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Abstract 

 The present research was conducted to investigate the different learning styles 
of students at university level. Four learning styles were explored to see their 
effectiveness. A quantitative nature study with survey research design was used to carry 
out this study. This study was delimited to the students of Institute of Education and 
Research, University of the Punjab, Lahore.  The population of this study consisted of 
3200 male and female students from different programs. The sample selected for this 
study was 600 students by using simple random sampling technique. Instrument for this 
study was developed by the researchers and four learning styles i.e. activist learning 
styles, reflective learning styles, pragmatic learning style and theorists leaning style 
were focused while developing Learning Style Inventory (LSI). The instrument was 
validated by four education experts and piloted on 60 students to check the reliability 
of the instrument. Instrument was finalized while applying changes suggested after 
piloting. After finalization of the instrument, data was collected by the researchers and 
analyzed through application of descriptive statistics (mean, SD, and frequencies) and 
inferential statistics (Independent sample t-test for identifying gender based 
differences).  
Key Words: Learning Style, Under Graduate Level  

Introduction 

       There are many factors related to students’ background and experience, their 

cognitive ability and metacognitive skills, the effort they put in their learning, quality 
of curriculum and instruction, the effectiveness of student-support system in institutions 
and much more, which may influence students learning styles.  Learning preferences 
(LP), is a multifaceted construct elaborated condition where learner perceives, process, 
store and recall their learning (James & Gardner, 2003). According to Keefe (2001), 
learners preferences indicates the process of students perceiving factors related to 
learning environment to promote interaction and response for complex cognitive, 
social, emotional and physical progress and learning.    

Incorporation of experiential learning theory into practical perspective can be 
challenging task while we attempt to consider different learning styles along with our 
own learning style. Yet, active learning style provides a gateway to develop an 
instructional design which enables inclusion of all learning styles which leads to 
positive outcomes. As most of the educationists entrust improvement in learning if 
students play and active role in their learning process (Smart & Csapo, 2007).  

Learning processes are different when it comes to university students pertaining 
to their personalized learning preferences. Miller (2001) asserts that educators and 
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teachers are responsible for understanding and acknowledging diversity in learning 
preferences. This study was focused on the Kolb theory (1995) of model of learning 
preferences. This theory stands the opinion that learning processes can divided into 5 
main stimuli strands. These strands are; environmental, emotional, sociological, 
physical and psychological factors which channelizes learning.    

First approach to personality consists of researches which describes personality 
traits and characteristics. Grounded in Jungian Psychology, Myers-Briggs Type 
Indicator (MBTI) is most extensively known and suggested analysis of personality 
traits. This involves the examination of process of individual perceiving the world and 
their decision making. Second approach is related to information processing of students 
as to how they absorb and assimilate new information. Therefore, David Kolb’s 

experiential learning theory and its learning styles inventory are most prominent. This 
experiential learning model is based on 4 stages circular process where a student must 
complete the cycle for effective learning. Due to their learning preferences most, 
students prefer one stage over other however learning styles can be personalized. 

Social interaction as a third approach focuses students’ behavior in classroom. 

Fuhrman and Jacobs model defined learner as a dependent, cooperative yet independent 
entities. Fourth approach is related to instructional preferences pertaining to teaching 
methods and learning environment. The Canfield learning style inventory is one the 
best instrument for evaluating learning preferences (Francis, et al., 1995). 

In this study learning preferences of undergraduate students was focused. 
Acknowledgement of what and how student want to be educated can be effective for 
educators as well as this in-depth knowledge may enable a better learning process 
because it’s a two-way process in which educators as well as students must know 
learning preferences. 
Significance of the Study  

The results from this study will enable teachers to design a comprehensive 
instructional design while considering all learning styles through active learning. As 
most of the educationists entrust improvement in learning if students plays and active 
role in their learning process (Smart & Csapo, 2007). This study also aimed to identify 
gender-based differences in learning styles of university students. So, it will also assist 
student to identify and differentiate in their preferred learning styles while enabling 
teachers to adopt teaching styles accordingly. Teachers may benefit g=from this study 
to impart knowledge to prospective teacher in how to teach students with diverse 
learning styles and design classroom activities for them in accordance with their 
preferences. Heads and administrator may consider this study to design environment of 
their institution to maximize learning. Moreover, policymaker may also opt these 
findings for making future policies about teacher, designing teaching learning process, 
aids and improvement of classroom environment.   
Objectives of the Study 
The main objectives for this study were to;  

1. Identify different learning styles used by undergraduate students. 
2. Investigate gender-based differences in learning styles of undergraduate 

students.  
 
 
 
Research Methodology 
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In this study descriptive research design was used to carry out data collection in 
a structured process. Kumar (2005) agrees that descriptive research aims to describe 
characteristics of a specific phenomenon under study without manipulation of 
variables. Self-administered questionnaire was used to collect quantitative data .  
Population and Sample 

The population of this study consisted of 3200 male and female students from 
different programs of Institute of Education and Research, University of the Punjab, 
Lahore.  The sample for the present study was selected by using random sampling 
technique from 9 programs of Institute of Education and Research, University of the 
Punjab, Lahore. In this way, 600 male and female students were selected from different 
departments. 
Instrumentation 

In this study, The Learning Style Inventory (LSI) was used which is a simple 
self-description questionnaire based on 4 stages of experiential learning i.e. immediate 
concrete experience, observation and reflection, assimilation, and implication while 
including four learning styles i.e., activist, reflective, pragmatic and theorists learning 
styles.  
Validity and Reliability of the Instrument 

Researcher consulted 4 educational experts to ascertain validity of the 
instrument. They provided their views related to content, structure and appropriateness 
of using this instrument for resent study. Afterwards, instruments was finalized for pilot 
testing in accordance with expert opinions. Through pilot testing on 60 students, 
reliability of questionnaire was also assessed which was 0.862. 
Data Collection 
 Researcher personally visited students I their classroom to collect data through 
questionnaire which took 5-10 minutes in each class. Researcher provided detailed 
instruction to the students to ensure proper data collection. Moreover, students were 
also asked to fill in questionnaire with their free-will. It was also communicated that 
result from this data collection will only be used for research purposes.  
Data Analysis 

Data analysis of this study was based on statistical analysis by computing mean, 
SD, percentage and frequencies to present different learning styles of students and their 
academic achievement level. Whereas, independent sample t-test was used to calculate 
gender-based differences in learning styles and ANOVA was used to identify 
achievement and department related differences in learning styles.  

Tables as well as charts were used to display statistical analysis of tis study.  
Table 1 
Difference between male and female regarding activist learning styles 
Variable  Gender N       M SD       t-value df Sig(2-tailed) 

ASL Male 
Female 

203 
397 

15.3981 
19.0558 

5.40577 
7077108 

-4.266 
 

598 
 

.000 
 

 
Table no 1 shows t-test result which was calculated to find out the difference 

between activist learning styles of male and female students. Result shows significant 
difference between male (M =15.3981, SD=5.40577 and female (M=19.0558, 
SD=7.77108). Similarly, the significant value p < .001 shows that the null hypothesis 
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is rejected and there is a statistical significant difference exist among male and female 
activist learning style.  
Table 2 
Difference between male and female regarding theorists learning styles 
Variable  Gender N       M          SD       t-

value 
df Sig(2-tailed) 

TSL Male 
Female 

203 
397 

18.5631 
18.2690 

5.40577 
 

.394 
 

598 
 

.694 
 

 
Table no 2-show t- test result which was calculated to find out the difference 

between male female theorists learning styles students. Result shows no significant 
difference between male (M =18.5631, SD=5.40577 and female (M=18.2690, 
SD=7.77108). Similarly, the significant value p > .001 shows that the null hypothesis 
is accepted and there is no statistically significant difference exist among male and 
female theorist learning style.  
Table 3 
Difference between male and female regarding pragmatic learning styles 
Variable  Gender N       M          SD       t-

value 
df Sig(2-tailed) 

PLS Male 
Female 

203 
397 

15.4466 
13.4315 

5.06577 
5.14798 

3.237 
 

598 
 

.001 
 

 
Table no 3 shows t- test result which was calculated to find out the difference 

between male female pragmatist learning styles students. result shows significant 
difference between male (M =15.4466, SD=5.40577 and female (M=13.4315, 
SD=5.14798). Similarly, the significant value p < .001 shows that the null hypothesis 
is rejected and there is a statistically significant difference exist among male and female 
pragmatist learning style.  
Table 4 
Difference between male and female regarding reflective learning styles 
Variable  Gender N       M          SD       t-

value 
df Sig(2-

tailed) 
RLS Male 

Female 
203 
397 

23.8835 
21.7919 

9.56946 
7.75007 

2.044 
 

598 
 

.042 
 

 
Table 4 shows t- test result which was calculated to find out the difference 

between male female reflective learning styles students. Result shows significant 
difference between male (M =23.8835, SD=9.56946 and female (M=21.7919, 
SD=7.75007). Similarly, the significant value p > .001 shows that the null hypothesis 
is accepted and there is no statistically significant difference exist among male and 
female activist learning style.  
Discussion   

The purpose of this study was to look into the various learning styles of 
university students. In general, the study findings show that multiple-type learners 
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(those with bimodal and trim odal learning styles) outnumber those who choose a single 
learning style, such as activists, theorists, pragmatists, and reflectors. 

The Activist learning style was the model that received the least support. 
Amran, et al (2011) discovered that kinesthetic learners made up the smallest 
percentage of their study group. The findings, on the other hand, contradict Vaishnav 
and Chirayu's (2013) conclusions in their study on learning styles and academic 
achievement, which found that activist learners were the majority. Given that the trials 
were carried out on different continents and countries, the variations could be attributed 
to cultural factors. According to Felder (1995), a student's cultural background has a 
significant impact on how he or she receives and processes information in a learning 
environment. The study discovered that tri-modal learners (those who learn in a variety 
of ways) are more likely to succeed. 

These students prefer to mix and match the four learning modes (Activist, 
Theorists pragmatist Reflector). This finding is in line with Laxman, Govil, and Rani's 
(2015) findings, which revealed that trim odal learners made up the majority of their 
classrooms. This is in line with Thambusamy (2002) and Syed Jamal Abdul Nasir 
(2006), who found no significant differences between male and female students' 
learning styles. However, contrary to previous study on university students, the 
majority of male and female university students have a multimodal learning style. Male 
university students preferred multimodal learning approaches, whereas female 
university students preferred unimodal learning styles, according to Kharb et al. (2013). 
Multimodal learners are likely to learn more effectively. 

Although both males and females preferred multimodal learning to a similar 
level, further categorisation based on the possible combinations of sensory modalities 
revealed no significant gender differences. Female styles, in particular, may be more 
diverse, with a greater number of possible combinations in this population. Male styles 
were represented in three of the seven possible combinations; however, they were 
concentrated in a smaller subset. In the kinesthetic modality, however, the male was 
not represented. This backs up Philibin's findings from 2001, when he used the Kolb 
Learning Style Inventory to found that males were more evenly dispersed over the 
learning style spectrum, while females were more evenly dispersed. 

The outcomes of the study imply that women's desire for more diversity extends 
to other educationally relevant elements other than learning style. Female teenagers 
reported a desire for variety in their learning environment, such as the chance to work 
alone, in pairs, with peers, in bigger groups, and with teachers, among other things 
(Hyland, 1993). Males did not exhibit this learning style. 

Jorge (1990) also discovered that, while male students preferred interactive 
tools to learn new material, female students preferred more variety in their educational 
resources. These observations are particularly significant because the majority of IER's 
university students are male. A mostly male faculty may accidentally aim its course 
without paying regard to diverse presenting methods, the social environment of 
learning, and the tools available to students. 
Conclusion    

Nowadays teachers, understands that children learn in a variety of methods. 
Individual pupils have unique skills and weaknesses that can be developed and 
improved with the right instruction. Students' abilities can be used to help them become 
better thinkers and more independent learners through project-based learning with 
technology. Project projects that allow students to apply their preferred learning styles, 
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on the other hand, are not a surefire way to encourage higher-order thinking. It is easy 
to make goods that represent superficial and shallow thinking. Nonetheless, when 
individual learning styles are addressed in projects, the motivating factors connected 
with choice suggest that teaching thinking abilities in the context of individual learning 
styles enhances the possibility that students will learn them. 
Recommendations 

This study yielded some significant insights about learning styles of university 
students. And provided following recommendations; a teacher must take into 
consideration his/her students’ learning styles’ diversity and plan such instructional 

methods which acknowledge this diversity as well as be sensitive to change during 
instruction process. teachers must help their students to identify their learning style and 
make best use of it to improve their learning process. institutional adminitratirs should 
provide required learning materials to cater diverse learning needs of students through 
activist, theorists, pragmatist and reflector approach in use of technology, student 
projects and presentation.  
References 

Abidin, M. J., Rezaee, A. A., Abdullah, H. N., & Singh, K. K. (2011). Learning Styles 
and Overall Academic Achievement in a Specific Educational System. 
International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 1(10), 143-153. 

Bernado, A. B., Zhang, L. F., & Callueng, C. M. (2002). Thinking Styles and academic 
achievement among Filipino students. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 163(2), 
149-163 

Cano-Garcia, F., & Hughes, E. H. (2000). Learning and thinking styles: An analysis of 
their interrelationship and influence on academic achievement. Educational 
Psychology, 20(4), 413-430. 

Chemers, M. M., Hu, L., & Garcia, B. F. (2001). Academic Self-efficacy and First-year 
College Student Performance and Adjustment. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 93(1), 55-64.  

Coffield, F., Moseley, D., Hall, E., & Ecclestone, K. (2004). Learning Style and 
Pedagogy in Post-16 Learning. London: Learning Skills and Research Centre. 

Copley, N. (2009). Math in the early Years 2nd Ed. Washington DC: National 
Association for theb Education of Young Children. 

Deary, I. J., Strand, P., Smith, P., & Fernandez, C. (2007). Intelligence and Educational 
Achievement. Intelligence, 35: 13-21. 

Duff, A., & Duffy, T. (2002). Psychometric Properties of Honey and Mumford's 
Learning Styles Questionnaire. Personality and Individual Differences, 33, 147-
163. 

Erdogan, Y., Bayram, S., & Deniz, L. (2008). Factors that influence academic 
achievement and attitudes in web-based education. International Journal of 
Instruction, 1(1): 31-48.  

Erton, I. (2010). Relations between personality traits, language learning styles and 
success in foreign language achievement. H. U. Journal of Education, 38: 115-
126 

Eshiwani, G. S. (2004). A guide to the writing of a research proposal. Nairobi: The 
Bureau of Education research.  

Fjell, A. M., & Walhord, K. B. (2004). Thinking styles in relation to personality traits: 
an investigation of the Thinking Styles Inventory and NEO-PI-R. Scandinavian 
Journal of Psychology, 45, 293-300. 



JIES                                  Journal of Interdisciplinary Educational Studies  
March 2022, V(II), 16-22 

 
 
Gappi, L. L. (2013). Relationships Between Learning Style Preference and Academic 

Performance of Students. International Journal of Educational Research and 
Technology, 4(2), 70-76. 

Gokalp, M. (2013). The Effect of Students' Learning Styles to their Academic Success. 
Creative Education, 4(10), 627-632.  

Goulao, M. F. (2014). The relationship between self-efficacy and academic 
achievement in adults' learners. Athens Journal of Education, 237-247.  

Graf, S., Liu, T. C., & Kinshuk. (2010). Analysis of learners navigational behavior and 
their learning styles in an online course. Journal of Computer Assisted 
Learning, 26(2), 116131. 

Gupta, A. D., Dette, H., & Loh, W. L. (2014). Random Matrix Theory in Statistics: A 
Review. Journal of Statistical Planning & Inferences, 150, 1-29. 

Hogg, M. A., & Vaughan, G. M. (2008). Social Psychology. (5th ed). Harlow: Pearson 
Education.  

Holliday, A. (2009). Understanding the Implications of Self-concept and Academic 
Self-Concept has on African Americans and Latinos. 

MacDonald, M. (2008). Your Brain: The Missing Manual. Pogue Press/O'Reilly. 
Michelle, R., Charles, A., & Rod, B. (2012). Psychological Correlates of University 

Students Academic Performance: A systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Psychological Bulletin, 138(2), 353-387. 

Olatunde, P. (2009). Students Attitude Towards Mathematics and Academic 
Achievement in Some Selected Secondary Schools in Southwestern Nigeria. 
European Journal of scientific Research, 36(3): 336-341. 

Onkundi, E. M. (2014). Locius of control and self-efficacy as predictors of academic 
achievement among Form Three students in Nyamaiya Division, Nyamira 
County, Kenya. Nairobi: Unpublished Thesis, Kenyatta University. 

Park, S. K., Park, K. H., & Choe, H. S. (2005). Relationship between thinking styles 
and scientific giftedness in Korea. Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 
16(2/3), 87-97. 

Schmidt, J. A., & Padilla, B. (2003). Self-esteem and family challenge: An investigation 
of their effects on achievement. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 32, 37-46. 

Tenaw, Y. A. (2013). Relationship between self-efficacy, academic achievement and 
gender in Analytical Chemistry I at Debre markos College of Teacher 
Education. AJCE, 3(1), 3-29.  

Vaishnav, R. S., & Chirayu, K. C. (2013). Learning Style and Academic Achievement 
of Secondary School Students. Voice of Research, 1(4), 1-10. 

Zhang, L. F. (2004). Predicting cognitive development, intellectual styles and 
personality traits from self-rated abilities. Learning and Individual Differences, 
15, 67-88. 

Zhang, L. F., & Sternberg, R. J. (2002). Thinking styles and teacher chararcteristics. 
International Journal of Psychology, 37(1), 3-12. 

Zin, N. A., Zaman, H. B., & Noah, S. A. (2002). Multimedia Mathematics Tutor: 
Matching Instructin to Students Learning Styles. ICCE, 1433 


