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A COMPARISON OF

SELECTED BASIC SKILLS AND PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

IN ADULT BASIC EDUCATION/GENERAL EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (ABE/GED)

AND DEVELOPMENTAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Comprehensive community colleges, because of the nature of their

locations and services offered, have been the post-secondary

educational institutions in the United States which have caused

increased attention to be focussed upon the growth of post-secondary

education and the role it plays in preparing a broad section of

American society. An increasing number of students, for a variety of

reasons ranging from proximity of location to monetary considerations,

choose to study at community colleges. Research indicates that a

disproportionately large number of these students are unskilled

academically. Labeled New Students (Cross) by virtue of their

propensity to fail, drop out, or make agonizingly slow progress, these

students of all ages and previous educational experience appear for

enrollment and instruction in open door community colleges.

Until the last decade, these students were most frequently

enrolled in ABE or GED classes if they had not completed a high school

education. However, with the arrival of ever larger numbers of these

students, and due to the availability of Basic Educational Opportunity

Grants for financial assistance, more and more students enrolled in

community colleges. This group of students included some students
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with high school diplomas who were unable to do college-level work;

and some students without high school diplomas, and little perceived

necessity to acquire them before they began two-year terminal, transfer

or vocational programs. To deal with these students, many community

colleges instituted departments of Developmental Education (also termed

General Education, General Studies, Guided Studies, Foundations of

Education) to provide instruction and counseling to these students.

Thus, there have grown up in many community colleges separate but

parallel administrations, budgets, faculties, and facilities to admin-

ister these Developmental Education programs. The principle questions

addressed in this research are: Do these parallel programs answer a

need for two separate programs which are based on the perception that

these new Developmental Education Students are in some important ways

different from the ABE/GED students who for years have struggled to

upgrade skills to achieve the equivalent of a high school diploma? Or

are Developmental Education students fundamentally different from

ABE/GED students in some important ways which suggest that they need

different educational programs from those more traditionally offered

to ABE/GED students? Are these two groups of students not really just

one group of students sharing a number of characteristics?

Portland Community College followed a pattern of separate but

parallel programs until the Summer of 1977 when a new Developmental

Education program was developed within a re-aligned Division of Student

Support Services. The Developmental Education Department included all

non-transfer reading, writing and mathematics courses taught at PCC.

In addition, the total ongoing ABE/GED program was transferred to the
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Developmental Education department completing the merger of these two

areas which are both concerned with non-college-level instruction in

basic skills.

Portland Community College had, then, within the Student Support

Services Division, the Developmental Education Department which

includes Developmental Education (instruction for students not yet

able to do college-level work) and ABE/GED programs (instruction for

students at any level up to that of a high school diploma). It became

apparent, however, whether by observation of classes, by viewing an

organizational chart, or by looking at course descriptions, that there

was a great degree of overlap between the instructional needs of these

two groups of students. Academically, they share an inability to

perform at the traditionally defined college-level of achievement.

Teacher experience suggests that in terms of personal characteristics,

educational background and personality make-up, these two groups of

students may be very similar to one another. Yet, the institution in

which they come to learn suggests, by its separate but parallel

programs, that these are two groups of students with different

educational needs and there is hence the need for different educational

programs.

It is chiefly educational tradition that has encouraged the dual

existence of these two parallel programs. A review of the literature

indicates that these two programs (ABE/GED and Developmental Education)

have tended to develop and grow divergently into different entities.

Major differences in funding, staffing and often facilities have

perhaps led to the questionable assumption that the students themselves
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are different from each other, depending on whether they meet criteria

established in the older, more traditional ABE/GED programs or those

more recent, pragmatic and eclectic criteria used for judging

students to be appropriately placed in Developmental Education

programs.

It is important to note that even in a field characterized by

relatively little research, the recent largely pragmatic development

of Developmental Education has produced even less research. This

paucity of research when added to the existing academic tradition of

two parallel but separate programs results in a situation which is

based on neither research on the aptitudes and abilities of the

students involved nor careful objective examination of program and

curriculum rationale.

Statement of The Problem

The purpose of this study was to determine whether students in

(1) ABE/GED and (2) Developmental Education classes are similar in

selected basic skills and in selected personality traits. This

information is necessary for institutions to plan relevant and

appropriate programs for students entering with low skills.

In an era of decreasing total numbers of students engaging in

post-secondary education, there are, however, increasing numbers of

New Students enrolling in community colleges. The reduced financial

resources available for education due to rapid inflation, public

monies limitations such as California's Proposition 13, serious

financial limitations at both the federal and state levels, and ever-

increasing taxpayer interest in educational efficiency and
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accountability--all these lead to a necessary re-examination of

on-going programs in terms of appropriateness and cost efficiency.

Redundancy and overlap of educational programs will increasingly be

seen as undesirable, non-cost-efficient, and evidence of poor

planning and utilization of staff, facilities and public monies.

Incompleteness or absence of a sound data base of research makes

relevant and appropriate planning even more unlikely (Woodbury,

Klapstein).

To make decisions about the desirability of one set of

educational arrangements in preference to another, educational

planners need information about the characteristics of the students

whom they intend to educate. Local needs assessments, demographic

studies, and careful long-range institutional planning are all means

in which a community college acquires information about the community

it serves. Research undertaken within the institution should relate

college-specific situations to general trends in community college

education. Therefore, if administrators are to plan adequately for

New Students' education, they need information about the basic skills

ability and personality characteristics of the students who attend

their institutions. In addition, contemporary learning theory

suggests that when the match of teaching style to learning style is

made, students are more comfortable and thus learn better (Barsh,

Cawley, Nelson). Yet, this cannot begin to be achieved without

knowledge of students' learning styles.

As with many community colleges, Portland Community College has

produced little research. This is perhaps typical of community

colleges, whose transient populations and rapid changes in emphasis
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make much research difficult. Since community colleges perceive

themselves as being teaching-oriented, impetus for research, as well

as trained and/or interested personnel, is often lacking. Therefore,

Portland Community College, like other community colleges, maintains

parallel ABE/GED and Developmental Education programs largely because

of the lack of a definitive research base.

A study of the academic and personal characteristics of the

students enrolled in ABE/GED and General Education programs at PCC is

an important step in providing information on which educational

administrators can base decisions about program development for New

Students. The research question to be posed is whether ABE/GED

students and Developmental Education students are substantially

different in some important characteristics.

The Study

An examination of these two groups of students was proposed in

terms of several kinds of identifiable characteristics. First, do

ABE/GED and Developmental Education students differ from each other in

basic reading, writing and mathematics skills? Do ABE/GED and

Developmental Education students differ from each other in some

personality characteristics which research indicates effect learning

such as cognitive learning styles and locus of control? (Hill,

McLaughlin, Roueche and Mink).



7

Hypothesis

Adult Basic Education/General Educational Development and

Developmental Education students are not substantially different from

one another.

Sub-Hypotheses

In addition, thirty-two sub-hypotheses were formed to test each

of the relevant skills or characteristics.

1. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in reading skills.

2. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in writing skills.

3. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in computation skills.

4. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Theoretical Auditory Linguistic

skills.

5. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Theoretical Auditory Quantitative

skills.

6. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Theoretical Visual Linguistic skills.

7._ ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Theoretical Visual Quantitative

skills.
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8. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Auditory skills.

9. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Olfactory skills.

10. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Savory skills.

11. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Tactile skills.

12. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Visual skills.

13. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Proprioceptive

skills.

14. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Empathetic skills.

15. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Esthetics skills.

16. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Ethics skills.

17. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Histrionic skills.

18. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Kinesics skills.

19. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Kinesthetic skills..
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20. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Proxemics skills.

21. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Synnoetics skills.

22. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Transactional

skills.

23. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Temporal skills.

24. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in being influenced by Associates.

25. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in being influenced by Family.

26. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in making Individually-oriented choices.

27. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in use of Magnitude as a cognitive

device.

28. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in use of Difference as a cognitive

device.

29. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in use of Relationship as a cognitive

device.

30. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in the combined use of Magnitude,

Difference and Relationship as cognitive devices.
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31. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in the use of Deductive reasoning as a

cognitive device.

32. ABE/GED and Developmental Education students are not significantly

different from one another in externality of locus of control.

Definition of Terms

Adult Basic Education/General Educational Development CABE /GED)

refers to Adult Basic Education/General Educational Development

programs which are federally-financed under Public Law 91-230 (and as

subsequently amended) and which are appropriate for students whose

educational levels are less than high school (for ABE) or high school

level but not yet high school diploma level (GED). For the purpose of

this study, English as a Second Language, normally a component of

ABE/GED, is excluded from the general definition of ABE/GED.

Adult Education refers to any formalized instruction oriented

toward adults. It may generally include Adult Basic Education, General

Educational Development Diploma preparation, English as a Second

Language instruction, and the whole range of leisure and recreational

activities often termed Continuing or Lifelong Education.

ANS-IE refers to the Adult Norwicki-Strickland Internal-External

Control Scale, a locus of control instrument.

CGP refers to the Comparative Guidance and Placement Test, a

battery of instruments widely used to measure academic skill levels in

open door community colleges.
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Cognitive style mapping (CSM) refers to a widely-used cognitive

style mapping instrument; the version used herein is the modified Hill

version presently in use at Oakland Community College, Dallas, Texas.

College-level, when used as an adjective, refers to those courses

and standards of academic education which are traditionally considered

appropriate to be taught at colleges and universities but not at the

secondary level of education. (See synonym transfer.).

Developmental education (DE) refers to a relatively recent

movement in community colleges to create special education programs

appropriate to New Students which involve instruction at the non-

college level as well as counseling and intensive use of allied student

support services (Roueche and Snow). (Formerly the term remedial was

used to describe this level of education; now remedial is generally

considered a pejorative term and out of keeping with the goals of

education-for-all prevalent in open door community colleges.)_

FTE refers to Full Time Equivalents. In Oregon, community

colleges are reimbursed by the state for providing education on the

basis of the number of FTE's enrolled. One klh equals 45 credit hours

per student per year (academic) or 680 hours of instruction per student

per year (vocational).

Locus of control refers to the concept that individuals differ in

the degree to which they believe they control their own lives (potter,

Norwicki).

New Students, a term popularized by Cross, refers to students who

enter community colleges poorly prepared academically and often person-

,

ally to continue education. Herein this is used as a general term
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referring to Roueche's "high risk" students, Waterford's "non-

traditional" students and to replace a number of somewhat pejorative

terms often used for the same group; culturally deprived,

disadvantaged, linguistically deprived, marginal, sub-cultural,

minority, remedial, low-achieving.

PCC refers to Portland Community College, a multi-campus, open

door, comprehensive community college located in Portland, Oregon.

Terminal refers to programs which are completed at a community

college and do not continue on to other levels of education.

Transfer, when used as an adjective, refers to those courses and

standards of academic education which are traditionally considered

appropriate to be taught at colleges and universities but not at the

secondary level of education. (See synonym college-level.).

Vocational refers to those courses and programs which emphasize

specific job-related skills and sequences of skills.

Limitations of the Study

1. A review of the literature indicates that there is

considerable agreement among testing specialists and teachers and

administrators of Developmental.Education programs that traditional

testing practices do not produce results which adequately describe New

Students (Cross, 1968; Knoell, 1970). All the instruments used in

this study have been chosen to avoid the more academic aspects of

achievement testing; yet it must be recognized that these are still

paper and pencil tests with attendant reliance on reading skills,



13

ability to Manipulate standardized score cards, and other aspects

of standardized testing. Thus these results may reflect only a small,

traditionally-defined aspect of a student's total personality.

2. There was no control for readability levels in the instruments

used in the study.

3. Portland Community College is a metropolitan, comprehensive

community college with a heterogeneous student body. Therefore, the

results obtained in this study should not be generalized beyond

Portland Community College.

4. No English as a Second Language students are intentionally

included in the study.

Assumptions of the Study

1. Although PCC is committed to an open door policy (see

exceptions below), does not require a high school diploma for

enrollment or degrees (except in a few limited enrollment courses,

mostly in Health fields), and does not have any formal admissions

procedure, it is assumed that students have enrolled in one program

or another based on a rational and discernible set of guidelines.

Thus, the study assumes that students enter one program or the other

as a result of institutional placement procedures, interviews/

discussions with counselors and instructors, publicity, and

personal knowledge and preference. The study further assumes that

the students are not placed haphazardly.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The positive value of education has been a constant throughout

American history; what has changed through time is, in part, the

response to the question "Who shall be educated?"

The Adult Education movement, of which present-day ABE/GED

programs are part, came into its modern form largely during the period

between World War I and World War II; returning veterans from World

War II and the necessary social readjustments during the post-War

period resulted in attention, money and resources being directed toward

those who, even though adults, had not completed a high school

education (Knowles). Other programs from an earlier period such as

Americanization and English as a Second Language instruction were also

considered under the general title of Adult Education. But it is

significant to note that these programs were offered largely through

either organizations such as labor unions, businesses, charitable

organizations and government-related agencies or through extensions of

the elementary and/or secondary school system on the local district

level (Knowles).

Adult Education programs during this post-War period were often

conducted as part-time, off-campus evening programs. Instruction was

generally offered in basic skills, English as a Second Language,

Americanization, and recreational and leisure activities (often termed

"Continuing Education"); particularly after World War II there was a
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great increase in interest in preparation for taking the GED test

(Knowles). Parallel with this general increase in interest in

education for adults was the rise of the ct.mauunity college movement.

Although junior colleges have had a somewhat extensive history in the

United States, the term "community college" came into widespread use

in about 1950 and marks the beginning of a definite trend to establish

community-oriented institutions (Monroe).

Community colleges grew very rapidly during the decade of the

1960's (Ahrendt, Monroe). Generally viewed as comprehensive, open

door, community-oriented organizations, community colleges became more

and more involved in Adult Education in general and basic skills and

GED preparation in particular. By 1948, 58% of junior colleges

surveyed by Martorana included Adult Education in their programs

(Monroe); by 1972 Monroe estimated that "almost all community colleges

accept the function of community services and adult education."

1965 marked another important milestone in the development of

Adult Education programs. The 1965 Adult Education Act, Public Law

91-230 (and as subsequently amended) created a funding system wherein

the Federal government gave categorical grants to the states to fund

basic adult education. A summary of the benefits from this

legislation shows that during its original effective period C1965 to

1978), the following results were obtained: 1) slightly more than

10,000,000 learners had been enrolled in instruction programs,

2) enrollments had increased from 38,000 in 1965 to 1,686,000. in 1978,

3) 671,000 adults passed the GED test, and 4) 1,066,000. adults

received a 12th grade level education (National Advisory Council on
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Adult Education). The 1965 to 1978 period also marked the shift away

from Adult Education being largely conducted in elementary and

secondary schools. Before 1971, over 70% of Adult Education classes

were held in elementary and/or secondary schools; after 1971 the

figures dropped to about 50% (National Advisory Council on Adult

Education). Thus, dramatic changes in funding, planning and providing

Adult Education coincide with the rapid growth and assumption of many

Adult Education functions by community colleges.

The rapid expansion of community colleges in the 1960's and early

1970's was based on several factors: a large student-age population,

availability of tax money for post-secondary education, and an

increased awareness of the possibility of education for many previously

non-college-oriented individuals (Cross, 1968)__. In addition, the

availability of a massive grant program, the Basic Educational

Opportunity Grant, allowed a whole new clientele of students to attend

community colleges (Packwood).

Open door community colleges reacted in one of two ways: they

accepted students who were not yet able to do college work into

special programs (the majority approach)_ or they insisted that students

get a high school diploma before they enrolled (less frequently).

make getting a high school diploma more accessible, they often

created an extended daytime ABE/GED program, frequently on campus.

For the school which gets state funds on an FTE basis, such as in

Oregon, this created a real financial dilemma for schools. If they

accepted these New Students in ABE/GED programs, they were not

reimbursed state money for them since they could not count ABE/GED



17

students as FTE's; on the other hand, it was clearly socially

desirable as well as consistent with their educational philosophies

to attempt to provide education for these students. One way to solve

the problem and respond to this vast category of students was to create

Developmental Education departments.

This concept of developmental education is perhaps the most

presently discussed area of instruction within the modern

comprehensive community college. There are several reasons for this

interest. First, an increasing number of students enter community

colleges unable to perform academically at traditional, college-

levels of expectation. While this is also true at four-year schools,

community colleges have traditionally regarded the lesser-achieving

student in post-secondary education as their target population (Cross,

1968; Monroe). There is thus a concentration of students which, from

a college-level instructional viewpoint, clearly need remedial

instruction (Cross, 1971). Second, an increasing proportion of a

total cuaununity college student body is made up of these academically-

unprepared students. This requires considerable readjustment within

the institution of teaching emphasis and curriculum, and instructional

concerns (Roueche, 19731, Third, traditional, often-haphazard

remedial as well as Adult Education programs have not been noticeably

efficient nor productive in turning academically less-skilled students

into achieving transfer or vocational students (Moore, 1970; Roueche,

1972; Anderson and Niemi; National Advisory Council on Adult

Education). Yet in a period of increased fiscal accountability,

inflation and possible shrinking tax resources, community colleges
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are, of necessity, becoming more concerned about cost-effective

education. Fourth, as a result of new philosophical-humanistic

outlooks and existing social welfare frameworks, community colleges

are having to deal with raised expectations both among these students

and outside the community college itself (Moore, 1970).

Bossone's study of remedial English instruction is one of the

earliest published comprehensive studies of instruction at the

pre-transfer level. In a 1966 survey of 12 of 76 public junior

colleges in California, Bossone noted that 70% of students failed to

pass the qualifying exam to enter college-level English (composition)

classes after one term of remedial English composition instruction.

He surveyed 12 English Department Chairmen, 56 "teachers of remedial

English," and 1,239 students and concluded that "remedial English

classes in California public junior colleges are not very effective,"

being characterized by questionable placement procedures; unclear

goals, objectives, methods and evaluation procedures; inadequately

trained and often unenthusiastic teachers; and a lack of knowledge

about students' personal and academic characteristics. This resulted

in, Bossone noted, "a high percentage of student failures."

Roueche first listed and then surveyed (1968) the education

offered to low-aptitude students and questioned whether their teaching

should be construed as Salvage, Re-Direction or Custody? His work is

a critique of the state of remedial instruction in the early and mid-

1960's: lip service given to open door educational philosophy,

unprepared instructors, fuzzy instructional objectives, inappropriate

programs, and a lack of relevant research. He found, on a national

scale, what Bossone had found in his California study.
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Moore's study (1970) is an angry polemic which further attacks

the lack of discernible education occurring in community colleges

whose ostensible commitment is to include instruction at all levels

of skill. Moore introduces the theme later developed by Roueche in

A Modest Proposal: Students Can Learn (1972). Against the Odds

(1970), Moore's study, emphasizes that many students, particularly

minority ones, succeed, when they do, in spite of an educational

system that is in opposition to their needs. Moore attacks community

colleges for shrugging off their educational failures by suggesting

that learning cannot take place among unmotivated students. He

suggests that the creation of motivation is the responsibility of

educational institutions. Similarly, the responsibility for students

failing to learn cannot constantly be placed on the student; it must

be borne by the institution.

Roueche's A Modest Proposal: Students Can Learn (1972) further

documents the widespread failure of institutions to respond to their

new clientele. His thesis is that, for less skilled students,

traditional approaches to instruction are doomed to failure because

they provide the wrong solutions to the educational dilemmas of

students. He proposes a systems approach to instruction, the use of

mastery learning, and a de-emphasis on speed as a criterion for

learning. But Catching Up: Remedial Education (Roueche and Kirk)

examines several early promising programs; in addition, the element of

counseling is emphasized as being necessary in a successful program.

Roueche's initial chapter entitled "The Continuing Controversy,"
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summarizes the challenge open door community colleges face in educating

large numbers of unprepared students.

Controversy indeed. The open admission policy has
brought about an almost unbelievable increase in community
college enrollments. . . (0)ne third of all students
entering college in the United States are doing so
through the "open doors" of junior college. And they
keep coming--not only traditional college-bound
students, who were brought up to believe that "going
to college" is a necessary part of growing up, but,
in ever-increasing numbers, new students, non-traditional
students, students whose parents did not attend college,
students who in their wildest moments of fantasy never
gave serious thought to attending college.

Thus by the middle 1970's, Developmental Education was beginning

to show definite progress in dealing with high risk students.

Summaries of the characteristics of successful developmental programs

begin to appear in the literature. Roueche and Kirk's Catching Up:

Remedial Education (1973) and Roueche and Snow's Overcoming Learning

Problems: A Guide to Developmental Education in College (1978)_

document some successful programs as does Hill's survey article (1978).

By the late 1970's, Developmental Education had become an accepted

function within the comprehensive open-door community college.

The growth of Developmental Education as a concept and a function

of community colleges is largely a response to a changing student

population. First, community colleges define their areas of concern

as being the broad spectrum of society (Monroe) which, by definition,

would therefore include the less academically able as well as the most

able. But since public and private colleges and universities attract

most of the best and many of the average students, those students

attracted to community colleges by their proximity and cost include a
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disproportionately large number of academically weak students (Cross,

1968; Roueche, 1972). Cross, in her definitive study of the

characteristics of junior college students (1968), emphasizes that

many of these New Students were the children of blue collar, ethnic,

white parents. After other, more selective schools siphoned off the

most able students, those who remained tended to choose community

colleges if they choose to attend college at all.

Second, in attempting to serve all strata of society, community

colleges have chosen to respond to the needs of non-traditional

populations. Waterhouse provides a taxonomy of "non-traditional

students":

I. returning to education students

A. dropouts

B. handicapped and/or disabled students

C. in-service (students enrolled in career programs

related to their present career employment)

D. retraining and development enrollees

1. welfare recipients

2. homemakers

3. unemployed persons

4. underemployed persons

5. professional persons

E. educational release students (from correctional

institutions)

F. veterans

(1. underemployed)

(2. unemployed)
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G. older citizens

H. educational enrichment matriculants

1. ethnic minorities

2. women

II. recent high school graduates

A. the lowest third academically

B. non-college-preparatory course graduates

1. business

2. general

3. technical

Studies conducted by Roueche, Cross and others indicate that these

students usually share many characteristics: external locus of control,

need for financial assistance, need for basic skills development,

need for knowledge about career and educational opportunities (Roueche,

1968; Waterhouse; Cross, 1968; Moore).

Unfortunately, because there is such a heterogeneous mix of

students in this category, developing programs to serve them is a

complex and difficult process which is ever more difficult to evaluate.

Organizing the developmental instruction of high risk students has

generally been based on intuition, teacher observation and perceived

response to student needs rather than on a data base. As a result,

much repetition of effort exists as community colleges redevelop what

another school has recently rejected as unuseable. Swofford and

Swofford, in a review of forty developmental programs in the Southeast,

subtitle their article "A Constant Search for Anything that Will

Work." Roueche and Snow in Overcoming Learning Problems summarize
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twelve exemplary developmental programs; those programs which are most

successful are generally characterized by: 1) administrative

commitment to developmental education shown in high priorities and

sufficient budgets, 2) concerned, voluntarily-assigned instructors,

counselors and other staff members, often including peer tutors, 3) a

clear sense of direction in the program and careful articulation with

academic and vocational programs and 4) an emphasis on the counseling

aspect of education as students learn effective means of dealing with

their milieu.

Overall, however, lack of data often hampers the development of

effective programs.

In order to develop specific programs for a specified
target group, it is important to know the characteristics of
that population. Nontraditional students came from low income
families and typically are members of various minority groups.
They are characterized by feeling of powerlessness,
worthlessness, and alienation. Typically they manifest
maladaptive behaviors including delinquency, hostility,
unrealistic leyels of aspiration, lack of problem-solving
skills and lack of experience. They have limited ego
strength, uncertain personal identities and weak internal
control over their behavior. As students, they are
considered high risk at both the high school and college
level, as few remain in community college beyond one
semester. They read far below the 10th grade level and
have poor verbal and communication skills. In summary,
the nontraditional student is socially, emotionally and
intellectually handicapped. These characteristics must
be considered in planning an education program for this
population (..oueche and Mink) .

Yet many such students have been served by educational programs

before; what is different is that these students would have, until

recently, been placed in ABE or GED programs if they enrolled in any

form of higher education. Yet in the present-day community college,

these students frequently enroll with a Basic Educational Opportunity
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Grant and thus are placed in the mainstream of post-secondary education

(Packwood). Developmental Education programs have arisen as a response

to high risk students' presence in the mainstream of post-secondary

education.

In effect, then, ABE and GED classes have continued to exist

(often in another division or department of the community college) and

to attract numbers of adult students who have not yet completed a high

school level of education. In addition, Developmental Education

programs have developed in the 1970's in response to the increasing

numbers of high risk students. The result has often been separate but

parallel programs of instruction apparently based on the assumption

that these are distinctively different groups of students which thus

require different programs. The question of whether these separate

but parallel programs are andragogically and administratively sound

provides a rationale for this study.

In the most recent phase of Developmental Education programs'

development, Cohen and Brawer's The American Community College (1982)

summarized the most current of what they call Compensatory Education.

They cite as continuing trends in the 1980's a number of background

factors: a general decline in literacy, increasingly lax college

admissions policies, the rapid increase in remedial studies, a new

and slightly more positive awareness among faculty of the approaches

to teaching high risk students, an awareness that academically weak

students can often eventually succeed in regular courses, and the

increasing proportion of these students in community colleges.

Lombardi also credits these general trends with a changing environment
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for and attitude toward New Students. He also cites the undeniable

trend toward even greater numbers of these students in community

college campuses. He believes that, within the next decade,

Developmental Education courses will enroll up to 50% of the students

in community colleges. Given these directions, it is evident that the

success of these programs plays an ever-larger part in the continued

support for and functioning of community colleges in general.

In the state of Oregon, the effort to respond to students' needs

has been summarized in a review of current practices entitled One

State's Efforts to Get Serious About the High Risk Student (Johnson

and others). He summarizes his findings about trends in educating

high risk students in Oregon's community colleges. First, traditional

classrooms don't work; preference is for a variety of instructional

modes. Second, some form of coping/survival skills imist be taught.

Third, mastery levels for entrance to courses are a constant while

time is a variable in increasing numbers of programs. Fourth, the

establishment of a student "holding pattern" before regular course

work is a frequent and useful instructional pattern; yet agency and

funding requirements often work against this practice.

The answer to the question, then, of "who shall be educated" is

changing rapidly. First came the rapid growth of community colleges

as community-based open door schools in the 1960's and early 1970's.

The second phase of expansion within community colleges came about as

a change in the composition of the student body as an ever-increasing

variety and heterogeneity of students became apparent. In addition

money available for college education grew rapidly as the Basic
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Educational Opportunity Grant became within the reach of low-income

and many middle-income students. This lead to an effective democrati-

zation of community college student bodies. In the beginning of the

1980's the third phase of the educational evolution of community

colleges is becoming apparent in the increasing specialization of

curricular offerings to match these New Students. Without an adequate

data base, however, such efforts at instructional efficiency are

impossible.

Assuming that community colleges represent a strong democratic

force in American society, the contemporary broadening of community

college student bodies presents American post-secondary education's

greatest opportunity to respond to a broad-based need for education.

As did the original Land Grant colleges a century ago, so now do the

broadest strata of social concerns become addressed in the non-transfer

programs of community colleges. ABE/GED programs and Developmental

Education Programs represent a dual response to the possibilities of

educating truly "Everyone."
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Purpose

The purpose of the study was to determine whether students in

(1) ABE/GED and (2) Developmental Education classes are similar in

selected basic skills and in selected personality characteristics.

Description of selected basic skills and personality characteristics

of students within these two programs in a community college should

allow administrators to make program decisions based on accurate

research data and teachers to make increasingly better matches between

student abilities and instruction offered.

The Setting of the Study

Portland Community College is an open door, multi-campus compre-

hensive community college located in metropolitan Portland, Oregon.

It serves a district which includes all or portions of five counties

and a population area of 735,000. The college is comprised of three

main campuses (Sylvania, Cascade, Rock Creek) and one center

(Southeast); in addition, classes are held in community schools and

centers, public schools, private businesses, and at a number of other

sites. PCC served 78,000 (unduplicated headcount) during the 1980-1981

school year. Its programs include over 200 one- and two-year

vocational programs, a comprehensive lower division collegiate program,

a community education program, and a variety of non-transfer classes.
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Population

The study was conducted in the Developmental Education department

at Portland Community College by the researcher and members of the

instructional staff at PCC during Spring and Summer terms, 1980, and

Winter term, 1981.

ABE/GED and Developmental Education classes were selected from

the published class schedule for the 1980 Spring and Summer terms and

the 1981 Winter term at PCC using a table of random numbers.

The subjects in the study were students enrolled in the randomly

selected ABE/GED or Developmental Education classes at Portland

Community College during the 1980 Spring and Summer terms and Winter

term, 1981.

The subjects for this study met the following requirements:

C1Y attended either ABE/GED or DE classes on a

regular basis

(2) completed all three portions of the instruments

administered in this study to collect the data.

The total population for the study was 100 subjects who met the

specified criteria. Fifty subjects were from Developmental Education

classes and 50 subjects were from ABE/GED classes.

Preparation for Data Collection

1. Appropriate forms, letters, and a checklist of instructions

necessary for the collection of data were formulated. (See Appendix A.)

2. The Confidentiality Statement and the Permission-Agreement were

drafted and submitted for approval to the Dean of Student Services at

PCC, the Chairman of the Developmental Education Department, and the
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Director of Research. After necessary modification, these two

statements were accepted by PCC as providing proper confidentiality

and anonymity.

3. The researcher met with full-time ABE/GED and DE instructors in

small groups to provide general information about the study and to seek

their cooperation in the data collection phase. These meetings were

considered very important because it was necessary for the researcher

to rely on the classroom instructors to encourage the students to

participate in the study. Furthermore, it was necessary for classroom

instructors to assist the researcher, re-arrange class schedules,

administer the tests, collect completed questionnaires, answer

questions, and explain procedures. The positive involvement of these

classroom instructors was thought to be crucial in the complete,

accurate, and systematic gathering of the data.

4. A pilot study was also undertaken primarily to verify the

appropriateness of the procedures and the instruments to be used in

this study. The following reactions to testing were observed:

1. The students were not reluctant to be tested, although

the literature states that ABE/GED and DE students often

resist and resent research testing.

2. The teachers were essential to the study by emphasizing

its potential value to the student and assisting the

researcher with the testing procedures.

3. It appeared that the subjects did not need assistance

from the researcher in completing standardized answer sheets

used on the CGP.



4. At the completion of the administration of parts

of the pilot study, the classroom teachers and the

researcher discussed with students their reactions to

the instruments. Students reported a favorable response

to the testing sessions and did not object to either

the surveys or the three timed tests.

5. The students seemed curious, enthusiastic and interested

in the Project.

5. Recommendations for the data gathering based on the pilot study

included:

1. The practice of having the classroom teacher do the

testing was preferable to having an outsider suddenly

enter into the testing procedure.

2. Stressing potential value to the study by allowing

additional counseling to student-participants seems to

be an ethical and suitable approach to the problem of

"using" students as research subjects.

3. The instruments seemed appropriate for the students

taking them; all students appeared able to read the

instruments.

4. Although the testing takes a fairly long period of

time, the time spent did not seem excessive either to

the student-participants or the teacher-participants.

This finding was related to the teacher-participants'

active role in testing.

30
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Data Collection

1. During Spring and Summer terms, 1980, and Winter term, 1981, the

data were collected in classes at four PCC sites. (the Sylvania and

Cascade campuses and two off-campus sites)

2. Using published schedules of ABE/GED and DE classes for each term,

classes to be tested were selected using a random number table. The

following classes were excluded:

1. Speed Reading (Eng 115) and Vocabulary (Eng 116)

were excluded from the study because, although they

are considered part of the Developmental Education

Department for administrative reasons, they are

college transfer classes.

2. ABE/GED and/or DE classes that were established

for special populations were excluded.

A. ABE/GED classes at the Cerebral Palsy Center

B. ABE/GED classes at the Urban Indian Center

C. DE classes for hearing-impaired students

3. After classes were randomly selected, the teacher of each class

was contacted to cooperate in the study. Each instructor contacted

agreed to participate. Several classes were excluded because they

used a totally individualized, open entry, format. Furthermore

classes which lacked adequate testing facilities were not able to

adpinistex the tests.

4. Each class followed the procedures outlined in the Checklist for

Instructor- Participants Administering Research Surveys. (See Appendix

A.L The procedures assured confidentiality but also made it possible
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for a student to receive a copy of his/her scores. Subjects were

given the following instruments:

Reading, Sentences, and Computation tests of the

Comparative Guidance and Placement Test Battery (CGP)

Modified Hill version of Cognitive Style Mapping (CSM)

The Adult Norwicki-Strickland Internal-External Scale

(ANS-IE)

Instructors gave the three sections of the CGP at three successive

class meetings and assigned the ANS-IE and CSM as an out-of-class

assignment. These two instruments (the ANS-IE and CSM) are checklist-

type inventories with no time limits and are suitable for students to

take under informal conditions.

5. When the materials were returned to the researcher, if one or two

tests were absent, a letter was sent requesting completion of the

data-gathering (see Appendix A); a number of subjects responded to

this request. Those for whom the data was not complete and for whom

reasonable efforts did not complete the data were excluded from the

study; only students with all three instruments completed were included

in the study. When 100 students, equally divided between the two

groups, had complete data, the data gathering was terminated.

6. Upon return of all the data to the researcher, a copy of the test

results was sent to each student who requested it, along with a letter

offering an interpretation of the test results by the PCC Counseling

Department. (See Appendix A.) This procedure was seen as a very

important step in assuring that student-participants were offered

something positive in return for their cooperation in the project;



33

furthermore, this procedure was also very important in assuring the

responsibility and credibility of the project within the Developmental

Education Department and among the instructor-participants.

The Instruments

The Comparative Guidance and Placement Test is an instrument

developed by Educational Testing Service for use in open door

community colleges; its main function is to provide (1) placement

information for the student, (2) information about appropriate

programs for the student, and (3) to provide research information to

institutions in the form of yearly-updated local norms. The placement

aspect only of the CGP was used in this study. Among CGP's are tests

in three subjects (reading, writing, and computation) yielding three

sub-scores (reading, writing, and computation). The purpose of the

CGP's being used in this study is to provide a skills assessment in

three specific basic skills (reading, writing, computation) considered

in the literature as fundamental to success in community college

courses generally.

The CGP was chosen because it is one of the three most widely-used

test batteries specifically designed for open door community colleges

(Roueche and Archer); it is a readily available test and relatively

simple to administer, and it applies "sophisticated statistical

standards" in its construction OiturosY. The tests include a vocabulary

section and a reading section (resulting in a reading score), a

"correct the sentence" format which tests use of grammar and

punctuation (resulting in a writing score), and a basic arithmetic

test (resulting in a computation score).
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Cognitive Style Mapping (the modified Hill model, as used at

Mountain View College, Dallas, Texas) is an instrument the purpose

of which is to help the learner (and the teacher) find out which

cognitive styles are paramount for each individual learner.

Cognitive Style does not deal with the level of
achievement of the learner or with the academic ability of
the student. It attempts to determine how and where the
learning takes place most effectively for each student. Does
the student learn theoretical matter by listening or reading
through visual or auditory material, by touching or even
smelling the matter being studied? Does the learner work
most effectively in a highly structured setting, in a peer
group, or in an environment where he/she may work alone and
establish an independent rate? Does the student reason
and reach conclusions by dealing with rules, recognizing
similarities, identifying differences, or combining all
three approaches? (Mountain View College)

CSM is an integral part of this study which proposes to examine the

cognitive style (including modalities, proxemics, style of

abstractions, spatial sense, time sense and other cognitive style

indicators) of individuals in the two groups. Instructionally,

knowledge about students' cognitive styles is the beginning step in

matching instruction to individual learning style.

Locus of control as a concept useable in testing began with

Rotter's article "Generalized Expectancies for Internal versus External

Control of Reinforcement," (1966). Rotter expounded a theory and

created an instrument which measured locus of control, the concept

that an individual believes he controls or does not significantly

control his own life; Rotter envisioned a continuum between these two

positions.

The Adult Norwicki-Strickland Internal-External Scale is a more

recent locus of control instrument. Dortzbach, in a dissertation using
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selected precincts in Eugene, Oregon, stated six reasons to prefer the

ANS-IE to the Rotter scale; among these she stated that

1. the ANS-IE uses a single score (external) rather than

a point on a continuum;

2. the fifth grade reading level of the ANS-IE is

appropriate in non-college populations; and

3. more consistent test-retest reliability is present

in the ANS-IE than in the Rotter (Dortzbach)..

In addition, the ANS-IE requires a yes/no answer OW items). while the

more complex Rotter instrument uses a more complex forced choice

format.

In an extensive study on "The Impact of Instruction and Counseling'

in High-risk Youth," Roueche and Mink show that external locus of

control can be changed in the direction of increased internality by

appropriate instruction and counseling. The inclusion of a locus of

control instrument in this study is based on this contention that

externality is positively correlated with hostility, anxiety and

alienation as well as low success in learning unfamiliar material. It

thus appears that external locus of control is a frequent indicator of

New Students.

The choice of these three instruments is based on the following

assumptions; (11 that reading, writing, and computation are

fundamental skills which are basic to success in all other school-

oriented endeavors COGPI, (2)_ that personal learning style effects

efficiency of learning among students (CSM), and (3) that locus of
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control is an important factor in academic success at any level

(ANS-IE). These three instruments provide information about selected

basic skills and selected personality characteristics of these New

Students.

Statistical Analysis

The data were analyzed by one-way analysis of variance using the

.05 level of significance to determine statistically significant

differences between the two groups in the factors cited for selected

basic skills and personality characteristics.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine whether students in ABE/

GED classes and in DE classes are similar in selected basic skills and

in selected personality characteristics. A major hypothesis was

formulated which stated that ABE/GED students and DE students are

similar in selected basic skills and in selected personality

characteristics. To conduct the research, thirty two sub-hypotheses

were formulated, each representing one basic skill or personality

characteristic.

Each of the thirty-two hypotheses was examined by the same

statistic, using SPSS (statistical Package for the Social Sciences,

version 8.0, 1979) to perform a one-way analysis of variance. For each

sub-hypothesis, a p value larger than .05 permitted the null hypothesis

to be retained.

A one-way analysis of variance was used to compare the two groups.

The major hypothesis that there was no significant difference between

ABE/GED and DE students in selected basic skills and selected

personality characteristics was rejected because a comparison of the

data from the two groups indicated that while 29 of the selected basic

skills and personality characteristics were not significantly different,

three of the selected basic skills and personality characteristics were

significantly different at the .05 level.
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The null hypotheses that there were no significant differences

between the two groups in selected personality traits of the subjects

tested in this study were analyzed by using a one-way analysis of

variance. These data are shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Analysis of Variance Decision Table

p Value Significant or
Sub-Hypotheses Characteristic (.05) Non-significant

HO
1

reading .643 NS

HO
2

writing .624 NS

HO
3

computation .478 NS

HO
4

hearing words .134 NS

HO
5

hearing numbers .688 NS

HO
6

seeing words .164 NS

HO
7

seeing numbers .643 NS

HO
8

hearing .291 NS

HO
9

smell .290 NS

HO
10

taste .587 NS

HO
11

touch .167 NS

HO
12

sight .150 NS

HO
13 synthesizing .192 NS

HO
14

empathy .466 NS

HO
15

esthetics .180 NS

HO
16

ethics .187 NS



39

Table 1 (Continued).

Analysis of Variance Decision Table

p Value Significant or
Sub-Hypotheses Characteristic (.05) Non-significant

HO
17

role playing .625 NS

HO
18

body language .883 NS

HO
19

motor skills .147 NS

HO
20

physical/social .029

distance

HO
21

self-knowledge .055 NS

HO
22

selling behavior .213 NS

HO
23

time awareness .040 S

H02
4

influence of asso- .353 NS
ciates

HO
25

influence of .834 NS
family

HO
26

individual .232 NS
decision-making

HO
27

use of categorizing .016

HO
28

use of differences .207 NS

HO
29

use of relation- .460 NS
ship

HO
30

use of categor- .925 NS

izing, differences,
relationship combined

HO
31

use of deductive .783 NS

reasoning

HO
32

externality of .745 NS
locus of control

p is significant at the .05 level
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In hypotheses 20, 23, and 27, the p value was found to be

significant at the .05 level. The data indicated that for these three

hypotheses there was a significant difference at the .05 level between

ABE/GED and DE students on these three particular characteristics as

measured by Cognitive Skills Mapping.

Sub-Hypothesis 20: ABE/GED and DE students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Proxemic Skills. This

null hypothesis was rejected. A comparison of the two groups in

Qualitative Code Proxemic skills (Q (13)) in the Cognitive Skills

Mapping instrument indicated that these two groups were different in

the personal quality proxemics at the .05 level of significance.

Proxemics is defined in CSM as

Judging the physical and social distance another person would
permit....knows how close to get and who to call by first,
name. (Mountain View College)

In the CSM instrument, there are eight statements which refer to

proxemics:

I know how close I can stand to another person without
making him uncomfortable.

I am able to tell if it is. O.K. to introduce myself or
wait to be introduced.

I can tell which boss or teacher to call by their first
names.

I know how much. I need to apologize when I bump into
someone in a store.

I can tell when it is. O.K. to tell a joke or not.

I know when it is O.K. for me to put my hand on another
person's shoulder.

I know who I can ask a favor of without imposing.
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The mean for the ABE/GED subjects' responses on these its was 29.30

and a standard deviation of 7.67; the mean for DE subjects' responses

was 32.32 and a standard deviation of 5.85. The data indicated that

proxemic knowledge was used significantly more within the DE group of

subjects than within the ABE/GED group. These data are shown in

Table 2.

Table 2

Summary of the Analysis for HO
20

, HO
23

, and HO
27

N=100

N p=.05 mean SD significance

SUB-HYPOTHESIS 20:
ABE/GED and DE students
are not significantly .029
different from one
another in Qualitative
Code Proxemics skills

ABE/GED 50
DE 50

SUB-HYPOTHESIS 23:
ABE/GED and DE students
are not significantly .040
different from one
another in Qualitative
Code Temporal skills

ABE/GED 50
DE 50

SUB-HYPOTHESIS 27:
ABE/GED and DE students
are not significantly .016
different from one
another in use of
Magnitude as a cogni-
tive device.

ABE/GED
DE

50

50

29.30 7.67

32.32 5.85

29.19 5.47
31.28 4.92

29.44 6.48

32.12 4.25
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Sub-Hypothesis 23: ABE/GED and DE students are not significantly

different from one another in Qualitative Code Temporal skills. This

null hypothesis was rejected. A comparison of the two groups of

subjects in Qualitative Code Temporal skills (.2 (CTM)) in the Cognitive

Skills Mapping instruments indicated that these two groups were

different in the personality characteristic temporal. Temporal is

defined in CSM as "... aware of time and time expectations." (Mountain

View College) On the CSM instrument, there are eight questions

referring to temporal qualities:

I know how long it will take to complete most tasks.

I know exactly how many minutes it takes me to go places
that I go a lot.

It bothers me for a friend to be late for an appointment
with me.

It bothers me when events do not start on time.
among the first to came to a meeting.

I turn in assignments when they are due.

I arrive at class on time.

I keep my appointments on time.

The mean for ABE/GED subjects' responses on these items was 29-12 and

a standard deviation of 5.47; the mean for DE responses was 32.28 and

a standard deviation of 4.92. The data indicated that temporal

knowledge was used significantly more within the DE group than within

the ABE/GED group.
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Sub-Hypothesis 27: ABE/GED and DE students are not significantly

different from one another in use of Magnitude as a cognitive device.

This null hypothesis was rejected. A comparison of the two groups in

use of Magnitude (M) as a modality in Cognitive Skills Mapping

indicated that these two groups of subjects are significantly different

in the use of Magnitude as a modality. Magnitude is defined in CSM as:

A form of "categorial reasoning" that utilizes classification

or rules as the basis for accepting or rejecting an idea.

Persons who need to define things, or know the "policy," in

order to understand, reflect this modality. (Mountain View

College)

In the CSM instrument there are eight questions referring to use of

Magnitude:

Life is simple when I go by the rules.

I have no sympathy for people who break the law.

I must know what the rules are in order to know whether

a person has done right or wrong.

I follow the rules of most games and do not "cheat."

I think that rules and regulations should be followed.

I would rather work where the rules and standards are

clearly stated.

Because there is a law which says we stop for red lights,

I would always stop for a red light.

If I find the article I had in mind I buy it without

shopping further.

The mean for ABE/GED subjects' responses on these its was 29.44 and

a standard deviation of 6.48; the mean for DE subjects' responses was

32.12 and a standard deviation of 4.25. The data indicated that

Magnitude was used significantly more within the DE group than within

the ABE/GED group.
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Demographics

Limited demographic data were gathered from the ABE/GED and DE

subjects used in this study for identification purposes and also to

substantiate or refute the already existing body of literature which

states that ABE/GED students range in age from 16-19 and that DE

students represent traditional college-age students 19 to 21 years of

age.

The mean age of the total group (N=100) was 24.1. The mean age

of ABE/GED subjects was 22.2 and the mean age of DE subjects was 25.9.

The ABE/GED group was younger; 52% of the subjects were age 18 or

under. 16% of the DE subjects were 18 or under while 36% of the DE

subjects were between 25 and 45 years of age.' Age-related demographic

data are shown on Table 3.

Table 3

Age Distribution Data
(N=100),

Age ABE/GED DE

(%)(%)

16-17 34 0

18 or under 52 16
H
F 25 or under 74 38
1 35 or under 84 60
g 45 or under 92 84

t 55 or under 98 90

65 or under 100 100

Mean age for both
groups combined 24.0

Mean age by group

Age Range

22.2 25.9

16 to 63 18 to 55
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In the total sample of 100 subjects, 59 were female and 41 were

male. The DE group had exactly equal numbers of males and females;

the ABE/GED group had 34 females and 16 males. Sex-related demographic

data are shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Sex-Related Demographic Data

(N=1°0)

Females Males Total

ABE/GED 34 16 50

DE 25 25 50

ABE/GED
and DE 59 41

The sample studied exhibited characteristics similar to those

cited in the literature. This suggests that this sample is

representative of ABE/GED and DE students in general.
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Summary

The purpose of the study was to determine whether students in

ABE/GED classes and in DE classes were similar in selected basic

skills and in selected personality characteristics. The data

consisted of reading, writing, and computation scores on the CGP,

28 personality characteristic sub-scores from the CSM, and a locus of

control score from the ANS-IE. The sample used in this study

consisted of 50 ABE/GED and 50 DE subjects from the population of

ABE/GED and DE students at PCC. The data were analyzed using

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, version 8.0, by a

one-way analysis of variance. The major hypothesis was rejected

indicating that the two groups were different. For the three sub-

hypotheses which were rejected, the data indicated that there was a

significant difference at the .05 level between the two groups in

personality characteristics which related to the use of body/social

space, the use of time, and aherence to stated rules and regulations.

The data indicated that in all three cases, the DE subjects appeared

to exhibit the indicated personality characteristics more than did

the ABE/GED subjects.
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CHAPTER V

Conclusions and Implications

Introduction

The purpose of the study was to determine whether Adult Basic

Education/General Educational Development students and Developmental

Education students were significantly different in selected basic

skills and in selected personality characteristics. The sample of

the study (N=100) consisted of equal numbers of students enrolled in

ABE/GED or DE classes at Portland Community College, a metropolitan,

open door, comprehensive community college in Portland, Oregon.

The following data were gathered for each subject: 1) brief

demographic data (age, sex).; 2) reading, writing, and computation

sub-scores from the Comparative Guidance and Placement battery; 3) 28

sub-scores in the Cognitive Skills Mapping instrument, each

representing a cognitive personality trait; and 4) a locus of control

score based on the Adult Norwicki-Strickland Internal-External Scale.

A one-way analysis of variance using The Statistical Package for the

Social Sciences was performed on each of the 32 sub-scores obtained

to compare the group means of the ABE/GED group and the DE group.

Findings

Of the 32 sub-hypotheses generated, 29 were retained indicating

no significant difference between groups; three were rejected (p=.05)

indicating significant differences between the groups. In the three

rejected sub-hypotheses, the group means were significant at the .05
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level. The personality traits represented by the rejected sub-

hypotheses related to proxemics, temporality, and categorizing as a

logical device. The data indicated that ABE/GED and DE students were

similar in a number of ways:

1. If the college level of competency is used as the criteria,

both ABE/GED and DE students are lacking in basic skills.

Lack of sufficient ability to read, write, and compute at

college entry levels preclude their appropriate entry into

vocational or transfer programs.

2. ABE/GED and DE subjects are similar in many personal traits.

Of the 28 sub- scores, in 24 traits both groups were found to

be statistically similar.

3. In those three personality traits in which ABE/GED and DE

subjects were found to be significantly different

(proxemics, temporality, and use of Magnitude), the data

indicated that the DE subjects mean was greater, suggesting

that these three traits were used more by DE subjects than

by ABE/GED subjects.

4. ABE/GED and DE subjects are similar in locus of control

scores for externality.

CSM Score Interpretation

Interpretation of the data gathered in cognitive skill mapping

according to CSM guidelines indicated that the ABE/QED and DE students

share many cognitive characteristics. It should be noted that the

generalizations which follow in this section are based on an inter-

pretation of the group mean of each characteristic as if it were an
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individual score and interpreted according to CSM guidelines, and that

these are nOt statements of statistical significance.

In CSM, a score of 40 is the maximum and indicated that a person

feels very strongly about that particular trait, scores from 27 to 40

indicate a major emphasis on that trait, scores from 16 to 26 indicate

minor use of that trait, scores below 16 indicate negligible use of

that trait. (Mountain View CollegeL

1. In 13 of the CSM traits, the group means for both ABE/GED

and DE subjects fell within the major category, suggesting

that these are traits used "much of the time." (Mountain

View CollegeL These traits include visual preference for

numbers, use of auditory clues, use of sense of taste,

tactile preference, general visual preference, empathy,

esthetics, ethics, awareness of body-social space,

awareness of self, temporality, independence in

decision making, and using rules as a basis for making

judgments.

2. In 10 of the CSM traits, the group means for both ABE/GED

and DE subjects means fell within the minor category,

suggesting that these are traits used less frequently by

both groups tested. These traits include auditory

preference for words, auditory preference for numbers,

role playing, use of body language, ability to convince,

decisions influenced by associates, decisions influenced by

family, use of similarity in reasoning, use of similarity

and difference in reasoning, and using deductive reasoning.
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3. In 4 of the CSM traits, the ABE/GED means of the subjects

in this trait fell into the minor category while the DE

subjects' group mean fell into the major category. These

traits include use of smell, having a sixth sense, using

motor skills, and using difference as a logical device.

4. In one CSM trait, the ABE/GED subjects' group mean fell

into the major category while the DE subjects' group mean

fell into the minor category. This trait was visual

preference for learning.

5. In two traits both groups' mean scores fell above 30,

making these two the maximal of the traits examined. These

two traits were use of touch Ctactile) and knowledge of

self.

6. For one trait, use of magnitude, the DE group mean was

over 30 and the ABE/GED group mean was under 30; this

trait was also one of the three traits in which a

statistical difference was found.

Interpreting the data according to CSM guidelines results in the

following generalizations:

1. Both groups of subjects prefer a visual modality for

dealing with numbers "much of the time," e.g., a

major area.

2. Both. groups of subjects prefer an auditory modality

for dealing with numbers and words less frequently,

e.g., a minor area.
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3. Both groups of subjects appear to be concerned with

ethics and following rules and regulations "much of

the time," e.g. a major area.

4. Both groups of subjects use awareness of self, awareness

of body/social space, and ethics "much of the time,"

e.g., a major area.

5. Both groups of subjects appear to be independent in

decision-making "most of the time," e.g. a major area.

6. Both groups of subjects use taste and touch "most of

the time," e.g., a major area.

7. Both groups of subjects use auditory preference for

words and numbers less frequently, e.g., a minor

area.

8. Both groups of subjects use role playing, body language,

and are convincing less frequently, e.g., a minor area.

9. Both groups of subjects are influenced in decision

making by friends and family less frequently, e.g. a

minor area.

10. Both groups of subjects use deductive reasoning and use

similarity and differences in reasoning less frequently,

e.g., a minor area.

11. Both groups of subjects used use of touch and knowledge

of self "much of the time," e.g., a major area. In the

case of these two traits, both groupemeans exceeded

thirty making these two scores the most used of the

traits examined.
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12. ABE/GED subjects use a visual modality for making

sense of words "much of the time," e.g., a major

area, while DE students use this visual modality

for making sense of words less frequently, e.g.,

a minor area.

13. DE subjects use sense of smell "much of the time,"

e.g., a major area, while ABE/GED subjects use sense

of smell less frequently, e.g., a minor area.

14. DE subjects use a sixth sense "much of the time,"

e.g., while ABE/GED subjects use a sixth sense less

frequently, e.g., a minor area.

15. DE subjects use motor skills "much of the time,"

e.g., a major area, while ABE/GED subjects use a

sixth sense less frequently, e.g., a minor area.

16. DE subjects use difference as a logical device

"much of the time," e.g., a major area, while

ABE/GED subjects use logic as a device less

frequently, e.g., a minor area.

In the literature of developmental education, several

characteristics of New Students appear repeatedly: weak in basic

skills, unprepared for college transfer or vocational programs, less

responsive to traditional educational styles, more sensory-oriented,

and exhibiting externality of locus of control. The data examined

in this study confirms in general much of the information found in

the literature of high risk, remedial, and developmental students.
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In general, characteristics of the subjects in this study are

similar to those cited in the literature. Both groups of these

subjects use senses in addition to visual or auditory as preferred

learning styles. Both groups of subjects placed higher values on

ethical concerns, following regulations, being on time, and other

social constraints; the subjects' preference for these traits is

supported in the literature by the view that New Students tend to be

conformist and often conservative on social issues.

In contrast to views expressed in the literature, both groups

of subjects tended to prefer the visual mode as a general learning

style, particularly with numbers. Also, both groups of subjects

reported that they tend to be independent decision-makers, relying

less on family and/or associates; this conflicts with a general view

in the literature that many New Students are not adept at making their

own decisions.

The data also indicated that the differences that exist between

the ABE/GED and the DE students are not in the basic skills, but in

personality traits. These data support the earlier studies that

Developmental Education must not be concerned only with teaching

basic skills. If the education of Developmental Education students

is to succeed, it must be holistic and concerned with cognitive and

affective changes as well as more narrowly construed basic skills

learning. Earlier studies emphasized that the New Students are not

prepared to do college work not only due to their lack of ability

to read, to write and to compute, but also that they lack the

personality characteristics which lead to success in a traditional

academic setting.



54

In the areas where the two groups are dissimilar, some

differences may be the result of maturation. The greater use of

both time and space (in its literal and symbolic senses) by the DE

subjects who are generally older than the ABE/GED students seems

consistent with the literature of maturation which suggests that

concern with space and time are of increasing concern as the

adolescent becomes an adult. For the DE subjects, the greater use

of rules and regulations as an ethical, decision-making basis, may

reflect the young adult's greater need to fit into the constraints

of society while the late adolescent may be still less constrained

by society's structure.

A conclusion which may be reached in examining these data is

that ABE/GED and DE subjects are far more similar, both in basic

skills and in personality characteristics, than they are dissimilar.

These two groups of subjects were more alike than different.
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Implications for Further Research

Suggestions for research include:

1. A national sample of community colleges with characteristics

similar to those at PCC should be drawn for the purpose of relating the

results of this study to community college educational practices

nation-wide.

2. A further refinement of the study should be undertaken using

a stratified sample to allow the same general hypothesis to be posed

with more specific populations, e.g., using race, language background,

age, sex, previous education, educational goal, financial aid, socio-

economic standing as suggested groupings.

3. Further research should be undertaken concentrating on goal

orientation as a variable within the population studied.

4. Future research should include an examination of student

reading abilities in relationship to the instruments used in this

study since the reading level of the instruments may preclude from the

study students whose reading abilities are lower than the readability

of the instruments.

5. Another study examining the three significant differences

between the groups in greater detail should be undertaken. Are these

three apparent differences consistent findings? Followup examination

of both the time/space and the Magnitude finding would be beneficial.

6. Further research should be conducted using subjects who

are older than the subjects in this study to examine the question of

whether these significant differences are simply the result of

developmental maturation.
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7. Further research should be undertaken to determine cognitive

style groups. CSM, however, presents some problems in research.

First, much of the terminology is imprecise, necessitating constant

explanation and redefinition of terms. Second, the concepts

identified are very imprecise; this imprecision leads to confusion in

interpretation of results. Third, for some overall parts of CSM there

is no general terminology; this lack of generic terminology creates

problems in communicating results.

Implications for Program Planning

Within the limits of the study, this research has asked and

answered the question: Are ABE/GED and DE students similar? The

answer to that question, with some important qualifications and

reservations, is Yes. As has been shown, both groups are similar in

their abilities to read, write, and compute; in addition, they share

many personality characteristics and an orientation toward externality

of locus of control. Even in the three characteristics that were

found to be significantly different, these differences may be due to

the results of different levels of maturation rather than personality

differences.

The following recommendations should be considered in program

planning.

1. When students indicate they plan to enroll or when they

register, they should be tested at the least necessary level and, if

necessary, referred to a comprehensive basic skills program.



57

2. The comprehensive basic skills program should provide for

upgrading of reading, writing, and computation skills of students

at any level of competency.

3. This comprehensive basic skills program should not be

considered ABE, GED, or DE. This program should be instructionally

appropriate to the goals of the student and the institution.

Enrollment in this program may be a student's entire program (for the

least skilled), a portion of the student's program for those who have

progressed, and a source of back up and support to those students who

have progressed to content courses.

4. One important aspect of a comprehensive basic skills program

is orientation, advising and counseling.

5. Another important component of a comprehensive basic skills

program is a complement of courses in values clarification, coping

skills, personality development and other human potential courses.

6. Time should be a variable, not a constant, in a comprehensive

basic skills program.

7. A pilot program should be undertaken on one campus of

Portland Community College employing the principles suggested in this

research. This suggested unified approach could then be compared with

the more traditional separate ABE/GED and DE programs approach.

Within the literature of Developmental Education there is

agreement that New Students do not and cannot upgrade their basic

skills by attention to a limited concept of reading, writing, and

computation alone. This study supported the contention that learning

in the affective domain is crucial to success in basic skills
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instruction. Programs to teach basic skills must emphasize personal

growth, coping skills, and other human potential-oriented aspects of

learning. New Students need to learn how to learn.

In summary, then, a maximal program for New Students at a

metropolitan, open door, comprehensive community college would focus

upon a single program emphasizing basic skills, human development and

goal setting.

This research indicates that the practice of separate but

somewhat parallel ABE/GED and DE programs is educationally unnecessary.

In basic skills and in most personality traits, these two groups of

students are similar. There is thus little justification for

parallel and redundant ABE/GED and DE classes.

Program planning for ABE/GED and DE students, based on the

results of this research, should center around three principles.

First, basic skills should be taught according to the needs and the

goals of the student. Second, an affective component is a necessary

part of a comprehensive basic skills program. Third, instruction must

be planned and tailored to the needs of the students, using knowledge

of their predominant cognitive styles.
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APPENDIX A
January 15, 1981

To: Fellow members of the Developmental Education Department

During Fall term, 1980, a research program is in progress in the Devel-
opmental Education Department of Portland Community College. This re-
search program is being undertaken for several purposes':

To provide basic research data in the field of Developmental
Education.

To establish basic research data reflecting some specific aspects
of Portland Community College.

To study the characteristics of a growing segment of the PCC
student body.

To provide a hands-on learning project for a PCC faculty member
and OSU doctoral candidate.

For all these reasons, I am hoping for your cooperation in the success-
ful completion of this research project.

The subject of the research study is the following question:

Are students enrolled in ABE or GED programs and the students
enrolled in Developmental Education programs basically similar
to one another or are they different? Specifically, in terms
of academic abilities, learning characteristics and locus of
control, are these two groups of students similar or dissimilar?
If they are dissimilar, in what ways are these two groups of
students different from one another?

Last year a pilot study was undertaken at Portland Community College.
Actual data gathering took place duringsummer term 1980 and should be
completed soon. Those instructor-participants whose classes are chosen
as part of the random sample will be contacted soon. If you would like
additional information about this project, you may contact me, Gerry
Pearson, or Leonard Garmire.

Sincerely,

Nancy G. Bennani
Instructor
Developmental Education
PCC-Cascade



THEORETICAL

1 T (AL)
2 T (AQ)
3 T (VL)
4 T (VQ)

QUALITATIVE

5 Q (A)
6 A (0)

7 Q (s)

8 Q (T)
9 Q (V)

10 Q (P)
11 Q (CEM)
12 Q (CES)
13 Q (CET)
14 Q (CH)
15 Q (CK)
16 Q (CKH)
17 Q (CP)
18 Q (CS)
19 Q (CT)
20 Q (CTM)

CULTURAL

21 A
22 F

23 I

MODALITIES

24 M
25 D
26 R
27 L
28 K

Cognitive Style Mapping
(Modified Hill Model)

Theoretical Auditory Linguistic
Theoretical Auditory Quantitative
Theoretical Visual Linguistics
Theoretical Visual Quantitative

Qualitative Auditory
Qualitative Olfactory
Qualitative Savory
Qualitative Tactile
Qualitative Visual

Qualitative Code Proprioceptive
Qualitative Code Empathetic
Qualitative Code Esthetics
Qualitative Code Ethics
Qualitative Code Histrionic
Qualitative Code Kinesics
Qualitative Code Kinesthetic
Qualitative Code Proxemics
Qualitative Code Synnoetics
Qualitative Code Transactional
Qualitative Code Temporal

Associates
Family
Individual

Magnitude
Difference
Relationship
Appraisal
Deductive

65

hearing words
hearing numbers
seeing words
seeing numbers

hearing
smell
taste
touch
sight

synthesizing
empathy
esthetics
ethics
role playing
body language
motor skills
proxemics
self-knowledge
selling behavior
time

use of categorizing
use of differences
use of relationship
use of M,D,R combined
use of deductive

reasoning
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PORTLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Developmental Education Department

Checklist for Instructor-Participants Administering Research Surveys

1. Explain briefly and positively that a research project is

being undertaken, the purpose of which is to find out
information about PCC students' learning ability. Stress

the anonymity and confidentiality of each student's
responses.

2. Distribute the Permission Agreement packet to each student.

Go over the information briefly with students. If any stu-

dent prefers not to participate, quickly make other arrange-

ments for that student and continue with the data gathering.

Do not allow negative attitudes to sway group opinion; do

respect students' rights to refuse to participate. Do

stress positive value to PCC, and to each student,

especially in possible follow-up with counselors.

3. Ask students to answer questions 1 thru 6 only. Remind them

to answer every question. Verify that they have answered

all 6 questions correctly. For #5, suggest they use the last

4 numbers of their phone number, the first or last four

digits of their social security number or some other number

they can easily remember. Request that they think about

the number so that they can remember it to use again during

the data gathering.

4. Ask students to write their four-digit number on the 3x5

card and put the card in the envelope. Students who wish

to receive a copy of their results should also put their

name and mailing address on a mailing label and put the

label in the envelope. Insert the Permission Agreement,

3x5 card and mailing label (if appropriate) into the enve-

lope. Ask students to seal the envelope. Ask students to

print their names on the front of the envelope.

5. Give Opinion Survey. Read instructions with them, circu-

lating to check answers, if necessary. CAlternately,

this instrument may be distributed to students to complete

at home and/or on their own time.'

6. Give Learning Style Survey. Read instructions with students

verifying with them how they are to answer the terms.
(.Alternately, this instrument may be distributed to students

to complete at home and/or on their own time.)
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Checklist for Instructor-Participants Administering Research Surveys

(Continued)

7 Arrange with researcher to administer the CGP (a secure
test).
Time Required:

Reading 25 min.
Sentences 10 min., 15 min. (2 parts)

Computation 20 min.
Note: Students will probably need a break during testing.
Note: Verify correct use of score card, code number of

score and accurate labelling of answer sheet for
each of three tests.

8. Complete any testing missed originally.

9. Finished! THANK YOU

Nancy G. Bennani
Instructor
Developmental Education
PCC Cascade
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Confidentiality Statement

The three surveys which follow are part of a research study

currently being conducted at Portland Community College within the

Developmental Education Department. The researcher is a faculty

member at PCC and doctoral candidate at Oregon State University.

This project has been approved by the Chairman of the Developmental

Education Department and the Dean of Student Support Services; in

addition, this study meets standards for ethical research established

by Oregon State University.

All information gathered in this study will be held in the

strictest confidentiality. No one except the researcher can in any

way match up you and your answers. Your scores cannot be identified

to belong to you except if you wish. (If you wish a copy of your

scores, address a label to yourself and enclose it in your code

envelope.)

DO NOT put your name on any of the surveys or the code sheets.

Use only your code number to identify your answers.

Please answer the following questions:

1. Mark here your age on your last birthday:

2. Mark here whether you are male or female:

FEMALE MALE

3. Mark here how many terms (including this one) you

have attended PCC: terms.

4. Write here the number of the highest grade you attended

before you came to PCC:

5. Mark here your code number:

6. What is your purpose/goal in attending PCC at this time?

Location;

Section 04 digitl.;



Permission Agreement

The three surveys which follow are part of a research study

currently being conducted at Portland Community College within the

Developmental Education Department. The researcher is a faculty

member at PCC and doctoral candidate at Oregon State University.

This project has been approved by the Chairman of the Developmental

Education Department and the Dean of Student Support Services;

in addition, this study meets standards for ethical research

established by Oregon State University.

All information gathered in this study will be held in the

strictest confidentiality. No one except the researcher can in

any way match up you and your answers. Your scores cannot be

identified to belong to you except if you wish. (If you wish a

copy of your scores, address a label to yourself and enclose it

in your code envelope.)

COMPLETION OF THIS SHEET AND THE SURVEYS GIVES PERMISSION FOR

YOUR TEST SCORES TO BE USED ANONYMOUSLY IN THIS STUDY.

I give my permission for my scores on the survey to be
used anonymously in this study.

Signature

Date
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OPINION SURVEY

Instructions;

Below are a number of questions about various topics. They have been

collected from different groups of people and represent a variety of
opinions. There are no right or wrong answers to this questionnaire;
we are only interested in your opinions on these questions. Please
circle "yes" or "no" for each question below.

1. Do you believe that most problems will solve themselves
if you just don't fool with them?

2. Do you believe that you can stop yourself from catching
a cold?

3. Are some people just born lucky?

4. Most of the time do you feel that getting good grades
meant a great deal to you?

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

5. Are you often blamed for things that just aren't your Yes No

fault?

6. Do you believe that if somebody studies hard enough he Yes No

or she can pass any subject?

7. Do you feel that most of the time it doesn't pay to try Yes No

hard because things never turn out right anyway?

8. Do you feel that if things start out well in the morning Yes No

that it's going to be a good day no matter what you do?

9. Do you feel that most of the time parents listen to what Yes No

their children have to say?

10. Do you believe that wishing can make good things happen? Yes No

11. When you get punished does it usually seem it's for no Yes No

good reason at all?

12. Most of the time do you find it hard to change a friend's Yes No

(mind) opinion?

13. Do you think that cheering more than luck helps a team Yes No

to win?

14. Did you feel that it was nearly impossible to change your Yes No

parent's mind about anything?
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OPINION SURVEY (Continued)

15. Do you believe that parents should allow children to Yes No

make most of their own decisions?

16. Do you feel that when you do something wrong there's Yes No

very little you can do to make it right?

17. Do you believe that most people are just born good at Yes No

sports?

18. Are most of the other people your age stronger than you Yes No

are?

19. Do you feel that one of the best ways to handle most Yes No

problems is just not to think about them?

20. Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in deciding Yes No

who your friends are?

21. If you find a four leaf clover, do you believe that it Yes No

might bring you good luck?

22. Did you often feel that whether or not you did your Yes No

homework had much to do with what kind of grades you got?

23. Do you feel that when a person your age is angry at you Yes No

there's little you can do to stop him or her?

24. Have you ever had a good luck charm? Yes No

25. Do you believe that whether or not people like you depends Yes No

on how you act?

26. Did your parents usually help you if you asked them to? Yes No

27. Have you felt that when people were angry with you it was Yes N

usually for no reason at all?

28. Most of the time, do you feel that you can change what Yes No

might happen tomorrow by what you do today?

29. Do you believe that when bad things are going to happen Yes No

they just are going to happen no matter what you try to

do to stop them?

30. Do you think that people can yet their own way if they Yes No

just keep trying?



OPINION SURVEY (Continued)

31. Most of the time do you find it useless to try to get
your own way at home?

32. Do you feel that when good things happen they happen
because of hard work?

33. Do you feel that when somebody your age wants to be
your enemy there's little you can do to change matters?

34. Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to do what
you want them to do?

72

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

35. Do you usually feel that you have little to say about what Yes No

you get to eat at home?

36. Do you feel that when someone doesn't like you there's Yes No

little you can do about it?

37. Did you usually feel that it was almost useless to try
in school because most other children were just plain
smarter than you are?

38. Are you the kind of person who believes that planning
ahead makes things turn out better?

39. Most of the time, do you feel that you have little
to say about what your family decides to do?

40. Do you think it's better to be smart than to be lucky?

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY

This is not a test--it does not measure what you know--there are no
right or wrong answers. The results will give a picture of the ways
in which you derive meaning from your environment and experiences.
It will reflect only the accuracy with which you respond to the
statements. An interpretation of this map should enable you to use
better judgment concerning how you structure your learning environment,
and give information to instructors familiar with Cognitive Style
Mapping to help provide learning alternatives for you.

not often sometimes usually

1. I prefer the traditional lecture-
type of classes.

2. I find it easy to add in my head
numbers that are spoken to me.

3. I would rather read a map than
listen to someone give me direc-
tions.

4. If I had to learn how to fill out
an income tax form, I could learn
how to do it.

5. I can listen to a song and recog-
nize the "tune" the next time I
hear it.

6. An unpleasant smell bugs me more than
it does others.

7. I return to a restaurant because of
the taste of food served there.

8. I would feel the material in an out-
fit before buying it.

9. I can understand a story better in a
movie than in a book.

10. I am considered to be a "good" ama-
teur athlete.

11. I understand how a person feels when
he is being punished.

12. I enjoy listening to music when the
quality of the sound is good.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

13. I live my life according to my own
moral values.

14. I can act friendly and helpful in
order to get something I want.

15. Even on the phone I "talk with my
hands."

16. I think it is important to learn to
throw a ball the right way.

17. I know how close I can stand to
another person without making him
uncomfortable.

18. I know when I have too many things
worrying me.

19. I am able to put others at ease in
tense situations.

20. I know how long it will take to
complete most tasks.

21. I learn something better when I can
discuss it with friends.

22. I will always try to live by what my
family says is right or wrong.

23. I solve my own problems without sug-
gestions from others.

24. Life is simple when I go by the rules.

25. When I meet someone new I notice how
we are different.

26. I like to take school subjects that
have a lot in common.

27. I take longer to solve a problem than
do others because I want to know more
about it than do most people.

28. I believe I think in a very logical

fashion.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

29. After I write something I like to
hear it aloud so that I know how
it sounds.

30. I can remember a telephone number
once I hear it.

31. I prefer to read a newspaper myself
rather than have someone read it to me.

32. I can read most graphs and charts
without too much trouble.

33. I can listen to familiar sounds like
a car engine or an air-conditioner and
tell if something is wrong with it.

34. I can tell fresh fruit from stale
fruit by the smell.

35. I choose a drink because of the way
it tastes.

36. I would touch a realistic-looking
plastic flower to see if it were
real.

37. It bothers me when a movie picture
is slightly fuzzy.

38. I can look at something with my eyes
and do some task with my fingers all
at the same time.

39. I can be patient with someone who is
"in love" and can't seem to keep their
mind on the subject.

40. Sometimes I read a poem or words of a
song over and over because the words
are so beautiful.

41. I do not let personal affairs interfere
with completing an assignment.

42. I pretend to feel a certain way when I
really don't feel that way at all.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

43. I shrug my shoulders when saying "I
don't know."

44. I can fix things without looking
at my hands.

45. I am able to tell it is O.K. to intro-
duce myself or wait to be introduced.

46. I can do what I set out to do.

47. I am able to talk people who are
having an argument into solving
their problems.

48. I know exactly how many minutes it
takes me to go places that I go a lot.

49. I enjoy an activity more if my friends
do it with me.

50. I check with my close family before
making most decisions.

51. I consider my own goals ahead of the
goals of others.

52. I have no sympathy for people who
break the law.

53. I learn how to be successful by looking
at my mistakes.

54. I tend to see all parts of the world as
being related.

55. I change my mind about decisions I have
made.

56. I avoid guessing when solving problems.

57. I prefer to follow spoken directions
rather than written ones.

58. I talk about "sale" prices with others
before I go shopping.

59. I would rather take a written English
test than an oral English test.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

60. I do my best math work on written
tests rather than on oral ones.

61. I can tell the difference between
two closely pitched sounds.

62. I am among the first to smell
gas odors in a car.

63. I carry with me either cigarettes,
gum, mints, a pen, etc., that I can
chew on.

64. I prefer to write with a pen or pencil
that "fits" my fingers.

65. I can understand a speaker better if I
can see him talking.

66. I have been told I am a good dancer.

67. My friends tell me I am understanding.

68. I want useful things to be as pretty
as possible.

69. I believe a promise should be kept.

70. I can act interested even though I am
bored when listening to a teacher.

71. I can blush in situations where many
others do not.

72. I am better coordinated than most
people.

73. I can tell which boss or teacher to
call by their first names.

74. I know how well I have done on a test
before I get my score back.

75. I can get a group to decide something
when I am ready for them to finish.

76. It bothers me for a friend to be late
for an appointment with me.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

77. I like my friends to help me make
decisions.

78. I enjoy activities more when I am
with my family.

79. I like to make up my own mind
about what is right and wrong.

80. I must know what the rules are in
order to know whether a person has
done right or wrong.

81. I think that holidays are different
from other days of the year.

82. I solve a problem by seeing if it
is like other problems I have solved.

83. I think decisions are better ones
if I think about them for a long
time.

84. I find reasoning like the following
helps me to understand my thinking:
All dogs have four legs. Rover is a
dog, therefore, Rover has four legs.

85. I do better on tests which cover in-
formation I have heard rather than
read.

86. Oral math tests are easier for me than
written ones.

87. I write an explanation better than I
tell it.

88. In order to add seven or eight numbers
I have to write them down.

89. Outside noises take my attention from
what I am doing.

90. I feel that the smell of a store has
a lot to do with its sales.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

91. I can taste the difference between
Coke and Pepsi Cola with my eyes
closed.

92. I can button my coat in the dark.

93. I like looking at art work.

94. I can write without looking at my
hands.

95. I "feel" the emotions of others as
they feel them.

96. I think poetry is beautiful because
of its ideas and words.

97. I would stop at a sign at three in
the morning even if there were no one
else around.

98. I laugh at jokes that I don't think
are funny.

99. When I shake hands my handshake tells
the other person how sincere I am.

100. I walk up a staircase without falling
or slipping.

101. I can tell how friendly I can be with
a stranger.

102. I know my weak points.

103. I can "take charge" of a situation.

104. It bothers me when events do not start
on time.

105. I like to work in groups in class.

106. My political choices are influenced
by my family's views.

107. I make my own political choices.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

108. I follow the rules of most games
and do not "cheat."

109. I could learn how to drive a new
car by comparing how it was dif-
ferent from my old car.

110. When I look at something (like a
painting, building, statue) I like
to compare it to others I have seen.

111. I have to decide things before I
can get enough information.

112. I like to solve a problem by
starting with something I know is
true.

113. I would rather say something than
write it.

114. I find it easy to solve arithmetic
problems that are read to me.

115. I would rather read directions than
hear them read to me.

116. I solve math problems faster if they
are written down.

117. I tune a radio by the sounds I hear
and not by the numbers on the dial.

118. I can identify familiar flowers or
plants by their smell.

119. I can concentrate better when I have
something on which to chew or to eat.

120. I can tell a nickel from a dime in
my pocket with my fingers.

121. Pictures in textbooks help me to
understand what the book is saying.

122. I do well in activities that require
hand-eye coordination.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

123. When I am around someone who is
hurt I feel hurt, too.

124. I enjoy the way an author writes
as much as the story he tells.

125. I would give up something right now
rather than do anything I think is
wrong.

126. I can pretend to be happy and com-
fortable even when I am not.

127. People say that when I talk my eyes
talk, too.

128. I do well in sports.

129. I know how much I need to apologize
when I bump into someone in a store.

130. I know when I have taken on too much
responsibility.

131. I am able to verbally stop arguments
between other people.

132. I am among the first to come to a
meeting.

133. I like to have a friend go with me
when I go shopping to help me make
choices.

134. I talk with my family before doing
anything that might affect them.

135. I would rather do things my way
even if it disappoints my family.

136. I think that rules and regulations
should be followed.

137. I could better learn a topic if I
see how it differs from other topics.

138. I get to know someone new by finding
all the ways we react alike.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

139. I worry about decisions because
I see so many possible ways to
solve the problem.

140. I understand theorems used in
geometry.

141. People would say I speak more under-
standably than I write.

142. If I were buying a car I could learn
more about the engine if someone told
me about it than if I had to read
about it.

143. I understand information better when
I read it rather than when I hear it.

144. I can better understand a math prob-
lem if I see it in writing.

145. It bothers me when the radio is not
tuned just exactly right.

146. I can identify familiar foods by
their smell.

147. The taste of food is more important
to me than the way it looks.

148. I would pick up and feel vegetables
and fruits in a store before buying
them.

149. I learn more from a picture than I
do from a written description.

150. I can write while another person dic-
tates to me.

151. I can understand and be patient with
someone who is frightened.

152. I would go out of my way to see beau-
tiful scenery.

153. When I decide to do something I usually
carry through and do it.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

154. I shout and act tough in order to
show others than I am not scared.

155. I can tell how a person feels by
the way he sits or stands.

156. I am willing to practice the steps
to a new dance until I can do them
really well.

157. I can tell whem it is O.K. to
tell a joke or not.

158. I know my strong points.

159. I can talk others into doing what I
would like for them to do.

160. I turn in assignments when they are due.

161. I would want to talk with my friends
before I took a new job.

162. I think of my boss or instructor as
if he or she is a father or mother
figure; I don't want them to be "one
of the gang."

163. I prefer to work alone most of the
time when given a choice.

164. I would rather work where the rules
and standards are clearly stated.

165. I use jokes or funny remarks to change
the point of view in many situations.

166. I can put together most jigsaw puzzles.

167. I like to look at a problem from as
many ways as possible.

168. I enjoy riddles or puzzles that must
be solved where the correct answers can
be figured out from information in the
rules.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

169. I can make more sense out of what a
person means when he speaks to me
rather than if he writes to me.

170. I find it easy to "talk in formu-
las" with my classmates and
teachers in math class.

171. I score well on tests which depend
upon my knowing what I have read.

172. I need to write down a phone number
in order to remember it.

173. When I listen to music I can tell
one instrument from another.

174. I think the "smell" of a new car
is one of the nicest things about it.

175. I enjoy new foods because I like new
tastes.

176. I can feel the difference between
cotton and silk.

177. I choose clothes mostly because of
the way they look on me.

178. There is a sport I can play well
enough to enjoy.

179. I try not to say something which might
hurt someone's feelings.

180. I enjoy the beauty of a well-designed
building.

181. I would give up money before I would
give up what I believe in.

182. I would proably be a good actor in a
play.

183. I use my hands to help me talk.

184. I learned to write clearly by practicing
my handwriting.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

185. I know when it is O.K. for me to
put my hand on another person's
shoulder.

186. I can accept it when someone
criticizes me.

187. My friends involve me in solving
their problems.

188. I arrive at class on time.

189. I am influenced by my friends' pol-
itical opinions.

190. My family is the biggest influence
on my religious beliefs.

191. I prefer classes where I can do
independent work.

192. Because there is a law which says we
stop for red lights, I would always
stop for a red light.

193. If I had to explain soccer to someone
I would tell them how it differs from
other sports they knew about, like
football.

194. I like to figure out how parts of
a whole fit together.

195. I want to know as much about a problem
as I can before I make a decision.

196. I enjoy the reasoning patterns used in
math courses.

197. I understand the news better when I
hear it rather than when I read it.

198. It is easy for me to remember numbers
and prices I have heard during a con-
versation.
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not often sometimes usually

199. I prefer classes where we have to read
textbooks rather than just listen to
a lecture.

200. It helps me if I keep a written
record of how I spend money.

201. I can tell who is on the phone just by
listening to the voice for a few

seconds.

202. I can tell "what's cooking" by the
smells of the food.

203. I can tell by tasting if vegetables
have just the right amount of seasoning.

204. I can tell my hair needs washing by
the way it feels when I touch it.

205. I use the numbers on the dial when I
turn a radio.

206. I can catch a ball that has been struck
or thrown.

207. I can offer criticism to someone with-
out hurting them.

208. I prefer a tidy room or desk.

209. I keep working hard even when no one is
watching.

210. I can act like I know what I am doing
when it seems like a good thing to do.

211. I use facial expressions to show how
I feel.

212. I can hit with a bat a ball that is
thrown to me.

213. I know who I can ask a favor of without
imposing.

214. I can predict how I will react in various

situations.
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LEARNING STYLE SURVEY (Continued)

not often sometimes usually

215. I am a good salesperson.

216. I keep my appointments on time.

217. I like class projects where there
is a lot of group work.

218. I make it a point not to let
other things interfere with family
plans.

219. I would rather do a class project
alone than do it with a group.

220. If I find the article I had in
mind I buy it without shopping
further.

221. I wear contrasting colors in my
choice of clothing.

222. I learn what other people believe
in by seeing how it is similar to
what I believe in.

223. It takes me a long time to shop for
clothes because I go several places
to compare.

224. I like games that require me to use
logic.



PORTLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Dear Student-Participant:

Thank you for cooperating in the current Developmental Educa-

tion Department Research Project. Your cooperation in participating

in this study is very much appreciated.

However, when your code envelope was opened, we ascertained

that you had not completed all parts of the study. Unfortunately,

in a research study of this kind, only entirely completed responses
can be used. According to our records, the following sections
have not been completed:

Opinion Survey

Learning Style Survey

Reading

Sentences

Computation

I hope that you will be willing to take a few more minutes

to complete all parts of the study. Please follow the instructions

given to you by your instructor who will tell you how you can com-
plete the study.

Thank you very much for your further cooperation.

Sincerely,

Nancy G. Bennani
Instructor, Developmental
Education Department

PCC Cascade
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PORTLAND COMMUNITY COLTYZE

Dear Student-Participant,

Your cooperation in the recently conducted Developmental Education Re-
search Project at Portland Community College has been very much appre-
ciated. Allowing the use of your test scores permits the gathering of
important and useful research data on which important educational
choices may depend.

For your own interest, you have requested to receive a copy of your own
test scores (included). Obviously, a page of numbers tells you very
little about yourself! Therefore, it is suggested that you contact the
Counseling Department at PCC to arrange a conference with a member of
the staff who is able to help you interpret these scores and help you
understand what they tell about you.

To arrange a conference, please call the Counseling office at the Syl-
vania Campus to arrange for an appointment. The number there is 244-
6111, extension 305. Be sure to identify yourself as a Student-Partici-
pant in the Developmental Education Research Project. Also, be sure to
take your (enclosed), test scores with you when you go for your confer-
ence, since no one else has a copy of your scores.

Again, thank you for your cooperation on the project and best wishes to
you in your future educational undertakings.

Sincerely,

Nancy G. Bennani

Instructor
Developmental Education
PCC Cascade



S P S S - STATISTICAL PACKAGE FOR THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

One-Way Analysis of Variance

Variable
Number

Mean
Standard

Pooled Variance Estimate
T

Value
Degrees of 2-tail

of Cases Deviation Freedom Prob.

GROUP 1 50 15.0000 7.239

HO - .46 98 .643
1

GROUP 2 50 15.7800 9.397

GROUP 1 50 17.6000 6.386

HO .49 98 .624
2

GROUP 2 50 16.9200 7.412

GROUP 1 50 16.5200 8.252

HO .71 98 .478
3

GROUP 2 50 15.4200 7.166

GROUP 1 50 24.1000 5.250

HO -1.51 98 .134
4

GROUP 2 50 25.7000 5.339

GROUP 1 50 22.6800 6.601
HO - .40 98 .688

5
GROUP 2 50 23.1400 4.638

GROUP 1 50 28.3400 4.529

HO 1.40 98 .164
6

GROUP 2 50 26.8400 6.049

1.0



Variable
Number

Mean
Standard

Pooled Variance Estimate
T

Value
Degrees of 2-tail

of Cases Deviation Freedom Prob.

GROUP 1 50 30.2600 5.591

HO .46 98 .643
7

GROUP 2 50 29.7800 4.696

GROUP 1 50 29.8000 5.768

HO
8

-1.06 98 .291

GROUP 2 50 30.8400 3.825

GROUP 1 50 26.6000 5.514

HO -1.06 98 .290
9

GROUP 2 50 27.7800 5.571

GROUP 1 50 28.8600 5.459

HO
10

.55 98 .587

GROUP 2 50 28.2800 5.167

GROUP 1 50 33.1000 5.797

HO
11

-1.39 98 .167

GROUP 2 50 34.5000 4.132

GROUP 1 50 28.5400 4.381

HO
12

-1.45 98 .150

GROUP 2 50 29.8600 4.708

GROUP 1 50 26.2800 7.688

HO
13

-1.31 98 .192

GROUP 2 50 28.1000 6.068



Variable
Number

Mean
Standard

Pooled Variance Estimate

T
Value

Degrees of 2-tail

of Cases Deviation Freedom Prob.

GROUP 1
HO

14
GROUP 2

GROUP 1
HO

15
GROUP 2

GROUP 1
HO

16
GROUP 2

GROUP 1
HO

17
GROUP 2

GROUP 1
HO

18
GROUP 1

GROUP 1
HO

19
GROUP 2

GROUP 1
HO

20
GROUP 2

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

50

28.6800

29.5400

29.2800

30.9200

31.0000

32.3400

23.2000

23.7800

24.0800

23.9000

26.4600

27.9800

29.3000

32.3200

6.548

5.116

6.867

5.409

5.704

4.274

5.932

5.881

6.571

5.636

4.782

5.597

7.686

5.853

.73

-1.35

-1.33

- .49

.15

-1.46

-2.21

98

98

98

98

98

98

98

.466

.180

.187

.625

.883

.147

.029



Variable
Number

Mean
Standard

Pooled Variance Estimate
T

Value

Degrees of 2-tail

of Cases Deviation Freedom Prob.

GROUP 1 50 30.3000 5.912

HO -1.94-1.94 98 .055

GROUP 2 50 32.4400 5.072

GROUP 1 50 24.3200 6.159

HO -1.25-1.25 98 .213

GROUP 2 50 25.8600 6.115

GROUP 1 50 29.1200 5.468

HO -2.08 98 .040
23

GROUP 2 50 31.2800 4.920

GROUP 1 50 24.0200 5.673

HO
24

.93 98 .353

GROUP 2 50 22.9600 5.689

GROUP 1 50 23.5400 6.088

HO
25

.21 98 .834

GROUP 2 50 23.2800 6.253

GROUP 1 50 27.3200 5.479

HO -1.20 98 .232
26

GROUP 2 50 28.6000 5.171

GROUP 1 50 29.4400 6.484

HO
27

-2.44 98 .016

GROUP 2 50 32.1200 4.246



Pooled Variance Estimate

Number Standard T Degrees of 2-tail

Variable of Cases Mean Deviation Value Freedom Prob.

GROUP 1 50 26.2800 5.551

HO
28

GROUP 2 50 27.6600 5.313

GROUP 1 50 25.5600 5.932

HO
29

GROUP 2 50 26.3600 4.784

GROUP 1 50 26.7800 5.164

HO
30

GROUP 2 50 26.8800 5.405

GROUP 1 50 26.8600 5.838

HO
31

GROUP 2 50 27.1800 5.749

GROUP 1 50 10.8200 5.397
HO

32
GROUP 2 50 11.1600 5.040

-1.27

- .74

.09

- .28

- .33

98 .207

98 .460

98 .925

98 .783

98 .745


