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ABSTRACT | | | K

To date, modality research among post secondary
students has been 1im1ted ' This article reports the results
of a study conducted at a small priyate midwostern liberal |

‘arts university where the Swassing-Barbe Modality Index |

" (SBMI) (1979) wasiadminiSteted,to 20 freshmen studying
second semestor Spauish. The independent variable was thei.
students' modality ;tréngth: visual, auditory, kinestuetic,'
or mixed. Dependent_variablosfwere SAT-Math scores, SAT- |
Verbal scores, course grade in eaoh'of two consecutive
semesters, ond gender. Pearson rho correiation coefficients

| were calculated and no correlations were found. - These -
fzndings support the conclusxons of Barbe and others (1481),
that modalities bgcome integrated as studentsAmatu:e.

R%sults also suggest a possiblo role played by memory
strategies, specifically chunking, when modalities are.
measured by use of the SBMI among college aged subjeots.
Three suggestionS'aré madet 1) that toachers considerjuse of
the SBMI for diagnostic purposes when students have

‘difficulty learning; and 2) the mismatch between the

,teacher's preferrod mode of presentation and the students'

,

preferred mode of learning be lessened by reteaching in a

‘differe it mode and by‘vorying‘the mode used from day to day.
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INTRODUCTION -

\
(.

"_Among the variabies that make individuai learne:s
different ffom each other is modaiity strength: visual,
auditory or kinesthetic. ﬁodality Strengthé are the sensory
"channgls that are mosf'effective for processing |
ingormationf (Barbe and others, 1?81). Modality as a
léarner variable has not been fully exp}oréd, and its

relationship with teacher modsalities has not been

established.. .:ither its value as a predictor'of

achievement ncr its relationship to other accepted

predictors has been determined. The issue\is one in'ﬁhiéh

_ reéea:chers ar2 clearly "exploring an emerging fhéory based

on new knowledge of how children actually absorb and retain
information and 'skills".(Dunn and Carbo, 1981).
Some of theoskills necessary to learn a sgcond language

can bé readily‘associéted with modalities: listening

comprehension with auditory, reading skills with visual, and

speaking and writing skills with kinesthetic. Second

lahguage educators have recently turned their attention to

" theoretical propositions that account for individual

differences in the learning styles of students (Omaggio and
Birckbichlef, 1977). Reinert (1977) cites two case studies-

in which a relationship between the mode of presentation
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matched to assessed modality strength affected achxevement
Like Barbe and Milon (1981), he recommends teaching to the,
modality strength of ::fividuals Lepke (1977) and Nunney

l
§ to match students' preferred mode .

(1977) also suggest ~
of learning to metﬁdd,of'instructien in secondilapguage , o ¢
classes. Corbett and Smith (1984)-found:thet‘onejqf the '; o
instruments'evailabie for use in second language classes;i | |
sPec1fzca11y ELSIE (1977), requires further refinement for
use in assessing group preference and does' not accurately

" identify students whose preferred modality is listening.

The study described here addresses.the first and second

//

points above by'reperting the effects'of using a prevailing
assessment instrument, the Swassing-Barbe Modality Index

(SBMI), with post secondary students. Since“modality

research has been ton@qcted largely with_ehildren yeunger“'

theﬁ age 12,-tﬁe iﬁtegration of learning ques.that occurs

in adolescence has not bees”studied. Secohd language N
learners are approprxate subjects for these studies since
typmcally (in the U S. ) second language study begins in
adolescence. Further, the results of the study suggest
recomﬁendations tq.second_language teaehers for use of the
instrument and the construct of modality in their

classrooms.

wr297
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Barbe and Milone (1981) succinctly summarize what is

known about modalities in the fo lowing statements: S

1) studénts vary with reopec their modality
str&ngths; : .

N R 2) modality strength is not a fixed
' | characteristio,

3)  there is no clear difference between the
-~ modality characteristics of boys and.girls;

4) handedness and modality do
~ related;

i 5) ithere is an interaction etween.stﬁdent and
- teacher modality strengghs (pp. 378~ 379),

6) :modality and race are/not . related.
Researchers attempted to - arify the relationship

between mooality and mog of presentation of material

(Ysseldy y examining their data for
aptitude/treatment intetactions (Cronbach-andosnow, 1969)

- Tarver and Dawson (1978) and Kampwirth ‘and Bates (1980) .
found insuffiCient evidence to support an A/T interaction -
.between teaching method and modality strength. Still,_the |

findings of Reinert'(1977),'Corbett and Smith (1984) and | . {.
Barbe and Milone (1981)/suggest that the abandonment of the ‘
modality construct at this time may be premature end that

attention should be given to these critical issues in

modality :esearch.

1. improvement of assessment instruments;

wr297
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2. examination of the process of integratlon of
modalities beyond elementary school;

3.  examination of the modalities used for
reception as well as retention and
reproduction o. material.

Educators and researchers have attempted to explore a

relationsh;p between a ‘learner varzable and a teacher

behavior without fuliy describing the learner variable. The_

result is a confusing array of at-least three stances on the
role of‘modalities in learning. Some authorities recommend
.teaching only in the student'sistrongest modality (Wepman,

'1967; Sabatino and Nayden, 1970; and Barbe and Milone,

1981), but Wallace and- Kauffman (1973) contend that teaching 2

to strengths widens the gap between ability and disability.

Hallahan and Cruickshank (1973) hold a moderate positioo,

i.e., arguing that the strongest modelity should be used to -

develop"the deficient modality.

‘When modalitv strengths.are considered in the context
of a.classroom; new dimensions of the variable emerge.
'DeBoth.and Dominowski (1978) suggest that the modality
preferred for reception of information may not be the same
- as that préferred for retention or reproductioo. Kirkvand
Kirk (1971) point out that transfer acrpse modes has not

. been fully explored.

wr297
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‘PROCEDURES

'ﬁghigggg. The study was éonddcted at a small, private,-
Midwestern liberal arts university. }wénty.f:eshmen
Tstudents,‘eight males and 12 females, ages'16-18, were.
'réndqmlyﬂselected from two-seand semester beginqing Spanish
.classes._ Students. of this age group were selected to |
cépitaliie.on the confluence of beginning second language
study and the completed integration of modalzties. Thg
~subjects had studléd f1rst semester beginning Spanlsh wmthv

4 three different 1nstructors but at the time of the study a11 :
| were in the cldss of a fourth instructor.

ng;hggg and Mg;gg;glgf The SBMI was administered to each:
student'individually‘aﬁd-to the instructor;-'The iqstrument-'
requires that the subject recreate incremehtally-incréasing ‘/
.Sequences of'éeomet?ic shapes."jhe sequences were presented
first visually, then auditorily, and finally kinesthetically

according to the manual prepared by the developers of the

SBMIL. EachfSubject's.strongest (primary) and second’ .

strongest (sSecondary) modaiity was labelled as visual,
_auditory, kinééthetic, or ﬁixed.' A mixed, d; balanced{
modality occufred,when all three modalities were within five
percentage points of each other. Dependent variables were

first and second semester Spanish grade,2 student's self-
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assessment ofimodality strength, SAT-Math score, SAT-Verbal
sdore, and sex. Self-assessedInodality-was determined ..
through'en open-e;ded interview in which the student was -

- asked to describe the way s/ne learned Spanish best.

‘ Pearson rho correlation coefficients were calculated on
the following varlables.'raw and percent scores for visual, |
audltory, and Kinesthetic modallties on thé”gBMI primary,
secondary, and‘mlxed modallties, first semester and second
semester Spanzsh grades, student s self- assessment of.
modality, SAT- -Math score, SAT Verbal score, 'sex, and °
teacher's modality. ‘ x '
‘ The null hypotheses 'stated that there was no
significant relationship between the student's modality
'strengthsas assessed,bf the SBMI and

‘ 1) first semester Spanish grade‘
2) 'second semester Spanish grade
5)’ SAT-Math scores
4) SATsVerbal scores |
5) student's self-assessed modality
6) student's sex: |

7) the teacher's modality.
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RESULTS

There were no significant relatxonshxps between
modallty as meas ured by the SBMI and grades in two semesters
o | ’of college Spanxsh,,SAT scores, self-asseased modality, sex,
~or the teacker's modelity. Table 1 showe the Pearson
correlation coefficients for each variaﬁie in:%he study.' 
S%xtj.percent (n=12) of the sfudents had one primary,
or strongest, modality.- Of the 20 studenfs tested, six
“(30%5 Qere kinesthetic, three (15%) were visual and three
’15%) were audltory. The re;aelowshlp betWeen primary and
kinesthetic modallty (r=0.037, raw; r=0. 056 percent) was
51gn1f1cant (2=0.009). The ranaining elght students (40%)
had mixed modalltles, that iz, their modalitles were all
within five percentage points of each other. Oflthe |
students thh mixed modalities, six.(30%) showed a sllghtly
stronger Score in auditory and two (10%) in visual. Table 2
’presents the frequencies of primery and mixed modalitiee

found in the'stﬁdy.

The highest raw score attainable in one moddlity‘on.the

SBMI is 45. Table 3 reports the mean raw and percent scores
for each modality. The mean scores were highest in the
" visual modality (raw = 38.353, percent = 34.65). Next

highest scores were in the kinesthetic modality (raw =

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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38.25, percent = 34.55). The lowest scores were in the
auditory modality (raw = .34.25, percent = 31.15). The

ranges for visual_:aw‘gcoresrwere 26; for auditory raw

scores R=34, and for‘kinesthetic raw scores R=32; The
clustering of.Both the percent and the raw scores in.;he'
mid-30's indicated ;hat the modalities Qere fairly weli
integrate&'?or each studenﬁ.

i

INSERT TABLEfﬁ ABOUT HERE.

amm amy EGES GNP W W G GEP MR MNP —w s wn CES aEn W WA N G R A W e

.. s
~Finally,‘t_:here were some significant relationships

among the variéb1e§ of the study that éttésted to the
'internal-validit& ;f the.instruménts. For instance, réw
“scores correlated Qith percent scb;es for all fhree . |
'modalifies: visual (r=0{77, p=0.001), auditory (r=0.596,

- p=0.006), and kinesthgtié (r=0,8h,‘230;001) In addition,
there was a significaﬁt correlatioﬁ (r=0.996, p=0.001)

. between students' grades for first and second Semester
Spapiéh courses des;ife the change of instructbrs; _Thé
instructor's primary mddalify was Quditory; with visuai and

kinesthetic of equal secondary stréngth.

wr297
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.nigggssign. From the student s point of view, modality ;oo
* strength was neither a hindrance nor an aid 'to achievement : ;;“,X
- since no modality corre1htrd Wlth any” standard measure of -
‘ achievement. Forty percent of the modalities assesged in’ I
the present study were mixed indicating that theseﬂcollege
students had\learned to use their strengths (vzsual) to
compensate for their weaknesses (auditory), confirming that
modalities tehd to integrate'with maturity.
From a teacher s point of view, the findings point to a -
very specific pattern of interaction.' Teaghers must be .

, 5.
concerned with the arrangement of materials so that tha:

greatest number of students can gragp and practice it.;-'
Implicit in this statement is the assumption that each °
student can grasp the material more quickly and perhaps in.,
greater depth if the teacher arranges the material_in a . -
manner consistent with the student's learning strengths.
Teachers, as well as students,'have preferred\modes OE\ .. .
presentation that are consistent with their mo&ality |
strength. The primary strength of the teacher oé_the class’

in the study was in the auditory mode, with visual and ' /'

kinestehtic of equal secondary strength. She presented

o wr297
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material in an auditorf mode, consistent with her strength,

but not consistent witﬁ,thét of'the students, as showﬁ by

the gignigicant negative correlation between the primary

modality énd tpe percent.scores in the guditory mode. Only
- three %f,the students’were able to use their primary ‘

moQélity to receive this materi#i. Six were able to engage

thgir mixed (withla slight preference for auditory over \
S otﬁers) modalities, so that nine of the 20 students could

match their mode of reception to the mode of presentation.

The degree of auditory stvength among the students ranged

widely, and auditory mean scores were the lowest of all

three modalities so that even those who could use their

auditory strength did so from a~position of weakness. While

the teacher'g chosen auditory presentation was proBably most

comfortable and logical to her, as a éla§s group the '

students were weakest auditorily and few;r than half of the

students could understand the presentation in their
-Strongest mode.

In order to match her mode of éresentation more closely
with the stréngths of hef students, this teacher migbt rank
modalities, as in Table 4. The greatest number of students
showing a given modality as primaxy indicates that more
students are strongest in that mode. This is:a measure of

the students' strength as a class, and was th? kinesthetic

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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‘mode for the students in this study. The highest =score
modality is the one in which individual students possessed“
the greatest degree of strength, visual -in this study. This
measure could be influenced by vefy high scores in any one
modality by a few individuals. The modality dzmonstrating
the greatest range 13 the one in which student scores spread
from lowest to highysf. This is a measure of the diversity.
-~ of strenggh# in ;Két modé, qu'ip thiﬁ class it was
auditory. The teacher has several options. She may present
materiai initially in hear strongest mode (auditqu) and risk
the mismatch,with Far students' strengths. She may-éhen
modify and refgaéh’the same material using her equally
strong secondary modes (viSuél and kiﬁesthetic) lessening
the difficulties-Students may have had with:hér auditory
presegtationr»%Sineewdevelopment of thé'lisfening skill is
an integfal pért of second language learning,‘the tgacher
may feel justified in continuing to use her auditory
presentations. Other option§ are to teach first in the mode
that will reach the greatest number of students
(kinesthetic) or in the mode that sh&ws the greatest degree

of strength (visual). In either of the two latter cases,

she will uSe her secondary modes.

- amm  amm e e oy N MG M A MRS MR akm s AW MED e o el GER aus ams s

v ey aEm mEs  aEm  mmr MRS sk et ke emp A Lep  GMe Mm@ vy dmh sl A am s S
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Every second language teacher has experiencedwthe

feeling of having taught'a lesson that seemed well-organized
and clear only to be sharply sﬁfprised when students claimed
‘they found the lesson dénfusing in its presentation and
difficult to understand. Some of this disparity is
explained in this study by the mismatch of‘modgiity
strengtps_betﬁeen the teacher and the students. Fortun-
ataly, students as well as teachers often demonstraté the

ability to use more than one modality.

CONCLUSIONS

Results of this study are importént to teachers bécause
'they show that the anxiety resulting from the mismatch
{between student and teacher modalities is not a significant
factor in learning. Neverthelesé, if can be lessened, . and
learning made lesé toilsome, if teachers vary the mode of
presentation within a lesson and from day to day.

Reteaching of similar material in a mode different from the

initial presentation, as recommended in the literature; may

capitalize on studen;g1_§pgggggsg_@pde§. Finally, the use -

of the SBMI as a diagnostic and assessment instrument is
reasonable. 3 The SBMIJis»an individually administered
instrument, and it can be used by teachers for students

whose difficulties with language learning could be

BEST COPY AvlLy;:
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lyaftfibutable to the lack of infegrétion améng'their
modalities, or t; the misﬁatch between their modalities and
‘those of the teacher. In addition, the infofmaﬁion'gathgred
from ihdividual assessments gdh also be used togdetermiﬁe

the modality preference of the whole class as well.

- —

N
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' . Table 2 | _ ' LT
Frequency of Primary, Secondary and Mixed '
Modality Strengths

Primary \\ Mixed

| ;'Modality \ Modality Ibtals
Visual 3 \ ‘2 (visual first) 5
Auditory ' 3 | 6 (auditory first) 9 N
Kinesthetic 6 "~ 0 (kinesthetic. 6 N - ° 
o . first) ' : b :
©  Total 12 8 20 AN
N=20

19 : wr297
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- Table 3 - | R
" Mean, Standard Deviation, and Range a .
" Raw and Percentage Modality Scores
_ STANDARD
_ X DEVIATION  RANGE
Visual 38.35 6.89 26
Auditory 34,25 9.85 - 34 Raw Scores ,
. Kinesthetic 38.25  11.02 32 :
. e | :
Visual 34. 65 6.04 26 ~‘:
Auditory 31.15 9.24 45 P'ercentage' Scores ' - |
Kinesthetic 34.55 9.17 30 . s
N=20
\'\.
\\
\
/
‘..‘\\ l,
N © »’
. " ‘ r297




Tabie 4.

Rankings ol Modatity

_ BN

GreaLest Number

of Studonts .

showing This : : S S .

ModaliLy as Highest e Groatust - Teacher's
Rank Primary Score - Kanye Modalities -
First - K Vv A CA
Second ' vV-A K K -~ V=K
third ‘ A Y

)Alz Auditory
V = Visual 1
K = Kinesthetic
Ty,
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 NOTES | e I

1) Many thanks to Raymonq Swassing and Walter Barbe for :
fﬁeir.assiStance in this research project.
Swassing, R., & Barbe, W. ~(1979). The Swassing-
Eﬁxhg.ugdalinx Ihdgx.~ Columbus; 0H$ Zanen;
. 'Blossér, Inc. ; | | |
2) Although rgcént e{ﬁorté in second language lgafning'have'
focused on éroficienci as a measure of student |
_achieveﬁent, the ACTFL Proficiencyatésts wééé gb; .
used because the iﬁtegrati&n of all skills could
befgép,be'réflected in a student's course grade.
A gr#de,.dt least,in'thése%classes, ass@mes |

integration of_the listening;_speaking,‘reading

and writing skills, and is a measure of student
, progress iﬁ the class. It is not intendédwtowwmmunw~~~'
serve ﬁs an ihdependent measure ‘of proficiendy.
3) That 30% of tﬁé college freshmen_stugents assessed in i
the study were kines;hetic is ndt consistent with
findings of researchers who éxamine& young |
~children. The most frequent modalities were ' /!fl
visual or mixed in the work‘of Barbe and othersfvb‘ |

(1979), each accounting for about Lne third bf‘;he ".;

population. A possible explanation for the high _'1 ”

22 | -
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frequencj_cf.kinesthetic modalities'in»this sample
could be the role of memory devices, specifically
chunking, on the part of students taking the $BMI.

The order of presentation of the same sequences of

shapes in the test'iS'visuel first, then auditory,

then kznesthetzc When hese college students

~were required to reproduce the patterns for the

- third (klnesthetic) time, they had memorized many

of the»seqﬁences)and thus earned higher scores for.
their kinésthetic assessment. It is suggested

that theworder be varied in which modality:L

speczfzc stimulators are presented to college aged

T

subjects, e.g., v1sual audltory kinesthetic, then

Aperhaps kinesthet1c-aud1tory-visual.. Such -
"~ variations in order have been conducted among

“”young children, without revealing signif;cant

effects on the validity of the inst:rument (Barbe
and others, 1979). It is argued here that the
college aged student has~meny memory devices that

can only be cont:clled Ey"manlpulating the order

‘of presentation.'dvée,of the SBMI for research and

diagnostic purposes will require variation in the

order of presentation. <dy
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