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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to examine the learning style preferences of primary school
teachers. The subjects of this study were primary school teachers (n=250) working in the city
center of Bolu in 2004. The quantitative data were collected by means of 2004 through
Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI) developed by Eren (2002). In addition to (LSPI),
an open-ended question was asked to the primary school teachers during the study. To analyze
the quantitative data collected, SPSS program was used and content analysis technique was
used to analyze the open-ended question. Although, the analysis of the LSPI revealed that
primary school teachers prefer the reflective learning style, the answers of open-ended
question indicated that they prefer the active learning style. T-test results indicated a significant
difference in favor of female teachers only in visual learning style preference.
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ILKOGRETIM OKULU OGRETMENLERININ
OGRENME STiLi TERCIHLERI

OZET

Bu calismanin amaci ilkdgretim okulu 6gretmenlerinin 6grenme stili tercihlerinin
incelenmesidir. Caligmanin orneklemini 2004 yilinda Bolu il merkezindeki ilkdgretim
okullarinda caligsan ilkdgretim okulu Ogretmenleri (n=250) olusturmaktadir. Calisma
sirasindaki nicel veriler 2004 yilinda Eren (2002) tarafindan gelistirilen Ogrenme Bicimi
Tercihleri Envanteri (OBTE) ile toplanmustir. Calisma sirasinda OBTE’ ye ilave olarak
ilkogretim okulu 6gretmenlerine agik uglu bir soru sorulmustur. Toplanan nicel verilerin
analizi i¢in SPSS programi ve agik uglu sorunun analizi igin igerik analizi teknigi
kullanilmugtir. {lkégretim okulu &gretmenlerinin OBTE’ ye verdikleri cevaplarin analizi
ogretmenlerin diislinsel 6grenme stilini tercih etmelerine karsin 6gretmenlere sorulan agik
uclu sorunun analizi 6gretmenlerin aktif 6grenme stilini tercih ettiklerini gostermistir. T-testi
sonuglart sadece gorsel 6grenme stili tercihinde bayan 6gretmenler lehine anlamli bir farklilik
oldugunu gostermektedir.
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okullart, [lkdgretim okulu 6gretmenleri
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1.INTRODUCTION

In recent years most of the studies related to learning styles are matched mostly with
the relationship between the learning styles and gender (e.g. Mountford et al.,2006; Siinbiil and
Sar1, 2005) and /or the relationship between learning styles and the academic achievements of
students (e.g. Al -Balhan, 2007; Arslan and Babadogan,2005) at different grade levels. In
addition to this, it is observed that most of these studies are related to the learning styles of
preservice teachers or students at different grade levels rather than in-service primary school
teachers’ learning styles by using different inventories. Even though the literature presents
various studies about learning styles both in the national and international contexts dealing
with various aspects in relation to learning styles as mentioned above, the present study could
be considered as an attempt to examine the learning style preferences of primary school
teachers for our national context , in this respect.

Learning styles or learning style preferences are considered as one of the individual
differences between and among people. According to Rita Dunn, a person’s learning style is
the way he or she concentrates on, processes, internalizes, and remembers new and difficult
academic information or skill as stated in her interview with Shaughnessy (1998). Wintergerst
et al. (2003) , in the meantime, viewed learning styles as learners’ customary predispositions
towards processing information in a certain manner. Moreover; they (2003) considered
learning styles as a part of individual’s make up and personality and they (2003) added that the
learning style preferences can change over time as a result of exposure to different teaching /
learning situations as people’s personalities change overtime. On the basis of these, what
Wintergerst et al. (2003) and DeCapua and Wintergerst (2005) stated could be accepted as the
possible implications of various definitions of learning styles or learning style preferences.
According to them, whether as a result of heredity, educational background, situational
requirements, age or other factors, learners understand and process information differently.
Therefore, it could be said that learning styles are preferable, learner specific, individual
characteristics of people that could indicate changes and differences overtime with respect to
the nature and the situational characteristics of the context of teaching / learning environment.

When the literature concerning the learning styles is examined, various studies
related to the learning styles or learning style preferences of primary and / or secondary school
teachers are observed. Marshall (1991) reported that teacher groups in her workshops showed
preferences for learning visually in much higher numbers (85 % to 90 %), their secondary
preference was consistently auditory and only a few teachers revealed a preference for
touching and doing-tactile or kinesthetic learning strengths. On the basis of their study,
Lawrance and Veronica (1997) stated that the dominant learning style preference for secondary
school teachers was the reflector type with a back-up style preference of theorist and they
(1997) pointed out the pragmatist style of learning as the least preferred style of learning.
Having analyzed the inventory, Adams (2000) pointed out that the majority of the teachers
participated in the INSET were sensing / thinking type learners. In his study Ball (2000)
examined the learning style preferences of primary and secondary school teachers. The results
of Ball’s (2000) study indicated that the learning style preferences of primary school teachers
were more introverted (54.5%) than extroverted (45.5%), and more feeling (57.4%) than
thinking types (42.7%) and the results of this study also indicated that among the learning style
preferences of primary school teachers there was preponderance of sensing types (61.7%) and
of judging types (61.7%). In addition to these, according to the results related to the learning
style preferences of secondary school teachers in Ball’s study (2000), (58%) of these subjects
preferred introversion, (52%) of them indicated sensing preference, (53%) of them favored
thinking preference and (64%) of them had a judging preference of learning. The study done by
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Reed (2001) revealed that most of the middle school technology teachers (over 69% of them)
in the random sample of the study were commonsense learners. When the scores of the two
groups in Wakefield’s (1993) study were examined, it was found that almost three fourths of
both groups in the public school teachers and undergraduate and graduate students studying to
become teachers preferred the same two of the four styles named as concrete sequential (CS)
and abstract random (AR). Wakefield (1993), in the meantime, reported that although the
preferred learning style of graduate students was abstract random, the learning style preference
of public school teachers was concrete sequential. Having analyzed the questionnaire,
Sutherland (1995) reported that primary school teachers were strongly serialist, strategic,
conservative in problem solving and rational, and the majority of them were in favor of lateral
thinking and a vast majority of primary teachers learned more effectively using a pedagogical
model.

The literature in relation to learning styles presents the use of different instruments
(e.g. Gregorc’s Style Delineator, Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory, Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator) to measure the learning styles. In line with this fact, when the present study is
concerned, in the studies mentioned above, it is seen that different instruments are used to
measure the learning style preferences of primary and/or secondary school teachers prepared
and developed on the basis of certain learning styles models reflecting various beliefs,
perceptions and views in relation to how learning styles are observed and are defined by
different theorists as stated by Cassidy, 2004; Coffield et al., 2004; Hall and Mosoley, 2005 ;
Zhang and Sternberg ; 2005. As the consequence of this fact, it is seen that different results are
obtained. Moreover, the words of Zhang and Sternberg (2005) explain the reason of this
situation as “Different theorists emphasize different dimensions of styles in their
conceptualizations and place emphasis on different criterion features in their assessments of
styles (p:4)”.

2. THE AIM of THE STUDY

In line with the facts mentioned above, it is important to examine primary school
teachers’ learning style preferences as primary school teachers could recognize individual
differences between and among their students in terms of their interests, abilities, needs,
preferences and expectations. In line with this fact, they could take the individual differences
of their students as a base while making decisions in relation to curriculum and instruction, and
teaching and learning process at their classrooms as implied in Ballone and Czerniak,2001;
Felder and Henriques,1995;Hyman and Rosoff , 1984 ; Smith and Renzulli , 1984 ; http : //
getaccess . westone. wa .gov.au /careers / profile / data / OCCS82 .asp. Within this framework,
during the present study the learning style preferences of primary school teachers are examined
and the effects of gender differences upon their learning style preferences are examined. On the
basis of the aim of the present study, the following two research questions shown below are
answered in this present study, as:

1. What are the learning style preferences of primary school teachers?
2. Do primary school teachers’ learning style preferences differ according to their genders?

3.METHOD

3.1. The participants of the Study

The aim of the present study is to examine the learning style preferences of primary
school teachers as mentioned in the introduction and for this purpose during the study the
survey method was used. The population of the present study consisted of (n = 882) primary
school teachers teaching at 50 various primary schools located in the city center of Bolu in
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2004 (The Republic of Turkey, Bolu Governorship, Provincial Directorate of National
Education, ILSIS Bureau Data). In order to form the sample of the study, the simple random
sampling technique was used and (n=267) primary school teachers formed the sample of this
study. During the study as the variance of the population was not exactly known, the ratio of
maximum discrimination (.25) was accepted as the population variance. In order to identify the
sample size, the deviation level was accepted as (.05) and the confidence level was accepted as
(.95) 1. In the meantime, 250 primary school teachers consisted 35 % of the population of the
study. For this reason, it could be said that the findings obtained from the present study could be
generalized for Bolu. Even though 280 inventories were given to the primary school teachers
by the researcher, 250 of the inventories were completed by the primary school teachers and
returned. During the analysis of the data, 250 inventories that were completed by the primary
school teachers were taken into consideration by researcher. As the consequence of this, the
results of this study were based on the learning style preferences of primary school teachers
(n=250) who completed the inventory (Cingt, 1994; Gay, 1996).

Table 1: Sample sizes (S) Required for Given Population Sizes (N)

N S
700 248
750 254
800 260
850 265
900 269
t*P n
1 nO = sz ;n = On
1+ 2

In this regard, the following sample sizes are required for given population sizes
(Gay, 1996: 125) (see Table 1). On the basis of this, it could be said that the sample size of the
study represented the population of the study.

The participants of this study are the primary school teachers (n=250) who completed
the learning style preferences inventory and who were working at various primary schools in
the city center of Bolu in 2004. It is observed that 51.6 % (n=129) of the primary teachers were
female when their genders are concerned and when years of experience in teaching is focus of
attention, it is seen that 46.8 % (n =117) of them were teaching for 20 years and more. In the
meantime, 56.8 % (n=142) of them were teaching the grades between 1-5 when the grades they
are teaching is concerned. Meanwhile, it is seen that 57.2 % (n=143) of primary school teachers
were classroom teachers in terms of their professional status.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments
The Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI) and an open —ended question were
used in the study in order to collect the data.

3.3.1. The Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI): The quantitative data
were collected by means of The Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI) prepared and
developed by Eren (2002) in 2004. It was stated by Eren (2002) that the Learning Style
Preferences Inventory (LSPI) was prepared and developed in the form ofa 5-point Likert type
scale, ranging from (5) “completely appropriate to me” to (1) “not at all appropriate to me”.

98



Learning Style Preferences Of Primary School Teachers

Eren (2002) added that during the preparation and the development of LSPI, the literature in
relation to the subject area (Felder - Silverman Model of Learning, 1988; The Theory of
Multiple Intelligences of Howard Gardner, 1983; The Behavioral Aspects of Learning Styles
defined by Barbe and Milone, 1981) were taken as a base and the criticisms, the suggestions
and the recommendations of 8 subject-specialists were taken into account as it was pointed out
by Eren (2002). Concerning the items of LSPI, Eren (2002) pointed out that there are (k = 60)
items in the Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI), fifteen of which are related to the
four dimensions of the learning style preferences as; auditory learning, visual learning, active
learning, and the reflective learning style preferences and the following items could be given as
the examples of the dimensions of LSPI ,as “ people know me as a talkative person ” , I
remember best the things that [ see ”, “ while sitting, I frequently change my position”,“ I try
to solve the problems by myself . The Cronbach alpha reliability of the LSPI was found .91 in
Eren’s study (2002) and for the present study, the Cronbach alpha reliability value was found
.90.When the present study is concerned, the following Cronbach alpha reliability values for
the dimensions of the Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI) were found: for the
auditory learning dimension .72.0, for the visual learning dimension .73.0, for the active
learning dimension .74.4, for the reflective learning dimension .77.2.

In the meantime, the correlations among the dimensions of LSPI were ranging from
.64 to .49. This finding indicates that the active, reflective, visual and auditory dimensions of
LSPI are related to each other even though they have distinct factors and this fact could be
interpreted as the multidimensional characteristic of the LSPI. On the basis of these, it could be
said that LSPI consists of almost independent sub dimensions (rather than organized bipolar
structure or stages) within itself and any individual could indicate his/her learning style
preferences in any dimensions of LSPI depending on the teaching - learning context. In other
words, although the primary school teachers, in the present study, highly preferred the
reflective learning style, they could either prefer only one of the learning styles or the
combinations of the learning styles depending on the nature of the teaching / learning situations
due to the multidimensional characteristic of the LSPI.

3.3.2. The Open-Ended Question: In addition to the quantitative data obtained by
the Learning Style Preferences Inventory (LSPI), an open-ended question “How do you think
you learn best?” was asked to the teachers in order to understand and to examine to what extent
they are aware of their learning style preferences and to get their perceptions in relation to their
learning style preferences.

3.4.Data Analysis

During the study, in order to analyze the quantitative data collected by the researcher,
SPSS for Windows 10.0 program was used. By means of SPSS for Windows 10.0 program,
having grouped the answers according to the four dimensions of the LSPI, the mean and the
standard deviation scores of each dimension in the inventory were calculated. Meanwhile for
the analysis of the data collected through the open -ended question, content analysis technique
was used by the researcher. The main objective in content analysis is to find out concepts and
relations that will explain the collected data. Data summarized and interpreted in a descriptive
analysis are subjected to a deeper process in content analysis and concepts and themes not
recognized by a descriptive approach are discovered as a result of this analysis. To this end, the
collected data must be primarily conceptualized, and then aligned reasonably with the obtained
concepts and finally the themes explaining the data must be determined. The main process in
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content analysis is to bring together the similar data in framework of certain concepts and
categories (themes) and interpret these by arranging these in a way to be understood by the
reader (Y1ldirim and Simsek, 2005). When the present study is concerned, the followings were
performed by the researcher; having collected the data through the open-ended question, the
answers of teachers were gathered according to the dimensions of LSPI as certain concepts and
categories. After this procedure, they were organized and were interpreted in terms of their
frequency and percentage values by the researcher. In addition to these, in order to examine the
difference according to primary school teachers’ learning style preferences and their gender,
independent samples t-test was used.

3.5. Limitations of the Study

The results of this study were limited to the perceptions of primary school teachers
(n=250) about their learning style preferences who completed the LSPI and who were teaching
in 2004 at 50 various primary schools in the city center of Bolu.

4. FINDINGS of THE STUDY

Having analyzed the data collected, as seen in Table 2, the following mean and
standard deviation scores of the learning style preferences of the primary school teachers were
obtained. When Table 2 is examined, it is observed that the highest mean score was related to
the reflective learning style preference (X=61.99, sd: 6.06); however, the lowest mean score
was related to the active learning style preference ( X=56.42, sd: 7.63).

Table 2: The Mean and Standard Deviation Scores of Learning Style Preferences

Learning Style Preferences N X sd
Auditory Learning 250 59.58 6.39
Visual Learning 250 57.84 6.69
Active Learning 250 56.42 7.63
Reflective Learning 250 61.99 6.06

In the meantime, the analysis of the open-ended question, when Table 3 is observed,
revealed that 48.0 % (n=120) of primary school teachers believe that their learning style
preference is active learning. In addition to this, 24.8 % of them pointed out that their learning
style preference is visual learning, 14.8 % of them stated that they prefer the reflective learning
styleand 12.4 % of them thought that their learning style preference is auditory learning as seen
inTable 3.

Table 3: The Analysis of the Open-ended Question

Learning Style Preferences n %

Auditory Learning 31 12 4
Visual Learning 62 24.8
Active Learning 120 48.0
Reflective Learning 37 14.8
Total 250 100.0
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T- test results concerning the relationship between the genders of primary school
teachers and their learning style preferences are presented in Table 4. When table 4 is
examined, no significant difference was found between female and male primary school
teachers and their learning style preferences when the active [t (248) = -1.53 , p> .05],
reflective [t (248) = .47, p> .05] and auditory [ t (248) = -1.88 , p> .05] learning style
preferences are focus of attention. However , when the visual learning style preference is
concerned, asignificantdifference [t(248)=-3.17, p<.01] was found between the genders of
primary school teachers and their learning style preferences in favour of female teachers.

Table 4: T-test Results between Teachers’ Learning Style Preferences and their Genders

Learning Style Female (n=129) Male (n=121)

Preferences X sd x sd df t P

Auditory

Learning 60.31 6.33 58.80 6.39 248 - 1.88 *.061
Visual

Learning 59.11 5.84 56.47 7.26 248 -3.17 **.002
Active

Learning 57.13 7.87 55.66 7.32 248 -1.53 126
Reflective

Learning 61.81 591 62.18 6.24 248 47 .633

*P=.061 **P=.01

5. DISCUSSION of THE FINDINGS

The analysis of the data collected indicated that the mean score of the reflective
learning preference, as seen in Table 2, was the highest (= 61.99, sd: 6.06); on the other hand,
the analysis of the open-ended question, as seen in Table 3, revealed that 48.0 % of the primary
school teachers learning style preference was the active learning. Furthermore, a significant
difference (t (248)=-3.17, p<.01) was found between the genders of primary school teachers
and their learning style preferences in favour of female teachers (see Table 4 ) as the result of t-
test analysis.

When the literature on the learning style preferences of primary school teachers is
examined, various studies are observed by means of using different inventories. When these
inventories are examined, it is seen that they have different headings from each other. On the
basis of these, it could be said that the findings of the studies done by Reed (2001), Sutherland
(1995), Lawrance and Veronica (1997), Adams (2000), Ball (2000) and Wakefield (1993)
support the findings of the present study. When the findings of the present study is concerned,
the reflective learning type could be related to the common sense learners as in Reed’s (2001)
study, being serialist, strategic and conservative in problem solving, being lateral in thinking
as in Sutherland’s (1995) study, preferring concrete sequential learning style as in Wakefield’s
(1993) study, being reflector as in Lawrance and Veronica’s (1997) study, being a sensing /
thinking type learner as in Adam’s (2001) study, being introvert as in Ball’s (2000) study.

Moon (2004) defined reflection as the mulling over ideas that have already been
learned - the reorganizing of them - considering of how what has been learned will fit into the
patterns of workplace to improve practice and in this regard, “reflection is a natural, and
essential, part of the learning process (Hedberg, 2009: 10).” England and Spence (1999), also,
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believed that reflection enables learners to create an immediate consciousness concerning
what is newly known and what may be applied directly or straightaway. In the meantime,
Rodgers (2002) summarized Dewey’s concept of reflection and its purposes in four criteria
which are: “reflection is a meaning - making process, a systematic, rigorous, disciplined way
of thinking, with its roots in scientific inquiry, needs to happen in community in interaction
with others and requires attitudes that value the personal and intellectual growth of oneself and
ofothers (p: 845).” According to DCU Learning to learn (2009),

“Reflective learners continually think about: what they are learning, why they are learning it, how they are
learning it, how they are using what they are learning, what their strengths and weaknesses in learning are, what their
learning priorities are, how they can improve and build upon their learning process, how well they are working towards
their short-, medium- and long-term goals (p:3) .”

In addition to these, “Reflective learners consider their motivation, their attitudes and ideas,
and changes in these, the skills they need for different components of their study and learning,
what (if anything) is blocking their learning, the gaps in their knowledge and skills, and how
they might best work towards filling these ( DCU Learning to learn,2009:3) .” When these are
taken into account, it could be said that reflective learners are considered as deep learners since
they process the information as deep learners do. On the basis of these, it could be said that deep
learning involves the critical analysis of new ideas, linking them to already known concepts
and principles, and leads to understanding and long-term retention of concepts so that they can
be used for problem solving in unfamiliar contexts as pointed out in www.engsc.ac.uk /er
/theory/ learning. asp. Furthermore, taking the analysis of LSPI as a basis, it could be said that
the primary school teachers are considered as deep learners on the basis of what is stated by the
literature above.

Dunning et al. (2003) stated that to achieve and to maintain an adequate measure of
good life, people must have some insight into their limitations in terms of their knowledge and
expertise. According to them (2003), in many social and intellectual domains, people are
unaware of their incompetence, innocent of their ignorance and where they lack skill or
knowledge, and they greatly overestimate their expertise and talent, thinking they are doing
just fine when, in fact, they are doing quite poorly. When the possible implications of what
Dunning et al. (2003) pointed out, the followings could be stated for the present study.
Although the results obtained from the analysis of the Learning Style Preferences Inventory
(LSPI) revealed that primary school teachers mostly prefer the reflective learning style, the
results obtained from the analysis of the open-ended question indicated that they mostly prefer
the active type of learning. Taking these as a basis, it could be said that primary school teachers
are not completely aware of and /or do not know their learning style preferences. As the
consequence of this, it could be said that they should be informed and trained about not only the
importance of learning styles during their preservice training and also in their inservice period
but also under which circumstances and in which or contexts environments they learn. In
addition to these, in the present study two different data collection instruments that are
different in terms of their forms were used to examine the learning style preferences of primary
school teachers as mentioned above. The analysis of these two different data collection
instruments revealed two different findings in relation to the learning style preferences of
teachers. On the basis of this finding, it could be said that different findings and perceptions are
obtained about learning styles when different instruments are used in order to measure learning
styles.

When studies concerning the relationship between learning styles and gender are
observed, it is seen that most of these studies are related to university students’ from different
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disciplines, preservice teachers or primary school students. Due to this fact, in this study, the
relationship between learning styles and gender of primary school teachers are examined
within this framework When the findings in relation to the genders of primary school teachers
and their learning style preferences are concerned, as mentioned above no significant
difference was found between the genders of teachers and their learning style preferences
when auditory, active and reflective dimensions of LSPI are concerned. This may mean that
both female and male teachers believed that during their learning, activities that require
problem-solving, thinking, learning by doing and hearing are important. In the meantime, it
can be said that the findings of the following studies (i.e. Arslan and Babadogan, 2005; Austin,
2004:; Mountford et al., 2006; Thornton et al., 2006; Ozen and Arsal, 2006; Shaw and Marlow,
1999; Siinbiil and Sar1, 2005) could support the findings of the present study as no significant
difference was found in these studies between the learning styles and the genders of the
participants.

When the literature is examined, it is seen that various studies (e.g. Heffler, 2001;
Honigsfeld and Dunn, 2003; Keri, 2003; Lincoln and Rademacher, 2006; Vermunt, 2005)
report significant differences between the males and females in terms of their learning styles
and it could be said that the findings of these studies support the finding of the present study in
general. However, it could be said that the results of the following studies (i.e. Gabe, 2002;
Heffler, 2001; Keri, 2003; Philbin and Meier, 1995) support the findings of the present study in
particular. In the present study, a significant difference was found in favour of female primary
school teachers when visual learning style preference is focus of attention. This may imply the
fact that visual stimuli are more important for female teachers during their learning and they
look for and search for these in the learning environment more than other stimuli. They interact
with visual stimuli (e.g. pictures, graphs, diagrams and others) in the learning environments as
they are important elements for their learning. In the meantime, observation is considered to be
an essential element for their learning as they observe all the elements in the learning
environment. In addition to this, Russell (2006) listed the characteristics of visual learners, as:

“Prefers written instructions rather than verbal instructions, prefers to have photographs and illustrations to
view when receiving written or visual instructions, prefers a time-line, calendar, or some other similar diagram to
remember the sequence of events, observes all the physical elements in the learning environment, carefully organizes
their learning materials, remembers and understands through the use of diagrams, charts, and maps, studies materials
by reading notes and organizing it in outline form (p:351).”

In line with this fact, while teaching to visual learners, the visual materials should be
various in forms and interesting to visual learners, the visual presentations should be well
organized, the handouts and written materials should be visually attractive and legible and
various technology means should be used as Russell (2006) pointed out.

6. CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATIONS

As a conclusion, it could be said that the primary school teachers mostly prefer the
reflective learning style although they think that they are active type learners. In other words, it
could be said that they may be unaware of their learning style preferences. By taking these facts
into consideration, the followings could be recommended: Primary school teachers need to be
aware of their own learning style preferences and they need to consider their learning style
preferences as parts of their own personalities. The awareness of primary school teachers on
learning style preferences need to be raised by means of organizing various intensive and
continuous in-service training activities (e.g. workshops, seminars, conferences and other
training activities) need to be organized when they are in-service and the importance of
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learning style preferences need to be emphasized during the training of candidate teachers.
Furthermore, primary school teachers need to be aware of the learning style preferences of
their students and of their colleagues, with whom they work, share their experiences at schools
and they need to plan and need to actualize the instructional activities considering the learning
style preferences of their students. During the planning and the application of the in-service
training programs for primary school teachers, the learning style preferences of the
participants need to be taken into account. Similar studies with large samples of primary school
teachers from different regions of Turkey need to be made in order to get more reliable results
and to get the picture of the whole country as the results of this study were limited to the
perceptions of primary school teachers (n=250) on their learning style preferences who
answered the LSPI and who were teaching at 50 various primary schools in the city center of
Bolu, Turkey in 2004. Meanwhile, similar studies need to be made to identify the learning style
preferences of teachers of vocational teachers, of foreign language teachers, of science and of
mathematics teachers. More than these, various data collection instruments and techniques
(i.e. questionnaires, interviews, observations, and others) need to be used and need to be
implemented for similar studies on the learning style preferences of primary school teachers
and / or teachers at different grade levels in order to achieve more reliable results and
generalizations.
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