Into the Valley of the Shadow of Stupid

Professor Plum has endeavored—with great success, judging by all those persons shouting bad words from rooftops--to determine where the next fad wagon come will from, and why so many denizens of edland will as usual hop on board and take the ride from Kookamonga to Imbecileville.
Today is no different from any other. Join me, Dear Reader, as we move deep into the Heart of Dorkness; namely, “learning styles.”
The learning styles infection has been around for about 30 years. It has spread from schools of deaducation to business schools and even into the military. Any minute I expect to see those of our soldiers with an “olfactory learning style” sniffing vanilla potpourri while a Master Sergeant gives them instruction on the fifty caliber machine gun. 

“MMmmm. This IS nice!”

Other soldiers, with a strong visual learning style, will carry weapons and armor that are “consistent” with their “sensory preferences.” 

“Hey, Marine!,” says the supply sergeant. “How about a nice puce for your boots and, oh, I think mauve gloves and a periwinkle feather for your helmet.”

“Oh, yes, I feel so much more at peace now.”


I’m afraid to ask what’s happening to the collective intelligence of our nation. You’ve GOT to be a warped dismal dreaming swag bellied rump fed whey faced basket head NOT to see that learning styles is the biggest hoax next to whole language.

Take a look here.   Make sure to check your chakra while you’re at it.
And here…. http://www.learningstyles.net
Only in education do we find an idea with no substance (each person has his or her own learning style–-which changes, by the way) coupled with an obligation (teachers should adapt instruction to each students’ learning styles, which are determined by “tests” that are INVALID and UNRELIABLE–-mostly because they DOESN’T MEASURE “learning style”), and then you get to buy all sorts of materials and spend citizen taxpayers’ money on conferences to attend. 

Money
[Pink Floyd]

Money, get back.
I’m all right jack keep your hands off of my stack.
Money, it’s a hit.
Don’t give me that do goody good bullshit.
I’m in the high-fidelity first class traveling set
And I think I need a lear jet.

Money, it’s a crime.
Share it fairly but don’t take a slice of my pie.
Money, so they say
Is the root of all evil today.
But if you ask for a raise it’s no surprise that they’re
Giving none away….

Notice the dreamy, empirically empty, treacly, and just plain bizarre “points” in the “Philosophy and Mission” statement (below) from a learning styles website. Do you see references to ANY data? These are merely statements of opinion, speculation, and belief. Yet, the authors have no problem getting as many districts as they can to organize assessment, curriculum, and instruction around this drivel.[Why did I say “Yet”? As though edlanders should know that you can’t just yack up any old assortment of nonsense and sell it. That is the WAY it’s done in edland.]

Our Philosophy and Mission

1. Each person is unique, can learn, and has an individual learning style. [Notice how they slipped in the last one. The first two got the momentum going.]
2. Learning style is a complex construct for which a comprehensive understanding is evolving. [Well, that clears it up!]
3. Individual learning styles should be acknowledged and respected. [Why?]
4. Learning style is a function of heredity and experience, including strengths and limitations, and develops individually over the life span. [I bet they did ALL kinds of longitudinal research that included genetics studies to arrive at THIS load of whatever it is.]
5. Teaching individuals through their learning-style strengths improves their achievement, self-esteem, and attitudes toward learning. [Where’s the data?]
6. Learning style is a combination of affective, cognitive, environmental, and physiological responses that characterize how each person learns. [You mean the FANSTASY creation has those features.]
7. Individual information processing is fundamental to a learning style and may be strengthened over time. [WHAT is strengthend over time? Also, got any longitudinal data? NO? I didn’t think so.]
8. Learners are empowered by a knowledge of their own and others’ learning styles. [What the…?]
9. Effective curriculum and instruction are learning-style based and personalized to address and honor diversity. [Would you call this a self-serving statement for which there is ZERO empirical support?]
10. Effective teachers continually monitor activities to ensure compatibility of instruction and evaluation with each individual’s learning-style strengths. [Yeah, sure they do!]
11. Every individual is entitled to counseling and instruction that respond to his/her style of learning. [Counseling? Is this in the Constitution somewhere? Equal protection under the law clause? ]
12. A viable learning-style model must be grounded in theoretical and applied research, periodically evaluated, and adapted to reflect the developing knowledge base. [If they acted on this very statement they would be out of business in 10 or 15 minutes! Developing “knowledge base”? More like developing baloney base.]
13. Implementation of learning-style practices must adhere to accepted standards of professional ethics. [Again, this means they are out of business.] 
14. Eventually, each Center should have at least two certified trainers in whichever model it provides training. [What’s philosophical about this?]
[Copyrights © 2003, Learning Sytles Network. All rights reserved. No problem. It’s all yours. Keep it.]

But learning styles is really no more stupid than any other stupid thing in edland. The fads, the fol de rols, the psycho-pedagogies, the inane initiatives–they all rest on one thing. 


Public schooling no longer has much to do with education. 
Education, classically defined, means leading students out of the cave of falsehood, illusion, and ignorance and into the light of reason by which they may gradually come to see things as they are. This requires teachers who are educated–who see by the light of reason and know how things are. That is, they are masters of knowledge systems, such as math, science, literature, and history. 

Education also requires a learning process–--INstruction via teacher-student dialogue–--where the teacher probes for students’ ignorance, falsehood, and knowledge; reveals these clearly to the student; and through which students acquire the tools (for reasoning) and the facts, concepts, rule-relationships (propositions), and cognitive strategies (routines for solving problems, big pictures) that constitute the knowledge systems they are INternalizing.

Except for some private schools, charter schools, and home schools, this is neither the mission nor core process around which public schooling is organized. In general (of course there are exceptions)…

1. Teachers are not masters of knowledge systems. They don’t know the “big ideas” in history or in middle grades and elementary science. They don’t know enough about nazi Germany, Cuba, China, Iran, and the old Soviet Union to show students that these are all examples of totalitarianism. They do not know the lessons of history. They do not know the connection between geography and economic systems. Therefore, they cannot possibly teach anything but a few concepts and superficial lists of facts.
How will they occupy students for the rest of that 90 minute block? We shall see.

2. Teachers do not know that all cognitive knowledge boils down to four types–logical forms: facts, concepts, rules, strategies. In other words, they do not even know the nature of knowledge itself.
3. Teachers do not know that whatever they are teaching at the moment IS one of the four types of cognitive knowledge. For example, long division is a cognitive strategy. So is writing a paper. So is doing an experiment. So is analyzing a document. Since these all involve the same set of logical operations, they can be taught the same WAY.

4. Teachers do not know logically clear formats (ways) for communicating each thing they are trying to teach. Therefore, instruction (communication) is unclear, incoherent, and differs from one lesson to the next even though the same FORM of knowledge is being taught.

5. Teachers do not know how to develop precise objectives for everything they are trying to teach. They do not know exactly what students are supposed to DO. 

6. Therefore, teachers cannot design instruction leading to students accomplishing a precise and intellectually significant objective–which does not exist except as a vague statement, anyway. 

“Students will appreciate the features of ancient Egyptian religion.” 

Which features? What will they appreciate about them? What big ideas about religious institutions and ancient Egyptian social organization will be exemplified by ancient Egyptian religion? The teacher has NO idea. Indeed, no idea what I am talking about.

7. Therefore, teachers cannot assess instruction in anything but the most trivial and superficial ways. This is why portfolios are so needed and so attractive. Teachers cannot show that students have acquired “deep” (connected) knowledge. But portfolios will give the ILLUSION of substance–especially when ed school workshops TELL teachers how to evaluate portfolios according to RUBRICS that will make it appear as if students have really learned something.

In other words, Dear Reader, ed perfessers tell teachers how to interpret portfolios in such a way that students can be said to have “deep understanding,” are “becoming more reflective,” are “engaging in higher order thinking,” are “making connections.” But neither ed schools nor their public school teacher audiences see this as the fraud it most surely is. They believe it! It is a collective delusional system.

Professional development for teachers is the exact opposite of education. It leads them INTO the cave of illusion and makes them believe they are being enlightened.
Professor Plum is not blaming teachers. He has not met a single one (okay two or three) who didn’t greatly appreciate a bit of knowledge on how to teach more sanely and effectively.

No, Professor Plum is blaming progressive-dominated ed schools–the font and origin of perfidy, duplicity, and treachery in edland. 

The abyss from which rise the noxious fumes of bombastic moronitude. 

In the absence of 

***student-teacher dialogue focusing precisely on what the teacher wants students to learn…

****dialogue that is logically clear…

***dialogue that gradually enables students to connect more and more contents of a knowledge system into a coherent whole…

***dialogue whose progression is continually assessed via questions…

what CAN be the organizing core of schooling?


The answer is—activities.
Since the most a middle school teacher, for example, can offer on Egyptian religion is a few facts about Egyptians’ vision of an afterlife, mummification, and burial, most of what students will do is color pictures of mummies and gods, or (for a longer project) make a cardboard replica of the wall of a burial chamber. This will take hours. During which time, students could have been comparing and contrasting burial practices of the Egyptians, Norsemen, Etruscans, Greeks, and modern peoples to learn what these say about the human condition and how we variously handle it.

If you read a dozen or so articles in education journals—such as The Reading Teacher, or Mel and Ned’s Multicultural Education and Bait Emporium (I made up the Mel and Ned one)–you will find that…

There is almost nothing on exactly how to teach (communicate) anything.

It is almost entirely vague descriptions of activities, sales pitches for hot ideas, and anecdotes about how one or two teachers got great results using some boneheaded “practice.” 

“…And our learners loved carving cheese into the shapes of letters. They were so involved. They shared. They cared. They made appetizers.”

The activities core is supplemented by things teachers must do to make school a fun and politically correct “experience.” That’s where all the hoopla about multiple intelligences, learning styles, celebrations of diversity, learning centers (students wander around), social justice, and authentic assessment (portfolios) comes in. These 

***Fill time.

***Make everyone feel they are actualizing important value orientations: (1) honoring “the uniqueness of the person”; (2) being authentic; (3) ensuring that no one thinks his or her own country and its institutions is better in any way than any other country and its institutions—which is not a hard objective to attain because students won’t BE learning anything about the interesting things that “indigenous” and “nonwestern” “peoples” have devised for their women and little girls. It’s easy to make all cultural practices relative and equally good when you never get past wheat pilaf for dinner.

Think of it. Kids home schooled by bright parents learn more in two hours than public school kids “learn” in a week. 
Join Professor Plum as we look learning styles right in the face and say, Ha! (And we mean it to sting.)

Let’s begin with an article by Stephen Denig. [My comments in brackets.]

“Multiple Intelligences and Learning Styles: Two Complementary Dimensions.”

Teachers College Record Volume 106, Number 1, January 2004, pp. 96–111

[And I quote…]

This article focuses on the construct of learning styles proposed by Rita
and Kenneth Dunn…

The Dunns (1993, 1999) define learning style as the way in which each person begins to concentrate on, process, internalize, and remember new and difficult academic content. [Dear Readers have no doubt noticed that the definition includes “mental processes.” Do you think learning stylists have any way actually to observe these? If not, then how do we know if the definition is anything more than a fantasy?] Their model addresses 21 unique elements. Although no one is influenced by all 21 elements, most students are affected by 6 to 14. Those 21 elements are classified into environmental, emotional, sociological, physiological, and psychological variables…

[Mr. Denig then lists the 21 elements, in groups, and students’ possible “style” with respect to each one.] 
_ Environmental: This variable is composed of four elements: sound, light, temperature, and design.

_ Sound: Some learners require absolute quiet to learn, while others do best with music or other sound in the background.

_ Light: Some learners require bright learning to concentrate, whereas others require a softer and perhaps more focused light.

_ Temperature: Some learners require warmth, whereas others require a cooler environment, while concentrating on new and difficult academic knowledge or skills.

_ Design: Some prefer more formal seating (e.g., hard chairs), whereas others prefer casual, informal seating (e.g., sofa).

_ Emotional: This variable is also composed of four elements:

_ Motivation: Some learners are eager to begin learning something new or difficult, whereas others need to be challenged by someone else to begin.

_ Persistent: Some learners remain focused on an academic task until it has been completed, whereas others need to be reminded to complete the task at hand.

_ Responsibility: Some do what is required, whereas others do the opposite of what they are supposed to do (conformists vs.nonconformists).

_ Structure: Some rely on the directives of teachers or peers to provide structure to a task, whereas others determine their own structure for completing a task.

_ Sociological: This variable is composed of six elements:

_ Self: 13 percent of students (often our gifted) perform best when studying alone (Dunn & Griggs, 2003).

_ Pair: Some prefer to study in pairs with a peer.

_ Peers: Some (less than one third) prefer to study with a group of peers (Dunn & Griggs, 2003).

_ Team: Some prefer to study with a large group of peers.

_ Adult: Some (about 28%) prefer to work with an adult (Dunn & Griggs, 2003).

_ Varied: Some function in varied ways, whereas others learn best in a single pattern.

_ Physiological: This variable is composed of four elements:

_ Perceptual: Some students learn best by hearing (auditory) complex material, others by reading or seeing it (visual), others when able to able to manipulate items with their hands (tactual, as when doodling or taking notes), and still others learn most effectively when moving while they are concentrating (kinesthetically, such as tapping their feet or walking).

_ Intake: Some learners require a drink or something to eat; others ignore drink and food when concentrating on new and difficult material.

_ Time: Some prefer to concentrate in the morning, others in the early or late afternoon, and some prefer the evening.

_ Mobility: Some sit and concentrate for long periods of time without much movement; others require the ability to move about.

_ Psychological: This variable is composed of three elements:

_ Global-analytic processors: Global processors learn best through
an initial overview of the content or concept to develop an understanding
of how the content relates to them before they can focus on
the facts related to it. They then focus on the related facts. Analytics
learn facts in a step-by-step sequence, gradually building to increased
understandings by first examining the facts and t hen building toward
an understanding of the concept (Dunn & Griggs, 2003).

_ Hemisphericity: some learners tend to employ a right side of the brain style, whereas others use a left-side pattern when concentrating on new information.

_ Impulsive-reflective: Some learners reach conclusions by going through a thorough process, whereas others reach conclusion quickly and have little fear of failure (being wrong).

Each learner has a primary learning style, and can be taught how to
study and concentrate capitalizing on that style. Dunn and Dunn (1993;
Dunn & Griggs, 2003) propose a variety of study methods that learners can
adapt to capitalize on that strength (e.g., Contract Activity Packages for the
nonconforming and the high achievers who are motivated and auditory or
visual, Programmed Learning Sequences for those who need external
structure and who are visual and tactual, Tactual Resources, and Kinesthetic
Resources, small-group strategies for the peer oriented, and Multisensory
Instructional Packages for students who require varied types of reinforcement).

*****************************************************
Okay, that’s it.

The first thing Professor Plum noticed is that except from one or two items (the second and third from the last) the other items have nothing to do with the definition of learning style defined above as the “way in which each person begins to concentrate on, process, internalize, and remember new and difficult academic content.” The definition focuses on internal (mental?) processes. But almost all of the 21 variables that constitute a persons learning style have to do with features of the environment within which a person is supposed to learn.

In other words, even if you design an environment that is perfectly consistent with a person’s preferences on the 21 items, you have not affected his or her learning style (processing); you have merely made the person COMFORTABLE.
Is this a real big contribution? How many teachers MAKE kids study in blinding light if the kids say, “Hey, it’s too bright!!”? 

In addition, these 21 features--–almost none of which have to do with PROCESSING academic content, but deal rather with COMFORT–--apply far beyond anything to do with learning. Some people like it hot. Others like it cold. Still others, I am told, like it in the pot nine days old. Some like to watch TV sitting on a coach. Others like to lie on the floor. If you get up off the floor and sit on the couch, and say, “Ahhhh, that’s better,” is this as an example of being consistent with your LEARNING STYLE or with your SITTING style or your WATCHING TV style?

If you like to snack while you read, does that have anything to do with how you PROCESS the information? Or is it, again, merely a matter of habit, or comfort, or a substitute for smoking?

Please. Review the above 21 factors. Make fun of them. Do they have anything to do with the definition of learning style?

Just as the whole languagists did, the learning stylists try to bring EVERYthing about instruction under their purview. Their control. Something they can sell. Who would know better how to arrange the lights, the temperature, the chairs and desks other than a learning stylist expert? Surely not a lowly teacher who has never figured out that kids probably can’t write too well if their fingers are freezing, and can’t pay much attention if the sweat is filling their eyes because the room is 110 degrees. Or that most kids would probably like it if they had a written outline to follow. Gee, no kidding?! 

“I better call a learning stylist. I have no idea how to make it easier for the kids to learn. It’s all so technical!!”

Learning stylists have managed to elevate commonsense and trivia to the level of pseudo-science and sell it to a public that most closely resembles baby birds opening and closing their little beaks waiting for Mom (or Pop) bird to give them a dose of chewed worm.
But let’s go on….

How does one measure learning style?

Well, Professor Plum went here… http://www.brevard.edu/fyc/resources/Learningstyles.htm 

Which led Professor Plum here, where he found the learning style inventory.

Following are items on the inventory. They give a person a binary choice (if that’s the word I want) for each factor…

Items on the Dunn, Dunn, and Price
Learning Styles Inventory http://www.pricesys.com/

Prefer a quiet environment when studying or working. 
Like sound present when studying or working.

Like dim or shaded light when studying or working.
Like bright light when studying or working.

Prefer a cool environment when studying or working.
Prefer a warm environment when studying or working.

Like to recline, lie on a bed or couch to study or learn.
Like to study sitting at a table or desk.

Have trouble wanting to learn.
Like to learn and enjoy studying.

Start another task before finishing the one I am on.
Like to finish one task before starting another.

Like to do things on my own and not because a teacher or employer asks me to.
Like to follow through on directions when a teacher or employer gives them to me.

Like to know the general assignment or requirements and develop the details on my own.
Like to have the teacher or employer give lots of details for an assignment or task.

Like to study or work more alone than in a group.
Like to study or work in a group. Can learn best when talking about it with others.

Do not like to have an authority figure around when learning or working.
Like to have an authority figure around when learning or working.

Like to study or work more alone than in a group.
Like to study or work in a group. Can learn best when talking about it with others.

Like to learn or work more alone.
Like to work in a varied environment, sometimes alone, sometimes with peers or with an authority figure present.

Do not like to learn by having someone tell me about the assignment or job.
Learn best by listening to someone talk about the assignment or task and can remember most of what I hear.

Do not like to learn by reading.
Can learn best by reading an assignment or directions.

Do not like to learn by using “hands on” materials, writing or taking lots of notes.
Like to learn using “hands on” materials or taking notes.

Do not like to learn by going on field trips or acting out an assignment.
Like to learn through total body awareness such as acting out an assignment or going on a field trip.

Do not like to have food or drink around when studying or working.
Like to have something to drink or eat when studying, learning or working.

Most awake and productive in the evening.
Most awake and productive early in the morning.

Hard to get started in late morning. Other times of day are easiest for me to be productive.
Most awake and productive in late morning around 10:00 a.m.

Hard to be productive in early afternoon.
Most productive in early afternoon around 2:00 p.m.

Can continue studying or working longer than twenty minutes without needing to get up and move around or take a break
When learning or working I need to get up and move around every twenty minutes or so. Taking a break often improves my ability to think.

Do not like to learn to please my parents or significant others.
Like to learn to please my parents or significant others in my life.

Do not like to learn to please my teacher or work to please my supervisor.
Like to learn to please my teacher or work to please my supervisor.

************************************************

Again, as far as I can tell, the inventory has nothing to do with the definition of learning style–--how the “mind” takes in, processes, and uses new content. It merely allows users to identify the everyday conditions in which they feel comfortable.

In other words, the instrument is not valid in the most basic sense of validity. It does not measure what it purports to measure.
Here are additional, and fatal criticisms of learning styles from the pen of Perry Klein, in “Rethinking the multiplicity of cognitive resources and curricular representations: alternatives to ‘learning styles’ and ‘multiple intelligences’” published in Journal of Curriculum Studies, 35, 1, 45-81, 2003. 

[This is a nice article, so I’ll quote it at some length—if you don’t mind. I’ll arrange quotations as a numbered list and remove citations.]

1. The term ‘learning styles’ refers to qualitative differences among individual
students’ habits, preferences or orientation toward learning and studying…The subset of LS theories that refer to perceptual channels are called modality theories. Because all modality theorists posit at least two styles: visual and verbal (or ‘auditory’ or ‘aural’)….Some authors also identify a kinaesthetic or motor style…, a ‘tactile’ or ‘tactual’ style (Dunn and Dunn 1993), or an emotive style (Keefe 1988)…

2. LS theorists… claim that students learn best when taught ‘through’ their preferred modalities. Several LS surveys have been developed… LS theorists … have recommended several options for organizing instruction to accommodate students’ styles. The most commonly discussed approach is matching
modality-specific lessons and activities to the students’ preferences, sometimes through programmed instruction. 

3. The overwhelming popularity of modality theories of LS contrasts sharply with the devastating results of research on these constructs…
4. Contrary to LS theory, students’ learning preferences do not comprise a
typology….The visual/verbal typology assumes that these are opposed tendencies. Theoretical discussions most often refer to students as either visualizers or verbalizers, only incidentally acknowledging ‘mixed’ types…. However, a consistent research finding is that students’ stated preferences for verbal and visual rethinking curricular representations activities are actually independent of one another; that is, students are aslikely to indicate that they prefer learning in both visual and verbal modalities, or neither modality, as they are to prefer either one of these…

5. The validity of LS assessments is also questionable. Students’ responses to various surveys are highly inconsistent with one another…
6. Furthermore, the preferences that learners express in surveys do not usually agree with their choices in real tasks and other behavioural measures of validity… 
7. Moreover, the modality choices that individuals make on real tasks are not consistent from one to the next…
8. If LS theory is mistaken in its assumptions about students, it is even more mistaken in its assumptions about curriculum. LS theory assumes that common curricular activities can be adequately categorized as ‘visual’, ‘verbal’, ‘motor’, etc. For example, several LS theorists (Barbe and Milone 1981, Dunn and Dunn 1993, Leaver 1997) claim that speaking and listening are ‘verbal’, reading is ‘visual’ and writing is ‘tactile’ or ‘tactual’.

9. These characterizations ignore or distort key features of these activities.
Writing, for example, is tactile only in the sense that it requires scribing or
typing; but from a learning point of view, differences in motor factors
significantly affect composition only for beginning writers (Abbott and
Berninger 1993). Similarly, reading is constrained by visual processes only
marginally or in exceptional instances (Watson and Willows 1993, Stanovich
et al. 1997). Instead of comprising three contrasting kinds of activities,
reading, writing and speaking intertwine at every level: historical (Olson
1977, 1994), developmental (Berninger et al. 1996), and strategic (Flower
and Hayes 1981). Rather than using speaking, reading and writing to teach
three different kinds of learners, exemplary literacy educators often coordinate these activities (Calkins 1994, Atwell 1998).

10. Another reason that curricular activities cannot be categorized by
modality is that many and perhaps most kinds of knowledge appear to
involve representations of more than one modality. 

11. Most examples of LS instruction consist of the presentation of content
through putatively interchangeable modality paths to common curricular
goals (Dunn and Dunn 1993). In real curricula, however, the representations
that comprise ‘modalities’ are not simply interchangeable ‘paths’.
Learning to create and interpret representations using specific media such
as texts, graphics and even videotapes are themselves curricular goals for
many teachers and students. 

12. It is not surprising, therefore, that the LS literature includes many
contrived lessons. For example, in a typical activity aimed at tactual
learners, the student reads a multiplication question from a card, attempts
to answer it, drops the card through a chute, then reads the answer from the
other side (Dunn and Dunn 1993). However, the activity of dropping a
card through a slot is only trivially tactile, and more importantly it is
irrelevant to the content being learned. Many other activities (tactile or
otherwise) could be used to more meaningfully represent the same concepts.

13. Matching instruction to LS has failed empirically. In a now classical
paper, Kavale and Forness (1987) reviewed 39 studies of modality teaching.
The effects of matching instruction to students’ LS were small and
statistically non-significant. One-third of the studies showed no beneficial
effects for matching instruction to modality preference, and another third
showed negative effects. Moreover, the greater the difference between the
modality groups, the more negative were the effects of matching. Most of
the well-designed studies showed no effects of instruction, whereas most of
the less well-designed studies showed small effects. 

**********************************

Klein’s article goes on for a goodish while. After learning styles, he shreds multiple intelligences. It’s an excellent article.

Let’s summarize.

1. The definition and theory of learning styles focuses on mental processes by which new content is handled. However, almost all of the factors that operationally define learning styles have nothing to do with processing (i.e., learning) but are concerned with comfort.

2. Measures of learning style are invalid–they don’t measure what they purport to measure. Moreover, ratings are unreliable and do not apply to real-world learning tasks. [How then can you use these measures for designing environments?]

3. The theory itself (of binary modalities–e.g., visual vs. verbal) does not appear to apply to most human beings. We simply don’t operate that way. Therefore, everything derived from the theory ranges from weak to nonsense.

4. Instructional tasks themselves are seldom mostly visual, verbal, tactile, etc. and only a great misunderstanding of these tasks (e.g., reading) could make them appear so.

5. There is little research that supports the notion that students learn better if instruction is consistent with their learning styles. Well, that makes sense. If there is no such thing as learning styles then….

In summary, learning styles is yet another load brought to us by the gurus of edland. Always served up with treacly blather about serving kids; built on a solid foundation of meringue; wasting everyone’s time, money, and efforts; and doing less good for kids and teachers than a 30 minute demonstration of excellent (logically faultless) instruction.

How long will the clown show go on? Only The Shadow knows.

