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ABSTRACT 

Perceptual learning style preferences are gaining importance of late (Reid 1987, 1995). 

The instructional implications of learning styles are far reaching (Ehrman, 1996). This 

study aimed at investigating the perceptual learning style preferences favored by 

freshman students at Addis Ababa University. Accordingly, two different types of 

questiOlmaires ~ one developed by Reid (1987) and the other by Diaz Maggioli (1996) ~ 

were distributed to and collected from 390 students. There were 215 students from the 

social science stream: 115 males and 100 females; and 175 students from the natural 

science stream: 105 males and 70 females. Interview questions were adapted from 

Ehrman and Christensen (1 994), and the results were used as crutches to support the 

scores obtained from the questionnaires. 

It was found that the majority of the students from both streams showed strong 

preferences toward visual, kinesthetic, and individual learning styles. In addition, tactile 

and auditory learning styles were considered only as minor preferences by the majority of 

the students from both streams. Moreover, most of the students from both streams 

showed a negative learning preference toward group learning. Finally, the female 

students in both streams were found to be significantly more inclined toward the auditory 

and group learning styles than their male counterparts. On the other hand, the male 

students in both streams were found to be significantly more inclined toward kinesthetic, 

tactile, and individual learning than their female counterparts. Based on these findings 

instructional implications were drawn and recommendations forwarded. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUTION 

This introductory chapter di scusses th e statement of the prob lem that is, what th e study aims 

to investigate. Next, the obj ectives of the study are di scussed where the specific questions 

that the study a lms to answer are li sted down. Third, the s ignifi cance of the study is 

discussed where attempts are made to show why the study is important. Finally, the 

limitations of the study are d iscussed where the scope and limitations of the study are 

described. 

1.1. Statement of the Problem 

Over the past decades, teaching English as a second or fo re ign language (ES LIEFL) has 

changed a lot. Curricula, teaching methods, and teaching materia ls have been developed in 

accordance to the changing needs of learners. However, there are still curri cula of many 

ESLIEFL programs that are still linear or systematic, making it very difficult to cater for 

ind ividual differences (Kang, 1999). 

Research on learnin g styles, on the other hand, has given teachers in sights on diffe rent views 

o f learning and shown them how to use these ins ights in the classroom. When teachers 

become aware of the individual differences of students, they become better equipped to 

match teaching and learnin g sty les so that learning can be maximized. 



<\ccording to Re id ( 1995), learning sty les are in terna l characteristics of individua ls that help 

in the intake or understanding of new inform at ion. All learn ers do not learn the same way. 

They have ind ividua l attributes to the learn ing process. Some prefer the spoken language; 

others may rely heav ily on materia ls presented visualfy; sti ll others may re~pond better to 

tact il e activities. Reiff ( 1992) points out that students learn differently and at different paces 

due to their bio logical and psychologica l differences. Natura lly, these differences abound in 

any ESLIEFL contexts where students' cultural and ed ucational backgro unds are different. 

Whatever kind of learners we are, we all possess a learning sty le that is a " bio log icall y and 

developmentally imposed set of personal characteristics that make the same teach ing method 

effect ive for some and in effect ive fo r others" (Dunn, Beaudry, and Klavas, 1989:50). 

Research studies show that where there is compatib ility between instruction and lea rnin g 

style preferences students learn more, better and may retain that learning longer (Hickson et 

aI. , 1994) . 

In language teach ing, research into learning style preferences has ga ined im portance in recent 

years (Pearson, 1988; Reiss, 1985 ; Rubin, 1975 ; Rubin and Thomson, 1994; Wenden, 1986, 

199 1). The im plication of these research findings to language teaching especially in th e area 

of methodo logy may be far reach ing given the fact that gearing instruct"ion to acco mmodate 

learning sty le preferences "can result in improved learner sat isfaction and atta inment" 

(Willing, 1988: I). 
I 

Different resea rchers categorize lea rnin g sty les in d ifferent ways. For instance, Dunn, Dunn 

• 
and Price ( 1986) class ify learn ing styles into 22 different e lements. Ehrman (1996), on the 

'r- " ---- _, __ .~ _ ..... .. . , ..... 1 ...... ...... .0 1 ,.,... ,-vh" l iti p.c;: ( ::l l lnitn rv 



kinesthetic, visual, tactile) ; b) sequentia l - random; c) concrete - abstract; d) deductive -

inductive; e) le ft - right hemisphere f) fi eld independent - fie ld dependent, and g) field 

sensiti vity - field insensitivity. 

That perceptual learning styles (or sensory channe l moda lities) are impOitant and that they 

have a profound effect upon second or fore ign language learning (ESLIEFL) can be seen 

from the amount of research being done on them (Reid, 1987, 1995; S ims and Sims, 1995; 

O'Brien, 1990; Ehrman and Christensen, 1994). There doesn' t, however, seem to exist much 

research on the area (learning sty les) and none on perceptual learning style preferences in our 

context. Therefore, it appears essential that a study into perceptual learning style preferences 

and their instructional impl ications in our context be made. Thus I want to investigate the 

following prob lem: What are the perceptual learning style preferences favored by freshman 

students at Addis Ababa University and what are their implications for in struction? I that this 

w ill go some way toward filling the existing gap in the area. 

1.2. Objectives of the Study 'rh is study intends to find out what perceptua l learning preferences are favo red by the 

s tLld ents and what instructional implications these preferences have. I will particularl y be 

. 'eSted to investi gate the following questions: 

m tel 

What is (are) the preferred perceptual learning sty le(s) of freshman students 111 th e 

I . 

social science stream? 
What is (are) the preferred perceptual learning sty le(s) o f freshman students in the 

2. 

natural sc ience stream? 
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kinesthetic, vi sual, tacti le); b) seq uential - random; c) concrete - abstract; d) dedu ctive -

inductive; e) left - right hemisp here f) fie ld independent - fi e ld dependent, and g) fi e ld 

sensitivity - fi eld insensitivity. 

That perceptual learning styles (or sensory channel moda lities) are important and that they 

have a profound effect upon second or foreign language learning (ESLIEFL) can be seen 

from the amount of research being done on them (Reid, 1987, 1995; Sims and Sims, 1995; 

O ' Brien, 1990; Ehrman and Christensen, 1994). There doesn' t, however, seem to exist much 

research on the area (learning sty les) and none on perceptual learning style preferences in our 

context. Therefore, it appears essentia l that a study into perceptual learning style preferences 

and their instructional implications in our context be made. Thus I want to investigate the 

fo llowing problem: What are the perceptual learning sty le preferences favored by freshman 

students at Addis Ababa Un iversity and what are the ir implications for instruction? I that this 

will go some way toward fi lling the existing gap in the area. 

1.2. Objectives of the Study 

This study intends to find out what perceptua l learning preferences are favored by the 

students and what instructional implications these preferences have. I will particu lar ly be 

interested to investigate the fo llowing questions: 

I. What is (are) the preferred perceptual learn in g sty le(s) of freshman students, in the 

social science stream? 

2. What is (are) the preferred perceptual learnin g style(s) of freshman students in the 

natural science stream? 

3 



3. [s there any di fference between males and females In the cho ice of preferred 

perceptual learning style(s)? 

1.3. Importance of the Study 

Perceptual learning style preferences are some of the factors that have to be reckoned with if 

propitious second/fo reign language c lassroom conditions are to be provided to the learners. 

Research into learners of English as a second language in the Un ited States and Canada has 

come up with some revealing findings about the importance of learning styles (Ballinger and 

Ballinger, 1982; Birchbich ler and Omaggio, 1978; Genesee and Hamayan, 1980; Hansen and 

Stransfield, 1981, 1982; Hosenfeld, 1979; Ramirez, 1986 ; Wong Fillmore, 1976). 

Perceptua l learning sty le preferences have been given due importance because of their far 

reaching implications for curri culum des igners, materials deve lopers, students and teachers 

alike (Reid, 1987). Many material s developers may not take learning styles into 

consideration when prepart ng teach ing materia ls. Thus a know ledge of learning sty le 

preferences may help them des ign a vari ety of activities that may help cater for indi vidual 

differences. 

I also hope that assessment of students' perceptual learning style preferences may help 

in structors avoid " sty le-wars" with their students. 

Finally, I hope that the study could be used as a springboard for further research in the area. 

It is only natura l that research works be replicated to gai n a thorough ins ight about learning 

styles in different cultural contexts. To this end , it may be interesting to note that Re id ' s 

4 



3. Is there any difference between males and females 111 the choice of preferred 

perceptual learning sty le(s)? 

1.3. Importance of the Study 

Perceptual learn ing sty le preferences are some of the facto rs that have to be reckoned with if 

propitious second/foreign language classroom conditions are to be prov ided to the learners. 

Research into learners of English as a second language in the Un ited States and Canada has 

co me up with some reveal ing findings about the importance of learning styles (Ballinger and 

Ball inger, 1982; Birchbichler and Omaggio, 1978; Genesee and Hamayan, 1980; Hansen and 

Stransfie ld, 1981 , 1982; Hosenfe ld, 1979; Ramirez, 1986; Wong Fillmore, 1976). 

Perceptua l learnin g style preferences have been given due importance because of their fa r 

reach ing impl ications fo r curriculum designers, materia ls developers, students and teachers 

a l ike (Reid, 1987). Many materials deve lopers may not take learning sty les into 

consideration when prepar ing teaching materials. Thus a knowledge of learnin g style 

preferences may help them design a variety of activities that may help cater for indi vidua l 

d ifferences. 

I a lso hope that assessment of students' perceptual learning sty le preferences may help 

in structors avo id "sty le-wa rs" with the ir students. I 

Fina ll y, I hope that the study could be used as a springboard for further research in the area. 

It is only natura l that research works be rep licated to ga in a thorough ins ight about learning 

sty les in d ifferent cultural contexts. To this end , it may be interest ing to note that Reid' s 
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( 1987) work has been part ia lly replicated by Ca ll ( 1995), Hyland ( 1994), Stebbins (1995 ) and 

Su ( 1995). More research works into the area us ing s im ilar proced ures and tools may he lp us 

" begin to improve our database of learnin g style profil es" (Oxford and Anderson, 1995) . 

1.4. Limitations of the Study 

The study a ims at investigating the perceptual learning style preference fa vored by freshman 

students at Addis Ababa Uni vers ity enrolled in the year 2000/0 I in the socia l science and 

natural science streams. 

I believe that students' learning sty le prefe rences should be in vestigated in other uni versities 

and co lleges as we ll. However, I chose to base my study on students at the aforementioned 

uni vers ity only because of fll1 anci al and tim e constraints . But it is my be lief that the results 

of the study co uld possibly apply to students in other in stitu tions of higher learning as we ll. 

I 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter di scusses what the literature says with regard to learn ing sty les in general and 

perceptual learning styles in particular. After a discuss ion of indications of learn ing styles, 

this chapter goes on to de fine learning sty les and perceptua l learning sty les. It then describes 

th e learning sty le categories proposed by various researchers into the area. Next, it di scusses 

va riability of sty le and how style can be flexed. Fina lly, a d iscuss ion on the application o f a 

knowledge o f learn ing styles follows. That is, thi s chapter rounds up di scuss ing what 

happens when there is a match or mismatch between students' learnin g style preferences and 

in structors' teachin g sty les. 

2.1. Indications of Learning Style 

Learn ing styles are broad preferences of one sort or the other that learners app ly in their 

learnin g processes. They are general characteri stics which are realized through the 

app lication of spec ifi c learn ing strategies (Ehrman, 1996). in most instances, students' 

lea rning preferences are worked out from either a description or observation o f strategies they 

use in th eir process of learning. 

The teacher will be constantly making hypotheses (and continua lly testing them) about his 

students' learning styles by observing what goes on in the c lassroom as we ll as by aski ng hi s 

students to describe strategies they use while transacting their business of learning. For 

instance, Ehrman ( 1996: 47-49) prov ides us with examp les o f such descriptions and 
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hypotheses. Accord ingly, the following excerpts are about two such students, John and 

Sandy. John was observed to act thi s way (Eh rman, 1996: 47): 

When the curriculum follows the textbook closely, John works steadily and 

systematically. He readily pelf arms the drills and exercises that fill the 

lexl. When asked to participale in more Fee-forlll activities sllch as 

stOlytelling or roleplays, John grumbles and stumbles. 

Ehrman ( 1996: 49) hypothesizes that John prefers to learn items discretely and in an ordered 

manner. She further suggests that John might fee l uncomfortable if asked to work in 

situations that ca ll for spontaneity. Thus, it may be concluded that John will prefer to work in 

"a program wi th a clear and detailed sy llabus and that sticks quite closely to lesson plans that 

bu ild up contro l of each piece of language in an orderly way" (Ibid .). 

Sim ilarly, Ehrman (1996: 48) states the fo llowing observation about student Sandy: 

The times when 1 tly to explain somelhing, she Fawns, kicks her foe t 

around, and says thaI if she wants an explanation, she will ask for one. I 

keep urging her to listen La the tapes, but she doesn't do il. 

From such observation about Sandy, Ehrman (1996: 49) hypothesizes that she may be 

inclined to learn ki nesthetically. Ehrman further suggests that the student likes to learn "by 

moving around and using her hands" (Ibid .). 

7 



The fo llowing excerpt may a lso shed some more light to observation of learning styles in 

act ion. It is taken from an interview with student Ke lly about her learnin g sty le (Eh rman, 

1996: 48): 

Kelly f have Iried 10 use Ihe lopes fo r diction praclice. This didn 't work 

very well, so now 1 review words, which f read aloud, and Ihen f 

listen to /he lapes. f repeal after the lape and Iry 10 pick up the 

general meaning of whal f hear. On the second listening, f praclice 

pronuncialion. 1 go through slowly /0 connec/ /he sound and wrillen 

fo rm and meaning It 's like doing grammar drills - 1 look al Ihe 

pattern then the meaning 

Interviewer So you like to get control of the form, Ihen think about what it means. 

Kelly Yes, most of the lime. 1 really like studying reading-Ihe foreign 

alphabel IS really interesling 10 lealn Whal 's really hard is 

comprehension in class, especially if 1 haven 'l seen it in wrling or on 

the blackboard 1 just gel losl. 11 goes 100 fast, and 1 can 'l keep up 

with it. 

Interviewer You can manage the reading and enjoy it, but in-class comprehension 

Kelly 

jllst gets out of con/rol. 

Yes, f just never know wha/lo expect in class when f have to lis/en. 
·1 

Ehrma n ( 1996: 49) suggests that Ke lly's case is probab ly si milar to that of John 's discussed 

above in that both think that tight contro l of some sort is very important in the learni ng 

process. She further elaborates how Ke lly ' s interview fragment sheds light to how 

hypothes is testing can work. To start off th e interv iewer thought that Kelly might have a low 
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preference for audi tory learn in g style. However, as the interv iew progressed, this hypothesis 

seemed on weaker grounds than the one about Kelly's "need for firm mastery and tight 

co ntro l of target language material, and thi s is where the explo ration was begin ning to go in 

the interview" (Ibid .). 

2.2. What is Meant by Learning Styles? 

One o f the issues in language lea rnin g that seems to have caught the attention of many 

researchers is learn ing sty le (Oxford, 1994). Learning styles have been defined differently by 

d i fferent researchers. Cornett (1983: 9) defines learning styles as "overall patterns that g ive 

genera l direction to learning behav ior". In a related definition, Dunn and Griggs ( 1988: 3) 

state that " learning style is the bio logica lly and deve lopmentally imposed set o f 

characteristics that make the same teaching method wonderfu l for some and terribl e for 

others." Keefe 's (1979:4) definition is not very much different where he defines learning 

styles as being "cognitive, affective, and psychological traits that are re latively stab le 

indi cators of how learners perce ive, interact with , and respond to the learning envi ronment. " 

Thus, it may be sa id that the defin itions talk about preference in so me way or the other. 

Parrott ( 1993: 40) states that a student's incl ination to prefer certain ways of learning may be 

taken as hi s styles. He furt her states that a learn ing style is " used to descr ibe broad , genera l 

character istics of approach to learning, and it is likely that the preferred learn ing styles of any 

one learner will be man ifest in a ll aspects of learning, not just in relat ion to learni ng fo re ign 

languages." (Ibid.) Relatedly, Skehan (1991: 228) states that a learnin g sty le is "a genera l 

pred ispos ition , voluntary or not, (oward process ing inform at ion in a particular way." Thus, it 
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may be said that the knowledge of such styles can he lp lead to the construction of a " unified 

theory of second language acquis ition" (Brown, 1994: 105). 

Some other researchers re late lea rning sty les and learn ing strategies. Accord ingly, learning 

styles are exhi bited through learning strateg ies which are specific behav iors used by learners 

(us ua lly intentionally) to increase the ir understandi ng of the fore ign or second language 

information. To thi s end, Oxford ( 1994: 140) states that strategies include " note taking, 

seeking conversat ion partners and using gestures to convey mean ing when words are not 

known." 

On the other hand, Brown ( 1994: 104) states that th ere has been a lot of confusion in the use 

of such related terms as process, style, and strategy. He forwards a definition of these terms 

(Ibid .) : 

Process is the most general of the Ihree concepts. All hUll1an beings 

engage in cerlain universal processes.... We universally use principles of 

transfer in Ihe process of learning and retention ... 

Style is a term Ihat refers to consislenl and ralher enduring tendencies or 

preferences within an individual. Sly ies are those general characlerislics 

of intellectual jill1clioning (and personality type, as well) thai especially 

perlain 10 you as an individual, Ihal dijJerenliale you ji-om someone else .. 
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Strategies are specific methods of approaching a problem or task, modes of 

operation for achieving a particular end, planned designs f or controlling 

and manipulating certain inf ormation .... 

To sli m li P, it may be said that the vari olls defi ni tions seem to converge toward learn ing 

preference, experience and approach. One such general definition is provided by Chastain 

(1988 : 164) where he defines learn ing styles as " the particular approach individuals have to 

learning." He further suggests that how students react to li fe experi ences, how they approach 

learn ing, and how they tackl e their academic may affect their choice of learning styles (Ib id .). 

He elaborates hi s point even further by citing Eison and Pollio (1985) who state that 

"students' learning sty les diffe r depending upon their personali ty traits, locus of contro l, 

stu dy hab its and attitudes, test anxiety, and personal orientation toward grades and learn ing" 

(Chastai n, 1988: 164). 

2.3. Leam ing Style Categories 

There are many di fferent ways in which lea rning styles may be identi fied and grouped 

(Entwistl e, 198 8). For instance, Ol"ford and Lavine (1992: 38) state that language lea rn ing 

styles are " the general approaches - for example, global or analytic, auditory or visual - that 

students use in acquiring a new language." Others group learn ing styles in terms of different 

but interrelated aspects (Wi ll ing, 1988; Wallace and Oxford , 1992). To this end, Oxford and 

Anderson (1 995: 203) opt for six such interrelated aspects that make up learn ing styles 

instead of the conventional four aspects: 

I . Cognitive elemems include preferred or habilUal paltem s of mental f unctioning 

(often called 'cognilive styles '). 

II 



2. 77,e executive aspect deals with the degree to which the person seeks order, 

organization, and closure; and manages his or her own learning processes. 

3. The affective aspect reflects clusters of allitudes, beliejs and values that influence 

what an individual will pay most allention to in a learning situation. 

4. The social contribution concerns the preferred extent of involvement with other 

people while learning. 

5. The physiological element involves at least partly anatomically based sensOlY and 

perceptual tendencies of the person. 

6. From the stand point of behavior, learning style relates to a tendency to actively seek 

situations compatible with one's own learning preferences. 

Different researchers put the number of learning styles differently . For instance, Ehrman and 

Oxford (1990) have come up with 20 style dimensions. Out of these, Oxford and Anderson 

( 1995: 204) mention the follow ing as being important (they have put the pri mary sty le 

component next to these dimensions): 

C>.I Global and analytic (cognitive) 

C>.I Field dependent andjield independent (cognitive) 

C>.I Feeling and thinking (both affective and cognitive) 

C>.I impulsive and reflective (bo th affective and cognitive) 

C>.I intuitive - random and concrete - sequential (both cognitive and executive) 

C>.I Closure - oriented and open (bo th cognitive and executive) 

C>.I Extroverted and introverted (both social and affective); and 

C>.I Visual, auditolY and hands-on (physiological) 

12 



According to Brown ( 1994) learning styles incorporate phys ica l, affective, and cognitive 

domains. Thi s categorization is not very fa r from the one we saw earlier. However, contrary 

to some researchers' views, Brown (1994: 105) contends that learning sty les are not "stabl e 

trai ts in ad ults" rather "differing contexts will evoke differing styles in one indiv idual." 

It should also be noted that learn ing sty les and culture are strongly linked. As HoFstede 

(1986: 305) states "our cognitive deve lopment is determined by the demands of the 

env ironment in which we grew up: a person wi ll be good at do ing the things that are 

important to him/her and that(s) he has occas ion to do often." Similarly, Papert ( 1987) argues 

that learning style can be taken as a "contextua l variable s ince what the students bring to the 

class room is as important as the experience itse lf." 

A learning sty le is multidimens ional (Ki nsella, 1996). To thi s end Reiff ( 1992) c lass ifies 

learning styles into fiv e stim ul us categories: environmenta l e lements (sound , light, 

temperatures, des ign), emotional e lements (motivation, pers istence, respons ibi lity), phys ica l 

elements (perception, intake, time, mobility), soc io logica l e lements (self, partner, team, 

mentor, varied), and psycho logical e lements (g lobal, analyt ica l, impulsive, re fl ective). Thus, 

it may be said that cogniti ve and ph ys io logica l doma ins are in c lud ed in learnin g sty les 

(Oxford , Ho llaway and Horton - Muri ll o, 1992). 

2.4. Pel'ceptual Learning Styles 

Perceptual learn ing sty les (a lso kn own as sensory channel modalities) are probably some of 

the most known and most important learn ing styles (Reid, 1987). It is assumed that learners 
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rece ive information through the ir senses and choose some senses over others (O'B rien, 1989; 

Oxford and Ehrman , 1993 ; Kroonenberg, 1995). 

Most students, espec ially adu lts, will o ften speak of the ir perceptua l preferences by way of 

discuss ing whether they choose to see th ings written on the board, listen to it as the teacher 

discusses about it, listen to tapes, or participate in role playing and so on. When they state 

such preferences they usually mean that they choose to have e ither " visual support such as 

writi ng on the board, hand outs or textbook materi al when they hear unfamiliar lan guage, or 

they prefer to hear what they read" (Eh rman, 1996: 59). 

Perceptua l learning sty les were first reported by Dunn and Dunn ( 1979) and later by Dunn 

( 1983). Reid ( 1987: 89) cites Dunn (1983 , 1984) and Reinert (1976) in li stin g the four basic 

perceptual learning chan ne ls or modal ities: 

I. Visual learning: reading, studying char/so 

2. AuditOlY learning: lis/ening /0 lec/llres, audiotapes. 

3. Kines/he/ic learning: experiential learning, /hat is, to/al physical involvement 1I'i/h a 

learning situation. 

4. Tactile learning: "hands-on" learning, such as building models or doing laboratory 

experimenlS. 

In add ition to these four basic perceptual learning styles fo rwarded by Dunn (1983 , 1984), 

Reid ( 1987) has also inc luded group and individua l learning sty les to be P3lt of the list. 

2.5. Variability of Style 
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Very few learners operate on only one style during their lives. Most of them shuttle back and 

fo rth from one style to the other though they may have one dominant learn ing sty le. Thus, to 

use Ehrman's ( 1996: 5 1) word s, though " most learning sty le models are bipo lar. .. , they 

rea lly represent a continuum o f behavior." Accordin gly, it may be suggested that learn ing 

sty les and s ituations in teract. To this end, Eh rman ( 1996: 53) states that " [situations] a lso 

have considerable influence on cho ice of learning strategies assoc iated with one learni ng 

sty le or another. " 

Some learners are very flexible in the ir use of learning sty les. For such students learning 

sty les are just "comfort zones" that is, something comfortable to work with but not to stick to 

feveri shly (Ehrman, 1996). Other learners, however, are very rigid when it comes to 

choos ing a learning sty le preference. In such in stances the learning program will not be 

effective . The students will blame the program for not succeeding while the program will 

label these students as failu res (Ib id.). 

There fore, learners may be c lass ified anywhere from mild users to rigid fo llowers of a 

learnin g sty le preference. Ehrm an ( 1996: 54) agrees to thi s when she states the fo ll owing: 

A learning style, then, can run the range forl1l a mild preference ("I'd rather 

learn by discovering patterns for myself'') through a strong need (,'It 

inte/jeres with my learning when 1 haven't mastered the grammar patterns 

first - 1 have trouble following the material that uses them. '') to an out-and­

out rigidity ("1 have to see it before 1 can remember it; if 1 don 't see it, 

nothing sticks at all '') . 
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2.6. Application: Leal'lling Style Matches and Mismatches 

Many learning difficulties may be attr ibuted to learning style mismatches (Ehrman , 1996). 

Scarce lla and Oxford (J 992) suggest that learners differ according to thei r learni ng 

preferences. Thus, when the student 's learnin g style preferences and the instructors ' teaching 

styles are not matched, "style-wars" may result (Oxford et al. 1993). This conflict between 

styles might hamper the effectiveness of the foreign I second language program (Ehrman, 

1996). To this end, Ehrman (1996: 50) reiterates that "when there is a mismatch between the 

learner's sty le ... and the curriculu m and teaching sty le of course, there will be effects on the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the learning." Re lated ly, Fuchs et a l. (1986) concl uded from 

their study that the performances of high-and-Iow-achievers were different under d iffe rent 

teaching sty les. 

Students stand to benefit when there is a match between learn ing and teaching sty les. For 

in stan ce, Domino (1979) found that college students that were taught in their preferred styles 

scored higher on tests, factua l knowledge, att itud e and efficiency than their less fortunate 

co unterparts whose preferences were not matched by teaching styles. S imilar results have 

also been reported by many other researchers into post-secondary educatio n of Engl ish and 

other subj ects (Grasha, 1984; Pettigrew and Zakrajsek, 1984; Sapp, Elliot, and Bounds, 1983; 

Schemecl( and Grove, 1979) . Not surprisingly it has a lso been suggested that situation -

specific anxiety leve l may decrease when learning styles and teaching sty les are matched 

(Lenehan et a I. , 1994). 
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In fact, Spo lsky (1989: I 10) summarizes the condition as follows: 

Learning style preference condition (typical, graded): Learners vwy (both 

individually and according to sllch characteristics as age, level, and cllltliral 

origin) in their preference for learning style (visual, auditolY, kinesthetic, 

and tactile) and mode (gro up or individual); as a result, learning is best 

when the learning opportunity matches the learner's preference. 

Therefore, it would be to everyone' s interest if teaching and curriculum could be adapted to 

sui t the learn ing style preferences of learners since " people of every learning sty le can learn 

and learn well" (Eh rman , 1996: 55). 

Thi s adaptation, however, need not be a major undertaking. More often than not even the 

s lightest change in activities lett ing students know you' ve recognized their needs might do 

wonders in the long run. Ehrman (1996: 129) reiterates this point when she states the 

following: 

The besl approach is 10 gradually build in an increased array of options for 

classroom work and homework assignments. Guidance to students in 

structuring their homework along lines that begin in their comforl zones and 

gradually stretch Ihem oul of the cOlllforl zones is generally well received. 

Teachers often compla in of the near- im poss ibili ty of prov iding task-based act iviti es to 

students in large classes by way of answer ing the question of adaptation to students' learn ing 

sty le preferences. This complaint, however, arises because the teachers expect too much 
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from themselves than the task itself. As Ehrman ( 1996: 130) states " [the teachers] are the 

on ly ones who are expecti ng the miracle o f meeting everyone's needs at oncc." 

To sum up, it can be said that learning styles research has greatly he lped improve the 

teaching- learni ng process by " increas ing Olll" awareness of the need to take individual learners 

variat ions into consideration and to divers ify c lassroom activ ities in order to reach a wider 

variety of learners" (Arno ld , 1999: 17). It can a lso be said that this knowledge about learning 

styles has underscored the fact that every individua l can learn a language well enough 

provided that his preferences are matched. 

When students become aware o f their learning style preferences it may help them toward 

achiev ing style flexibility; that is, it may help them to adapt to different styles a well as the ir 

dominant one(s). In short, ra isi ng students ' awareness to their learnin g style preferences may 

result in " higher interest and mot ivation in the lea rnin g process, increased student 

responsibility from the ir own learn ing, and greater classroom community" (Reid, 1999: 300). 

Finally, the follow in g excerpt taken from Reid (1999: 302) mi ght help summarize the who le 

idea about learning sty les : 

w EvelY person, sludenl and leacher alike, has a learning slyle and learning slrengths and 

weaknesses; 

w Learning Slyles exisl on wide conlinuums, allhough Ihey are oflen described as 

opposites; 
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COif Learning styles are vallie neutral; that is, no one style is beller than others (although 

clearly students will be affected by their school systems, most of which value some 

learning styles over others); 

COif Students can be encouraged to "stretch" their learning styles so that they will be more 

empowered in a variety of learning situations; and 

COif Ojien, students ' strategies can be linked to their learning styles. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS AND RESULTS OF STUDY 

This chapter discusses th e methods and results of th e study. In th e fi rst part, the too ls that 

were used to co llect data and th e reasons for choosing them is di scussed. In the second part 

the ana lyses and interpretations of the data are di scussed. 

3.1. Methods of the Study 

The study foc used on di scoverin g the perceptual learning styles favored by a sample of first 

year students from the soc ia l sc ience stream and the natural sc ience stream enrolled in the 

academic year 2000/0 I at Addis Ababa Un iversity. 

There are severa l questionna ires used in the assessment of perceptua l learn ing sty les or 

sensory channel preference. The oldest (and perhaps the c lass ic) such instrument is the 

Edmonds Learning Style Identification Exerc ise or ELSIE developed by Reinert (1976). This 

in strument has fou r dimensions: " Visua l image o f an obj ect o f activity, visual image of a 

word spel led out, so und of a word, or kinestheti c reaction" (Ehrman, 1996: 62). However, 

thi s instrum ent is frow ned upon by current researchers into th e area. For in stance, Corbett 

and Smith ( 1984: 220) cite resea rch findings to caution against the use o f the instrument and 

suggest th at "as a group descr ipti ve ELS IE is of qu estionable va lue in matchin g approach and 

students in harmonious learning." 
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Other such in struments inc lud e the Learning Channel Preference Checkli st (O'B ri en, 1990), 

th e Perceptual Learning Sty le Preference Q uestionnaire (Re id, 1987), and the Learning Li ne 

Questionna ire (Diaz Mag io li, 1996). Any of these self-report questionnaires may be used to 

assess sensory moda li ties since their va li dity has been proven by the respective researchers. 

Us ing more than one of these standard questionna ires can help provide a better picture 

(Oxford et aI. , 1993). According ly, J have chosen two standard questionna ires as one means 

of co llecting data. 

The first questionnaire was deve loped by Reid ( 1987). It conta ins 30 questions divided in to 

six parts: visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tacti le, group learning, and individual learn ing. The 

quest ions are not, of course, g iven in such subgroups to avo id respondent bias. Some items 

from the origina l questionna ire were changed according to the information obtained during 

the pilot study. For in stance, in the original questionnaire there was an item that asked: " I)''; 

learn more when J make something for a c lass project." This item was left unattended by 

almost a ll partic ipants of the pilot study. Afterwards, they a ll asked for explanation about th e 

item . Thus in the new questionnaire, the item was changed into " I learn more when playing 

games in class" s ince in both in stances the item intended to find out tactile preferences. 

Similarly, an item that asked " when I build something, I remember what J have learn ed 

better" was changed into " when J practice somethin g, J remember what I have learned better" 

- another tactile preference. Sti ll another item that asked " I prefer working on projects by 

myse lF' was changed into " I pre fer working on ass ignments by myselF' - an item for 

indi vidual learn ing preference. The responses to the items were changed into scores which 

were worked out accord ing to certain codes grouping like items together (see Append ix I, 

page 80) . 
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The second quest ionnai re was developed by Diaz Maggio li (1996). This type cons ists of 24 

questions di vided into three parts: vis ual, auditory, and tacti le / kinesthetic. In thi s latter type 

the tacti le and kinestheti c learn ing sty les are fused together. Only one item was changed 

from the orig ina l question naire based on the information gathered durin g the pilot study. The 

only item that rece ived compla ints from most of the participants of the pilot study was one 

that asked, " I like to do th ings with my hands (like crafts and pottery}." This item was meant 

to assess tactile / kinesth etic learning style preference and was changed into " I like drawing 

pictures while studying" - still an item about tact ile preference. Since there were no 

complaints aga inst the other items, they were kept as before. The responses to the items were 

changed into scores which were worked out according to certain codes grouping like items 

together (see append ix 2, page 83). 

A total of 390 questionnaires were returned from fres hman students in the socia l science as 

well as the natural sc ience streams. Out of this 2 15 were from students in the socia l sc ience 

stream: 11 5 ma les and 100 females. From the natural science stream 175 students returned 

the questionnaires, out of wh ich 105 were males and 70 females. 

Students ' responses were stati stica lly analyzed in terms of preference means, and paired 

comparisons were app lied. T-test was used determine statistica l s ignificance at p<O.O I . The 

criti cal val ue of tat 0.0 I level of signifi cance was taken as 2 .58. The t-test may be applied if 

the varia nces of the pai red scores are nearly s imilar, and if the samp le sizes are not marked ly 

different. To be precise, Brown ( 1988: 166) states that a marked difference between sample 

s izes is meant a 3: I or more difference. Acco rdingly, s ince the sample sizes compared fa ll 

well below this rat io, the aSSLImptions necessary fo r the t-test are protected. 
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The other too l used fo r data collection was interv iew. As Ehrman ( 1996:63) states the 

"responses to quest ionna ire items on sensory channe ls usua lly serve as the basis for a 

d isc uss ion that leads to more than a s imple set of percentage scores can." Accordingly, out of 

the tota l number o f students that completed the questionnaire (390), I interviewed 156 of 

them: 86 form the socia l sc ience stream (46 males and 40 females), and 70 fro m the natural 

science stream (42 males and 28 females). 

Accord ing to Merriam ( 1988) the researcher can use taping, reca ll , and note-tak ing while 

interviewing. Taping is thought to be intrus ive during the interview and laborious durin g 

transcript ion. On the other hand, recall (writin g notes from memory post-interview) is found 

undesirable by many because important points may be fo rgotten (Ibid.). T he type favored by 

most in c luding the present researcher would be the on the spot note talking. As Ehrman 

(1 996: 40) states " the note tak ing is o ften itself a form of ' listening' or at least of 

'attend ing' ." 

The interview questions were partly structured (adapted from Ehrman and Chri stensen, 1994) 

and part ly open-ended (see Appendix 3, page 84-85). 

3.2. Presentation and Discussion of Results 

The results o f the study have been tabu lated and the ir interpretat ions have has a lso been .-
discussed in the ensuing pages. 
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Table 1. Means of Scores for Social Science Students and Physica l Science 

Students: First Questionna ire. 

Stream Statistic 
Visual Aud itory 

Social Science X 42 .30 28.70 

(N=2 15) S 2.89 1.96 

X 43.2 1 28.35 
Natural Science 

(N= 175) 
S 3.2 1 2. 14 

tobs 2.88 1.67 

Note: I. X = preference mean for the group 

S = standard deviation for the group 

tobs = the observed va lue oft 

Learning Style 

Kinestbetic Tactile Group Individual 

39.40 27.10 2 1.35 39.85 

2.69 1.85 1.62 3.02 

40.65 28.25 2 1.80 38.90 

3.08 2. 14 1.49 2.66 

4.55 5.61 2.83 3.26 

t.:n = the crit ica l va lue of t at 0.0 I level of s ignificance, and its va lue is 

2.58. 

2. Preference means (X) 36 and above = major learning style preference; means 25-

36 = minor learning sty le preference; means of 24 or I ess= negative / negligible 

learni ng style preference. 

Genera lly speak ing most of the students from both streams showed a strong preference 

toward visual, kinesthetic, and individual learning styles. Tactile and auditory learning styles 

were considered only as minor preferences by the majori ty of the students from both streams. 

However, the majority o f the students from both streams showed a negative lea rning 

preference toward grou p learning. 
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Visual Learning. As can be seen from the table visual learnin g preference received the 

hi ghest mean va lue by students from both stream s. Form the not so hi gh standard deviation 

(S ~ 2.89 for students from the social sc ience stream; S ~ 3.2 1 for students from the natu ral 

science stream), it may be sa id that the majority of the students' indiv idua l means were not 

very much different from the total mean. Thus it may be sa id that the majority of the students 

from both streams reported visual learn ing sty le as the ir stron gest learning pre ference. This 

was also supported by the interview resu lts whereby around 64% of the interviewees from th e 

socia l sc ience group, and 70% from the natural sc ience group reported that they have to see 

things either in the cha lkboard or on the ir notebooks before they cou ld understand it. 

Thi s outcome may not be very surpri s ing cons idering the fact that many other researchers 

into the area have come up with simil ar results. For instance, Ehrman (1996: 59) reports that 

she has found out most of her subjects to be visual strong: "Most o f the learners with whom I 

dea l put visual learning fi rst .... " 

It is ironic that most of the c lassroom instructi ons to date are not geared toward 

accom modating th is kind of style. For example, Hodges ( 1982: 30-3 1) states that 

"approximate ly 90% of tradit ional c lassroom instruction is geared to the aud itory learners. 

Teachers talk to their students, ask questions, and di scuss facts. However. .. on ly 28% to 

30% o f any large group could remember 75% of what was presented through discussion." 

It is a lso interesting to note that the students from the physical science stream were 

s ignifi cant ly more inclined toward visual learning style than the ir soc ial sc ience counterparts 

(tobs ~ 2.88 > ten ~ 2.58 at p < 0.0 I). This m ight be because students from the hard sc iences 

backgrou nd have a tradition of "seeing" most things in their hi gh schoo l classes. For 
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Visual Learning. As can be seen from the tabl e visual learning preference received the 

hi ghest mean value by students from both streams. Form the not so high standard deviation 

(S = 2.89 for students from the soc ia l sc ience stream; S = 3.2 1 for students from the natural 

science stream), it may be sa id that the majority of the students ' individual means were not 

very much different from the tota l mean. Thus it may be sa id that the majority ofthe students 

from both streams reported visual learning style as their strongest learning preference. Th is 

was al so supported by the interview results whereby around 64% of th e interv iewees from the 

soc ia l science group, and 70% from the natural science group reported that they have to see 

things e ither in the chalkboard or on their notebooks before they cou ld understand it. 

This outcome may not be very surpri sing considering the fact that many other researchers 

into the area have come up with s im ilar results. For instance, Ehrman ( 1996: 59) reports that 

she has found out most of her subjects to be visual strong: "Most of the learners with whom I 

deal put visual learning first .... " 

It is ironic that most of the c lassroom instructions to date are not geared toward 

accommodating this kind of style. For example, Hodges ( 1982: 30-3 1) states that 

"approximately 90% of trad itional classroom instruction is geared to the auditory learners. 

Teachers talk to the ir students, ask questions, and di scuss facts. However. .. only 28% to 

30% of any large group could remember 75% of what was presented through di scuss ion." 

I 

It is a lso interesting to note that the students from the physica l sCience stream were 

s ignificantly more inclined towa rd visua l learning style than the ir social sc ience counterparts 

(tobs = 2.88 > ~n = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I). This might be because students from the hard sc iences 

background have a tradition of "seeing" most things in thei r high school classes . Fo r 
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in stance, they depend a lot on experimentation and proofs. What is more, even most of the 

theory they learn is illustrated with d iagrams of some sort. Thus, thi s trad ition mi ght have 

had an effect on the ir preferred learning sty le. Similarly, the lack of c lass subjects that ca ll 

for such tradition might have resu lted in a relatively lower score obtained hy the students 

from the socia l sc ience group. 

This difference was also supported by results from the interview where 85% of the 

interviewees from the natural sc ience group reported that they take a lot of notes in c lass or 

lectures; whereas only 70% of the interviewees from the soc ia l science group agreed to thi s 

fact. Relatedly, 95% of the interviewees from the natural science group repo rted that they 

fee l comfortab le using charts, graphs, maps and the like; whereas only 75% of the 

interviewees from the social science group reported so. Yet aga in almost a ll of the 

interv iewees (98%) from the natural science group reported that they like to be introduced to 

new material by read ing about it first ; whereas only 72% of the interviewees from the social 

sc ience group agreed to this statement. Moreover, a majority of the interviewees (87%) from 

the natural science gro up reported that they forget things if not written down quickly; 

whereas on ly 69% of the interviewees from the social science group reported so . Fina lly, 

around 95% of the interv iewees from the natural sc ience group reported that writing thin gs 

down helps their memory because mental images he lp them remember how the wri ting looks 

on the page; whereas only 65% of the interviewees from the soc ial science group attested to . 
this fact. , 

Auditory Learniug. Contrary to what might have been expected, auditory learning sty le 

received only a minor preference by the majority of the students from both streams. As can 

be seen from Table I, most of the students gave minor values which are not very much 
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different fro m the overal l means. Thi s is ev ident from the small standard dev iations observed 

for both group (S - 1.96 for the soc ia l science group, and S = 1.67 for the natura l sc ience 

gro up). This fact may a lso be supported by the interv iew resu lts where on ly a small number 

of the interviewees (45% fro m the soc ia l science group, and 40% from the natural sc ience 

group) reported that they remember things better when talking about them - typ ical o f 

aud itory-strong learners. 

These resul ts are in li ne with what Ehrman ( 1996: 59) reports regarding the aud itory 

modality: " Re latively few consider hearing the ir main channel, though of course they must 

re ly on it when in natura l language learning setting. " 

There was not observed a sta ti st ica lly s igni fica nt difference between the means fo r aud itory 

learn ing pre ferences of the students from both streams (tobs = 1.67 < ten = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I). It 

may thus be said that the students from both groups are equally bent toward thi s style and that 

they have shown it to be the ir mi nor preference. 

Thi s was a lso supported by results from the interview. Only a small number of the 

in terviewees from both groups (49% from the social science gro up, and 46% from the natura l 

sc ience group) reported they fee l comfortable with ora l directions and interactions without 

any visual support. Similarly, only a minori ty of the interviewees from both groups (43% 

from the socia l science stream, and 39% fro m the natural science stream) reported that they 

don't mi nd when the teacher asks fo r books to be closed for a lesson. Moreover, a very sma ll 

number of interviewees (44% from the soc ia l sc ience group, and 45% from th e natura l 

sc ience group) reported that they hear words when reading and that it is useful to talk through 
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a task . Finally, only 45% of the interviewees from the social science group and 47& from the 

natural sc ience group stated that they like li stening to dia logs on tape. 

However, it may be interesting to note that despite the ev idence whi ch shows that only few 

students are interested to learn through an auditory channel, classes are still conducted in 

such a way that only the student with a strong auditory moda lity preference can benefit 

(Hodges, 1982). 

Kinesthetic Learning. As can be seen from Tab le I, kinesthetic learning sty le received the 

second highest score next to visual by a majority of the participants form both streams. 

Again the not so high standard deviations (S = 2.69 for the socia l science group; S = 3.08 for 

the natural science group) may indicate that most of the students' individual scores were not 

very far form the mean scores. This fact may also be supported by the interview results 

where a majority of the in terv iewees (70% from the social sc ience group, and 72% from th e 

natura l science group) reported that they need frequent breaks from their study routines, and 

that they feel un com fo rtable when asked to si t for a long stretch in class. 

Th is find ing seems to be in line with earl ier findings where kinesthetic learning moda li ty was 

rated as second by students (Ehrman, 1996: 59). It was also found that the score for the 

students from the natural sc ience stream was s ignificantly higher than that for those from the 

soc ial science steam (tob' - 5.6 1 > tcrt = 2.58, P < 0.0 I). 

A poss ible reason fo r this difference might be that students in the natural sc ience stream 

might have taken many class subjects that require laboratory work. Thus they might have 

had to move from c lass to class dur ing those sess ions. In add ition, they might have had to do 
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" fie ld work" in thei r school compound, say fo r the ir biology projects. Thus, th is tradition o f 

relat ive mob ili ty might have resul ted in the students' kinesthetica lly higher score than the ir 

social science counterparts. On the other hand, there are hardly any courses in the socia l 

science curriculum fo r high schoo ls that mi ght requ ire mobility fro m the ir c lassrooms, save 

probably for few geography lessons regardi ng d iffe rent types of rocks to be coll ected fro m 

the fie ld . 

This sign ifica nt diffe rence in the scores between participants from the two groups was also 

accentuated by the interview results. For instance, a greater num ber of interviewees from the 

natural science group (69%) reported that the ir minds wand er in c lass; whereas the num ber of 

interv iewees from the social science group reporting the same thing was only 65%. Around 

73% of the interviewees from the natura l sc ience group reported that they have trouble 

remembering conversational exchanges word for word (a featu re fo r kinesthetic learners); 

whereas a lesser 70% of there social sc ience counterparts attested to the same fact. 

Moreover, about 86% of the interviewees fro m the natura l science stream reported that they 

would like to j um p right into a task without tak ing much time for d irections; whereas only 

70% of their soc ia l sc ience co unterparts reported so . Fi nally, about 79% of the interviewees 

fro m the natura l sc ience group reported th at they like activ ities where there is freedom of 

movement (such as games); where as only 65% of those from the soc ial science group 

attested to this fact. 

T actile Learning. As can be seen from Tab le I, tact ile learn in g style received only a minor 

score by partic ipants from both groups. The individual scores by partic ipants were not very 

fa r form the mean scores (s = 1. 85 fo r the soc ial science group; s = 2. 14 for the natu ra l 

sc ience group). 
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of the interviewees from the social science stream reported to have such a habit. Finally, 

38% of the interviewees form the natural science group reported that they are overly familiar 

with everybody (yet another feature of a tactile learner); whereas only 29% of the 

interviewees from the social science group attested to this fact. 

Group Learning. As can be seen from Table I, group-learning style received the lowest 

score by the students fro m both groups. In fact, the mean scores were in the negative / 

negli gible sca le. The low standard deviations (s = 1.49 for the socia l science group ; s = 1.62 

fo r th e natural sc ience group) indicated that 1110St of the students' individual scores were not 

very far from the mean scores . Thus it can be said that the majority of the participants from 

both groups reported group learning to be their least favored learnin g style. This fact was 

also supported by the inte rview results where a majority of the interviewees (72% from th e 

social sc ience group, and 76% from the natural science group) reported that one can ' t learn 

much from other students in groups and hence there is little teaching point in doing lots of 

group tasks. 

This may be due to the competitive nature of the educati onal experience they might have had 

in thei r high school trad ition as well as in the ir college stay. They had to compete to pass the 

national examination that would render them viable to join co ll ege. They also know what 

kind of stiff competition awaits them during their stay in co llege: Their first semester 

experience only adds to their premonition. Therefore, it can be said that students during 

their hi gh schoo l stay are pushed into competition rather than cooperation for fear that they 

might botch up their chances of pass ing examinations that would let them join co llege. Thus 

it may come as no big surprise if group work was rated low by most o f the students in both 

groups. 
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On the other hand, many researchers laud group learning. For instance, Bai ley et al. ( 1999: 

7 1) suggest from thei r findin gs that "students who prefer to learn in cooperative groups to 

have lower levels of foreign language anxiety." Th is is a lso in accord w ith those by 

Lightbown ( 1983), Long and Porter ( 1985), and Selinger (1983) who seem to agree that 

grou p work takes care of students ' affective demands, and may motivate them to use target 

language in conversation. 

Similarly, Wright ( 1987) also suggests that group interaction might facilitate language 

learning. However, Holliday ( 1994: 54) warns that most of the literature on group interaction 

might not have cons idered "micro-social factors" and thus might not have taken into acco unt 

" how classroom cultu res in different soc ia l settings mi ght react differently to Engli sh 

language methodologies ." 

In a related work, Reid (1987: 97-98) fo und that a lmost a ll of his participants showed 

negative inc lination toward group learning: " Every language background includi ng Engl ish, 

gave group work a minor or a negative preference mean. She also suggests that "culture - in 

particular, previous educational experience - enters into student learning style preferences fo r 

group and individual learning" (Ibid .). 

Similarly, Richards and Lockhart (1994: 54) report that a teacher who used a good number of 

pa ir and group activities in her class was given poor eva luation by her students. The 

students' reaction was that " they could not see the po int of such activities because they could 

not identi fy the teach ing point" (Ib id.). 

32 



However, Ross i- Le (1995) found that among his participants Hispanics and mixed As ian 

students had a strong preference for group work. This goes to show that culture and previous 

experi ence playa part in students ' choice of learni ng sty le preference. 

The students from the natural sc ience stream showed a s ignificant ly higher mean score than 

their soc ial sc ience cou nterparts (tob' - 2.83 > t,pt = 2.58 at p > 0.0 I) though the mean scores 

were on the minor / negligible sca le in both cases. The reason for thi s higher score might be 

that these students might have been forced to study and work together out of class on subjects 

that call for calculations and problem so lving activities - such being the nature of most hard 

science subjects. Thi s high schoo l experience might have stayed with some of the students 

even in their co llege semester. 

The results of the interview also seemed to SUppOit the scores from the questionnaires. Fo r 

in stance, a greater percentage of students from the soc ial science group (69%) reported that 

they feel anxious when the teacher asks them to get into groups; whereas a relatively smaller 

percentage from the natural science group (65%) agreed to this statement. Moreover, 65% of 

the interviewees from the soc ial science stream reported that they often skipped group 

activit ies; whereas a relati vely smaller 63% of the interviewees from the natura l sc ience 

group reported so. Sim ilarl y, 79% of the interviewees from the socia l sc ience group stated 

that they hated it when they were asked to demonstrate in from of the class as a requ irement 

of group interaction; whereas a lesser 75% of the interviewees from the natural science 

stream attested to this fact. 

It may also be of interest to note that those interviewees who favored group work (though ·a 

minority especially among the males) stated that they would like to wo rk w ith students who 
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would not dominate them (of lower achievement than their own?). Thi s agam on ly 

accentuates the fact that there is fi erce competition among the students. 

Individual Learning. As can be seen from Tab le I, indiv idual learning style received the 

third hi ghest mean sco re next to visual and ki nesthetic by students from both groups. These 

mean scores were in the major preference scale. The not so high standard deviations (s = 

3.02 for the soc ial sc ience group, and s = 2.66 for the natural sc ience group) may indicate that 

the majority of the respondants scored nearly as high as the mean scores. This was a lso 

supported by the high number of interviewees (75% form the social sc ience group, and 7 1 % 

from the natural science group) who stated that they prefer to study and work alone, and that 

they pretty mllch depend on the teacher rather than their peers. 

These results seem to be in line with some of the findings by other researchers into the area. 

Fo r instan ce, Vigna and Martin (1982) fou nd that 84% of thei r high school parti cipants 

preferred to work alone. On the other hand, Reid ( 1987 : 98) found that "none of the language 

groups showed a strong (major) preference fo r ind ividua l learning." Thus there are very 

strong indications that the cho ice for individual or group learn ing preference mi ght be cu lture 

specific. To this end, Reid ( 1987: 98) reports that "English speakers rated individual learning 

as highest ... while Malays ian stud ents .. . had the lowest preference mean fo r ind ividual 

learning. " Therefore, it might be said that the competitive nature of the partic ipants' prev ious 

and cu rrent exper ience might have had an influence on them to be hi ghly inclined toward the 

individ ual learn in g style. Dorsey and Pierson (1984) only help to accentuate this fact when 

they conclude that age and prev ious experience influence choice of learning sty les. 
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However, w ith regard to auditory learning sty le the mean scores are in the minor pre ference 

scale ind icati ng that the majority of the students from both groups were not hi ghly inc lined 

toward the aud itory learning style. Although the students from the socia l science group 

showed a s lightly higher mean score, the difference was not big enough to warrant statistical 

significance (tobs = 1.63 < te" = 2.58 at p < 0.01). Thus it may be sa id that students fro m both 

groups were almost eq ually bent toward this learning style. 

General ly speaking there does not seem to be mu ch difference in the results of scores 

between the two types of questionnaires. Thus it can be said that this consistency of results 

from both array of questions might help increase the re liabi lity of the resu lts thereby 

increas ing the chances of their general izab ility. 
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Table 3. Compari son of Means of Scores for Ma les and Females for Soc ial 

Science Students: First Questionnaire. 

Stream Gender Statistic 
Visua l Auditory 

Male X 42.50 25.69 

Socia l (n = 115) S 3.98 2.41 

Science X 42.07 32. 16 
Female 

(N = 175) 
(n = 100) 

S 4.23 3.23 

tobs 0.76 16.44 

Note : I. X = preference mean fo r the group 

S = standard deviation for the group 

tob, = the observed value of t 

Learning Style 

Kinesthetic Tactile 

42.27 28.38 

3.96 2.66 

36.10 25.63 

3.63 2.58 

11.90 7.68 

t," = the critical value of tat p < 0.0 I is taken as 2.58. 

Group Indiv idual 

2 1. 80 42.18 

1.83 3.95 

24.40 36.35 

2.45 4.37 

16.27 8.98 

2. Preference means (X) 36 and above = major learning style preference; 

Table 4. 

Stream 

Natural 

Science 

(N = 2 15) 

means 25 -36 = minor learning style preference, means 24 or less = 

negative / negligib le learning sty le preference. 

Compari so n of Means of Scores fo r Males and Females for Natu ral 

Science Students: First Questionnaire. 

Gender Statistic 
Learning Sty le 

Visual Aud itory Kinesthetic Tactile Group Ind ividua l 

Ma le X 43.42 25.31 42.99 29.44 19.68 41.38 

(n = 105) S 4.26 2.48 4.2 1 2.88 3.72 3.88 

X 42.89 32.9 1 37.13 26.46 23.85 36.05 
Female 

(n = 70) 
S 5.1 6 3.96 4.47 3.18 2.87 3.62 

tobs 0.71 14.30 8.69 6.30 8.34 10.41 

Note: 1. X = preference mean for the group 

S = standard deviation for the group 

37 



tobs = the observed val ue of t 

tcrt = the critical va lue oft at p < 0.0 I is taken as 2.58. 

2. Preference means (X) 36 and above = major learning style preference; 

means 25-36 = minor learning sty le preference, means 24 or less 

negative / negligible learning sty le preference. 

Visual Learning. As can be seen from Tab le 3, ma le students in the social sc ience grou p 

were found to have a slightly hi gher preference with regard to visual learning sty le than 

females students. However, thi s difference was not big enough to warrant a stati stical 

s ignificance (tobs = 0.76 < tcrt = 2.58 at p < 0.01). Simi larly, from Table 4 it can be seen that 

male students in the natural science group showed a s lightly hi gher mean score than their 

fema le counterparts. Still, th is difference was not statistically s ignificant (tobs = 0.71 < tcrt = 

2.58 at p < 0.01). Thus, for al l practica l reasons it may be said that male students were 

almost equally bent toward the visual learnin g sty le as their female counterparts in both 

groups. This fact may be interesting in that it may be against some of the earlier findings by 

some researchers into the field. For instance, Reid (1987: 94) had found that " males 

preferred visual learning ... significantly more than fema les." Th is only goes to support the 

fact that learning styles may be very much influenced by cu ltural contexts such as previous 

learning experience: The participants in Reid 's case were studying in the United States. 

The interview results also seemed to support the mean scores. Most of the female students 

interviewed (around 80% from the social sc ience stream, and 85% from the natural science 

stream) stated that most of their instructors never write on the chalkboard as much as they 

would like them to. This may indicate that there may be "style wars" between learning and 

teachin g s ince man y of the students interviewed (64% from the social science group, and 

70% from the natural science group) have reported to the effect that they have to see things 
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either in the chalkboard or on thei r notebooks before they cou ld understand them (see 

d isc uss ion under Tab le I). Many of the interviewees (90% males and 85% fema les from 

both groups) pinned the prob lem partly on the course book currently in use fo r Fresh man 

Eng li sh (that is, College English). They stated that the teacher j ust in structs them to do the 

exerc ises on the book one after the other, and that he hard ly writes anything on the 

chalkboard. Some of the interviewees even went on to draw a grim picture: "There are 

in stances where the teacher enters the c lass and leaves it witho ut his hands even touching a 

piece of chalk let alone wri te with it." There seems to be a clear case of "sty le wars" goi ng 

on between the students and the teachers. The lack of ori entation with regard to the course 

book might have worsened the si tuation. 

Auditory Learning. As mentioned in earlier d iscuss ions, the majori ty of the students in 

both streams seemed to have a low preference fo r aud itory learn ing style irrespective of the 

fact that most of the lessons are geared toward such kind of learning sty le. However, female 

students showed a s ign ificantly higher preference fo r this style of learning than the ir male 

co unterparts. As can be seen from Tables 3, the fema le students from the socia l science 

stream were markedly more bent toward th is style than the male students with an observed 

va lue of t = 16.44, which is much hi gher than the cri t ica l value of t = 2.58 at p < 0.0 1. 

Similarly, fro m Table 4 it can be seen than the mean score for the female students fro m the 

natura l sc ience group showed a s ignifi cantly higher d ifference compared to the mean of the 

male students from th e same grou p (tobs = 14.3> ten = 2.5 8 at p < 0 .01 ). 

Research findings into gender and language learning a lso seem to support the above­

discussed resul ts. For instance, Leet-Pe llegrini ( 1980), Aries ( 1976), and Fox (1990) suggest 

that women fee l more comfortab le when they assume li stenin g ro les. 
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The results from the interviews were not very much different. Arou nd two thirds of the 

female interviewees from the social science stream and 60% from the natural science group 

reported that they remember things better when they discuss and talk about it; whereas on ly 

25% of the male interviewees from the social sc ience group and 27% from the natural sc ience 

group attested to th is fact. Simi larly, around three quarters of the fema le interviewees (75% 

from the social science stream and 65% from the natu ra l science group) stated that they 

wou ld fee l much happier if the teacher just talked throughout the lesson with their course 

books closed. On the other hand, only 15% of the male interviewees from the social sc ience 

group and 22% from the natural science group agreed to this fact. Moreover, a good number 

of the fema le interviewees (70% from the social science group, and 63% from the natural 

sc ience group) reported that they would prefer the teacher to te ll them orally the instructions 

(directions) on how to complete a task rather than read ing them from the book by themselves. 

However, only 3 1 % of the male interviewees from the soc ial science stream and 35% from 

the natural science stream agreed to this fact. Final ly, a lmost all of the female interviewees 

from the soc ial science group (about 80%) and 7 1% from the natural science group stated that 

they wou ld like to li sten to lots of taped conversations and especially to songs . On the 

contrary, on ly 15% of the male interv iewees from the social science stream and 31 % from the 

natural science group reported so. 

The higher percentages of female interviewees inclined toward the auditory style were those 

from the soc ial science gro up . This might have been due to the fact that most of the students 

joining the socia l science stream might have had a stronger exposure to Engli sh since most of 

them thought that Engli sh is important to survive in the stream: For instance, a ll of the 

female students interviewed from thi s stream chose Engli sh over mathematics in terms of 
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importance for college survival ; whereas it was the opposite for those from the natural 

science stream. 

Kinesthetic Learning. From earlier discussion on kinesthetic learning style, it was found 

that most of the students in both streams reported a higher preference from it. It can also be 

remembered that thi s figure was significant ly higher for the students in the natura l sc ience 

group than for those in the soc ia l science group. With regard to sco res accord ing to gende r, it 

can be seen from Tables 3 and 4 that ma le students in both streams were s ign ificantly more 

bent toward this sty le than their female cou nterparts. Accordingly, the va lue of t for the 

soc ial science group was 11.9 wh ich was much higher than the criti cal value of t = 2.58 at p < 

0.0 I. Similarly, the observed value of t for the natural science group was 8.69, still much 

higher than the critica l value of t = 2.58 at p < 0.01. 

The lower preference by female students for th is learning style might be exp lained by the fact 

that in most instances males are more spatially ab le than females. To th is end, Hansen ( 1982) 

suggests that kinesthetic preference may be related to spatial abili ty usually attr ibuted to 

mascu linity. 

The lower kinesthetic preference exhibited by the female students was a lso supported by 

reports from the interviewees. Most of the fema le interviewees (55% from the social science 

group and 67% from the natural sc ience group) repo rted that they do not take freq uent study 

breaks (a feature of a kinesthetic learner). They further stated that once they start studying 

they can s it it o ut for as long as necessary. On the other hand, 70% of the male interviewees 

from the social science group and 98% from the natural science group reported that they 

frequently interrupt their study or work to take breaks. They further stated that it is very 
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d ifficult for them to s it for a long stretch. Moreover, all the female interviewees from both 

streams reported that they would like to work in the sam e classroom without being asked to 

move around. They went on to suggest that lessons should be given consecutive ly without 

the ir having to change rooms. Th is might be the resu lt of their previous learnin g experience 

where seats are fi xed in almost a ll high school classrooms. In such instances it is most ly the 

boys who move from seat to seat and out of their rooms during class breaks. Furthermore, 

the majority of the female interviewees (62% from the soc ia l science group and 60% from the 

natural science group) reported that they have no problem remembering and producing 

dia logs word for word. This is ty pica l of students who are low on the kinesthetic pre ference 

sca le. Finally, most of the female interviewees (60 % from the social sc ience stream and 

59% from the natural sc ience stream) reported that their mind rarely wanders in class and that 

they have litt le problem concentrating in c lass. This aga in is one typical feature of students 

who show low preference for kinesthetic learning sty le. 

Tactile Learning. As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, male students from both streams 

showed a s ignificantly higher preference for tacti le learning sty le than the females, though 

thi s sty le was found to be only a minor choice among the students as a whole. Specifica lly, 

the observed value oft for the students in the social science group was 7.68, while that for th e 

natura l science group was 6.30. In both cases the observed value of t was greater than the 

critica l value of t = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I . 

These results seemed to be in line with findings from other researchers into the area. For 

instance, Reid (1987: 94) a lso found that " males preferred ... tactile learning s ignificantly 

more than fema les ." 
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This fact was also su pported by the interv iew results. On ly 40% of the fema le interviewees 

from the socia l science stream and 4 1 % from the natura l sc ience stream reported to have had 

short concentration span. As discussed earl ier, thi s is typica l of tactile learners. Sim il arly, 

only 25% of the female interviewees from the soc ial science stream and 30% from the natural 

sc ience stream stated of having difficu lty understanding abstract symbo ls. Th is again puts 

them under low category for tactile learn ing prefernce. Moreover, only 12% of the fe male 

interviewees from the soc ial science group and 9% from the natura l science group reported to 

have a kind of tic (such as playing w ith a lock of their hai r). This is also supposed to be 

typical of tactile learners and the female students seemed to be low on it. Finally, only 28% 

of the fema le interviewees from the social science group and 34% from the natura l sc ience 

gro up reported of being overly famil iar with everybody. Yet aga in it can be seen that only a 

minority of the female interviewees exhibi ted features of primarily tactile learners. 

GrouJl Learning. As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, female student in both streams were 

fo und to have higher mean scores than their male counterparts with regard to group learning 

style. There was a marked statistically sign ificant difference between the mean scores of 

both groups. The observed valu e of t for the natural science group was 8.34 > the cri tica l 

va lue of t = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I . Thus, it may be said that fema le students in both groups were 

more inclined toward group learning sty le than the males. 

Th is fact might be because of certai n behav ioral aspects that are gender related. For in stance, 

many scholars into language learn ing and gender argue that female students work more 

cooperatively and less competitively than the ir male counterparts (Tannen, 1990; Oxford , 

Nyi kos and Ehrman, 1988). Re lated ly, Fox ( 1990) suggests that women fee l more 

comfortab le sharing their know ledge with others rather than competing with them. 
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Another reason might be that women are more bent toward fi nding out abo ut the cu ltural and 

interpersonal aspects of the target language than men (Oxford, 1994). Thus, they may prefer 

work in g in groups to discuss more about the socioli ngu istic aspect of the target language. 

Oxford (1994: 142) cites Belenky et a!. (1986), and Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) in agreeing 

with the fact that female students prefer worki ng cooperatively: 

Women students tend to favor a two-way or networked exchange of ideas 

rather than a one-way, hierarchical, lecture-type flow of information fro m 

professor to student. 

Thus, it may be sa id that fema le students might be more interested in tasks that involve 

cu ltural sens itivity and routes concerned w ith cooperative learning (Oxford , 1994). 

The res ults from the ' interviews also seemed to support the mean scores. For instance, on ly 

45% of the female interviewees from the social science group and 43% fro m the natura l 

sc ience group stated that one cannot learn much during group work. Thus, the majori ty of the 

female interviewees believed in the usefulness of group learning. Similarly, only 40% of the 

fe male interviewees from the social science stream and 38% from the natu ra l science stream 

reported that they fee l anxious when the teacher asks them to get into groups. Th is went to 

show that the majority of the fe male interviewees did not have any qualms about fo rming a 

gro up or parti cipating in one. Moreover, on ly 37% of the female interviewees from the soc ial 

sc ience group and 35% from the natural science group rep0l1ed to have often skipped group 

activi ties. This agai n showed that the majority of the fema le interviewees did not have any 

worries abo ut participating in group activities. Finally, onl y 56% of the female interviewees 
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Another reason might be that women are more bent toward finding out about the cu ltural and 

interpersonal aspects of the target language than men (Oxford, 1994). Thus, they may prefer 

workin g in groups to d iscuss more about the sociolinguistic aspect of the target language. 

Oxford ( 1994: 142) c ites Belenky et al. ( 1986), and Maccoby and Jacklin ( 1974) in agreeing 

with the fact that female students prefer working cooperative ly: 

Women students tend to favo r a two-way or networked exchange of ideas 

rather than a one-way, hierarchical, lecture-type flow of information from 

professor to student. 

Thus, it may be sa id that female students mi ght be more interested in tasks that in vo lve 

cultural sensit ivity and ro utes concerned with cooperat ive learning (Oxford, 1994). 

The results from the interviews a lso seemed to support the mean scores. For instance, only 

45% of the fema le interviewees from the soc ial science group and 43% from the natura l 

science group stated that one cannot learn much during group work. Thus, the majority of the 

fema le interviewees be lieved in the usefulness of group learning. Similarly, only 40% of the 

female interviewees from the socia l science stream and 38% from the natura l science stream 

reported that they feel anx ious when the teacher asks them to get into groups. This went to 

show that the majority of the female interviewees d id not have any qualms about formi ng a 

group or participating in one. Moreover, only 37% of the female interviewees from the soc ia l 

science group and 35% from the natural science group repOlted to have o ften skipped group 

activities. This aga in showed that the majority of the female interv iewees did not have any 

worries abo ut participating in group activiti es. Finally, only 56% of the female interv iewees 
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from the socia l science group (compared to 9 1 % male interviewees) and 51 % from the 

natural sc ience group (compared to 97% male interviewees) stated that they hated it when the 

teacher asked them to demonstrate in front 0 the class as a requirement of group interaction. 

Thus it can be seen that the female interv iewees in both streams viewed group work in a 

mu ch brighter light than their male counterparts. 

It may also be interesting to note that the results from Tab les 3 and 4 as well as the fi gures 

from the interviews show a consistently higher margin for the female students in the soc ial 

sc ience group compared to those in the natura l sc ience group . It may be that those students in 

the soc ial sc ience stream might have been a bit more outgo ing dur ing their high school stay 

than those in the natural sc ience stream . It is very difficult to attribute this difference to 

prev ious learning experience regarding c lass subjects since the male students in the social 

science group showed a lower mean score than those in the natura l science group. 

Individual Learning. As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the fema le students in both 

streams were fo und to have lower mean scores than the male students with regard to 

individual learning style preference. In fact, the male students showed signifi cantly higher 

mean scores than their fema le counterparts in both cases. The observed va lue of twas 8.98 

for the social sc ience group and 10.41 fo r the natura l sc ience group . In both instances the 

observed t va lue was mush higher than the critica l va lue oft = 2.58 at p < 0.0 1. Thu s, it may 

be sa id that the female students in both grou ps showed a lower inc lination toward the 

individual learning sty le. 

It is only natural that the mean scores for thi s learning sty le were lower for th e fema le 

students s ince in earl ier d iscuss ion about group learning sty le female students showed a 

higher preference toward working cooperatively. To thi s end , research findings from 
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Maccoby and Jaclin (1974), Belenky et al. ( 1986), Oxford el a l. ( 1988), and Tannen ( 1990) 

suggest that fema les prefer to work cooperatively rather than individually. 

The resu lts from th e interviews seemed to support the above di scussion . For instance, only 

52% of the fe male in terv iewees from the soc ia l sc ience group reported that they pre fer to 

work and study a lone (compared to a very high 95% of the male students who reported so). 

Simi larly, only 32% of the fe male interviewees fro m the natural science group reported that 

they prefer to work and study a lone (compared to a very high 95% of the male students wh o 

reported so). Similarly, only 32% of the female interv iewees from the natural science group 

reported that they wo uld rather work and study al one than in groups (compared to a very high 

97% of the male interviewees who reported so). Therefore, it may be said that a majori ty of 

the female interviewees from both groups showed a negative preference for individual 

learn ing sty le. 

Table 5. Compari son of Means of Scores for Males and Females for Social 

Science Students: Second Questionnaire. 

Stream Gender Statistic 
Visual 

Male X 

Social (n = 115) S 

Science X 
Female 

(N = 2 15) S 
(n = IOO) 

tobs 

Note: I . X = preference mean for the group 

S = standard dev iation for the group 

tobs = the observed value of t 

46 

39 02 

3.65 

38.65 

3.88 

0.7 1 

Learning Style 

Auditory Tactile / Kinesthetic 

23 .96 39. 15 

2.24 3.67 

26.30 36.14 

2 .64 3.63 

3.39 4.33 



tort = the cri tica l va lue oft is taken as 2.58 at p < 0.0 I. 

2. Preference means 34 and above = major learn ing sty le preference; 

Table 6. 

means 23-33 = minor learnin g style preference, means 22 or less = 

negative I negl igible learnin g style preference. 

Compariso n of Means of Scores for Males and Females for Natura l 

Science Students: Second Questionnaire. 

Stream Gender Statistic 
Learning Style 

Visual 

Male X 

Natural (n = 105) s 

Science X 
Female 

(N = 175) s 
(n = 70) 

tobs 

Note: I. X = mean score for the group 

S = standard deviation for the group 

tobs = observed val ue of t 

40.03 

3.93 

39.76 

4.78 

0.39 

Auditory 

23.68 

2.32 

26.35 

3. 17 

604 

tort = the critical value of t is taken as 2.58 at p < 0.0 I . 

Tactile I Kinesthetic 

40.68 

3.98 

37.07 

4.46 

5.47 

2. Preference means 34 and above = major learning style preference; 

means 23-33 = minor learning style preference, means 22 or less = 

negative I neglig ible learning sty le preference. 

As can be seen from Table 5, the fema le students from the social science stream showed a 

higher mean score for auditory learning style than their ma le cou nterparts. Apparently, the 

difference was big enough to warrant statistica l significance with lobs = 3.34 > tort = 2.58 at p 

< 0.0 I. Thus, it may be said that the fema le students in this group were more inclined toward 
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the aud itory learning sty le than the males. O n the other hand, the male students showed a 

higher mean score for the tactile / kinesthetic learning style than th e females. The di fference 

was stati stica lly s ignificant with tob, 4 .33 > 1:0" = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I . As regards visual learning 

style, though the ma le students showed a s lightl y higher mean score than the females, th is 

di fference was not stati stically s ignifi cant with lob, = 0.7 1 < tcrt = 2.58 at p < 0.01. Thus for 

all practica l purposes it may be said that the female students in the group were equally bent 

toward visua l learn ing style as their ma le coun terparts. 

There fore, it can be sa id th at the resul ts from thi s second questionna ire regarding students 

from the social science group were not much di fferent from those obtained by the fi rst 

questionnaire as discussed in Table 3. T his consistency might yet be one leap toward the 

genera lizability of the results. 

Similarly, it can be seen from Table 6 that the fema le stud ents in the natural science group 

showed a higher mean score than the males with regard to aud itory learning sty le. Agai n, the 

di ffe rnce was fo und to be statistica lly significa nt with tob, = 6.04 > tert = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I. 

Thus, it can be said that the female students in this group were more bent toward the auditory 

learn ing style than the ma les. On the other hand , the ma le students in the group showed a 

higher mean score than the fema les regarding tactile / kinesth etic learning style. The 

diffe rence was found to be stati stically significant with lob, = 5.47 > 1:0" = 2.58 at p < 0.0 1. 

Thus, it may be said that the male students in the group were more inclined toward this 

learn ing sty le than the fema les. Moreover, the ma le students in this group showed a s lightly 

hi gher mean score than the fema les regarding visual learning sty le. However, the di fference 

was not big enough to warrant statisti cal sign ifi cance with tob, = 0.39 < I:ort = 2.58 at p < 0.0 I . 
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lence, for all practica l purposes it may be sa id th at the fe male students in the group were 

~ua ll y inc lined towa rd thi s learnin g sty le as their male counterparts. 

'et agai n the results from this second questionnaire were not much di ffe rent from those 

btained by the first questionnaire as discussed in Table 4 . Thus, it may be said that the 

!sults were found to be consistent. This consistency might help toward the generalizabil ity 

rthe results . 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This fo urth and final chapter discusses possib le implications in terms of conclusions drawn 

and recommendations fo rwarded. After the di scussion about conclusion made based on 

results of the analyses of data, this chapter descri bes severa l recommendations that could 

poss ibly be forwarded to teachers and students alike, materia ls developers, curricu lum 

designers, and teacher trainers. 

4.1. Summary 

As has been discussed in the first part of chapter three, a population of 390 students was 

taken to fill out the se lf-report questionnaires. Out of thi s popu lation, 215 were from the 

social sc ience stream and 175 from the natura l science stream . A tota l of 156 students (86 

from the soc ial sc ience stream and 70 from the natura l sc ience stream) were interviewed. 

The questionnai res were of two types: one consisted of items adapted from Re id ( 1987) and 

another one from Diaz Mag ioli ( 196). The inte rview items were adapted from Ehrman and 

Chri stensen (1994). The responses to th e items were changed into scores and tabul ated. 

These were later analyzed , and their interpretati ons discussed. The interview results were 

used as crutches to re inforce the results from the questionnaires. 

4.2. Conclusions 
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The purpose of the study was to investigate which perceptual learni ng style preference were 

favored by the participants, and if there were any s ignificant differences between the ma le 

students ' and female students' choices. 

First, it might be concluded that most of the students from both streams showed strong 

preferences toward visual, kinesthetic, and individua l learn ing sty les . The students fro m the 

natura l sc ience stream were significantly more inc lined toward visual and kinesthetic sty le 

than their socia l sc ience co unterparts. Secondly, it may be concluded that most of the 

students from both streams showed only minor preferences with regard to tactile and aud itory 

learn ing sty les. Next, it may be said that the majority of the students from both streams 

harbored negati ve preferences aga inst group learn ing style. 

It can a lso be concl uded that fema le students in both streams were s igni ficantly more inclined 

toward auditory and group learning sty les than th e ir male counterparts. On the other hand, it 

may be sa id that male students in both streams were s ignificantly more inc lined toward 

kinesthetic, tactile, and individual learning styles than their female counterpa,ts. 

Final ly, it may be concluded that the in struct ional impl ications of the assessment of such 

perceptual learning style preferences are far reaching. Thus, the instructors would do well to 

di vers ify their instruct ional activities to accommodate as many preferences as possible . 

4.3. Recommendations 

During the research proceedings it was fo und out th at students were keen on find in g out their 

learning sty le preferences . Thus it wou ld be in order if teachers took the time and interest to 
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have a focused group or whole class discuss ion to fi nd out what the ir learn ing sty le 

pre ferences are. Such discuss ion would go one step toward avo iding any potential "style 

wars" (Oxford et aI. , 1993). It would a lso help students " recognize the power of 

understandin g the ir language learning styles fo r making learn ing quicker, eas ier and more 

effect ive (Oxford and Anderson, 1995: 2 10). Simi larly, S ims and Sims ( 1995) a lso 

recommend that teachers try to fi nd out their students' learn ing style preferences and make 

learning more effective by tryin g to approach those preferences when choosing activities. 

The fo ll owing recommendati ons may a lso be fo rwarded based on the results of the study: 

I. The teacher might do well to try to match his style to those of different students' by 

prepari ng a varied range of activi ties. To this end, many researchers such as Bialystock 

( 1985) and Ellis ( 1989) recommend the necessity of matching instructional styles to 

students' learn ing style preferences. For instance, Ellis ( 1989: 260) states that " matching 

is best achieved by the teacher catering for ind ividual needs during the moment-by­

moment process of teaching (i.e. by emphasizing group dynamics and offering a range of 

activi ty tapes)." 

Many other researchers a lso be lieve in the advantages in vo lved in matching students and 

instructors by sty les though th is might not be a lways practicable because of the large 

number of students and sma ller number of teachers involved in second / fo reign language 

programs (Wa llace and Oxford, 1992) . Oxford et al. ( 199 1) suggest that the teacher 

should consciously choose activ ities in such a way that he would meet the need o f the 

maj ority o f his students. This would go one step toward ameliorating the sty le confl icts 

th at are experienced most of the time - 82% of the time accord ing to a study by Wa llace 

and oxford ( 1992). To thi s end , Oxford and Anderson ( 1995: 2 12) recommend that 
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teachers try to match their students' learning styles by meticulously plann ing "parts of 

. every lesson to meet the need of diverse styles through judicious, creative lessons that 

high light variety." Kang (1999: 9) is not very far from this when he recommends that 

" teachers should plan lessons to match students' learning styles while at the same time 

encouragin g students to diversify thei r lea rning sty le preferences." 

2. The teacher could a lso come up with activities that ask fo r different groupings. To thi s 

end, researchers such as Johnson et al. (1980), Slavin (1983) and Young (1985) suggest 

that teachers can group students according to the ir learning sty le preferences from time 

to time to achieve maximum effi ciency while using style-varied groupings to ach ieve 

greater adaptability of learning sty les. 

3. The teacher could also encourage students to change their behav ior from rigid-sty le-

fo llowers into flexib le-style-users, and even to stretch thei r sty les under the gu idance of 

the teacher. The teacher could also have a focused group discussion or whole class 

d iscuss ion on which strategies are preferred by the students who favor which sty le and 

how these sty les could be stretched, Researchers such as Oxford (1990), O' Malley and 

Chamot (1990), and Wenden and Rubin (1987) suggest of including instructi on of 

strategies in the regular language classroom activities. Oxford ( 1990: 8) defines learning 
~ 

strategies as "specific actions taken by the learner to make learnin g easier, faster, more 

enjoyable, more self-directed, and more transferable to new situation." She recommhds 

that teachers become aware of language teaching and learning strategies and use these 

expansions of knowledge to develop learning flexibi lity in their students. 

This type of d iscuss ion and strategy instruction could a lso be used to help students 

develop their learning by achi ev ing self-direction (Smith et aI. , 1990). Related ly, Oxford 
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and Anderson ( 1995: 2 12) recommend that students understand what their preferred 

learning styles are and how to operate out of these styles: "As learners become aware of 

their own learning preferences, they can a lso become aware of things they can do to 

stretch thei r learning styles." 

4. Yet another way of helpi ng improve the effectiveness of second / foreign language 

programs in tertiary classrooms may be to change the phys ical setting from time to time. 

For instance, having cha irs arranged in a semi-circle rather than in the conventional rows 

wou ld be more appealing to stud ents to work in small groups, and thus improv ing the ir 

preference for thi s learning style (Oxford et a I. , 1993) . 

5. It may a lso be suggested that curricilum des igners and materials developers for teac her 

education in stitutions in cl ude activities that wou ld help th e prospective teachers to 

identi fY students' learning styles. Oxford and Anderson (1995 :20 I) contend that the 

teacher may not be "necessarily at fa ul t" s ince "many teacher education programs do not 

prov ide the kind of experiences that would a llow prospective teachers to develop their 

skills in identi fY ing students' learning sty les and in handling crosscultura l differences ." 

6. Finally, it may be in order to inc lude a sam ple of an activity that teachers could use to 

in corporate as many perpetual learning modalities as possible. One such sample is taken 

from Diaz Maggio l: ( 1996: 35 -37): 

The plan has four stages. The first stage of the task (and c lass) is the hook. Taki ng the 

students' backgrounds into account, the teacher helps the learners understand the purpose 
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of the task so they can approach it is a focused and se lf-d irected way ... It is at thi s stage 

that the teacher helps students set rea li sti c goa ls fo r themselves. 

The second stage is mediation were the teacher shows the significance of the task 

proposed and helps learn ers discover its value ... I-Ience, the main a im of thi s stage is to 

have students reflect on the task and to show them the steps that must be taken to 

complete it. 

In the third stage, application, the teacher provides opportuni ties for the learners to 

perceive that a change has occurred as a result of having learned something new. 

The last stage has been term ed personalization and it is here that students realize that 

what they have learned will be useful fo r future tasks. Th is gives the learning experience 

the transcendence it deserves. 

WOI'd to Picture 

Modality: 

a. Visual 

b. Auditory 

c. Tacti le / kinesthetic 

d. Group 

Timing: 30 minutes 

Level: All 

Preparation: Se lect co llection of pictures depicting various landscapes (one 

picture per student) 
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Learning styles in general and perceptual learning styles in particular are too im portant to be 

ignored. It is h igh time that instructors and materials developers take th is to heart and plan 

accord ingly. More often than not instructors view students' difficult ies as being inherent and 

hence out of the ir contro l instead of as being due to a mismatch between their teachi ng sty les 

and the students' learning sty les (C uban, 1989; N uby, 1995). When teachers rigidl y follow 

their own teaching styles irrespective of the students' learning preferences, there definite ly 

wi ll follow conflicts (Oxford, Ehrman, and Levine, 1991 ). What is even more serious may be 

that teachers would start harboring partiality toward those students whose learn ing styles 

seem li ke thei rs, thereby comm itting a kind of educational prejudice (C laxton and Murre ll , 

1987) . Therefore, it cannot be reiterated enough that instructors take the time (or e lse make 

the time) to assess their students' learn ing sty le preferences (perceptual or otherwise) in an 

effort to match them as much and as many times as possible. In addit ion, teachers wo uld a lso 

do we ll to consider " the gender ba lance, age range, and cu ltura l backgrounds of the students" 

when choosing" the most appropriate teaching style" (Bress, 2000: 28). 
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Aims: 

1. HOOK 

To create memorable, personal associations with new 

vocabu lary items and to foster cooperation. 

Display the pictures and a llow students time to choose one they fee l they can truly 

connect with . Then let students observe the picture and try to create a sequence of 

sounds for it. It pairs, students describe thei r pictures by giving their sound 

sequence only. 

2. MEDIATION 

, The teacher exp lai ns to the students that words can have assoc iations, and the ir 

meaning is best recalled when those assoc iations are personal. G ive some examples 

fro m your own experience, and invite students to do the same. 

3. APPLICATOIN 

Students choose new words they would li ke to learn . Ask them to keep their cho ice 

to a maximum of 10. They then write each word on a piece of paper, and pin it to an 

item in the picture to which they can assoc iate the word . In groups, students tel l 

each other about their assoc iations. If students are used to keeping a learn in g log or 

a class dictionary, the words could be added to them. 

I 

4. PERSONALIZATION 

Students work in groups agai n, this time writing a collective story using some o f the 

words they have learned and one or more of the pictures. 
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Learni ng sty les in general and perceptual learning sty les in part icu lar are too important to be 

ignored. It is hi gh time that instructors and materials developers take thi s to heart and plan 

accordi ngly. More often than not instructors view students' difficulties as being inherent and 

hence out of their control in stead of as being due to a mismatch between their teaching sty les 

and the students' learni ng styles (Cuban, 1989; Nuby, 1995). When teachers ri gidly fo ll ow 

their own teachi ng sty les irrespective of the students ' learning preferences, there definite ly 

w ill foll ow conflicts (Oxford, Ehrman, and Levi ne, 199 1). What is even more serious may be 

that teachers would start harboring partiality toward those students whose learning sty les 

seem li ke theirs, thereby committ ing a kind of educationa l prej udi ce (C laxto n and Mu rrell, 

1987). Therefore, it cannot be re iterated enough that instructors take the time (or else make 

the ti me) to assess their students' learn ing style preferences (perceptual or otherwise) in an 

effort to match them as much and as many t imes as possib le . In addition, teachers would also 

do we ll to cons ider " the gender ba lance, age range, and cultural backgrounds of the students" 

when choosing " the most appropriate teaching style" (Bress, 2000: 28). 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1 

The foll owing is the first questionna ire and how the scores were calculated. 

Perceptual Learning Style Preference Questionnai re 

Directions: This questionnaire has been des igned to help you identify the way(s) you learn 

best-the way(s) you prefer to learn. Read each statements on the followin g pages . Pl ease 

respond to the statements AS THEY APPLY TO YOUR STUDY OF ENG LI SH. Decide 

whether you agree or di sagree with each statement. For exampl e, if you "strongly agree" 

mark, 

"0 
" >. " >." - " " :"S! " - " 01)" " 
~ 01)~ 

" ~ ~ <.) on " 01) 

o 0" on " '" 0 '" i:l '" « "0 .~ ~ '" " Cl 
~ .-

r/) 
;:) 

r/)"O 

X 

Please respond to each statement quickly, without too much thought. Try not to change your 

responses after you choose them. Please use a pen to mark your choices. Thank yo u. 

Stream __________ _ 

Sex ____________________ _ 
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I. When the teacher te ll s me the instructions, 

understand better. 

2. I prefer to learn by doing in class. 

3. [ get more work done when J work with others. 

4. I learn better when I study with a group. 

S. I n class, I learn best when I work with others. 

6. I learn better by reading what the teacher w ri tes 

o n the chalkboard. 

7. When someone tells me how to do something in 

c lass, I learn it better. 

8. When I do th ings in c lass, [learn better. 

9. I remember things I have heard in class better 

than things I have read. 

10. When I read instructions, I remember them 

better. 

I I. J like drawi ng nood les in my notebook. 

12. I understand better when I read instructions. 

13. When I study alone, I remember things better. 

14. I learn more when playing games in class. 

15. I enjoy learning in c lass by partic ipating in 

drama activities. 

16. I learn better when I make drawin gs as I study. 

17. I learn better in c lass when the teacher gives a 

lecture . 

18. When I work alone, I learn better. 
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19. I understand thing better 111 class when I 

partic ipate in ro le playing. 

20. I learn better in c lass when I listen to someone. 

21. I e nj oy working on a ass ignm ent with two or 

three c lassmates. 

22. When I practice something, I remember what I 

have learned better. 

23. I pre fer to study with others. 

24. I learn better by readin g than by li stening to 

someone. 

25. I enj oy p3l1ici pating in role plays. 

26. I learn best in class when I can participate 111 

related activities . 

27. In c lass, I work better when I work alone. 

28 . I prefer working on ass ignments by myse lf. 

29. I learn more by reading textbooks than by 

listening to lectures . 

30. I prefer to work by myself. 

The questions are scored th is way: 

SA A u o 
5 4 3 2 
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Tactile 

6 __ _ 11 __ _ 

10 __ _ 14 __ _ 

12 __ _ 16 __ _ 

24 _ _ _ 22 __ _ 

29 __ _ 25 __ _ 

Total __ x2 = __ (Score) Total __ x2 = __ (Score) 

Auditory Group 

3 

7 __ _ 4 __ _ 

9 __ _ 5 _ _ _ 

17 __ _ 21 __ _ 

20 __ _ 23 __ _ 

Total __ x2 = __ (Score) Total __ x2 = __ (Score) 

Kinesthetic Individual 

2 __ _ 13 __ _ 

8 __ _ 18 __ _ 

15 - -- 27 __ _ 

19 _ _ _ 28 __ _ 

26 __ _ 3o __ _ 

Tota l _ _ x2 = _ _ (Score) Total __ x2 = __ (Score) 

Major Learn ing Style Preference 36-50 

Minor Learning Style Preference 25-35 

Negligib le (or Negative) 0-24 

lPPENDIX 2 
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Tactile 

I I 

14 __ _ 

16 _ _ _ 

22 _ _ _ 

25 __ _ 

.ta l __ x2 = _ _ (Score) Total _ _ x2 = __ (Score) 

\uditOly G roup 

3 __ _ 

4 __ _ 

5 __ _ 

21 

23 __ _ 

tal __ x2 = __ (Score) Total __ x2 = _ _ (Score) 

inesthetic Individ lIal 

13 __ _ 

18 __ _ 

27 _ _ _ 

28 _ _ _ 

3o __ _ 

ta l __ x2 = __ (Score) Total __ x2 = _ _ (Score) 

Major Learning Sty le Preference 36-50 

MiJaor Learning Sty le Preference 25-35 

Negligible (or Negati ve) 0-24 

PENDIX2 
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The fo llowi ng is the second questi on naire and how the scores were ca lculated. 

What is your Learning Line? 

Directions: Read the foll owing statements and indicate how much they apply to you: 1 -

Never; 2 - Not much; 3 - a little; 4 - a lot. Remember there are no right or wrong answers. 

Please respond to each statement quickly, without too much thought. Try not to change your 

responses after you choose them. Please use a pen to mark your choices. Tha nk YOll . 

I. I enjoy learning in class with my fri end s. 

2. I like to learn on my own by studying and thinkin g. 

3. I want the teacher to correct a ll my mistakes. 

4 . I enj oy working in groups in class. 

5. I like to have a neat and ord erly desk . 

6. I think that a good teacher should be frie ndly. 

7. I think that a good teacher is demandi ng. 

8. A good teacher brings games to play in c lass. 

9. I li ke to tell jokes. 

10. I like to talk to the teacher outs ide class. 

I I. I genera lly decorate the in s ide of my notebook cover 

w ith drawin gs . 
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w ith drawings. 

12 . I like music and rhythm in ord er to learn better. 

13. I fe ll better w hen I have my own books and materia ls. 

14. I like draw ing pictures wh ile studying. 

15. I talk too much in class. 

16. My classmates think I am funny and friendly. 

17. My classmates think I am shy. 

18. My teachers think I am a very good student. 

19. My teachers think I never study. 

20. My teachers think I move too much in class. 

2 1. I like to read in my free time . 

22. I like to talk to friend s and tell jokes in my free time . 

23. I like to practice sports in my free time. 

24. Whi le 1 am studyi ng, I frequently stop ad do other 

things. 

The questions were scored this way: 

N NM L AL 
o 2 3 

Visual Tactile / Kinesthetic 

2 8 

4 10 

6 II 

9 14 

12 19 

15 20 

16 23 
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21 

Total x2 ~ 

Auditorv 

3 

5 

7 

13 

17 

18 

22 

Total x2 ~ 

24 

(Score) Tota l x2 ~ 

(Score) 

Major Learning Style Preference 34-48 

Minor Learning Sty le Preference 23-33 

Negligib le (negative) 0-22 
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APPENDIX 3 

The following were the questions incorporating the structured interview to wh ich stud ents 

were supposed to an swer ' yes ' or ' no' and exp lain I e laborate if necessary. 

Visual 

I. Do you have to see things on the chalkboard befo re they co uld make sense to you? 

2. Do you have to see things on your notebook before you could understand it? 

3. Do you take lots of notes in class or lectures? 

4. How comfortable are you when us ing charts, graphs a nd the like as a point of learning? 

5. Do you forget things quickly ifnot taken down? 

6. Do you think writ in g things down helps your memory? 

Auditory 

I . Do you remember things better when talking about them ? 

2. Does ora l direction during activities make you fee l com fo rtab le? 

3. How do you fee l if the teacher orders your books closed du rin g a lesson? 

4. Do you hear the words when you read ? 

5. How do you fee l about lots of li sten ing activities from tapes? 

I 
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long stretches without taking breaks during a study routine? 

I wander during class? 

,ber a conversational exchange word fo r ward? 

:le before starting a task? 

I about games and ro le plays in class? 

versation span? 

fi cu lty understanding abstract symbols? 

. kind of tic (such as twisting a lock of you r ha ir)? 

1st of your classmates rea l c lose? 

~an learn anything from your peers? 

when asked to form groups? 

ipped a group activity? 

when asked to demonstrate in from of your class? 
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