DOCUMENT EESUME ' '

. * ED 143 359 ' : ' \ ‘ IR 005 135

AUTHOR Pauker, Robert A.; Hambleton, Ronald K. -

TITLE Matching Students and Teachers to naxlmlze Learning:
. What Do Students Think?

PUB DATE . Nov 76 )

NOTE 26p.; Paper presented at the annual meeting of the

International Congress f¢r Individualized Instruction
(Boston, Massachusetts, /November 18-20, 1976)

- EDRS-PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Data Collection; Educational Theories; Elementary A

Grades; “*Measurement Instruments; Research Revigws
(Publications); *Secondary Grades; *Student //e
Attitudes; *Student Opinion; *Student Teacher/

. Relationship
IDENTIFIERS Conc»ptual Systems Theory
. t
ABSTRACT ° ' l -

The theories and research of David Hunt and 0.J.
Harvey regardlng conceptual systems matching of teachers and stufents
are reviewed in this paper. Empirical evidence in support o hese
_theofies and instrumentation limitations are d1¢cussed>,0ne such
limitation is that students are not given an opportunlty to express
preferences for instructional styles. Description is given of the
content and development of an instrument designed to provide
educators with information on how studénts perceive .(1) their own
need for structure, and (2} the degree to which teacher-student
matches and pismatches cause a fluctuating level of classroom state
anxiety affecting student learning. The results of data collection
utilizing the instrument in a school setting are repor@ed, with a
discussion of how teachers might use this datq to better understand
their students. (Author/KP) R

. | -
ko e o Aok R A A AR A A oK K K o KKK A KA A A KA AR KRRk
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many irformal unpublished
* paterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
* via the ERIC Document Reproductior Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions.
*
*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can-be made fror the original.
stk o o ok o oo ok ok oo ook oo ok ok oo o oK oK 3 oo o A e Ak e ok o ok o ok ek

*oR R R RN R

W




-

.

s
[ . \ -
A / \ ..
’ &/ U'S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 7 L s
e ) i 7 EDUCATION & WELFARE - 7
N R SRR NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. T EQUCATION
o « 4 . .
/3y THIS DOCUMENT Has B8EEN REPRO-
, ! DUCED ExACTLY As RecEwED En'é?,. . *
/ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZA TION ORIGIN-
/ ATING IT POINTS OF view OR OPINIONS '
' STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE. =
. I SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ~ .
‘ i EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY _
'
*
¢ ! -
. \
- — )
y -~
N M ! . .
LR . R - .
By ~ -
) -
b
_ .
M—A‘\ ~
Matching Students and Teachers to Maximize Learning: -
What do Students Think? >
- ‘ « :]
t T Robert Pauker i
*
West Hartford Public Schools
: . N ’
AN
and -
) Ronald K. Hambleton
. University of Massachusetts, Amherst
! . .
-~ "PERMISSION 1O REPRODUCE THIS COPY-
¥ o RIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANIED BY
: . ) ST Rebert- A+ Lauker
- ) e~ U SUN
. TO ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERAVING
P . UNOERAGREEMENYSWI!M!MENAIIONALIN
! SHIUYE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO.
DUCHION OUISIDE THE ERIC SYSIEM RE-
CUIRES  PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHY
A OWNER
s
.
N -
/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
x




‘this interest has arisen'from’the belief among many educ
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In recent years there has been considerable interest among edu-

cators in the design of flekible learning environments. l part,
aéer and
psychologists that the quality of instruction can be improved for
atudgnts by providing them with learning environments which are
matched" to their learning styles and their personalities (Bracht,
1970 Murphy and"“Browm, 1970; Prather, Harvey, & Coatbs, 1970; Rogers,
1969). Unfortunately, instructional science is not developed to the

point where guidelines -are readily available for matching teachers

and sfyudents so as to optimize student learding. There are, how-

, ever, certain promising strategles that deserve to be thoroughly

studied. One such strategy involves the matching of teachers (or
teacher behaviors) to student learning styles‘(Parvey, 1970a, 19700,
1974‘b 1976 Hunt, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1974, 1975; Hunt and Sullivan,
1974). Proponents of matching teachers to student learning styles

maintain that student learning will be enhanced when students réceive

instruction in modes consistent with their most effective learning

svyles. N 3
I Tne purpose of the research described in this paper is three-fold:

| L \

v
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A paper presen ied at the annual meeting of the International Congress
for Individualized Instruction, Boston, fovember 18-20, 1976,
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First, we wilﬁ\review briefly the theories of Hunt and Harvey regar-

1
ding the matching of teachers and students. Second, we wiil describe
the development and content of an instrument designed to accomplish
b

[ ..
two goals: 1, Provide educators with information about how matches

~

[ TR

and ﬁismatches affect student levels of classroom anxiety, and 2.

préﬁidé teachers with information pertaining to student preferences

of d%fferent kinds of classroom environments and ?nstructional styles.
Fiﬁally, we will feport some results of data collect'd utilizing the L

instrument in one échool ;etéing and discuss the utility of the re-

sults for claj;sr yom teachers. ) . N

Concebtual Systems Theory

" One method for matching teachers and students has grown out of :
- \ El
the Conceptual Systems Theory devg}gped by Harvey, Hunt, & Schroder

’ (1961). Their theory focused on four stages of conceptual develop-

1

ment: At one extreme, an individual is externally controlled, at
the other, the individual is autonomous.
Based on the Cortceptual Systems Theoury, Hunt h&é devel&ped the

conceptual level matching model. The purpose-of the model is to pro-

vide a framework for optimally matching teachers and students in o
iéepiné with their existing céncéptual structures. H;nt (1974) es;ab— iw
lished three deveiopmental stages for students. In Hunt's theory, Stagé;'
A.is viewved as the lowest concéptual level. - At this fevél, students . ’
are characterized by concreteness, impulsiveness aﬁd poor tolerance
for frustration. Also,‘;tudents are not able to effectively inte-

grate their énvi;onmeﬂtal perceptions., Stage B, the middle stage,
v A

~ 1s the next conceptual level. At this stage, students are conce;ned

)




with rules, depedﬂent on authority, and tend to think categorically.
Stage C 1s the highest level and uu this level, students display in- -

guiry,’self—assertiveness,”ﬁuestiuuing’ and an ability to create

alternatives available.,

Each of these stages of development corresponds to a structural

need. A teacher or student operat{ng at stage A needs a highly

-

structured environment, wﬁile an {ndividual at stage C ménefifs froi~‘

a less structured environment. The Conceptual Level matching model

maintains that a match occurs when teacher and student are operating

at the same conceptual stage or when the teacher is at a higher con-

ceptual stage than the Etudenp:

" Since 1961, Harvey and his ﬂ;sgciates hav;’conducted research
on the relationship between beliuf systems. Those students at %is o5
System 1 level tend to be the mout conérete (least flexible) while
those at his System 4 level tend to be the most abstract (most flex-

ible). The more concrete student tends to have a simpler cognitive

/

:;tructure, and therefore has a nood for a high level of c¢lassroom
structure. The more abstract Student, with a more complex cognitive
structure, tends to benefit from a ¢lassroom environment with less
structure. In péactice, studentn and teachers range in the degree
tépwhiéﬁdzﬁg;‘62;—?;;ction in an abstract setfing. Some individuals
function well only in a highly Coucrete situation. Other individuals_

can function in highly abstract ucttings., Most individuals fall some-

where between these two extremes,

. Several studies have been cunducted by Harvey and his associates

to assess the behaviors of teachurs with different belief systeTs.

AY » \
What is 'the influence of a teachur's system on the classroom ‘

(3
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atmosphere? Harvey (1970a) summarizes this influence as follows:

Probably the most crucial determinant of the classroom
. environment, and thus of the learning conditions surroun-
- ding the students is the behavior of the teacher and the
atmosphere he/she produces. Insturn, her/his behavior,
the resulting classroom atmosphere and the influence he/
she\has on her/his students are all influenced heavily by
the nature of his/her beliefs (pp. 78-79).

Among the most interesting and important results of belief sys-

— e

tems theory are the following.

"i. Abstract teachers display different behaviors from con-
crete teachers .(Harvey, White, Prather, Atter, & Hoff-
neister, 1966 Harvey, Wells, Schmidt. & Grimm, 1973).

2. Students of more abstract teachers tend to display more
positive classroom behaviors (Harvey, Prather) White, &
Hoffmeister, 1968).

« Students generally prefer abstract teachers (Prather, .
Harvey, & Coates, 1970). .
4. Student" belief systems can affect their academic
achievement as measured by grades (Harvey, Wclls,
Schmidt, & Grimm, 1973),

—— e ¥t

Conceptual Systems Instrumentation

s
7

To date there are three widely used instruments for measuring

conceptual systems. Both the This I Believe Test (Harvey, 1974a)

and the Paragraph Completion Method (Hunt, Greenwood, Noy, & Watson,

1973) are inst.ugents which require the individual to respond to a
series of statements within a specified period of time. Both in-

struments must be scored by .rained raters. The Conceptual Svstem’

Test (Harvey and Hoffmeister, 1971) is an objective test designed to

measure belief system levels on six dimensions. Harvey (1976) has
also developed a more informal instrument for usage by eleméntary

school students.




The three measures oﬁ{conceotual'systems mentioned above have
provided researchers with valuable \Information about how concentually

matched and mismatched teachers and students interact. Further data

\

from these instruments should also be extremely valuable to educators

who are'interested in'iearning more about designing optimum learning
5 : . : ;

A ¢ -
environments for students, : /
; .

In addition, supplementary iustrumentSﬂare needed to ‘substan-

tiate or repudiate information gained from formal conceptual systems

- measures and to supply\;dditional inforéation to e%ué;tors on how

students learn, .JeI elieve that insfruments should be developed to

- help researchers and teachers learn more“about how students view

g A
e

their own optimal 1er}s of classroom structure and how'being

matched or mismatchedtwigh\different levels of classroom structure
/

S

*

Student Structural zlrception Instrument L

affect their learning.

o

o

Al

‘The Student Structural Perception Instrument (SSPI) %as/de;igned
to-meet two importént goals. Thevrirst wes to develop ad instrument
which would proviqe teachers with iuformation on how stuuents per~
ceive their own oﬁtlmum levels of classroom structure. The infor-
mation weuld be useful to teachers fer establishing an initial mea-

sure for optimallf matching students and\teachers. The second goal

was to provide teachers and administratoré with information about

) . 4
how students perceive theitr individudl levels of classfoom hnxiety

fluctuating with mdtched vpd mismatched teacher-student classroom

t

situations. Student classroom anxiety is a particularly important

variable because it 1s well-known that classroom anxiety is negatively

[




correlated with sthool achievement.

- .

The SSPI is‘divided into four\parts? The first two parts are
. LIRS ’ - o %,
specifically concerned-with information about student preferences’

‘for different learning enviromments, The items in these parts were

———

derived primarily from the work of Hunt (1970, 1971, 1972, l974- and
1975) and the description of the work completed by Hunt described

in Hunt and Sullivan (1974). Hunt and Sullivan (1974) discussed , -

"

the development of alternative educational enviromments in two high

schools. One school ;as highly structured, while the other‘was less

structured. ~Sttients were given an alternative as to which-school

7

they preferred to-attend. In helping students to choose which of

the high schools they wangetho attend, students were given four

basic quest:ons to consider: 1 oo '

1. Has it been your experience that you are happier in an
atmosphere where the academic requirements and the re- ‘
quirements of behavior are very clear to you and your /
teacher?

2. Has it been your experience that you learn better in a
program which 1is presented in a logically and orderly
fashion?

3. Are you the kind of -a student who can.find real satis- N
faction in your growth as an individual by contributing
your best to your school community while developing
your own personal aims? )

&, Are you the kind of.student who finds that“success'}
means more to you when you face and overcome difficul-
ties rather than avoiding them? - ' -

~

Since the purpose of parts one and two of the SSPI is to help teachers
study student perceptions of various classroom cnvironnents, the first
two questions above served as the background for the development of -

questions. Other ideas for questions came from a questionnaire ,//// ,

developed by\Harvey_(l976). ) ) \ 4
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Each of the twelve items in parts one and two presents stu-

. M-ldengs with a question followed by twvo possible responses. Part one

I ot o
e m—— b e - .

concerns.the_types of %&grning env}ronments-in which-sgu—

. . . H
dents feel more comfortable. Part two concerns the tybes

‘of learning environments in which students feel they learn the

nost.

The third part ¢of the instrument was design;d to provide an
{ndication of how much students worry in class. Stud;nts are di-
rected éo read a series of school-related situations éhat occur in
a particular teacher's clgésrgoﬁﬁan to respond to each by answering

"AImost "Always", "Often"; "Sometimes", or "Never". Based upon stu-

dent responses to 15 of the 17 situationé, each student receives a score

_ranging from zero to 45, with a score of 45 corresponding to the highest ’

level of worry. Students are asked to respond to the situations that

*

. . N %
arise in a particular classroom so that results will be especially

meaningful to a single teacher.

- The final part og the instrument was designed to help a class-
3% ,
room teacher .study the degree to which students perceive mismatches

between themselves and their teachers_as heightening tﬁeir levels of

|

. classroom anxiety aﬁd, consequently, interfering with ﬁheir learning.

‘This part is cbmpriséd of six questions; four which;direct students

to select choices, and .two which fequire written responses: A copy

of the SSPI is presented in Apperidix A.

i

v

/

Some Illustrative Instrument Data Analysis
/ -

-

’ < . .
Based upon data received from a class of 37 seventh grade stu-

dents, initial descriptive statistical results from the SSPI will

" now be described. The fesulté are intended to bhe illﬁstrative of‘

.9 -
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the types of analyses that are possible with a set of SSPI scores. \

The -results are reported in Tables\l and 2. The first two parts

-

of the instrument were designed to measure student need for struc- !
ture on two dimensions: Student preference and ‘optimal student °

learning. ’}; waé\expegged that a strong correlation would exist

- T~ . /

. between parallel questions from parts cue and two. This was the

case, as the following correlations occurred: .68, '42V .64, .65, s

~

+65, and .53,'5etween items one and seven, items two and eight, o
and so o;, éespeetively. _Fach of ‘these cquelations was significant T
——at thé .001 'level. From these results it is clear that the students .
tended to view a preferential instructional style as the one through
' which they learned the‘ﬁost, although the relationship was far from
perfect, ‘ ‘ ' »
A%so, it was interesting to obderve the trend by the students
toward the selection of more structured responses when a%seeeing
how they learq best. Such a'result could be ;Erticular1§ informa-~

- tive to the classroom teacher., .-
* ,‘/ L)
., Based on data collected Zrom Part III of the $SPI, we correlated"

~ gtudent WOrry scores with trait and-state anxiety scores from-the

State-~Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children (STAIC) (Spielberger,

Edvards, Lushene, Montouri, & Platzek, 1973). The correlations were

.43 and .35, respectively. The moderately high correlations provide

partial evidence of the construct validity of the worry scale.

The final part of theé SSPI was designed to determine if stu-

. dents perceived themselves as more anxious in mismatched classroom
N ] ‘ N \
. situations than in matched classroom situations, Our analysis of
’ vy

part ‘four data was concerned with reporting the responseé ?f the

total group and the high and low worry groups to the questiins.

ERIC . - 10 |




Table 1

Student Responses to Part I and Part II of the
Student Structural Perception Instrument

b. a class discussion on a topic

-\ Y
- = \\ ‘
. — - Percentage of Responses. .
QQESti?n Total Group Worry Scale
K . High . Low
1 ] (N=137) ¥=12) (x¥=2%)
Part I~ , ‘ : i
1. To which of the following types of classes 5
do you most look forward to going?
a. a class vhere the teacher tells you 45,9 50.0 44,0
how ‘you are to do your work assignments
by a class where the teacher lets you 54.1 50.0 56.0
x choose how you are to do your work " .
- assignments - 4
N
2, which do you prefer’ : '
a. a teacher who makes all of the day“to \ 8.1 8.3 8.0
day decisions in class fﬂr you \ ’ ‘
b. a teacher who lets you make some of 9197 91.7 ‘92,0
the day to day decisions in class \ : .
. / ' \ |
3. Which- do you prefer? . \ \ ?
" a.-to have your teacher give you problems | 91,7 90.0/ " 92,0
to solve ' , : .
b. to solve problems you have thought of 8.3 9.1; 8.0
yourself t ‘
| } , S
4. Which do you prefer? ' \
a. a teacher who carefully guides you 47.2 41.7° 50.0 -
through the solution to a problem
b. a teacher who gives you some Znforma- 52.8 58.3 50.0
+ tion and lets you find the answers to :
a problem yourself -
\
L«
S: Which do you prefer? \
a. a lecture by your teacher on a topic 13.5 \ 16.7 12,0
86.5 | 83.3 88.0




Table 1 (continued) ‘s

) 4 (-
- .

! e - Percentage of Responses
o - stio - Tptal Group —} -~ Worry.Scale
t - Question . High = Low
. (N=37) (=12) (N=25) |
t 6 Which do you prefer’ ' _ ' L )
‘ a. ‘a clas room in which. the students talk 459 50.0 44.0
“~ . . -, to-the teacher about a class topic . .
' ~ b. a‘classroom in which the students talk 54.1 g\ 50.0 56.0 -
to each other abouf a class topic ) - R
% H ) €«
» '/.. ke
Part II . \ '
» . 1 : A ~
\ .
- 7. In which of the following tyges of\classes
T ' ¢do you learn best? . - ] -
a. a class where the teacher tells you how 62.2 o 50.0 68.0 :
* you are to do your work assignments ’
b. a class where the teachers lets ytu 37.8 25.0 16.0
choose how you are to do your work ) ) 1
assignments
v N - : '
" 8, How would you learn best?
a. from a teacher who makes all of the day 18,9 25,0 16.0 '
to day decisions in class .for you 1 <
b. from a teaéher who lets you make some | 81.1 - 75.0 84.0

of the day to ~day dzcisions in class

\
9. How would you learn best?

. 8. from 3 teacher who gives you problems ) 91.7 81.8  96.0
0 to- solve : \\ s
b. from a teacher who lets you solve 8.3 ; 18.2 4.0 7
problems you have thought of yourself
10. How would you learn best? '. ®
a. from a teacher who carefully guides ©.54,1 ' "ﬂ 50.0 56.0
- you through the solution to a prcblem ‘ o e
b. from a teacher tho gives you-some in- 45,9 50.0 44,0 b

formation and lets you find the an~. ~ S
swers to a problem yourself AT '

.
:
N . \ Y ' - N . .
) { \
- 1 N - »
\ . . .
.




Pable .1 (continged)

-

Question

Percentage of Responses

Total Group -

(N=37)

Worry Scaie
High '~ Low

S

11, How would you learn best?
a, from a lecture by your teacher on a

topic

b. from a class "scussion on a topic

12, How would you learn best.
a. from a classroom in which,the students

J

-

-

[

talk to the teacher about a class topig:

N,

"b. from a classroom in which the students
talk to each other about a class topic

32.4

67.6

(N=12) ° (Ne25).
33.3 31.8
66.7  68.2
50.0 _ .._.45.8
. 438
{
50.0 56,2

“
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- Student Responqes ta Part V of the
P Student Structural Perception Instrument

- ) - ....4’
Percentage of Responses
. i Total Group Worry Scale
. Question ] . . High Low
(N=37) ‘(N=12)  (N=25)
Part IV o ’ 7 )
1. Do some teachers make yo; more nervous o T R f
than other teachers? ;o » : . ‘ .
a. yes . - / 73.0 1 687 76.0
. b. no - . //' .21, 0 .. 33.3 . 24,0
H . Al . / - Al ' x
2, How do ‘you -usually feel in school? %
. a. very nervous . 5.5 16.7 0
AL b, nervous 8.1 25.0 0o
N c. somewhat nervous T o ¢ 45.9 41.7 . 48,0
< ~ d. not nervous at all - - - 40,5 ,16.7 52.0
3. Let us suppose that you are in a class ‘
~7 7" with a teacher who makes you nervous, - o
. How does this affect your learning? L
a. I learn more ' 2,7 0 4,0 -
b, I learn less ' - 67.6 - ' 75.0 ~  64.0
¢. I learn about the same as in other 29,7 25;9 32,0
classes ) I ]
How does this affect your feeling about _ , ”,
school? ]
a. I feel better about school h 2,8 ° 8.3 0
b. . feel worse about school 66.7 66,7 66.7
c. I feel about the same as in other - - + 30.6 25,0 33.3
classes e :
" How does this affect your- feeling\about A ,/ . V
yourself? e ; -
a, I feel better about myself o o © 5.6 / 8.3 4.2
N .b. I feel worse about myself " - 55.6 66,7 50.0
c. I feel the same about myself as in other 38.9 25,0 45,8
- classes
\“ - - _ —’/ . ;
| ) - 5 . .
14
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Table 2 (continued)

)
. ,/__‘

Percentage of Responses -

Question Total Group Worry Scale
;" High Low
'(N=37) (N=12) (N=25)
® 6. Suppose you are in a class where the ’ .
/ teacher presents material in a way you do
not like. .
How much does this affect your learning of
the material?
: & a great deal 5.\6 16.7 0.
b. a good amount 27.8 33.3 .25,0
¢. a little bit 58.3 41.7 66,7
d. not at all 8.3 T 8.3 8.3
“ . How does this situation make you feel?
a.‘ véry nervous IR 8.3 16.7 4.2
b. nel’VOUS - - : ' 16:7 16.7 16.7
¢. somewhat nervous ~ 52.8 41.6 583
d. not’ nervous at all 22,2 25.0- 20.8

.




The main results on the class of students being studied\seened
to bé these: b

N
1., Most students félt: that somk teachers make them more
—-qervous than others. ’ ’

¢ 27 70% of the students felt that they learn less with
teachers that make them.netvous,

3. Factors such as teacher "needless" yelling, and asking\»i-~ —

inappropriate questions contributes most to student

nervousness. ; e T fs .
4, Most students felt that inappropriate teaching methods

affect. their learning and makes them nervous. High

anxious students are more adversely. affected than low .

anxious students. . .

. A classroom teacher receiving these. ins;rument results could

,,//’///class, groups of students, and individuals within the classroom.
\\ . - N

¥
<

feed

learnﬂafgreat deal about optimum instructional styles for “the entire

Certainly proper utilization of the instrumentvinformation‘would;be

[N

directly related to teacher flexibility._

-~

P . oy
Presuming ‘that the’ teacher involved {s flexible enough to adapt -

"instructional styles, the results obtained from this instrument =

could help the teacher to assess which approach(es) to the material

will best enhance student learning. Some specific steps involved o

in proper utilization of the information are:-

1. The teacher needs to select those items from Parts I and
11 of the instsument to which he/she can adapt instruc-

- tion,
\

e\, ' ’ :
2, Based upon a selection of items, the teacher can deter- o

mine 1f student responses are weighted to one choice or

evenly split hetween the two dichotomous choices.—,f S

3. If responses are weighted to one choice, the- teacher
can’ develop his/her course framework to match the major-
ity of student responses. X

4, If responses are evenly split, the teacher needs to
consider how to best address each group without com-~
promising instructional time.

[




g

remain~the primary agents determining approaches to be used.

|
i
!
!
i
|
;T ~
|
|
,f

‘ !

.
P {

5. The teacher needs to carefully review the student.re-
sponses to Part IV of the instrument, and based upon .,
f those ntudents who have indicated that mismatches make '
i them nervous and negatively affect their learning, the
/ teacher needs to determine whether or not the instruc-
! tional style(s) to be employed can meet the needs of
, this group of students. R
f . \
|

For results of this instrument to be-most effective1y~uthized

&Y the teacher, strong input is necessary from guidance personnel and

|

;school adminiStrators. Teachers shou1d not be left 'ith the sole

v - -~ |
f }
f

responsibility of interpreting student responses, but they should

.1""

i
| Rt
| ,,i . - - ’ K <
. . B
: . P
»
- - :

Concludinﬁ/hemtrks . -

»

f .
In this paper we have presented an instrument in its formative

-

stages, which 1s designed to.measure:

B 'e‘

~
1. How students perceive’ their own classroom structural,

T needs,

.

\
2. How ‘teacher-student matches and mismatches affect stuadent

learning.

’

AN
~

I

/

’I . - .

] This type of instrument can be used to complement information obtained ..

-

from more formal conceptual systems measures or- can be used in isola-

tion by a school system to quickly assess how to best match students®

— -~
) i

and teachers. .
. The information-obtained from this type of instrument will either

reconfirm previous beliefs about a particular stu&ent or group of :

students or.provide new information which may si%nificantly contribute
n, we

AN

to enhanced academic success. In the remainder of this secti
>

will’ suggest sgone specific ways of utilizing the results collected

from the instrument.’

This type of instrumé\l{(g can be effectively implemented by

A
""u

2
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teachers, guidance counselors or school principals in several ways. )\

First, this instrument can be givenito a general student population

to determine preferential learning styles and to subsequently match
. students with teachers who provide a desired degree of structure.

Such matches can be considered in terms of grouping Iike instruc-

~

"rw-ﬁ
. o tional needs or by strategically placing those students whose results

N " P )

indicate an adverse reaction to mismatches into the best classroom

[

M < - N . .

C e situation availaﬁlei - - L

) - . - - i ' I3 \

¢ Second, this type of instrument can be used as a diagnostic |

S - . . . = . )
tool for more clearly assessing causes for poor student academic ° . -
performance. This can‘be especially helpful in places’wheré a main- - Z
o ’ streaming law has been mandated. In cases where a student s aca- -

< demic pro/ress is contingent upon his/her successful telationship

with’ school(specialists, resultSumay be used to place a particular

. ‘) . - \ - e ' .
student-in the school with the specialist team that can most effec-

tively interact with her/him,
Third: results can be used by school systems to focus upon
certain suoject areas where academic results'have not been satisfying;
It may be worthwhile to carefully match students and teachers within’
““this subject area for one year and then‘compareustudent academic
pfogress indicators. —_
Fourth, this® instrument can be used as an Instructional tool :
\\\\for teachers to further broaden their flexibility in adapting in- ’! | o
8 ructional styles to’meet individual‘needs. Ideally, every teacher
' N'. should be able to adjust instructional styles for each student. Cer-///’~_~;/}

tainly, this ideal holds true for no one.\\geacher instructional .- ~

range of adaptability Eommensurate
\\
i

18 '
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with how the teacher conceptually procegses information., This type

RS- }

bf.instrument can be used to broaden ranges of teacher adaptability.
. darefully planned seminar discussions,abqﬁt the instrument followed ¢

by an in-depth analysis of class responses and structhripg needs can

\ y . X
' help to bring this about. ) \ . ) e

We believe that the instrument could also be used e}féctively ' ;
by universities and colleges. Results from such’an instrument about -«

- \first year students could be helprl to freshman counselors in direc- . o N

S 1
»

R ~ . R )
ting. students to more nptimum instructional choi¢es. Department

~

"Chairpersons could use results to more effectively assign students
. « L " N . >

» to certain sections of courses being offered. Withinldepartﬁents

“ of educatidon such an instrument could be used to more properly match

-

.o student teachers with classroom teachers. Most significantly, this

N,
L3

instrument can be used with students to help them better understand

T

qheir owﬁﬁinstructional needs.

“~ N ]
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- This*qucstionnaire 1s being sent to you in order to find out more

information on how you learn best.

into four parts.

) —~—

\

The questionnaire is divided

Part I: Each question is followed by two possible ancwers. Place a check

»

1. To which of the following types of classes do you most look forward

--to gozng?

"< ' assignments

>

- [

-

"/ to the left of the answer that best describes you.

’

. .. @ class where the teacher lets you choose how you are to do

, your work assignrents

Ces 2. Which do you ,prefer" Bl

14

- __ateacher who lets you nake some of the day to day deciaions

K o - in cliass
~T e for you

L
[ 3. Which do you prefer?

';it

a teacher who makes all of the day td day decisions in class

EO~have your_teacher give you problems .to solve

to solve problerms you have thought of yourself

4. W¥hich do you prefer?

problem

' . S. Which do you prefer?

Orap———

6. _-Vhich do you preferZ

- class topic

¢ - T o
. v

a teacher who: carefully

a class discussion om a topic

1}

£

—

|

- -~ a 1ecture'by your teacher on a topic

4

a classroom in which the students-talk to

~

»

-~
-

guides you, through the solution to a

.~

%

,"‘

-

each other about a

.

-

-, i ‘. a-élassroom indwhich the students talk to the teacher about a

. - class™topic

P
3
B AN

oo

£ N
.

&

o

T -y

a class where the teacher tells you how you are tc do your work

.~

I _____ a teacher  who gives you some information and lets you find the’
- . answers_to a problem yourself '




gart IX:

o~

[}
2
v
1

7.

i
i

9.

10.

. 12.

Each question is folloupd by two possible answers.

N . I

Place- a check

o~

""" to the left of the answer €hat best describes you.

> . . 4 .

In whicﬁ of the following types of classes do you learn best?

Bow would you learn best?

. .

! <
a class where the teacher tells you how you are to do your

vork assignrents N

a class where the teacher lets you choose how you are to do
_your work assignments ‘(”,_\\ . .

from a teacher who lets you make .some of the day to day decisi .ns
in class

[

from a teacher who makes all of the day to day decisions in »
class for you

\ - M
Ny -
'.
.

How would you learn best? ¥
fronm a teacher who gives you problems to soive -
fr;m a teacher who lets you solve oroblels you have thought )

T of yourself . o =

How would you learn bcst? ‘: S . '

A\

11‘.?.;, How would you leam best?

s

-
i

" How would you learn bcst?' ' _ A . .

{

from a teacher vho carefully guides you through the solution
to a problem - SR

ATy L
P
CLEREC N
A

et N
}"" - -
% ’,r" b3

, from a teacher “who gives you some* {nformation and lets you
find the answers $o a problem yourself

L

~ .
L4
'
.

from a lecture by your teacher on a topic

. from .4 class discussion-on-a-topic-/—
3 . e

/

LN

.
v

from a classroom in which the students talk to:éach other about
/ >

/
/

from a classroon in which the students ‘talk to the teacher about
a c1ass topic

- a clds topic

-
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-

Below is a list of situations that make some students worry in

school.

Beside each situaticn are four possible answers:

ALMOST- ALWAYS; OFTEN; SOMETIMES; ALMOST WIWVER. Place a' check

"M in the box to the right of each situation thch best describes

you :fully, — ‘-~

. ’ IRy

[~

e

I worry about completing my-homework.

2, 1 warry about tak}ng classroom -tests,
3. I worry about working with other, students.
!
4. I worry about having to answer a teacher's
questions,
5. ‘I worry.about. going.to the dentist after
school. k Lo o
6. I worry about being called on to read orally
in class. )
. ;7. I wo}ty about having to take part in class.
discussions. ’
8. 1 worry about finishing class assignments
. on tine, '
9. I worry about not having the right answer
to a teacher's question. .
~~ 10. I worry about ‘being bored.in class. |
R ' [
11. I worry about getting good’grades.
12, I worry when the principal'WEhtszto talk .
— to me,
'\{.
T 13, IiQ%?ty about being liked by a tecacher.
14. I worry about being liked by other students.
15 I worry about being corrected in cluss by a
teacher. .
16. 1 worry about being laughed at by other
. students.
17, I worry about, making mistakes in school.

-
3

Sometimes
" Almost
Never

L Ll

] [

OO

O CO0o O

mimma

[
1 Oc O

O O O
I O

.
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FART IV:

1.

2.

3.

('*

4.

6.

V' R

. - * \\
Pleasc answer the six questions below.
penSIonS B A

' ) [ . .
Do some teachers make you more,nervous than other teachers?
(circle one answer) |

yes. v no

How do you usually feel in scheol? (circle ohe,agswer)

very nervous, nervous somewhat ne:JSus .not nervous at ail
Ta OV

Let us suppose that you are in a class with a teacher who makes
you nervous., ' :

_ -
- N .

How does this affect your'leéining? (circle one answer)
\\7 - .~

I learn more. I learn less. I learn about the sane

. , ' as in other classes.

How doés this affect ;our feél;pg about school? (circie one answer)

.1 feel better ) I feel werse I feel about the same
about school. . ~ about school. - as in other classes.

-

Boﬁ does thi‘ affect yodr feelings about yourself? (ciréle one answcr)

I feel better '1 feel worse 1 feé} the same about -
about myself, ) about myself., myself as in other classes.

What things db your- teachers do "that-make you feel nervous?

PN

»

'hat things do your teachers do that make you feel relaxed?

.

.
.

Suppose you are in a class where the teacher presents material in a

- way you do not like.

How much does this affect your learning of the materia{? (circle oné)

a great deal a good amount a .little bit not at,all
How does this situation makq_you feel? (circle one) {/j::fé{
Very nervous nervous somewhat nervous not nervous at al :

a a




