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Personality and Learning 
Styles: 

Some Issues Concerning 
Curriculum and Instruction

DHNNIS C. BUSS

In ihc U nited States, educational policy makers are acting to standardize school curricu
lum requirem ents. 1 ’hrough state m andated  testing program s and increased academ ic 
course requirem ents for high school graduation, students are experiencing m ore uniform, 
if not m ore dem anding, school program s. As John G oodlad  (1983) observed, one outcom e 
of this trend tow ard curriculum  standardization  has been the inability of the curriculum  to 
respond to individual student differences. W hile lime on com m on curricular experiences 
has increased, there has been a corresponding decrease in exploratory, specialized and 
enrichm ent elective program s. O n the m iddle and high school level, extensive course 
offerings and opportun ities for choice are dim inishing. T he student finds the curriculum  
increasingly unresponsive lo realizing personal interests and goals.'

T he problem  of curriculum  uniform ity is exacerbated by the uniform ity of teaching 
m ethods used in schools. A gain, G oodlad  (1984, 1985) has observed that students are 
exposed to an increasingly narrow  set of instructional practice as they proceed through 
elem entary, m iddle and high schools. T eachers use a didactic teaching style that place 
students are expected to listen, absorb the prescribed subject m atter and regurgitate the 
essential facts on tests. Th\s transm ission m odel of curriculum  and instruction denies student 
individuality and limits active involvement in a variety of learning activities.

Given these trends tow ard uniform ity of teaching m ethods and a prescribed curriculum , 
many educators are concerned about the inability of teachers and school program s to react 
to the individual differences am ong students. If curricular choices are limited and instructio
nal variety is practically nonexistent, how can the learning experience becom e responsive 
to the differences and preferences of students? Some may argue that this question is of no 
consequence since it is understood  that the student must learn to adapt to the learning 
environm ent as defined by his o r her teacher. Most educators do not accept this view though 
most agree that educational standards must be raised in A m erican schools. D espite the 
inability to provide m ore responsive program s, many educators retain a strong com m itm ent 
to individual developm ent that reilects the values of a dem ocratic and pluralistic society.

' 'Hiis articlc is a co n d cn scd  version o f  a paper presented  at the 6th Prague International G onferenee  
on P sycholog ica l D evelop m en t and P ersonality Pbrm ative P rocesses, U niversity  C am pus in P ra g u e-  
Su ch dol, A ugust 29, 1991.
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The problem is, of course, one of a discrepancy between the values we espouse and the 
actual practices we engage in. The value of Goodlad’s study is that he points out the 
inconsistencies between belief and practice.

This problem is not peculiar to American practice. Educators from other countries would 
surely acknowledge a tension existing between pressures for curricular and instructional 
uniformity and the desire to accommodate individual student needs. Historically, humanis
tic educational reformers such as Comenius, Rousseau, Pestalozzi, Froebel, Tolstoy, Dewey 
and others have called attention to the sometimes barbaric practices that squash the child’s 
personality and natural propensity to be actively involved in learning. Most educators warm 
to the impulse to create more humane school environments that allow each child to reach 
his or her potential. It is not unusual or outrageous, therefore, for educators to find ways 
to correct an imbalance between the forces for curricular and instructional uniformity and 
the need to make the school more responsive to the individual characteristics of the learners 
themselves.

Given present conditions in American education, it is unlikely that increasing ciirriculiiin 
options will become the most feasible means to respond to student needs. If so, the only 
other way to respond to individual differences is through varying instructional practices. Is 
there a way, then, to increase instructional flexibility and variety at a time when the 
curriculum is becoming more rigid and standardized? On what basis can we justify more 
flexible instructional practices? In the last twenty years, an approach to these questions has 
emerged that will be the focus of this article. Known as the learning styles model, this 
approach argues that instructional variety is required given the different learning styles 
students possess. In this approach, student differences are defined by the way or style in 
which they learn as opposed to differences in intelligence, ability or interest. Learning style 
is defined as “the characteristic cognitive, affective, and physiological behaviors that are 
relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the 
learning environment (Keefe, 1990, p. 6 ).” Guild and Garger (1985) also see learning styles 
in a similar multidimensional perspective that encompasses differences in ( 1 ) cognition, how 
people perceive and gain knowledge; (2 ) conceptualization, how people form ideas and 
think; (3) affect, how people feel and form values; and (4) behavior, how people act.

Advocates of the model assert that effective instruction requires the teacher to be aware 
of the diverse learning styles that exist among students. This information can then be used 
to individualize instructional activities so that maximum learning for each child can occur. 
For example, if a student’s learning style shows a preference for working with others on 
academic tasks, then the teacher should accommodate this preference to enhance achieve
ment and motivation to learn. Once the teacher diagnoses the learning style preferences of 
each student, then the teacher could become more responsive to the differences that exist 
in a class. In this way the teacher possesses a seemingly intelligent basis for introducing 
a variety of instructional practices into the classroom. In addition, the teacher should be able 
to modify instruction to achieve a better match with student learning style preferences. As 
Guild and Garger put it, “accepting the diversity of style can help us to create the 
atmosphere and experiences that encourage each individual to reach his or her full poten
tial” (Guild & Garger, 1985, p. 5).

Many instruments have been created to identify student learning style preferences. The 
learning styles approach that i am going to emphasize for this article is derived from 
personality theory. Based on the ideas of Carl Gustav Jung (1971), this approach stresses 
basic personality functions. The first function entails our preferred way of p e r c e i v i n g ,  
that is, how we become aware of the world of events, people, things and ideas that surround 
us. Two categories of perceiving define the limits of our preferences in this category:
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s e n s i n g  and i n i  n i l  i on .  In the sensing m ode we prefer to use the five senses to see 
the world as it actually is: we prefer the real, the observable, the factual and the practical, 
l^he intuitive m ode is less direct and relies on the indirect ideas or associations that com e 
lo us from our unconscious experience. We prefer possibilities, im agination, creativity, the 
m eaning of things below surface reality.

I ’he second personality function entails j u d g i n g .  Judging descril')es how we make 
decisions and com e to conclusions. Again, two m odes define our preferences: t h i n 
k i n g  and f e e l i n g .  In the thinking m ode we trust logic, evidence, rationality, and ob 
jective m eans to com e lo our decisions. In the feeling m ode we are m ore easily persuaded 
by the subjective, personal and affective aspects of a situation that is never com pletely clear 
or unam biguous. With both the perceiving and judging functions, Jung insisted that no value 
should be attached to the four m odes w here one preference might be seen as l')etter than 
its opposite.

A no ther difference am ong hum an personalities entails how we react to the ou ter and 
inner world of experience. Jung identified two basic orientations: i n t r o v e r s i o n  and 
e x t r a v e r s i ó n .  Introverts are m ore interested in the internal world of their own 
thoughts, ideas, feelings and self rellections. Bxtraverts prefer to interact with the ou ter 
world of things, people and actions. Jung believed one can be m entally healthy as e ither an 
introvert or as an extraverl. Briggs Myers (1980) added  ano ther preference category to those 
identified by Jung. wShe believed that people shift back and forth betw een their preference 
for p e r c e i v i n g  and j u d g i n g .  Judging people want o rder lo their lives and want clo
sure; perceiving people to lerate am biguity and will put off m aking decisions to avoid 
anything irrevocable. A gain both preferences have merit and can lead to satisfying lives.

Briggs Myers com bined these four preference categories, exlraversion-introversion, sen- 
sing-in tu ition , th inking-feeling , and judging-perceiv ing, into a typology of sixteen persona
lity types. It should be noted that these preferences and the personality types derived from 
them  are not fixed, that they can change over tim e and that they are held as m atters of 
degree. Briggs Meyers provided descriptions of each type and explored im plications for 
m arriage, education and work. In 1962 the first version of the M yers-Briggs I ’ype Indicator 
appeared . 1 1 iis test has since becom e a standard  way of identifying personality types 
according to Jung ’s theories. Several o ther books (Keirsey and Bates, 1978; Lawrence, 
1982; Silver and H anson, 1982) have appeared  that describe further research in this area 
and address the educational im plications of Ju n g ’s theory on learning styles.

A t this point, it is im portant to elaborate upon w hat H ym an and Rosoff (1984) call the 
“ learning style parad igm ” that was alluded to previously, l^his is the notion that learning 
activities should m atch the learning style preferences of each student. H ym an and R osoff 
describe the process in this way. First, the teacher must exam ine each s tuden t’s learning 
style. Second, the teacher must understand and categorize those styles using som e classifica
tion system such as the M yers-Briggs 1’ype Indicator o r the Keirsey I'em peram en t Sorter. 
T hird , we then must m atch the individual stu d en t’s style with the style of a com patible 
teacher or failing that, request the teacher to adjust his or her teaching activities to match 
the stu d en t’s learning style. Fourth, teachers must learn how to perform  each step in their 
preservice and inservice professional education program s (H ym an & Rosoff, 1984, p. 35).

G iven this m odel o r paradigm , the learning styles advocate paints a positive picture of 
the attributes to  this approach  for individualizing instruction. For exam ple, Keefe asserts 
that learning style is much m ore than just ano ther innovation. It is a fundam ental new tool 
with which to work. It is a new way of looking at learning and instruction, a deeper and m ore 
profound view of the learner than known previously. It is a basic fram ew ork upon which 
a theory and practice o l instruction can be built (Keefe, 1979, p. 131).



Dunn and Dunn claim “that, when taught through methods that complemented their 
learning characteristics, students at all levels became increasingly motivated and achieved 
better academically” (Dunn & Dunn, 1979, p. 239). Smith and Renzulli reaffirm this claim 
saying “research has shown that learning style matching can and does have a positive impact 
on student achievement, interest, and/or motivation” (Smith & Renzulli, 1984, p. 49). 
Henson and Borthwick argue that “it is highly probable that many of the so-called behavior 
problems that label students could be alleviated or at least minimized by the matching of 
styles” (Henson & Borthwick, 1984, p. 7).

Despite these glowing claims from learning theorists who support the learning styles 
approach to teaching and instruction, it is important to point out some significant pitfalls 
and caveats. As a curriculum specialist, I offer these criticisms from the perspective of one 
who recognizes the potential this line of research and theory has for making a positive 
impact on classroom practice. However, it is necessary to identify the flaws that exist in the 
learning styles argument as well as the more cautious findings that recent research has 
produced. Too often promising ideas in education lose their impact because over-zealous 
advocates assert more than can be justified.

The first line of criticism derives from the concept of teaching as a triadic relationship 
between teacher, student and curriculum (Anderson, 1967; Hyman, 1974). It is a comon 
misconception to think of teaching as a dyadic relationship. For example, the primary 
teacher asserts that she is a teacher of six-year olds or the secondary teacher claims she is 
a mathematics teacher. In fact, the primary teacher typically teaches a variety of subjects to 
her six-year olds and the secondary teacher teaches mathematics to adolescents. That is, the 
teacher teaches some content to some one or group of students; all three elements are 
present — teacher, subject matter and students. Hyman and Rosoff perceptively point out 
that the “learning style paradigm suffers because it omits consideration of subject matter”, 
(Hyman & Rosoff, 1984, p. 38).

The significance of this point requires some explanation. The learning styles advocate 
believes that the teacher should choose learning activities that are compatible with, and 
match the styles of, the learners in the classroom. In other words, consideration of learner 
characteristics becomes the sole basis for instructional decision making. For example, the 
teacher might choose a small group activity because some students in the class would find 
the student-to-student interaction more compatible with their learning style. Missing from 
this dyadic strategy is, of course, an examination of the content to be taught. In the learning 
styles mode, the teacher is only concerned with whom is to be taught as opposed to what 
is to be taught. As Hyman and Rosoff put it, a teacher must first consider “what he/she must 
do in order to teach the facts, concepts, principles, skills, and values which we commonly 
associate with such subjects as social studies, language arts, science, mathematics, fine arts, 
and a physical education” (Hyman & Rosoff, 1984, p. 38). Thus, our teacher should choose 
a small group activity because it would accomplish the content objective more effectively 
than another method.

How does the teacher know whether content considerations should take priority over 
learner characteristics when making instructional decisions? Curriculum theorists have 
studied this question in their efforts to establish defensible criteria for selecting appropriate 
learning experiences. Taba offers as her first criterion the significance and validity of the 
content (Taba, 1962, p. 267 — 272). Zais asserts that “... the primary standard for judging 
the merit of proposed learning activities is how well they contribute to the attainment of 
curriculum aims, goals, and objectives” (Zais, 1974, p. 355). Fraenkel argues that “every 
learning activity should serve a justifiable function related to specific objectives... In other 
words, each learning activity should serve a distinct purpose. Otherwise, it is mere busy
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w ork” (Fraenkel, 1980, p. 129). Last, Brophy and A llem an (1991, p. 15), who provide 
a synthesis o f thinking on this question, clearly assert that the prim ary principle for selecting 
worthw hile learning activities must be goal relevance.

liach oi these theorists is com ing to the sam e inescapable point: it is in the I'uinilment of 
som e defensible objective that gives e d u c a t i o n a l  value and m eaning to a learning 
activity. In practical term s this m eans that when a teacher goes about the process of selecting 
a learning activity, the teacher should f i r s t  keep in mind the curriculum  objective that 
the activity will accom plish as opposed to considering student learning styles as the prim ary 
basis for activity selection, it is interesting, however, that curriculum  theorists do not neglect 
the learner as a factor in m aking these decisions. For exam ple, ly ler also argued that 
teachers should make sure that the experience provides the student with “ an opportunity  
lo practice the kind of l')ehavior im plied by the objective” , that the student should derive 
“ satisfactions from carrying on the kind of behavior im plied by the objectives” and that the 
experiences “ are within the range of possibility for ihe students involved” (Tyler, 1950, 
p. 42 — 43). Zais (1974, p. 359 — 364) also argues that learning activities should be related
lo the lea rner’s experiences in term s of ability, culture and interests.

O n the surface it appears as if these theorists are offering contradictory  advice. On the 
one hand, they say learning activities must be chosen in fulfillment of an educational goal 
and, on the other, they say that learner’s needs must be considered. 'This advice, however, 
is not conlradiclory  or inconsistent because, as 1 'yler recogni/es, “ there are many particular 
experiences that can be used U) attain ihe sam e educational objectives” ( Tyler, 1950, p. 43). 
For exam ple, if ihe teacher has as a curriculum  goal student understanding of an im portant 
subject concept, ihe teacher can choose from a variety of learning activities to leach that 
concept. I'hese might include an inductive discovery exercise, a visual presentation of 
concept hierarchies, a leclure, or program m ed instruction (Joyce, 1978). if cach of these 
activities can be legitimately used to accom plish the curriculum  objective, then the teacher 
can consider learning styles as a basis for choosing.

Al this point, it should be clear that a curriculum  solution to our problem  of providing 
for intructional variety is a m ore viable one than the psychological approach as represented 
by the learning styles m odel, if the teacher keeps in mind the diverse num ber and kinds of 
curriculum  objectives he or she is responsible for, then it becom es necessary lo provide 
a wide range of learning activities to reach those objectives. I'he mistake many teachers 
m ake is one of curriculum  reductionism . They see the goals of schooling reduced lo one 
fundam ental function: the absortpion of prescribed subject matter, is it any w onder then 
that didactic, teacher-cen tered  m ethods have prevailed over attem pts lo make learning m ore 
active, learner-cen tered  and varied? I'he rem edy to this problem  is not lo lake an equally 
narrow  dyadic student centered  approach as advocated by many learning style iheorists and 
researchers. I'he teacher must understand that leaching is a triadic relationship encomj^as- 
sing teacher, student iiiid curriculum  and lhat curriculum  goals provide ihe p r i m a r y  
basis for selecting learning activities.

'The next problem  we need to consider is a practical one. If we are to lake the learning 
styles approach  to instruction seriously, lo what extenl is the teacher obligated to match 
student learning style preferences with com patible learning activities? As Keirsey and Hales 
|n it il, what happens when the teacher realizes,

lhat many ol ihe children are incredibly different fiom  her and from each other. . . .  W hat 
then? Is she lo approach  these children differently? Is she lo give up her otherwise 
unquestioned perspectives on the very purpose of school? Must instructional tactics differ 
for different tcn p e ram en ts?  Must instructional eoliteipit differ for different lem pera- 
m euts? Is she, for instance, wise m  f(M)lish j f  she poses tlie simie assignm ents, explanati
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ons, and questions for those five ESFJs [extraverted, sensing, feeHng, judging] in ihc fronl 
rows as she does for that lonely INTP [introverted, intuitive, thinking, perceiving] in the 
back row? (Keirsey & Bates, 1978, p. 99).

Surprisingly, Keirsey and Bates do not provide a satisfactory solution to the practical 
dilemma these questions raise for the teacher. Imagine a classroom of twenty to thirty 
children, each possessing one of sixteen distinct personality based learning styles (thirty-two 
if one uses the Keirsey Temperance Sorter!). Should the teacher devise appropriate learning 
activities for each child concurrently? Or perhaps, more reasonably, should she be sure that 
enough different activities are planned during the day so that each child might find one that 
is compatible with his or her learning style? Should the teacher choose the former approach, 
the demands on her capacity to plan for each child would quickly overwhelm her. If she 
chooses the latter approach, many children are going to find some activities distinctly 
incompatible with their learning style. The best advice Keirsey and Bates can offer is this: 
“f ac i ng  the problem, even without solutions, is infinitely better than, for lack of a so
lution, pretending the problem doesn’t exist and consequently disqualifying almost all the 
children’s messages, to their detriment” (Keirsei & Bates, 1978, p. 100). Although aware
ness of the problem of student diversity is a positive first step, it nevertheless must be 
accompanied by practical and feasible strategies for implementation. Lacking these, it is 
only natural for teachers, out of frustration, to retreat to their previous whole-class didactic 
approaches.

Related to this problem of individualizing instruction according to learning style, is the 
question of compatibility. Should the teacher try to find a learning activity that exatly 
matches the learning style preference of the student? As a corrective to the problem of using 
the same teaching approach for all children, learning styles advocates argue that more 
children will learn if they encounter activities compatible with their respective styles of 
learning. Instead of being alienated from the classroom, more students will become eager 
participants in the learning process because teachers have provided an appropriate match. 
This attempt at providing compatible activitie to increase the comfort level of the student 
raises two issues. First, is the issue of the real world. Few, if any of us, can expert to find 
a learning environment that is perfectly compatible with our dispositions over an extended 
period. Should we not expect the student to be flexible and adjust to changing teaching 
styles and classroom environments? On the one hand, learning styles advocates rightly 
complain that most classrooms are inflexible where the s t u d e n t s  must adjust to the 
uniform style of the teacher. On the other hand, their proposed solution is to make the 
t e a c h e r  almost infinitely flexible so that each child has a compatible activity where 
little or no adjustment is required on his or her par. As we have seen, both extremes are 
inappropriate. Realistically and logically, some balance must be sought. Children must 
adapt to the real world and learn how to adjust to different learning environments. Teachers 
have the professional obligation to consider student temperament in choosing learning 
activities to realize a curriculum objective.

The second issue deals with the nature of learning itself. In trying to find comfortable 
matches between activity and style, the learning styles advocate forgets that learning entails 
a measure of discomfort. Joyce (1984) claims learning theorists such as Rogers, Maslow, 
Piaget and Hunt believe that intellectual growth can be arrested unless the learner is 
confronted by challenging and unfamiliar learning tasks and environments. Thus, if the 
environment is too comfortable we may no promote the outcome we expect from more 
compatible matches. As Joyce suggests, “to stimulate development, we d e l i b e r a t e l y  
mismatch student and environement so that the student cannot easily maintain the familiar 
patterns but must move on toward greater complexity” (Joyce, 1984, p. 27). Of course, the
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optim al m ism atch is one that challenges the learner as opposed to overw helm ing him or her. 
Not every activity is going to be greeted in the sam e way by learners. Some will respond 
positively to an activity and o thers will have a negative reaction to that activity.

O ther cautions should be kept in mind as we consider the validity of the learning styles 
m odel. P'irst, there is the problem  of research. D espite w hat som e advocates claim, the 
research evidence does not support the assertion that m atching activities to learning styles 
will yield significant advantages over traditional forms of instruction (D oyle and R utherford,
1984, p. 22; O ’Neil, 1990, p. 7). (io o d  and Brophy assert that there is evidence that 
“ m atching may actually reduce achievem ent progress even if it succeeds in im proving 
studen ts’ attitudes toward their learning” (G ood  & Brophy, 1991, p. 348).

In trying to account for these negative outcom es. G ood  and Stipek argue that learning 
styles advocates have overem phasized this variable in instructional planning. 'Fhere is “other 
im portant inform ation abut students that is relevant to the design of instruction” , they claim 
(G ood  & Stipek, 1983, p. 35). For exam ple, Doyle and R utheford say that such factors as 
“ the nature o f the learning task, the relationship betw een teacher and student, the time of 
year” as well as learning style could all have an im pact on instructional effectiveness (Doyle 
& R utherford , 1984, p. 22). le a c h e rs  ought to be sensitized to learning style differences 
am ong students; however, ra ther than designing elaborate instructional activities to match 
those styles, teachers would be better off developing high quality activities and materials 
that are m ore closely aligned to the diverse curriculum  objectives they are responsible for 
teaching.

W hat concluding advice can be given to educators in terested in learning styles research 
on teaching? First, they should avoid being influenced by inflated claims about the real or 
desired im pact of the learning styles concept on teaching and learning. They should look 
upon learning style m atching as one of many im portant factors having an influence on 
student achievem ent and attitude toward learning.

Second, they should place the learning styles m odel within the larger context of curricu
lum and instruction. Learner personality is not the only source of inform ation to be 
exam ined when m aking decisions about what and how som ething is to be taught. Learning 
activities are chosen first to accom plish a legitim ate educational purpose or goal. This does 
not m ean that instructional uniform ity is the product of such thinking. A  defensible basis 
for instructional variety can be m ade by taking the curricular perspective.

T hird , when thinking about the many activities that might be used to accom plish 
a curriculum  objective, the educato r should consider the diverse style preferences of the 
learners. In a given day, as with an elem entary teacher, or over a week, as with a secondary 
level teacher, a variety of activities can be p lanned that most learners at som e lime will find 
com patible with their style.

Last, they should rem em ber that som e discom fort is necessary for cognitive developm ent 
to occur. T eachers should be prepared  to adjust an activity to m ake it m ore satisfying to the 
learner as well as to teach students strategies to adjust to, and learn from, and activities that 
are outside their com fort zone.

I ’he judicious application of the learning styles m odel holds much prom ise for the 
educator. If used with the cautions noted above, som e real benefits can accrue. With the 
contem porary  pressures tow ard educational standardization , uniform ity and im personaliza- 
tion, the teacher has a m eans to recognize his or her students as individuals and for the 
student them selves to understand  and accept their own unique learning styles. Both can use 
this know ledge to create a tolerant and harm onious classroom  environm ent. T he rapport 
developed betw een teacher and learner can provide a context for the engagem ent of 
students in stim ulating and challenging learning, an outcom e that both learning theorist and 
curriculum  specialist can support.
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D EN N IS C. BUSS
OSOBNOST A STYI.Y UCKNÍ: NĚKTERÉ TRENDY V KURIKULU A VE VÝUCE

V USA lze vystopovat tendence, které 
vedou ke sjednocování obsahové stránky vý
uky. Přispívají k tom u např. státn í d idak tic
ké testovací program y, přispívá k tom u sbli
žování učebních program ů a osnov, sjedno
cování požadavků na kvalitu absolventů 
středních škol atd. 1 ’yto jednotíc í tlaky však 
přinášejí i vážná nebezpečí: shodné kuriku
lum navozuje uniform itu vyučování, ignorují 
se rozdíly mezi žáky, nerespektuje se indivi
dualita žáků, bohatost jejich zájmů a odliš
nosti jejich osobních cílů.

Z m íněná situace se zdaleka netýká jen 
am erického školství. Navozuje obecnější 
problém : jak  vytvořit ve škole hum ánnější 
prostředí, v něm ž by k a ž d é  dítě m ohlo 
rozvíjel své polencialily. Jedno  z možných 
řešení nabízí přístup, který přihlíží k rozm a
nitosti žákovských stylů učení.

Styl učení je  nová prom ěnná, jež se liší od 
inteligence, schopnosti nebo zájmů. Dají se 
v něm  odlišit různé stránky, např kognitivní, 
afektivní, behaviorální. Pro zjišťování stylů 
učení existuje m noho diagnostických m e
tod. A utor si vybral m etodu, která vychází 
z tradic hlubinné psychologie, z Jungovy 
typologie osobnosti (dotazník B rigse-M yer- 
sové). Pom ocí čtyř bipolárních úrovní (in- 
troverze-ex traverze, č ití-in tu ice, m yšlení- 
cítění, hodnocen í-vn ím án í) se dá dospět 
k 16 osobnostním  typům .

M yšlenka, že by učitel při koncipování 
výuky m ohl využít nových poznatků o učeb
ních stylech žáků, vede k netradičním  po 
hledům  na učivo a učitelovu vyučovací čin
nost. A utor článku tyto pohledy před  č tená
řem  postupně otevírá.

N ejprve cituje doporučen í H ym ana a Ro- 
soffa, k teří říkají, že by učitel měl: 1 . zkou
mat u každého žáka jeho  styl učení, 2 . určit, 
ke k terém u typu žákův styl patří a tím mu 
lépe porozum ěl, 3. snažit se buď přiblížit 
žákův styl učení tom u, co požaduje škola, 
a pokud to nepůjde, pak adaptoval své vy
učovací postupy zvláštnostem  žákova stylu 
učení, 4 . naučit se vykonávat jm enované čin

nosti během  pregraduálního a postgraduál
ního vzdělávání.

V dalším  oddíle au tor kritizuje dyadické 
pojetí výuky, které si všímá jen učitele a žá
ků. Jakm ile se základem  pedagogického 
rozhodování stanou jenom  charakteristiky 
žáků, zejm éna jejich styly učení, učitel se 
soustředí na otázku koho bude vyučovat, 
nikoli co bude vyučovat. Teoretici zabývající 
se kurikulem  prom ýšlejí už desítky let hle
diska, podle nichž by se měl vybírat obsah 
výuky, aby navodil u žáků žádoucí činnosti. 
F iguruje tam  mj. závažnost obsahu, rele- 
vantnost obsahu cílům, i když se ohled na 
žáka úplně nevytratil. A utor dospívá k tvr
zení, že při rozhodování o obsahu, o učivu se 
musí více přihlížet k žákovi. Z řetel k žákovi 
ovšem nesm í vyústit v další krajnost, jíž je 
„žákocentrický“ přístup  k učivu, doporučo
vaný některým i psychology. Výuka je tria- 
dická záležitost, zahrnující učitele, žáka 
a kurikulum , přičem ž kurikulární cíle jsou 
pro  výběr učebních aktivit žáka prim ární.

Pokud přistoupím e na myšlenku, že učitel 
má při koncipování výuky přihlížet k žákov
ským stylům učení, vzniká ryze praktický 
problém . Ve třídě bývá 20 až 30 žáků a může 
se tedy vyskytnout 16 typů osobnostně po d 
m íněných učebních stylů. M á učitel vymýš
let vhodné činnosti p ro  každého z těchto 
žákovských typů zvlášť? Jedna odpověď 
p ředpokládá, že žáci jsou flexibilní a sami se 
přizpůsobí měnícím  se učitelovým vyučova
cím stylům a m ěnícím u se prostřed í třídy
i hodiny. Výzkumy však varují: prostřed í 
bývá m álo měnlivé a učitelova činnost je 
často velmi stereotypní.

I3ruhá odpověď  počítá s fltíxibilitou uči
tele a jeho  dovedností adaptovat se na roz
dílné žákovské styly učení. A utor uzavírá, že 
oba extrém y jsou nevhodné a učitel musí 
h ledat rozum nou rovnováhu mezi naznače
nými krajnost mi.

Poslední problém  navazuje na požadavek, 
aby učitel přizpůsobil své postupy zvláštnos
tem žákovských stylů učení. Týká se tedy
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podmínek, které učitel vytváří pro žákovo nestimulujeme žákův rozvoj. Žák potřebuje
učení. Autor upozorňuje: pokud bychom zažít určitý rozpor, potřebuje překonávat
vycházeli žákovi ve všem vstříc, přizpůsobo- překážky, aby pokročil dále, aby se rozvíjel, 
vali ve všem vyučování jeho stylu učení, pak
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This international conference is organized on the occasion of the 175th anniversary of the University 
of Gent and in cooperation with.the joint university project of the CRE (Standing Conference of 
Rectors, Presidents and Vice-Chancellors of the European Universities) for the publication of a general 
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The conference will address topics of concern to historians and educationists, to faculty and administra
tors in higher education, and to public officials and representatives of business.

THEMES
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central government, regionalization and decentralization, the relationship between the university 
and industry, ...

2. Students: admission, political commitment, May 6 8 , student mobility, university education and 
employment opportunities, ...

3. Staff: the increase in the number of lecturers, increasing numbers of administrative staff, profile of 
the professors, ...

4. Learning: instruction/research ratio, the anticipation and integration of social and scientific innova
tions, the development of the various disciplines, The Open University, ...

PROCEDURE

Each of the 4 themes will be dealt with in a half-day (plenary) working session: First the rapporteur 
will introduce the theme, comment on the state of research, and give a brief survey of the papers to 
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Amsterdam.
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