pf?

Although 1t IS acknowledged that the results of many t testsi?f’h

S

"w111 f1nd 51gn1f1cant results as a functlon of the mere num-1ff~“

ber conducted these are thought to hold meanzng when 1nter- o

<

'l pleted l1ght of the hypotheses or1g1nally proposed I&nfﬁﬁ ;'

order that thls report1ng of reSults proceeds 1n log1ca1‘f4]

"Efashpon,_ the Hotelllng T flndlngs are reported f1rst for affvhk

pf :érouplng; followed by the relevant t- test results for varla—ﬁ“*"

bles wh1ch relate dlrectly to hypotheses made. The results7'ff

of these apalyses are reported 1n Tables 3 to 16
‘~§

¢ . 2 '3 e )
- A T
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i:ffassoc1ated w1th
”-f;ftogether were fou

nflearnlng d1sabled

T

'Uv-.ach1evers., However

ailHotelllng procedure ik

',nlf1cant d1fferences. Boﬁh the number 'of, correct targets:;°~

”h,;‘marked ; and the R3t10#1 value 1n§1catave of the breadth of

"been formulated w1th respect to these SST measures,_the les'

S
e T ?

.';‘

's1gn1f1cantly d1scr1m1nate between

4 IS

’fn1f1cant alone at the* 027 level Ne1ther of the Ratao’valuef".

’HOtElllng T bUt the means reveal that the L D s NGIEqun all  j5fr

K3
P!

LR SRR

"~fjsuff1ctent d15cr1m1 at1ng power on the1r owfn~when thé;;_

).

“;“;str1ngent ‘1nd1v1dua; t tests were also ,calculated- Thesef‘ ‘

' . i

.rhanalyses revealeé that 2 out of the 3 var1ables showed sxg-

',>.scann1ng when motor speed was partxaled out wéte .51gn1f1-_'

»

;d»cant at the .001 and 02 level respecb1vely on a one %alledt'"
t test Wlth the SST cluster prov1ng to be s1gn1f1cant,_'thev
“eegf1rst hypothe51s statlng_that L.p. s would mark fewer targets‘f
'\kaahd demonstrate more narrow,‘§a§;1ve scann1ng behav1our »wags:'
,;generally conflrmed The one score (Ratlo#zl 1nd1cat1nq‘thef;f“

"5fdxstance 'scanned when . motor uvspeed-g is. taken .into -

= &

Related to cogn1t1ve oontrols, rifhe.; 3 measured'

':~Scattered Scannzng‘“Test when taken

_d average~ach1evers at the 024 Ievel..'

these Rat1o values ,_dol_Vnot_t havef'

used Because speC1f1c hypotheseS*had:ﬂ'fg

fff}W1th1n the 1nd1v1dual measures,»the total number of cortectf?fuf"~
Ytarget f1gures marked was found to contrxbute most to th1s:7*“‘“'

'f"-abattery s dlscr;m1nat1ng ab111ty, as 1t was found to be s1g-:}-:"'ﬁ

.ndlfferences were found to be slgnlflcant accordmg v“fthéf" L

43 1nstances, funct1on1ng at a more.&@mature level ;oin tbrms.tjzu

'?ﬁofh]:the "focal \attent1on prlnc1ple thanLl he" averagel}hlﬂfif



Vévf5con51d55§t1on,; d1d not swpport. theiﬁ

'f;”ind1v1dual baszs However, an exam1nax1on of the mean va1uesii7‘7**

,Yppthe51s r15535'3ﬂgﬁ'3ff>

O }ﬂ1nd:cated that thzs varzable contrlbuted to he; SST sff S

'7;?d1scr1m1natang bower as“a cluster.

S el

$1m11ar\t he SST flnd1ngs, the 6 varlables assoc1ated

3

'fj{wlth the Fru1t D1stractxon Test, as a groupﬂ were also found'

h

‘1fto d15t1ngu1sh between the L D S’ and non L D s at th'f,;bu3
iuf}evel. When grouped togé%her 1n thls fash1on, nbne of the 6"

hvarlables, on the;r own, were capable of dlstlngulshlng be—r
"f‘;tween L D‘f and Average achlevers. As w1th the SST factors,f
}; Lnd1v1dual means 1nd1cate 'that the-» learnxng dlsabledf

”f attalned scores the more\1mmature end of the cont1nuum~

N

' _wlth respect to the "fxeld art1culat1on pr1nc1p1e. However,

7*.jind1vxdually, w1th the Hote111ng T v“bu only when taken

"tHbse -were .not found .t be 51gn1f1cant d1scr1m1natorsi

B fftogether’;'s aa_ group Subseguent t test analyses howvever -

'“fi'revealed that 3 of the 6 varlables were: 51gn1ﬁ1cant at ;themff'

L

""‘m B
05 _level ' was the f1nd1ng w1th ,th SST the 2nd

'°rhypothesxs statlng that L D.s. would be more dlstacted byf

v

f;interferlng ;aﬁ 'fﬁconflzctlng 1nformatlon 'wl generally' o

;af rsupported,”' he' 1nd1v1dual measures whxch d1d ‘not' show‘

ﬂ P ‘
-;-s?gn1f4cance weﬁ" those 1nvolv1ng read1ng t1me dszerences.f«'

e

compared to thelr ’own basellne; performance, :gand-*fthe‘s“'r

dszerence; between the number of errors made on the 3rd and;7’h

A

the 2nd(base11ne) card However, visual 1nspectlon 1nd1cated;15 o

@régerence 'slfingfthe: approprlate d1rect1on thus]id

’MSADttlb“tlng SomeWhat to the " FDT' overall d15cr1m1nat1ngfj5':



“-,'1n thls 1nstance.,ff' '

The ‘Levelxng Sharpen1ng House Test was composed of Gf;:

:?':;varxables.b Results 1 show that hefi group conszderedj}q

/ 8-

}if;collectlvely does not-'51gn1f1cantly dlscrrm1nate betweenfﬁf
e qubject samples, nor dB any of the 'other var1ab1es on anpf;

h;lnd1v1dua1 ba51s w1th1n .thls group.vAddttlonally,,none ofﬁyf

Hgmthe t test results 1nd1cated

]
x

:a_.d1mens1on. In~*terms of the th1rd hypothesls wh1ch proposed_h,
'_that L D s. would emonstrate a more global und1fferent1atedf{r“
':;‘fmanner of constructzng memory 1mages,,these data do. not sup—ffﬁ

>'~port 1t thus cau51ng the acceptance of the null hypothesiswf

N S .
. o - ."'

The 3 Nar1§bles assoc1ated WIth N Object Sortf~Test;

when‘ taken together as a group were fou

dlscr1m1nate_,between 3th learnlng dlsabled and averagelpv

| ) ‘ . v

o achlevers. -Onf an 1nd1v1dual ba51s w1th1n thlS cluster, the *-

'f”méagu}é- to s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent1ate the subject groups'flf
S\ with the- L D.s. composmg mgnzflcantly more atyplcal gfoups‘f?.‘ i

L]

- than*-'he- avera e vers.f 51m11arl , results £rom thet*
e & g/xﬁe | ly, |

5t tests show th1s to be the only factor wh1ch was capable of

'¥7u“,d1stlpgulsh1ng between groups. on an 1nd1v1dual bas1s. In

S A
o -construct1ng fewer typgcal groups labelled in less abstract:

‘jant d1fferences on th1sfe

'to sugnxflcantlylhi

’number”of atyp1ca1 groups formed was found to be the vonly"“

dﬁ;-terms of" the 4th hypothes1s pred1ct1ng that L D s would_‘d o

“”‘5categor12e '1nformat10n_”fn_ more concrete fash1on, ‘bypv

1ffterms 'and more atyplcal groups only part1a1 support was-{'a

'ffound ThlS support concerned the number of atyp1cal groups:.'

_‘ W
e



1nd1v1dual variahle_’

‘ O

S v

dlfferences 1n preferences ’between these groups.h‘il,_'n

there ?‘were . hypotheses made regardIngif‘spec1f1cﬁ,'

relatronsh1ps between the samples and the LSI elements, lﬁéii'
t tests -were conducted on -any of these factors W1th-noz??
d1fferences be1ng found between these groups,l however, ”théfﬁe
Sth hypothe51s propos1ng that the L Ds uould ldentlfyffiafii
,j dlfferent learn1ng style preferences than the‘ non L D s is_niﬂt__

lFm not supported i R _ SO
. Overall, the Study of Children s Learnlng Style scalef5‘1 o

\

’fgf;ﬁ found to be the most pOWerful dlscr1m1nat1ng 1nstrument3];if!j
S ol SN

to. d1st1ngu1sh between the 1eaﬁn1ng d1sabled and the averagef“'r

~

flhfachzevers., The three Varlables as a group found 51gn1ﬁ1canth:;f175
‘:jt‘dszerences between tWése groups at the 4002 level ;lanan; ;
1nd1v1dual ba51s, within this cluster, Hotefglng T analyses;ffid;

i revealeg that the 17Zttent1veness vand - avoidance factorhffr,//

't;;, were s1gn1f1cant ‘h? the1r own. thle\the th1rd varlable,ff'/
} overly 1ndependent"f was not consxdered szgn1f1cant w1th1n~h».7
, R th1s group1ng, results from the t- tests :nd1cate that it wasfltxﬁg
‘a S1gn1£1cant dlscr1m1nator betueen these subject samples on,
”'f;}an 1nde1dua1 baszs.. Thus complete support was found for

:the 6th hypothesxs _shlch predlcted that L D s would be hi‘f

. : N-‘- et -".Sﬂv .



founa to be

“f*part1al

support

the'most,




7fffﬂpe }ormance f learnlng d1sab1ed and averaﬂe ach1ev1n9;f’-'u"

J?headzng

?V;EleodeVelopmental framework it was prOposed that L D.s wOuld e

if;rthe non-n D 5. Overall part1a1 support f thlS general

?lifﬁhypotheszsr ,aah

thffcognltive Contagls, Learn1ng Style Iventory, and the Studyhhfl;fi
'?gprof Ch1ldren s Learnxng Style Scale, both the cogn1t1ve con-fglfgﬁf
ﬂkzﬁ;trol measures,, and .el SCLS were found to s1gn1ficantlyml S
;°r3;d1fferent1ate between L D s and average ach1evers in the dl-l;;j_]*

“'V3rect1on hypothes1zed by the theory whzle the ST d1d notri'ﬂx‘

'?lstudents (of equalrage) on several measures subsumed _un pr

lij"learnxng styles"Ef Stemm1ng from féfpf”l”"

A ‘:dva more 1mmature¢1earn1ng/cogn1t1yd¢style than 571

,found.l When ‘examxned terms Qfodthél’ﬁf

‘.

’*ffddlscr1m1nat1ng ablilty fof the_ three complete batter1es-;v_ﬁf»5

3£Thef results pertaanlng to the spec1f;g measures ’are7'

”'1»,dascussed ’1n thls chapter as they relate to the theoretzcal'

V;'_perspect1ve suggested and pastgfeievapt research with the ffffﬂj

ﬁﬁ,f learn:ng dlsabled.~;3_4;l.rf*t

-n' e

ntuc°9n1t1ve Controls°"

‘_h faCt that the entxre battery composed of 16 var1afif
'”7b1es taken E together,; appears to have 1mpre551ve{;:3fff

:‘{disqr‘m1“‘t1"9; pover. in dlSt1n9u18h1ng between’ the !d_o'ff_'ii




» 'measures from .;.he_"

"Tﬁ;519n1f1cant. 1t suggésts that'all :

!'r \

“*[fPaf 1a11Y $19n1fzé$nce"ﬂ; . of ahe batt rY as aﬂ:'" |

"‘“‘f,_.,f."?'hole. 'I’hls means that no smgle element can be C°“51d°"ed?-¥v N

| v?t;ncxple

mg%&uted
,',_@l‘tlculatlon gmension *: ‘




tests- s ;support1ng the proposed theory 'jf,v5,3A5r;_;f;pjr;

~

In‘ﬁlzght of th1s | framework ‘ the L. D st glowerj:“

perfo\hance can be 1nterpreted 1n two ways. E1ther a, delay;ff

B e
fex1sts 1n terms of cogn1t1Ve con¢rol development«' L D. s'%? R

"'gress to more 1mmature control patterns 1n such test1ng;
context Tﬁe assumpt1on thh thlS latter 1nterpretat1on 1s j;f

.that‘ﬁhlgher leve; controls 'on these d1men51ons are notrg;.7<'

_xi&;f“ | o |
hlslst dy S. flnd;ng that learn1ng d1sab1ed studentS':l“r{'

\'anﬁf attentlonal tasks compared to average

pasta research“"'”‘

;_.;,;}_ :

» -

”thev envxronmental



| hat ;s, a mature ‘level of cdﬁ:ééi (1nvolv1ngfﬁ}f

'fattent1ong may be ut111zed | gi&en that 1t 1s-w1th1n thef}?;j;

”ijrepertrozre of the learner, the.-task demands 'fe]ff;f

S perce1ved as« be1ng condﬂtave to !
o /1 S

' use.iThe 1mportance o£75-

'.ffcdhtext and the studeﬂt 8 pbrceptloh a! 1t have also been:ff}af

T{; stcussed by aenklns (1979) Such an 1nterpretatzoe 1s the{

R oA

2. f

: e, B . a'

- ' for 1nterventxony»technaq0es whxch advocate the?;_iyt
.farrangement of thé 86ucatronal environment to foster fhe useaih~?z
°f highe‘ 1evel thmkmg proolsses on behalf of the‘learneF S
. f; ’ The cogn1t1ve control wh1ch is purported ;o be nextﬂfufi

i'along the—maturatlonal h1erarchy, and thus, requ1r1ng mofi‘

'ygudlff rentlated 5? cogn1t1ve processes ffto o omplete t,.f.f

. a equately, v{ish K the 0 Leve11ng Sharpen1ng pr1n51pleflfhi
biU(Santostefano} 1978). _"hei;,fabt- that s1gh1f1cantf*
"*:fdifferenoes c th1s dlmen51on :1as'f measured ;fhy!i,thg:]f;~

“,Level1ng Sharpen1ng HOUSe Test ’were d1scovered between the_}ffﬁ

*tlearnlng dlsabled and average achlevers suggests that th1seo-~7

"these two subject groups at approx1mately the-8 year levgl

.1nstrument alone lacks the d1scr1m1nat1ng powerrto separate"' 3

'f,As; noted prevxously,' however, the means 1nd1cate that the

. \ : .
L >L D.s’ d1d cons1stent1y perform gt a more 1mmature level on L

. J B
'_e_all the. assoc1ated measures ' but“ that the w1th1n group
~;var1ance was large enough to prevent sxgn1f1cant dlfferencesv”

’\.'

.o

across d1fferent ages or between "suspect”. and "typlcal"i
S S T L

4 N

from. belng reached 51m113f flnd}ﬂgs have . been reported byij:ﬁ;
'Tsa"t°5tefa"° (1978), although his tesearch wlth the. LSHT d1d*o!,'

g7not cons1stently‘ fznd rion- s1gn1f1cant d1fferences° exther{]ﬂﬁ.



?i least one explanatxon seems plau51ble. IE 1s p0531ble thatwff.ﬁ

\ S
7Q study(
5fjnyet, developed adequate cognltlve

i 1eve1 tasks. In other words, at thxs pox_f

f;'development hh 8 9 year olds,_ 1gn1f1cant dlfferentes be-¥hf”

oret1ca1 framework belng PrOPOSed‘f"‘“‘

[

W1th1n the b1odevelopmental parad1gm, nevqrtheless,'atﬁnd?}

’» the restrzct1on 1n the age of the subjects 1nc1uded ibr thlsﬁiiﬁx

. hethe vast major1ty\be1ng B 9 yrs )may have bee“f?:‘ﬁ

‘@

e responsxble ?i that the average ach1evers may not have aSﬂfg}“

"v;th 5‘cogn1t1vegf*3ﬁ

tween L D s and non-iﬁDs do not ex:st because those learnln .

’

- dxffacultxes have, for the tlme be1ng, reached approx1matel:ﬁﬁh 3

1"'_,the same level of cogn1t1ve funct10n1ng 1n the1r 1ntegrataonfhfa

.A_A

.;.} °f :ﬁeméry images ‘w1th approx1mately the same‘ 1eve1 offﬁ?ﬁf

e

j-fcontext progre551on appears &H
d"f”fﬁi’ The flndzng that thef

"prxnc1!le E assessed h that«~“

d1£ferent1atxon Th1s mterpretatQOn ﬁinds at least, part1al;.'

7isupport ﬂ}nﬂ the fact that Santostefan& (1978) reported;n_f;

’f;flnd1ng that development through these cogn1t1ve dlmensionsfif”

)

,wasg,fnot;h always steady and 11near,. but that sllghtj'ht'

"regress»ons was sometxmes observed Yet 1n:7' 1ong1tud1nal.w”

- o : :_L‘ . ” S
'cons1stent -‘“*'7w;f

cogn1t1ve f cbntrol%,-i

5lence :range "‘diddf >

i_fd1scr1m1nate s1gn1f1cant1y between the two samples does lnot};ff

”3‘fhnecessarxly refute the explanat1o ‘statéd above. In fact tf;ffﬁ

"ffgmay be somewhat Bece1v1ng unless ne’ examines the 1nd1v1dualfdf=x

N Lo L e
BT LRSI :




-If{f?typ1calf;f

B atypxcal

'wscores coliectfi;{xf“

bhdl;groups formed was found to:'suff1c1ent1y d13t1ngu1sh thei&ﬁf

;5ffvthe- dthrlmznatxng power of tﬁb cluster taken together._The;f*

7fd{ifact that the learnrng[f

s ffcertaln objects together.,

L

"T;samples on an 1nd1v1dual bas1s.gf

' ,2¥¥delay on the equxvalence range pil c1&1¥ that.may account \

f th1s could*mclude a. less ad uate_shoft term memorm,» T

‘“ﬁﬂffor example. ‘This 1mp11es that the learnxng d1sabled chzldfﬁf

"'f;may have forgotten hxs/her or1g1na1 reason for puttxng aiunv

7;}igroup of objects together and so therefore, 1nvented ;;jx.

'T?i;reason when asked Th1s 15 plau51b1e when one cons1ders that}i;

N'*:_no vérbal reason as to why groups were formed was requestedﬁgi

ffiunt11 after all had been arranged Another p0531b1ejff

"‘jfcontr1but1ng factor, partlcularly 1n 'v1ew ;;6‘ , earU{erﬂ_w

v - L
"ﬁf1nd1ngs d1scussed “1s that learnzng dzsabled students mayg:f

'°:‘;be more d15tract1ble,~ thus, once _agaln demonstrat1ng a?{#

°7ﬂdef1c1

;“,?attendxng

.

’]‘attentxonal _abuatxes.. 'rherefore. rather thnnvj._f_“;vi
‘Ep the appropr1ate task demands and recallxng whatla[
L ' ‘ i

object 51m11ar1t1e5«_ caused them to place '., things;ff

together, the L D chzld may have become dxstracted by thef}f




'wObJQQtS themseives,i and consequently made up a.

j}h:s 1s consxdered

that such

:?i;f;nvol"‘"q some “oF all\Bf those obJects.h

'%fpossible,n

U o) Y e
_‘.partzcularly 1n ‘ v1eu B of _ t'._v fac
uﬁ'g'narrat1ves charactermzed the vast dmajor1ty.od‘ atyp1ca1"\ fﬁ

[

scores. Hjiﬁ‘f

29{'h fact that llttle, 1£ any d1 .erences were observed

. ¥ - 't

?}5“a- the mean typ1cal score (the level fﬁgﬂahstractioj
verbal1zed) ;5 rn e number of ’such groups‘formed 1s}ﬁ§%

conalstent wzth the lack of sagn;flcant dszerence observedfﬂf?

" Sty

the .LSHT leqp the rest1cted ages of the sub]ects¥@77
1?~olved the fxnding that few s1gn1f1cant d1£ferences were;ﬁjf
present to d1st1ngulsh the two samples 1n terms of both of;r;:

~;5( h hxgher level c09n1t1ve control PtlﬂClpleS E appearsff ‘

,\'

e c°"515t°“t. "lth the 1"tefpretatlon stated prev1ously. Thatu*?7
__Nv o
e 15, the average ach1evers may& 51mp1y have not developedv:_w

'c;_ suff1c1ent1y ;}j_f-monstrate funct1on1ng that isf much_

super1or to that of the”'" gilng d1sab1ed on these- tasksfﬁq3;

Thus, perhaps, year-olds 1n general have not reached aft;h

\J |

A
leVel of abstract1on necessary to complete the tasks w1thrj§“

.’Q -

anythxng b t lower, @moref global ' cogn1t1ve contro},?ff:

mechanxsms. jff,fff}@{[,* _5»{ ' *':f"‘:.tiu;ffl“fi_ff'{»..
| 5upport for thls 11ne of reason1ng can be found wath a;f-e
closer examxnat1on of Santostefano s data (1978) wh;chﬁrnd1-g]f

“ﬂ cates that ch1ldren younger than 10 11 yearsidemonstratedtfﬁf

less\gsxgnzfxcant differences between suspects 393;""

| NF?‘typtcals" on these last two b1polar d1mens10ns in the hxer-{ﬁfi

f) ‘archy than the fxrst two. Thzs 1s also conszstent Wlth theﬂi

e T R ;;v- X



fiﬁolder than 11 years, 1t is' dlff1cudt to make con?fu51vesj'

| gﬂistatements in terms of thxs 1ntef§retatlon wlth]much degree?{f

el X ve,aﬁri
W-;of certa&nty’

L

'“Learnxng Style Inventory-' i

Results from thls 1nvest1gat10n ﬁqqnd the L S I..to b

el

year olds cons;dered to be learn1gg dlsabled an.,fthose who

Dy

;ﬂﬂj;areg' average : achrevers._ The fact that no szgn1f1cant

L

22 elements when analyzed together,,or any of the smaller

groupzngs 15 1n contnast to‘W11q's(1978) Lreported“‘f1ndings
L 4
alln\whlch several 51gn1f1cant dxfferences were founﬁ to e;1st

'tl;}gefween L ﬁ and non L D. subjects at the Junlor Hzgn level&l?f

Rea%ons for these confl1ct1ng results may stem from the;.f

"'d1fferent ages assessed in- the two studxes. tn v1ew' of 'the“

o ‘?
‘@“prevzous research reported by Dunn (1983) assertxng thgt

°f§cheldren 8'years old are capablebof 1dent1fylng the1rj °'“ o

“z- f least value ‘i terms gf flndﬁng dlfferences wlth Brii

dlfferences were found between subject samples on exther the B

PN

'r~';ledkn1ng style’ there are at least two explanat1ons avaxla-"

‘.fble to 1nterpret these present f1nd1ngs Assumxng that the
e e b
‘L S I. 1s -as. valx@ and rel1ab1e an 1nstrument'as profeased

~
1Y R S ‘ h

—
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g i».by Dunn(1981) th1s lacj of dlfference may be 1nterpreted ass

"f'1nd1cat1ng that 8 9 yea

-olds whether they have 1earn1ngﬂ}f

gfprob&ems not, tend to have "51m11ar learnxng style.ff

f:,preferences-, Inﬂ termsrzof aé idevelopmental perspeetlvevlff

‘ f-ch1ldren n thlS young .agef range may all man1fest less‘;l

5 hmature 1earn1ng styles as be1ng characterlstlc ”f the way"i
rt;_;that they learn- best. An ear11e£. study (Prlce, Dunn &v
ih;Sanders 1981) had found however, that good and’poor readers:
';;tf'th grade fﬁ; Ievel showed s1gn1f1cant learnlng stylef:”
;?Ef%?dxfferences and thus, lends sdme 11m1ted ev1dence ‘to refuteh:

fthzs 1nterpreﬂ6t10n.

o

Alternatlvely, thlS lack of dlfferencek may 1nd1cate?{n

p

”.fthat young 1earn1ng\deébled students are 51mply not capable -

ﬁ‘:yyof 1dent1fy1ng thelr own’ 1earn1ng style ~ln';a sel&-report{'

.-fimeasu;e.' Although Prlce'ﬁet. al (1981) found poor readers,fz

“51w1th1n a- regular clasg om apparently capable of thlS task

:h -L D; :subjects -1n thlS study were such that - they couldf‘

S

f,;not functlon 1n a regular classroom optlmally, and _were ‘in

SO\

\“spec1a1 "learnlng ‘centre - classrooms. The fact that these'ﬁo

:subjects represented dbre seyere learnlng problems may be,h

‘)

’h:assoclated w1th an’ 1nab11t1y to know how they learn best

v Th1s latter 1nterpreta;10n is- substantlated by research fmom‘fu

;'the meta-cggn1t1Ve area demonstratlng that L D s have lessl:g

%

'"fawareness 'fo the learnlng strateg1es | that . they

f (Torgesen, 1979 Swanson, 1983 Rose et ai., 1983)

In terms of the developmental framework proposed it 1sylf
7

posq;ble that th1s meta*strategy/style knowledge lS relatedf*f

. . o . <
,./_' |
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.1 to a more mature level of cognit1ve proce551ng; ths maj3,f

-ralso EE assoc1ated wlth the learn1ng dlsabled nottfgttendxng
:fadequatéry‘to thezr own styles and strategles._Therefore, 1t7

"f_appears that ‘L.D, S may be functlon1ng at a. level

":'lower ond-th developmental scale than that recommendedwbyf;
5::Dunn for completlng the L S I.. Per1n (1982) has reportedin;
'flsuccessfully extendlné the L.S I.v,for'jusé_ w1th younger;f?

echmldren w1th an adapted ver51on‘ent1t!*d the L. S I Prlmary;fff
vapefhaps, thei;us of thlS vers1on of the L S. I. may be of;,ﬁ

.greager value wlth young learnang dlsabled subjects,f but*ﬁﬁ

3 th1s rema1ns to- be demondfrated w1th %thi\\research.:__r N

7fd}The Study,of Chlldrens Learnlng Styles. -

of thef three' learnlng style areas examlned the SCLS'éf

l5h/ was found to hold _;'é most dlscrlmlnatlng ‘ power 'inf.'

fjdmfferentlatrng h 1 arnlng dlsabled from -the averageV
e . _ R
V.‘{achlevers.‘The fact that th1s was found w1th subjects who

;were 2*3 years older than those on wh1ch th1s 1nstrument had'-e

orlgmally been normed s "an 1mportan€“ flndlng f.or " t wo

'»Jereasons. Flrst of ~all; fan terms aof° the development :

- )

'theoret1cal framework L D S. may be v1ewed as. posse551ng
‘learnxng style (behav1oural learn1ng patterns? that has beendaf

g‘found to be typlcal of younger students exper1enc1ng leagn—

"1ng d1ff1cult1es., Thus, ;h '"developmental lag" theoty of!ri

&

;dlearn1ng dlsab111t1es is supported Secondly,',thrs £1nd1ngi”

n

’5'o£fers some basls for th! extéh51on of th1s ch%ckllst ford

" use’ wlth sllghtly older subjects. o



- The fact that the learnlnésdlsab1ed were found to be<ﬁh

Iess attentxve’ as*ﬁobserved by the. classroom teacher g
con31stent w1th prev1ous 'research (nyan~u§ Wheeler 1972.,

Bryan 1974) = 51m11ar ;to: the "«ed results on laboratorylhgt

tasks of attentlon, however, thife have also been a l1m1ted’"

3-f number of studles wh1ch report no attentlon dlfferences be-f5:

tween these groups 1n~the classroom (Gambrell 'etf_’ .,1981-[7

Samuels & Mlller 1985) F1nd1ng L D s in thls study to have;h

R thelr ,cores on the SST and :FDT)

.ftoﬂ those reported by Samuels .and Mlller (19

poorly developed attent1ona1 styles on both cogn1t1ve. taskspwh

' asse551ng attentlon‘.related dlmen'lqns -(as, 1ndlcated by

'and also fin terms _of<h
teacher observed behav1our,7 lends ] val1d1ty ﬁQ* bothﬂ_;

1nstruments..These flndzngs, however,_are 1nv§£rect contrast“"

were found to exh1b1t no d1f£erenet- in the1rl'attentlon'

'compared ‘to normals, on e1ther aﬁwﬁboratory v1g1lence taskh

~

or 1n terms of classroom behav1our. l1ght of ’th factl;:
'( that both Samuels & Mlller and thlS current study used 51m1-';

lar subject selectxon cr1ter1a and were careful to use _the::

¥l o
same sample for both the Iaboratory taSk and the classroom »

"

observat1on, 1t is d1ff1cu1t to ascertaln spec1f1c' reasonS}

‘< .

_»_jlfor;psuch dlscrepant £1nd1ngs.‘Th§'maJor dlfference 1é}thesejﬂ
'S

) tuo. studres appears _to_ _be’ ;the'f specif1c_~ ass

'sment4¥

;1nstruments ‘used j Thus," if it '”'7possible to makeh

compar1sons across d1fferent samples, it would seem that the'

1nstruments employed 1n each study are assessxng d1fferentf?

. characterlstrcs or perhaps, certaln task demauds 11herenth;"

) where. ﬁ Dis



Jntfl;l:f'lﬁillnfk_ptlh‘“p;-:i;hhhaidjaiip
‘?zt to the tests may cause the learn1ng d;sabled sub]ects‘fto“ro;
- perform at a h1gher 'maturat1ona1 level (cogn1t1ve andfai
e behav1oural).than other task demands.% Wh11e tonflxctxng?;dl
1_gv1dence such | sdf these f prevents,f.on from makInaﬂ‘A
generalzzatlons about the L D s attentkon .nf general the 4
'fjf:ev1dedte whlchﬂdogs exlst concernlng the cognxtlve contrOIS'"
.1:; asggssed 1n thls stmdy lS_;i; .agreement‘z S1m11ar ;] -thatfh.
d.fwifound by Santostefano (1978) us1ng \hxkisame laboratory ]li
t*itasks, d1fferences 1nd1cat1ve of developmental lag Eihl;
tterms of focal attention and fleld“artlculatlon were ev1dent
="1n learnlng dlsabled students compared to- average ach1ever53;&
khand th1s was further substant?ated by teacher observat1ona1,;“

. ‘ .

- e

'reports. o X',~:»

It 15 1mportant however;,for researchers in. the f1eld--eﬁ

—~l,

. _ v .
not to prematurely 1nterpret such reported attent1on delays T

4ﬁ as’ belng : hei cau\e, of learn1ng dlsab111t1es. Doehr1ng et.
1 al (1981) makes ‘this' p01nt 1n the follow1ng statement-fbhv///
e ;'"Th; .notlon vthat;vread1ng d1sab111ty in general 1s/¢f
causedr by" def1c1enc1es. .inj‘ V1sual attentlon,.
perceptlon, or memory has been abandoned "(p. )dg.i
'UT‘W1th thlS caut1on 1n m1nd Aconfllctzng results concernlng’u'
_]_rattentaon def1c1ts in the learnlng dzsabled are more eas11y_“
1nterpreted 1n v1ew of the spec1f1c task and env1ronmenta1?l
) demands percelved by the subject. Such an 1nterpretatton canlfV
: b 1ncorporated withln the blodevelopmental - framework'f.
proposed for thls~research '_h_; ) .f1i’hf;'f":?.~N

b

[E



~f;to exper;ence learnlng d1£f1cu1ty (McDermo:fr’

ei;ln terms of the1r observable behav1ours.

Furthermore,‘ythe} f1nd1ng that L D s also appear more.ff

f"Avo1dant" of learn1ng tasks and are observed to approachff7

them’ zxn more unconvent1onal ways (Overly Independent) wh1ch{;i

a - o ‘I‘V.'.

';'were s1m11ar to f1nd1ngs of younger ch11dren that were found"f?

’"1tman 1984Ydh

'adds further credence to the "developmentfl lag theory ‘off§¥

’fﬁflearn1ng d15ab111t1es or atpleast, the appearance of a. delayﬂ;f

-

- Ch S S : : : -
TLJYS VgIn summary, ﬁ.he 1nterpretatzons put forth 41n thxs‘t

©

- ’3_b10developmenta1 theoretlcal

'il-the preSent data, th1s parad1gm was found to.

'fthe fact that several of the’ hypotheses

f:tsubstant1ve to account ﬁforf such f1nd1ng'.

chapter have been based on the prop051t10ns contalned 1n the_;l

,ameworlx\fherefore, despzte-_f

\

e suffioxently'?

HOWever,' such '

'f1nterpretatlons are only postulated as_ belng poss1ble W1th1nff
'“{th1s framework and are dependent o future research to

‘,elther prove or d1sprove the:r explanatory power. A theory~,

-~

Awhld% has a scope so vast that 1t is non fa151f1ab1e ‘;s‘.of
'}{llttle value. Therefore, fitwf15ﬂ]1mperat1ve that future:_
d.research systematicaily test. the explanat1ons proposed here,f‘t
- as 1t 1s necessary for\research to elther refute or supportn

' those proposatlons outlxned before .itfgo- be v1ewed -as.?

'1fbear1ng any pract1ca1 s1gn1f1cance., g

re‘not conflrmed by; _



ffe‘pie-sents, an

‘7'dfthere are several areas in wh1ch future research 1s needed

F1rst of all ‘ terms of fth 11m1tat1ons of. th1sfff

‘-

}study,; future research addre s1ng 1th performance of |

P

f-students on these 1nstruments across several d1fferent agesfh

would be of value.' A major assumptlxn

 —

research concerned the 1nterpretat10n of
4:'

Y_lower periormance on the learnrng style 1nstruments as be1ng*‘*

' 1nd1cat1ve of a developmental delay in. styﬂ! or af 1east

: 1earn1ng stylegf7

J’}}flnstruments from a’ relaclvely novel theoret1cal perspect?ve,uﬁu

of th1s current*t'

rnlng d1sableds 1-:

ifthfﬁ appearance of such 1mmature styles. Whlle suf£1c1ent“_

T”iresearch exlsts to jUStlfY thlS assumptlon w1th1n the, area”;

ff_bf*‘cogn1t1ve &ontrgls, more r]bearch needs to be conducted;ff

‘hj.to confzrm the dliferences as a functlon of, age h other

ta.

b".adequately compare thef 1earn1ng d;sahleds‘ performance.hr:
’~Therefore, research deszgned to assess a wlde range of ages'

_fdon theseFmeasures must be conducted to. a5certa1n 7if L D. s"j

'ffof younger students The opt1mal research des1gn, g1ven that

“}1learn;ng styl&s njare' a1med ;at7 asse551ng 1nd1v1dual‘*7

¥

’Tf'dszerences, would be’ long1tud1nal In th1s, way,. the same

1nd1v1duals mlght be,assessed on a. var&ety of learnxng styler
Z.

: V;;measures across several Year5, and changes C°°1d b ‘4

7"attr1buted ’ w1th a _reasonable degree éhnf1dence to

. v

'fv learnlng style 1nstruments ‘so that.there 1s data on whlch toj

S do, in fact approach tasks wlth a style that resembles thatvlf

<
S
S



A:_ \. RS

development ' rather than 1nd1v1dual subject];ff

.h”ff“dszerencesq thle Santostefano (1978) reports results ofsf“

'vfﬁsuch studies wzth h1s battery of cogn;tzve controls, a’ lackfij

'7h_of research ex1sts Vlth chlldren heyond the age of 10 par-@:f

””ftzcularly ' with other learnlng _style_‘lnstruments berng.‘
.'ladmlnzstered as well ';;;ﬂf'f;fé;gff,jf L S

the 1nterest of testlng the theoret1cal explanat1onj”'

‘z"iof the results put forth th1s study, 7 h followITg{Ef

ﬁfﬁyspec1f1c_ research quest1ons need to be addressed in theggu
'rd§future'_” f .:d ; A.h T r‘: o
); leagﬁlng d1sabled subjects older than those used znh}h

*h:fthis study show s1gn1£1cant delays compared to averagesf’

:?Qvachlevers on the last two cogn1t1ve control pr1nc1ples 1n-313

""frange?

'nfzcluded 1n the h1erarchy. levelxng sharpenlng and equxvalence
;b) Are' young (8 9 years) d1sa led subjects capable=tif;
L g SR
4;1dent1fy1ng thexr own learnlng stylé on the L. s I 7

Wlth the current fpopularxty learnlng stylefii

._,f”assessments and subsequent 1ntervent10n techn1ques, there 1sf‘

"‘, abundant opportun1ty and necess1ty fh more 1ntegrat1ved_-

"iresearch 1n general, on th1s top1c._1t is cruc1al that morelf

‘";comparatxve research be conducted 'exam1n1ng how Md1fferent"

.;»learn1ng style ;1n$ttuments relate to one another. These'jf
:hfstudles should be conducted from a thkhretxcal base that can*~e

ﬁejbe applled to the d1vers1ty that exlsts w1th1n the learnmg -
4 h |

“rfstyles network The b1odevelopmental framework has been .

:f,Asuggested 1n thxs study as hav1ng potent1a1 in. th1s regard

ro
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o
'; ﬁ_use in ?ﬁi}éuture.

. et
 ’on many of the ba51c tenets subsumed by th1s perspect;v f

L ,flt could benef1t from add1t1onal reflnement to. be

“uvaluable to the study of learnlng styles. :.f
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R : APPENDIX 1

COGNITIVE conrnons-* MINISTRATION xnsrguct;ons,

:SCATTERED SCANNING TEST' fjf'

S '1 Motor Tempo Test (tra1n1ng form B B S
."Do you see all ‘these shapes° ?(ke your penc1l and make T
‘a-mark-on each: shape like this.” ' o

(E marks the clrcle at the top w1th ‘a short vertlcalf-»

-

U lines) o L=

~ "You do the same thlng. Take your penc1l ‘and . mark  that
. "-(triangle “-at top).;Now mark all these.with your pencil.

..Start here (ch1ld $ left) mark them in your regular way,'ti

not ‘slow and not fast byt in your regular way. When- you .
. finish this row, go on the the next. Don 't sl 1p any..- v
.‘(E inconspicuously times the child) = ' :
.2, Circles®and Crosses Practice Form: =

h""Do ;you see this sheet “of paper7 It has- alot of shapesv*"

*on'it. See, here isa square, a circle, a - triangle, - a-
‘cross, -and 2 lines. Look a%l around this sheet of paper

and put a mark on a11 the c1rc1es and crosses you can: -

~find like this.” - « :
, (E marks a c1rcle and Cross. in the center of he prac-ﬂ'
“thice page) :
""Now, yobu: do the same th1ng,_go ahead : lopk all round

‘ the'page and mark all the circles and crosses you find."
. (1f S marks the'4 remaining target ~shapes, - adm1n1ster
« the  test trial. ...1f not admlnlster the tra1n1ng t%lal~"
-again.) : SRR .

3. Test. Trlal (Form #1) , ' : e

_V"Now here"s another page with alot of the same Shapes on -
¢ .Let's do the same thing ‘again, but this time, I want’
' you to look for circles and crosses and mark - them as

fast . as you.can. Do you understand?. Be sure to look all

' over the page - -and go as fast as you can..  See how: many
. you can find- until I say 'Stop' . Ready?. Go ahead: SNEE
~(Etimes for- 30 seconds...at the same time, E recordsu

the - sequence, of S's markings.. If_S completes in lessv~h

than 30 seconds, administer Form #2) : o
'+ ™That's f1ne, you finished before the time was up. Let s
- \try that again to, see how many you can“find = when there
are ‘more shapes on a bigger sheet of paper. When 1 ‘say
- 'go. ahead' mark circles and crosses as. fast as you can
‘until I say 'Stop'. Ready? Go ahead." .= . .
(Allow 30 seconds. E records the. sequence of marklngs.
- 1f ‘this is too difficult, E should mark the first shape-
4marked and .draw ‘oines whlch follow the general course of-
_..the <¢hild's mamk:ngs.' ‘Be sure to not&Tthe last shapes'.
‘marked...f1ll in. w1th the Chlld s protocol ‘

r
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.21, Place. practlce card#l before the ch11d -

"Do LYou ‘see. ‘this? (po1nt to the first colour" bar) what .
-colour is this? Good go ahead and name . all the other

pﬂ;wcolours for me."
© o U .(Ffonot named correctly, attempt to teach the ch11d) o
. "Now,start here: "(left) and name the colours . as fast.as

. 'you can until you reach her (right). 1 want you to name’
“ the-colours as- fast as you. caﬁ' Ready? Go. o Coe
(E records. the ‘time "in- seconds) ' o

“"Now 1 am:going to glve you a b1g card w1th many rows offf_h
~" the same colours. 1 want you to name tﬁe colours as fast.

as you can.”

(B presents Card #1) See, start here Lpo1nt) and name'*py
' the colburs as fast as you can. When ‘you finish the top
l'row,_go on to the next row, (E passes finger:across form -

.child's;
. Try not
you unde¥stand? Ready." Begln. .
(E starts, stopwatch. and fOllOWS' the ch1ld 5 colour '
- naming with the test. protocol. E- ‘records readlng errors L
. .and reading. time for each.row read.) . - -
2. Place Practice Card #2 before the Ch11d¢ '
- ."Do you see ‘this" fruzt7 What 1s th1s (S responds) that s
~-right, And this? ' P
~ (Child names colours of all ‘the fru1ts followed -by E
- reinforcing the correct responses.): .
~"For this par. of the .game; ‘the apples are coloured red

£t to r1ght) until youw reach: here (bottom)

[}

" " the-bananas are ‘coloured ‘yellow, the grapes...Now 1 wantwjv“

'Ehvstart over here (point to fruit on far 1left).
head and name the’ colours as fast as you can. Ready’ a

(1f child performs correctly...)“‘,”

o‘s&ip any and try to go as fast as you can. Doiu__

‘the ‘colours one after: another until you.reach here..'c

‘;"Now 1 am going to give you a big card wlth many rows of

~the .same fruit and I want you to- ay. out loud the colours

. of the fruit as fast-as you can.”

(Present Card. #2, revaew dlrectlons of where, to. start?i
.and finish). o '

~."Try not to sk1p any. and try to go as fast as you 'can.‘/“

-Do -you understand? Ready,. Go."

(E' begins. the stopwatch, ‘and follows ‘the- colour. namelngilr

~ ‘and records readlng errors and total t1me taken to read_
“the.card) S

~ 3. "Now'I am going to glve you another card that has the‘,
.same. fruit on it and the same colours. But, on this card.:

.are alot of little pictures of other: thlngs all aroundg7\d

“the fruit. I want you to name the colours for 'me again.
. as fast as 'you . can, starting at the top and gO1ng "to the
: bottom just -like you did with the last card. You should
try .not to pay attention to those little plctures that,v

are on the card. Look only at the colours. If you : pay

attention’ to "those little pictures, they will slow you
down.,You w111 not be able to read the colours ~as. fast

e \“.:
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o as you can. ‘Do you understaﬂHV(E presents Card #3) Begxn‘f"

. here. (points). ready? Go."

(E records reading ‘errors- and t1me taken. The ch11d may :
““have - to - be. =rem1nded to pay attent1on only to the~ :

qufcolours )y: o Gy

" (E ‘removes card) "I know I asked you to name the coloursf

~_and to try not to.pay attent;on to the. pmctures, butlfu

tl?fsometrmes ‘people  ‘notice the p1ctures around the fruit -

- while they were naming: colours.,D1d you happen to notzcef'
“any of the pxctures?” o : -

”ff(After the .child g1Ves the f1rst recall he. 1'1s”

encouraged -’ only once) "Can yoiur remember any othefs%-c(E~ﬂf

;',.,records the child's. recall of flgures)
Cod Present Parctice. Card #3:

‘f,"Now the next part. of this game is a- l1ttle dlfferent.-”'

féffon you see...the fruits are coloured wrong. The -apple is
-.coloured blue, What colour should it be?(child responds)

'»And what colour should the grapes be’ (cont1nue for each1‘~

j_"Now start here and name the colours that should be
’jthere as fast as you' can.;I -want you to .name the colours
fast .as .you can-':that. .should ' be ‘there. Ready?

f{Go.F(When child performs correctly, proceed as follows)

“"Now,'l am going to 'give.'you a big-card:.with many rows of

“the same fruit but all-the colours are wrong. I want you

. .to.name. the colours that should be.there, as fast as you‘:»
" (Present- card #4) R ' i

'*.f"See. 'start -here: and ‘name . the colours that should' he'-‘

~ there . .as fast as you can, Keep naming colours until you

-..reach: here.,Try not to skip any, and try. to: go 'as fast .
_as you can. Do you understand? Ready? Begzn. PR
 {F begins the stopwatch, record1ng rea 1ng errors.'and:,'
. 1me taken) : o . . Lo

-5tf”THE LEVELING ~SHARPENING HOUSE TEST > e

. (Cards " should. be . stacked f down on a desk top
,.w1th the: card #1 ‘at 'the top 2§g Card #6 at’ the.
bottom;...same with the test cards)

R Training Phase::

(Hold wup -Card #1) A"Do you ‘see th1s p1cture of a Xmaé

“tree? I ‘want you.to look it.over for a little - while

that you can .remember as much as you can' about’' it. Then:'_
D & w1ll take it away and show you another. p1cture of ‘the

‘ - same  tree. When I take this pictute away, I want. you to-

look at the next picture of the tree and tell me.if " the

‘g<p1cture ‘looks the same‘or whether anythlng has changed o

Do ‘you understand?"' : :
(1f S is'not atend1ng, encourage hlm/her to do so. After
‘these instructions, continue displaying - Card#1 for 5

. seconds...turn card #1 face down so that card #2 is dis-
. played. Whenever the" child reports a change, ask him - to

"7'descr1be 1t...; correct pny mlspercept1ons by reshow1ngh,g



e
‘

”'*,fhé ?rev1ous card dur1ng thxs tra1n1ng phnse as fol-fl:

Zu[hlows

‘7,"Look at ‘this f1rst p1cture aga1 . Try to remeber all of.f°

‘7,;the p1cture.¢(replace ‘with next card) Now looky at this
';wp1cture again. Is this p1cture the same: as.. the first or» :

“has it changed?" - (Reinforce . ‘correct. ‘responses,. . If vaf
- still -reports-a change, ‘let -him/her compare the 2, cards;'“

'/fggsrde by side. Continue with the other ‘practice cards.. If -
- S . makes a mlstake, follow the prev1ous procedure forﬁf

.correct1ng him.)-

4 4¥wno you understand? W1th th1s game I, show you onevﬁ'

_.'p1cture at ‘a-time . for a l1ttle wh1le and ‘I want “you - to.{f‘
- .look ™ at each plcturej ‘hard -as8 you can so you-can -
remember what is in:the p1cture and so you can ’tell me¥~

"-'if you see something’ change ip the picture.”

1: (For children who: show: conszderable dlff1cu1ty underc-

= »;stand1ng the task,’ readmlnrster the practlce cards)

.- Testing Phase-v*;- _ _
- .(Position ‘the ‘deck of test cardsT."Now we wxll play the o
- game .using this p1cture._(Ralse Card" #l for -3 ‘to 4
~seconds...then: place face, down.) o
© "1 am.going to show you alot of these plctures. 1! ll“;
“show'you these p1ctures one:-at a t1me,-for just a 11ttle_

?'th11e..You look at the- card as: carefully as you can, - as:

o long - it - up . in front of you. After you see- the "
. first’ p1cture, 1f any other pictures look ~different or |
' something looks  like it changed, you’ say "Stop . Then,‘
. tell me and show me.what has " changed. “the. ‘picture -

. looks . the . same,’ -you -don’'t  have to §hy anything, ‘Just.

Yook it-over. Remember, ‘sometimes they ‘will “‘look.. the -

same and somet1mes they wlll look dlfferent. O K. ?f'
.“Ready? '
= (E. ralses‘ the ‘deck so that

_ card #1 d1splayed
aga1n...5 seconds per card)

RO E S, ‘does not’ say ‘"Sto ldur1' 'the flrst 15 cards,
' say:)¥"Look at each picture carefully and say ”StOp it
- the. pxcture lpoks differént."”

" (If 8§ reports the same change thce ) '"That s r1ghtr‘;;
'ﬁthose}-(whatever) are not  there. ™ You already told me .
that. You need to tell.me only ‘once- about any change you ..
see. Tell me - when you not1ce someth1ng else change or
logk different," . RS
: (I1£..5 still contlnues report1ng thxs,,_repeat above« :
‘,‘gdxrect1ons only once moregi o = .

;‘ . : “‘ ‘ - . - . ) = D
. i

. OBJECT SORT TEST. 1T

_ (E,places the 46 objects before the Chlld) : -

’J"Do "you ' see all these different th1ngs (polnts) spreadz*f

- over the table7 Put together 'the ones" you.yth1nk belong -
" together. Take some things you think beldpg together and

' put them here. (Point to the - table". available for the

:},grouplngs) Then take Some other things you think belong

f*together and put them here., (Poznt1ngg and then some}



T AQ:' .

'other thlngs. You can have as many groups as you l1ke,,ﬁ”

;-3ﬁ and you can have 'a few:or alot of things.in a group._ If .
Y youL thznk somethrng belongs’ by ‘itself for . ‘some reason,_?f
# you - can’ put that. over here too. Try:" to find a’ place for -

-4 all the’ thrngs. ‘But 'if you don't use ‘some. th1ngs because;jg

'\J“f they ‘don't belong:in & group, ‘that's OK too." : .
_(E-answers any- questzons about the taskiang: repeats a"Y"‘

.. directions necessary. If S does not respond for: severalwf;
~ - minutes, -E says: ) "Take some of- those: things ‘that ‘“you -
think belong together and put ‘them over here. (p01nt1ng)“_,'

"'J(If S. ‘asks what ‘a paricular- object 'is,~ E ‘replies  by.

;'gask1ng ‘the” child to describe what ' he thlnks the objectq'f

- is-or could be and the name the ch11d aSSIQUS the objectf ’

~is accepted.) - e R S
“ < (As the child constructs groups, record themames nof ob---
_>3ects place; .a.group and the order placed there. E
. also’ make bservational - notes; about the: conceptual .
~ 'groupings  and. fheﬁ ch1ld' th1nkfhg processes.,*m
s les relocatlon of obje ERPE o ﬁﬁ - ,‘*;*
- INQUIRY: '~ s S -

“ . ‘(When: the ch11d 1nd1cates that he/she has f1n1shed the'
grouprngs ) o
. "That's flne Now, let s take thlS group (pozntlng
. - the first -group the child constructed) Tell me how do s
*ﬁthese’th1ngs belong together., Why d1d you put - them:fs

bty

~together?" -

~ (with:similar. quest1ons E. attempts to obtaln frOm the

- child' a ‘label defining some relatlonshlp among the ob-.

" jects. Begin with the first group; then, -inquire  about
. ‘the ?ther groups in the order in whrch the chlld formed:
o them . : _ AR L,



