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Learning Styles of On-Campus
and Off-Campus Marketing Students:
The Challenge for Marketing Educators

Mark Morrison, Arthur Sweeney, and Troy Heffernan

Using the Solomon-Felder Learning Styles Index, the authors
examine how learning styles of marketing students differ
across on-campus and off-campus teaching modes, as well as
across various sociodemographic variables. In addition, they
identify learning segments for each teaching mode using
cluster analysis. This enables more accurate targeting of
teaching styles to the learning needs of each of the main stu-
dent segments. Three student segments are identified in each
sample. While some similarities between segments exist
across teaching modes, distinct differences are found imply-
ing a need to tailor teaching strategies differently for on-cam-
pus and off-campus students. The relationship between stu-
dent preferences for teaching techniques and learning styles
is also examined. The teaching preferences of many off-cam-
pus students is suggestive of incongruence in the teaching
approach of typical off-campus courses and indicates a need
to develop innovative approaches to teaching students using
this mode of study.

Keywords: targeting learning; teaching styles

Recognition of students’ learning styles is regarded by
many educators as a vital part of an effective teaching strat-
egy. Considerable research has occurred in many disciplines
to determine which learning styles are most prevalent among
students. Various learning styles indexes have been devel-
oped, including the Grasha-Reichmann Learning Styles
Index (Reichmann and Grasha 1974), Kolb’s (1984) Theory
of Experiential Learning, and the Index of Learning Styles by
Solomon and Felder (1999). Some researchers have also used
personality indicators, such as Myers-Briggs—type indica-
tors, to identify learning preferences (Borg and Shapiro
1996). Several studies have also been conducted using these
indexes to identify learning styles among marketing students
(e.g., Sood and Valentine 1983; Tom and Calvert 1984).
Understanding students’ learning styles has been a concern to
many educators because of research findings that have
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demonstrated that where teaching styles are compatible with
student learning styles, students retain information longer,
apply it more effectively, have a more positive attitude to their
subjects, and are greater achievers (Charkins, O’Toole, and
Wetzel 1985; Felder and Silverman 1988; Boles, Pillay, and
Raj 1999). However, it should also be noted that not all
researchers ascribe to this perspective: some assert that
there is a lack of evidence to support the view that match-
ing teaching and learning styles is educationally significant
(Robotham 1999), while others suggest that students can be
trained to develop a versatile learning style (Smith 2001).
This polarization of views in itself is sufficient to warrant fur-
ther research, particularly given that we as marketing educa-
tors want to be as much marketers as we are educators, and
successful marketing is the outcome of adopting the cus-
tomer’s viewpoint (Czinkota and Kotabe 2001).

An important question when considering learning styles
is, Who are our customers? On one hand, our customers
include our students who want involvement and realism to
enhance their learning (Johnson, Johnson, and Golden,
1996), as well as lecturers who are interesting, knowledge-
able, relevant, helpful, organized, empathetic, humorous, and
who facilitate discussion (Carison and Schodt 1995; Kelley,
Conant, and Smart 1991; Kothari, Rana, and Khade 1993).
Yet the demand from our students for education is derived
from the demand of employers for graduates. The literature
suggests that the business community wants graduates with
the ability to handle change, to communicate effectively, to be
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analytic, and who can make decisions (Roach, Johnston, and
Hair 1993). Specifically, to function well in a profession,
graduates need the ability to work well in all learning styles,
and consequently, marketing educators should build skills
across all styles (Felder 1996). Hence, it needs to be recog-
nized that marketing educators have a dual customer base
whose needs may contradict. This does not imply that it is
pointless to recognize learning styles. Rather, it suggests that
students will respond favorably to the use of certain teaching
methods, but that other teaching methods—possibly less
liked by students—should also be used to develop well-
rounded students.

The tailoring of teaching strategies according to students’
learning styles is potentially becoming more complicated
with the increasing use of alternative teaching modes. In addi-
tion to traditional on-campus or face-to-face delivery, many
universities now deliver their subjects to students who are
located off-campus. For some universities, this involves pro-
viding solely online or Web-based learning, while others
provide a more hybrid learning environment that combines
Web-based learning with some aspects of on-campus learning,
for example, provision of study notes and periodic weekend
schools. Little is known about how the incidence of different
learning styles changes across teaching modes. Self-selection
is likely to mean that many students selecting an off-campus
mode will tend to have different learning styles than on-
campus students. However, for many students, distance study
is the only available teaching mode because of isolation, cost
of relocating, and family and community ties. These students
may well have similar learning styles to on-campus students.
This suggests a potential problem for these students, where
the innovative off-campus option may provide less than an
optimal educational experience if these students actually pre-
fer traditional, on-campus styles of learning (Schellens and
Valcke 2000). The marketing corollary is that there is a need
to identify the different student segments within each teach-
ing mode.

Segmenting of students is not something typically done in
studies of student learning styles. However, the benefits of
doing so will be obvious to marketing educators with a back-
ground in target marketing. Learning styles are generally
measured using several different constructs, such as being an
active or reflective learner, or a verbal or visual learner. While
it is useful to know which learning styles can be found in the
student population (e.g., most students are visual), it is more
desirable to know which combinations of styles are found in
the population (e.g., half of the students are visual-active
learners, one quarter are visual-reflective, and one quarter are
verbal-reflective). Understanding the different segments
within each student cohort provides more information that
can be used for tailoring of teaching strategies for the benefit
of both students and their future employers.

A number of research questions result from this discus-
sion. First, what learning styles are prevalent among market-
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ing students, and does this ditfer across student cohorts? Sec-
ond, are there identifiable and meaningful segments within
the marketing student population? For target marketing of a
product to be viable, segments must be identifiable, of suffi-
cient size, and reachable. Furthermore, are the segments simi-
lar across different student cohorts? Finally, if it is possible to
identify different segments, do student preferences for teach-
ing methods differ across segments? If so, what implications
does this have for methods of teaching?

The structure of this article is as follows. First, student
learning styles are reviewed, then the research method used is
detailed. Next, the results of the hypothesis tests are pre-
sented. Finally, implications of this research for teaching
practice are discussed.

LEARNING STYLES

As far back as ancient Greece, it was noted that students
have ditferent approaches to learning (Diaz and Cartnal 1999;
Wratcher et al. 1997). These individualistic learning
approaches are referred to as learning styles, which are often
defined as “characteristic cognitive, affective, and physiolog-
ical behaviours that serve as relatively stable indicators of
how learners perceive, interact with, and respond to the learn-
ing environment” (Ladd and Ruby 1999, p. 363). The ratio-
nale for identifying learning styles is that a ‘onc size fits all’
teaching style is inherently exclusionary and inhibits efficient
and effective learning (Wynd and Bozman 1996).

Researchers have developed various measurement instru-
ments in an attempt to categorize how students learn. Three
have received the most academic attention: the Grasha-
Reichmann Learning Style Scales (Reichmann and Grasha
1974), the ¥« b Learning Style Inventory (Kolb 1996), and
the Solomot:-Felder Index of Learning Styles (Felder 1993;
Solomon and Felder 1999). In this research, a learning style
index was needed that was focused primarily on learning
styles, was comprehensive, parsimonious, and contemporary.
Accordingly, we excluded the Grasha-Reichmann index
because of its focus on motivations for learning and chose the
Solomon-Felder index because it is relatively short and cov-
ers more dimensions of learning than the Kolb inventory.

The Solomon-Felder Index of Learning Styles has four
dimensions. First, the active/reflective dimension shows how
students prefer to process information; active learners learn
best by doing things and are likely to say, “lLet’s try it out and
see how it works.” In contrast, reflective learners think about
a topic first and process information through introspection.
Second, the visual/verbal dimension refers to how sensory
information is most effectively perceived. Visual learners
remember best what they see, like pictures, diagrams, and
flow charts, while verbal learners remember best what
they hear and read, like words, written and spoken. Third, the
sensing/intuitive learning dimension identifies the type of
information the student preferentially perceives. Sensing
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students like sight, sound, and physical sensation and are
good with detail and memorizing facts. They also like a con-
nection to the real world, whereas intuitive students like
memories, ideas, and insight and prefer discovering possibili-
ties and relationships. Finally, the sequential/global learning
dimension shows how the student progresses toward under-
standing. Sequential students gain understanding in linear
steps and follow logical stepwise paths in finding solutions.
In contrast, global students are holistic in their approach to
learning; they suddenly “get it” (Felder and Solomon 2000).

METHOD AND HYPOTHESES

The study was conducted in two stages. First, six focus
groups were conducted—four with students studying on-
campus and two with students studying off-campus. Sec-
ond, the results from these groups and a literature review
were used to assist in the development of the following
hypotheses that are tested using the results from a quantitative
survey.

Hypothesis 1: Marketing students are more likely to have visual,
sensing, and sequential learning styles.

Our focus group findings suggested that marketing stu-
dents are more likely to have visual, sensing, and sequential
learning styles; therefore, we have included this hypothesis to
formally test this exploratory finding.

Hypothesis 2: Learning styles of on-campus and off-campus
students differ.

Given the different motivations that students have for
enrolling either on-campus or off-campus, we hypothesize
that the learning styles of these two groups of students will
differ.

Hypothesis 3: Marketing students with different demographics
have different learning styles.

It is possible that learning styles will change both with the
age and gender of students. This will have important teaching
implications for many courses where students tend to be of
a certain age and gender. Hence, we included this hypothe-
sis to test whether learning styles are a function of student
demographics.

Hypothesis 4: Market segments differ across teaching modes.

As discussed above, it is important to consider the differ-
ent combinations of learning styles held by the majority of
students. Moreover, there is value in understanding how these
segments change across teaching modes as this may influ-
ence teaching strategy.

Hypothesis 5: Marketing students prefer teaching styles that
match their learning styles.

An important finding in the literature is that a congruence
of teaching and learning styles produces better student out-
comes. Accordingly, we include this hypothesis to provide a
further test of this finding for marketing students.

Questionnaire

In the first part of the questionnaire, students answered the
Solomon and Felder (1999) Learning Styles Index. As part of
this index, students completed 44 discrete-choice questions
that when calculated determined their learning style on four
continua, as noted above.' In the latter part of the question-
naire, students were asked about their preferences for a vari-
ety of teaching methods using Likert-type and other ratings
scales.

Data Analysis

Cross-tabs with chi-square tests were used to test Hypoth-
esis 2 (learning styles differ across student cohorts) and
Hypothesis 3 (marketing students with different demograph-
ics have different learning styles). For the fourth hypothesis
(market segments differ across student cohorts), cluster
analysis techniques were used to generate segments for both
on-campus and off-campus student cohorts. Specifically, the
clusters were generated using the raw values generated for
each of the four Solomon and Felder (1999) learning con-
structs and Ward’s hierarchical cluster analysis. The results
were verified using the K-means approach and through vatid-
ity checking using multinomial logit models. Independent
samples z-tests were used for testing Hypothesis 5 (marketing
students prefer teaching styles that match their learning
styles).

Research Participants

The focus of this study is students studying marketing sub-
jects either on-campus (face-to-face) or off-campus. Off-
campus delivery in this instance involves the use of study
notes (effectively lectures in written form plus prescribed
readings); textbooks; electronic discussion forums and other
Web-based supports; e-mail and telephone support; and vol-
untary, periodical, weekend schools. The students were from
a university situated in regional New South Wales, Australia.
All students were completing an undergraduate degree.

On-campus students were surveyed within class, using a
nonprobabilistic sampling procedure. Marketing classes
were selected on the basis of the willingness of professors to
allow their students to participate; in practice, this meant that
more than 80% of all on-campus marketing students were
asked to participate in the survey. About 80% of the students
in the marketing classes surveyed agreed to participate, lead-
ing to 174 usable responses. The same questionnaire was
mailed to 445 off-campus students (randomly selected), from

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyw\w.manaraa.com




TABLE 1
LEARNING STYLES CROSS TABULATED
AGAINST LEARNING MODE (in percentages)
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TABLE 2
LEARNING STYLES CROSS TABULATED
AGAINST GENDER (in percentages)

Learning Style On-Campus  Off-Campus X2 p Value Learning Style Male Female x2 p Value
Action 34 20 8.91 (.02)** Action 22.8 28.6 1.64 (.20)
Reflector 14 24 5.30 (.02)** Reflector 19.8 19.3 0.00 (.95)
Neither 52 46 Neither

Intuitive 14 10 1.84 (.18) Intuitive 12.6 11.4 0.12 (.73)
Sensate 39 53 7.58  (.00)*** Sensate 43.1 48.6 1.12 (.29)
Neither 47 37 Neither

Visual 54 41 7:25 (.01)*** Visual 55.1 41.4 6.96 (.01)***
Verbal 3 13 13.92 (.00)*** Verbal 3 13 11.65 (.00)***
Neither 43 46 Neither

Global 6 6 0.02 (.89) Global 4.2 8.1 2.38 (.12)
Sequential 28 29 0.02 (.89) Sequential 32.9 24.3 3.44 (.06)*
Neither 66 65 Neither

**Significant at the 5% level. ***Significant at the 1% level.

which 203 usable questionnaires were generated after a tele-
phone reminder (response rate of 47%). The differential
response rate raises the prospect of nonresponse bias in the
off-campus sample. This would occur if nonrespondents
were not randomly distributed. Tests conducted by compar-
ing early and late respondents, however, indicated little evi-
dence of nonresponse bias.

RESULTS

Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis is that marketing students are more
likely to have visual, sensing, and sequential learning styles.
The results presented in Table 1 do indicate that a greater per-
centage of marketing students tend to be sensate, visual, and
sequential learners across both on-campus and off-campus
teaching models. While not reported in Table 1, these results
are all significant at the 1% level. A striking aspect of these
results is the relatively small proportion of verbal learners
and, to a lesser extent, intuitive learners among this sample of
marketing students. Furthermore, while not part of Hypothe-
sis 1, itis interesting to note that on-campus students are more
likely to be active rather than reflective learners, while for off-
campus students, the reverse seems to be true.

Hypothesis 2

The second hypothesis was that the learning styles differ
across off-campus and on-campus students. The results indi-
cate the following (see Table 1):

¢ On-campus students tend to be visual and active in their
learning styles, and significantly more so than distance
students.

*Significant at the 10% level. ***Significant at the 1% level.

TABLE 3
LEARNING STYLES CROSS TABULATED
AGAINST AGE (in percentages)

Learning Style < 25 Years > 25 Years X2 p Value
Action 30.9 20.5 1.64 (.02)**
Reflector glars 211 0.69 (.41)
Neither

Intuitive 14.5 8.4 3.37 (.07)*
Sensate 41.4 51.8 4.16 (.04)**
Neither

Visual 48.6 45.2 0.45 (.50)
Verbal 5.5 12 5.41 (.02)**
Neither

Global 8.2 3.6 3.39 (.07)*
Sequential 27.3 29.5 0.24 (.63)
Neither

*Significant at the 10% level. **Significant at the 5% level.

e Distance students tend to be sensate, reflective, and verbal
in their learning styles, and significantly more so than on-
campus students.

Thus, there is support for the second hypothesis that the
learning styles of on-campus students are different from
those of their counterparts who study at a distance.

Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis is that marketing students with differ-
ent demographics have different learning styles. The results
indicate the following (see Tables 2 and 3):

¢ Male students are significantly more visual and sequential in
their learning than female students.

¢ Both male and female students are also strongly sensate and
active, but there are no significant differences between them
on these dimensions.
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¢ Younger marketing students (younger than 25 years) are sig-
nificantly more active, intuitive, and global learners than stu-
dents older than 25 years.

e Older students (older than 25 years) are significantly more
sensate and verbal learners than students younger than 25
years.

¢ There is no significant difference between younger and older
students on the reflector, visual, and sequential dimensions.

Thus, there is support for the third hypothesis that market-
ing students with different demographics have different
learning styles.

Hypothesis 4

The fourth hypothesis is that the market segments differ
across teaching modes. As mentioned above, cluster analysis
was used to segment both subsamples. Cross-tabulations be-
tween the clustering results using Wards Method and K-means
indicated that 79.1% of on-campus students and 79.9% of
off-campus students were placed in the same clusters using
both methods, providing evidence of convergent validity.
Multi- nomial logit regression also indicated that several
socio- demographic variables were significant predictors of
cluster membership. As shown in Table 4, gender and having
amarketing major were significant regressors in the off-cam-
pus sample, while having an accounting major, management
major, year of study, and previous grade were significant pre-
dictors for the on-campus sample. Overall, these results are
supportive of the validity of the cluster analysis.

In both the off-campus and on-campus subsamples, three
main segments were identified. These are shown in Table 5.
The first segment in the off-campus sample is labeled
“sensate-verbal-sequential” based on the ratings given for
each of these constructs. This was one of the two largest seg-
ments and was the only “verbal” segment identified in the off-
campus sample. Similarly, the first segment identified in the
on-campus sample was the only “verbal” segment. However,
this segment is somewhat different from that found in the off-
campus sample. It is characterized by being moderately
“reflective,” and the mean value for “verbal” is lower than the
off-campus sample (but comparatively higher than the other
two segments in the on-campus sample). The remaining two
segments in each sample have greater similarity. Segment 2
for both samples has high values for the “sensate” and “intu-
itive” constructs. For the on-campus sample, there is also a
high value for the “active” construct. The remaining segment
in both samples is characterized by having sensate-visual-
sequential learners.

Furthermore, Table 5 shows the demographic characteris-
tics of each segment. First, the larger value for year of study
for Segment 2 for both distance and on-campus students sug-
gests that their learning styles become more intuitive-visual
the longer they study at the university. This in itself is some-
what counterintuitive; it would be expected that advanced
students would have become more intuitive and more verbal,

TABLE 4
MULTINOMIAL REGRESSION RESULTS
Coefficient Off-Campus ~ On-Campus
1v3 Constant -0.312 -0.538
Marketing major 1:01 37
Gender -0.278
Accounting major -1.126*
Management major 1.126*
Grade achieved most often 0.542**
Year of study —-0.006
2v3 Constant 0.173 0.008
Marketing major 0.105
Gender —0.935"**
Accounting major —-0.660
Management major -0.005
Grade achieved most often 0.466*
Year of study -0.510*

*Significant at 10% level. **Significant at 5% level. ***Significant at
1% level.

not more visual. However, it should also be borne in mind that
this result could be confounded by other factors. For instance,
students doing majors other than marketing make up a greater
proportion of students in the earlier years. Second, member-
ship of the segments is related to gender. Segment 1 (the ver-
bal segments) has the greatest proportion of female students
in both cohorts, while Segment 3 (sensate-visual-sequential)
has the smallest proportion of female students in both
cohorts. Third, there is a difference in marketing students
between off-campus and on-campus students: more of the
former are intuitive-visual, while more of the latter are
sensate-visual-sequential. This is to be expected; distance
students are more likely to be in the workforce in the world of
ideas, of insight, and into discovering relationships between
concepts. Fourth, differences between marketing and other
students can be observed. Nonmarketing students majoring
in business, accounting/finance, and management are less
likely to be in Segment 2 for both samples.

Opverall, the evidence from the cluster analysis provides
limited support for Hypothesis 4. The results indicate that
there is some similarity between student segments across
cohorts, but subtle differences between the segments exist.

Hypothesis 5

The final hypothesis is that marketing students prefer
teaching styles that match their learning styles. Table 6 (for
off-campus students) shows that active learners have a more
positive attitude toward the use of on-line resources and sub-
ject management than students with other learning styles.”
Furthermore, sensate students generally have a more negative
attitude to distance subject materials. This is not surprising—
those students with an eye for detail would be more likely to
find deficiencies with teaching resources. Sensate students
also found the electronic discussion forums more useful than
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TABLE 5
ATTITUDINAL AND SOCIODEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENT SEGMENTS
Off-Campus On-Campus
Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3 Segment 1 Segment 2 Segment 3
Sensate-Verbal- Intuitive- Sensate-Visual- Reflective-  Active-Intuitive-  Sensate-Visual-
Sequential Visual Sequential Verbal Visual Sequential
Segment size (%) 37 24 39 31 30 39
Active/reflective -0.58 0.06 -0.11 -1.73 4.96 1.54
Sensate/intuitive 5.95 -3.12 5.00 =77 -2.03 2.18
Visual/verbal —2.05 2.31 7.00 -0.19 5.85 4.32
Sequential/global 2.45 0.43 1.84 2.05 -1.00 1.80
Year of study 15114 1.28 1:22 1.1 1.38 0.95
Prior interest 1.73 1.51 1:76 1.58 1.65 1:7.9
Foreign student (%) 5 6 10
Gender (% female) 75 63 52 58 47 38
Marketing (%) 32 41 27 30 33 38
Business (%) 29 32 39 40 10 50
Accounting/finance (%) 39 16 45 31 10 59
Management (%) 29 26 45 60 20 20
Other 58 8 35 33 45 21
NOTE: The values for management in the on-campus cohort are based on a small sample size and should be interpreted accordingly.
TABLE 6
PREFERENCES OF OFF-CAMPUS STUDENTS FOR TEACHING STYLES
Mean Value for Mean Values for
Question Specified Learning Style All Other Learners T Statistic p Value
Active learners
| would like the subject to be fully online 4.05 3.42 3.23 (.00)**
| prefer to submit assignments via the Internet 4 3.42 2.91 (£01)=
| am happy to enroll via the Internet 4.2 3.78 2:35 .02)*
Sensate learners
Off-campus materials were well structured 3.86 4.11 —2.55 (GOi)E=
The study notes were interesting to read 3.39 3.62 -1.94 .05)*
| feel that residential/weekend school(s) were essential to
my understanding 3.23 2.93 1.94 (.05)
| have found the online forums useful 3.74 3.38 2.35 (.02)*
Visual learners
| prefer to submit assignments via the Internet 3.78 3.37 2.30 (.02)*
*Significant at 5% level. **Significant at 1% level.
a. 1= (strongly disagree), 5 = (strongly agree).
other students, possibly because they assist them to under- e Sensate students have a more positive attitude toward lectures

stand the details of a subject.

The results in Table 7 (for on-campus students) also dem-
onstrate that marketing students prefer teaching styles that
match their learning styles, providing further support for
Hypothesis 4. In particular:

o Active and visual students have a more positive attitude
toward group work, and sensate and sequential students have
a more negative attitude.

e Sequential and visual students have a more negative attitude
toward guest speakers.

e Active students have a more positive attitude toward student
presentations, and sensate students have a more negative
attitude.

and a more negative attitude toward tutorials.

How do these results compare with the received literature
(Felder and Solomon 2000)? Recommended teaching meth-
ods for active learners include discussion, problem-solving
activities, group work, and cooperation when completing
homework. Thus, our findings are in-line with the literature.
However, the preference of this group for the use of online
resources is a new finding (see Table 6).

For sensate students, it is recommended that clear facts
and procedures be presented and examples be given of how
facts and procedures operate in the “real” world. Our findings
did not disagree with this—these students did have a propen-
sity for detail. They liked lectures and weekend schools more
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TABLE 7
PREFERENCES OF ON-CAMPUS STUDENTS FOR TEACHING STYLES
Mean Value for Mean Values for
Question Specified Learning Style All Other Learners T Statistic p Value
Sequential learners
Group work 3.49 3.99 -3.44 (.00)**
Guest speakers 3.64 3.97 -1.96 (.06)
Active learners
Group work 3.55 2.85 3.67 (.00)**
Student presentations 4 3.49 3.49 (.00)**
The practical classes were relevant® 3.68 3.13 2.54 (.ot1)*
Sensate learners
Case studies 3.7 3.95 -1.94 (205)%
Group work 2.77 3.26 -2.56 (.01)**
Student presentations 3.45 3.79 =2.17 (.03)*
Lecture notes 4.51 4.25 2.18 (.03)*
Tutorial exercises were interesting® 3.34 3.66 -2.18 (.03)*
The lectures helped me understand this subject® 3.93 3.55 2.45 (.02)*
Visual learners
Group work 3.27 2.83 2.42 (.02)*
Guest speakers 3.75 4.04 -2.06 (.04)*
Overhead presentations 4.44 4.09 2.58 (012
Tutorials helped me understand this subject® 3.87 3.56 2.03 (.04)*

a. For this statement, a Likert-type scale was used (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree); a ratings scale was used for all other teaching tech-

niques (1 = like a lot, 5 = don’t like).
* Significant at 5% level. ** Significant at 1% level.

than other students and also valued online forums more
highly. What was interesting was that they found a lot of
things more problematic than other students, such as tutori-
als, off-campus materials, group work, case studies, and stu-
dent presentations. This group appears to be more difficult
than others to cater for, possibly because of a dislike for
uncertainty and a preference for clear details.

For visual students, the recommendation in the literature is
that diagrams, sketches, photographs, flowcharts, videos,
experiments, and other tangible demonstrations be used
wherever possible. In line with these recommendations,
visual students were found to prefer group work and the use
of overheads, both of which demonstrate concepts visually.
Of interest is a relative dislike for guest speakers, possibly
because of a lack of use of visual aids.

Finally, for sequential students, it is recommended that
course content and sequence be outlined often and explana-
tion be given for where a topic fits into a subject at the start
and finish of a lecture. It is important for these students to see
a logical progression in what they are learning. The only
unique preference found for these students was a dislike for
group work and guest speakers. This may be because of the
lack of structure sometimes found in both of these activities.
For group work, the steps in learning may be less clear than,
say, with a standard assignment. The contribution of guest
speakers to learning may also be unclear to these students
who place a greater emphasis on learning in steps rather than

on getting an insight into a topic that may be somewhat of a
tangent.

DISCUSSION AND
IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING PRACTICE
AND FURTHER RESEARCH

Understanding students’ learning styles has been a con-
cern to many educators’ intent on understanding their stu-
dents in order to developing a more effective teaching strat-
egy. Thus, one of the initial goals of this study was to identify
marketing students’ learning styles. The results from this
project showed that marketing students are more likely to
have sensate, visual, and sequential learning styles. Further-
more, on-campus students are more likely to be active learn-
ers, while off-campus students are more likely to be reflective
learners. Marketing students are particularly unlikely to have
verbal learning styles, especially male students. Also, few
marketing students have an intuitive learning style.

The sorts of learning styles prevalent among marketing
students suggests that certain teaching strategies may be more
applicable to these students. The analysis indicated the
importance of visual stimuli to this group (e.g., demonstra-
tions, pictures, diagrams). For sequential students, it is
important to demonstrate the logical flow of subject material.
For active students, it is useful to conduct group work and
real-world projects. However, it is important to not simply
cater to students’ learning styles—students need to be devel-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyw\w.manaraa.com




*(0002) uowojog pue Jepje4 woly peldepy :304NOS

"aAoqe se suonduoseq

"Joplio [eo1B0| Ul [elleyeW 81n108| 8y} Ind
‘sdajs diys 10 21doy 01 o1doy woly dwnf jou og
slaules| [enuanbag

‘sdiysuone|al pue sanljiqissod [eonaloay) Bulienod
-sIp salinbal 1ey; 109foid B op 01 sjuspnis 186 ‘s|js Jay1o ules| of
‘sainpao0id pue s1daouod Jo sajdwexs d11109ds apInoid
"PliOM B8] BU} O} S}08UU0D UOIBULIOUI MOY MOYS
Slaules| a1esuss

's109loid auinol pue aaniadal op 0} sjuapnis 186 ‘sj|s Jayjo uies| o]
INOY-aD ‘sadejospin ‘speyomoyy ‘sydesboloyd ‘soijewayos ‘swelb
-elp Ul pake|dsip s|elaleW aARY ‘siaules| [ensia ale ajdoad jsow sy
slauJes| [ensip

's1oefoid sunnol pue aannadal op 01 syuapnis 186 ‘s|jiys Jayio ules| o
'S10B} 8U]) Mul| 1Byl Sa1losy} 10 suonelaidisiul aAIb 0} ains g
sloules| aAlNU|

‘auole sy08(oid op o} sjuapnis 186 ‘sj|is Joylo ules| o
'so1do} Jualeyip urejdxe
0} su.iny axe) slaquiaw a8y} yoiym ui dnoub e ui Apnis o} sjuepnis 109
SIaUIBa| BAIOY

‘Ajjensia suoneue|dxe Jiayl ssaidxe 0] sjuspnis 186 ‘s||ys Joy1o ules| o)
‘suoljeue|dxs Sa1BWSSEO Iy}
JBeay UBD SISUJIBd| [BQISA 8SOU} 0S YI0M J1ay} Jussaid 0} sjuspnis 185
‘S|elloleW 8SIN09 JO SOLBWIWNS S
sloules| [eqlop

"swiea} Ul }Iom 0} sjuapnis 186 ‘s||s Jayio uies| o
'SPIOM UMO JI9Y} Ul [eliS]ew JO S8IBWWNS 1J0YS 81lIM O] SJUSPNIS 3SY
‘suoneoljdde Jo suonsanb a|qissod JO Julyl 01 SJUBPNIS 3SY

slauJies| aAlos|1eY

‘an0qe se suonduosag

‘suonnjos Buipuly ul syied asimdals [e0160] MOJ|0} 0} pus].
‘auo snoinald sy} wouy Ajieoaiboj
Buimoyjoy deys yoes yum ‘sdsis Jeaui| uj Buipueisispun uieb o} pusp
slauies)| [enusnbag

"PlIOM [B8I 8] 0] UOOBUU0D Jusiedde ou 8ABY ey} S8SIN0J 8| ,uoQ
‘Inyaied pue [eonoeid aiow aq 0} pual
'sjoe} Buiziiowsaw Je poob pue s|ielap yum jusiied aq 0} pusj
'sasuidins pue suoneodldwod
o)I|SIp puUB spoylew paysiigeisa-|jom Ag swajgold Buinjos a7
‘s1oe} Bulues) ayji| 01 pus]
sloules| ajesusg

‘Suoljeljsuowap pue ‘sl ‘saul|
awi} ‘speyomol) ‘sweibelp ‘sainoid—aas Aayl 1eym 1s9q Jaquiswiay
sisuJes| [ensin

"SUOI}B|NO[BD SUIINOI PUB UOHEBZIIOWSW JO 10| B 8| },uoQ
“9AIJEAOUU] 910W 8( O} PUB JSISE} HIOM O} Pus|
"SUOIIBINWIO} YIeW pUe SUOIIOBNSCE YHIM S|JEHOHLIOD 9I0W USYO Iy
‘uonyledal 83I|SIP PUE UOIIBAOUUL 8Y17
‘sdiysuonejas pue sanljiqissod Bullenoasip Jayeid usyo
slaules| SAlNU|

“iom dnolb ey 0] pual
's1ay1o 01 1l Buiuredxe Jo 11 BuiAidde 1o Buissnosip se yons ‘U yum
Buiyiawos Bulop Ag 1s8q uoleWIOUI PUBISISPUN PUB UlBal 0} Pus|
SIUled| SAOY

‘suoneue|dxs usxods pue UsilIM—SPIOM JO INO 8iow }95)
slauJes| [eqiep

'sioAe|d wes] 10U ‘auofe Bupiom Jayaid
181y ybBnoays sBuiys duiy L
SEEETEIGET e

|enuenbas-jeqlan-e1esuss

[euanbas-jensia-sjesusag

[ENSIA-OAIINUI-OAIOY 2

[egion-annos|iey ‘|

seibajelis buiyoes|

uonduossg

uswbes

SIN3ANLS ONILINHVIN 40 TVILNILOd SOr ANV ‘STIDILVHLS ONIHOVIL ‘STTALS ONINHVIT DNIHOLYIN

8318Vl

215

e ) e I
- »
i ) er. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionywww.manaraa.com



216 DECEMBER 2003

oped in areas of weakness. The lack of verbal learning styles
indicates a need to include assignments where students are
required to practice written and verbal communication. The
lack of intuitive learning styles, especially in the accounting,
finance, and business studies disciplines, suggests a need to
foster creative and lateral thinking.

Much of the research in the area of learning styles has
focused simply on the identification of learning styles. Once
this is done, the typical recommendation is to develop “strate-
gies . .. that appeal to arange of learning styles” (Felder 1996,
p. 6). One of the reasons for this sort of strategy development
1s that the focus has been on identifying which learning styles
students predominantly have. An alternative approach has
been demonstrated in this article: that of determining the
main “segments” within the student population. Thus, the
focus shifts from just identifying which styles are present in
the student population to determining which combinations of
styles are prevalent.

Furthermore, the analysis indicated that there were three
main segments in both the off-campus and on-campus sam-
ples. Recognizing these allows educators to better target edu-
cational strategies to (1) match teaching and learning styles
and (2) develop potential areas of weakness in each segment.
As shown in Table §, it is possible to identify the main learn-
ing preferences of each segment, and their likely weaknesses,
and develop more tailored teaching strategies. In brief,
instead of the “mass-marketing” approach often recom-
mended, we suggest a more targeted approach.

The education literature asserts that where teaching styles
are compatible with student learning styles, students have a
more positive attitude toward their subjects (Felder and
Silverman 1988). We found that in the innovative oft-campus
mode, students are more likely to be sensate and visual and to
a lesser extent reflective and sequential learners. Indeed, the
largest segment within the off-campus sample is the sensate-
visual-sequential learners. As such, they prefer lectures,
weekend schools, and online forums. That is, they prefer tra-
ditional modes of learning and find a lot of aspects of off-
campus learning more problematic than other off-campus
students, such as the use of study notes and case studies. For
them, teaching and learning styles are in conflict, and our
finding confirms that part of the literature that asserts that
matching teaching and Jearning styles is educationally impor-
tant (Felder 1993, 1996; Schroeder 1993). This implies that
as educators, there is a need to transform the oftf-campus
learning environment into a more hybrid mode of learning to
accommodate sensate and visual students’ need for sight,
sound, and physical sensation and connection to the real
world.

Even more so than off-campus students, on-campus stu-
dents are visual and, to a lesser extent, active learners. Thus,
demonstrations, pictures, diagrams, sketches, photographs,
flowcharts, videos, experiments, overheads, and other tangi-
ble demonstrations should be used whenever possible. Simi-

larly, problem-solving activities involving group work
should be encouraged. Many of these teaching aids are com-
monly used in on-campus marketing subjects. That is, teach-
ing and learning styles are generally not incongruent. How-
ever, as argued above, there is still a need to target teaching
practices according to the strengths and weaknesses of each
of the segments within the student population.

Further research would be needed before it could be con-
cluded that our findings regarding the prevalence of learning
styles and segments that exist across different cohorts are
generalizable. However, while the results of our study may
not yet be generalizable to all marketing courses, the differ-
ences and similarities identified between on-campus and off-
campus students is such that marketing educators should be
alert to the potential learning challenges that this research
poses for them.

NOTES

1. The strength of preference that a student has for a particular learning
style construct (e.g., active-reflective, visual-verbal, etc) can be represented
by their value ona23-pointscale (—11,...,+11). A value of greater than +4 or
less than—4 indicates that a student has a preference for a learning style on one
of the ends of the construct. Hence, a value of greater than +4 on the active-
reflective construct indicates that a student is an active learner.

2. This can be seen by comparing the mean value for active learners (4.05)
with the mean value for nonactive learners (3.42), which is statistically differ-
ent at the 1% level.
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