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Abstract
Background 
and Study Aim

Understanding learning style preferences in physical education (PE) is essential for optimizing 
teaching strategies and improving student outcomes. The research aims to provide insights into 
how tailored pedagogical approaches can enhance learning effectiveness in PE programs.

Material and 
Methods

A cross-sectional study was conducted with college students enrolled in physical education 
courses. Kolb’s LSI was administered to categorize learning styles into four types: accommodating 
(intuitive-pragmatic), diverging, assimilating, and converging. Data were analyzed to determine 
the distribution of learning styles and their correlations with gender, type of high school diploma 
(sports-related vs. non-sports-related), and sport category (individual or team-based). Statistical 
analyses were performed using the Mann-Whitney U test to analyze differences across dimensions 
based on gender, high school diploma, and categories of sports.

Results The findings indicated a dominant preference for the accommodating learning style (active 
experimentation and concrete experience). This aligns with the hands-on, dynamic nature of PE. 
Differences were observed based on sport specialization. Students in individual sports exhibited 
greater tendencies toward introspection and analytical thinking (assimilating style). In contrast, 
those in team sports leaned toward active experimentation. Additionally, students from non-
sports-related high school backgrounds showed a stronger preference for active experimentation 
compared to their peers with sports-focused diplomas. No significant gender-based differences 
were found in learning style preferences.

Conclusions The study highlights the need for diverse and adaptive teaching methods in physical education 
to cater to varied learning styles. Emphasizing experiential learning, particularly for students 
from non-sports academic backgrounds, and incorporating reflective practices for individual-
sport athletes could enhance engagement and performance. These insights can help educators 
design more effective PE curricula. Ultimately, this supports students’ academic and professional 
development in sports-related fields.

Keywords: learning style preference, categories of sports, high school diploma, Kolb’s learning theory, 
individual and team sports

Introduction
In an era where personalized learning is 

revolutionizing education, understanding how 
students engage with physical and sports education 
remains a critical yet underexplored frontier, 
particularly in culturally distinct contexts like 
Tunisia, where traditional pedagogical approaches 
may clash with modern learning diversity [1, 2]. 
The comprehension of learning styles in physical 
education and sports science represents a critical 
scientific challenge for optimizing pedagogical 
practices. Grounded in Kolb and Boyatzis’s [3] 
experiential learning theory and its contemporary 
developments [4], this issue is particularly complex 

in physical education and sports science, where 
theoretical and practical demands intersect [5].

Learning styles, defined as individual preferences 
in acquiring, processing, and retaining information 
[6, 7], play a fundamental role in shaping educational 
outcomes. Kolb and Boyatzis’s [3] model identifies 
four learning modes: concrete experience, reflective 
observation, abstract conceptualization, and active 
experimentation, categorizing learners into four 
primary styles: divergent, assimilative, convergent, and 
accommodative. Kolb and Boyatzis’s [3] experiential 
learning theory provides a relevant conceptual 
framework for analyzing these dynamics. This model 
outlines four learning modes: concrete experience, 
reflective observation, abstract conceptualization, 
and active experimentation, categorizing learners 
into four primary styles: divergent, assimilative, 
convergent, and accommodative.
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Divergent learners demonstrate exceptional 
ability in generating ideas and examining situations 
from multiple perspectives. In sports education, they 
particularly benefit from brainstorming sessions 
and group discussions, where they can explore 
various strategies and techniques [8, 9]. Assimilative 
learners prefer logical approaches and excel at 
organizing information systematically. They thrive 
in environments involving theoretical analysis and 
model creation, making them particularly suited for 
developing sports strategies and game analysis [4]. 
Convergent learners stand out in practical problem-
solving, preferring to implement ideas in real-world 
applications. Accommodative learners (also called 
adapters) learn most effectively through hands-
on experience and are comfortable taking risks. 
They benefit greatly from direct participation in 
activities, such as experimenting with new games or 
techniques in practical settings [10].

The Tunisian education system relies on a 
structured orientation process that directs students 
toward specific fields or “branches” based on their 
abilities, academic performance, and preferences. 
In the context of STAPS (Sciences and Techniques 
of Physical and Sports Activities) students, there is 
a notable diversity in academic backgrounds and 
educational paths. At the Higher Institute of Sport 
and Physical Education (ISSEP), students come 
from various disciplines, bringing a wide range of 
experiences, skills, and professional aspirations. 
This diversity is both an asset and a challenge for 
educators, who must adapt their teaching strategies 
to address the specific needs of each group and 
effectively support their academic and practical 
training.

The study of learning styles in sports science 
and physical education reveals a complex and often 
contradictory landscape, marked by significant 
heterogeneity across research findings. Some 
research highlights the prevalence of the convergent 
style, which aligns with solving motor problems and 
applying techniques in real-time sports situations 
[11]. In contrast, other studies identify a dominance 
of the accommodative style, emphasizing active 
experimentation and hands-on learning [12]. 
Additionally, while some scholars report a preference 
for an assimilative style in physical education [13], 
others find that active learning is more common 
among physical education students [12], whereas 
the reflective style is less favored [14]. Furthermore, 
certain studies suggest that the divergent style is 
predominant among physical education students [8, 
9]. These discrepancies suggest the likely influence 
of contextual and cultural factors in shaping 
preferred learning styles.

 Additionally, gender differences in learning 
styles remain a contested area. West [15] found that 
male students tend to prefer analytical, assimilative 
approaches, while female students favor divergent 

styles. However, contradictory patterns emerge 
in other contexts. Holland and Mills [16] observed 
male sport therapy students preferring abstract 
learning compared to females’ concrete orientation, 
whereas Steffen and Meany [17] reported female 
soccer coaches adopting more convergent (practical 
problem-solving) approaches than their male 
counterparts, who used divergent styles. [18] noted 
that women outside of athletics tend to prefer 
visual and reflective learning styles, while men 
lean toward reading/writing and reflective learning 
styles, indicating a gender divergence in learning 
preferences.

Beyond initial education, in technical and 
scientific fields such as electromechanics and 
physics, the convergent learning style predominates 
[12, 19]. Conversely, in humanities subjects like 
history, students tend to adopt a divergent learning 
style, emphasizing creativity and the ability to 
examine topics from multiple perspectives [20]. 
Despite the strategic importance of physical 
education and the extensive literature on learning 
styles, research specifically examining these styles 
within the context of students in STAPS remains 
limited. In particular, no studies have focused on 
the relationship between the choice of academic 
sections and learning styles in STAPS. Additionally, 
while some studies have explored the links between 
learning styles, gender, type of sport practiced, 
and academic success, they often overlook the 
integration of more complex and nuanced models, 
such as Kolb’s model, which could provide a deeper 
understanding of students’ learning preferences 
in this specific domain. This study aims to address 
these gaps by adopting a targeted approach to 
analyze the preferred learning styles of STAPS 
students through Kolb’s model. Additionally, the 
study integrates underexplored variables, including 
gender differences, the type of high school diploma 
obtained, and sport speciality.

By employing this comprehensive framework, 
our research sheds light on the unique academic 
and athletic profiles of STAPS students, providing 
innovative insights for optimizing pedagogical 
strategies in this discipline. Ultimately, this work 
contributes to advancing the understanding of 
learning styles within a distinctive educational 
and athletic context, where the synergy between 
theoretical knowledge and practical application is 
fundamental.

This study aims to address this gap through a 
rigorous methodological approach, combining the 
Learning Style Inventory with multivariate analyses. 
The objectives are fourfold:
1)	 to map predominant learning styles among 
Tunisian physical education and sport science 
students;
2)	 to analyze differences between these styles 
and key variables (gender, sports specialization, 
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academic background);
3)	 to assess the impact of practice level 
(recreational vs. competitive) on learning profiles;
4)	 to propose evidence-based pedagogical 
recommendations validated through a pilot 
intervention.

Materials and Methods
Participants
This cross-sectional study analyzed a cohort of 

180 second-year undergraduate students (male = 
88, female = 92; age = 20.42 ± 0.76 years) enrolled 
at the Higher Institute of Sport and Physical 
Education (ISSEP) in Sfax, Tunisia. The sample was 
purposively selected during the critical academic 
transition phase, when students declare their sport 
specialization (team sports: n = 101; individual 
sports: n = 79). Participants represented two distinct 
academic backgrounds: sport-specific high school 
graduates (n = 124) and non-sport diploma holders 
(n = 56). Data collection followed strict inclusion 
criteria, with only fully completed questionnaires 
considered for analysis. The selection of second-
year students was methodologically justified by 
their unique position in the ISSEP curriculum, where 
specialization choices directly influence subsequent 
professional training trajectories.

Research Design
The study assessed students’ learning styles 

using a questionnaire divided into two sections: 
sociodemographic data (including high school 
diploma type, sports participation, and gender) and 
the Arabic version of Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory 
(LSI), which had been previously validated [21, 22, 
23]. The LSI consisted of 12 items rated on a 4-point 
scale, measuring four learning modalities: Concrete 
Experience (CE), Abstract Conceptualization 
(AC), Reflective Observation (RO), and Active 
Experimentation (AE), with composite scores (AC − CE 
and AE − RO) calculated to classify participants into 
one of four dominant learning styles (assimilating, 
converging, diverging, or accommodating) based 
on Kolb’s normative cutoffs [24]. A pilot test (n = 
10) confirmed item comprehension, and internal 
consistency was acceptable (α = 0.76 for AC − CE; α = 
0.72 for AE − RO). 

Statistical Analysis
Data were analyzed using Excel and SPSS, with 

non-parametric tests (Mann–Whitney U) and 
rank-biserial correlations (r) employed to compare 
groups. Effect sizes were interpreted as small (0.10), 
medium (0.30), or large (0.50) [25].

Results
Learning style preference
The results of our study revealed that the 

majority of students in our institution exhibit an 
intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) learning 
style, accounting for 45.6% of cases (N = 82; M ± 
SD = 2.46 ± 1.06; Med = 3; IQR = 2). The results are 
presented in Table 1. Following this, an intuitive-
reflective (divergent) learning style was identified 
in 27.8% of students, a methodical-reflective 
(assimilating) style in 12.8%, and a methodical-
pragmatic (converging) style in 13.9% of students.

Gender Differences 
Descriptive statistics (Table 1) show that the 

majority of female students prefer the intuitive-
pragmatic (accommodating) learning style, 
representing 46.7% of cases (N = 92; M ± SD = 2.39 
± 1.06; Med = 3; IQR = 2). Following this, 31.5% (N = 
29) prefer the intuitive-reflective (divergent) style, 
9.8% (N = 14) opt for the methodical-reflective 
(assimilating) style, and 12% (N = 11) favor the 
methodical-pragmatic (converging) style.

Male students also tend to prefer the intuitive-
pragmatic (accommodating) style, chosen by 44.3% 
(N = 39) (N = 88; M ± SD = 2.52 ± 1.03; Med = 3; IQR = 
1). Additionally, 23.9% (N = 21) prefer the intuitive-
reflective (divergent) style, 15.9% (N = 14) choose 
the methodical-reflective (assimilating) style, and 
another 15.9% (N = 14) opt for the methodical-
pragmatic (converging) style

No statistically significant differences were 
observed between gender and the other learning 
dimensions (p > 0.05 for all comparisons). This 
indicates that gender does not have a significant 
influence on AE, RO, AC, or CE (Table 2).

Descriptive statistics (Table 1) show that the 
majority of female students prefer the intuitive-
pragmatic (accommodating) learning style, 
representing 46.7% of cases (N = 92; M ± SD = 2.39 
± 1.06; Med = 3; IQR = 2). Following this, 31.5% (N = 
29) prefer the intuitive-reflective (divergent) style, 
9.8% (N = 14) opt for the methodical-reflective 
(assimilating) style, and 12% (N = 11) favor the 
methodical-pragmatic (converging) style.

Male students also tend to prefer the intuitive-
pragmatic (accommodating) style, chosen by 44.3% 
(N = 39) (N = 88; M ± SD = 2.52 ± 1.03; Med = 3; IQR = 
1). Additionally, 23.9% (N = 21) prefer the intuitive-
reflective (divergent) style, 15.9% (N = 14) choose 
the methodical-reflective (assimilating) style, and 
another 15.9% (N = 14) opt for the methodical-
pragmatic (converging) style.

No statistically significant differences were 
observed between gender and the other learning 
dimensions (p > 0.05 for all comparisons). This 
indicates that gender does not have a significant 
influence on AE, RO, AC, or CE (Table 2).

Learning style preference
The results of our study revealed that the 

majority of students in our institution exhibit an 
intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) learning 
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style, accounting for 45.6% of cases (N = 82; M ± 
SD = 2.46 ± 1.06; Med = 3; IQR = 2). The results are 
presented in Table 2. Following this, an intuitive-
reflective (divergent) learning style was identified 
in 27.8% of students, a methodical-reflective 
(assimilating) style in 12.8%, and a methodical-
pragmatic (converging) style in 13.9% of students.

High school diploma
Descriptive statistics (Table 1) show that the 

majority of students with sport-specific diplomas 
prefer the intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) 
learning style, representing 50.8% of cases (N 
= 63; M ± SD = 2.46 ± 1.02; Med = 3; IQR = 2). 
Following this, 27.4% (N = 34) prefer the intuitive-
reflective (divergent) style, 10.5% (N = 13) opt for 
the methodical-reflective (assimilating) style, and 
11.3% (N = 14) favor the methodical-pragmatic 
(converging) style.

Students from other academic backgrounds 
also tend to prefer the intuitive-pragmatic 
(accommodating) style, chosen by 33.9% (N = 19) 

(N = 56; M ± SD = 2.54 ± 1.11; Med = 3; IQR = 2). 
Additionally, 28.6% (N = 16) prefer the intuitive-
reflective (divergent) style, 17.9% (N = 10) choose 
the methodical-reflective (assimilating) style, and 
another 19.6% (N = 11) opt for the methodical-
pragmatic (converging) style.

The Mann–Whitney U test revealed a statistically 
significant difference in the dimension of Active 
Experimentation between participants with sport-
specific diplomas and those with non-sport-specific 
diplomas (p < 0.05). Specifically, participants with 
non-sport-specific diplomas scored higher on this 
dimension. The analysis revealed a small effect 
size (r = 0.17), indicating a modest but statistically 
significant difference in this dimension.

No significant differences were observed in the 
dimensions of Reflective Observation, Abstract 
Conceptualization, or Concrete Experience between 
the two groups. The results are summarized in 
Figure 1, which presents the mean scores (± SE) for 
each dimension across the two groups.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Independent 
variables f (%)

Mean SD Med IQRLearning style

1 2 3 4

Sample 50 (27.8) 23 (12.8) 82 (45.6) 25 (13.9) 2.46 1.04 3 2

Gender

Girls

(N = 92)
29 (31.5) 9 (9.8) 43 (46.7) 11 (12) 2.39 1.06 3 2

Boys 

(N= 88)
21 (23.9) 14 (15.9) 39 (44.3) 14 (15.9) 2.52 1.03 3 1

High school 
diploma

sport-specific diplomas

 (N= 124)
34 (27.4) 13 (10.5) 63 (50.8) 14 (11.3) 2.46 1.02 3 2

non-sport-specific 
diplomas

 (N = 56)
16 (28.6) 10 (17.9) 19 (33.9) 11 (19.6) 2.54 1.11 3 2

Sports 
Specialization

Team Sports (N= 101) 23 (22.8) 11 (10.9) 56 (55.5) 11 (11.3) 2.54 0.97 3 1

Individual Sports

 (N = 79)
27 (34.2) 12 (15.2) 26 (32.9) 14 (17.7) 2.34 1.13 3 2

Note. f = frequency; % = percentage; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Med = median; IQR = interquartile 
range; 1 = intuitive-reflective (divergent); 2 = methodical-reflective (assimilating); 3 = intuitive-pragmatic 
(accommodating); 4 = methodical-pragmatic (converging).

Table 2. Comparison of Mean Scores (± SE) Between Boys and Girls

Variables Girls (M ± SE) Boys (M ± SE) p

Active Experimentation 31.43 ± 4.73 31.92 ± 4.53 0.589

Reflective Observation 29.10 ± 4.96 28.45 ± 4.87 0.797

Abstract Conceptualization 31.20 ± 3.74 31.05 ± 3.75 0.233

Concrete Experience 27.65 ± 4.03 28.12 ± 4.76 0.931
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Sport speciality
Descriptive statistics (Table 1) show that the 

majority of students specializing in team sports 
prefer the intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) 
learning style, representing 55.5% of cases (N 
= 101; M ± SD = 2.54 ± 0.97; Med = 3; IQR = 1). 
Following this, 22.8% (N = 23) prefer the intuitive-
reflective (divergent) style, 10.9% (N = 11) opt for 
the methodical-reflective (assimilating) style, and 
11.3% (N = 11) favor the methodical-pragmatic 
(converging) style.

Students in individual sports also tend to prefer 
the intuitive-reflective (divergent) style, chosen by 
34.2% (N = 27) (N = 79; M ± SD = 2.34 ± 1.13; Med 
= 3; IQR = 2). Additionally, 32.9% (N = 26) prefer 
the intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) style, 

15.2% (N = 12) choose the methodical-reflective 
(assimilating) style, and another 17.4% (N = 14) opt 
for the methodical-pragmatic (converging) style.

The Mann–Whitney U test indicated a statistically 
significant difference in the dimension of Abstract 
Conceptualization between participants involved in 
team sports and those involved in individual sports 
(p < 0.05). Specifically, participants in individual 
sports scored higher on this dimension. The analysis 
revealed a small effect size (r = 0.15), indicating a 
modest but statistically significant divergence in 
this learning dimension.

However, no significant differences were found 
in the dimensions of Active Experimentation, 
Reflective Observation, or Concrete Experience 
between the two groups. Figure 2 illustrates the 

Figure 1. Comparison of mean score dimensions (± SE) between sport-specific and non-sport-specific 
diploma holders. * Statistically significant at p < 0.05.

*,  significantly different at p < 0.05

Figure 2: Comparison of mean Score Dimension (± SE) between team sport and the individual sport



2025

0505

335

mean scores (± SE) for each dimension, comparing 
team sport and individual sport participants.

Discussion
The aim of this study was to explore the learning 

style preferences of college students in physical 
education, with particular focus on the associations 
with gender, high school diploma, and categories of 
sports. The results provide significant insights into 
the prevalence of certain learning styles and their 
links to contextual factors.

The accommodating learning style emerged as the 
most prevalent, preferred by 45.6% of participants. 
This style, characterized by active experimentation 
and concrete experience [26], aligns with the 
hands-on, dynamic nature of sports and physical 
education. Individuals with this learning style thrive 
in environments requiring adaptability and quick 
decision-making, excelling in physical activities and 
real-time problem-solving [27]. Research indicates 
that the accommodating style is particularly common 
among students in sports therapy and related 
fields, where practical application and experiential 
learning are key components of education [16]. The 
interactive nature of sports and physical education 
complements this learning approach, as it requires 
direct engagement with the environment and the 
application of theoretical knowledge in practical 
settings [28].

The divergent style was the second most 
common (27.8%), reflecting an emphasis on 
creativity and multiple perspectives. In contrast, 
assimilating and convergent styles were less 
prevalent (12.8% and 13.9%, respectively). These 
findings highlight the dominance of experiential, 
action-oriented learning in physical education, 
with limited engagement in reflective or theoretical 
approaches. The accommodating style’s emphasis 
on direct experience and active participation 
fosters skill development through practice, which is 
essential in sports, where hands-on learning is often 
more effective than theoretical instruction alone 
[29]. Additionally, this learning style encourages 
initiative and self-directed learning, promoting 
independence, a valuable trait in physical education 
and athletic training [30].

Previous research similarly highlights the 
prevalence of experiential learning among students 
in sports disciplines, reflecting their need for real-
time problem-solving and hands-on activities [13, 
14]. In contrast, fewer students demonstrated a 
preference for divergent or assimilative learning 
styles, which focus more on reflective observation 
and abstract conceptualization [12]. This indicates 
a limited emphasis on theoretical or analytical 
activities within the curriculum and suggests an 
opportunity to integrate reflective and conceptual 
learning tasks to broaden students’ competencies. 
The lower prevalence of divergent and assimilative 

styles in this context suggests that reflective 
observation and abstract conceptualization are less 
emphasized in the physical education curriculum. 
This gap may represent an opportunity for educators 
to incorporate activities that promote critical 
thinking, analysis, and theoretical understanding, 
complementing students’ existing strengths.

Our study revealed no significant differences in 
learning style preferences between male and female 
students across the four dimensions of Kolb’s 
model: Active Experimentation (AE), Reflective 
Observation (RO), Abstract Conceptualization 
(AC), and Concrete Experience (CE). Both 
genders demonstrated comparable distributions 
of preferences, with a slight predominance for 
active and pragmatic styles. These findings align 
with previous research by Wehrwein, Lujan [31], 
which also reported no significant gender-based 
differences in learning preferences when assessed 
using the VARK questionnaire (visual, auditory, 
reading/writing, kinesthetic). Similarly, studies in 
medical education [32] and physical education [33] 
found minimal gender variations, with students of 
both sexes often favoring multimodal learning.

Conversely, other studies [34, 35] have identified 
gender-related differences, suggesting that males 
and females may adopt distinct approaches to 
processing information. For instance, some research 
notes a slightly higher frequency of reflective 
styles among female learners, though not at a level 
indicating strong divergence [36]. The lack of gender 
differences in our study could be attributed to the 
specific context of the participants’ educational 
environment, which may foster similar learning 
strategies regardless of gender. The predominance 
of active and pragmatic styles in both groups might 
reflect the influence of the physical education 
curriculum, which emphasizes hands-on activities 
and experiential learning [37]. These contextual 
factors, especially in fields that prioritize kinesthetic 
or applied methods, likely contribute to minimizing 
gender-based variations in learning preferences.

The results indicate a significant difference 
between sports and non-sports baccalaureate 
students in active and experimental learning, with 
non-sports baccalaureate students demonstrating a 
stronger preference for these learning approaches. 
This suggests that prior academic training influences 
learning preferences [38], with students from non-
sports backgrounds potentially compensating for a 
lack of practical experience by emphasizing active 
engagement. Additionally, no significant correlations 
were found for the other dimensions (RO, AC, or CE), 
indicating that the high school diploma has a limited 
impact on learning preferences beyond active 
experimentation. These findings align with other 
studies highlighting the importance of intuition 
across educational domains [39, 40].

The study by [40] made a significant contribution 



336

   PHYSICAL 
  EDUCATION 
OF STUDENTS

by emphasizing the critical role of intuition in 
sports. The researchers examined how coaches in 
adventure sports and rugby use intuition when 
making decisions. In contrast, these results diverge 
from other studies [41], which identified the role of 
action in sports contexts. That study underscored 
the importance of action in sports, followed by an 
intervention phase involving handball, football, and 
volleyball seasons, during which identified issues 
were addressed through active engagement.

Categories of sports emerged as a key factor 
influencing learning style preferences. Students 
specializing in team sports predominantly favored 
the intuitive-pragmatic (accommodating) learning 
style, characterized by active experimentation and 
collaborative approaches. In contrast, students 
specializing in individual sports exhibited higher 
levels of AC and RO, indicating a stronger preference 
for introspection and analytical thinking. The 
significant difference in AC among individual sport 
participants suggests that the cognitive demands 
of these disciplines, such as strategic planning 
and self-assessment, promote reflective learning. 
This observation supports the idea that learning 
preferences are shaped by students’ academic 
backgrounds and by the contexts in which they have 
previously engaged with educational content [42, 43].

Our study’s findings are consistent with those 
of [39], as they also suggest that participation in 
team sports can influence the use of practical styles 
in interactions with teammates. This indicates 
that the specific context of team sports may 
foster the development of practical skills and the 
implementation of collaborative strategies. Similar 
studies have also revealed that participants in 
individual sports are more action-oriented during 
gameplay, with their learning based on repetition [44].

This study highlights the importance of adopting 
diverse teaching strategies that accommodate 
various learning styles. Integrating methods that 
balance active, reflective, and conceptual approaches 
can create a more inclusive learning environment. 
For example, incorporating case studies, reflective 
exercises, and theoretical discussions alongside 
practical activities could enhance both engagement 
and knowledge retention. Such a comprehensive 
approach not only respects students’ existing 
preferences but also equips them with the skills 
necessary for complex problem-solving and 
decision-making in professional settings. These 
findings underscore the importance of differentiated 
teaching strategies in sports education programs to 
accommodate diverse learning styles. For students 
with an accommodating style (dominant in team 
sports), educators should prioritize hands-on drills, 
simulations, and collaborative projects to leverage 
their preference for active experimentation. 
Conversely, learners in individual sports, who 
showed higher reflective and analytical tendencies, 

may benefit from structured self-assessments, 
video analysis, and tactical discussions to deepen 
their assimilative skills. Additionally, students 
from non-sports academic backgrounds could 
thrive with scaffolded practical sessions to build 
confidence in active learning, while those with 
sports diplomas might need support in integrating 
abstract concepts, such as sport science theories. By 
tailoring methods to these preferences, programs 
can enhance engagement, skill transfer, and the 
balance between theoretical and practical learning, 
ultimately fostering more inclusive and effective 
sports education.

Limitations
This study has several limitations. First, its 

cross-sectional design prevents analysis of changes 
in learning preferences over time. Second, the 
sample was drawn from a single institution, which 
may limit the generalizability of the findings. Future 
research should consider longitudinal and multi-
site designs to explore the potential influence of 
cultural and institutional contexts on learning style 
development. Addressing these limitations could 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of 
how diverse variables shape learning in physical 
education.

Conclusions
This study highlights the predominance 

of the accommodating learning style among 
physical education students, characterized by 
active experimentation and well aligned with the 
discipline’s hands-on and practical nature. The 
findings also reveal nuanced influences of sport 
specialization (individual versus team sports) and 
academic background on learning style preferences.

To optimize pedagogy, educators are encouraged 
to incorporate reflective and theoretical tasks 
for students involved in individual sports and 
for those with sport-specific diplomas, who may 
benefit from deeper conceptual engagement. 
Simultaneously, students from non-sports academic 
backgrounds may benefit from scaffolded practical 
learning experiences to build confidence in active 
experimentation.

By tailoring instructional strategies to these 
varied learning needs, physical education 
curricula can more effectively bridge practical and 
theoretical learning. Such differentiation not only 
enhances student engagement and knowledge 
retention but also promotes holistic development, 
preparing students for the cognitive, technical, 
and interpersonal demands of future professional 
practice.
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