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Abstract
The purpose of this study is to investigate thatie@hship between learning styles and progresseehing
methods among high schools students in the citgfahan. This study is a practical research fromppse view
and is a descriptive-correlation one from reseangithodology perspective. The statistical populatibrthis
study includes all of the male and female studehtsigh schools in the city of Isfahan in 2010-2CGikkhdemic
year. This population consists of 86142 studentssafnple of 150 students has been selected from this
population through multi-stages cluster samplingisTsample consists of 79 female students and 74 omes.
In order to collect the research data, a standasstgpnnaire and a self-administrated questionrtz® been
used. The first questionnaire that has been degdldyy Reid was used for examining learning stylesray
students and the second self-administrated onebbas used for investigating the teaching methode T
reliability of the questionnaires has been examithedugh Cronbachs’ Alpha Coefficient. The coeffiti was
0.68 and 0.94 for our questionnaire and confirnfialsity of the questionnaires. Also the supervismd other
professors have been asked to review and modifygtiestionnaire and thereby its face validity hasnbe
examined and confirmed. The results of this steealed that there is not any significant relatimbetween
individual learning style and students’ preferreddhing methods. Also the results indicated theretis not any
significant relationship between collective leagstyles and students’ preferred teaching methdasther part
of the results showed that the relationship betwpmrnject learning style and students’ preferredchésy
methods is significant. Finally, the observed défece between students’ average of learning sgielstheir
preferred teaching methods in terms of gender vgsfisant.
Keywords: Learning, Learning Styles, Teaching Methods

1. Introduction

The purpose of education is not transmitting thétucal heritages and human experiences to the new
generations, but its main mission is creating dé#ir changes in the students’ attitudes, cognitiamesl
behaviors (Mohamadi, 2009). Undoubtedly, educadiod cultivation is very important in every societyd also
human’s excellence will be emerged through soundcaibn and learning. Indeed, teaching is a complex
process that every simple look at it can wastestitengths and facilities and results in its failuf&erefore,
expansion of education and its revolutions requmexognizing education process and knowing its mode
methods (Chen and Tsai, 2008).

Learning is the basis of human behaviors and isidered as an ongoing process in the life time (Msg
2004). Indeed, learning is a cognitive process thaludes receiving, processing, organizing, andingp
information so exactly that they can be recallecemiis needed (Akdemir, 2007). There are severakife
factors on the learning and recognition of thestofa that can be beneficial in identifying andrefiating its
weaknesses. In this regard, Skinner believes thaffective and actual educational system cannatrbated
unless learning and teaching are recognized andrsitwbd (Meeyari et al., 2009).

The personal characteristics are one of the mdactafe factors on the learning process. Indeedreths a
significant difference between learners from prapan, competency, and other characteristics petisjee
Every learner has his/her own preferences in terirtsow receive, process, and learn the informatiaring
learning process (Akdemir, 2007). This is why tiia¢ schools cannot provide the necessary educétiona
facilities and equipment without considering studedifferences. Learning style is a part of indiad
differences concept that can be considered as aination of learners’ motivation and informatioropessing
methods (Akdemir, 2007). Hunt believes that leagrstyle refers to the methods of learning not igldity.
According to Dunn and Griggs, learning style candeéined as a set of biological characteristics thake a
teaching method desirable or undesirable for stisd@hejati, 2010). There are different types ofiérag styles
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that can be divided into listening, reading, andtimg styles; diverging, assimilating, convergingnd
conforming styles; individual, collective, and proj styles. Indeed, learning styles are a parndividuals’
personality. In other words, preferring a learnstgle by every person refers to his/her desirertespecial
learning method in a certain condition. A persory meefer a learning style to others (Wintergersilet2003).

Because the students have different learning seteksthey influence the students’ learning and atioical
progress, it is necessary that the teachers kndwwoeducate their students effectively and knosirttifferent
styles so that they are able to help the studenising different learning styles (Seyf, 2006).

On the other hand, learning styles have relatignshkith different factors such as educational pregre
personality traits, and selection of educationeldfi The students’ preferred teaching methods as=af the
main factors in terms of learning style that hagrbexamined in this study. Obviously, teachers @ay
important role in the teaching process. The redasamat the teachers not only play an importanedive,
supportive, and confirmatory role, but also thegamize the students’ learning activities and dqvetweir
different aspects in learning. The teachers facerhain paths for achieving their educational goaéhe first is
using the inactive and traditional methods and d¢heond is using active and practical teaching nustho
(Mohamadi, 2009).

The active teaching methods refer to differenthéar and educating methods that the students pityearole
in its process. Indeed, the teacher is a direatdradvisor and there is a two-way interaction betwteacher
and student. On the other hand, the students’@sterand competences are considered in the plamohesand
implementing. Also the active and practical teaghimethods, which focus on the student-based methods
educate students’ though and creativity capabilitye use of active teaching methods can be helpfiéarners
to understand the course subject so exactly thamamicate its concept and meaning to self, lifel society.
As a result, not only the student does not forpet course contents, but also he/she has more shtkne
learning. On the other hand, the student learnsdhese content so exactly that reaches the delgaesing and
believes level. The inactive teaching methods ikelmethods in which the information is transmittedhe
students through text books or lecture-based methimdsuch methods, the teacher offers the priesigind
solutions of problems and also offers all of therse contents. One of the most important charatiesiof this
method is that the teacher is the only speakertlaadstudents are mere listeners. The traditiondliaactive
teaching methods that are known as teacher-baséidodse cannot encourage and reinforce though in the
students. In other words, this method is an inactivethod that the student has not any role in e¢hening
process. This means that the student memorizesdilgational contents and then answers some questidhe
final test. Inactive teaching methods discourage gbtential creativity in the mankind and do naate any
motivation for learning in the student. This is witwat the students’ positive and negative charisties are not
recognized by teacher. As a result, the teacharataconsider the students’ individual differenc8slection of
the teaching method is the main aspect in devedpmiasigning, and offering educational contentstt@nother
hand, the frequency of teaching methods dependbeteachers’ own interest. Although developed toems
use different active teaching methods that areablgtwith especial learning conditions of studebis, our
educational system use the traditional and ina¢é®ehing methods that have their own weaknessea.rasult,
the educational system losses its quality and lvélla poor system (Khosravi, 2007). Now, it is apdnant
question for teachers and educational planners“tttat are learning styles and students’ prefereatching
methods related to each other?” (Smith and Ridik®f9). Attending the methods of learning is the tmos
important factor that attracts much attention $elit Indeed, students understand different metkmdsigh their
own learning styles and attempt to solve them thihadifferent methods. This is why that the teacimeay adapt
their educational and communicational methods witildents’ learning methods. As Wolfolk indicatédsian
unexpected want from teachers that they shouldmise their educational systems with student’s awerests
and preferred leaning methods (Seyf, 2006). Yet,tdachers will have more knowledge for their stislef
they have more educational strategies and use ithpractice (Khosravi, 2007).

Another important question that can be asked hermhadt “what will happen if there is not any coteice
between teaching styles and learning methods?” oUliedly, such an inconsistence results in theiribf
learning system and students’ prevention from liegrand disinterest toward learning (Lavelace, 30D&ck of
attention to the students’ expectations and prater® can result in the ineffective learning stgesng students
(William, 2007). The reason is that the teacheamattention to the progressive teaching methodssl¢aat the
students have limited and ineffective perceptiomsnf teaching methods and learning styles (Kasaerah
Ayatallahi, 2010). Examining the students’ learnstgles can be effective in their awareness froathing
methods that are used by them. Indeed, the repstudents’ learning style is valuable informatin them in
terms of students’ actual needs and abilities ¢itngs 2002). On the other hand, attending thesaltsesan be
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helpful for both teachers and students in wholetiegmy process stages (Curry, 1999). Meng (2000¢¥ed that
lack of recognition of students’ learning style daads to several problems and difficulties fortbiatachers and
students. While recognition of differences in léagnstyles can be helpful for teachers and studentssing the
most effective styles in their courses (Curry, 1999

Review of the past studies revealed that recognitib the students’ learning styles and developnunt
educational structure that is suitable with itdestyesults in better and more effective learnirighis happens
then the students have good directions for sol#mjy educational problems and difficulties. Thisoacan be
helpful for students in understanding their prefess and strengths in the learning process (Clat@®8). For
example, Shahnoshi (1998) studied the relationisktpieen learning styles and the students’ prefagaching

methods in Isfahan University of medical sciencHse results of this study revealed that nursinglests’

learning style is divergent. Another part of thesules of this study revealed that pre-organizercatanal

methods, scientific visits, and receiving the cquisare the main educational methods that are rpeefdy the
students in the scientific courses. Also findindgsthos study revealed that there is a significaglationship

between learning styles with project educationadpfem-solving, and role playing methods. The rssalso

revealed that although there is not any significatationship between learning style and studatgshographic
characteristics, but the relationship between sofrihe preferred educational methods in the themaetnd

practical courses with students’ gender, past égpees of nursing, marital status, and wish tostodlifferent

academic fields.

Najafi Kiani et al. (2009) studied the comparisdrearning styles and students’ preferred teachirghods in
Fasa University of medical sciences. They found tifia main teaching methods of their students anwargent
and attractive teaching methods. Also the reshltsved that collective discussion is the most atitradeaching
method from students’ perspective. Finally, theultssrevealed that there is a significant relatipdetween
academic field and learning style.

Smith and Riding (1999) studied the cognitive stgfed educational preferences. The results of thteidy
revealed that the holistic-analytical style inflees cooperative methods preference (role playingcatiective
discussion) and non-print media preferences (vatab slide show) significantly. Also the resultseabled that
there is a significant relationship styles and gendfluence evaluation methods preferences (idda&i and
collective homework and short-answer and multigieice questions).

Abdullatif Ismail (2010) evaluates the studentsgiriing styles preferences in Tishreen Universitye Tesults of
his study revealed that the students prefer tHeviiahg styles: visual-verbal, auditory-verbal andual-non-
verbal styles. The results revealed that there $ggaificant difference between different departiseof the
faculty and between male and female students. Eselts revealed that the students prefer visuddater
teaching styles more than others. Also the resaltealed that the visual style was observed amamiests.
The results also revealed that there is a sigmifidi#ference between male and female studentsring of their
interest in different departments of the facultheTdifference is so that the female students hagk imberest
than male ones in terms of learning style prefezeric a department and also between different trapats of
the faculty.

The teachers’ familiarity with learning styles isry important. Although, some of these prefererzzs be
recognized through observation, but it is bettegxplore the students’ viewpoints in this area.sTihformation
helps the teachers in offering new information abdearning methods for students and maintains entaves
their motivation (Nabizade, 2009). Therefore, thacher should understand that every student may thiather
own interested style in doing homework and learrdifierent subjects. As a result, the teacher shdave
good interaction with every student based on thesferred styles and methods (Seyf, 2006).

Because teaching method is a very important fdottie long-term success of educational procességshere
is not any educational method that will be effeetim any conditions, it is necessary to adapt #aehing
methods and students’ cognitive style (Azadi, 2008)

Although the learning styles are the main reseatgatiies in both Iran and other countries, but titb@rs of this
study attempt to present a different categorizatbriearning styles based on Reid theory. He caieg®
different learning styles in a new manner ad belethat people have different approaches towarditen In
this regard, he categorizes the learning stylebnee sets including individual, collective, anaject learning
styles. The teaching methods can be categorizédarsets including active and inactive methods. @tthors
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of this study also attempt to examine the relatigmbetween teaching methods and students’ learstiylgs.
Therefore, the following hypotheses have been dgesl for this purpose.

2. Research Assumptions

« There is a significant relationship between indixtlearning and progressive teaching methods.

« There is a significant relationship between collectearning and progressive teaching methods.

e There is a significant relationship between projeatning and progressive teaching methods.

e There are significant multiple relationships betwammbination of learning styles and progressive
teaching methods.

e There is a significant difference between learrstydes based on the demographic characteristics.

e There is a significant difference between preferpedgressive teaching methods and demographic
characteristics.

3. Research methodology

This study is a practical research from purposevvand is a descriptive-correlation one from redearc
methodology perspective. Indeed, descriptive reseimcludes a set of research methods that thepose is to
describe conditions of the under study phenome&annfad et al., 2005). On the other hand, correlatiady
includes all of the researches in which the authttesmpt to study the relationship between twoaldes (Gal et
al., 2005). The authors of this study are deterthioestudy the existing realities and answer thestjans about
existing conditions in terms of research questi&lso the authors attempt to examine the relatignblgtween
research variables through collecting the resedaté.

3.1. The statistical population and sample

The statistical population of this study includdiso&the students of high schools in the city sfahan in 2010-
2011 academic years. This population consists a#86students. In order to determine the sample ime
following formula has been used. This formula thas been developed by Sharifi and Sharifi (20009gsst a
sample with 150 members for this population. Thasa of this study consists of 79 female students Al
male students.

NxZ?axg?
e2(N-)+Z%4x0°

(

n=
3.2. Data-collection instruments

In order to collect the research data, two questigrs have been used. These have been indicatetbaaribed
in the following section.

1. The firstis the learning styles questionnaire theg been developed by Reid. The authors of thiyst
used this questionnaire for collecting the reseaata in terms of learning styles. This questioreai
consists of 23 questions that categorizes learsiygs to three sets including individual, colleeti
and project styles. This questionnaire has beegrldpgd in the four-point scale. The respondentewer
asked to indicate their responses based on thaifengnces. Reliability and validity of this
questionnaire has been examined and confirmed byevgrest and DeCapua (2005) and Itzen (2001).
Also the authors of the present study examine cactstvalidity of the questionnaire through
exploratory factor analysis. The results of explona factor analysis revealed that 69% of variaote
learning styles can be explained through thesetigmss Also Cronbachs’ Alpha Coefficient has been
used for examining reliability of the questionnaifédis coefficient has been calculated for eacthef
learning styles separately. This coefficient w&500.77 and 0.65 for collective, individual, armdjpct
learning styles. Because this questionnaire hadeen used by previous researchers and authors in
Iran, some review and modifications have been dorthis questionnaire and then its reliability has
been examined through 30 primary questionnaires.primary Cronbachs’ Alpha Coefficient was 070
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and final coefficient was 0.68 for this questiomaain order to examine validity of the questiomeai
content validity has been used. For this purpdse,stupervisors and directors of the study and other
five experts have been asked to review and mob#dyquestionnaire.

2. The second is the questionnaire of teaching metHadsrder to collect the research data in terms of
students’ preferred teaching methods, a self-adnated questionnaire of preferred teaching methods
has been developed. This consists of 26 items lthat been developed in 10-point scale. The
respondents were asked to indicate one of thesptldhs based on their opinions and determine éne o
the active and inactive teaching methods.

In order to examine validity of the questionnaimmntent validity has been used. For this purpoke, t
questionnaire has been reviewed and modified bgrsignrs and directors of the study and other disademic
experts. Also Cronbachs’ Alpha Coefficient has basad for examining reliability of the questioneaiihis
coefficient was 0.93 for primary questionnaire wathsamples and 0.90 for final questionnaire.

4. Data analysis

In order to examine the relationship between lewynstyles and progressive teaching methods, Pearson
correlation coefficient has been used.

First hypothesis There is a significant relationship between imdlial learning and progressive teaching
methods.

Table 1: the results of examining relationship betwen individual learning style and progressive teadhg

methods
Variable Pearson correlation Sig
coefficient
Individual learning style 0.137 0.094

As the results of table 1 revealed, there is ngtsagnificant relationship between individual leisugn style and
progressive teaching methods. In other words, thdests who have individual learning style prefeactive
teaching methods.

Second hypothesisthere is a significant relationship between aile learning and progressive teaching
methods.

Table 2: the results of examining relationship bet@en collective learning style and progressive teaicly

methods
Variable Pearson correlation Sig
coefficient
Collective learning style 0.140 0.088

As the results of table 2 revealed, there is ngtsgnificant relationship between collective ldamstyle and
progressive teaching methods. In other words, thdests who have collective learning style prefeactive
teaching methods.

Third hypothesis: There is a significant relationship between prbjeearning and progressive teaching
methods.

Table 3: the results of examining relationship betwen project learning style and progressive teaching

methods
Variable Pearson correlation Sig
coefficient
Project learning style 0.385 0.0005
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As the results of table 3 revealed, there is aifsigmt relationship between project learning styed
progressive teaching methods. In other words, tildesits who have project learning style prefervadgaching
methods.

Fourth hypothesis There are significant multiple relationships beén combination of learning styles and
progressive teaching methods.

In order to examine the relationship between coatimn of learning styles and progressive teachieghods,
multiple regressions has been used. In this mddatning style is considered as independent variaid
preferred teaching methods are considered as depevakriable.

Table 4: the results of multiple regressions for eamining the relationship between combination of
learning styles and progressive teaching methods

Model Multiple correlation Coefficient of Adjusted coefficient
determination of determination
1 0.391 0.153 0.136

Table 4 summarizes the results of multiple regoessicoefficient of determination, and adjustedffatient of
determination. As indicated in this table, multiplrrelations is 0.153 and coefficient of deterrtiovais 0.391.
In other words, 15.3% of the variances of dependariaible (progressive teaching methods) can béaiequl
through independent variables (learning styles).

Table 5: the results of multiple regressions for eamining the relationship between combination of
learning styles and progressive teaching methods

Sources of Square df Average of F P
variations square
Total remained 67.611 3 22.537 8.806 0.0005
regression 373.644 146 2.559
441.255 149

In table 5, the predictor variables (fixed variaflare individual, collective, and project learnstgles. On the
other hand, preferred progressive teaching metamsidependent variables.

As indicated in this table, the regression modepmafgressive teaching methods from three learniyigsis
significant (F= 8.806, df= 146,<p0.0005). In other words, there is a significadatienship between learning
styles and preferred progressive teaching methods.

Table 6: the share of independent variables (learng styles) in predicting the preferred progressive
teaching methods

Unstandardized coefficients| Standardized t Sig
coefficients
B Standard Beta
error

Fixed value 4.119 0.787 - 5.237 0.0005
Project learning style 0.127 0.029 0.364 4.420 0.005
Collective learning style 0.015 0.053 0.023 0.286 0.775
Individual earning style 0.040 0.044 0.071 0.909 0.365

The results of table 6 revealed the unstandardipedficient, standard error, and standardized cefit (B), t-
value, and significant level.

Based on the results of table, significant leveless than 0.05 and it confirms that the regressimdlel is

significant. On the other hand, significant levélimdividual and collective learning styles is mdtean 0.05.
This refers that these variables should be exclfiaad regression model and eliminated from finalggis. All
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in all, the project learning style is effective the dependent variable (preferred progressive tegahethods).
Therefore, the following prediction formula candeveloped.

Preferred progressive teaching methods= 4.119 27(droject learning style)

Based on the regression model and standardizefiaieefs, it can be said that there is a signiftaatationship
between project learning style and preferred pixjve teaching methods. In other words, a changdédn

independent variable (project learning style) rssih 0.364 changes in the dependent variablesefpeel
progressive teaching methods).

Fifth hypothesis there is a significant difference between leagnistyles based on the demographic
characteristics.

In order to examine the difference between respaistielearning styles based on the demographic
characteristics, multiple analysis of variance (M®YA) has been used.

Table 7: the results of MANOVA analysis about exanmie the difference between respondents’ learning
styles based on the demographic characteristics

Variable Test Eigen F df Sig Eta Statistical
value power
Gender Tris Pillai 0.047 2.414b 3 0.069 0.047 0.593
Lambda 0.953 2.414b 3 0.069 0.047 0.593
Tris Hotelling 0.050 2.414b 3 0.069 0.047 0.593
The biggest root 0.050 2.414b 3 0.069 0.047 0.593

The results of table 7 revealed difference betwespondents’ learning styles and demographic ctexisiics.
In order to this, the tests of Tris Pillai, Lambdais Hotelling, and the biggest root have beerdu3ée results
showed that there is not any significant differeheeveen respondents from three learning methodpeetive.
In other words, there is not any significant diféfiece between male and female students’ learnigsstyith
respect to the Eta, it can be said that 4.7% of#hi&nces can be explained through gender. Oottie hand,
the statistical power is 59.3 and revealed thatstiaistical power of this test is 59.3 and indésathat the
sample size is sufficient for this purpose.

Table 8: the results of MANOVA test for examining espondents’ learning styles based on the gender

Variable Independent Squares df Squares F Sig Eta Statistical
variables average power
Gender Projective 7.036 1 7.036 0.286 0.594 0.00% 0.083
learning style
Collective 33.098 1 33.098 4.901 0.028 0.032 0.595
learning style
Individual 10.605 1 10.605 1.120 0.292 0.008 0.183
learning style

The Table 8 revealed the results of different betweespondents’ learning styles (project, collestiand
individual) based on the gender. As the resultshif table revealed, there is not any significaiftetence
between respondents’ project and individual leaynatyles, but the difference between male and femal
students’ learning styles is significant in ternfscollective learning style. In other words, maledafemale
students have different collective learning stged they have similar individual and project leagnstyles.

Sixth hypothesis there is a significant difference between prefériprogressive teaching methods and

demographic characteristics.

In order to examine the difference between preferpeogressive teaching methods and demographic
characteristics, analysis of variance (ANOVA) hastbused.
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Table 9: the results of analysis of variance (ANOVAtest for examining the difference between prefeed
progressive teaching methods and demographic chareistics

Source of Squares Df Squares F Sig Eta Statistical
changes average power
Gender 3.831 1 3.831 1.296 0.257 0.009 0.205

(intergroup)

Error 437.424 148 2.956
(intergroup)

Total 441.255 149

The results of analysis of variance (ANOVA) test éxamining the difference between preferred pregjve
teaching methods and demographic characteristios been presented in table 9. As the results regiettiere
is not any significant difference between respotgidearning styles. In other words, there is nof aignificant
difference between male and female respondentsiilea styles. With regard to the Eta, 0.9% of tleiances
in learning styles can be explained by gender. Alsostatistical power is 20.5 and this refers thatsample
size is sufficient for research purpose.

5. Discussion and conclusion

As the results of this study (tables of 1 and 2)eaded, there is not any significant relationshgiween
individual learning style and preferred progress®@&ching methods. Also the results revealed trexetis not
any significant relationship between collectivertéag style and preferred progressive teaching odh

The teachers have to consider the students’ legustiyles in implementing the teaching methods abelcs the
teaching methods based on them. Generally, theichdil learning style refers to this fact that stedents
prefer to study and learn individually. This me#mat the use of active teaching methods by teadberst very
effective in reinforcing the students’ learning abjity and also has not consistency with them. airaedly,

the effects of active teaching methods on the stisdeeffective and sustainable learning are obvifus
educational planners and theorists. The activehtegcmethods can create more learning motivatiotha
students and also encourage them toward learn@igititerested knowledge and skills. However, #sutts of
the present study revealed that some studentsdesindividual learning styles and prefer thatirtibeacher use
inactive teaching methods. The reason may be aepmat quiet educational environment and it is tiokvidual

learning style that provides such conditions fagnth In this regard, the teachers’ educational custean be
considered as a past experience in terms of leainid reinforce the learning conditions. Also isieuld be
remembered that get the habit to traditional arattime teaching methods. This may be the main reaso
preferring individual learning styles by many stnte Thus it is possible to make the learning styletter
through educating them and reinforcing the benefiactive teaching method.

The collective learning style refers to this fdtattthe students prefer study and learn the edunadtcontents
collectively. The results of our study revealed tthés learning style is the collective style ahé students with
such a style prefer traditional and inactive teaghhethods. Therefore, the teachers should attéadact that
the consistence between teaching method and lepstytes can be effective on the students’ learaibidjty.
However, the traditional and inactive teaching rodthdecrease the students’ participation and catiparin
the learning process. The reason is that the ntairacteristic of this method is attending the wfléeacher not
students and their learning. It can be said thatdbllective learning style requires the studentduntary
participation and cooperation. The reason of selgdraditional and inactive teaching method bydstits of
this study is their unawareness of their learnitygesand different active and inactive teaching me. It is
should be remembered that the respondents of tilnily $1ad not experienced all of the teaching methentl
their answers were perceptual not actual. This lwareffective in the students’ preferred teachinghags.
However, this problem can be solved through giwkngwledge and awareness for students about impeartah
learning, learning style, necessarily of its cotesise with teaching methods, different teachinghames$, and
their strengths and weaknesses.

Shahnoshi (1999) found that there is a significatdtionship between students’ learning style amdes of the
teaching methods such as active teaching methad®lém solving, project, role playing) in the thetic
courses. On the other hand, the results of higyseeskaled that there is not any significant relaghip between
students’ learning styles and their preferred tearimethods. This means that the students prefenaecdive
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teaching methods. Finally, he found that the refethip between students’ learning styles and iiferred
teaching methods in the practical courses is mytifitant.

Based on the results of table 3, it can be saidithigsie is a significant relationship between prbjearning style
and students’ preferred teaching methods. In otleds, it can be said that the students with ptdieaching
styles prefer active teaching methods. Thus theh&ra should select active teaching methods basettheo
course subject and thereby help their studentsliiesing more and better learning. The students pieder
project learning style desire to learn the educati@ontents through library, laboratory, and dlass projects
and thereby improve their knowledge and awareremsthis purpose, the teachers should provide atadeith
a suitable educational environment based on theests’ learning style such as the use of diffesarftware in
classroom and working in laboratory for their stotde As a result, not only the students’ learningtimation
will be reinforced, but also they will be able tzalize their potential creative thought.

Smith and Reiding (1999) found that the holistiedgtical learning style has a significant effecttba preferred
cooperative teaching methods (such as role plagifjcollective discussion). In other words, theletis who
have holistic-analytical learning style prefer aetieaching methods. Najafi Kiani et al. (2009)rduhat the
teachers have to use the teaching methods thatigable with students’ learning style. The resaftsur study
showed that the relationship between preferrechteganethods and learning styles is significant tneateby it
can be said that the relationship between learstyigs and preferred teaching methods is significan

Also based on the results of regression equatidntarstandardized coefficient that have been pitesein table
6, it can be said that there is a significant retethip between project learning and preferredhisgcmethods.
In other words, a change in the independent varigbtoject learning style) results in 0.364 chanigethe
dependent variables (preferred progressive teaahigtpods). Another part of the results of this eéatdvealed
that the individual and collective learning stytesnot influence preferred teaching methods sigaifily.

The results of our study in terms of the differethetween respondents’ learning styles based omehder,
those have been indicated in table 7, revealedthi®e is not any significant difference betweenemrand
female students in terms of learning styles. Thee dtthis hypothesis that is 4.7% indicates thi ith derived
from gender. Based on the results of table 8,rit lva said that the collective learning style isdigant, but
there is not any significant difference betweenearald female students who have individual or ptdgarning
style. The results of the study that has been dgnsmail (2010) indicated that the male and fenstiglents
had different learning styles.

Based on the results of table 9, the observedrdiffie between students’ average of preferred tegchethods
is not significant in terms of gender. Another pafrthe results showed that only 0.9% of theseediffices are
derived from gender. Although learning style is idtuenced by gender, but it is expected that ataonal
methods is not influenced by gender. ShahnoshiqjL&fund that most of the preferred teaching methisdot
influenced by gender and only the relationship leetwgender and some of the preferred teaching nietlo
significant.
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