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[Abstract]

This study investigated differences in learning styles and leaming strategies according to learning
factors: major fields, achievements, and grades and differences in learning strategies according to learning
styles for college students. Unlike previous studies that analyzed differences focused on the dominant
learning style, the learning style was subdivided into a balanced and dominant learning style. In the
analysis of the 179 participants in M colleges, it was found that the difference between the learning style
and the learning strategy according to the learning factors was not significant. But, there was a significant
difference in the use of cognitive strategies according to the leaming style in the dimension of
information input, and in the use of all strategies according to the information processing style. It was
analyzed that active learners had a high level of using cognitive strategies, visual learners had a high
level of using external strategies, and balanced learners had a high level of using internal strategies.
Based on the results, the training strategies to understand the learning style and to improve the level of

use of the learning strategy in the learning competency improvement program was proposed.
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12.3%) <=0 2 Arolslgict, A|lgdz = ZshXHA|Po] 61  Table 1. Differences of learning styles according to grade
H(34.1%)0 2 7P oron, o] wSAE 45H(25.1%), Learning styles 1 2 3 Total
= Inform | sensory | 34(60.7%) | 55(56.7%) | 12(54.5%) | 101(57.7%)
A A7 40T o) Acd. o 330 %)o
ofl&7173AIL 40%(22.3%), Z3Y-AHS]AIG 33%(18.4%)0] ation | balanced | 19(33.9%) | 30(30.9%) | 7(31.8%) | 56(32.0%)
Zrojstoict AAEH 2= 3. 50]A4~4.00]|¢to] 71AF Toro i Percep | intuitive 23(5 z;/z)1 . 12(12[_]42/;)6 3(13.6%) :8;1(1003[’]2
tion X2 = 2216, p = 0. 7 %
(64, 35.8%), T2-2-= 3.001/3~3.50|9H49%, 27.4%), 4.0 Inform |_visual | 26(46.4%) | 50(51.5%) [ 13(59.1%) | 89(50.9%)
0]/J(44%8, 24.6%), 3.00]9H227, 12.3%) 0]t °'™ | "balanced | 28(50.0%) | 42(43.3%) | 9(40.9%) | 79(45.1%)
13(4473 ) 12223 ) ol Ia:ou: auditory | 2(3.6%) | 5(52%) | 0(00%) | 7(4.0%)
P X2 = 2.200, p = 0.699 175(100%)
2. |11 Inform | active | 14(25.0%) | 20(20.6%) | 7(31.8%) | 41(23.4%)
_ ation | balanced | 35(62.5%) | 60(61.9%) | 11(50.0%) | 106(60.6%)
= AtoflA= Felder7t 2002800 7H9E LSO Y. | jroces | reflective | 7(12.5%) | 17(17.5%) | 4(18.2%) | 28(16.0%)
OJAl(ZIZFA-RIbA) - A1 W ol (A]ZFA-0lo]Al), A H % siong x2 = 2149, p = 0.708 175(100%)
A ST 9 °” if'( A __' “01__') dEAlE] Inform | sequential | 7(12.5%) | 24(24.7%) | 3(31.8%) | 38(21.7%)
(EsA-51A), JEO|o|(+AM-HAA) AFdoz 1] ation | balanced | 41(73.2%) | 58(5.8%) | 12(54.5%) | 111(634%)
7| 2ato 2] 71K|Al b ALREIT ZAIK unders | global | 8(14.3%) | 15(15.5%) | 3(13.6%) | 26(14.9%)
AV wo=A ARl 20107F ARESEE FART | X2 = 5013, p = 0286 175(100%)
= AM235H9TH 14]. Total [ 56(100%) [ 97(100%) [ 22(100%) -
Table 2. Differences of learning styles according to major fields
_ Engmt_aermg-& BU-SIHES-S & Language, thgrature & Arts & Health Care
Learning styles Information Science Social Science Education (A&HC) Total
(E&IS) (B&SS) (L&LE)
sensory 42(68.9%) 21(63.6%) 21(47.7%) 17(45.9%) 101(57.7%)
Percention |_balanced 17(27.9%) 9(27.3%) 14(31.8%) 16(43.2%) 56(32.0%)
P intuitive 2(3.3%) 3(9.1%) 9(20.5%) 4(10.8%) 18(10.3%)
X2 = 12.569, p = 0.05 175(100%)
visual 37(60.7%) 11(33.3%) 18(40.9%) 23(62.2%) 89(50.9%)
nout balanced 22(36.1%) 20(50.6%) 23(52.3%) 14(37.8%) 79(45.1%)
P auditory 2(3.3%) 2(6.1%) 3(6.8%) 0(0%) 7(4.0%)
X2 = 11.508, p = 0.74 175(100%)
active 17(27.9%) 7(21.2%) 6(13.6%) 11(29.7%) 41(23.4%)
Processing |_balanced 37(50.7%) 17(51.5%) 30(68.2%) 22(59.5%) 106(60.6%)
9 [ reflective 7(11.5%) 9(27.3%) 8(18.2%) 4(10.8%) 28(16.0%)
X2 = 8.041, p = 0.23 175(100%)
sequential 17(27.9%) 4(12.1%) 9(20.5%) 8(21.6%) 38(@1.7%)
Under- | balanced 39(63.9%) 23(69.7%) 24(54.5%) 25(67.6%) 111(63.4%)
standing global 5(8.2%) 6(18.2%) 11(25.0%) 4(10.8%) 26(14.9%)
X2 = 8871, p = 0.18 175(100%)
Total \ 61(100%) [ 330100%) | 44(100%) [ 37(100%) -
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Table 3. Differences of learning styles according to
achievement

Learning styles| ~3.0 3.0~35 | 3.5~4.0 4.0~ Total
sensory |9(42.9%)30(62.5%)|34(54.8%)|28(63.6%)|101(57.7%)
Perce |balanced|7(33.3%)|16(33.3%)|20(32.3%)|13(29.5%)|56(32.0%)
ption | intuitive |5(23.8%)| 2(4.2%) |8(12.9%) | 3(6.8%) |18(10.3%)
x2 = 7.881, p = 0.247 175(100%)
visual |11(524%)|25(52.1%)|34(54.8%)|19(43.2%)|101(57.7%)
balanced|1047.6%)|21(43.8%)|24(38.7%)|24(54.5%)|56(32.0%)
auditory | 0(0%) | 2(4.2%) | 4(6.5%) | 1(2.3%) |18(10.3%)
x2 = 4309, p = 0.635 175(100%)
active |4(19.0%)|10(20.8%)|13(21.0%)|14(31.8%)|101(57.7%)
Proce |balanced|13619%)|32(66.7%)|39(62.9%)|22(50.0%)|56(32.0%)
ssing |reflective|4(19.0%)| 6(12.5%) |10(16.1%)| 8(18.2%) |18(10.3%)
x2 = 3581, p = 0.733 175(100%)
sequential |4(19.0%)|11(22.9%)|11(17.7%)|12(27.3%)|101(57.7%)
balanced|1257.1%)|35(72.9%) |38(61.3%)|26(59.1%)|56(32.0%)
global |5(23.8%)| 2(4.2%) [13(21.0%)| 6(13.6%) |18(10.3%)
x2 = 8592, p = 0.198 175(100%)
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Table 4. Differences of learning strategies according
to learning factors

Cognitive Met-a-C Internal | External
Group n ) Strateg ognitive Strateg | Strateg
/F . Strateg . .

ies ies ies ies
All 175/ m(SD) | 3.72(.53) | 3.81(.61) | 3.50(.63) | 3.77(.52)
Gen male | 54 | m(SD) | 3.71(.46) | 3.76(.53) | 3.52(.62) | 3.74(.55)
der female | 121 m(SD) | 3.71(.55) | 3.84(.64) | 3.49(.63) | 3.79(.51)
- - F .000 .530 .079 266
1 56 | m(SD) | 3.72(.46) | 3.80(.52) | 3.53(.52) | 3.79(.06)
Grade 2 97 | m(SD) | 3.68(.56) | 3.78(.65) | 3.43(.68) | 3.75(.05)
3 22 | m(SD) | 3.86(.59) | 4.02(.58) | 3.75(.62) | 3.86(.59)

- - F .965 1.538 244 0.459
E&IS | 61| m(SD) | 3.69(.53) | 3.77(.59) | 3.63(.64) | 3.78(.52)
Major B&SS | 33 | m(SD) | 3.64(.58) | 3.75(.61) | 3.40(.65) | 3.79(.48)
fields L&LE | 44 | m(SD) | 3.73(.48) | 3.87(.63) | 3.39(.60) | 3.72(.53)
A&HC | 37 | m(SD) | 3.81(.55) | 3.88(.62) | 3.52(.62) | 3.83(.55)

- - F 0.695 0.507 1.645 0.337
~3.0 | 21 | m(SD) | 3.47(.60) | 3.66(.63) | 3.21(.74) | 3.67(.67)
Ache | 30~35| 48 | m(SD) | 3.63(.56) | 3.67(.64) | 3.47(.59) | 3.71(.50)
ivem | 35~40| 62 | m(SD) | 3.73(.49) | 3.85(.58) | 3.48(.58) | 3.72(.48)
ent | 4.0~ | 44 | m(SD) | 3.90(.46) | 3.99(.56) | 3.71(.63) | 3.97(.46)
- - F 3.872% | 2.647 | 3.287* | 2.925%

(M=3.51, SD=0.16) ~0.2 A% QIC} AJA|5] AmEH
R oM e ShafdR, stauAiEgol A
OiMos =9, AR FolM= A7 7P =
o, YAH] A= w=o] 7P =0T
OpR|9fo g, sh5fAlof| met e deiegof [olgth A
of7} Ql=Aloll thste] TAN FAR7IR] AAlsHltt. 1A
Fdd SE5HSE TR0 R stof sutE w st AE0]
AR Rfolg A7ttt 4 At Table 5.9F 0]
AEAH JAlo mepa = QIS 8o {5t Afol7}
(Wilks's A=0.92, p=0.00), AEA]2] GAl0] TetH= 2=
2k ol foJgt Afol7t Qs o2 BAEQICHWilks's
A=0.91, p=0.04). E=A sFEAF= QIX| M2k &erz
M, AN Sh5Ak= AR F8pfo] woton, H
olgf) A| #PFA FA= AR FE4E0] =0kTh

>

)

O]lu:.

Table 5. Differences of learning strategies according
to learning styles

Meta-Cog
nitive
Strategies
m |SD| m |SD| m | SD| m | SD
sensory |3.74/0.50|3.85/0.58|3.55|/0.57|3.78|0.47| 101
balanced | 3.67|0.58|3.77|0.68|3.47|0.71|3.78|0.60| 56
intuitive |3.76|0.56|3.77|0.57|3.32]0.67|3.76|0.54| 18
visual |3.79]/0.51/3.90]/0.58|3.57/0.60|3.84|0.47| 89

Internal | External
Strategies | Strategies| n

Cognitive
Learning styles |Strategies

Perce
ption

Input |balanced |3.64|0.56|3.73|0.64|3.42|0.68|3.74|0.56| 79

auditory | 3.5910.41|3.67|0.46|3.62|0.34|3.36|0.43| 741

active [3.84]0.47|3.86|0.50]3.64|0.52|3.85|0.50| 106

Proce f\ lanced|3.74]0.51|3.87|0.58| 3.53|0.58| 3.83] 0.48] 41

S3IN9 Toflective | 3.450.61]3.54]0.78|3.22|0.85 | 3.47| 0.61] 28

Under-| sequential | 3.70|0.58|3.82|0.66 | 3.49|0.63|3.84|0.56| 38

stand |balanced |3.71|0.52|3.80/0.61|3.55/0.64|3.74|0.51] 111

ing global |3.75]0.53|3.87|0.55]/3.35]0.60|3.83|0.48| 26
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Table 6. Results of MANOVA on relationships between learning strategies and learning styles

Learning styles | Learning Strategies Wilks's A Stepdown F DF p n2 Stepdown F DF p
Input External Strategies (pEgSU) 3.211 2/175 0.043 0.036 3.70 2/169 0.27
Processing Cognitive Strategies (p=0[i90142) 4.982 2/175 0.008 0.055 498 2/172 | 0.008
Under- . 0.94
standing Internal Strategies (p=0.002) 1.096 2/172 0.007 0.013 3.85 2/170 | 0.023
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