CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the anpé teaching style and
learning style match and mismatch on students’eseiment as measured by Felder
(1988). This study involved a quantitative analyssing descriptive analysis and
statistical method to address learning and teacstiylg preferences, as well as match
and mismatch level among the students.

Findings of this study may have an impact on teeheaching styles in the
classroom setting. The results recommend some ibexigkaching styles to foreign
language faculty that might support learning ancceasful achievement by students in
an English major program. Thus, this chapter prsstére demographic information of
subjects who participated in this study, the dahered using the Felder and Soloman
(2006) inventory and also the final marks of thadsnts who participated in this
research. Thereafter, lecturers’ experiences walning styles and their experiences on
how to accommodate different learning styles is€lare discussed using transcripts of
interviews and notes from observations.

A guantitative study design using the statisticaltimod was chosen to test the
relationship between learning and teaching styédéepences and student achievement in
an EFL setting in a foreign language faculty innlr@emographic information was
obtained from an eleven- item questionnaire adafsted Oxford (1990), answered by

the students.

In this chapter, the research reports the prefdeaching styles of the 310 EMS
participants based on their responses to the FeldérSoloman (2006) learning styles

inventory. As the second step, the impact of geralge, parents’ educational background



and years of learning English on learning styldgrences was explored. Thereafter, the
association between the preferred learning styleshe students and the prevalent
teaching styles used in English major coursesan Is presented. Finally, this research
investigates how four EFL lecturers (who partiogehin this research) accommodate a
variety of learning styles in their classes.

Findings related to the instructors’ experiencesewabtained through interview
and observations. These sections were for four staskes in which lecturers shared their
experiences and plans. They provided their viewshendifferences in the classes they
have taught with traditional methods compared o riiethods with which they tried to
address the students’ learning preferences.

The independent variables were learning styles teaghing styles and the
dependent variables were student achievement atedelith the results of teaching
style and learning style match and mismatch. As tioeed earlier, students’
achievement was considered as a dependent vatiettles measured by final scores at
the end of the course, which is a sixteen-week .tdime measurement scale for student
achievement is based on a 1-20 numeric system.higleest mark is 20, while the
lowest is 1. This chapter provides the analysistlier research questions addressed in
Chapter 1.

The primary goal of this study is to investigate impact of the teaching style and
learning style preferences match and mismatch watest achievement. The first step to
attain this objective is to find out the learndesirning style preferences at the faculty of
foreign languages in one of the universities in raahbased on their responses to the

Felder-Soloman (2006) LS| questionnaires.
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Learners’ Learning Styles Preferences

This section will answer research question 1 thstusses what are the learning
style and teaching style preferences among the B&Egers and lecturers in Iran. It is
related to the patterns of the learning style pegfees among the students and their
lecturers. The results in Table 4.1 to Table 4.Bictethe learners’ and teachers’ style
patterns in a university setting in Iran.

The results of the survey were based on 310 studed 4 teacher participants.
In examining the learning style preferences amtegBMS learners, the researcher used
the mean, mode and frequencies to determine whietobthe styles has been used more
frequently by students. Using this types of analysiuseful because it gives an overall
picture of student performance.

Table 4.1 pictured students’ learning style prefeeedistribution according to the
Felder and Soloman (2006) model. Table 4.1 shoats30.6% of the students are active
learners while 49.4% of the students are reflectiveclass, which is slightly lower
compared to the active learners. The results shakhatdhe dominant dimension in EFL
classes in a university in Iran is active compat@deflective. Table 4.1 displays the

frequency and percentages of the LSP1 dimensions.

Table 4.1
Active /Reflective (ACT/REF) Frequencies amond-dsners
Learning styles Frequency rceet
(%)
Active 157 50.6
Reflective 153 49.4
Total 310 100.0

This result was confirmed through the class obdiEnwvaThe majority of the

learners (active learners) in the class were wgltmtry new methods and participate in
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group activities and discussions and were willmgxplain the concept being discussed
to their course mates and friends. However, theeeewiimes when active students
showed no interest in taking notes or in being ived in any physical activities in the
class; the researcher concluded that the actimityuestion happened to be one of the
active learners’ dislikes. On the other hand, #ftective learners were reluctant to try
new approaches to learning; they were aloof ang willing to be in a group of just
two participants. They were not really keen tairsithe class and listen to the lectures,
nor were they eager to take notes.

Table 4.2 shows that 76.1% of the students ararggtearners while 23.9% of
them are intuitive learners. The results showeddtirainant dimension in EFL classes
in an Iranian university is sensing dimension, @hiituitive learners formed a lower

percentage. Table 4.2 displays the frequency arakptages of the LSP2 dimensions.

Table 4.2
Sensing/Intuitive (SEN/INT) Frequencies among terhers
Learning styles Frequency rcBet (%)
Sensing 236 76.1
Intuitive 74 23.9
Total 310 100.0

However, this result was aligned with the resuftat tthe researcher obtained
during the class observation. In class observattmn researcher noticed that the
majority of the students show their interest whiea lecturer was expressing a fact or
there was a problem solving situation in which thpeyticipated actively. They also
show their interest towards memorizing the factsciwhwere stated in the class;
therefore, when the lecturer was asking them in ribgt session about the facts

discussed in the last session they willingly voaemed to discuss and explain.
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They were a little slow in performing the task giveompared to intuitive
learners but they were willing to practice whatythave learned. On the contrary, there
were points which seemed to be disliked by theitinti learners in the class. For
example, they did not like to see the ambiguoumpiations or surprises; they were
also reluctant to accept explanations that werelated to the real world or real life.
Another interesting point about these learners thias they did not like it when the
lecturers were testing their ability to manipulatenbols quickly and see the patterns.
On the other hand, the minority group that wereititgtive learners show their interest
to know the unknown things and relationships; tere not bored when asked to
participate in any type of innovative activitiescBuas new games or new styles for the
group discussion. They were faster in performirgytdsk compared to sensing learners
and they show their interest in grasping new ideas.

Table 4.3 shows that 67.7% of the students arealisarners while 32.3 % of
them are verbal learners in class. The results stialwe dominant dimension in EFL
classes in university are visual learners and #ibal learners form a lower percentage
compared to visual learners. Table 4.3 displaysfriaguency and percentages of the
LSP3 dimensions.

Table 4.3
Visual/Verbal (VIS/VER) Frequencies among the Learn

Learning styles Frequency
Percent (%)

Visual 210 67.7
Verbal 100 32.3
Total 310 100.0
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This result was aligned with the results the redear obtained during the class
observation. In class observation the researchgreabthat the majority of the students
show their interest when the lecturer was exprgsshe lecture with diagrams,
flowcharts, time lines, multimedia content or irhet words using different ways of
demonstration. But, on the other hand, they didlikdeal with content which is without
any visual components. On the contrary, verbalnke@r are very comfortable with the
class environment which is mostly based on the aletype of teaching styles. In
contrast to visual learners, the verbal learneefeprthe presentation or teaching styles
which are based on spoken and written explanatompared to visual presentation.

Table 4.4 shows that 48.4 % of the students anaesdigl learners while 51.6 %
of the students are global learners in class. €kalts showed the dominant dimension
in EFL classes in an Iranian university are gldealners and the sequential learners
comprise a lower percentage compared to globalleTéal displays the frequency and

percentages of the LSP4 dimensions.

Table 4.4

Sequential/Global (SEQ/GLO) Frequencies amond-daners
Learning styles Frequency Petr ¢
Sequential 150 48.4
Global 160 51.6
Total 310 100.0

Above result was supported by the results obtathemligh class observation.
In class observation the researcher noticed tlabthjority of the students show their
interest in the outline that the lecturer prepaaed they were willing to study that
concept deeply so when the lecturer was explaithiegesson they were able to grasp

the gist of the topic. They were trying to relate hew material with what they have
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learned before and trying to find the link. Thissmabserved when in one of the sessions
the lecturer was explaining the new topic, onehef $students asked her whether it is
possible to rationalize that this part is the stdgary of what we have discussed last
week. If we want to relate this to the last weedkgic “can we just look at the social

aspects and categorize it under that aspects”.th®rontrary, the sequential learners
were eager to ask questions to fill in the knowkdgp and they also look at the course

outline in a logical order.

Teachers’ Learning Styles Preferences

Table 4.5 shows that 3 of the lecturers show agirederence while the other 1
has reflective preference. The results showed tmeirtant dimension among the EFL
lecturers in university is active dimension in LSFable 4.5 displays the frequency and

percentages of the LSP1 dimensions.

Table 4.5

Active/Reflective (ACT/REF) Frequencies among #wturers
Learning styles Frequency

Active 3

Reflective 1

Total 4

Table 4.6 shows that 3 of the lecturers are sermiefgrred while the other 1 is
intuitive preferred. The results showed the domindimension among the EFL
lecturers in university is intuitive dimension. Tab4.6 displays the frequency and

percentages of the LSP2 dimensions.
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Table 4.6
Sensing/Intuitive (SEN/INT) Frequencies among #wurers

Learning styles Frequency
Sensing 3
Intuitive 1

Total 4

Table 4.7 displays the frequency and percentagésediSP3 dimensions. Table
4.7 shows that 3 of the lecturers are visual pretewhile the other 1 is verbal
preferred. The results show that the dominant dgixenamong the EFL lecturers in

university is visual dimension.

Table 4.7

Visual/ Verbal (VIS/VER) Frequencies among theurecs
Learning styles Frequency
Visual 3

Verbal 1

Total 4

Table 4.8 shows that 2 of the lecturers are selgmeferred while the other 2
are global preferred. The results show that theidant dimension among the EFL
lecturers in university is equal between the twoeahsions (Global/ Sequential). Table

4.8 displays the frequency and percentages of 8iildimensions.

Table 4.8

Sequential/Global (SEQ/GLO) Frequencies amond.-dwurers
Learning styles Frequency
Sequential 2
Global 2
Total 4
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Investigating the Impact of the Age, Gender, Yearkearning English and Parents’
Educational Background on Learning Styles Preferenes

This section will answer research question 2 thatn how personal factors,
namely age, gender, number of years studying Hngdisd parental educational
background relate to learning style preferences HbtSs learners in a university
classroom setting in Iran. It focuses on the impdetge, gender, years learning English
and parental educational background on learningspreferences. The results in Table

4.9 to 4.24 depict the impact of the named faaborgearning style preferences.

Gender and Active /Reflective Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between
gender and Active/Reflective learning styles prefiees. Table 4.9 displays the result

of the chi square test between LSP1 and Gender.

Table 4.9
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Males amdaies across Active/Reflective
Gender
LSP1 Female Male
N % N %

Active 79 50.0 78 51.3
Reflective 79 50.0 74 48.7
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- .53 1 A7

Squared

The result of Chi-Squared test of independenceahldl 4.9 indicates that no

significant differencey? (1, N=310) = .53p = .47] exists between males and females
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on the Active/Reflective (LSP1) dimension. The tesshows that there was no
significant relationship between gender and LSRRt data in Table 4.9 clearly indicate
that the percentages for the active and refledgaening styles across gender are only
slightly different (Active style: male: 50.0%, fetaa51.3%; Reflective: male: 50.0%,

female: 48.7%).

Gender and Sensing/Intuitive Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyfgignt association between
gender and Sensing/Intuitive learning style prefees. Table 4.10 displays the result of

the chi-squared test between the LSP2 and Gender.

Table 4.10
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Males amdafes across Sensing/Intuitive
Gender
LSP2 Female Male
N % N %

Sensing 120 75.9 116 76.3
Intuitive 38 24.1 36 23.7
Chi-squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 711 2 .70

Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independence ablél 4.10 indicates no
significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = .711p = .701] between males and females on
the Sensing/Intuitive (LSP2) dimension. The reshlbws that there was no significant
relationship between gender and LSP2. The databieT4.10 clearly indicate that the
percentages for the sensing and intuitive learrstydes across gender are different

(Sensing style: male: 76.3%, female: 75.9%; Intaitimale: 23.7%, female: 24.1%).
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Gender and Visual/ Verbal Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between

gender and Visual/Verbal learning style preferentable 4.11 displays the result of the

chi-square test between the LSP3 and Gender.

Table 4.11
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Males amdaes across Visual/Verbal
Gender
LSP3 Female Male
N % N %

Visual 105 66.5 105 48.4
Verbal 53 33.5 47 30.9
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 1.685 2 43

Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlé 4.11 indicates that no

significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = 1.685p = .43] is found between males and

females on Visual/Verbal (LSP3) dimensions. Theulteshows that there was no

significant relationship between gender and LSPBe Tata in Table 4.11 clearly

indicate that the percentages for the visual ambaldearning styles across gender are

different (visual style: male: 48.4%, female: 66;5%&rbal: male: 30.9%, female:

33.5%).



Gender and Sequential/Global Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between
gender and Sequential/Global learning styles peefss. Table 4.12 displays the result

of the chi-squared test between the LSP4 and Gender

Table 4.12
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Males amdaies across Sequential/Global
Gender
LSP4 Female Male
N % N %

Sequential 76 48.1 74 48.4
Global 82 51.9 78 51.6
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 2.64F 2 27

Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlé 4.12 indicates that no
significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = 2.641p = .27] can be found between males and
females on Sequential/Global (LSP4) dimensions. fBselt shows that there was no
significant relationship between gender and LSPHe Tata in table 4.12 clearly
indicate that the percentages for the SequentéiGlabal learning styles across gender
are not different (sequential style: male: 48.4&tndle: 48.1%; Global: male: 51.6%,

female: 51.9%).
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Age and Active /Reflective Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between
age and Active /Reflective learning styles prefee=n Table 4.13 displays the result of

the chi-squared test between the LSP1 and age.

Table 4.13
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groupl amaii2 across Active/Reflective

Age
LSP1 1 2
N % N %
Active 88 56.1 69 43.9
Reflective 92 60.1 61 39.9
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Squared .53 1 A7

The result of chi-squared test of independence ablél 4.13 indicates no
significant difference)? (1, N = 310) = .53p = .47] between group 1 and group 2 on
Active/Reflective (LSP1) dimensions. The result whahat there was no significant
relationship between age and LSP1. The data ineTAd3 clearly indicate that the
percentages for the Active and Reflective learnstgles across Age are different
(Active style: groupl: 56.1% and group 2: 43.9%fl&ive: group 1: 60.1%, group

2:39.9%).
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Age and Sensing/Intuitive Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between
age and Sensing /Intuitive learning style prefeesnd@able 4.14 displays the result of

the chi-squared test between LSP2 and age.

Table 4.14
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Group 1@radip 2 across Sensing/Intuitive
Age

LSP2 1 2

N % N %
Sensing 130 55.1 106 44.9
Intuitive 50 67.6 24 32.4
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 3.605 1 .058

Squared

The results of chi-squared test of independendable 4.14 indicates that there
is no significant differencexf (1, N = 310) = 3.605p = .058] exists between group 1
and group 2 on Sensing/Intuitive (LSP2) dimensidie result shows that there was no
significant relationship between age and LSP2. d&a in Table 4.14 clearly indicate
that the percentages for the Sensing/Intuitiveniegr styles across Age are different

(sensing: group 1: 55.1%, group 2: 44.9%; intuitty@upl: 67.6%, group2: 32.4%).

14C



Age and Visual/Verbal Dimension

A Chi-Squared test was conducted to explore amifgignt association between
age and Visual/Verbal learning styles preferengeble 4.15 displays the result of the

chi-squared test between LSP3 and age.

Table 4.15
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Group 1Gmiip 2 across Visual /Verbal
Age
LSP3 1 2
N % N %

Visual 121 57.6 89 42.4
Verbal 59 59.0 41 41.0
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- .053 1 .81

Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlél 4.15 indicates that no
significant difference)? (1, N = 310) = .053p = .81] exists between groupl and group
2 on Visual/Verbal (LSP3). The result shows tharéhwas no significant relationship
between age and LSP3. The data in Table 4.15 ylaaticate that the percentages for
the Visual/Verbal learning styles across Age aréedint (Visual: group 1: 57.6%;

group2: 42.4%; Verbal: groupl: 59.0%; group2 41.0%)
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Age and Sequential /Global Dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore amyifsignt association between
age and Sequential /Global learning styles pretaenTable 4.16 displays the result of

the chi-squared test between LSP4 and age.

Table 4.16

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Age GrompllAye Group 2 across Sequential/
Global

Age
LSP4 1 2
N % N %
Sequential 90 60.0 60 40.0
Global 90 56.3 70 43.8
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 447 1 .50

Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlé 4.16 indicates that no
significant difference)? (1, N = 310) = .447p = .50] was found between group 1 and
group 2 on Sequential /Global (LSP4) dimensions fidsult shows that there was no
significant relationship between age and LSP4. d&@ in Table 4.16 clearly indicate
that the percentages for the Sequential /Globahieg styles across Age are different

(Sequential: groupl: 60.0%; group 2: 40.0%; Glogedupl: 56.3%; groupl:43.8%)
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Years of Learning English and Active/Reflective Dingnsion

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
years of learning English and Active/Reflectiverieag styles preferences. Table 4.17
displays the result of the chi-square test betvike.SP1 and years of learning English.
Table 4.17

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Wiitlerent English Language
Experience across Active/Reflective

Years of learning English

LSP1 Groupl Group?2 Group3

N % N % N %
Active 68 43.6 62 39.7 26 16.7
Reflective 64 41.8 68 44.4 21 13.7
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig.(2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 901 2 .64
Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlél 4.17 indicates that no
significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = .901p = .64] was found between groups with
different English language experience on Activeléative (LSP1).The result shows
that there was no significant relationship betwgears of learning English and LSP1.
The data in Table 4.17 clearly indicate that thecgetages for the Active/Reflective
learning styles across groups with different Ermglisnguage experience are different
(Active: groupl: 43.6%, group2: 39.7%, group 3:716Reflective: groupl: 41.8%,

group2: 44.4%, group3:13.7%).
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Years of Learning English and Sensing/Intuitive Dinension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
years of learning English and Sensing/Intuitlearning styles preferences. Table 4.18
display the result of the chi-squared test betwden LSP2 and English learning

background.

Table 4.18
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Witlerent English Language
Experience across Sensing/Intuitive

Years of learning English

LSP2 Groupl Group?2 Group3

N % N % N %
Sensing 103 43.8 104 44.3 28 11.9
Intuitive 29 39.2 26 35.1 19 25.7
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig.(2-sided)
Pearson Chi- .8.40° 2 .015
Squared

The result of Chi-Squared test of independenceahld 4.18 indicates that a
significant difference )} (2, N = 310) = 8.40p = .015] exists between groups with
different English language experience on Sensitgtive (LSP2). The result shows
that there was significant relationship betweenrydearning English and LSP2. The
data in Table 4.18 clearly indicate that the petages for the Sensing/Intuitivearning
styles across groups with different English languagperience are different (sensing:
groupl: 43.8%, group2: 44.3%, group 3: 11.9%; tivei groupl: 39.2%, group2:

35.1%, group3: 25.7%).
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Years of Learning English and Visual/ Verbal dimen®n

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
years of learning English and Visual / Verbaarning style preferences. Table 4.19
displays the result of the chi-square test betwd#en LSP3 and English learning
background.
Table 4.19

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Wiitlerent English Language
Experience across Visual/ Verbal

Years of learning English

LSP3 Groupl Group?2 Group3

N % N % N %
Visual 93 44.5 89 42.6 27 12.9
Verbal 39 39.0 41 41.0 20 20.0
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig.(2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 2.75 2 .025
Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahldl 4.19 indicates that a
significant difference % (2, N = 310) = 2.75p = .025] exists between groups with
different English language experience on Visualfbée(LSP3) dimensions. The result
shows that there was significant relationship betwgears of learning English and
LSP3. The data in Table 4.19 clearly indicate thatpercentages for the Visual/ Verbal
learning styles across groups with different Ermgleanguage experience are different
(Visual: groupl: 44.5%, group2: 42.6%, group 3:9%2, Verbal: groupl: 39.0%,

group2: 41.0%, group3: 20.0%).
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Years of Learning English and Sequential/ Global Dnension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
years learning English and Sequential/ Gldleakning styles preferences. Tables 4.20
display the result of the chi-squared test betwden LSP4 and English learning
background.
Table 4.20

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Wiitlerent English Language
Experience across Sequential/ Global

Years of learning English

LSP4 Groupl Group?2 Group3
N % N % N %

Sequential 65 43.3 64 42.7 21 14.0

Global 67 42.1 66 41.5 26 16.4

Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig.(2-sided)

Pearson Chi- 337 2 .85

Squared

The result of Chi-Squared test of independent ibl&a&.20 indicates that no
significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = .331,p = .85] exists between groups with
different English language experience on SequénBaibal (LSP4) dimensions. The
result shows that there was no significant relatom between years learning English

and LSP4. The data in Table 4.20 clearly indich#e the percentages for the

Sequential/ Globallearning styles across groups with different Emglianguage
experience are different (sequential: groupl: 43.8%up2: 42.7%, group 3: 14.0%;

Global: groupl: 42.1%, group2: 41.5%, group3: 19.4%
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Parental Educational Background and Active/Refleave dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
parental educational backgrouadd Active/Reflective learning style preferencesbl®
4.21 displays the result of the Chi-Squared testéen the LSP1 and family educational

background.

Table 4.21
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Wiitlerent Family Educational
Backgroundacross Active/Reflective

Parents’ Educational background

LSP1 1 2

N % N %
Active 76 48.4 81 51.6
Reflective 71 46.4 82 53.6
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 125 1 72
Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlé 4.21 indicates that no
significant difference)}? (1, N = 310) = .125p = .72] exists between groups with

different parental educational background on A¢Redlective (LSP1) dimensions. The

result shows that there was no significant relatigm between parental educational
backgroundand LSP1. The data in Table 4.21 clearly indichtd the percentages for
the Active/Reflective learning styles across growpih different Family Educational
backgroundare different (Active: groupl: 48.4%, group2: 51;6Reflective: groupl:

46.4%, group2: 53.6%).



Parental Educational Background and Sensing/Intuitve dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
parental educational background and Sensing /imuilearning styles preferences.
Table 4.22 displays the result of the chi-squaest between the LSP2 and family

educational background.

Table 4.22
Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Groups Wiitlerent Family Educational
Background across Sensing/Intuitive

Parents’ educational background

LSP2 1 2

N % N %
Sensing 102 43.2 134 56.8
Intuitive 45 60.8 29 39.2
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 6.9° 1 .008
Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahldl 4.22 indicates that a
significant difference)? (2, N = 310) = 6.455p = .09] exists between learners with
different parental educational backgrouod the Sensing/Intuitive (LSP2) dimension.
The result shows that there was significant retestidqp between different parental
educational backgroundnd LSP2. The data in Table 4.22 clearly indichizt the
percentages for the Sensing/Intuitive learningestycross different Family Educational
background are different (sensing: group 1: 43.886up 2: 56.8%; intuitive: groupl:

60.8%, group2: 39.2%).
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Parental Educational Background and Visual/Verbal Dmension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyiffignt association
between parents’ educational background and Vigaddal learning styles
preferences. Table 4.23 displays the result ofcthiesquared test between the LSP3
and parents educational background.

Table 4.23

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Learnets ifferent Family Educational
Backgroundacross Visual/Verbal

Parents’ educational background

LSP3 1 2

N % N %
Visual 96 45.7 114 54.3
Verbal 51 51.0 49 49.0
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- .76 1 .38
Squared

The result of Chi-Squared test of independenceainlel 4.23 indicates that there
was no significantifference ¥ (1, N = 310) = .76p = .38] between learners with
different parental educational backgrouod Visual/Verbal (LSP3) dimensions. The
results show that there was no significant relatgm between different parental
educational background and LSP3. The data in T4l##8 clearly indicate that the
percentages for the Visual/Verbal learning stylaess Age are different (Visual: group

1: 45.7%; group 2: 54.3%; Verbal: group 1: 51.0%6up 2: 49.0%).
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Parental Educational Background and Sequential/Glohl dimension

A chi-squared test was conducted to explore anyifgignt association between
Family Educational background and Sequential/Glédmining styles preferences. Table
4.24 displays the result of the chi-square teswvéen the LSP4 and family educational
background.

Table 4.24

Chi-Squared Test of Difference between Learnetss Rifferent Family Educational
BackgroundAcross Sequential/Global

Family Educational background

LSP4 1 2

N % N %
Sequential 65 43.3 85 56.7
Global 82 51.3 78 48.8
Chi-Squared Test Value df Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi- 1.95 1 .163
Squared

The result of chi-squared test of independenceahlél 4.24 indicates that no
significant difference)? (1, N = 310) = 1.95p = .163] is found between learners with

different parental educational backgrowmmdSequential/Global (LSP4) dimensions.

The result shows that there was no significanttiemahip between different
parental educational background and LSP4. Theidalable 4.24 clearly indicate that
the percentages for the Sequential/Global learrstydes across Age are different

(Visual group 1: 45.7%; group 2: 54.3%; Verbal grdu 51.0%; group 2: 49.0%).
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Summary

The results indicated that there is no significalationship between learning
style preferences and gender in all four dimensadritdie Felder and Soloman learning
styles inventory (LSP1: .47, LSP2: .70, LSP3: .USP4: .27) for this sample. The
findings also showed that there is no significattionship between age and learners’
learning styles preferences in LSP1: .47, LSP3; L&P4: .50, but on the other hand
there is a significant relationship between the 22SP58 and Age.

It is also indicated that there is no significaglaitionship between years learning
English and learners’ learning styles preferenoesSP1: .64, , LSP4: .85 but on the
other hand there is a significant relationship leemwthe LSP2: .015 LSP3 : .025 and
years of learning English. The findings showed thare is no significant relationship
between parents’ educational level and learnersileg styles preferences in LSP1: .72,
LSP3: .38, LSP4: .163 but on the other hand thege significant relationship between

the LSP2: .008 and parental educational backgtoun

Match and Mismatch of Teaching Styles and Learningtyles and Its Impact on
EMSs Learner Achievement

This section will answer research question numba8investigates the impact
of the match or mismatch of teaching and learntgigs impact on the achievement of
EMSs learners in a university classroom settinigan.

In order to answer research question 3 that dissub® impact of the match and
mismatch of teaching and learning styles impacthenachievement of EMSs learners
in a university classroom setting in Iran, threspsthave been designed:

First step: one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conddcte determine the

relationship if a relationship exists across adl tbur learning style pairs.
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Second step comparing the achievement scores between thehnaid mismatch
category for individual LSPs.

Third step: comparing the achievement scores between thehmatd mismatch
category across all LSP dimensions. Following esdlscription for the steps that have
been taken in order to answer research questidbhe8results displayed in Table 4.25 to

4.32 represent the steps mentioned above.

Relationship between Matched Teaching-Learning Stgls and Achievement (Step
1)

In order to determine if a relationship exists e#w matched teaching-learning
styles with achievement, two statistical tests weaeied out. Analyses usingtests
were performed to determine if matched individearhing style pairs (LSPs) affected
achievement. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOWA)s conducted to determine if

a relationship exists across all the four learrstyde pairs.

Comparison in Achievement Scores between Matched @ehing-Learning Styles

with Mismatched Teaching-Learning Styles for Indivdual LSPs (Step 2)

As mentioned abovéd;tests were conducted to determine if matched tegeh
learning styles affected achievement for individu8Ps. Thus for LSP1, fatest was
performed to determine if a relationship existsweetn a matched active/reflective
teaching-learning style with achievement. Similartgsts were performed for the other
LSPs with respect to achievement scores. Resultisesk steps are displayed in Table

4.25 to table 4.28.



Achievements Scores and Active/Reflective Dimension

The following analysis pictures thetest analyses for the achievement scores
and Active/Reflective dimension. Table 4.25 displdlyge comparison of achievement
scores between matched and mismatched groups & LS
Table 4.25

Comparison of Achievement Scores between Matcheldd Mismatched Teaching-
Learning Styles (LSP1)

Learning Style Pair Groups
(LSP) Matched Mismatched tvalue P
LSP1
Active/Reflective
Mean 16.87 15.20 5.35 .00*
S.D. 2.15 3.30

N 173 137

Note.The level of significance is at< .05.

As can be seen from Table 4.25, for LSP1, the nieatihe Matched Group was
16.87 while that for the Mismatched Group was 15&Qalysis using-tests showed
the difference in mean to be significat{808) = 5.35, p = .00. The results indicated
that the Matched Group outperformed the MismatdBeaup in terms of achievement
scores. In other words when a student is an atgammer and his or her teacher uses an
active teaching style, the student is more likelydo better than if the teacher uses a
reflective teaching style. Likewise, if the studénta reflective learner, he or she will
perform better if his or her teacher uses a reflecteaching style as opposed to an

active teaching style.
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Achievements Scores and Sensing/Intuitive Dimension

Table 4.26
Comparison of Achievement Scores between Matcheldd Mismatched Teaching-
Learning Styles (LSP2)

Learning Style Pair Groups
(LSP) Matched Mismatched tvalue P
LSP2
Sensing/Intuitive
Mean 16.47 14.98 3.95 .00*
S.D. 2.80 2.70
N 240 70

Note.The level of significance is pt< .05.

As can be seen from Table 4.26, for LSP2, the nieatihe Matched Group was
16.47 while that for the Mismatched Group was 1488alysis using-tests showed
the difference in mean to be significat(808) = 3.95, p = .00. The results indicate that
the Matched Group outperformed the Mismatched Griouperms of achievement
scores.

In other words when a student is a sensing leamérhis or her teacher uses a
sensing teaching style, the student is more likelgo better than if the teacher uses an
intuitive teaching style. Likewise, if the studastan intuitive learner, he or she will
perform better if his or her teacher uses an inwiteaching style as opposed to a

sensing teaching style.
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Achievement Scores and Visual/Verbal Dimension

Table 4.27
Comparison of Achievement Scores between Matcheld Mismatched Teaching-
Learning Styles (LSP3)

Learning Style Pair Groups
(LSP) Matched Mismatched t-value P
LSP3
Visual/Verbal
Mean 16.52 15.17 3.88 .00*
S.D. 2.62 3.13
N 221 89

Note.The level of significance is at< .05.

As can be seen from Table 4.27, for LSP3, the nieatihe Matched Group was
16.52 while that for the Mismatched Group was 15Analysis using-tests showed
the difference in mean to be significat(808) = 3.88, p = .00. The results indicate that
the Matched Group outperformed the Mismatched Griouperms of achievement
scores. In other words when a student is a viaher and his or her teacher uses a
visual teaching style, the student is more likelydb better than if the teacher uses a
verbal teaching style. Likewise, if the studenaigerbal learner, he or she will perform
better if his or her teacher uses a verbal teacsiyie as opposed to a visual teaching

style.
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Achievements Scores and Sequential/Global Dimension

Table 4.28
Comparison of Achievement Scores between Matcheldd Mismatched Teaching-
Learning Styles (LSP4)

Learning Style Pair Groups
(LSP) Matched Mismatched tvalue P
LSP4
Sequential/Global
Mean 16.77 15.06 5.35 .00*
S.D. 2.40 3.18
N 194 116

Note.The level of significance is at< .05.

As can be seen from Table 4.28, for LSP4, the nieatihe Matched Group was
16.77 while that for the Mismatched Group was 15M6alysis using-tests showed
the difference in mean to be significat(808) = 5.35, p = .00. The results indicate that
the Matched Group outperformed the Mismatched Griouperms of achievement
scores. In other words when a student is a se@légdirner and his or her teacher uses
a sequential teaching style, the student is mkedylito do better than if the teacher uses
a global teaching style. Likewise, if the studesmtai global learner, he or she will
perform better if his or her teacher uses a gldkaching style as opposed to a
sequential teaching style.
Comparison in Achievement Scores Between Matched &ehing-Learning Styles
with Mismatched Teaching-Learning Styles Across AILSPs (Step 3)

As mentioned above, a second analysis was perfousiag one-way ANOVA
to determine if a relationship exists between medckeaching-learning styles with
achievement across all the four learning style spakor that, the learners were

categorized into five groups. The recoded variabées called Match. For learners
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whose learning styles matched their teachers’ tegchtyles across all four LSPs,
Match = 4, indicating that their learning stylesllmperfect match with their teachers’
teaching styles across all the four LSPs.

Similarly, if a learner matched his or her teash&rarning style in three of the
four LSPs, the learner was categorized into Matdu 3, indicating that the learner
matched his or her teacher’s teaching style inetlafethe four LSPs. If there existed a
complete mismatch between a learner’s learning styld his or her teacher’s teaching
style across all four LSPs, the learner was caizgginto Match group 0. Based on the
categorization above, there were five groups utiterariable Match.

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was perfothte determine if there
were significant differences between the grouph&ir achievement scores. The means
and standard deviations of the achievement scorethé five groups are as shown in
Table 4.29. Table 4.30 shows the results of theveene ANOVA. Table 4.31 shows the
results of the Tukey HSD post-hoc multiple comparss Table 4.32 shows the

summary of all the analyses that have been made.

Table 4.29
Means and Standard Deviations of Achievement Sd¢orese Match Groups
Match Group Frequency Mean Standard Deviation

0 18 13.47 2.69
1 27 14.00 3.06
2 61 14.78 3.35
3 136 16.79 2.16
4 68 17.57 1.97

Table 4.30 displays the results of the sy ANOVA for achievements
scores for the match group. The results showed tiexte is a significant mean

difference between groups.



Table 4.30
Results of the One-Way Analysis of Variance onedeiment Scores for the Match
Groups

Dependent Source Sum of df F p
Variable Squares

Achievement Between gps  562.04 4 2222 .00*
Scores Withingps  1928.41 305

Total  2490.45 309

*significant atp < .05

Table 4.31 reports the results of the Tukey HSO-pos multiple comparisons.
As can be seen, significant differences were faugttveen Match Group 0 with Match

Groups 3 and 4MD (Mean Difference) = -3.32 = .00 andMD = -4.10,p = .00

respectively.
Table 4.31
Tukey Post-Hoc Comparisons on Achievement Scarésefd/atch Groups
Dependent () GROUP (J) GROUP Mean p
Variable Difference
(MD) (I-)
Achievement Match Group 0 Match Group 1 -0.53 .96
Scores Match Group 2 -1.31 .30
Match Group 3 -3.32 .00*
Match Group 4 -4.10 .00*
Match Group 1 Match Group 2 -0.78 .66
Match Group 3 -2.79 .00*
Match Group 4 -3.57 .00*
Match Group 2  Match Group 3 -2.01 .00*
Match Group 4 -2.79 .00*
Match Group 3  Match Group 4 -0.78 .23

*significant atp < .05

As can be seen from Table 4.29, the mean achieuwesneres for Match Groups
0,1, 2 3and 4 are 13.47, 14.00, 14.78, 16.791arki7 respectively. The results of the
one-way analysis of variance, as can be seen frabieT4.30, showed a significant
difference in the mean&(4, 305) = 22.22, p = .00]; however the results of Post-hoc

multiple comparisons using the Tukey HSD (Tablel}.8sts showed significant
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differences between Match Group 0 with Match GraBipsid 4MD (Mean Difference)
=-3.32,p = .00 andvD = -4.10,p = .00 respectively. Significant differences wergoal
recorded for Match Groups 1 and 2 with both Mataloups 3 and 4. However, no
significant differences in achievement were fountbagst Match Groups 1, 2 and 3 or
between Match Groups 3 and 4. The results inditiaa¢ Match Groups 3 and 4
outperformed the other Match Groups in achieverseates but their performance did
not differ from each other. In short, the resuitply that generally if teaching styles are
matched to learning styles, achievement of studeiitdbe significantly better up to a
point. The results in this section are consisteith What in the section above where it
was found that when teaching and learning stylesmaatched for individual LSPs,

performance would be much better than if they weite
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Table 4.32
The Findings of the Impact of Teaching Styles agmhing Styles on Learner Achievement

sloulea

Dependent (i) group () group Mean p
LS type N % LS type N % variable differenc
e
(i-j)
Active 157 50.6 Active 3 75.0 Match Group 0 Match Group 1 -0.53 .96
<
Reflective 153 49.4 Reflective 1 25.0 Q Match Group 2 -1.31 .30
o
% Match Group 3 -3.32 .00*
Q
Sensing 236 76.1 Sensing 3 75.0 = Match Group 4 -4.10 .00*
. . <
Intuitive 74 23.9 Intuitive 1 250 o
7 g
g = Match Group 1 Match Group 2 -0.78 .66
S = @
o 33 Match Group 3 -2.79 .00*
§ a Match Group 4 -3.57 .00*
= Q
Visual 210 67.7 Visual 3 75.0 g (‘ED.:
Verbal 100 32.3 Verbal 1 25.0 fg Match Group 2 Match Group 3 -2.01 .00*
o Match Group 4 -2.79 00*
3
@
S
@,
Sequential 150 48.4 Sequential 2 50.0 % Match Group 3 Match Group 4 -0.78 .23
5
Global 160 51.6 Global 2 50.0 a

significant atp < .05
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The Impact of the Independent Variables on Dependén/ariable in Relation to

Learner Achievement

In order to answer research question 4l@nimpact of the independent variables
on the dependent variable in relation to learndriea®ment, the logistics regression
analysis is applied to identify the impact of tletbrs that are predicted to influence the
final scores. On the whole, as shown in Table 4t@3results of the logistics analysis

showed that independent variables have an impaatiievement.

Logistic Regression Analysis (LRA) Result as a Whel

In order to examine the impact of the independaniables on dependent variables
with respect to learner achievement the logistggassion analysis was used
Dependent variable: Final Exam Score (scale: 1=dolievement, 2=high achievement)
Independent (Factors): Learning experience, paredtecation background, age, gender.
Tables 4.33 to 4.36 showed the results of the aisalgr the logistics regression analysis
related to four dimensions of the learning styles.

Table 4.33
Dependent Variable Encoding

Internal Value
Original Value
1.00 0

2.00 1
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Table 4.34
Categorical Variables coding of the Logistics Resgien Analysis

Parameter coding

Frequency () (2)
LRNGYRGP 2 years and less 133 1.000 .000
between 2 -5 130 .000 1.000
more than 5 years 47 .000 .000
GENDER FEMALE 157 1.000
MALE 153 .000
AGER 20-30 180 1.000
30- above 130 .000
FLYEDR diploma and 147 1.000
below
bachelor and 163 000
above
Table 4.35
Results of the Logistics Regression Analysis ome&ement Scores
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant .116 114 1.044 1 .307 1.123

Table 4.36
Variables Not in the Equation of the Logistics Resgion Analysis

Score df Sig.

Step 0 Variables LRNGYRGP .356 2 .837
LRNGYRGP(1) .022 1 .883

LRNGYRGP(2) .080 1 Ja77

FLYEDR(1) .259 1 611

AGER(1) 757 1 .384

GENDER(1) 1.829 1 176

Overall Statistics 3.454 5 .630

By using a Forward LR procedure, the findings irbl€a4.35 and Table 4.36
displayed that among the four independent variaildbe Logistic Equation (Learning
experience, Parental Education background, Aged&g@mone of them was included in

the Logistic Regression equation, and the resuit med significantg > .05) orp = .307;
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this means the four independent variables are hmtfactors which have a impact on

learner achievement.

Component Analysis: ACT/REF Learning Styles Dimengin
In order to examine the impact of the independanibles on dependent
variable (Act/Ref) on learner achievement the fwity logistics regression analysis
was used.
Dependent variable: ACT/REF (scale: 1= active, flective)
Independent (Factors): Learning experience, PdreBtucation background, Age,
Gender.
Tables 4.37 to 4.39 display the results of theyamafor the Logistics Analysis regression

related to ACT/REF dimension of the learning styles

Table 4.37

Dependent Variable Encoding of the LRA

Original Value Internal Value

ACTIVE 0

REFLECTIVE 1
Table 4.38
Variables in the Equation of Logistics Regressioalgsis

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

Step0Constant - _g26 114 052 820 975
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Table 4.39
Variables Not Available in Equation of the Activeflective Logistics Regression
Analysis

Score df Sig.

Step 0 Variables LRNGYRGP .945 2 .623
LRNGYRGP(1) 142 1 .706

LRNGYRGP(2) 781 1 377

FLYEDR(1) 125 1 724

AGER(1) .530 1 467

GENDER(1) .628 1 428

Overall Statistics 1.954 5 .855

Table 4.38 displayed that no independent variarteng variables in the
Equation (among the four Learning experience, RarBidlucation background, Age,
Gender) was included in the Logistic Regressionaggn, and the result was not
significant @ > .05) orp = .82); this means that none of the four independarniables

influenced the Act/Ref dimension.
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Component Analysis: Sensing /Intuitive Dimension

In order to examine the impact of the independantbles on dependent variable
(Sen/Int) on learners’ achievements the followimgjsdtics regression analysis was used.
Dependent variable: Sensing /Intuitive Learnindesty
Independent (Factors): Learning experience, PdrEdizcation background, Age,
Gender.
Tables 4.40-4.45 indicated the results of the amlipr the Logistics Analysis regression

related to Sen /Int dimension of the learning style

Table 4.40
Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value Internal Value

Sensing 0
Intuitive 1
Table 4.41

Categorical Variables coding of the Logistics Resgien Analysis

Parameter coding

Frequency (1) (2)

LRNGYRGP 2 years and less 133 1.000 .000

between 2 -5 130 .000 1.000

more than 5 years 47 .000 .000
GENDER FEMALE 157 1.000

MALE 153 .000
AGER 20-30 180 1.000

30- above 130 .000
FLYEDR diploma and 147 1.000

below

bachelor and 163 000

above
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Table 4.42
Variables in the Equation of Logistics Regressioalgsis

B S.E. Wald df

Sig.

Exp(B)

Sep0Constant ;160 133 75775

.000

314

Table 4.43
Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients Assignments

Chi-

Squared df Sig.
Step 1l Step 7.013 1 .008
Block 7.013 1 .008
Model 7.013 1 .008
Step 2 Step 8.825 2 .012
Block 15.838 3 .001
Model 15.838 3 .001
Step 3 Step 5.731 1 .017
Block 21.569 4 .000
Model 21.569 4 .000

Table 4.44
Model Summary
Cox
&
-2 Log Snell R Nagelkerke R
Step likelihood Square Square

1 333.731 .022 .034

2 324.906 .050 .075

3 319.175 .067 01
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Table 4.45
Model if Term Removed

Change in
Model Log -2 Log Sig. of the

Variable Likelihood Likelihood df Change
Stepl FLYEDR -170.372  7.013 1 .008
Stepz HNGYR  166.866  8.825 2 012

FLYEDR -166.511  8.117 1 .004
Step 3 '(‘B'RF’,NGYR -164.819  10.463 2 .005

FLYEDR -164.021  8.867 1 .003

AGER -162.453 5.731 1 .017

For these components, the results iNerabil, Table 4.42 and Table 4.43
indicated that there are 3 factors that signifigamfluenced the dependent variables
(Sensing/Intuitive) (Wald = 75.76, df = f,,= .000). Table 4.43 indicated that there are
three steps (3 variables) included in the LogisEgsiation. Table 4.42 indicated that the
results of the Logistics Regression Analysis ageificant p < .05). Table 4.43 indicated
that 3 variables have been significantly includedthe Logistics Regression. The
Logistics Regression Analysis model as shown inl@d43 indicated that significantly
there are 3 factors (3 steps have been include the equation) of the dependent
variables (Act/Ref) that contribute to the variahthe dependent variables significantly
(X?= 7.01,p = .008). Parental education background (FLYEDR)tGouates 3.4%, while
FLYEDR and previous Language Learning experienceBRBNGYRGP) together
contribute 7.5% of the independent variables and astal the three variables in the

regression equation contribute 10.1% to the dependeiable.



This means the main factor FLYER contributes oelslthan 5% of the variables in the

dependent variable and the three variables onlfriboe 10% of the total.

By using a Forward LR procedure, the data in TabK? indicated that the
Logistic Regression was significamt € .05) orp = .000. The Omnibus Tests of Model
Coefficients Table 4.43 indicated that there weneaBables included in the regression
equation (indicated by three steps). The firstalde FLYEDR contributed 3.40% (see
Nagelkerke R Square value in the Model Summary &dbd4) of the variation of the
dependent variable Sensing/intuitive. The combamaf FLYEDR and LRNGYRGP
contributed 7.50% of the variation of the dependeariable, while FLYEDR,
LRNGYRGP and AGER contributed 10.10% of the vamiatof the dependent variable.
Of the other factors examined (parental educatitsaakground, age, years of learning
English and gender) only parental educational baxkgl, age and years of learning
English) were found to significantly impact the udeSensing/Intuitive learning styles.

It means that FLYEDR, LRNGYRGP and AGER were thfeetors that
influence the choice of the Sensing/Intuitive l@agnstyles dimension. Since three of
them only contribute 10% of the variation of thenS§lag /Intuitive variable, the 90% of
other factors which affect the Sensing/Intuitivefprence are most likely other factors
which areinvolved but are not investigated in this studyctbes like the learner’s
personality (self confidence level, risk taking devanxiety, individual), setting factors
(learning environment, teacher) social context,epts, learner's major, may be

influential.
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It also can be concluded that, among the main factparents’ educational
background contribute less than 5% of the variakiesthe dependent variables
(Sensing/Intuition), but the combination of the espnce in learning English and family
background together contribute less than 8% butctimebination of the three factors —
namely parents’ educational background, experiencéearning English and age —

together contribute only 10 % to dependent varsable

Component Analysis: Visual/Verbal Dimension
In order to examine the impact of the independantbles on dependent variable

(Vis/Ver) on learners’ achievements the followingiktics regression analysis was used

Dependent variable: Visual /Verbal Learning styles

Independent (Factors): Learning experience, Pdrefthication background, Age,
Gender.

Tables 4.46-4.48 indicated the results of the amlpr the Logistics Analysis regression
related to Vis/Ver dimension of the learning styles

Table 4.46
Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value Internal Value

visual 0
verbal 1
Table 4.47
Variables in the Equation of Logistics Regressioalgsis
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant -742 21 37.290 1 .000 A76




Table 4.48
Variables Not in the Equation of the Logistics Resgion Analysis

Score df Sig.

Step 0 Variables LRNGYRGP 2.835 2 242
LRNGYRGP(1) 918 1 .338

LRNGYRGP(2) .053 1 818

FLYEDR(1) .759 1 384

AGER(1) .053 1 .818

GENDER(1) 1.120 1 .290

Overall Statistics 5.059 5 409

Although the Wald value was significarg € .000) as shown in Table 4.47 no
variable was included in the equation. Thereforpededent variables (Visual /Verbal
Learning styles) were not dependent on four inddpetvariables (Learning experience,

Parents’ Education background, Age, Gender).

Component Analysis: Sequential/Global Dimension

In order to examine the impact of the independaniables on dependent
variable (Seq /Glo) on learners’ achievements dllewing logistics regression analysis
was used.
Dependent variable: Sequential /Global Learnintesty
Independent (Factors): Learning experience, Fakdlycation background, Age, Gender.
Tables 4.49-4.52 indicated the results of the amlpr the Logistics Analysis regression

related to Seq/Glo dimension of the learning styles
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Table 4.49
Dependent Variable Encoding

Original Value Internal Value

Sequential 0
Global 1
Table 4.50

Categorical Variables Coding

Parameter coding

Frequency (1)
LRNGYRGP 2 years and less 133 1.000
between 2 -5 130 .000
more than 5 years 47 .000
GENDER FEMALE 157 1.000
MALE 153 .000
AGER 20-30 180 1.000
30- above 130 .000
FLYEDR ggI&Ta and 147 1.000
gggcg'or and 163 000
Table 4.51
Variables in the Equation
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Step 0 Constant .065 114 .322 1 570 1.067
Table 4.52
Variables not in the Equation
Score df Sig.
Step 0 Variables LRNGYRGP .308 2 .857
LRNGYRGP(1) .022 1 .882
LRNGYRGP(2) .064 1 .801
FLYEDR(1) 1.946 1 163
AGER(1) 447 1 504
GENDER(1) 1.840 1 175
Overall Statistics 4,182 5 524
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Using a forward LR procedure, the data in Tablelabd Table 4.52 indicated
the variables in the equation and the four indepahdariables (learning experience,
parental education background, age, gender), theltseshowed none of them was
included in the Logistic regression equation arerésults was not significarp & .05)

or p=.57.

Brief Summary

As a whole, achievement is not significantly aféetby the independent variables
that are Age, Gender, English learning experiemok @arental educational background.
The four components of learning styles ACT/REF, 88N, VIS/VER and GLO/SEQ,
are not influenced by any one of the independenabkes that are Age, Gender, English
learning and parental educational background. Emsisg/intuitive dimensions among

the learning styles dimensions were found to cbate only 10% of the total value.

Accommodating Learner Preference in the Classroom ivironment

In this section, in order to answer the researobstjon 5 which concerns the
accommodation of EMSs lecturers toward studentarnieg styles in a university
classroom setting in Iran, the data obtained frobseovation and interview were
analyzed to investigate how the lecturers addnredsaacommodate the student’s learning
needs in the university classroom in Iran. In gastion, firstly, the researcher used some

of the background.
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Background

After obtaining the findings, one can claim thatarder to accommodate the
learning style preferences of EMS learners, lecsureould need to use more than the
traditional lecture method. The traditional lectunethod is considered as the style in
which instructors continuously speak on a givenda@nd stand in front of the students
without interacting with them; therefore, it woutdter to the verbal learners only. The
instructors should add the written notes to whay tare saying so that both the visual and
verbal may have their learning styles attended to.

In the case of foreign language faculties, howenNavas observed that often the
typical lecturer using the traditional method wasabie to deliver a comprehensible
lesson to visual and verbal learners. Through adass observation, questionnaires and
interview, the researcher noticed that both seaimt new lecturers used to read and
transfer whatever they have learned to the bladkboBhese two styles are the most
common styles used in the classrooms observed. @myof the senior lecturers was an
exception. She used a combination of all methodsofme with the variety of student
learning styles in the class.

Classes that were conducted in this way were retleagen more in the quality of
delivery by the fact that reading was unclear, @notonous pitch, not all the students
were able to hear and in cases like this the usbkladkboard was not considered a

practical solution even for those sitting in thenfr rows.
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Teachers seldom questioned the students, and wkegndid, the duration of the
waiting time for their responses was insufficiantthis situation, there is no chance for
the learners to practice critical thinking or syegizing of the information.

The focus of this study is not to evaluate whettiex level of teaching is
satisfactory, medium or poor, but to investigate #xistence of the match/mismatch
between the learners’ learning styles and teackeashing styles.

It is not the intention of this study to criticizee teaching styles of the teacher
participants, because they teach based on thetkggevere taught; they have never been
introduced to any different teaching styles. Howevke teachers are aware that their
teaching styles could be more effective in pronwptstudent learning, but they have
never been exposed to any teaching styles conducttier ways. Following is a quote
from one of the lecturers who participated in gtisdy:

I am using more of the chalk and talk approach, Isiill interact

with my students; however, we don'’t really encoeragliscussion

approach, because sometimes it is difficult to mdrihe situation.

In fact, | have heard of other teaching styles sashteaching

based on students’ learning style preferences,soufar | have

never thought of using it.

It is believed that teaching based on learningespykferences is an impossible
task due to the variety of styles. However, thigsaids not right based on the
researcher’s observations of some of the youngiiers who successfully tailored

their teaching styles that would indeed cover nadsthe learners’ learning styles

preferences.
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Based on the above findings, teachers are ablslamadd teach in a way that
accommodates the learning styles of their studdrts. following part presents the
four mini-case studies on the teachers’ experientesstructors who became alert
about their student’s learning styles variety whattould be addressed during their

teaching.

Accommodating to Students Learning Styles? Why Not?Sharing Some

Experiences

This research aimed, in part, to help the lectuaées foreign language faculty
become more aware of learning style importancéenBFL context, especially in the
classroom setting. As the first step, the researtdwked briefly at the students’
learning style patterns and whether students h#feraht preferences considering
their age, gender, family educational background duaration of their approach to
English language.

In the second step, the researcher tries to igewtilether there is a match or
mismatch between the learning style of the studantsthe teaching styles of their
lecturers. Finally, based on the finding, there ayeclassification of the student’s
learning styles and teacher’s teaching style peefeas based on Felder and Soloman
(2006), b) investigation of the effectiveness of thatch and mismatch on student
achievement and c) the experience and behavidieofdur teachers regarding their
teaching style preferences and their efforts ttortaheir teaching styles based on
student learning style preferences. It is hoped teachers all over the world will

benefit form this experience of sharing successfaihare, triumphs
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and pitfalls; however, this may become the starpoit for the teachers to think
twice about teaching to students’ learning styled amproving the quality of EFL
educational content in Iran.
How Practical is Tailoring of Teaching Styles to Larners’ Learning Styles
When | started interviewing the teachers about mreodating the students’
learning style preferences in the class, | askedntlabout what were the new or
different practices they have conducted in ordercdwer students’ learning style
preferences. The majority of them started with wagdsuch as “impossible to please
all,” “impractical.” However, they believed they wvee “burdened” or “not really
appreciated by the students” regardless of thgeeances in EFL. These are some
of the statements in their own words
1. Honestly speaking, | was thinking whether an eftorteach
based on their learning styles preferences will gractical
while the students attending the course are nanftbe same
level and also whether congruency between the tegdtyles
and learning styles will help EFL situation lve improved
in I[ran or not?
2. This suggestion sounds fantastic if | only have amgvo

classes to teach; surely | would be concerned alplivould
rather say it is not really practical to do.

3. What amazes me is how can | balance between tagiamy
teaching based on the students’ preferences andricqythe
entire syllabus that | am supposed to teach ing&aSurrently,
| am overloaded, | can’t think about more loads.

4. | am quite positive that it is practical in my ctasviost of the
time | tried to use different approaches to teaelcause | am
aware that students sitting in a class have difiesgyles. | was
suffering myself when | was doing my bachelor'sngbat time
| promised | will never teach with one style evieibis going to
be troublesome for me.
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The issue of “practicality” was mentioned as thestfissue highlighted by
teachers as well as students. | probed the lestuegrarding their reasons for using
the concepts of “impossible,” “impractical,” whiere negative words for describing
the shift from traditional methods to those in whithe students are more active
participants in their learning environment. Onetloé first reasons given was the
broad task range expected from the EFL lecturetisariaculty of foreign languages.

They explained that if they were only egi@d to consider learning style
preferences, it might not be so “impractical” indeget they have to incorporate
continuous assessments and also become a refléstivber and active researcher at
the same time, so expecting them to consider legrsiyle preferences begin to look
overwhelming and therefore “impractical.” As onetlodé lecturers mentioned:

| am really overloaded, teaching more than 13 dréaiurs and

have to do assessments and begin our action researdhe

same time, plus | have to mark the assignments thed

homework every week. | should have applied ac&azning

(teaching based on student learning preferenceasjnk it is too

much, it makes me really busy and to believe it afégct the

quality of my performance.

In this quote, we see a specific example of hoerwtelmed lecturers express
themselves by all that is required from them. Agydpseudonym), a 37-year-old
lecturer coming from an English language backgrouméntioned that she felt
overwhelmed by the intensity of the program whére was studying. She said:

| remember all the work | was given when | wasaadidate, |

kept on asking myself why they ask us to do so maetnyity in

such a short time, why they do not give us more timreally

comprehend the concept at the same time. | knewkaog the

answers to my questions; | think that is the ordy \to try new

and drastic changes into system. However, it icdit to ask

from loaded lecturers to add to their burden bylaang their
teaching based on students learning styles prefe®n



It is a lot to ask the “loaded lectgrérespecially the inexperienced
(junior) ones to focus solely on one area of tipeofessional development such as
addressing learning style preferences, while they burdened with a heavy
workload. Each of these concepts can be addressadeéparate module over a few
terms.

After describing how they are devastated aboutestiing the learning styles
of their students being impractical, lecturers fadisitively when they start describing
what they will do in the classroom in an attemptetach to the learning styles of their
students.

Thus, when the discussion begins toft siiom impracticality to
importance/necessity, the negative tone in relatompracticality fades away and is
replaced with a positive tone. However, it is ietting to quote the lecturers who
share their opinions about the necessity of cagddrteaching styles based on student
learning style preferences.

1. When learning styles preferences are highlightedass, the

understandability of the subject matter increadesarners
have chosen varied approach in learning; to addrdgese
needs, lecturers should incorporate the differezdiching

styles in the lesson, which is important becausewéf
approach students as individuals we will guide thertearn

properly.

2. Considering the differences between the indalidwe must
create an environment that can answer students'd nee
terms of their learning styles. This is consideredry
important. When the student learning styles neestsmclass
they are more motivated to learn.
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Case Study 1

Learning Styles Background

Aryana is a 37-year- old lecturer with a BA in Behllanguage; she has over
18 years of experience teaching English in diffeiestitutes and universities. She
was introduced to the concept of learning stylesnduher bachelor's program. From
the first interview and observation, she showedragdt in the concept that lecturers
should consider students’ learning style prefersnge their teaching. As she
mentioned, she has been taught (as a student)omlthone style, which was the
traditional teaching method. During her primarycaeary and high school, the
majority of the teachers used the traditional lectmethod. She has never gotten the
chance to attend the group discussion/ group watk any classmates or do any
activity with the material being presented via lees in the class. During the
interview, | asked her how she is planning to asltbe different learning styles; she
responded that she rarely used any different methotder teaching, and also that she
never thought of teaching to the students’ learrstyde preferences. The following
guote explains why:

When | don’t have enough knowledge about the legrstyles

and | have never used different teaching styles tinaditional

method, how can | teach in a way that my studekesblased on
their learning styles?



The results of the ILS revealed that her preferemafdearning styles ranged
from reflective to intuitive to visual followed bglobal; when asked what she had
learned about herself as a teacher during the gbarsvas teaching, she responded:

| learnt that | like to conceptualize and have asight on topic,
| like to arrange the group discussion and activity fact | like
practical tasks very much rather than step-by-stepadual
development of the task items. | love the acts/itieat activate

my thinking

After the first session of interview, | conductdte class observation
sessions. | asked Aryana what she learned aboutehehing style in relation to
student learning style preferences. She answered:

| have noticed that | waste many chances that cbalkk been
turned active learning chances that help learnerth wlifferent
learning styles preferences to be more eager tosvah@ new
lesson

When she was asked how was her studeatséption on learning styles

related to her teaching styles, she replied:

In fact, they did not show the awareness cleany, iow after
using the active learning methods they will relaézause many
of them are engaged in the lessons.

While she was asked how she looks at tiea i“to teach
students based on their learning styles preferémstescommented:

It is another method of teaching which facilitatbe learning
task through engaging the learners in activitiescuhaimed to
make them responsible for their own learning. Thgges of
activities develop learner’s critical thinking alties through
sharing their ideas. When learners are able to dorenthan
sitting and listening while they are given taskThen | feel | am
teaching based on their learning preferences.

18C



She also explained the techniques that she usewke her teaching style
more student-centered and active in order to caweider range of learning styles
during the duration of this research study. Shegmized the efforts she has made

to align her teaching styles with students’ leagrstyles.

lasked the students to evaluate and modify the ilegan
teaching process. This can only help the reflectsigles;
however, students got tensioned because the situatas not
familiar for them.
| have used the interactive style while | was Igoty even
through presentation, which is considered as famnitityles for
all learning styles.

| have tried to use the simple English and somehdvave
observed the speed tone of my speech.

Aryana’s Current and Actual Practice

In the second interview, Aryana dedatleat she uses the traditional
method. The observation sessions were schedulacéetthe first, second and the
third interview. After the first interview when bserved Aryana; she was using one
of the active learning methods. She did use theudson and interaction methods;
at the beginning of the class she wrote the topi¢che blackboard and asked the
students “what does this word remind you of?” ahdve you ever heard of this?”;
she then asked them to generate as many ideasdreétathe topic as they could
within 5 minutes; to make this exercise more pcattishe asked them to work in
groups of 5 or 6 persons. After that, she stadedtifying the word using a simple

example so the students in every level could utaedsit. Then she
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started writing on the board and explaining it ¢ve tboard and writing some
example and asking the students to share theimgrdn the blackboard. Aryana
shared her experience as:

This is the first time to see my students eagarfjaged in the
activity | assigned them in such a high level ¢¢riest. | believe
with this brainstorming | can create the chances &l the

learning styles to benefit. | used to think that didn't lecture

the whole time | am not using the class time prigper. Now |

think that my students are getting better inputrfroy lecture
when | am trying to use their own styles.

Aryana planned her lessons with diffiérenethods compared to the
time when she did not consider the students’ legrrstyles. She managed to
maintain a high level of enthusiasm and excitenadaiut what she was doing, and
exclaimed about the learning that she could noy @de but also feel that is
happening in her class. When asked to describeobiiee methods she was using
(after she was aware about the variety of learsiges in her class) she thinks it
made a difference in students’ enthusiasm towaasing in classroom, as Aryana
observed:

One of the methods that | like is the one who kbepstudents
physically active, those who share the same idea®s gne side,
they discuss, they write something, they preseand they come
back to their original group with a mind that thdgarned

something. | attempt to use this style by askimgdiudents to
read few articles related to class discussion tigtowvhich they
can get enough information about the class topic dach

session, make them present it one by one activedy aso
opening the session for questions to be posedibgists.
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When | asked Aryana to share a reflection of hesde taught through the
traditional lecture method compared to her lesdanned explicitly to address the

learning styles preferences of her students, stexted:

| learned something from my lesson, student’'s #@tenlevel
may change due to many reason in the class, saillitbe
necessary sometimes to engage them and make thiem s it
increase their attention. Even though all learnimgthods are
not always applicable in my context, but | thinksitnot fair for
my students when | take class time period for rhygéten the
whole class time is spent for lecture | can't kelepir interest
because | am not teaching based on my student®rerees.

| also asked Aryana about suggestions for stylasshe could use, but had
not practiced yet in order to cater for differeypes of learners; her comments are
related to a section that she was teaching ondbtctives” as a good teaching
style:

| am aware that there were many possibilities thaduld use to

deliver this subject matter. | could have used tp®up

discussion for this topic and listened to their lexjation and
modify them all.

18¢



The Importance of Learning Styles Preferences Corderation in an EFLContext
Aryana demonstrates a positive attittaeard taking the challenge to
align her teaching styles with students’ learnigles. At the beginning of this
research, she believed that creating an environmenhich the students’ learning
preferences are addressed through teaching st/lasmost relevant, wanted and
practical environment. However, she was persistehéer efforts in each class that |
observed to evaluate, investigate, change her itgacstyle with the aim of

continuously coming closer to address effectivaly learning styles of her

students. At the end of the data collection, whexsked her to explain how her
teaching styles started to change over the codradeav months, she explained:

Even though the initiative of this change staria fnonths back
and it challenged me about what | do as a lectureforeign
language faculty. It resembles for me that we amving from
the teacher- centered to student-centered andllitassist us to
respond to the learning styles of our students. Nofgel | am
lesson planners, my teaching styles now reflectiney positive
attitude towards the learner’s learning styles reddused to use
the chalk and blackboard but now | am using my estitel and
their idea.

She also mentioned:

| found it really interesting to involve the stutietearning styles
preferences. | am really fascinated that | can gpfplat in my
teaching styles. As a teacher, | thought the begtte teach is to
follow one teaching method but now | am trying edéht
teaching styles and perfect point is | am usingstaglents more.
However, | suggest all the teachers try to do sslessment
about their styles and look deeply to their shamowg. Self
assessment will open our eyes to the needs odithet taudience
of our teaching.
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Aryana’s remarks on the learning stylapartance identified that she has
truly comprehended an apprehension for implying #ind of preferences of her
students. In the beginning of this research, sles adwt really think of the learning
style concept and its key role in student learnig in the final stage of this
research, she was committing herself to adaptdaahing style in order to reduce
the mismatch between teaching styles and studantitey style preferences in the
faculty of foreign languages. Regarding this chasge mentioned that:

Learning styles preferences is one of the onlyfkeyeaching
which addresses all the students in the class. Wiakes the
teaching as a successful experience is considehagearning
styles preferences of the learners. Learners wakh according
to their own pace and according to their own preferes: we
(teachers) must assist learners to understand thengd handle
the obstacle they faced. Learning styles not ordgpk the
interest of the students, It also increases thdesits’ confidence
for independent learning, it also help the time ag@ment and
productivity level among the students.
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Case Study 2

Learning Styles Background

Nilo is a 45- year- old with an MA in 8rsh literature; she has more
than 20 years of experience in teaching Englishdififerent majors such as
literature, translation and general English. Sherled about the learning styles
concept when she was studying for her bachelorigete She was aware about
learning style preferences, but she has never naamdattempt to cater to her
students’ learning style in her teaching plan.

However, she is in total agreement wita notion that learning style
preferences must be considered while teaching.f&nad this idea relevant and
said she hoped she can find the confidence thattea#y led her to believe that
such efforts can be practical in the Iranian EFhtegt.

In her time, most of the teachers wesng traditional teaching
methods. Local teachers and some foreign teachergever, taught her English
classes (while she was studying in a private lagguastitute). She recalls that two
of her foreign lecturers used a style which wasduod lively. She still remembers
that these two lecturers were calling their stusldt their first name, something
that never happened in her educational experiendeshe was encouraged by the
lecturer to speak in these classes and participatscussions.

She was not aware of learning style epig at that young age, and she

thinks that one of the reasons that she still reb@mmthose two classes was that she
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was allowed to “move around” during some group \@tgti and students were

allowed to narrate one short story once a weekassdf they felt ready. When she

looks back she believes that was most likely aifi@asimg experience to her because
her learning style preferences were partially Beiring the first interview, | asked
her to clarify the teaching styles that she usasniight assist the different types of
learners in her class. In other words, how is dharpng to address the different
learning styles in her class?
She mentioned that besides giving tience to the students to practice

English usage in pairs, she had generally congidex@ching to the learning styles
of her students as a mixed approach.
In her own words:

| understand the key value of accommodating tegcistyles

based on learners’ learning style preferences, dmretimes, it

seems quite differenEven though it is inconvenient to do that

due to many reasons such as class size and tinte ot still |

try to address some of them, especially visualstypdy class

includes students that practice the lesson theye haarned

together and try to draw a map or write a summanythat. | felt

that they are learning more when they attendingchagses; | am

aware that there is a lot more that | could be dpto make my

class better for my students individual learninglest if the
condition were more ideal.

She admitted that she never did reallytbsestyles that her teachers were
utilizing in class while teaching her in those da$be reluctantly stated that she
likes these classes and enjoys them, but thatidheotl envision herself to become

an English teacher. She commented that use ottteré method by a majority of



the teachers who trained her made her think thatlébture method is the most
practical and best style to teach.

The Felder and Soloman questionnairealedethat Nilo’s strongest style
preference is active, followed by sensory, visuadl @equential. When she was
asked what she learned about herself as a teagheg dher first year when she was
teaching, she commented that:

I have experienced that conducting a mixed teacmrethod
will facilitate classroom activities more efficight When one
method is used day in and day out | lose interedtlawill not be
interested as | was. | will lose interest, | wagisual learner so |
can learn subject like vocabulary just by seeingnihand
picturing them in my mind.

After the first interview session, dnducted the class observation
sessions. | asked Nilo what she learned about dehing in relation to her
students’ learning styles preferences; she answered

As | mentioned, | used the traditional method feaching
because | was thinking that is the best methodaBat what we
discussed, | tried to use different teaching metrggth as group
discussion more, to provide more chances to stsdénit | feel
still there are styles which cannot be covered ungeup
discussion umbrella in my classroom.

When she was asked how she thought her studerdgtrped learning styles
related to her teaching styles, she responded:

| have to accept the fact that my teaching stykesdwot reach all
my students’ learning style preferences. In my iopinstudents
are quite active in my class, even though my tegchkiyles may
not cover all their learning styles. They discusgpress their
idea and debate over the subject matter in clagerd is a
chance for students to speak in my class that dersi as a
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drastic change. However, | need to improve my teachktyles
anyway.

She was then asked how her students’epgon on learning styles

related to her teaching styles. She responded:

Actually, my knowledge about learning styles is ugho to
understand that my teaching style does not covedesis’
learning styles preferences and in a simple worelythre not
matching. However, my classes are performing betenpared
to other classes in terms of relating to my studeatning styles
preferences. My students get to speak during cldss; are
active, can have group discussion and some othevitges. In
the class, they can pose questions any time wlenféel they
cannot comprehend the lesson or show their expeggerand
come up with examples.

When she was asked how she looked at the idesath tstudents based on
their learning style preferences, she commented tha

After my first interview with you, | evaluate myudsnts’
learning styles through a questionnaire. Then ligiesd my
teaching plan in a way to address students’ leagnstyles
preferences. My intentions were to answer theirdsegs much
as possible; however there are parts which are uetittained. |
have eight classes with roughly 40 students in edels. It
would be quite impossible for me to teach in a wagover 320
students’ styles, but | have used the informatiaseld on their
preferences, select the styles, which is the peafars of the
majority of the class. However, | will cover sonfi®ther styles.

| did explain to Nilo that teachers shoulapidtheir teaching styles in a way
that accommodates the learning styles of their esttg] thus, the students’
achievement will be affected. If lecturers mix itemhal styles and active learning

to accommodate the students who have differentstygepreferences other than

auditory, this would also benefit the class. Latee, discussed ways that she has



tried to align her teaching in order to reach aewidariety of her students’ learning
styles during the academic year. She shared theriexges she had while
attempting to change her teaching style and mesdion

| did investigate and research my own studentsiniea styles

similar to what you did in my class; however, mgutes were

more or less the same as yours. | think that mgsela already
address active, sensing, visual and sequentiahka:

Nilo’'s Current and Actual Practice

The observation sessions were schechdédeen the first, second and
third interviews. In the second interview, Nilo niened that most of her time in
class is still spent lecturing to the students; é&osv, there are times allocated for
activities such as:

1. Group/pairs activity and discussion. The classere 3 credit hours (twice a
week and each lasts 1 hour and a half).
2. Rehearsing scripted group/pair work
3. Listening to conversation or short stories \@asette player
4. Listening to filling in the blank exercises

After the first observation, | observed her teaghin her class. She was

using the interaction method; she asked one ofkthdents to read a short story.
After it was finished, she started explaining aageating the story, and she asked
some questions and again continued the story. Stsidieed to help her to explain
the story; when she asked questions related tsttmg, they tried to answer; when

the answer given was wrong, she corrected it watiepce.
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When they finished, Nilo mentioned that there warew new words in that text,
then she started highlighting the words and askadests to volunteer to answer
the questions.

They worked in groups of five; studemtsre answering the questions
voluntarily, and for some of the questions thabne could answer, she called their
names and asked them to read their responseslyFihillbo led a whole class
discussion and corrected a few errors that had bwade. She showed her
enthusiasm for the activity at the end of classs thass was fun for the students as
well as the teacher. Nilo commented:

Comparing the previous lectures, this one was yedilin,
engaging session for students. | know by givingtttgs kind of
activity 1 am giving them a chance to see how @ea# is to
teach based on their learning styles.

After observing that Nilo successfullyerged “new” styles into her
teaching in a few following weeks, she mentioneat #he had realized:

| understand that | can better communicate with shydents’
styles in following ways by giving roles, assigniagk in-group
activities and displaying the relevant strategigeyt can use to
their styles. | am trying my best to adapt theedéht teaching
styles that will cover current learning style pmefiaces in the
class and getting the help from resources and deciisn

| also asked Nilo to highlight one odfiet methods which she
incorporates to new styles from her previous sfydesl she thinks it really made a

difference in whether or not her students’ learnstgle preferences were being

attended to. She shared the following:
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A fruitful result is that students can express tbeles and they
worked and tried to express with their ability. yheave never
found or given a chance to show their ability. Vbaxperienced
within these weeks that when | assign studentsla iahelped

them grow and experience something new and difféhan they

have never experienced before.

Considering the fact that in the naaurfe they all would be teachers,
these types of practices would be a good experiamcea foundation for their
future teaching experience. They learn about differapproaches and styles in
teaching and learning by practicality in class;ithes, they need to develop their

skills. She also added:

| did gain a lot after | did interview my studerdbout their
learning styles (she smiles to researcher and oaetl: you
initiate this in my class). | discovered my studénnterest,
needs and preferences. However, it motivated mevistigate
and solve the barriers of common action betweenstagents’
understanding and my lecturing delivering stylegelt satisfied
that by trying this change to my styles | did briagbigger
chance to my class.
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Importance of Learning Styles Preferences Considet@an in an EFL Context

| asked Nilo as a last question tpregs how her teaching had
changed over the course of the past weeks as lhoéber experience in the

foreign language faculty. Her answer was:

| consider myself as a beginner in a world of tgyimew teaching
styles like “Alice in Wonderland” but my journey svéantastic
one. | used all the tactics to make students avedreut their
learning styles and encourage learning in differsitiiation such
as pairs or groups. | used diary and | note all meaching
experiences and outcome in that diary, | used mgismall notes
here and there in diary to remember my new appreach
behaviors and sometimes students’ reaction towandsw styles
| conduct in class. In a way, this diary meantriew experiences
in terms of students attitude towards new appro@lifrection)
that | am taking. | am planning my syllabus for thext term,
and | am using my experiences to design a proahiag plan
for my future teaching.

According to Nilo, when asked about itmportance of learning styles
preferences in teaching styles design, her irofg@hion based on impracticality has
been replaced by a new idea which is the impacdhisf match on improving the
quality of education. This was seen in the follogviquotation:

Designing teaching based on students’ needs wikemidem
motivated for new lesson; however, it will helpetgand their
level of understanding and ability to speak in Estgl When we
are providing our students with these teachinges§¢arning
styles match package. We offer them equal chancssoiwv their
capabilities in class. In my belief students leamore and they
would be more satisfied if |1 organize my lessonsedaon their
different learning styles.
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Case Study 3

Learning Styles Background

Flora is a 44-year-old female langudgeturer with 20 years of
teaching experience. She holds a master's in Hngdlianslation from Tehran
University. The first time she was introduced warhing styles and their
importance was during her bachelor’s degree stulies mentioned that:

| took research method class, | attend all thede=s, took note
of every word in class, | was attentive in classlbrould not get
the lesson. Most of the students in my class waeig this

problem; we (students) have to take the class adainthe

following term because we did not pass. In follagnierm, under
the same syllabus but different lecturer and defiferapproach.
He tried the discussion styles and asking us taasignment
based on the components we had discussed in ths. ¢fathat
time, | did not know the cause of this problemrmw | can see
that clearly.

However, she was reluctant to changetdaching style to one which
matches her students’ learning style preferencesorling to her, students are fine
with her style, she said:

| have been teaching for 20 years, | see no redasdhink that
my students are not happy with my teaching styles.
In her first interview, she drew attentito the fact that when she was
doing her studies, none of the lecturers was comckrabout learning style

preferences and she passed her course with higtspaard she asked, why should

she bother herself with the learning style prefeesrof her students?
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In her time, lecturers were using tradial lecture methods; students
attended some lab sessions but only at a very bast Therefore, she never felt
challenged or competed. She used to listen andtsoagetake some notes. She did
remember what was said in a class, and that wasshewearned during the other
sessions. | asked her to describe the methods s and how they might help
different types of learners.

She mentioned that besides lab sect&res,only lectures. However, she
makes it clear that she did not really think ihexessary to try to accommodate the
learning styles of her students in the followingtgu

When | was lecturer, strong students succeed; gmkvearners

fail. It is simple. From my point of view, | havaoeigh duty and |
do not want to add to it. It is not my job to hetpdents, but my
job is to give them necessary information, but towhew this

information is student job. They have to adaptuatdand find

their own weaknesses.

The Felder and Soloman (1988) questivamaveals her preferred style
to be active, sensing, visual and global, unlilke dther three case studies presented
in this study. When asked to describe herselflaamer during her university days,
Flora said:

| consider myself as an auditory learner; therefdrdo not like
reflective activities mentioned in the textbookeylare tedious
work for me; | like to have information, which @&ngible for me
(printed in paper, black and white).
After the first interview, sessions difservation were arranged between

each interview and the next one. | asked Flora vehat had learned about her

teaching style in relation to the learning styléber students; she mentioned:
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It seems if my students have visual preference=y tham
meeting my student’s needs.
During the same interview, | asked hewlshe thought her students
preferred learning styles related to her teachiyigs, and she responded:
It is really time- consuming activity for me andhsalering the
fact that here (in this university) we have roughétween 50- 70
students in each class, it is not possible to kyour students’
names, let alone knowing their learning style. phablem that |
faced is with kinesthetic preferences, which thegdnto measure
here and there.
When she was asked to teach to the legursiyle preferences of her
students, she suggested:
| am open to the idea that language teacher, assgy) teach to
the styles of the students, | am a bit surprisdthve seen some
of the lecturers are quite closed to this, may hmytdon’t trust
the impact of this kind of tailoring to studentseds. After
considering the benefit of the idea, | see no moblko teach
based on my student’s preferences.

Although Flora showed her disagreenfemin the beginning of this
study, when | talked about the idea of alteringtieaching style in ways that might
meet students’ learning style preferences, it nadéigt her enough to continue as a
participant in this study. | did not ask her butwas observed that she tried to
modify her teaching style in order to cover hedstus’ learning style preferences.

Once, she emphasized that she was expecting ssuberdise the questions in the

class. She mentioned:
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My teaching is moving towards students centered amd
students participate in this study. | normally leet and then |
will ask “do you have any questions?” if you havegse share
with class, if not ...OK, | would leave the class. fhct,

nowadays they are probing the question which iggagn.

Flora’'s Current and Actual Practice

Flora mentioned that she is usingtthditional lecture method. In the
first observation, Flora tried to change her teaghstyle a bit. She used the
brainstorming style in class, and asked one of shelents to come to the
blackboard and write students’ input on the bo&lte asked the students to read
the story and then she started asking them abeuh#in theme of the story.

Students worked in pairs and a camevitip their answers; any new
word or answer was discussed in the class, buteaehd of each discussion, she
was mentioning the right answer. However, Floragies] her lesson plan in a way
that covered all learners’ learning style prefeemncUnfortunately, at first the
lesson was not clear for the students. They hadrnesen exposed to this kind of
teaching, but gradually after a few sessions theyt $0 show positive attitude
toward it. She said:

Unfortunately, in first few attempts, the lessorswat clear for
students, simply they did not used to this teachtglgs, or may
be the lack of prefacing the activity (e.g., “todag are going to
do things differently”).

The first few lessons were what she pi&slicted; she felt

frustrated and said:



| was sure that students will not get the classosisty, they are
not used to it.

She tried these teaching styles for feme$s and when | observed her; it
looked unsuccessful. After three interviews /coaglsessions, she decided to try
again. This time, she used crossover styles; shidedi students into groups and
asked them to write as many examples as they dowldhe topic. When they
finished, one person from each group merged tchangroup and shared his or her
idea with the new group. She asked students tcatepes style again. It seemed
student have fun with this kind of style. Howeware mentioned that:

| admit that this kind of teaching styles was nibtaative for me
before, but after this experience, | can see taestbom as well
as allowing students to use their own favorite teag styles.
These days, they change their location, they ictevdth their
classmates.
| asked her to explain about the exgees that she has gained from
the time she was a student which help her in hachieg and it really made a
difference in whether or not her students’ learnstgle preferences were being
attended to. As | mentioned before in my time th@eze some basic lab facilities
and most of the time the lecturer come to the ckasd lecture and cover the
syllabus. However, it differs according to subjead the teacher’s personality. |
also asked Flora to highlight some of the methotighvshe incorporates to new
styles from her previous styles, and she thinksatly made a difference in whether

or not her students’ learning style preferencesewsing attended to. She shared

the following:
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| used some visual teaching aids to try to satifg visual
learners and methods such as crossover and smalipgdiscussion
aiming the kinesthetic auditory learners. | alselfé is good to
assess learners using assignments, group workcisgereports of
fieldwork and laboratory sessions, unlike before.
She added:

As a teacher educator, | will try to highlight semds’ learning
styles in my classroom; | will try to design mydieiag plan in a
way to cater to the students’ demands in termgariiing styles,
then | will implement it accordingly. As a teachkeused kind of
independent learning, discussion, interaction amorige
students; | let them talk more than me in classt Fe it is
considered as a new game but | start to see theltses My
students are encouraged, full of energy, motivaded show
higher level of enthusiasm during my lecture.

Importance of Learning Styles Preferences Considet@an in an EFL Context

Flora was the least receptive of ther fparticipant lecturers at the
beginning of this study to the assignments of adggter teaching style in way that
allowed her to consider the learners’ learningestypreferences. Other lecturers
participated readily and willingly made great eféoto adjust their teaching style by
implementing methods in their department. Floraktaolonger time to become
convinced that these kinds of efforts were pradtaed important in her context.

Toward the end of the research, | adkedto comment on how her
teaching style had changed over the past few wagkke result of her experience

and her efforts thereafter. She commented:



Beginning | thought that the idea of accommodatimglearning
style of students, it is not practical. But | chadgny perception;
| used to give not much thought on teaching styllesas just
preparing the necessary notes and lectures evenge.tiThis
research made me think twice in fact more than évain | used
to express everything through my lecture. | usethittk what |
taught in class is what they need, the studentsrr&howed their
interest to express themselves. In other wordgnbrie their
capabilities, thoughts and creativity. | was thdyoperson, who
was talking in a class; it looks like a riddle. las confusing
these and ask them to figure things out themseladsl never
check their understanding. Currently, | have a goeldtionship
with them. They can show their interest on a lessath share
their ideas. | noticed that for successful teachiwwg do not need
expensive teaching aid. This study provide me aahao look
deeply to my students’ learning style preferencesd a
considering the fact that teaching based on stugldearning is
more fruitful and successful.

It appears to me that we [teachers] must create edilé
environment for our students that address theirnegay style
preferences. This is of paramount importance whewlents’
learning preferences are met; students are willmdgearn more.
They will be active in teaching learning process.
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Case Study 4

Learning Styles Background

Mina is a 31-year-old female; shalso an English lecturer with 10
years of experience, her highest degree is a nmmgtefeaching English. She was
introduced to the concept of learning styles amdithportance of considering the
learning styles of her students in the teachenitngiprogram she underwent before
joining the university. When | talked to her abde#rning style preferences and
considering it with teaching or designing the stydgn, she was interested and
encouraged to try it. She mentioned:

| remember when | was student most of the timedtirers
used monotone lecture method to teach during tasscll was
bored; in fact my mind was only active to percehe lesson for
the first hour, after that | was very bored andeglg. Normally, |
used to go home and read the lesson myself arfthifd problem
in anything | will discuss it with my friends.
| asked her about techniques that skd tisat might help different types
of learning styles apart from giving the chancestiadents to talk in the class; she
teaches how she was taught. She uncomfortably tethtihat she never thought of
teaching to the learning styles of her studentheénfollowing quote:
After | found out how important is the learningles for my
students, | will try to consider that in my teadhith was never
introduced to this point before; | can clearly ces$ that |

have not done anything regarding my students’ legyrstyles
before.”
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The Felder Soloman learning style ingen revealed that Mina’s
strongest style preferences are active, sensimgalvand sequential. When asked
what she learned about herself as a learner whiewss doing her studies, she

expressed:

| like to be made to interact with lecturers/clasdes and |
preferred when there is a class activity that | ot just get
bored from lecturers’ monotone lecture.”

After the first interview, sessions observation were arranged
between each interview and the next one. | askethMihat she had learned about
teaching styles in relation to her students’ leagrstyles; she replied:

| consciously noticed that my students in differelatss have
different learning styles. | asked myself, didéreconsider these
differences in terms of learning styles beforeffeldtto consider

my students’ learning styles preferences and trgcmommodate
them in my class. | came to this conclusion th&t good for me
as well as my students, if | address all the leagnstyles in

order to achieve my target.

| asked her to explain what it implfes her “to teach to the learning

styles preferences of students.” She added:
In my opinion, it involves processes to treat awvimment
where learners are active participants with fulsponsibility for
the learning. Where different active learning aesigned in way
to achieve the objective of the lesson by highightifferent
learning styles for learners doing more than jusnsling in
front of classroom and explaining the lesson todsiui via
lectures.

We also discussed about the possible glagy tried to make the

classroom setting more student-centered and aictieeder to cover the variety of
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learning style preferences of the students duitingdcademic term. She described
her effort and focus to change the teaching siyletass as:

| have tired to use the different activity in mgsd to make the

students participate and activate within class isgtt Sharing,

taking responsibility, encouraging them to shareirthdea, tell

them why their preferences are important in my héag design
and why | am trying to teach different than | defdre now.

Mina’s Current and Actual Practice

Mina initially mentioned that she wasing the traditional lecture
method; however, in the first observation she tgethe of the active styles. In her
first attempt, she arranged the students into graefp6, and then she wrote the
topic of the lesson on the board besides a fewelguestions and asked the
students to discuss it within their own group. Afte while, she asked them to
describe their answers on the board while theiteseelassmates were supposed to
check their own answers. Mina was quite satisfiati@end of her lesson. She said:

Finally, | see a way to let my students participdiging my
class without wasting time. Even though few graupsaged to
write their answers on the board, | can use thdgkes to give
the chance to different group each time.

Later, | asked Mina to explain one bk tmethods that she had
incorporated from her study time and whether shalema difference in her
students’ learning style preferences. She shareuibe:

In the current course that | am teaching, | havedito utilize
group discussion. | did assign each group one topidiscuss in
the class and | gave them related questions. Then #&he group

will prepare the answers and try to conduct waysmake the
topic understandable for every one in class. Hericdave
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concluded that it is best when | mix group disaussand
presentation on the board.

Mina also mentioned about some of trethods that she was using
which she feels will help different kinds of learsel asked Mina to compare one
lesson that she taught using the traditional me#ratlin comparison to her lesson
planned explicitly to address the learning stylef@mrences of Mina’s students. She
reflected:

In fact, it is difficult to compare; | used to addihe eye contact
with my students when | was teaching because Idcee¢ the
boredom in their eyes. | know that they were baigtthg in my
class, | do remember when | was sitting in theiacpl as a
student. |1 asked them to evaluate their learningpbsgsenting
what they have learned in our class. Each group prasenting
differently, but the common point was that majonitsed the
discussion. Both the teacher and students invottiedactivity
during the period.
Later, when Mina was asked about the methods b®atssplanning to use to
help different types of learners more, she comntente
For visual people | prepare notes to read and/oprépare a
handout, for active learners | use explanationhofigs discussed
or presented; for intuitive learners, | used grodigcussion and
presentation of the points. | did manage to use ymaethods
and available resources to let my students feelfodable for
the way they learn.
Importance of Learning Styles Preferences Considetin in an EFL Context

Mina was interested in adapting heackéng style in a way to

decrease the current gap between her studentsingastyles and her teaching

style. She positively accepted the idea of matchigrgteaching style based on her

students’ learning style preferences, and her reass, ff this can facilitate my
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student’s learning, | will surely conduct thatl'oward the end of term, in each
observation | noticed that the usage of traditideelure method is decreasing in
her teaching styles. Toward the end of the resedrabked her to comment on
how her teaching style has changed over the pasteeks as a result of her
experience and her efforts thereafter. She comrdente

A teacher is like a candle, they lightening theudents’ life by
helping them to go to their life trip properly. Gantly, when |
am designing my lesson, | do consider my studdegshing

style preferences. Your study opened my eyes tthae¢here
are other tactics to use for teaching except tiadel method. |
was very sure and confident that the traditionatlee method is
the one and only method that the students can stated my
teaching.

Mina firmly explained that learningylsts preferences are
essential to be addressed when teaching in thecBRlext because:

Attention to learning styles preferences will irese the
learning outcomes of students. Learners have diffeimterests
towards the learning, incorporating the differeeithing styles
in lesson is essential step towards the indivicizdion of the
lesson; it means we approach the students as ohohls we will
lead them to learn more. Obtaining the knowledgeualthe
students’ learning styles will provide the chanoethe lecturers
to know the existing learning styles in their classorder to
enable them to match their teaching styles to thiesening
styles for better understanding.

At the end, | asked her whether she &g continue this matching
teaching styles method for her future lesson fi#re commented:

| am planning to do individual reading regardingfdrent types
of learning styles; | want to read about the diffier types of
learning styles and their implication in real sati however, |
believe that there are many types but some of timnever are
hidden in individual which | believe have neverbeéscovered
under different categories.
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Table 4.53
Observation and Interview on Teaching Styles (Ciisdy 1)

Background of learning styles:
- She was introduced to learning styles through hehélor program
- Shows interest in tailoring her teaching basedemrstudents’ needs in her class (she was taughthelyaditional method)
- She was showing confusion over remarks about aduhg the learning styles
- After the first primary session for addressing shedents’ needs in the classroom, the lectureceatihat there were chances that
had been wasted during her class because she hadtieed this point
- First time students have no awareness about wpatdfychange is happening in the class
- To evaluate the teaching and learning proces<iclthss and the points that need improvement
- Using the interactive methods to convey the messagtidents
- She tries to balance her speed tone when shedsctur

Actual practice:

- Previously she used the traditional methatthémajority of her classes

- She started her teaching styles shift wittoimvg more interaction in her ‘teaching by usinggses such as “have you ever heard
of this ....”?

- She also tried all kinds of group activitytive class; to her surprise students responded,thgesnes who were quiet in class
most of the time

- She managed to maintain a high level of enthusastnexcitement about what she was doing, and exethabout the

learning that she could not only seeabsp feel that is happening in her class.

Importance of considering the learning styles pref@nces for classroom
- While she was persistent in her efforts in eacbhscthat | observed to evaluate, investigate, clehgeteaching styles with the
aim of continuously coming closer to address eifett the learning styles of her students.
- She was really fascinated that she couldyahit in her teaching style.
- In the beginning of this research, she do¢saally think of the learning style concept argdkéy role in student learning but by
the final stage of this research, she was committerself to adapt her teaching styles for reduttiegnismatch between teaching
style and learning style preferences in the faauiitfpreign languages.
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Table 4.54
Observation and Interview on Teaching Styles (Ciisdy 2)

Background of learning styles:

- She learned about the learning styles whilevgm® doing her degree
She also was taught via traditional teachin¢hoas, she recalls that only two of her foreigrideers used a style which was
fun and lively.

- These two persons were very interactive widirtetudents, they normally called their studentghieir first names

- She remembers that in these two classes sheallsag&d to move around and have activity....

- She totally agrees with the notion that leagrstyles preferences most be considered while it@gch

- Show concern about the problems while decitiingccommodate the learners styles in her teaghary

- She believed that mixed teaching methods walkenit easier for the students to understand theeqa matter.

- She tried to look at her class carefully

- She shows awareness of the students’ needs kldss and she tries to cover their needs arierprees even though she
believed that it is bothersome.

Actual practice:
- Admitting that most of her class time was speningj\the students lectures but sometimes there s@re activities that she
used to perform to see how is it going

- After the awareness about the learner’s stgles starts using the interactive styles in thesglaesides activities that she used

to conduct.

- She also used the documents and other resdorceser the majority of the learning style lass /also use the mix of the
methods in her teaching

- The intention of using the mixed teaching mawothie class was two-fold: to fulfill all the studsneducational needs and alsp
to train the students for their future when thegegy as teachers.

Importance of considering the learning styles prefences for classroom
- The gap between the previous teaching and muteaching was observed
- Inthe beginning of the study the lecturelidedd that it is impractical to address all thergag style preferences in the class
but at the end she found it quite interesting aseful
- Regardless of her initial disagreement on idansg students’ needs in her teaching plan, atlyeshe considers the impac
of the match between two styles on student learimpyovement quite interesting and practical.
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Table 4.55
Observation and Interview on Teaching Styles (Ciisey 3)

Background of learning style styles:

- She was very confident that the studargshappy with her styles and she does not segettessity to change her styles

Learning styles concept was introduced to Floranduner bachelor program.

She was the only lecturer who showed disagreeniearly from the beginning of the study but &vds the end she highligh
that she is happy she took the initiativeddipipate in this study.

She believed that this kind of activity is kiafl“time consuming” for the lecturers, considerthgir teaching schedule and t

number of classes they are teaching.

Toward the end of the first interview she dedido give it a try and see the results.

Actual

practice:

In her case, the challenge was more diffimdhsidering the fact that she did not really baighat this kind of
accommodation to students needs would really wartka fthe first few sessions till the end

She provided the students with some pair d@gyi brainstorming, interacting with the studears cross over styles.
Regardless of Flora’s efforts, at the beginrohber class the students were not quite resperssid they were somewhat
confused.

First few lessons were frustrating and borioigthe students.

Methods used were discussion, crossover antl groap discussion.

Importance of considering the learning style prefeences for classroom

-Compared to other lecturers Flora took a longeetio become convinced that these kinds of effeet® practical and importar
in her context.

Comment on her teaching style during the last faeks

-At

-This idea challenged her to review her teachinthoes and also observe her class through the thieks.
-First few sessions made her think whether sheirsydright things or not
-Flora mentioned “we teachers have to create éefemvironment for the students that addresseasrtbeds.” She also mentiong

the beginning of her teaching based on theesttgineeds, she found it frustrating

the need for this kind of consideration in teaching

—

Yo
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Table 4.56
Observation and Interview on Teaching Styles (Ciisdy 4)

Background of learning:
Introduced to learning styles and its composémtough the teacher training program before simeg the university.

Mina got the experience with the lecturers wised only one style (during her study time) sofshelemotivated in that time;
she used peer discussion if faced with any prolaiethat time.

Techniques she used to help the students $s ele providing the chance to students to talkerclass. However, she was
using the lecture methods (the way she used taught) but with different approach that is givihg thance for students to

talk.
She expressed that she likes to use the lectioae will help her students to achieve highewéwer she highlighted that she

has never thought of teaching according to herestigd preferences.

Her comments about methods to make the class stadent centered was to use the different sievin classroom
environment, sharing the knowledge and taking nesibdities, get the students to share their ideas.

Actual practice:

She used to teach based on the traditionaladdiht during the first observation, she tried salifierent styles, she grouped
the students, she wrote the topic and a few ret@edtions on the board, she asked each groupdosdi it among
themselves. After that she asked the studentsetckdineir answers with their classmate who wasagxiplg the right answer

in front of the class.
- She used the group discussion in her class than other methods.
She used eye contact with students becauseosite see that they were inattentive and bored.

She planned to use the mixture of all styteaddress all types of the learning dimensionsirnclass.

Future plan:
She showed interest in tailoring her teaching sthi@sed on the students’ preferences in ordelt tbdiexisting gap

Decreasing the traditional method in her teaghfter knowing the students’ preferences indhess
She strongly agreed with the idea of addrgstie students’ needs in her class after gettiagtiowledge on how it will

help the

students
She decided to do further reading regarding tHeriht types of learning styles and get the puea ©h that to enable her to

teach better and be more purposeful.
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