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ESL Teaching and Learning Styles:
A follow-up study

Coral Ibarra Y., Universidad del las Américas-Puebla’

Introduction

In 1989, a study was conducted at the Language Department at the Universidad de
las Américas-Puebla (UDLA) by Jacqueline Milman and Thomas A. Bauder (1989) to
examine ESL learning and teaching styles as shown by UDLA language students and
teachers.

‘The present paper reports a follow-up study done at the UDLA which was carried
out to study the appropriateness of adapting teaching styles to accomtmodate the pre-
ferred learning styles expressed by students at the basic ESL level in the University
English Division. This aspect was also considered in the original research questions of
the Mitman & Bauder study. (p. 2)

In this study, the dimension of the relationship between learning and teaching
styles was further explored, especially taking into consideration that students learn
best when taught according to their preferred learning style. as attested by several
experts (Dunn & Dunn 1979, Kuchinskas 1979, Lawrence 1979, Newman 1980,
Maynard 1974). Also these experts and others in the field (Fischer & Fischer 1979,
Bennett 1986, Herbster 1992, Sun 1992) have shown that teachers can learn to teach
and/or resort to alternative teaching strategies from their repertoires in order to adapt
to a varicty of learning styles and, consequently, to maximize learning in their stu-
dents.

The Preliminary Study (Background)

Research Questions .

The original study done at the Language Department at the UDLA was based on
the following research questions: (Milman & Bauder 1989: 2)

1. What are the preferred learning styles of the ESL students surveyed?
2. What are the preferred teaching styles of the ESL teachers surveyed?
3. Is there a match or a mismatch among learning and teaching styles?
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P.0. Box 100, Santa Catatina Mértir, Cholula, Puebla. TEL: 29-20-53 Ext. 2607
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4. Is further study of how to adapt teaching styles to accommodate
preferred leaming styles warranted?

The Survey, design, subjects and procedures

Two forty-one item surveys, one for students and one for teachers, were adiminis-
tered in the Language Department of the UDLA-Puebla, during the Fall semester.
1989. A sample of students that was evenly distributed across the ESL Coordinations
among males (221) and females (199), completed the survey (a self-reporting ques-
tionnaire about their preferred learning styles within the ESL classroom). All students
surveyed were Mexican.

At the same time, 28 teachers participated in the survey: 4 were male, 24 female.
They answered a 41-item self-reporting questionnaire about their preferred teaching
style. This instrument was designed by adapting the categories for teaching styles
from the corresponding learning styles, since no set instrument was found in the rel-
evant literature for the former. The teachers were distributed as follows: 14 Anglo-
Amecricans, 7 Mexicans; 2 Mexican-American; 5 from other countries {Germany,
France, Poland). )

The student questionnaire used in the first study was designed based on the follow-
ing definition of learning styles (Bennctt 1986: 96):

Learning style is that consistent pattern of behavior and performance by
which an individual approaches educational experiences. It is the composite of
characteristic cognitive, affective and physiological behaviors that serve as
relatively stable indicators of how a leamner perceives, interacts with and
responds to the learning environment.

Expanding this same definition, it was considered that a teaching style is a pattern
of behavior or performance by which a teacher approaches teaching tasks and re-
sponds in a teaching environment. :

The survey was designed to include twelve variables that related to behaviors that
could be easily responded to in a classroom situation. They were a combination of the
learning stylcs presented in the Learning Style Inventory (L.SI) developed by Dunn,
Dunn & Price (1975), together with Reid's (1987) learning preferences for six of the
learning styles. These variables included?:

TIehiitons ol these terms and copies ol e queshonnawes are vaable Fom the euthor upon request,
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- Modes of perception: auditory/visual/tactile/kinesthetic
-Social preference: group/individual

-Conceptual time: reflective/impuisive
-Psychological elements: field dependent/field independent

competitive/cooperative

For the teachers' questionnaire, items related to learning styles were adapted 1o
match teaching behaviors shown in an ESL classroom.

Results of the Preliminary Study: Students
Regarding the results of the students surveyed, the six most frequently and consis-

tently chosen learning styles were reflective, cooperative, visual, kinestheltic, indi-
vidual, and auditory, which ranked the highest on the total 12-item list.

Rank! Learning Style Percentage
1 |reflective 92
2 |cooperative 85
3 |visual 82
4 1 kinesthetic 79
5 |individual 79
6 |auditory 75
7 | field independent 72
8 [group 70
9 ltactile 69
10 |field dependent 68
11 |impulsive 67

] 12 |competitive 47

Table 1. Preferred Learning Styles (Students)

As far as the field dependent or independent modes are concerned, the UDLA
students demonstrated considerable cognitive flexibility. These two categories ranked
quite evenly on the list, and the distribution showed the flexibility in the categories of
"always", "sometimes", "almost never”, "never" with a noticeable low number for
ndon't know." These preferences were expected to be different for the ESL students at
the beginning level, together with the element of individual/group learning style. This
aspect posed some new questions for the present study and will be reported further on
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On the other hand, the differences and ranking of the responses of male and female
students were not significant, although female students indicated more definite prefer-
ences as shown below:

Males FYemales
reflective 79%  |reflective 100
cooperative 70% |cooperative 82
auditory 65%  |findividual 82
individual 64% auditory 80
visual 9%  Jvisual 79

Table 2: Top Five Preferred Learning Styles

Based on grade averages, students continued to cheose the same top six styles,
Nevertheless. it was apparent that students with a grade averages of less than 7.0, in
other words, those in danger of failing English, show a different set of styles, namely
visual, tactile, kinesthetic, group, reflective and cooperative, This raised another
question for the follow-up study, and will be dealt with further in this paper.

The learning style for which the least preference was shown was competitive. This
factor was considered especially in contrasting the students' learning styles and some
ol the professors’ teaching styles.

Teachers

The global results obtained in the preliminary study of teachers' preferred teaching
styles are shown in Table 3. As can be noticed, the top six teaching styles preferred by
the teachers surveyed were cooperative, reflective, auditory, group, field dependent,
and individual. :
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Rank Teaching Styte Percentage

1 cooperalive 93

2 reflective 80

3 auditory 65

4 group 65

5 field dependent 59

6 individual .53

7 visual : 46

8 kinestheic 43 k
9 field independent 38
10 competititve 21
11 taclile i1
12 impulsive 16

Table 3: Preferred Teaching Styles (Teachers)

These categories do not coincide totally with those chosen by students. The hierar-
chies as chosen by both groups studied are shown in Table 4.

Learning Style Teaching Style
Rank Style % Rank Style %
1 reflective 92 1 cooperative | 93
2 eooperative | 85 2 reflective 80
3 visual g2* 3 auditory 65
4 kinesthetic | 79* 4 group 65
5 individual 79 5 ficld dep. 59
6 auditory 75 6 individual 53
7 field md T2 7 visua] 46
g group 10 1 kinesthetic | 43
9 tactile 69* 9 Held ind. 38
10 |field dep. 63 10 compelitive | 21
11 impulsive | &7* 11 tactile 16
12 competitive | 47 12 impulsive 16

* = more than 30 percentage point difference. (Milman & Bauder 1989)
Table 4: Comparison-of Student-Teacher Survey Results.
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Several inconsistencies can be seen in Table 4. There is a contrast between the
visual-auditory modes of perception in the students' and the teachers' rankings. It is
actually reversed, with a big point difference in this case; therefore, there is a discrep-
ancy between learning and teaching styles.

Another contrast exists between the individual-group social references shown by
students and teachers. If each list is considered separately, the preferences are also
reversed, and if we look at them in a parallel way, there is almost a 30 percentage
point difference between teachers' preferences for individual work as opposed to stu-
dents' preferences for group work. So, another mismatch was found.

On the other hand, it is interesting to mention that between the elements of
competiveness-cooperation, although both lists show a match between learning and
teaching styles, all the male Anglo-Ametican teachers and 20% of the female Anglo-
American teachers marked competitive, while in the case of students, both male and
female students ranked this aspect very low, and ranked the cooperative aspect con-
sistently very high (Table 2) This shows a need for at least an awareness process on
the part of the teacher.

The kinesthetic mode was also demonstrated to be different between the student
and teacher groups, students consistently ranking it as one of the top six leatning
styles of their preference, while teachers ranked it very low.

In spite of these differing styles, the two aspects at the top of both the learning and
teaching styles lists coincided strongly. That is, reflective and cooperative leaming
and teaching styles were consistently chosen by both the students and teachers sur-
veved, with the smallest point differences on the lists.

While these preferences showed consistency in both populations analyzed, the
same was not observed in students who were at risk, or had obtained a grade of 7.0 or
below. Their top preferred learning styles were visual, tactile, kinesthetic, group,
reflective and cooperative.

Follow-up Research

Recently, looking at the results of the preliminary research done at the UDLA in
1989, new questions and possible implications suggested the need for a follow-up
study. About the same time, a new study, which also throws light on the problem, was
conducted for the Lilly Endowment 1992 Workshop on Liberal Arts in Colorado, in
which suceess rates of the Language Department were analyzed. Based on these stud-
ies, the researcher found the need to examine several problems prevailing in the basic
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ESL levels at the UDLA: The students at the basic levels showed a strong tendency to
fail the basic ESL course (48%) in 1992. Out of this percentage, 32% were ropeating

the course. The global dropout rate was also high during the first three semesters,
reaching 35% in 1992,

During their first three semesters, and after a placement exam in English, the ma-
jority of students at the UDLA enroll in these basic English courses. Students with
insufficient knowledge of English (about 30% of the ineoming freshmen) are placed in
the basic ESL eourse. This is actually a remedial course meant to give such students a
grounding in English. It is a Pass/Fail course, and is therefore called a "pre-university"
ESL course, in the English Division' which corresponds to their major.

The present research was conducted over three semesters in the University English
Division and included all the students who obtained the fewest points in the placement
exam and who were systematically grouped together into classes for the first time.

Research Questions
1. What are the preferred learning styles of the pre-university ESL students surveved?
2. What are the preferred teaching styles of the pre-university ESL teachers surveved?

3. Can the use of ailternative teaching styles be accommodated to foster learning to its
maximum at the pre-university English level?

4. Can a new teaching strategy which matches the learning styles preferred by stu-
dents reduce or avotd repeaters and/or dropouts in the level surveyed?

Review of the Literature

The same definition cited by Bennett (1986) and used by Milman & Bauder
(1989) was the basis for the present study. As attested by Dunn & Dunn (1979) and
Reid (1987), most students are able to "correctly identify their learning strengths,
particularly when an element is strongly preferred or rejected.” (Dunn & Dunn) At the
same time, from the following research techniques: daily observation, error analysis
and paper-and pencil instcuments, the latter were chosen to identify learning and
teaching styles for the present study. It was also assumed that a difference between

TTHe Enghish Division 18 The padt of the Language Department which feaches ESL to students carolled i the Sooial
Studies and Liberal Arts Schools. ’ .
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learning and teaching styles can affect learning (Reid 1987, Oxford 1990, Lam 1990,
Morgan 1976):

The challenges to education are great [ ...} and the challenges particufarly
include a need for experimentation in teaching approaches that could reach
individuals whose full potential for learning has scarcely been tapped.
(Morgan 1976: 84)

Furthermore, although educators might understand the concept of learning styles
and differences, they often have not actually applied these variables in determining
appropriate teaching methods and strategies. This was the situation in the University
English Division. There is evidence that teachers can be trained to become flexible and
teach with a variety of teaching styles. Dunn & Dunn (1979), Oxford (1990}, and
Nickel (1981) among others have presented evidence that matching teaching styles to
the learning styles preferred by the students can be highly beneficial both for the
students' achievement, as well as for the increased motivation that results from the
process.

In the case of the students surveyed in the preliminary study, those failing ESL
courses showed a significant difference in their learning styles preferences. Therefore,
the data from similar students surveyed in the follow-up study had to be explored
along these lines because

It is precisely those students who are most difficult and who absorb most
of our attention whose learning styles do not match the kind of instruction to
which they are being exposed--and who most need the organized, sensitive
matehing of their learning characteristics with an appropriate teaching style.
(Dunn & Dunn 1979: 241)

It follows that teachers should resort to, and/or be trained in, a variety of teaching
strategies and methods, and become aware of the potentially successful process if they
approach their feaching in a rich, flexible way in order to mateh their students' learn-
ing styles.

Survev Design, Subjecis and Procedures

This research was conducted during the following semesters: Fall 1991, Spring
1992, and Fall 1992 in the University English Division of the Language Department at
the UDLA-Puebla. The level surveyed was the pre-university basic ESL course.

For the Fall 1991 and Spring 1992 semesters, all the pre-university course sections
were scheduled at the same hour, thus allowing for a grouping or "pull-out" system for
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those students obtaining the lowest placement scores. These students became the
experimental group. For the Fall 1991 semester, the researcher and teacher of the
experimental group also taught one of the two control groups, chosen at random from
a total of six sections. For the Spring 1992 period, the same grouping procedure was
followed. In this case, there were two experimental groups taught by the same teacher,

and one control group (chosen at random from the total number of sections) taught by
another member of the facuity.

For the Fall 1992 semester therc were two experimental groups, one of which was
taught by a different teacher who was new to the experiment, one was taught by the
previously involved teacher, and there was one control group taught by a third faculty
member. Student distribution by semester is shown in Table 5.

The sume survey questionnaires used in the preliminary research were applied to
students and teachers involved in the foliow-up study in order to explore their learning
and teaching style preferences.

Fali 1991 Spring 1992 Fall 1992
Experimental | Conirol Experimental ;| Control Experimental | Controf
Group Group Group Group Group Group
" ) - ®
Number 22 17 24 25 2i 23
of
L]
Students 24 21 21
Total 22 41 45 25 42 23

Table 5. Distribution of Pre-University Students Surveyed (*Sections taught by
author.)

A total of 119 students participated in the experimental groups during the three
semester study. After being pulled out of the pre-university sections, and immediately
after beginning each semester, these students completed the self-reporting question-
naire, choosing their preferred learning styles.

Based on these results, decisions were made about systematically matching the
teaching styles of the teacher in charge. A set of alternative teaching strategies involv-
ing specific teaching techniques, materials, timing and sequencing of content, class-
room management, group dynamics, and the allocation of other resources were then
considered, organized, and implemented in the experimental groups to meet the learn~
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ing styles and strengths of the students involved. No questionnaires were completed
nor specific strategic decisions made for the control group.

Then, assessment decisions were made. All ESL students in the Language Depart-
ment, including the University English Division with its pre-university courses, are,
evaluated on a departmental basis, which means that all sections of one course take
the same formal examination every month (four monthly exams per semester). Re-
garding the pre-university courses, it was decided from the very beginning of the
project that the experimental group(s) would have their own examinations to evaiuate
the first three months, and that they would take the same departmental final exam as
would the rest of the students enrolled at that level. Stil}, the exams for the experimen-
tal group(s) were designed following the same format as the regular sections. As with
these regular sections, the exams were always accumulative-objective in nature.

Results and Discussion

In this section the most relevant results of the foltow-up study will be discussed.
Table 6 shows the learning styles preferences chosen by students in the first semester
{Fall 1991} in which the study took place.

-{Rank| Learning Style Perceniage
1 |visual 96
2 |tactile 90
3 kinesthetic 89
4 |group 86
5 |cooperative 85
6 |reflective 81
7 ifield dependent 78
8 |auditory 74
9 |individual 52
10 |field independent 50
11 |competitive 33
12 |impulsive 18

Table 6. Preferred Learning Styles of Students in Experimental Group (Fall
1991)
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Of the 22 students surveyed, the division between sexes was practically even: 10
mate and 12 female.

Several aspects are interesting. The visual, factile, and kinesthetic preferences
strongly coincided with the results of the preliminary study concerning the relation- .
ship between lower academic average and styles preferred by students. Interestingly
enough, this semester there were no repeaters in the experimental group; all were first
semester students. A further aspect is that the visual and kinesthetic perception modes
match the control groups' extrapolated data and the preliminary research findings.

On the other hand, there was a very consistent and close relation between the
group and cooperative styles preferences in the top six learning styles chosen by the
experimental group. These also match the data found in the preliminary study for the
students at risk. But the more successful students did not show the same rankings in
the base study. So, this may imply that these styles may not be as productive in the
ESL courses at the UDLA.

A more striking contrast is the one between these learning stytes and the typical
teaching styles preferred by ESL teachers surveyed in the base study (see Table 3).

So, in the follow-up research a systematic attempt was made to match the students'
preferred learning styles. The first step was to analyze the preferred teaching style of
the experimental teacher. The results are listed in the following chart:

Teaching Teaching Teaching
Style Yo Style Yo Style %o
Visual o7 |Reflective i ge | Auditory 63
. . Field .
Kinesthetic 95 Dependent 85 [Individual 50
Competitive Field
Group 91 ; 71 Independent 45
Cooperative 89 Tactile 65 | Impulsive 25

Table 7. Experimental Teacher's Teaching Styles (Fall 1991)

Except for the tactile mode, there was a match between the students' preferred
_learning styles and the teacher's teaching styles. Nevertheless, and taking into account
that the students' styles should be matched as much as possible by the teacher's teach-
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ing styles, decisions were made to enhance their learning through specific teaching
strategics.

1. Visual materials such as wall charts, flash cards, and materials which students
could manipulate were systematically included in a large number of class sessions.

2. Some TPR techniques were employed, such as physically responding to directions,
mimiery, silent dramatizations followed by spoken-acted dramatizations, and some
games like Simon Says, Memorana and Concentration with activities, verbs action
cards. TPR responses were adapted too.

3. Taking into consideration the group + cooperative modes chosen by students,
numerous small group activities were implemented with the experimental group,
especially those using problem-solving or jigsaw puzzle approach (Kagan 1985, John-
son, Johnson & Johnson-Holubeck 1987, Aronsen 1978).

4. A conscious and systematic effort was made to allow enough time for students’
reflective time, using appropriate questioning techniques, always establishing the
abjectives for the activities conducted in class, and explicitly sub-dividing students in
subtasks so as to give them a sense of achievetent.

5. Based on the fleld dependent learning style, consistent reinforcement was provided
permanently by the teacher and peer reinforcement was welcomned.

6. In the weekly lesson plans, a balance between inductive and deductive teaching
techniques was established in order to train students to be exposed to a variety of
approaches in class and with the intention of letting them experience flexibility in their
own learning styles for their future academic life.

Two teaching assistants, who matched the learning styles of the students and who
were also very committed to learning and experiencing innovative teaching ap-
proaches, participated in the experiment as resource TA's. Two sub-groups were
forined within the experimental group: the more kinesthetic-tactile students worked
an additional hour with a highly kinesthetic-tactile TA, who used a highly participa-
tory approach and TPR. The other sub-group was formed of those students who
ranked the group-cooperative-field dependent categories very high. They worked for
an extra hour with a TA whose own teaching style showed a high tendency for the
group-cooperative. The extra sessions were held in various locations (library study
cubicles, outdoor sessions, the cafeteria, etc.) and were not limited to a typical class-
room setting. Both TA's and the experimental teacher met once a week throughout the
semester. All kept daily journals of their classes, and all activities were planned and
organized together. Table 8 lists the teaching styles of the teacher in charge of the
experimental groups (Column 3) and those of the two TA's involved in the Fall 1991
semester {Columns 4 and 5).
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Rank! Teaching S Perce.ntngc: Percentage: | Percentage:
g Style Experimental TA 1 TA 2
Teacher
1 | Visual 97 92 97
2 | Kinesthetic 95 96 89
3 | Group a1 93 87
4 | Cooperative 89 90 90
5 |[Reflective 88 89 89
6 |Ficld Dependent 85 85 87
7 |Compeiitive 71 84 75
8 | Tactile 65 82 86
9 { Auditory 63 60 6
10 | Individuat 50 51 54
11 |Field Independent 45 43 40
12 | Impulsive 25 2 |

Table 8. Preferred Teaching Styles: Experimental Teacher and TA's (Fall 1991)

Results of the experimental group grades are listed in Table 9 and Table 10 shows
these results compared with those of the control groups.
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;‘l:":‘l’:‘r Month1 | Month2 | Month3 | Month4 | il Grade
1. % 78 88 80 2/ AC
2, 62 70 73 7% 69/ NA
3, 7 80 85 79 791 AC
a, 73 RS 88 0 81/ AC
5. 80 88 9 87 87/AC
6. 84 89 87 RO 85/ AC
7. 86 92 95 90 91/ AC
8. 94 95 98 89 941AC
9. 86 91 93 8 89/ AC
_ 10. 81 87 88 74 82/ AC
1. 90 80 82 ’1 83/ AC
12. 89 81 90 87 871 AC
| 13. 92 88 94 80 88/ AC
| 14, 9 83 78 77 82/ AC
1. 91 82 85 73 83 / AC
16. 78 70 78 67 73/NA
. 9% 90 92 85 90 / AC
18. 91 89 88 89 89/ AC
19. 100 95 93 89 941 AC
20, 84 78 67 60 T2/NA
21, 80 7 74 65 72/NA
7, 83 70 80 7 76 1 AC

Passing (AC-Acreditado): 18 Students (81.82%)
Not Passing (NA-No Acreditado): 4 Students (18.18%)

Table 9. Monthly Grade Results of First Experimental Group (¥all 1991)
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From the results presented in the previous tables, one can see that the number of
students passing (AC) the pre-university course in the experimental group is by far
greater than the control groups. After working with and observing both the experimen-
tal group and control groups this first semester of the research project, some elements
demanstrated the positive effect that using teaching styles that match the learning
styles preferred by students at the beginning levels, leading them to higher and more
consistent achievement.

When looking at the monthly grades of all groups, there was a pattern showing
that students who passed the first monthly departmental exam, but did not pass the
rest of the departmental exams werc putting themselves at high risk of not passing the
course, and becoming potential repeaters and/or dropouts.

Another interesting element that was observed was that there were several cases of
students dropping out in the control groups. This might be an indicator of their not
being able to cope with the course content, the teaching styles usced by the teachers,
the working-learning styles thus expected from students, among other factors. This
was differcnt in the cxperimental section as can be seen in Table 10. Even the students
who failed the course stayed in it and worked during the whole semester without
getting so discouraged that they dropped the course,

Al students in the experimental group knew what their monthly goal was, includ-
ing the final month, which included the regular departmental final exam. It is notice~
able that the results obtained on this exam were very consistent with the rest of the
results throughout the scmester, a fact which allowed them to pass the course. On the
other hand, a contrasting pattern exists in which students in the control groups pass
the first and/or sccond monthly exams, but fail the final. This very often makes them
tail the course and, as a resuit, repeat it.

In the second semester of the follow-up research (Spring 1992), there were two
experimental groups and one control group chosen at random from the rest of the
sections being offered that semester. This distribution was changed not by chanee, but
with specific intentions in mind. There was a need to verify if the first semester had
been successful because of the type of students received in their first semester or
because of the eombination of resources, including the experimental group teacher and
the two TA's involved or because of their will to make it work, ete. So, the second
semester, the combination changed. Also, it must be kept in mind that at the beginning
of the semcster all the students in the experimental group(s) had to answer the self-
reporting questionnaire of their preferred learning styles. Therefore too, some of the
elements of the course were changed to better accommodate them to the students'

styles.
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The researcher taught two experimental groups and a second member of the faculty
taught another section of the pre-university course which was used as the control
group for that period.

As can be seen in Table 5, there were 45 students involved in the two experumental
groups (24 and 21 in each one), while 25 other students were in the control group.

The preferred leaming styles selected by the experimental group students are
shown in Table 11 below.

Rank | Learning Style Percentage
1 |visual 96
2 |tactile 93
3 | kinesthetic 89
4 |group 84
5 |reflective 81
6 |cooperative 75
7 |field dependeni 6l
8 |individual ’ 59
9 |competitive - 55
10 | auditory 32
11 | field independent 21
12 |impulsive 10

Table 11. Learning Style Preferences for Students in the Experimental Groups
(Spring 1992) '

These choices and preferences closely correspond to what the preliminary research
found about studenis with a grade of less than 7.0 (that is those failing the course). In
fact, for the Spring 1992 semester, the majority of the students in the experimentat
groups had failed the pre-university courses the previous semester, and only a minor-
ity (5) were first semester students. The challenge of proving that by accommodating
teaching styles to students' preferred learning styles was great.

From the very beginning of the semester, it was interesting {0 see the mismatch
between the regular teaching styles expressed by the faculty in the preliminary study
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and the learning styles selected by the students now surveyed. Could that be one of
the reasons for their academic failure?

As was done in the first semester, students completed the learning styles question-
naire. Then the results were analyzed and decisions made accordingly. These involved
the following:

1. Visua} matcrials (wall charts, flash cards, maps) were included in class and visual-
tactile materials which students could manipulate were implemented as much as
possible.

2. Some TPR techniques were employed, such as physically responding to directions,
mimicry, dramatizations, following directions, etc.

3. Class sessions systematically used a stimulus variation including seating arrange-
ment, materials, combination of language skills and types of tasks, interaction styles.
Not all class sessions were held in the same classroom, and some sessions took place
outdoors.

4. Taking the group-reflective-cooperative modes into consideration, and given that
most students had already been exposed to the topics of the syllabus, numerous small
group activities were included. This allowed students to help each other use their
previous knowledge and build knowledge from there.

5. A strong and motivating warm-up period was always present at the beginning of
cach class session since some students showed low motivation and/or frustration as a
consequence of having failed the previous course.

6. An effort was made to teach both inductively and deductively, allowing students to
discover facts about language and its mechanisms for themselves. Also, some prob-
fem-solving and jigsaw puzzle cooperative techniques were used in class.

7. The combination and sequencing of topics to be covered were different from their
previous courses, so as to try new ways of reaching the same goals.

8. A "think-aloud" report for each group or for each individual in conferences with the
teacher were ineluded, so as to help students identity their strengths and weaknesses
in the learning process per se. ("How? Why? Explain it to me in English or Spanish."
were used a lot.)

9. During the semester, the cooperative-competitive modes of learning changed. This
was observed to be connected with the fact that more male students were repeating the
course. As we recall, the competitive preference was more consistently marked by
male students and ranked high by the male Anglo-American teachers involved in the
preliminary study. It was also observed that this strategy could change in close con-
nection with the immediate results obtained. Students became more competitive when
inore differential grades were obtained. This mode was also task-connected. There-
fore, this time, both cooperative and competitive activities were implemented in and
out of elass.
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L 10. Instead of the extra human resources used in the first semester of the study, a new

i “element was introduced in this second semester: A computerized Basic English pro-
-t gram, which could be used outside class and in conference with the teacher. The pro-

~--gram included numerous exercises, gave immediate feedback and orientation accord-
" ing to student's responses and gave the user his‘her score. This was kept in a weekly
scorebook for each student, and was also used as a competitive element,

The grade results of the experimental groups are listed below (Table 12). Table 13
shows the experimental groups' results compared with those of the control group.

Tables 12 and 13 show some interesting results, Both experimental groups practi-
cally duplicate the passing percentages in comparison to the control groups. On the
other hand, this time there were practically the same number of students dropping out
regardless of whether they were in the experimental or control groups, although, as a
whole, the dropout rate was reduced in comparison with the previous semester.

Although not used as a formal instrument for the purpose of this study, the evalua-
tion and feedback questionnaires all students have to complete as part of the faculty
evaluation system at the UDLA provided interesting data. In the Spring 1992 semes-
ter, more students expressed positive feedback as far as their opinions being taken into
account, understanding the English class, becoming motivated by the variety of activi-
ties, material and group dynamics used in class, practicing out of class more via the

English computer program, etc. This confirmed what students reported throughout the
semester in the "think-aloud" sessions.

The researcher as a teacher, having rated the competitive element rather high, had
‘to systematically balance each weekly lesson plan so as to be sensitive to students'
preferences. Towards the end of the course, students expressed preferenee for the
cooperative mode, atthough they reported that the competitive style made them more
immediately aware of their strengths and weaknesses in a one-shot exposure, instead
of in a longer process. This aspect seemed to be very relevant to teachers who necded
to become aware of students' needs and learning style preferences to be able to adjust
their teaching styles to their students'. This requires a lot of self-control, as can be
attested to by the researcher.
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13:::::1::' Experimental Greump 1 Experimental Group 2

l. 91 75

2. 47 78

3. 28 69

4. 21 DROP

5. 11 79

6. 22 83

7. 84 5

g DROP 33
e 69 83

0. 78 80

il 20 86

12, 49 66
AAAAAAAAAAAA 13 78 77
B 14, 76 15

15. 84 80
R 89 79

t7 48 80

I8 77 20

9. 31 71

20. 81 920

21 81 75

22. 84 -

23 20 -

24. 51
Passing (AC) 68.00% (17} 76.19% (16)
Failing (NA) 28.00% {28) 19.04% (4)

Drop outs 4% (1} 471 (1)

}.S?Lt:(;’e‘:‘lae‘ 100% (25) 100% (21)

Table 12. Student Results: Two Experimental Groups (Spring 1992)
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g:::;:l" Experimental Group 1 Experimental Group 2 Control Group
1. 7 75 73
2. 47 78 68
3. 98 69 51
4. 91 DROP 71
5. 86 79 &5
il 2 83 81
e 84 75 74
8. DROP 53 81
2 69 83 DROP
10. 78 50 67
11 %0 86 84
2 Nl 66 73
13. 78 77 85
14. 7% P 67
15 84 80 80
16. 89 29 86
17. 48 80 P
18. 77 90 80
19 3 71 )
2. 81 2 59
2L, 81 78 74
22, 84 . 69
23, 90 . 52
24, 51 . 69
25, ; _ p
Passing (AC) 68.00% (17) 76.19% (16) 32.00% (8)
Failing (VA) 28.00% (28) 19.04% (4) 64.00% (16)
Prop outy 4% (1) 477% (1) 4.00% (1)
ot sty 100% (25 100% (21) 100% (25)

Table 13. Comparison of Results between Ex

Group

perimental Groups and Control
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Let us look at the third semester of the follow-up study, Fall 1992.

As can be seen in Table 5, 42 students were involved in two, experimental groups,
and 23 belonged to the control group. The majority of the students were first semester
students. There were only three repeaters in the two experimental groups.

All students in the experimental groups completed the survey about their learning
style preferences. The results are presented in Table 14.

It is interesting to observe that at the beginning levels, all three semester pre-uni-
versity ESL. courses surveyed ranked visual at the top. On the other hand, it is notice-
able that in this last semester the students selected reflective-cooperative with a high
percentage, thus making their profile more similar to that of the students in the pre-
liminary study at all levels and across the English Divisions. In fact, the latter chose
reflective-cooperative-visual-kinesthetic as the top four learning styles they preferred.
This time, the order of visual is reversed, but the top four are the same and with very
similar percentages.

Rank Learning Style Perceniage
1 jwisual 92
2 |refloctive S0
) 3 |cooperative B9 T
4  kinesthetic 83 i
5 |group 80
6 |auditory 71
7 | field dependent 66
8 !individual 49
9 ltactile 35
10 {ficld independent 22
11 {competitive } i7
12 | impulsive R

Table 14. Preferred Learning Styles of Students in the Experimental Groups (Fall
1992)
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[n the third semester of the study, there were two experimental groups, taught by
the teacher/rescarcher, who was involved from the very beginning of the study, and

another member of the faculty. The teaching styles of both experimental teachers are
listed in Table 15.

Teacher #l Teacher #2
Rank Style Yo Rank Style %
1. |visual 94 1. jeooperative 96
2. |kinesthetic 25 Z. |reflective 95
3. jgroup 91 3. |visual 90
4. jcooperative 8% 4. group 89
5. |roflective 88 5. | kinesthethic 87
6. |field dependent | 85 6. |field dependent ]
7. |competitive T 7. |auditory 7z
8. {tactile 65 8 |individual 60
9. |auditory 63 9. |field mdep. 53
10. |individual 50 10. |competitive 4G
11. ficld indep. 45 11. [tactile 39
12. |impuisive 25 12.  |impulsive 37

Table 15. Experimental Teachers teaching Style Preferences (Fall 1992)

This semester it was considered interesting to see the feasibility and practicality of
having another teacher conduct one of the experimental groups in order to analyze the
impact that trying to adapt to students learning styles has on teacher's planning,
course and classroom management, decision making, etc. At the same time, it was
time to examine if any teacher could adapt his’her teaching styles to his/her students’
learning styles if made aware of them early in the semester,

This third semester there seemed to be a closer match between the new experimen-
tal teacher and the students surveyed than the connection between the former experi-
mental teacher and students involved during that period. So, it was relevant to confirm
that teachers who are made aware of their students' preferred learning styles early in
the semester can really match their teaching styles with those of their students. Could
this really be practical and viable?
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Looking at students' and teachers' style preference lists, several aspects lend them-
sclves to discussion. For instance, the top four learning styles selected by students
were very similar to those of students in the preliminary study, namely reflective,
cooperative, visual, and kinesthetic for the preliminary study, and visual, reﬂectrve,
cooperative, and kinesthetic for the follow-up study.

Visual was always at the top of the list, but this might be due to the more extensive
use of media in general, as well as in the academic field. Students might be coming to
us now with more exposure to visual materials (videotapes, for instance). The combi-
nation of learning styles so consistently chosen by students is very interesting. For the
correlation between these and the teaching styles preferred by UDLA teachers, the
match exists with the cooperative-reflective modes of teaching, In the case of the
second teacher conducting an experimental group this time, her preferences for coop-
erative, reflective, visual, and group (kinesthetic was her fifth preferred style) more
closely matched students' preferred learning styles, There was also a close correspon-
dence between the preference of field dependeni, highly ranked by both teachers, and
the same style marked by students. Note that this is a close match with UDLA ESL
teachers too.

After students and teachers completed the survey questionnaires, the information
was analyzed, The decisions about working with the new students were then made.

1. The same visual materials were used in both experimental groups (most were the

same ones used throughout the research period).

2. The cooperative-reflective-group modes were taken into account by including

smal! group activities, careful timing to atlow for reflection time, and input from all

students involved.

3. Students were giveen consistent reinforcement and feedback were given students by

beth teachers and peers,

4. Each teacher discovered that they preferred either an inductive or a deductive teach-

ing method, but a conscious effort was made by both to plan their lessons together,

and to maintain a balance between these two in order to better accommodate students'

learning differences.

5. No additional tutors were included this time, but students were encouraged to have

periodic conferences with their respective teachers.

6. The computerized English program was used again both outside class and during

some conferences with the teachers,

7. The two experimental groups never met during the semester, but their teachers had

weekly meetings. ‘
Table 16 lists the results of the students’ in the three groups considered for the Fall

1992 semester.
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;t::eb::_ Experimental Group 1 Experimental Group 2 Control Group

I. 78 Drop Drop

2. 82 53 80

a %0 50 79

4. 77 8 Drop

5. 85 86 79

6. 73 76 7%

7. 54 2 76

8. 76 88 75

9. 80 8 75

10. 92 85 81

L 85 78 77

12. 69 % 40

13. 88 73 75

14. 84 88 84

15. 72 70 Drop

16. 73 2 86

17 87 92 87

18. 73 89 Drop

19, 92 4] Drop

20. 62 81 Drop

21 i 73 Drop

22. - -- Drop

23, - - Drop
Passing (AC) 66.66% (14) 71.43% (15) 52.00% (12)
Failing (NA) 33.33% (7) 23.80% (35) 47.83% (11)
Drop outs 0 4.77% (1) 30.43% (7}
Tz;*’:t;‘i‘;‘fr 100% (25) 100% (21) 100% (25)

Table 16. Comparison of Final Grades of Experimental Groups and Control
Group (Fall 1992)
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As can be seen in the table, passing students (AC) obtained higher grade averages
in both experimental groups. Comparing both of these groups, this time the new
teacher's group obtaincd better results. Although constant efforts were made by both
teachers to meet students’ preferred learning styles, this might indicate that the match-
ing of styles proves beneficial, but that better resuits may be obtained if the match is
natural. This could limit the practicality of matching teaching styles to learning styles,
but the results obtained here still seem to indicate that the effort is worthwhile. It is
considered that this could be overcome through a well-thought-out in-service training
program for the UDLA ESL teachers.

['here were no dropouts in experimental group No. 1 and only one in group 2,
while there were 7 students who dropped out of the control group. This high number
of dropouts had happened previously during the experitnent and may be further evi-
dence that when students are accomplishing something and feeling accommodated
regarding their learning styles, they tend to maintain their efforts to get to their goal, of
pussing their basic ESL course,

Conclusions and Suggestions

Both the preliminary research (Mitman & Bauder 1989) and the follow-up study
here presented dealt with the preferred learning and teaching styles selected by both
the students and teachers of the ESL program in the Language Department at the
Universidad de las Américas-Puebla.

The preliminary research explored the preferences expressed by a sample of stu-
dents and teachers across the English Divisions in order to analyze whether a match or
a mismatch existed between them. A strong match was found only in two of the spe-
cific elements considered: reflective and cooperdative, while mismatches to various
deprees were {ound in all other elements ( Table 4). [t was also discovered that a differ-
ent set of learning stvles was selected by unsuccessful students. These elements posed
new questions which were the basis {or the follow-up study, namely whether an at-
tempt shoutd be made to meet students' preferred learning styles and whether this
would prove 1o be practical.

The follow-up study concentrated on the pre-university (basic) ESL course taught
in the Universily English Division, UDLA, in which the profile of students was antici-
pated to be different,

1. The pre-universily students surveyed consistently chose visual, tactile, kinesthelic,
group. cooperative, reflective. and field dependent as their preferred learning styles.
This did not coincide with the teaching styles preferences cxpressed by the teachers
surveyed in the base study.
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2. Assigning a teacher whose preferred teaching styles matched the pre-university
students' typical learning styles, seemed to be conducive to better achievement and
higher student motivation.

3, Obtaining students' information about their preferred learning siyles early in the
semester helped adapt the styles with which they would be taught and helped the -
teachers make better low-cost decisions (i.¢., more teacher awareness = better plan-
ning > less student frustration > better student achicvement > more student motivation
> a decreasing number of dropouts and also more teacher involvement and a positive
impact on their teaching,)

4. In drder to further validate these studies, another instrument could be applied, such
as the Learning Styles Inventory (LSI} developed by Dunn, Dunn & Price (1975) or
the Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT) by Witkin, Oltman, Raskin & Karp (1971)
or the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), Version for Speakers of
Other Languages Learning English (Oxford 1990).

5. A first step for matching teaching styes with learning styles is not only to inform
teachers about its theoretical beneficial effects, but also to make them aware of these
ideas and give them tools to start using the intormation about their students and also
about themselves as input in their lessons and/or curriculum planning.

6. A sensible approach to matching teaching styles to learning styles is to expand the
teachers teaching repertoire. This should include not only specitic teaching techniques.
but also foundations in group dynamics, classroom management, lwdcrshlp ESL
material and resources, among others.

7. A special effort could be made to help students increase their learning style prefer-
ences and to become more flexible.

8. A replication of the present study could be done in the ESL Divisions of other de~
partments not included in it, such as the Administrative and the Technical English
Divisions.

9. A cost-benefit survey could be carried out in order to verify if taking specific steps
in the early ESL course at the UDLA could reduce the dropout rates in the short run
as well as in the long run. This could be done across Divisions, that is in the Adminis-
trative, Technical, as well as in the University English Divisions.
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