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ABSTRACT - o - S
- The effect of differences in student and faculty -
- learning styles on student evaluation of faculty was studied at the
. University of Alabama's College of Education. It was assumed that the- :
" professor's learning style influenced teaching behavior. In the final -~ "~~~
week of the spring semester, the Productivity Environmental _ :
Preference Survey (PEPS) was administered to 311 students in 20
graduate and upper-level classes. The professq? of each class also
‘completed tle survey. Ip addition, students completed the '
‘university's regular evaluation form, the NCS Student Survey of _
‘ourse/Instructor. A significant relationship between learning style
..1d student. evaluation of faculty was found. Seven of the 21 PEPS
‘elements significantly contributed to the relationship between
learning style and faculty evaluation:-light, design, persistence,
self-orientation, kinesthetic perceptual preference, and time of day
— ~~—(late morning or -afternoon). The element ranked as most important by
"student and faculty was kinesthetic preferences. Persistence was
~ another highly-rated variable: both 'students and faculty saw -
themselves as preferring to work on long-term assignments. The most
significant of the variables was desire for light; students and
faculty expressed high need for light. Both studernts and faculty-
expressed less perference for afternoon learning. (SW) |
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; C " LEARNINi STYLES: DO, THEY AFFECT FACULTY EVALUATION?

R e
. lhe way:students prefer to. learn conld inflﬁence“' how the,
. ‘ s : . .
_students .rate iheir professors, _This~‘factor7 is not often oo
considered '”in. analyzingl the -results of course ;eyalu;tions. ‘

(Secerba, l979).v A stuﬂy.“at' the University of .Alabama found

', significant correlations between students” ratings-ofhﬁaculty and

'student and -faculty learning_styles. . The :results were not

o v

snrprising but = the investigation raised . questions. about -
. i _

{

course/instructor evaluations and- teaching behavior.'
Reports:of preyious research have been mixed. Hunter (1980),

°
- -

 and. 'Meredith, (1981) found no statistically signiyicant

correlations linking learning style’ ‘to instructor/course »
Vlnm_eyalpationJ;m_:Bnt_':other )researchers obtained results which

indicated "~ that a- student might = unconsciously . wview the .

o

s ) . . ‘ . ' 1 '/ y
effectiveness of a. professor "according to the/f student”s

F ]

preferences for a- specific teaching ‘mode (Armst&ong, 1981;
‘_hroﬁn, 19795 Lavender, 1977; ikiechmann; 1979) h None of’the

previous research included use of the learning style ifnstrument
.bv', q"
. administered in the present study. The hypothesis for'thiS'study

was’, aS'fdllowsf"" The’ differenve in student and fapulty learning o
“styles is significantly related to student evaluation of faculty.

t

Methodology
A random sample of 20 classes in'the’College:of Education at

the University of Alabama participated in the study.. (See Table 1

 for characteristics of the student sample.) "In the final week of

[ . 1

the Spring semester, the Productivity Environmental Preference

L ¢ " '- “ »
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Suruey (PEPS) (Price,' Dunn, and Dunn, 1979) was administered to

. 311  students -in 20 graduate ~and upper level"classes., The.

v

professor of each class alsowcompleted thre PEPS., - At the - same

time,¢ ‘the students completed the. University s regular evaluation

form, the NCS Student Survey of Course/Instructor (NCS) (National

. U”\

'Computer »Sysfems, Inc., 1973){' “'.. 5
o rable 1 o, i "
Characteristics gﬁ Student Sample | -
- | |
Number of students_ i- © 311
h Sex . £ -
- ’ R o PR .
‘Male S - 94 | [
. . :
. Female . ... . .. .207.7 .
Missing'Data” | .."IQ | .
- "~ Class t
‘ Undergraduateﬁﬁ W_J185 S
‘ _ ' éraduate LN llg'
\ VUndesignated - 16 ‘ a oo
: 'Grede Point,Average;,_.;d.lh .,' .
_ , N <

The PEPS wasgs desigﬁﬁd by Price,. Dunn, and NDunn (1479) ton

* e

°

4 S
identify 21 different elements adults.prefer in ‘their learning

: ¢ o
1environment.- The ' elements  are- grouped into - the following ‘four
areas: Immediate~enVironment (sound, temperaturq“ 1ight, and

design); emotionality-(moti}ation, 3responsioi1ity, persistence,
and the need. for either structure orﬁ.flexibility);. sociological
- _ _ ' ) N . - .
~ -needs (self—oriented, colieague-ogiented, aufhority—oriented,

and/or '.cqmbined ways);. and _,physical " needs (perceptuai

preferences}\\time of day,- intake;- and mobility). - - - -




. - ' '
[}

The NCS-,reQuires the student to reSpond.pn a .fiVe-point'

Likert scele from Very Poor to Very Good and- to rate the

.;proféssor' on 27 items. The {items includei.the' student”s

4.

- assessment of the professor's knowledge ‘of . SHBject matter;_ 

' s

. clarity of objecfiye&?"conduct 6f the course, and responsivenéss

"to  the students-—itemso't;pically, found. on ° faculty/course
. g s 4 ! * . . . *
evaluations. ’

A\l

" Each stndents’s rating of each faculty member.was-calculated.

" .

by'jsumming the- 27 items on the NCS' course,evaluatioﬁ. The_

* difference between the fpculty and_student‘Fating on each of the

—

21 PEPS survey items was_calcuiated-and'used as - an independentc

°
. 4

L3

variable 1in the regression“snalysis.' .The@e 21 PEPS variables

were. regressed. on the dependent.variable, the NCS summated .score,

to determine'hif there Qas,a significant relationship' hetween

students” evaluation of the,facuity - and ‘the fecnlty[student

B

ijlearning -ﬁtyles."'Only .the-variablesﬁthatlﬁade a significant

contribution; to this .relationship were ~further 'analyzed.

» .
1

Findings

RS n T
L ]

‘;Theffindings-of the study confirmed the resea?ch hypothesis.

v

)

" As shown in Tabie“2,'the Multiple R of .49 and Multiple' R—Squqre

.of .24 (F - 3 79. P { .01)'suggest moderabe correletion withwsome

'practical 'significance. Seven of the 21 PEPS elements made a

significant contribution to the relationship. The elements Qerel

“from 'eachiof'tHE“ﬁTeas listed by Prlce, Dunn, ‘and Dunn (1979);

two of the areas (qnvironment and physical needs) each had nmore

than one significantly correlated item. The seven variablns were °

v

1ight, design, persistence; self—orientéﬁ kinesthetic perceptual

preference, and time of day (1ate morning ‘and afternoon)

’ s
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" Table 2 * °

. K ) . . . -
” » B

: Corré1ation of Learning Styles and Faculty Eﬁaluation:

L)

.Regression Analysis

’

Multiple R~ .487 :
3_ -ﬁnltiple R Square  .237 o oot | -; N
Analysis of Variance | 7.
| Sum of.‘S'quarear DF _Mean Squares F Ratio | Prob.
Regfession ~ 21934.19 . 21 . 1044.48 3.79 . .00
Residual ;i 70554;1Lf 256 275,60 N |
Significant ind;pendent Variablea L |
. B A-~sca. Reg. Coef. f Valve “'Prgbasili;y
L E— '{,_' — ;).ﬁewr “f'“[ —
‘Light .t . =.200 - - "=2.875 - . .00
pesign 292  4.363 .00
Persistence * ; 0224 M,.'L 3,127 _. ;60.
Self-oriented - -.233. -2.105 .04
'Kineatnetic . 286 . 3.795 .00
"'Fate'Morning ;' --’;.2577‘1 o i -2.798° .00 ‘
. ‘Aftermoon - -_4.269"= B N 2 .00

L

As shown 1n Table 3 the 'element ranked as most important: by

student and: faculty was kinesthetic preferences, '942. of - the

students. (mean = 79 19) and 80% of the faculty &mean Wim‘75.68) .
- . T . ‘
~gave this variable the maxfmum rating. Dunn and Dunn §1978l

.derine. this . element as che need- for ’reali life or active

experiences. The PEBS Manual gPrice et al., 1979) ’states that a

high preference for each 61ement is a score of 60 or more and a,.

<o -

" low score 1s 40 or less.
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"Persistence was .another highly'rhted varlable. Both students

(71;6@) and, faculty (68.22) saw themselves as preferring to work
LY

on long term assignments. Both groups scored high "on the o

~variable of self oriented 1earniwg §(student = 67 32 facnlty =
SN A '

: 6§.78).' "The most -significant of the variables was, desire for
light;_'students (§9438) and fgculty (§Q.32) expressed high- need
.,for Llight. ' Mdderﬂte preference for Iate norning learning time'
was'lindicated ;by_ students (51.12) and faculty (57.79)- alike.
hoth .groups expressed 1ess preference for afternoon-flearning
(student = 42f88,_facu1ty 5134;30).

e Table 3

e

Means and Standard Deviation for Studeht and Faclulty and’
‘Difference Between, h Student—and Faculty-on-the Productivit1
: : Environmental Preference Survey -

g .
- . F ‘_

Profile R | . ' Difference Between

" Item . = . Students Faculty ~°Faculty and Students .

tem | ' aculty  F¢ | |
Mean  'SD . _Mean = SD Mean  SD

 Light 60.38, . 7.79 60.32 7.98 7 .06  .11.19
Design . 57.69 8.64  59.95 7.56-  --2.25  11.35 -

Persistgnce . 71.63 - 7.49 _  68.22 6.65 . 3.4l 10.08 -

- Self-oriented 67.32 §.95 68.78 9.06  -1.46 12,96
‘Kinesthetic™  79.19 ~ 5.50- /5,68 10.48 3.51 ~  11.28
Late Morning '« 51.12 ’13.19 57.79  7.53. 7 =6.67 . 14494 ~
Afternoon .  42.88 10.54 °° .34.30 ° 6.93 8.59 12.48

“ - T L c’ M - -
, o |

)s " : o E 5 '7 o
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‘ o ‘ _Discussion T I d* y
This»étddy found a s&gnificant“relationship.becWéél learning
style and student evaluation of ,faculty.' ‘Seven -variable;f
.C.Pj“r‘.,,‘,.?b__‘,,‘_f',‘_r‘*d. Sig““if.icla“.tly- For the purpose of this stuay, i

" was assumed that thé’ professor”s"® learning style influenced -

. ‘teaching. behavior. This assumption was based on Dunn and Dunn”s
(1979) suggestion that a professor’S' teaching behavior was

« o- & . - “
-

influenced by the professor s learning style., -

There is - a -commonly _ascribed to- belief that,
“Teachers teach the way they were taught.” = A more
~accurate statemént would be, . “Teachers’ . teach the .

- . way they learned.” In our investigations into - * g
individual teaching styles, we found that
instructors believe that the way they learn_ 1is the
“easy” or . “right” way; and, that: they therefore direct
their students . . ‘toward masteTring knowledge in much :
. the same manner (p. 241) : o o :

" Dunn 'and Dunn (19799 recommended that teachers modify ‘their

L '
usual stybes to include ‘the elements needed by their students, -

2

The( PEPS profilé of learning style elements is one of ;many

»

approaches  to the factors.'that contributek to a studeht‘s. e
. . ‘ 3 ] . ) L4 . ‘ . .
preferred mode of learning. "The sheer diversity of, work on.

learning and~teaching styles<presents!formidab1e problems for ma

t . - ’

teacher.'- A teacher nust first decide which dimension of . learner . .

stﬁle to consider important" (Doyle and‘Rutherford 1984, p.-21).

T

The practicality of accomodating in each classroom the number .Qf i

_identified factors that contribute to the individual student s
',s: V o - - .

learning“;style is questionable. As suggested by this study, >,

some. of the factors may be beyond the control of the professor.

.

v ° 2
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