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 Educators Ishould Ibe Iconsidered Ithe Ilearning Istyle Iof Istudents Iso Ithat Ithe Ibest Ipractice 

Iapproach Ican Ibe Iapplied Iin Ilearning Iactivities. IAs Istudents Iunderstand Itheir Ilearning Istyle, 

Ithey Iwill Ibe Iable Ito Iintegrate Iit Iinto Itheir Ilearning Iprocess. IKolb ILearning IStyle Iwas Ithe 

Ilearning Istyle Ithat Iwas Iwidely Iused Ibased Ion Ithe Itheory Iof Ilearning Iexperiences. ITherefore, 

Ithis Istudy Iaimed Ito Idescribe Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents’ Ilearning Istyle. IThe 

Isurvey Iresearch Idesign Iwith Ia Iquantitative Iapproach Iwas Iapplied Iin Ithis Istudy. IA Itotal Iof I300 

Irespondents Iwere Iselected Irandomly Ifrom Iall Ifaculties Iin IUniversiti ITun IHussein IOnn 

IMalaysia. IThe Isurvey Iquestionnaire Iconsisted Iof Itwo Imain Isections Irepresenting ILearning 

IGoals, ILearning IStyle, Iand ILearning IActivities. IThe Iresult Iexplains Ithat Iboth Iengineering 

Iand Inon-engineering Istudents Iare Imore Idominant Ito Iadopt Ithe IAccommodator Ilearning 

Istyle, followed Iby Ithe IConverger Ilearning Istyle, and Ithen IAssimilator Ilearning Istyle and 

IDiverger Ilearning Istyle. I IIt Iis Iconcluded Ithat Ithe Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents 

Iare Imore Iincline Ito Ibe Ia Ikinesthetic Ilearner. IThese Ilearning Ipreferences Iand Ilearning Istyles 

Iwill Icontribute Ito Itheir Iengagement Iin Ithe Iconcept Iof Ilearning and for educators to plan 
teaching strategies. 
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1. Introduction I I 
Learning Iabout Istudents’ Ilearning Istyles Ican Ibe Ivery Ibeneficial 

Ifor Iboth Iteachers Iand Istudents. IInvolving Istudents Iin Ithe Iactive 

Ilearning Iphase Inecessitates Irecognizing Iand Icomprehending 

Ilearners’ Ilearning Istyles Iand Iteachers’ Iteaching Istyles. ITypes Iof 

Ilearning Iplay Ia Iconsiderable Irole Iin Ilearners’ Ilives. IStudents Imay 

Iincorporate Itheir Ilearning Istyle Iinto Itheir Ilearning Iprocess Ias Ithey 

Ibecome Imore Iaware Iof Iit. IStudents Ilearn Iin Ivarious Iways, Iand 

Iteachers Imust Idesign Itheir Icourses Iaccording Ito Idifferent Itypes Iof 

Ilearning. ILearning Iskills, Icreativity Iand Ilife Iand Icareer Iskills Iare 

Ievidence Ithat Istudents Imaster Ithe Iprocess Iof Icapability Iand 

Idevelopment, Iintegration Iand Iknowledge Iassessment Ifrom 

Idifferent Isubjects Iand Isources Iof Iunderstanding I[1]. IIdentifying 

Istudents’ Ilearning Istyles Iwill Ihelp Ieducators Iplan Itheir Iteaching 

Imethods Iand Iactivities Ieffectively Ito Iachieve Itheir Ilearning 

Ioutcome I[2]. IThe Ilearning Istyle Iof Istudents Iis If Ithe Isupporting 

Iforms Iof Iactive Ilearning I[3]. IThe Istyle Iof Ilearning Iplays Ian 

Iimportant Irole Iin Iensuring Ithat Ithe Ilearning Iprocess Iis Iperformed 

Ieffectively. I 

Students Ishould Ihave I21st-century Iskills, Iespecially Isoft Iskills, 

Ito Ienhance Itheir Iemployability Iand Ivalues. I[4]. IUniversities Imust 

Imake Ivital Ielements Iof Ieducation Ito Iconduct Ilearning Iby 

Iintroducing Ieffective Istudent Ilearning Iprocesses Iin Ithe Igrowth Iof 

Iinternational Ieducation Iin Ithe Iformulation Iof Iskills Iin Ithe Itwenty-
first Icentury. I[5]. ITo Iensure Ithat Iall Istudents Ireceive Iknowledge 

Ifrom Ithe Ilearning Iprocess, Ieducators Imust Iobserve Iand Iconsider 

Ithe Idiscrepancies Iand Isimilarities Ibetween Istudents Iand Iuse Ithe 

Iknowledge Ito Iprepare Ifor Ithe Ilearning Iprocess I[6] Ito Idesign 

Ilearning Iregardless Iof Ithe Ilearning Istyle Iof Ithe Istudents I[7]. ITo 

Icompare Ilearning Istyle Ipreferences Ibetween Iengineering Iand Inon-
engineering Istudents Iin IMalaysia, Ithis Istudy Iused Ia Imeasurement 

Imethod Icalled Ithe IKolb ILearning IStyle IInventory I(LSI) Isince ILSI 

Iis Iable Ito Iprovide Ia Isimple Ivalidation Iof Ithe IExperiential ILearning 

ITheory. 

1.1. Kolb ILearning IStyle 

The IExperiential ILearning ITheory Iof IKolb Iforms Ithe Ibasis Iof 

Ithe Iparadigm Iof IKolb’s Ilearning Istyle. IExperiential Ilearning, 

Iwhich Iis Idistinct Ifrom Iother Icognitive Ilearning Itheories, Inotes Ithe 

Iincrease Iin Ilearning Iprocess Iinteractions I[8]. IThe IKolb ILearning 

IStyle IInventory I(LSI) Iis Ione Imethod Ifor Imeasuring Ilearners’ 
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Ipreferential Iteaching Istyle. IKolb’s Ilearning Istyle, Ior Imore 

Igenerally Iknown Ias IExperiential ILearning ITheory I(ELT), 

Idescribes Ilearning Ias Ia Iprocess Iin Iwhich Iinformation Iis Icreated Iby 

Itransforming Iexperience I[9]. ILearning Iis Ia Iprocess, Iaccording Ito 

IKolb, Iand Iknowledge Iis Ithe Itransformation Iof Iexperience I[10]. 

IKolb Ialso Iindicates Ithat, Ito Ihave Ia Icomplete Ilearning Iexperience, 

Istudents Imust Igo Ithrough Iall Ifour Iphases Iof Ithe Ilearning Icycle, Ias 

Idepicted Iin IFigure I1. IThese Ifour Istages Inot Ionly Iallow Istudents Ito 

Iexplore Ia Isubject Ithrough Ivarious Iactivities Iand Iviewpoints 

Ithoroughly, Ibut Ithey Ialso Iaccommodate Idifferent Ilearning Istyles. 

 
Figure I1: IThe ILearning IModel Iof IExperiential ILearning Iat IKolb’s ILearning 

IStyles 

In Ithe IKolb Iview, Ilearning Istyles Irefer Ito Iprocesses Iin Iwhich 

Ithe Iperson Iorganizes Ithe Iideas, Irules Iand Iprinciples Ithat Iaddress 

Ithem Iin Idealing Iwith Inew Isituations. IIn Ipractice, Ione Iof Ithe Imost 

Ipowerful Imethods Iin Ithe Ilearning Ianalysis Iof Ithe Iindividual Iis Ithe 

Itheory Iof Ithe IKolb Ilearning Istyle. IThe Ilearning Istyles Ias Ia 

Icollection Iof Ivalues, Iinterests, Iand Ihabits Ithat Ipeople Iattempt Ito 

Ilearn Iabout Ia Iparticular Isituation Iby Iusing Iit I[11]. IPrevious 

Iresearch Iput Iit Ianother Iway: Ithe Ilearner Ifirst Iconducts Ian Iaction 

I(concrete Iexperience), Ithen Itries Ito Ithink Iabout Iit I(reflective 

Iobservation), Ithen Idevelops Ia Ihypothesis I(abstract 

Iconceptualization), Iand Ifinally Iattempts Ito Iexempt Iit I(active 

Iexperimentation) I[12]. IAccording Ito IKolb, Iexperiential Ilearning 

Ican Ibe Iused Iin Iboth Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Ieducational 

Ienvironments I[13]. IIt Ienables Istudents Ito Iparticipate Iactively Iin Ithe 

Ilearning Iprocess Ito Idevelop Iawareness, Iskills, Ivalues, Iand Iattitudes 

Ithrough Idirect Iexperience. IThe Ilearning Istages Iwill Ipromote 

Iknowledge Itransfer Iby Iproviding Idirect Ipractice Itailored Ito Istudent 

Iexpertise’s Iscope I[14].  IThis Ilearning Imethod Ienables Istudents Ito 

Icreate Itheir Iawareness Iand Iexperience Iand Ithe Iacquisition Iof Inew 

Iskills Iand Iknowledge. IIt Istresses Ithat Ilearners Ilearn Ito Iuse Itheir 

Iexpertise Iand Iexperience Ito Isolve Itheir Iproblems. IThis Istudy 

Iaimed Ito Icompare Ithe Ipreferential Ilearning Istyles Iof Iengineering 

Iand Inon-engineering Istudents Iin IMalaysia Iby Iusing Ia IKolb 

ILearning IStyle IInventory I(LSI) Imodel Ias Ia Ireference Imodel 

Ibecause Iit Ican Iprovide Ia Ibasic Ifoundation Ifor Ivalidating Ithe Itheory 

Iof Iexperiential Ilearning. 

2. Learning IStyle Iin ITechnical Iand IVocational IEducation 

Technical Iand IVocational IEducation Iis Ian Iimportant Iroad Ito 

Ivocational Ieducation Iand Ithe Igrowth Iof Iskills. ITo Imeet IMalaysia’s 

Ieconomic Ineeds, Ithe Icountry’s ITVET Ienrollment Imust Ibe 

Iincreased Iby I2.5 Itimes Iby I2025. ITransformation IProgramme I[15]. 

IThe Ihuman Iresources Ito Imeet Ithis Idemand, Ihowever Iare 

Iinadequate. IRight Iat Ithe Itime. IMoreover, ITVET Iis Iregarded Ito Ibe 

Iless Iappealing Ithan Itraditional Iuniversity Ieducation. IThis Ihas Iled Ito 

Ia Ishortage Iof, Iespecially Ihighly Iskilled, ITVET Istudents. IMalaysia 

Imust Itherefore Imove Ifrom Ithe Icommonly Iaccepted Iassumption 

Ithat Ithe Ionly Icareer Ipath Ifor IMalaysian Iyouth Iis Itraditional 

Iuniversity Ieducation, Iand Ialso Iemphasize ITVET Ias Ia Ivalid Ihigher 

Ieducation Ichoice. I 

Technical Iand IVocational Ieducation Istudents Iare Iexposed Ito Ian 

Ieducational Isystem Iaimed Iat Igetting Ia Ijob. I(1) IA Icomponent Iof Ian 

Ieducational Iactivity Iaimed Iat Iproviding Ithe Inecessary Iknowledge 

Iand Iskills Ito Icarry Iout Ia Ispecific Ijob, Ioccupation Ior Iprofessional 

Iactivity Iin Ithe Ilabour Imarket Ican Ibe Itechnical Iand Ivocational 

Ieducation. IAt Ithe Isame Itime, Iother Itypes Iof Ieducation, Iby Itraining 

Ipeople Inot Ionly Ias Iworkers Ibut Ialso Ias Icitizens, Iact Ias Ian Iadditional 

Iform; I(2) Ian Iactivity Iassociated Iwith Ithe Itechnology Itransition, 

Iinnovation, Iand Igrowth Iprocesses IKnowledge Iand Iskills Imust Ibe 

Itransferred Isince Ithey Iform Ithe Ifoundation Iof Itechnical Iprogress 

Iand Igrowth I[16]. IIn Itechnical Iand Ivocational Iteaching, Ias Iin Imany 

Ifields Iof Iknowledge, Iit Iis Iimportant Ito Iidentify Iand Iunderstand 

Istudents Idifferences Ito Iadopt Ithe Iinstitute’s Ineeds Ito Ibest Isuit Ithe 

Istudents’ Ilearning Iconditions Iand Iskills. IA Ifact Iin Ithe Iclassroom, 

Iwhich Ican Ibe Iseen Iin Iactual Iscenarios Ior Iin Ivirtual Itechniques, Iis 

Ithe Ineed Ito Iadapt Iteaching Imethods Ito Istudent Ilearning Istyles Iand 

Iinterests. 

If Ilearning Istyles Iare Inot Iidentified, Ithey Imay Iinfluence Ithe 

Iteaching Iand Ilearning Iprocess I[17]. IA Ilack Iof Iknowledge Iof Ithe 

Imodes Iof Ilearning Ican Ialso Ibe Iproblematic. IIn Ithe Iimplementation 

Iamong Istudents Iof Ithe Iacceptable Iand Isuccessful Ilearning Istyles 

I[18]. IAcademic Isuccess Iwill Ibe Iimpaired Ias Ia Iresult I[19]. 

IUnfortunately, Iteacher-centred Ilearning Isessions Iare Iheld Iby Imost 

Ieducators, Iallowing Ifewer Istudents Ito Iengage Iin Ithe Iprocess Iand 

Iactivities Iof Ilearning I[17]. ITherefore, Ifor Ithe Iperformance Iof 

Istudents, Ilearning Istyle Iis Ian Iimportant Imatter. IThe Istyle Iof 

Ilearning Iwill Iensure Ithat Ia Ilearner Ilearns Iwell I[19]. IStudents Ineed 

Ito Iidentify Itheir Ilearning Istyles Ito Ibuild Ion Itheir Ilearning Iskills Iand 

Iexpand Itheir Ilearning Iskills. IBy Iposing Ia Ichallenge Ior Iusing 

Ivarious Ieducation Imethods, Ieducators Iare Ialso Iexpected Ito 

Iencourage Itheir Istudents Ito Iidentify Itheir Ilearning Istyle. I[20]. 

3. Material Iand IMethod 

The Isurvey Iresearch Idesign Iwith Ia Iquantitative Iapproach Iwas 

Iapplied Iin Ithis Iresearch. IA Iset Iof Iquestions Iwas Idesigned Ibased Ion 

Ithe Icollected Ilearning Istyle Iand Iactivities Ifound Iin Iliterature Ibased 

Ion Ithe IKolb ILearning IStyle IInventory. IA Itotal Iof I300 Irespondents 

Iwere Irandomly Iselected Ifrom Iall Ifaculties Iin IUniversiti ITun 

IHussein IOnn IMalaysia, IUTHM I(i.e. IFaculty Iof ICivil IEngineering 

Iand IBuilt IEnvironment, IFaculty Iof ITechnology IManagement Iand 

IBusiness, IFaculty Iof ITechnical Iand IVocational IEducation, 

IFaculty Iof IElectrical Iand IElectronic IEngineering, IFaculty Iof 

IComputer IScience Iand IInformation ITechnology, IFaculty Iof 

IApplied ISciences Iand ITechnology Iand IFaculty Iof IEngineering 

ITechnology). IThe Isurvey Iquestionnaire Iconsisted Iof Itwo Imain 

Isections Irepresenting Ithe ILearning IGoals, ILearning IStyle Iand 

ILearning IActivities. IThis Iquestionnaire Iwas Ideployed Ionline 

Ifrom Ithe Iuniversity’s Ionline Iforum Iand Iplatform. IRespondents 
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Iwere Iable Ito Icomplete Ithe Iquestionnaire Iin Iapproximately I10-15 

Iminutes. 

4. Finding Iand IDiscussion 

The Ifindings Idiscussed Iare Ibased Ion Ithe Idata Iof Ithe ILearning 

IGoals, ILearning IStyle Iand ILearning IActivities Iitems Ithat Iwere 

Iconstructed. IData Ithat Ihad Ibeen Icollected Iwere Iused Ito Ianalyze Iin 

Ithe Icontext Iof ILearning IStyle Icharacteristics, Iand IT-test Iwas 

Iconducted Ito Idetermine Iwhether Ithere Iare Iany Ivariations Ibetween 

Ithe Itwo Igroups Iof Ifields, Ias Iwell Ias Idescriptive Istatistics Isuch Ias 

Ifrequency Iand Ipercentage, Ito Ievaluate Iand Iinterpret Ithe Iresults Iin 

Ithis Ireport. IThe Iinterpretation Iin Ithe Iresearch Iinstrument Iwas Iused 

Ito Iexplain Ithe Ifrequencies Iand Ipercentages. IThe Iagreement Ilevel 

Iwas Iused Ito Iassess Ithe Istudents’ Iperceptions Iin Iboth Iareas, Iwhich 

Iwere Ieither IYes Ior INo. 

4.1. The ILearning IStyle IBetween IEngineering Iand INon-
Engineering IStudents I(Descriptive IResults) 

Based Ion Ia Isurvey Iconducted, Ithe Idifferent Ilearning Istyles Iof 

Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents Iwere Igathered Iand 

Idivided Iinto Ifour Iforms Iof Ilearning Istyle Idefined Iby IKolb, 

Ifollowing Ithe Ilearning Istyle IDiverger, IAssimilator, IConverger 

Iand IAccommodator. ITo Ibetter Iunderstand Iboth Iof Ithese Ilearning 

Istyles, Iit Ishould Ibe Iunderstood Ithat Ithe IAssimilator Ilearning Istyle 

I(think Iand Iwatch) Iis Ia Ivariation Iof IReflective IObservation I(RO) 

Iand IAbstract IConceptualization I(AC).Converger Ilearning I(think 

Iand Ido) Iis Ia Isynthesis Iof IAbstract IConceptualization I(AC) Iand 

IActive IExploration I(AE) I(AE). I IAccommodation Ilearning Istyle 

I(feel Iand Ido) Iis Ia Icombination Iof IActive IExperimentation I(AE) 

Iand IConcrete IExperience I(CE) Iand IDiverger Ilearning Istyle I(feel 

Iand Iwatch) Iis Ia Icombination Iof IConcrete IExperience I(CE) Iand 

IReflective IObservation I(RO) I[21]. IThe Ipercentage Iof Istudents’ 

Idata Idistribution Ion Ieach IKolb Ilearning Istyle Idetermined Iby IThe 

IKolb ILearning IStyle IInventory Iis Ishown Iin ITable I1 Iand Iillustrated 

Iin IFigure I2 Ibelow. 

Table I1: IResults Iof ILearning IStyle Iin IVocational IEducation Ibetween 

IMalaysian Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents 

Field Kolb ILearning IStyle 
Conver

ger 
Assimila

tor 
Accomod

ator 
Diverge

r 
Total 

f % f % f % f % f % 
Enginee
ring 42 28 2

9 
19.
3 

51 34 2
8 

18.
7 

15
0 

10
0 

Non-
Enginee
ring 

51 34 2
1 

14 60 40 1
8 

12 15
0 

10
0 

The Iresults Ishow Ithat IAccommodator Ilearning Istyle Iin 

Iengineering Istudents Iis Ithe Ihighest Ipercentage Ithan Iothers 

Ilearning Istyle Iwith Ivalue I(f I= I51, I34%) Ifollowed Iby IConverger I(f 

I= I42, I28%) Iand IAssimilator I(f I= I29, I19.3%). IWhile IDiverger 

Ilearning Istyles Ishows Ithe Ilowest Ipercentage Iwithin Iengineering 

Istudents Iwith Ivalues I(f I= I28, I18.7%). IOther Ithan Ithat, Ia Isimilar 

Icondition Iwas Ishown Iby Inon-engineering Istudents Iwhere Ithe 

IAccommodator Ilearning Istyle Ishows Ithe Ihighest Iworth 

Ipercentage I(f I= I60, I40%) Ifollowed Iby IConverger I(f I= I51, I34%) 

Iand IAssimilator I(f I= I21, I14%). IWhile Ithe Ilowest Ivalue Iof 

Ipercentage Iis IDiverger Iwhich Iis I(f I= I18, I12%). 

 

 

Figure I2: IResults Iof ILearning IStyle Iin IVocational IEducation Ibetween 

IMalaysian Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents 

The Ifindings Iof Ithe Istudy Ican Ibe Iseen Imore Iclearly Iby 

Ireferring Ito Ifigure I3 Ibelow Iwhere Iyou Ican Isee Ithe Isignificant 

Idifferences Ibetween Ithe Ifour Ilearning Istyles. IAlthough Ithere Iis Ia 

Ipercentage Idifference Ibetween Ithe Itwo Ifields, Iit Ishows Ithat Imost 

Iof Ithe Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents Ican Ibe Idescribed 

Ias Ian Iaccommodator, Iwhich Iindicates Ithey Iare Imost Ipotent Iin 

IConcrete IExperience Iand IActive IExperimentation. I IInstead Iof 

Ilogic, Ithey Irely Ion Iintuition Iwhich Iprefers Ilearning Ifrom Ipersonal 

Iexperience, Irelies Ion Igiven Iknowledge Irather Ithan Icarrying Iout 

Ihis/her Iresearch, Irequires Ia Iclear Iexplanation Ibefore Istarting Iwork 

I[22]. IIt Ialso Ishows Ithat Iboth Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering 

Istudents Ihave Istrengths Ithat Ilie Iin Itheir Idesire Ito Iexecute Iplans Iand 

Itasks Ito Itake Ipart Iin Inew Ievents I[23]. IThis Iresult Iis Iin Iline Iwith Ithe 

IKolb ILearning IStyles Itrend, Iwhich Istates Ithat Istudents Iwho Iuse 

Ithe IDoer Iand IFeeler Ilearning Istyles Iare Ibest Isuited Ifor Iteaching, 

Itechnician, Iand Iengineering Ijobs Iand Ihave Ia Ibackground Iin 

Ieducation, Itechnical Istudies, Iand Iengineering I[24]. I 

Other Ithan Ithat, Ithe Ioverall Iresult Ishows IConverger Iis Ithe 

Isecond-highest Ipercentage Ifor Iboth Ifields. IIn Icontrast Ito 

Iengineering Istudents, Inon-engineering Istudents Iprefer Itechnical 

Itasks Iand Ibetter Iinterpret Icomplex Iconcepts Iand Ihypotheses. IThey 

Ialso Ienjoy Iexperimenting. IThis Itype Iof Ilearning Istyle’s Istrengths 

Converger
28%

Assimilator
19%

Accommodator
34%

Diverger
19%

ENGINEERING

Converger
34%

Assimilator
14%

Accommodator
40%

Diverger
12%

NON-ENGINEERING
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Ilie Iin Itheir Iability Ito Iset Igoals, Isolve Iproblems, Iand Imake 

Idecisions I[23]. I 

Apart Ifrom Ithat, IAssimilator Ishows Ithe Ithird-highest 

Ipercentage Ifor Iboth Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Ifields. IThe 

Iresults Ishow Ithat Iengineering Istudents Ihave Ia Ihigher Ipercentage 

Ithan Inon-engineering Istudents. IThis Imeans Ithat Iengineering 

Istudent Iwho Ilearns Iin Ithis Istyle Ihas Ia Iwide Irange Iof Iknowledge 

Iand Iarrange Iit Iin Ithe Imost Ilogical Iway I[22] Icompared Ito Inon-
engineering Istudents. IIt Ialso Iindicates Ithat Ithese Istudents Iprefer 

Irational, Ifactual, Iand Iwell-thought-through Iknowledge I[24]. IThe 

Istrengths Iof Ithis Ilearning Istyle Ilie Iin Itheir Iability Ito Ischedule, 

Icoordinate, Ievaluate Iand Iengage Iin Iinductive Ireasoning 

Isystematically. IThe Iresults Iof Ithis Istudy Iare Iconfirmed Iby Ia Istudy 

Iconducted Iby I[25] Iin Iwhich Iengineering Istudents Ineed Imore 

Idiverse Iknowledge Igathered Ifrom Idifferent Isources Isince Ithey 

Imust Iobserve Ihow Ito Iexecute Ithe Itask Ibefore Ibeginning Ito 

Iperform Iit. IThe Iknowledge Iis Ipresented Ifrom Idifferent Iangles Iand 

Iconcluded Iin Ia Ilogical, Isimple, Iand Iconcise Imanner. IFinally, Ithe 

Itype Iof Ilearning Ithat Ishows Ithe Ifourth-highest Ipercentage Ifor Iboth 

Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Iis IDiverger. IThe Ifindings 

Ishowed Ithat Ithere Iwas Ia Ihigher Iproportion Iof Iengineering 

Istudents Icompare Ito Inon-engineering Istudents. IIt Iindicates Ithat 

Iengineering Istudents Iwith Ia Iparticular Istyle Iof Ilearning Iobserve Ia 

Isituation Iand Ithen Ilook Iat Ithe Isituation Ilater Ifrom Imultiple 

Iviewpoints, Ilearning Ifrom Ieach Ione I[22]. IBesides, Iit Ialso Ishows 

Ithat Iengineering Istudents Ihave Imore Ieffective Iat Iseeing Ia 

Iparticular Isituation Ifrom Idifferent Iperspectives Ithan Inon-
engineering Istudents I[26]. 

 
Figure I3:Comparison Iof ILearning IStyle Iin IVocational IEducation Ibetween 

IMalaysian Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents 

Because Iof Ithe Iinterest Iin Idesigning Ithe Ilearning Iprocess, 

Ieducators Ihave Ito Iconsider Ithe Istyle Iof Ilearning Iof Idifferent 

Istudents. IOther Ithan Ithat, Ito Imaximize Ilearning Ieffectiveness, Ithe 

Ilearning Imethod Ithat Irelates Ito Ieach Ilearning Istyle Iis Imore 

Iimportant Ibecause Ithe Ilearning Imethod Ihas Ia Ilearning Istyle 

Irelated Ito Iit I[27]. IThe Idifference Ibetween Ithe Iway Iinformation 

Iwas Iobtained Iand Iinterpreted Iwas Imore Irelated Ito Ithe Istyle Iof 

Ilearning Ithat Istudents Ihad. IOne Iof Ithe Ikey Ireasons Ifor Igathering 

Ilearning Iefficacy Iis Ithe Itype Iof Ilearning I[21]. IIThe suggest Ithat 

Iknowledge Iof Ithe Ilearning Istyles Iof Ilearners Ican Ibe Iimportant Ifor 

Icurriculum Iand Iteaching Iimprovement. ISimilarly, I[28] Istate Ithat 

IIf Ithe Ilearning Istyles Iof Istudents Iare Ievaluated, Iit Iis Ipossible Ito 

Isystematically Iplan Ilearning Iactivities Ithat Ifurther Istrengthen 

Istrengths Ior Idevelop Iweaker Iphases Ito Imaximize Ithinking Iand 

Iproblem-solving Iskills.” 

4.2. Comparison Iof ILearning IStyle IBetween IEngineering Iand 

INon-Engineering IStudents I(Inferential IResults) 

As Ifor Ithe Icomparison Ibetween IEngineering Iand INon-
Engineering Istudents, Ithe Iinference Ianalysis Ihad Ishown Ia Inon-
significant Ivalue Ibetween Iboth Igroups Iin Ipractising Ilearning Istyle 

Iin Itheir Ilearning Iprocess Iwith Imean Iand Isignificant Ivalue 

I(Engineering I= I0.538, INon-Engineering I= I0.562, Ip=0.543). 

IAlthough Ithere Iis Ia Idifference Iin Ipercentage Iand Ifrequency Ivalues, 

Ithe Iinference Ivalue Iindicates Ino Isignificant Ivalue Ifor Iengineering 

Iand Inon-engineering Istudents Ilearning Istyle. IThis Ishows Ithat Iboth 

Igroups Iof Istudents Ihave Iapproximately Ithe Isame Ilearning Istyle 

Ibetween Iengineering Iand Inon-engineering Istudents. 

Table I2: IThe IDifferences Iof ILearning IStyle IBetween IEngineering Iand INon-
Engineering IStudents 

Field Mean Std IDeviation Significant 
Engineering 0.538 0.133 

0.543 Non-Engineering 0.562 0.130 

5. Conclusion 

The Istudy Ishowed Ithat Ilearning Istyles Iare Inecessary Ifor Ia 

Icourse Ito Iachieve Itotal Ivalue Ifrom Ilearning. IWhile Isharing Icertain 

Icharacteristics, Imay Ishow Imajor Idifferences Iin Iother Iaspects Ithat 

Iaffect Ilearning. IEducators Iwho Iare Imindful Iof Ithese Idifferences 

Iand Ican Iarticulate Ithese Icharacteristics Ihave Ia Ibetter Ichance Iof 

Icreating Igood Iinstruction Ifor Ia Iwide Irange Iof Ilearners. IIn Iknowing 

Itheir Istrengths Iand Iinterests Iand Iutilizing Ithe Ilearning Icycle, Iall 

Ilearning Istyles Iwill Ibecome Istronger Ifor Istudents Iexposed Ito 

Ilearning Istyle Imodels Iand IKolb’s ILearning IStyle IInventory I(LSI), 

Iwhich Iwill Ienable Ithem Ito Ibecome Imore Iactive Ilearners. IThis 

Iresearch Ican Ibe Ivery Ibeneficial Ifor Ieducators Iwho Iwant Ito 

Iincrease Ithe Ieffectiveness Iof Ithe Ilearning Iprocess. IRecognizing 

Iand Ireacting Ito Iindividual Ilearning Istyles Imay Iimprove Istudents’ 

Iability Ito Iaccept Iand Iretrain Icontent Iand Ihelp Ito Iavoid Ipossible 

Ilearning Idifficulties Iby Iselecting Ithe Iappropriate Iteaching 

Imethod. IThis Imay Ialso Iaid Iin Iselecting Ithe Imost Isuitable Imaterials 

Iand Iactivities Ifor Ithe Iindividual Istudents. 
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