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TWO-YEAR COLLEGE DEVELOPMENT CENTER
State University of New York at Albany

Project Priority . v
Abstract . -

The Two-Year College Development Center, concerned with faculty interest in better
serving the diverse student population of the commumity college, and believing that
information on how individual differences in information processing might effect
student learning would be.valuable to these faculty, proposed to the New York State
Education Department, a project which would bring cognitive style information to
twd-year colleges in New York State. The first year of the project,, funded under
Title IIT, began in July, 1974. Twenty-one two-year colleges, public and private, .
including commmity colleges, Agricultural &‘Iechm.cal Colleges and Educational
Opportunity Centers participated in the project, as did a staff team from the
Chancellor's office of the Virgiria Comunity College System. The objective of the.
first year of the project was to provide cognitive style information and to evaluate
the applicability of that information for two-year colleges.

The project included four sequences. The first sequence involved Center staff in
identifying information and persomel who could contribute to the project. In
coordination with the project's continuing consultant, K. Patricia Cross, a.seminar
was, held to discuss current research on cognitive st:yle and its implications for
commmnity colleges. Attending this seminar besides project staff, were leading
researchers in cognitive style '

Infonnatmn from the seminar was provided to project participants and used as a
basis for the second phase of the‘project, a New York colloquium. The colloquium
was designed to introduce cognitive style to leaders in New York State two-year
colleges and related agencies. Colloquium participants developed a’ list of concerns
and recommendations for New York State two-year colleges based on an analysis of
information obtained at the seminar.

The third and major sequence of the project included four workshops for pro_]ect
team members from the twenty-one participating colleges. The first workshop,
Recognition, was designed to introduce the concept and to consider the possible
implications of cognitive styles for the commmity college. The second workshop,
Assessment, provided participants with the opportunity to use a variety of tests.
and introduced other assessment methods. I_nglarmcation, the third in the series
focused on the variety of ways cognitive style informgtion might be used on campus
and provided a "learning lab" of cognitive-style materials. The final workshop,
-Evaluation, was designed to assist college teams in p a project for their
campus. these campus projects participants were able to use the informa-
tion and materials presented at the workshop to explore the applicability of this
information for their own campuses.

Campus projects were generally, of two' types: testing students to determine cogni-
tive style information or planning faculty workshops to introduce this information
to others at the college. Resulty of these projects were reported in the final
sequence of the project, the activity. Ip addition to presenting the
results of their projects, clpants discussed’ thé directions they felt work
with cognitive style should in the future and the support they felt was
necessary to continue their o_]*rt‘s
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Introduction to the Project
AY

Problem Statement l

Several important trends now affect the concerns of students, counselors,
t:qaching faculty and aduﬂ.nistratars in two-year colleges Each of the ‘
aformt:icnec} groups is grappling with ways to assure effective learning
by the diverse st_:udencs now, and' yet to be, enrolled. One of these trends,
based on the premige that each student as an individual merits the optinim

- personal”approach that the college, 46y its conscientious, creative efforts,
can manage, focuses .on the student's unique learn:lﬁg style. As a whole, the
‘\college the 1nstmctional faculty and, particularly, the counselor now are -

being called upon to tmderst:md fully the ways different students react to and

interact with the college s methods and modes. _Since open dcor two-year colleges

confront leaming problems at their most critical point, the matter of this
understanding is crucial and urgent. ’

One approach to the problem of working with a' diverse student population

\t:hat-i'l'las received relatively little attention in education is the utilization

of cognitive style mformation Although there has been almost 30 years of reseerch
«on cog‘ri't:lve styles.. this research has taken place primarily in psychological
laboratories. * One of the leading reseé.rchers in this area, Herman Witkin,

ssEsts Thiv s seaserel dan ba bRVpAl i Someving, eimmlors, pessnlons.
Research by Witkin and others has shown that cogm.tive styles are an important
variable in how students learn, how teachers teach, how teachers and students_
interact and in the educational-vocational choices studerits make .
.Discussions th:hm the Two-Year Oollege Center with otherAfacult:y members; '

in, the St:ate University of New York at Albany School of Education, with .
}K Pat:ricia Cross of the Educational Testing Service and with colleagues in

the two-year’colleges led to the conclusion r.hat cognitive stylee appeared to

provide important information in better understanding and designing educational
8 » '

&,




approaches for the diverse student population of the two-yeaf college, The
Center propesed. tc; the Bureau,of Two-Year College Programs of the New York
State qucatiqn Department, a project designed to provide informat:ion on
cognit:ive st:yle to tm-yea.r college persormel -and to explore the applicability
of that mformatmn in comumity colleges Agricult:ural and Technical Colleges
and Educational Opportunity Centers in New York State.

‘ The over-all objectives of the project were:

e 1 To provide the framework whereby college staffs‘focus on student

learning styles in their on-going process of improving counseling
and instructional procedures.

2. To focus college staffs on the improvement of counseling sdrvices
through coordinating of the efforts of the student affairs and
faculty on the means of accommodating student diversity.

' 3. To prepare counseling and instructional faculty to assist students
- 1in developing educational (vocational, life) plans based on the -
recognition of their own unique style.

4. To provide the means whereby college staff members may consider
the potentials and problems of personalized educat}on for their
college

) ' Background Information

Cognitive styles reflect individual differences in information processing.
According to Messick (70), they are "unconscious habits that represent an
mdlvidual s typical modes of perceiving, tﬁlnld.ng remembering and problem |
solvmg " They are t:yplcal ways of processing information, regardless of whether
that information has its primary sources in the world outside or within the
drstolbal. A Witkin (74) notes, the term cognitive can be misleading since
they are manifestations in'r;he cognil:ive domain of still broader dimensions of
functioning that cut across other psychological domains, including personality
and social behavior. Ausubel (68) sees them as both individual differences in
cognitive orgggnizaticn and various self-consistent personal tmdmcies that are
not reflectile of human cognitive functioning in general. Witkin makes the
point that t'hey are actually broad personal styles of information processing.

.' 9. ‘




Although the exact wordix.1g of defiz;it.ionS of cognitive style may vary .
among, researchgrs,'all definitions stress individual differences in infdrmatioﬁ
process'Q_g/:_\Certaih other charact'eristics. of s_t:ylg are ge,nerally.agreed on by
researchers in'the field. An individual's style, for example, gen:arally tends
to stal;lilize in early adolescence. Thus cognitive styles are generally regarded
as ''stable, relatlvely endunng self-consmtencies in the manner or form of
,cognitl.on" ('t‘ess:.ck 70) . However not: every has a dominant cognitive style
on ail dimensions of style. Since st:yles are bi-polar in nature, the mdiv1dual
who has a particular style on any dimension will fall at one end or the othef of
the contimmm. .Cogﬁti\'ie styles are, as is reflegted in Messick's definition,
generaily regar'ded as unconscious habits. They are spontaneous, unplarmed |
responses to a given situation. , As such, they should be dist:inguished from .
strategies which are conscious, plamned responses, tesponfse's that an individual
has learned to use in a particular ‘situation. . It is/when an individual is con-
fronted with a new or ambiguous' situation that his style will tend to dotm.nat:e

It is also important to note that styles, unlike many cognitive and personalitfy

factors can be assessed by non-verbal, perceptual means.

Witkin, Messick and Kogan all stress the importance of distinguishing
cognitive styles from abilities. Kogan {71y notes a difference in emphasis -
between the two. "Abilities concern level of skill - the more and less of
performance - whereas cognitive styles give greater weight to the marmer and
~ form of cognition.' Witkin (75) states simply that s't:yle "'appears to be more
related to the 'how' than to the 'how much' of cogpitive f\m.ctioning".

'.-D'i:fferent cognitive styles have developed both from psychological research
and from practitioners interested in individual differences. A variety of cog-
nitive styles have been identified' in the psychological literature. Messick
(70) 1lists and describes nine cog;;i'tive styles which have been the object of
syéNeoretical and empirical examination. These nine appear to be the ,

. 0 .
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most solidly established in psychological research. In addition to the nine
: idem:ified by Vessmk Kogan (71) has resea.rched a dimension known as risk-taking
| vs. cant:iousness. "The dimension refers to individual differences in choice of
'high payoff-low probability’ options." Although each of these dim_ensi.ons were
identified and researched by different researchers, they.share certain common
Saracratabing, AT Sunatoss originated through psychological research. ‘
They are all bi-polar in nature, and each bi-polar dimension represents individual
differences in information processing habits or-modes. * Not all individuals have
a particular style on,eac'h of these st’yie dimensions. However, those who do
have a <‘ia:ﬁ.oam: style, who fall at one end or the other of the contimum of_'a
particular dimensionu will process information differently from sonieone at the
other end of the contirmm These styles tend to be stable over time and the
'value" of having any particular st:yle is dependent upon the situation.
McKermey and associates at the Harvard Graduate School of Business
developed a model of cognitive style which has its ongi.ns in the works of :
Brumner and Witkin. The basic premise of the madel is that the world imposes high
quantities of data on the individual and that in response. the individual selects
and uses only part of -that data as "information" (Nelson 74). Rather than _ ’
being bi-polar, this model includes two dimensions affecting different aspects
of ‘information processing: information gathering and information evaluation.
The information gathering aspect is the perceptual process by which the mind .
organizes and codes the wide variety of visual and auditory stimuli it mcmniters.
Individuals may be either preceptive or reeepti\ie in this process. The informa-
tion evaluation dirension relates to problem solving and reflects différences
between a systematic and an intuitive approach. Those who have a dominant style
on this model are said to have information processing space which delineates the
" extent: to which they tend to use each of the four nnd‘es. Initial research with -

this model was with business school st:udent:s'.
B 11
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ten SUNY commmity colleges, and five CUNY oazmmity colleges, “ o

. Eleven cognitlve styles were mtroducted to project participants, the ten

identified t:hrough psychological research and the Mc!(ermey model A listing
of these styles and their defini.ticns is contained in Appendix A. ‘

Description of the Profect
. - ]

Selection of Participants T

-

During the summer of 1974, letters were sent to preeidente of all puﬂh.c
-and private.ooummit:y colleges, Agricultural and Technical Colleges and
Educatignal Oppqrtxmity@entets in New York State.amnouncing the project. ‘
Colleges interested in particip'ai:ir1g were asked to write the Center. Forty-
two letters of i.nterest were reCelved Follow-upphone calls we made to determine
extent of interest and a fmal selection of colleges was. made An agtanpt
was made‘in the selection to assure both a geographic dist:ribution and a ’ s
distribution of .the various types of colleges Not all colleges invited to
participate were able to do so. The final llst included two Educational Opporttmitj
Cencars two Agricultural and Technical ('blleges two private commuriity colleges; ,

Colleges were asked to select a team of f1ve including one counsetor
one faculty nanber and one achﬂnistratorr to pa.rticipate in the project. One. .

. "person designated team leader, was financed by the grant: to at:t:end four workshops

_.: ~

One additional person for each college attended at the expense of the college. - <
“This second person was to be a different individual for each mrksl'\o'p. It was
the responsibility of the team leadér and the team member attending each
workshop to share the information Frem the workshop with team members not ‘
attending. Twenty-three teams participated. - * ,

Since the' first year was- exple’ratory in nature the project staff hoped .
for a diverse represmtation on the teams. When it was‘discovered.that no

continumg educatlon personnel were present on any of the teams, New York City
- 12
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émmmity Oolyege s division of eontimjng educac:.m -was asked to participate

. The erginia Ocmmnity College Syscem also sent a team. 'Ihe team was
- composed of staff meibers fram the office of the Chancellor of (‘annmity Colleges.
 This staff had already developed an interest in cognitive style through a
| workshop conducted for them by two l'froj‘_e,ct Priority staff members, Bosco and
" Mirtens, . Thiy wantsd to be futtller trained in order to presant cognitive
. .i:;}re information to counselors and faculty in Virginia Cotmmity Colleges. -
_Center staff felt it was appropriate to assist the Virginia'Commity College "
System in their efforts.
Participating Colleges and Team Leaders:

Professor-Sttﬂent Developmnt:

Gary
Vice-l;;‘.:g:ﬁent for Student Affairs
. Claudia Chiesi,
Coordinator for Program Developnent
. Carl Glenister,
Director of Oomseling
Elizabeth 0'Leary,

Quesada, L
-Assistant Dean of Students
LaVergne Trawick,

Counselor

Peter Idleman,

Dean for Academic Affairs

Edward Mil%s

‘Director of Coungel

Edward Stodola, e

Director of (bmsel:lng

Ruth Lebovitz,

Counselor

Victor Lauter, ‘

Dean of Continuing Education
A\ ,




-..v‘ .

Staten Island éommty mueg{e ....... Elizabeth Worttman, “

Suf folk (bunty Ca:mmity College .....

Herbert ; ’
- ) Director of Psychological Services
Sullivan County Cammmity College .

. Mary McCarty, .
_ . Associate Professor-Science/Math -
Trocaire College .............ccoevvnnn James Lanz,

. . Vice-President for Academic Affairs
' Ulster County Commmity College ...... John Hjeln;land
‘\‘ Virginia Commmity College System .... John Lavery '
.. President

* John Tyler Comunity College
Westchester Educational Opportmity . -
CENLEE 5 v oo o 5.0 riimd T6 b & w16 850 55 ..Kathleen Hart,

- Project Activities

mepmjectwasdesigmdtoimludetlreeincerloddngsequunwgearedto
assisting local collegesininvrovhgthed.mtimpmvidedsmdm’ts The total
seopeoftheprojectalsomchﬂedaﬁmlasseamt ofleamingmdrecmxdadm

'mqthreeaeqwmofthispmjectmaimedat assist:l.ng eollegeainplmrﬂng

-mdmryingdrwghpmjecuaimdatacploﬂngdnmeofcogdtiwstyle oy

information. Thethreesequanesincludedsanﬁmcolloqumn andaaerlesof /

" statewide workshops. As the project ptogressed the final activit:y, a sumary

miwfmnmwmnr Cross, ma:puﬂdﬁoimhﬂewdmh:paxﬂcolloqﬁam
imrd.d.pmts. Initsetggrﬂedfomitbecamthefa:th

t ab
The ﬂr,at project activity, held in July, 1974, was 1gna:1 to assi.st ol
center staff in ﬁrﬂ\aring dmi.ninfomatimabmt mﬂuﬂa‘sw\dﬁgof cognitive

style. 'Rd.su:ﬂ.mrinch&dpmj&ctstaffmdamllgrwpofmtedmmdm

.meogxd.tiveatyh (seeiistpii) Dr. &'oasassist:edinthedasimofthe

smﬂmu\ddmixedﬁxesmm meobject:ivesforthissequenoewere

1. Participmtavdllpmddeasynduisofmmtmearchappli&bl&
. toﬂmeproblmandobjectimdeﬁmdindnpmposal .

, 2. Participmtswi,llmlyzethewopearﬂfrmtkofpartiuﬂar

{ ;eunhgatylegrmdu

.t .'. ) 14 ﬁ, .

.
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3. Participants will provide written suggestions for potential imple-
mentation of learning style theories in New York State two-yéar
colleges.

y >
The seminar provided a great deal of useful information for Center

staff. Fql].o;:ing the semina'r an extensive report was written by the Project

- / .
Director. This report included a synthesis of the research information

discussed and suggestions regarding potential implications (see appendix B).

Excepts fram the report tere distributed to participating colleges during
the workshop sequence. *

Colloquium

The colloquiun sequence _r/epresented an analysis and processing of the
seminar informatim t:o establish the concerns commumity colleges might face
in terms of utilizing inforrmatian about cognitive style differences. ‘l“he
one-day eolloquim brought together state commumnity college leadership_
representatives, represmuiltim from New York State Education Department and:
the State.University of New York (see list p.iii). This meeting was held
October~18, 1974 and was chaired by Dr. Cross. The objectives of this
sequence were: ' | .

1. Participants will utilize the synthesis of current research provided

by the seminar to become familiar with basic concepts of learning
style theories. - .

2. Participants will dévelop a list o e aod T

cflg:a New York State two-year colleges based on an analysis of eaninar

3, Prtdotiets will develop a 'eysten for inforrtig Rev Yok Sgita two-

year colleges of PROJECT PRIORITY and establish a selection process
for involving teams from New York State Colleges.
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. The meeting included an introduction to the project, an overview of the
infornation from the seminar. and 4 discussion of the potential implicitions
of cognitive §tyie. Participants were then asked to plrovide suggestions .
regarding studies that might be done and potential problems.  In respounse to
the charge of ‘sharing and identifying ideas and potential problems for Project
Priority,’ colloquiun participants indicated the £l 1owing: |

I. SUGGESTED STUDIES (Ideas)

- Course of instruction for students in Cognitive Style to. help
student learn how they leam.

- Assisting students in coping with switching subjects; i.e.
difflerent styles present in different subjects.

- Pramote staff interaction -- commmication.

- Help student modify their tive Style.

- Aﬁslicat:ion of Cognitive Style to students in Continuing Education
classes.

- Involve faculty in local campus research design.
- Provide ways for faculty and students to enter into a Win-Win

. strategy.

Career as related to Cognitive Style.

- Relationship of Cognitive Style to instruction based upon
tencies. :

te gut level assumptions held by
people who have attendedjcolleges about how learning best
takes place. ° .

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS AND

ty will actively resist involvement.
of teams being set up as experts.
trators will want to know what specific outcomes are --
G.P.A., lower attrition, etc. ;

1 want to what they will be able to do better
now. .
id ted to give answers rather than establish
after ect Priority? This needs to be spelled out.
Cognitive Style instead of same instructional concerns?
to be ered. - ’

s
: %ES&EE

&

!
i

e
1

campus plamming, etc. * .
of Cognitive\Style used by each campus team should be

questions empirically rather than
I don't know." '"How can we work on it?"




‘:;/«.g' The series.of.‘four Project Priority/workshops was designed to provide

J /’ ' an understanding of the theory and ts of oognitive'st;yle‘ ad to develop
procedures vhich would be useful in ifplementing this infommation. Participating .
teams Y asked to develop a proj ttobeca'lduct'edbr;theircanpusesto’
acplorq the usefulness and pracd.aé/lity of the information.

' me workshops moved sequentially from an introduction of the eoncept to
testing and implementation ideas and concluded with a specific focus on' ”
.desigm.rg campus projects and evaluating the impact of cognitive style. Each

. of the workshops was designed by project staff in'coordination with a team

of pdrdcipmts and the project 8 cmtiming oonsultant Dr. Nelson. These

and Dr. Nelsmaleoservedasresarceoonsulimtsforthewrkswpe

first workshop, Recopnition, Lﬁs held October 20-22, 1974. It was
to introduce the concept: of dognitive style, to teach. the elever cogni-
‘ of the potential implications of cogni-
tive style for j:uooyear colleées'. he objectives were: | : '

; 3 Participapts wm;discuss the importance of reoé@izmg:' .

. " 1I. Participants will demonstrgte fanlliarlty with various Uognitive
Style theories:
e 2.1 Participants will be letowrit:eadefinitianof
Cognitive Style.

2.2 Participants will be le‘toliscatleast:Zdiffermces.

\ " between Cognitive Styles and abilities.

| 2.3 Participants will be le to list at least 1 dimenslon of
Gognitive Style they think might provide useful
mfmdmforﬁminwddngwithm-ymcouege
students.




/ ,{f"
JIIL,* Participants will wi‘ite%bjeétives for their teams:
3.1 Participants will te a long range objective for their

team's impact/ on . .
3.2 Participants will write an operational -objective for
accamlishnenc their Cangxs team prior to the Assessumt

" Dr. Sperry served as a ,%.onsultant: to mtroduce ‘the cog,nitive style$ ‘

identified through psycholdgical research and Dr. Nelson introducted the M::Kemey

. Ve, s ; . ) N

/

‘Ihe evaluation of t?e vorkshop indicated that participants were generauy
abld ‘o, define cognitive style, to differentiate btyles from abmci){a and that
there was an increased fanilisrity with the various cognitive st:yle# Participants

developed‘objectives for their teams to accomplish before mefnaccmmp

The second workshop, Assessment, was held November 17-19, 1?74 The specific

. e of this workshop was to introduce tes"ting instruments and other informal
uajvs of assessing cognitive style. The objectives of this workshop were:

1. Participants will be able to use current methods of sessing cog-
nitive style differences:_

1.1 To identify selected standard’ measures of
. 1.2 To identify the cognitive style dimension
* by various instruments.
1.3 To select and participate in the :ald.ngofat east one
_ cognitive style instrument. .
5 Toevaluatethepersmaleffectoftaldngd\e lected ,
instruments. t
1.5 'To compare advantages and disadvmtages of

B, Picelebaonty will ose Boghisive scyledacamdeveloi:
» profiles for college instruction, counseling and decisionmald.ng

' 2.1 To identify one nontest method of assessing cognit:ive style. -
2.2 To participate in a discussion.of the application of cognitive
style information to an instructional setting, a counseling: ]
situarion and an administrative decision making situation.

ITI. Participmtswilldevelopaplanfarfooldngatarﬁseeimlnnthis :

new process fits their respective campuses:

3.1 Participants will review objective for Inpact Projpct frgn
Recognition Workshop

3.2 Participants will write an operation objective for assessing _
Cognitive Style on their respective campuses.

18.~ Ny




Pérticipants were introduced to 15 tests, many of which they took themselves.
These tests were explained by Dr. Ekstrom and Dr. Nelson. The workshop team

introduced three non-test assessment procedllres, one for career counseling, one
on administrative decision-making, and one for observing teaching style and stu-
dent reaction. The terminology which was ‘introduted at the first workshop vas

also reviewed. ) ‘

The evaluation of this workshop showed that team leaders coming to their
second workshop felt they had a reasonable mderst:anding of five cognitive styles.
Patticipants attending their first workshop felt they ynderstood c.mly four of the
styles. By the completion of the workshop most participants were able to say
which cognitive style five selected tests measured and to suggest methods, other
than tests, that might be used for assessment. The evaluation also reported
teams became more specific in the formulation of their own objectives at the
second workshop.

The third sl Inplementatign, was held January 26-28, 1975. It was
designed to suggest a variety of ways to use cogni¢ive style in a two-year college
setting and to, assist teams in setting up their own campus projects. 'The

objectives were: ’_ i §

I. Participants will become familiar wit:h a variety of cotnseling and
instructional procedures which recognize individual differences.

1.1 Naneig\nofthemtdﬂngstracegiesidmd.ﬁedbym
Mess

1.2 Idmd.fymestrategyappt‘oprlatefortluircmpmand
list the steps riecessary to accomplish it.

II. Participmts will consider the implications of diverse cog\itive
styles for college plamming and program development.

2.1 Identify existing administrative decision-meking structure
(lines of comunication, organization, scheduling flexibility)

2.2 Focus on potential institutional change through
2.21 Informing the people who approve change

. 2.22 Working with people who can affect

2.3 Translate the mission statement of the college to foster

"~ support for a project in cognitive styles.
2.4 Identify envirormental factors that could be particularly
) swportive. or particularly blocking, in implementing projecr.s.

v .19
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IIT. Based on data from their campuses, participants will deve].op a
sig?ific implementation plan for utilizing cognitive style
ormation.

3.1 Identify the steps in implementation.
3.2 Identify the situation at home campus tobestpdied

Dr. Keen spoke with participants about a variety of areas where cognitive

style may be used and suggested the development of their own assesm‘mt

, procgdures where current tests were inappropriat:e A learning laboratory
of mt:erials was set up to provide a vaﬁety of formatsfor the presentation
of information prepared by d\eworkst'bp tean Dr..Keen and Dr. "ﬁelsmalao
assisted participants in designing their own projects. ,

The evaluation for this workshop was designed to assess the transfer | -

of knowledge from the first two workshops to the inplementation situation) . . B
Although many of the pa.rti;:ipmts. particularly those attending their first <
workshop, experienced some difficulty-with the task designed to measure tﬁis 4
on the pre-evaluation form, they were genm:ally able to do so m _the;post‘

" Tne final workshop, Evaluation, was held February 23-25, 1975. The |
mjdrpmof&umnpmwmmmapmmmmedesma&d \
evalm:iba of their cang:s projects. The e objectives Were: k ‘

1. Participmt:owﬂldevelopaspeciﬁcmtlndforevaluatmg _ o
K | mm “J»Project Pg:“? project, imhm“ble | o
’ 1.1 Particimtawﬂllistﬁ\efan'stagestobe :

considered in the plarming and evaluation of - .
cmpuﬂ projects: design, mmlhdm process,

and product.
1.2 Participmtswillidmd.fymotypesofdata that
might be gathered for evaluation of their campus
;! °  project, hard and soft data, and list one method

o
13
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TOIL Pa'rticipants will informally evaluate their involvement in Project
' Priority to date and made gny necessary adjustments.

*2.1 Prior to the ‘evaluatioh workshop eampus teams will
complete an "unfinishe(| business" form listing any
unanswered questions o}| concerns they have regarding
" their involvement in Prpject Priority.
2.2 Participants will participate in an "unfinished
business' session with workshop and center staff
- to discuss the above questions.
2.3 VWhere appropriate participants will meet individ-
ually with workshop and/or Center staff to discuss
questioning regarding their. mvolvement in the
project. -
Tam leaders will meet and in an informal discussion !
evaluate their involvenent in Project Priority to ’ ’
date. ;

g

N -
»

L e with ti# design of the praject the vorkshop team prrepared
video- -tapes of their own cg-rpus pro_]ects and viewing guides to assist in identify-
‘ ing critical planning points. Dr. Moore and Dr. Nelson assisted participants
w’it:h the evaluation of their projects. They were assisted by an additional team
of four individuals who has experience in the area of evaluation. Dr. Moore,
Dr. Nelson and projeduestaff al¥o worked with participants on any unanswered
questions on, cognitive style. '
The evaluation showed that many of the team leaders indicated their
jectwasreadytogobythemﬂofdwwurksl'opandttntmstoftheir
questions were answered. As theevaluatorcammt:ed "The real test:ofthis
workshop will be the reports of the various projects."

Sumary Activity

In the original design of the project the summary activity was to be a
meeting of Dr. Cross and the project staff to review and evaluate the project..
However, as the project pmgregsed it was felt that it would be valuable for
the teas to participate in this evalustion process. Therefore, a one-day
meeting was held June 26th to accouplish the following objectives.

21
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1. To provide a written report to the field on the accouphslmenc
and implications of the project.

2. To consider follow-up or continuation activities that may be
of value to New York State two-year colleges s

Alt:l'nuéh ftmd.mgWas not available, 15 team leaders and members were

able to participate. Seminar and colloquium participants were also invited
and several attended. - The first objective was accanplished through the

presentatlon of both oral ‘and written reports on the campus projects Following
rhese reports, dlswssions were held on the implications of the project and .
recammdatims for contumatim

In small group discussions participants identified the following as being
priorities for continued work with cognitive style:
' -- A book of readings in cognitive style, including a battery of tests

-- Continued workshops

-- Compiling and dissemination of research 1nformation

-- Research projects ’

-- Campus visits by Project Pnorit:y Staff

--— Further work on faculty awareness.

In her’ concludmg remarks Pat Cross commended the participants for their

excellent work. Her recamendations were that they continue to work with cog-

nitive style infcmh;ition in: )
1. Faculty awareness projects P e ’ |
2. Student awareness
3. Program design

‘h Involvmtinresearch

22
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Evaluation _

. The project evaluator, Dr. Bosco, was present at 511 project activities |
and provided the’ Center with, both formauve and sumative evaluation reports.
Comments from the evaluation reports on each of the mrkstwps have been

included in the projgﬁt description sectmn of t:his report. A fmal evaluation

~ was also conducted and each of the campus projects was reviewed. Dr. Bosco's o
. ecnplet:e report: is attached (see Append:lx 0.

The final evaluation of Project Priority, conducted by Dr. Bosco, focused
on knowledge of Vlcegnitive style and the application on cognitive style informa-
tion on canpus._" This evaliseia, aatlad g all workshop participants in June,
1975, was completed by ten team leaders and twenty team members. The results
showed that: both team leaders and team members felt that their understanding
of cognitive st:ylvle had increased, from poor to good over the course of the
project. Nineteen of the respondents indicated that they had implemented
cognitive style with students and tested ‘st:udents on their campuses. Twenty-
foeicE the thirty-also indicated that cognitive style information had been
presented -to famltyandstaffoncamus Team leaders rated the campus impact
of their work as average while team members were split in their ratings between

Lo B

“average and good. -

Pard.cipadngcoilegesvm-ealsoaskedtosa\dareportontheircanphs.
project to the Center. Sixteen of the twenty-one participating colleges
empletedtheirreportsbytl'e&medeadune These reports are Summarized
in the final evaluation report. Campus projects were of two .types staff
development sessions to create faculty awareness of,qunitive styles and the
testing of students to get additional information abom: the use of cognitive
style with students.
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‘In his final evaluation report Dr. Bosco concluded, "Iﬁ is manifestly
clear from the specific data presented in the body of this report that
the general objectives of ‘this project have been nnre.tlgm just 'met’.
What t_hedatadoesnot show is theenttmsmsnmdvervewhidltlﬁ.s project
has generated on the institutions which participated in it." -

In addition to the evaluator"s data, pro_]ect staff sent out a sm'vey
form in June to obtain more deta.i{ed mfm:mt:ion on the workshops and the
total project. Th:.s survey was completed by 22  team members and nine team
Ve Beom T e York Stace” colliges e the Virglola Comuntey Collegs
System. ' (The colleges not campleting the survey were Bromx, Clinton,
Comunity College of the Finget'Lakes, Corning, LaGuardia, Ulster, and

Westchester BOC). The purpose of this five page, open-ended survey was

to obtain the participant'sreactions to the project activities at the end
of the project and to obtain their suggestions for future plamning. The -
participants who responded were almost .exclusively administrators and faculty
members and approximately half of them had attended more than one project
activity. Eleven checked that they had worked on faculty awareness projects
-and another nine on projects using cognitive style with studepts. The cogni-

tive styles most frequently worked with By~ participmts were:

‘Field depa-udmce-indepmdeme 13)
Reflective-Impulsive (9)°

McKermey Model (8)
Systematic - Intuitive (7) - ,
Participants were asked vhich activity at each of the workshops was most *,
helpful to them. The most frequently selected activity for-each workshop
was: . ¥ . . '
" Recognition - small group discussions
Assessment - taking the tests

Implementation - Peter Keen's presentations
Evaluation - gmall group discusgions of projects

—
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When participants were asked which activity of the total project was most

significant for them ’th.e most frequent response was preparing the campus
project. . _ |

Pafticipants were also asked which activities were the most helpful
" in plamning their campus projects. The activities most frequently menticned *°
" were the sessions at the evaluat:ion workshop. Other activities mentioned
included discussions with workshop consultants and testing. The activities
listed as most helpful depended on the workshops attended and the type of
campus project. I'I'nose who conducted faculty awareness project:s seaned to
find the recognition workstnp most helpful. Most people seemed Uo benefit
from t:he small group discussions at the various workshops.

In making recommendations for changes in the project, participants
ewhasized ways of helping the total team become more involved in the
project. 'I‘hevmost frequently mentioned suggestion was to have the total
team attend all (or at least two) wx.:ks}nps. Some ‘participants listed the
tests as the most helpful materials while others felt there were gaps in .
the testing that caused problems. Participants mentioned Drs.’ Nelson, Keen
and Hoddick and Center staff as being most helpful to them. Most participants
completing the survey said that they planned to contimue their work with
cognitive style. | -
conclusims and Recannendations )

The' evaluat:lm of project staff, participants and the evaluator was that
the project accamplished it's major goal of exploring the applicability of
cognitive style information for the two-year college. ‘Pnojet‘:t staff also
feel that the project meet it's four general objectives which focus on pro-
granningforsti:d;nt: dimsify. Through the workshop e:q)eda\c‘esmdthe 3
camus projects team members focused on the use of'oognitiye style informat:!.m
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in improving counseling and instruction. Although bthe nature and design » :

-, aof the projects varied for each of the canpuses the results lead to the
; 39 . development of certain conclusions _—
| Most of the participants in the project concluded that cognitive style
information was valuable to faculty in their classroom teaching. For some
it sug:gest:ed additional approaches to explore with students who are exper-
fencing difficulties. For others it became an additional factor to consider’
. in the design of materials. Participants also concluded that this informa-
1 tion was valuable to students. Students involved in the campus projects’
generally seemed receptive to the idea and interested in learning more about
themselves. Most campus teams concluded that this information was important
enough to share with other faculty and conducted workshops on their’ campuses.
= ALl but three of the colleges involved in the project indicated at least a ‘
desire to continue their work with cog'litixe style.
Although participants and staff were extremely positive about the immense
‘amount of work that had been accmplishe;iover the year, many quest::h:ms~ N
remained unanswered. While we felt cognitive style infomatibn was valuable

' moouldmtpmvideanmespecificrecannaﬂadmsastomwitmva]mble r oA
.Many of the e:mllent mggest:ims for studies. provided by co],loqtmm pattici- ‘ |
pants early in the project were still excellent mggestions Thus amther
mjor conclusion of participmts and staff was that the project ahould continue.

" Once the. basic kmwledge was obtained and the applicability exploted s €+ 7
had been, participants were prepared to focus on specific :Inst:mctimal and
comselingusesofthis information. Additionalﬁndinghasbemrequested
t:oomtimethewrkbegmbytlﬂsproject .

Participants have also made specific suggestions regarding the direction ' |
ﬁxrtherwrkskmxldtake InrespmSetoquestimBmthevaluation form.

- team 1eaders and t:eanmmbets indicated that efférts with cognitive at:yle on
26
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" their campuses could be improved through faculty workshops. They also
" indicated that that work should take the direction of classroom application.

The prinary support they wanted from the Center was additional workshops,

mfomda{onodae;cmmpmjeca mﬂtmtsuﬂcmb%eitsbycmm
‘taff ’npwppartoncmpmﬂmttheymecoﬁcén&ndimtedﬂeynedeﬁms' -
_ money, time, urﬂappml&unad:ﬂ.ni.otzatim Ofmjormmm&a»
aqiushmhelphtgdnmltmbeminvolwdm&upmject Parti-

cipmtsataaumyynctivityalsomeamdedthaténendprojects a
ba:myofmuaﬂabookofmadmgpmcomidmstyhmmeded &

e

-

Ichﬂnmlusimofpmjectqtaffmcmmlmuthatthcmider-
abhmn:ofwrkdﬂchwm:inmduspmjecthnbeaxmlyvalmbh
£otnllemcemed Uemrfedemﬁdmtdutcomitiwstyhinfamdm

hudi.rectapplicnbilitymd\em-ymcollego ‘krwmmﬁ‘m

work continue in the directions suggested by Dr. Cross at the Sumary Activity:
1. Faculty Auarmess Projects .
' 2. 4 Student Awareness -
~ 3. Program Desigt

. &, Involvement in Research,

Pm}ec:-uffvuhmemﬂununmdm and members for their

- —a”

mmm-ﬂdediutimtoﬂuproject We also thank the consultants

‘furﬂnirumtc\dinvolm. Without the efforts of these outstanding
" individuils the project would not have been able to accamplish its goals.
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MODEL

1. Field inde-

pendence vs.
field depen-
dence °

.

e s i e e T g e o e R T T T R = s s

" Cognitive Style Models
’ ppendx A

- Prep;red‘by: R
Raren Nelson -
Harvard Univ!t:.sity

. PRINCIPAL
DEFINTION RESEARCH
- . -
Differentiated (independent) Uit'kln

vs.. undifferentiated figure-

" ground relationships. Field !

independents tend to extract
a figure from its ground or
background. Field dependents
tend to see figures only in
relation to their ground;
they are superior to field
independents in such tasks
as memory for faces and they

seem to be socially more ;

MEASURING
NSTRUMENT

Embedded Figures
Test,

Rod & Frame Test;
Body Adjustment
Test

!

i

sensitive. -

" 2. Scanning vs.
focusing (de--
fined as stra-
tegies, not as
. attentional
ces)

)
3. Broad vs.
parrow cate-
. gorizing

. .28

&minger
Foundation;

Posed a problem requiring
identification of relevant
as opposed to irrelevant
information, scanners look
for attributes and proceed
in a constraint-seeking,
broad to narrow. fashion
while focuser's generate
more global, self-sufficient
or all-encompassing hypothe-
ses, proceeding in a trial-

. Amstin -

.and-error fashion. If a

scanner makes an error, he

has nonetheless learmed .

something while a focuser

cannot tell which part of

his hypothesis is wrong. _ _ .- " -
When the focuser is right, s
hovever, he attains solution

faster than a scanner.

Menninger
Foundation

The broad categorizer prefers
a small number of categories
containing a large number of
items, wvhile the narrow cate-
gorizer prefers a larger number
of categories with a small
nusber of members. The broad
categorizer admits more items "
or ideas as similar while the
narrow categorizer rejects
items and differentiates don-
cepts more thoroughly.

Schlesinger; °
Bruner, Goodnow,

Téenty Questions
Concept Attainment
Tasks (e.g., . =
Bruner et.al. in ..
A Study of Thinking

A )
Category width 5
Tasks,
Object .ortin;
Tasks

fown -




(S . : : . e . .
i ) PRINCIPAL MEASURING
MODEL . DEFINITION RESEARCH INSTRUMENT
4. Leveling vs. In taking in new information, Menninger §chemtizin3 Test
Sharpening " the leveler shows greater Foundation; Wagon Test
’ readiness to assimilate new Gardner; .
stimuli to previous categories Santostephano . A
whilé the sharpener. tends to : -
= differentiate new instances

from old. While categorizing

style applies to free categor-

izing exercies, leveling and

sharpening are examined in a

more controlled way using suc- .
cessive presentation of stimuli

rather than simultaneous pre-

sentation. .
5. Constricted Constricted control shows Hennﬁxger Stroop Color-
-secesygv-flexible————-greater-susceptibility to s Foundationj - WOTd- TOBEL o roomscanns
control interference by irrelevant Kleen

information while flexible
control is evidenced by resis-

—~— R tance to ioterference.. y . ¢ N
* 6. Tolerance vs. Tolerance is revealed by more =  Menninger Aniseikonic lenses;
intolerance frequent reversals readier Foundation reversible figures
for incongruous adaptation to unusal percep- ’
or-unrealistic tions. Intolerance involves
experiences . _the demand for more informa-
“tion before the unusual is
: accepted.
’ ‘ « .
7. Impulsive vs. Impulsivity is characterized Fels Institute; Matching hn:l,iht
. reflective - by quick responding while re- Jerome Kagan Figures; -
responding flectiveness involves consid- Identical Pictures
ering alternate classification __.-, ’ . :
or responses. When he's righr,’ "
the impulsive is faster; the
. reflective makes fewer errors. . ' g
8. Analytic vs. Analytic style entails differ- Fels Institute; Conceptual Stylo
nonanalytic entiating properties or -attri~- Jerome Kagan Test
conceptualizing butes while nonanalytic responses
. styles may be thematic-descriptive or
. relational. The analytic is

more attentive to similarities

in property, the nonanalytic

more attentiveito functional .
relationships. = °,




-3-
Ll , PRINCIPAL MEASURING
. MODEL DEFINITION RESEARCH INSTRUMENT
9. Risk-taking . The risk-taker will take the . Kogan and Wallach Cost-payoff games
vs. Caution risk when there is a low pro- '
bability of a high payoff, while ‘

caution entails preferring low

risk with a high probability .

of low payoff. In cost-payoff *

situations, the risk-taker tries *

to outwit the odds, the cautious

person tries to identify the ' .

safest odds. -

10. Cognitive Cognitive complexity is charac- Kelly; Shroder, ° REP Test

complexity - terized by hierarchic integra- Driver, Streufert Paragraph completio

vs. simpli- tion while cognitive simplicity ’ This I Believe Test

Ceity Tt is reflected by use of dimensions

of difference. Cognitive simpli-

city is favored when only hori-

zontal analysis along a dimension
is necessary. Cognitive complexity

is favored when vertical analysis

of relations between dimensions B

is necessary. . .

»

PSPPI I ESVSI—

po— e ——y Y

11. McKenney two- The preceptive individual assimi- McKenney, Keen, . . Tasks Assessing
dimensional lates information to his concepts Nelson, Botkin each mode: .
1 wmodel or categories while the receptive .« €.8., Identical
Assimilation: individual assimilates data as raw Pictures
Preceptive vs. as possible. Preceptives categorize * (Receptive),
Receptive or chunk information as it comes to Elaboration
Planning: them while receptives can more oftén (Preceptive),
Systematic vs. take a new look at the data present- Paper Folding
Intuitive " ed, since they've stored it as data (Systematic),
not concepts. Systematic individuals Scrambled
. . create orderly, sequential plans or Words (Intui-
strategies; if you have a good plan, ¢ . ~tive)
you'll find a good solutign. Jntul-- _ ‘
N tives prefer ideas, identifying the ’ "

problem and skipping from part to
vhole analysis; a good solution for

. them is good because it solves the
problem they defined.

January 24, 1975 .

L
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