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Abstract—The present study attempted to investigate the interdependence of self-regulated learning and 

language learning styles among three levels of language learners. Their gender and language proficiency level 

were also taken into consideration to find out the interaction between these variables. To carry out the study, 

the subject was selected based on the multi-stage sampling procedure. From five universities, 200 EFL learners 

studying TEFL, Literature, and Translation were randomly selected. Based on their scores on the TOEFL test, 

the participants were divided into beginner, intermediate, and advanced levels. From each level, 30 subjects 

were randomly selected. The research instruments were used to collect the required data for the study. After 

analyzing the data, the results showed a significant relationship between the EFL learners’ learning styles and 

their self-regulation. It was disclosed that the higher the learners’ scores on language learning styles were, the 

more self-regulated they were. When gender was taken into account as a moderator variable, no significant 

correlation between language learners’ learning styles and their gender was detected. It was found that both 

male and female learners were self-regulated in the same way. In addition, EFL learners’ proficiency level 

significantly made a difference in their self-regulation; however, it did not affect their learning styles. 

 

Index Terms—learning styles, self-regulated learning, gender, proficiency level 

 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The process by which one attempts to acquire new knowledge is known as learning and each individual approaches 

the learning context differently. According to Keefe (1988), the way individuals perceive, interact, and respond to the 

learning environment cognitively, affectively, and psychologically which is relatively stable is called their learning style. 
As Pritchard (2009) stated, learning styles are not fixed; however, one learning style is preferred over others. In addition, 

identifying this preferred learning style could be of benefit to both learners as they choose the best learning strategies, 

and to teachers as they modify their teaching strategies so that they could provide better opportunities for students to 

learn. 

In recent years, there has been a great change in the field of second/foreign language learning and teaching which 

was directed towards learners’ individual differences such as learning styles. This change is more of a student-centered 

approach in which more attention is paid to individuals’ roles and responsibilities in the class that, in turn, leads to 

learners’ independency and autonomy. Self-regulated learning started as a research on self-control for learners to self-

monitor, self-instruct, self-evaluate, self-correct, and self-reinforce (Mace, Belfoire, & Hutchinson, 2001). Unlike 

behavioral theories which do not take into account the learners’ internal states, cognitive theories of learning started 

their ascendance in the 1960s and dominated as the focus of human learning. However, some researchers came to know 

that factors such as cognitive skills and abilities, motivation, and self-regulation account for students’ teaching 
(Zimmerman, 2001). 

According to Oxford (2003), autonomy and self-regulation are self-ruled, and learners who are autonomous and self-

regulated can regulate their own thoughts, learning, and actions. Terms such as 'self-directness', 'self-control' and 

'autonomy' paved the way for the emergence of the term ‘self-regulation’ (Bandura, 1991), and according to Najeeb 

(2013), learners are at the stage who are able to direct their own learning.  

Different models of self-regulated learning share certain assumptions i.e. learners should be active participants and 

they should self-regulate and monitor their own learning process. Also, learning process should help learners to achieve 

their set goals and apply any required change to the process. (Curry, 1983; Pintrich, 2004). With the development of 

learners cognitively, their self-regulation increases and depends a lot on the use of private speech. Kopp (1989) stated 

that when self-regulation increases, there would be a transition in learners from responding to others’ commands to plan 
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and monitor their own activities. This would happen when learners interact with adults through ZPD. Learners’ learning 

style is mostly ignored and most importantly the mismatch existing between teachers’ teaching style and their learning 

style could influence their performance negatively. 

II.  LANGUAGE LEARNING STYLES 

To learn a new subject or tackle a new challenge, pupils use some general approaches which according to Oxford, 

Ehrman, and Lavine (1991) are addressed as language learning styles. However, Reid (1985) relates learning styles to 

learners’ predispositions to perceive and process learning experiences.  

The way a learner likes to learn is called ‘learning style preferences’, and according to Ehrman (1996), they are put 

into action by specific learning strategies. Learning styles have six aspects: the cognitive, executive, affective, social, 

physiological, and behavioral aspect (Oxford & Anderson, 1995). According to Brown (2007), there exists a close link 

between learning strategies and learning styles. Bailey, Onwuegbuzie, and Daely (2000) distinguished the difference 
between learning styles and learning strategies in that the former are automatic/ unintentional individual features, 

whereas the latter are what learners choose to facilitate their learning.  

Learning styles play important roles for the learners since they can integrate them to their learning process and 

accordingly their learning process would be faster and they will be more successful. Also, learners would resolve their 

problems more effectively when they identify their styles. When learners gain control over their learning process, they 

will feel more independent and responsible in learning, as a result, their self-confidence will increase and teachers’ 

control over learners will lessen and teachers act as facilitators (Gilakjani & Ahmadi, 2011). Merits of identifying the 

learning styles for teachers are to help them to design lessons to meet their students’ styles. Otherwise, the created 

mismatch could frustrate new or poor learners. However, this mismatch could be to the advantage of the learners as to 

help them experience new methods of learning. 

Oxford (2003) discussed four dimensions of learning style that are among the most strongly associated with L2 
learning: sensory preference (visual, auditory, kinesthetic, and tactile), personality types (extraverted vs. introverted; 

intuitive-random vs. sensing-sequential; thinking vs. feeling; and closure-oriented/judging vs. open/perceiving, desired 

degree of generality (global or holistic, analytic), and biological differences (biorhythms, sustenance, location). 

Najarkolai, Beigzadeh, Motlagh, and Sabzevari (2015) investigated 400 postgraduate students of Kerman University of 

Medical Sciences, and found that the most dominant learning style of postgraduate students is the convergent style. 

Moreover, Khojasteh and Pishkar (2015) studied the relationship between Iranian EFL Learners’ Sensory Learning 

Style and Their Autonomy Level. They found that students with visual learning style in Islamic Azad University, had 

the highest language autonomy and the students with auditory- kinesthetic (AK) style had the lowest language 

autonomy. However, in State University of Hormozgan, AK (Auditory-Kinesthetic) skill is more frequently used style 

and visual style is the one used less frequently by the students of both universities. Additionally, as per the finding of 

Shah, Ahmed, Shenoy, and Srikant (2013), students in their set up prefer multimodal and more of Kinesthetic of 
learning.  

Naserieh and AnaniSarab (2013) explored perceptual styles among Iranian graduate students by using PLSQ. The 

findings revealed that the participants favored kinesthetic and tactile modalities and a group learning style. Peacock 

(2001) did a study as to test Reid’s (1987) hypothesis that mismatch between teaching and learning styles would lead to 

learning failure as well as frustration. A university in Hong Kong was the source of data collection and it was detected 

that teacher preferred auditory, kinesthetic, and group styles and did not like individual and tactile styles, whereas the 

students preferred auditory and kinesthetic styles and disliked group and individual styles. Therefore, Peacock (2001) 

suggested a balanced style for teachers to adapt to various learning styles. 

According to Gregersen and MacIntyre (2014, cited in Dornyei & Ryan, 2015), there are five principles for the 

practical classroom application of styles. Effective teachers know their teaching styles and self-aware learners are aware 

of their preferred approaches to language learning for themselves as well as for their teachers. Also, with the help of a 

“mixed and many” approach, teachers and learners can explore ways to balance their styles. Besides, teachers and 
learners compromise to occasionally stretch as well as match so as to resolve learning style conflicts, and reflective 

learners regard how their beliefs, strategies, and abilities relate to their individual learning styles.  

Furthermore, Derakhshan and Shakki (2018) found that highly proficient EFL learners were more oriented towards 

kinesthetic and tactile learning styles than auditory, visual, group, and individual learning styles. On the other hand, 

visual and group learning styles were more favored by learners with lower level of proficiency.  

III.  SELF-REGULATION LEARNING 

During the last decade, learning strategies have been studied to a great extent (Banisaeid, 2013; Banisaeid & Huang, 

2014; Chamot, 2004; Chen, 2009; El‐dib, 2004; Griffiths, 2003, 2007; Griffiths & Oxford, 2014; Magogwe & Rhonda, 

2007; Nikoopour & Amini Farsani, 2010; Nikoopour, Amini Farsani, & Kashefi Neishabori, 2011; Nikoopour, Amini 

Farsani, & Nasiri,  2011; Nikoopour, Salimian, Salimian, & Amini Farsani, 2012; Nikoopour & Hajian, 2015; 

Nikoopour, Kargar Moakher, & Esfandiari, 2017a, 2017b; Oxford et al., 2014; Riazi & Rahimi., 2005). Due to the 
fuzziness of learning strategy definition, self-regulation has been used as a replacement which, in turn, is rooted in 
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educational psychology (Dorneyi, 2005, cited in Dornyei & Ryan, 2015). Self-regulation refers to the ability of 

monitoring and managing one’s energy states, emotions, thoughts, and behaviors in ways that are acceptable and 

producing positive results such as well-being, loving relationships, and learning (Schraw, Crippen & Hartley, 2006). In 

fact, it consists of three elements: cognition, metacognition, and motivation. The cognition element includes the skills 

and habits required for encoding, memorizing, and recalling information as well as thinking critically. The 

metacognition element includes the skills that enable learners to understand and monitor their own cognitive processes. 

The motivation element deals with the beliefs and attitudes that affect the use and development of both the cognitive 

and metacognitive skills. 

In the early grades, teachers play significant roles in regulating learners’ goals in the classroom, however, as they 

advance to higher grades, this support is reduced from teacher’s side, and students self-regulate their learning and 

decide what to do with their homework (Zimmerman, 1998). According to Ramdass and Zimmerman (2011), it is 
important that teachers, before assigning any homework, consider students’ age, grade level, and the subject matter. 

That is, shorter and easier material is assigned to elementary students and as they move to higher grades, the level of 

complexity increases. Also, the assigned homework could be negotiated with the students as well as their parents. 

According to De Boer et al. (2013), strategy instruction should teach learners how, when, and why to use self-

regulated methods (general metacognitive knowledge). Besides, the instruction should include metacognitive strategy 

“planning and prediction’ and the motivational strategy ‘task value’. In the same way, Effeney, Carroll, and Bahr (2013) 

investigated nine male students with the age range of 15 to 17 to find their main self-regulated learning strategies and 

found that habits originated from the family relevant to homework as well as study routines developed the base for SRL 

effectiveness. Teacher’s role as the most important source especially at the early grades is valued and students at the 

higher levels rely mostly on themselves. Keller-Schneider (2014) investigated self-regulated learning in teacher 

education and concluded that the intensity of the use of learning opportunity is important in learning settings requiring 
self-regulation. In situations which require analyzing and evaluation, strategies like elaboration, organization, and self-

motivation are necessary. In addition, Mahmoodi et al. (2014) studied Iranian EFL learners’ self-regulated learning, 

motivation and their language achievement, and concluded that cognitive and metacognitive SRL are favored by Iranian 

EFL learners. Besides, self-regulation and motivation assist EFL learners to learn better, however, no significant 

relationship was found between SRL strategies and L2 achievement of the learners. 

The present study aimed at exploring the relationship between male and female EFL learners’ learning styles and 

self-regulated learning. More specifically, the following research questions were raised:  

1. Is there any relation between beginner EFL learners’ learning styles and self-regulated learning? 

2. Is there any relation between intermediate EFL learners’ learning styles and self-regulated learning? 

3. Is there any relation between advanced EFL learners’ learning styles and self-regulated learning? 

4. Is there any interaction between the gender, level of proficiency, learning styles, and self-regulated Learning? 

IV.  THE STUDY 

Participants: Multi-stage sampling procedure was used to select the participants. At first, five universities were 

chosen based on purposive sampling. Then, 200 pupils majoring in TEFL, Literature, and Translation Studies were 

selected through convenience sampling. All the participants took the proficiency test including vocabulary, reading, and 

grammar. The participants fell into three groups, i.e., beginner, intermediate, and advanced based on their test scores. 

Finally, from each group, thirty students were selected randomly. The participants were all informed about the purpose 

of the study and they were assured that the collected data would be kept confidential and their scores would not affect 

their academic achievement.  

Design: Due to the nature of the study, a correlational research design was used. The relationship between self-

regulated learning and the learning styles was computed. The learners’ gender and level of proficiency were also taken 

into consideration.  

Instrumentation: In the present study, the Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ) developed by Brown, Miller, and 
Lawendowski (1999) was administered to the participants. It consisted of 63 items measuring different constructs: 

receiving, evaluating, triggering, searching, formulating, implementing, and assessing. The reliability of the SRQ was 

computed through using Cronbach alpha, and the reliability index was 0.84, which was acceptable.  

The second research instrument was the Learning Style Survey developed by Cohen, Oxford, and Chi (2001) 

consisting of 11 major activities representing 12 different aspects of one’s learning style. The researcher clarified the 

terms which were not familiar to the participants. The reliability of the instrument, estimated through using Cronbach 

alpha, was .79, which was reasonable.  

The third instrument was a paper and pencil TOEFL test adopted from sample TOEFL preparation book by Longman 

Publications (2014). The reliability of the test was calculated through running KR-21 method, and the reliability index 

was 0.76 accordingly. 

Procedure: In order to correlate the participants’ self-regulations with their learning styles and also measure their 
level of proficiency, the following procedure was followed: first, the TOEFL test was administered to learners to 

measure their proficiency level. Then the participants filled out the Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ) including 63 

items on a 5-point Likert scale. Finally, the Learning Style Survey questionnaire was administered which contained 11 
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major activities representing 12 different aspects of one’s learning styles. The questionnaire was based on a Likert scale 

with the following scale points: 0) never, 1) rarely, 2) sometimes, 3) often, and 4) always. Finally, the completed 

questionnaires were collected, coded, and scored. The data on all items of each questionnaire and different components 

of the questionnaire were computed and converted into interval data.  

V.  DATA ANALYSIS 

The data were displayed based on descriptive and inferential statistics. For the first three questions, Pearson 

correlation was utilized. However, for the last research question (exploring the interaction between the learners’ gender, 

level of proficiency, self-regulated learning and learning styles), the groups’ scores were submitted to Multivariate 

Analysis of Variances.  

As shown in Table 1, the correlation between the beginner EFL language learners’ learning styles and self-regulated 

learning is statistically significant. (r=.051, n=30, p=0.001 <0.05). Therefore, it could be argued that based on the first 
research question, the null hypothesis restated as, “There is no correlation between beginner EFL learners’ self –

regulation and their learning styles” is rejected. 
 

TABLE I 

CORRELATION B/T BEGINNER EFL LEARNERS’ LEARNING STYLES & SELF-REGULATED LEARNING 

DV Measure IV (Learning Styles) 

Self-regulation Pearson Correlation 0.51 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 30 

 

As shown in Table 2, the correlation between the intermediate EFL language learners’ learning styles and self-

regulated learning is statistically significant. (r=.054, n=30, p=0.001 <0.05). Therefore, it could be argued that based on 

the first research question, the null hypothesis restated as, “There is no correlation between intermediate EFL learners’ 

self –regulation and their learning styles” is rejected. 
 

TABLE II 

CORRELATION B/T INTERMEDIATE EFL LEARNERS’ LEARNING STYLES & SELF-REGULATED LEARNING 

DV Measure IV (Learning styles) 

Self-reg Pearson Correlation 0.54 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 30 

 

As shown in Table 3, the correlation between the advanced EFL language learners’ learning styles and self-regulated 

learning is statistically significant (r=.056, n=30, p=0.001 <0.05). Thus, it could be argued that based on the third 
research question, the null hypothesis restated as, “There is no correlation between advanced EFL learners’ self –

regulation and their learning styles” is rejected. 
 

TABLE III 

CORRELATION B/T ADVANCED EFL LEARNERS LEARNING STYLES & SELF-REGULATED LEARNING 

DV Measure IV (Learning Styles) 

Self-reg Pearson Correlation 0.56 

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001 

N 30 

 

As shown in Table 4, the interaction between learners’ level of proficiency and their learning styles is not statistically 

significant. (F=1, P=.36 > .05). The results indicated that the interaction between learners’ gender and their learning 

styles is not statistically significant. (F=0.11, P=.74 > .05). Besides, the interaction between EFL learners’ gender and 

self-regulation is not statistically significant (F=.09, P=.75 >.05). Furthermore, the results revealed that the interaction 

between EFL learners’ gender and proficiency regarding self-regulated learning and learning styles is not statistically 

significant. (F=1.85, P=.17 >.05). However, as it could be seen, EFL learners’ proficiency significantly affects their 

self-regulated learning (F=2.88, P=.04 <.05), whereas the learners’ level of proficiency does not affect their learning 

styles. 
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TABLE IV 

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF THE LEARNERS’ SELF-REGULATED LEARNING AND LEARNING STYLES (TESTS OF BETWEEN-SUBJECTS EFFECTS) 

Source Dependent Variable 

Type III Sum of 

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model LS total 3595.16
a
 5 719.03 .78 .562 

Self-reg 3211.10
b
 5 642.22 1.73 .136 

Intercept LS total 1185541.15 1 1185541.15 1296.91 .000 

Self-reg 859068.06 1 859068.06 2324.12 .000 

Proficiency LS total 2934.76 3 978.25 1.07 .367 

Self-reg 3194.72 3 1064.98 2.88 .041 

Gender LS total 100.92 1 100.92 .11 .741 

Self-reg 35.81 1 35.81 .09 .756 

proficiency * gender LS total 1692.29 1 1692.29 1.85 .178 

Self-reg 256.34 1 256.34 .69 .408 

Self-reg 32042.32 83    

a. R Squared = .048 (Adjusted R Squared = -.013) 

b. R Squared = .100 (Adjusted R Squared = .043) 

*note: LS=Learning Styles; self-reg=self-regulation 

 

VI.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The results of the research revealed that there is a statistically significant relationship between beginner, intermediate, 

and advanced EFL learners’ learning styles and their self-regulation.  Thus, it was found that the higher the learners’ 

scores on language learning styles were, the more self-regulated learners they were. Also, between language learners’ 

learning styles and their gender no significant relationship was detected. That is, male and female learners did not show 
differences in their language learning styles. However, certain studies indicated that gender matters and males and 

females have different learning styles (Aries, 1976; Dorval, 1990; Fox, 1990; Greb, 1999; Leet-Pellegrini, 1980; 

Marcus, 1977; Ong, 1989; Pizzo, 1990; Sadeghi, 2012; Thompson, 1975). 

It was also explored that self-regulation and gender have no significant interaction, that is, both male and female 

language learners are self-regulated in the same way. This finding contradicts with the findings of previous studies 

(Jordan, 2013; Lee, 2002; Young & McSporran, 2001; Zimmerman & Martinez-pons, 1990), arguing that male and 

female learners show differences in using self- regulation (Bidjerano 2005; Hargittai & Shafer, 2006; Lee, 2002; Young 

& McSporran, 2001; Zimmermann & Martinez-Pons, 1990). Such a contradiction might be related to the differences in 

the context of the study as well as the number of the participants in the studies, which need to be investigated by some 

other researchers. 

Language proficiency was another variable which was studied to see whether there was a relationship between 
learning styles and language proficiency. In addition, the researchers attempted to investigate if language proficiency 

affects self-regulation. As it was reiterated in the result section, EFL learners’ proficiency significantly affected their 

self-regulation which was in line with a study done by Sahebkheir and Davatgari (2014) as well as Nabavi and 

Shangarfam (2012), in that the learners who improved their self-regulatory strategies were more proficient. 

However, in this study, learners’ level of proficiency did not affect their learning styles which was in line with the 

findings of Yeow, Tan, Loh, and Blitz (2010), who found that there was no relationship between self-rated proficiency 

in English and learning style preference. Such finding was contrary to the findings of the study done by Mirhassani, 

Akbari, and Dehghan (2007). 

Due to the sample size of the study, the results must be interpreted with great care. Other researchers are 

recommended to replicate a study using different sample sizes. There might be some differences between the learners’ 

different types of learning styles and different dimensions of self-regulation, which due to the limitations, were not 

addressed in the present study. Other researchers are recommended to replicate the same study investigating the EFL 
learners’ use of different learning styles and different dimensions of self-regulation. 
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