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The purpose of this study is to categorize learning style groups and to anayze students learning interest
and self-regulated learning abilities, according to their learning style and giftedness. One hundred and
twenty-three (123) science-gifted student and 296 regular students participated in this study, responding
to learning style, self-regulated learning, and learning interest questionnaires. Data were analyzed, using
2-stage cluster analysis, 2 test, two way-MANOVA test, and Scheffé test. The results are as follows:
First, by 2-stage cluster anaysis, four groups were categorized:
‘externd-liberal,” ‘executive-conservative,’” and ‘low-score thinking style” In the gifted group, high-score
thinking style (51.2%) was the most popular, then executive-conservative (30.2%), external-liberal
(17.1%), and low-score thinking style (1.6%); in the regular student group, the executive-conservative
group was the biggest, then high-score thinking style (20.6%), externa-liberal (11.6%), and then the

‘high-score thinking style,

low-score thinking style (8.7%). Second, in terms of learning interest, the analysis by thinking style
showed that the high-score thinking style group had higher learning interest compared to the
executive-conservative and the low-thinking style group. The high-thinking style group’s thoughtful
interest also scored the highest compared with the others. The gifted students thoughtful interest and

investigative interest aso were higher than regular students

‘. Third, in terms of the self-regulated learning,

the analysis by thinking style showed that the high-score thinking style group showed higher scores
on al sub-variances than other groups, especidly having highest control-belief scores. Also, gifted students
had higher scores on control-belief and searching information. Based on these results, the ways for effective
education and support were discussed.
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Table 1. Definitions and reliabilities of the research variables
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Figure 1. Learner classification by thinking style
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An Analysis of Learning Interest and Self-Regulated Learning by Giftedness and Thinking Style

Table 3. Differences by thinking style profile

M(SD) A%

AL 20 A3 242 9RAG ods wAEe 2de we Am T " Schefe
ol 5.87(0.66) 5.60(0.65) 4.70(0.75) 3.92(1.01) 56.14 103.96+** 42 1,2>3>4
% 4,91(0.83) 3.65(0.75) 4.23(0.75) 2.83(0.99) 4566 72394+ B 1>3>2>4
AP 5.11(0.87) 433(0.93) 3.99(0.64) 259(0.94) 6375 105.71%%* 2 1>23>4
2= 4.89(0.93) 4.31(1.21) 4.05(0.78) 3.33(L.16) 28,62 34,034+ 19 1>23>4
A 5.47(0.81) 3.95(0.93) 419(0.76) 2.88(1.09) 7863 116.13%** 44 1>32>4
= 4.14(0.86) 4.00(0.79) 4.12(0.65) 3.41(1.00) 476 8.18** 05 1,23>4
=R 4.77(0.73) 4.43(0.73) 4.09(0.59) 2.93(0.97) 3115 67.00* 2 1>2>3>4
A7 432(0.83) 4.22(0.85) 3.96(0.56) 2.92(1.14) 16.42 30.27%** 17 1,2>23>4
2% 4.66(0.86) 3.83(0.87) 4.00(0.62) 2,61(0.95) 37.48 65.93+** 31 1>23>4
s 5.17(0.97) 4.06(1.24) 3.93(0.79) 2.86(1.12) 63.73 72,23+ k< 1>23>4
A 4.74(0.98) 5.02(1.08) 431(0.70) 3.03(1.10) 3082 40.164*+ 2 21>3>4
28 5.42(0.93) 5.63(0.78) 4.12(0.61) 3.01(1.04) 90.79 151.74%** 51 21>3>4
Ha 353(1.02) 251(0.81) 3.94(0.67) 2.93(0.95) 3583 5255+ 27 3>1>45>2
*% p < 001

7} SR ALl whel ARLRAlellA ofwlgh Alol7t EASH=A]
Hr} 2pA[5] gRelstr] ffste] drhHzEA(one-way multivariate
analysis of variance; MANOVA)S A A6t} A sl ot
o] Box M= 82.351, F = 1.245, p > .05)7} z+ W=ko] o}
B A A (Levence Test)o] SR EQ13(F = 1.68~2.26, p >.05),
ARaLCFAl A BHEAF 77 ZF Abel7F fofRt Ao SISt
(Wilks A\ = .127, F = 32.365, p < .001, n2= 497). o|o| u}a} A}arek
29] 519] G F oW Gl frefRt Zol7t heAE ddHE
E4(Andlysis of Variance; ANOVA)S F3lf el Ay}, m= 5te
TRAofA et 7t 2fol7} BEAE I <Teble 3> =), FHAIAQ1 ek
1k Aol 5 gelsty| fIal] ARA Aat =& ARLE-E 1371 59l
TR 5 AW, I AA|, o, AR B oFANE AlJgE 87 &
TRIoA B= Fekol] Hlste] AfalpEo] w8kt -GS
S ARyt Zo] oW, iR, AA AkoflA 7FE =2 AL
Hol uhd, Bapd] AlloflAs BE R 7P W 2 BY)
o} E3L QAR - Hapg ok at AR ARl
A o] E0kaL Ha £]o] R S loAl=
2 ARLeES BRI 3, -Rage Y A e
QF-AFY Hr foJslA Eoko, Har oFA
=S T UEMISITE B ALy Ak B RS AlQfRt

BE QRPN e SEE Ber

O:

3. GRSl mhE ehERt F4 =22l

AP et AR 43 R HolZ Belel] Siste] 12

Table 4. Distribution of thinking style profile by giftedness

AEL ANF AT, felet Aol WAETH<Tabe 4 1),
A om ) WolE £ AnF(GLAG] 71 £ HES
A8, FA-RE(30.2%), QJE-RSH(17.1%), FS ALY
(L6%) 0] Mg Uehi). Sa), Ashgel whe Ay uee
2yt halol] H]sjo] vl Wskch b, Ut SPARIOIAL -
o] (BO0%)Z 714 B, 1 THE-0R & ALLH(206%), 9]
RAGRH(LL6%), WS A8 %)%l 2T,

-

4, o Y AL Rl TR S0l ol

(Wilks A\ = 926, F = 8344, p < .001, n2 = .074)7} AFTL9FA]o]
w2 sgule] Aol fol5t ACE LrERLI(Wilks A = 801,
F = 8040, p < 001, 12 = .O71), A1k Apapa] 7he] A58l

3
ke A0 IS rH<Table B35). WA, YAl uE sl
u]] S91e19) Hol & W, Gafrk stAde] vlste] A

oM WH-BLY R e AVFET} S SES 1
bRE QoA b gk W

RN
R
32,
lo
)
Am
ol
>

=
2
olo
=)

N

N(%)
31 =2 Akl TR2; AR 33 PH-H4 R4 2 AL A x2, df=3
37 64(20.6) 36(11.6) 183(59) 27(8.7) 310(100) 53,590***
ot 66(51.2) 22(17.1) 39(30.2) 2(1.6) 129(100)
A 130(29.6) 58(13.2) 222(50.6) 29(6.6) 439(100)
**k p o< 001
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Table 5. Academic interest differences by giftedness and thinking style profile

SN Zads df ss MS F n2
A4 ) 1 10 10 2.03 .00
Af 1 2 22 4.40¢ 01
= 1 122 1.22 15.50** 04
e 1 18 18 317 .01
At-5-8 2}o] 3 225 75 14.81%** 10
Abar 3 381 127 25.66*** 15
e 3 .70 23 297* .02
I 3 165 .55 9.61*** .06
G AL ol 3 A1 04 .75 01
Akar 3 24 .08 161 01
o 3 18 .06 .76 01
e 3 28 .09 164 01
* p< 05 * p< .01 ** p< 001
Table 6. Comparison between thinking style profiles in academic interest
M(SD) A5
AL B2 Al TR2 oR-AG 43 YRR R4 L A LR
AR 0.69(0.22) 0.74(0.18) 0.56(0.24) 0.45(0.21) 2,1>3>4
ApaL 0.75(0.19) 0.64(0.20) 0.52(0.26) 0.24(0.19) 1>2>3>4
SR 0.67(0.28) 0.55(0.31) 0.51(0.30) 0.41(0.28) 1,2>23>34
Rl 0.57(0.23) 0.55(0.23) 0.45(0.25) 0.36(0.23) 1,2>23>3 4
P-ANTFR IR AR SIS AlQlRE B ol fFofgt Zfol7t F 24 A YAs 7ol et Ft2 Az Aol Refsklch Al
UERFA] oskti(<Table 6>34=%). Ao 2= B AL 1ol ARty JAeEES] A
24 o] we WAA F7100 lolAls 8- Ea ol G
5. A H ARYA Rl mhE 27| 24eGe| At 7goll ofgt o7k EASHA GRQLAL, S ARl oAl SR
ol ¥ W& WAlE7IE e Sdeh 22y ojefet Aeaks avk=
oIz @ olul shgo] AlaiokAl ¥ x|z AEks0] 2jol2 HAIS| ohHERAS oA FoJekA] kokal, AT (W2 Al {3 vl
ol5lo] o|QrhHEkEAL AA|EIGITE T v Sot o] gt £-4J7F Zasich

(Box M= 79.258, F= 2.19, p >.05)3}
(Levence Test)o] SR EQtHF=156~219, p >.05). 71 2},
ool R A| = 27| 2dekse] e FAH(Wilks A = 936,
F = 6919, p < .00, n2 = .064)3} AkarefAlo] whet xpEA o =2 e}t
Ja(Wilks A = 736, F = 11.073, p < .001, n2 = .097), A}
ALALOFA] 7HO] AFo2R8-0] JgHWilks h = .950, F = 1.750, p > .05,
n2 = 017)& frolshA] e Zor SIEQITH<Tale 7>3=x).
WA, AVl wE A2 dsk5e] sh9ltel e AfolE Hi, 9
A7E dutetol misto] SAAIET HEEA 0] F-oJ5HA
2oz YEhdt E3E ARk ol tidh d TR
= 5k9] FRRloflA A Ate)7) I E o] Scheffe AR A48 AA
Stk 1 A, w2 AP B A2y ok FRloA
WP-EHey W W ARIFEY S aEe YRGS
FANES e AolA 7P =30 wh, SR-AR ke A

flo

|

> H

1 —5‘—6‘]’

AEE ASIT RE oA FJ Ho]rk Lkt ggle<Table
S>H). ThARFRA A3t G AR 7] 4ERg0] 4]

sl e e RS gk

» SR -l Hfet

Table 7. Self-regulated learning differences by giftedness
and thinking style profile

S TEMS dof SS MS F n2
AR A EAQAY 1 846 846 2053+** .05
welelx] 1 103 103 248 .01

AHebdy 1 597 597 1390%** .03

w7 1 82 82 1.82 .00

A58 EAAY 3 3029 1010 2450%** 15
Welelx] 3 4009 1336 32.37*** 19

AEed 3 2822 774 1802+ 12

YRIE7] 3 3359 1120 24.72%* 15

A AL EAKE 3 1.68 56 1.35 01
wEeRlA] 3 134 45 1.08 01

Awe 3 78 26 60 .00

yAls7] 3 435 145 3.20% .02

*p<_05’***p<.001
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Table 8. Comparison between thinking style profiles in self-regulated learning

M(SD) A

TRL &2 Al T2 oA 33 WY-H TR e Al Scheife

FAAE 4.12(0.59) 3.69(0.72) 3.33(0.66) 2.62(0.94) 1>2>3>4
m|efel x| 3.90(0.66) 3.44(0.66) 3.15(0.63) 2.38(0.82) 1,2>3>4
Rt 3.77(0.74) 3.22(0.62) 3.15(0.60) 2.27(0.90) 1,2>3>4
WA=~ 3.83(0.75) 3.47(0.75) 3.18(0.62) 2.44(0.75) 1,2>3>4

v. 28 ¥ =9 Sl ARt AFLQRAE Holu=, ARk HTte] SLEof A o Al

B ek i) 0] B4S mefd m8o] Pasi),

AL F5 ST QISHI] Ao §go] uet
S5 ueL A7) 2 EsE Y Aolg BASIT WA A B4
o et S GRS, 1 AR v Meko R LEE
Z, YRR AT 1 S bl e AT, 47
% A}roFAlo]

t}. o]e} 7+ Bl Zhang & Stemberg(2005)2] £, = Type I(Y

A2 FREste] ARl Hoh QIH o g Exstal o)A’ IS
Azshe HS etk A3o] L, $Ak= = 2 A AS
skl vlL2skE IS ATeH] s Aol Slrkal Bk ARt
o] AlESHE Aotk & dAollAl= Type |02 EEH 3
‘2 ALY I} QRS 0 2 AlESHE o] FEEIQLL, Type |
= 2 Aol R Al HA Il 3-Eagnt fAMSS B9
t}. Zhang & Sternberg(2005)2] A-tollA] Type (373, F7845-3
Weks, oeky Alnd)oR EFEIY Mok 2 Aolals 2l

A oFoket 2 Atolas BE oA IEE AR
ot QR ARIGFALS FAlol LER7 | Hik= AR tiH] =]
Bork 2y 2 AR 589 A9 TR ARk
ARaLeFAlo] ot ThHA O = Type 18] 545 sl
o2 yepgth olel T2 AFATR= A ARLeFAle] Qo] &
sk 20|12 el AY 4 gloug S oo gt ¢yt da
sl

PSS 7o R AfaLa w220 zlolE ERIgE Axt, JA
2 =2 AL(51.2%), 375-H3(30.2%), 21F-ARE(17.1%),
2 ARILE(16%) <=2 HIEE VeIt BhH, AR shYR o
G- H4FGol(B0.00)E 7 WAL T TR o E A= Ak
(20.6%), 2F-A-FF(11.6%), R AFLF(8.7%) =0l B
A Aol = =2 AR o] 50% o) A8l Aut o)de] sy
B0 theRet ARl Sl Sl A Assh, 535 Alg4

HA ARLGFALS ASske 210 & UERdTh oF 60%04de] Yyt
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Holr e AT ek ofAgE Ao
e ske] £7] 9 skl 3] kel QRS A BE(Hid,
2006; Schurk et al., 2008) 5 gk SIS 2% He 42 1wl
AHolet 7Ioje 4 94 Aolrk

nhxjao QA W AbOR fradel T A7 el

£ 247 23, FAHY ol dukshyel wisl A E T A EEA
o] oot Eokem, ALY R EARE At =2 A
UFZ FANRE 8RlolM 7P =2 HeE BN, B A|ed
S5 oh9l 8oA BR-RpP) 2 AP EY £2 aEe B
ek F-ARFEE AN ES AR BE 80004 w2 AR
I 2polE HolA] gfof HERRIA], HEEM, WAs7] SolM w2
FET Hols o2 et 7] ool ¢+ 23 dung

et al, 20049} Tel, B Aol AP sk 7k vEkelx]
[loA] Mol A5k ket et AR Weke BR
3lo] QAfsile] g RIS Gl e AT A

5 53 3H9] A9 Urix) % el Hla) e Heelx g wol,
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Woll AL cheket QWH £7/40] *XHE
kel et Bade AAE = ol Y] Aap#Ql

91 Hol= Hot Al vzt Basieh WA, & ARt
QAR ] e iR Aol AeeE Hol H4
A A AIFEAc R IR 3o oS 4= QeSS Ad
Aotk of5o] dA| fejulet FAuFolA FehH =8 Alth
7F akskaL Sl ' AolA A AN 7F E 4= s wAks S
o] AHG IAE Aam AdEstal Agste] $3sh=s e
HUBY dig= A8 siseoiof gtk &, wAPE 94 #AIE Al
ok BAJSE S FEshHchs o] RO R A2jsha
238} 2~ QIR | YUsH= T2 gto] mAle] dakge Z=asch
(Davis & Rimm, 2004). £3], gAatye] stu a2 zjo| S AluE
YH Al(Lee, 2014)f|A FASHIL St wFEe} WA )
ARA] TieE G A2k fzo] ke o= vehd, Jayshy
o] 7|tho]l Hlsto] mARete] AT Algo] A o ® e 4 Al
AAFSETE. wheba] AHFeh

3:0
(o4
i

)
n:l>

711'
e
=

omlﬂ FJ

ﬂJ

oA K} =& 4220l 0127, HAA
As R0 9 Esl gAle]l x| d5lo] ZFzE ook 8 Ao|ch Edt
H|THE, =g], Aol AluglS Z2ZA]7|= wfeky gtk 7|3
S 7 St atel] chef fF FHOR WSS ATLE 4 o
7 A8 E35F @ LETHChoi, Les, & Chag, 2017). 7|30 o]Fo]
A Atol] ofsh et AfalsolA HokA Afare 9l gted At

S FRASPE A4 91 8 B7H AL ofshsta X4 7o)

4

ol

ot
el
=

She 0] B2 HISS AAslE Aoz UER(Pak, Ry, & Choi,
7)) 5 719 ol APk ) oF Bk T

/\g_,] ik o]AP_— x]—Z] o}.‘: oHZ-LE

sholol i o 18] oy

£ Sashs A

Qe A7k
= o ok 83 Aol w2

2 HESH B4o] glov), B7A Fuie BE
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Sl S A ek A T e 4R B, A%
A WIS S 428 sl AYRe S 2

66

3 SPYIET} nRVIR &2 o]S w3 Alae 249 "] )3E
AlF3ts], BAE tHwolA sl ofoltjolE AkEdhs TS
B S deloiof & Aolt}. gt - Hag shyo] -
Aoz we gn] =25 B sk 9lo] Sule ujj$-

9% G A= 290YS 1T gj(Lee, Sheldon, & Turban,
2003; Shirey & Reynolds, 1988) o] sH50] Aoshe Esa 7L
a7 ek 53] FetgAusolA H7 vl F-83t L"‘Oﬂi
Boelal e £30] Su|E Hol= Agko] 9oy Bl Z 114
oA A, 5 A= AN W 5= 71 skl s Apdsiee
2 Z2H0] e E 4 QEE 2 Yok 3k Aotk Tomlinson,
2014). vpAjko 2 gaehe] oF 19, ANIhYS] oF 8% AAIEhe
W2 ALY SPIES A 1ol misf o Aol |, Y-
Ha} oA, sSo) o o] FulE 28], ofuft 4]
o8 Aluskal HAS Fasks Ao| HeoloA| 223}
AAE BRGE 4= Q) 7|35 = Ao] 2935t E3], Shin e
al (2006)2] Il TRk % WA Whe zo] AT
AL 22 SIS S i Wlol Qlotx] Aol jlEs
& AtoR MEs BRI ZRAE Shee TH s} Yol
uhe S5l sk Fehe Ueiolc vebd A4Eel Bl 2
Ale] HFFe] wgo R Bl sk Z Ar|FEel B

A7t d 4 QUES Asholor & Holk

F] HRA101%]

=2

2 Apolld= AVl uhef Aol whE SAE 13 2]
AolS AL AL FE Al W agrieh 2712
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