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Abstract

Reading and writing are essential skills to master for university students, as
research has shown that effective use of reading and writing strategies can
lead to academic success. There are contradictory studies regarding whether
reading and writing strategies differ between typical and struggling higher
education students. The present study aims to compare the quantities varia-
tions of learning strategies and the qualities variations to the strategy between
typical and struggling students in Greek higher education. It is a cross-sectional
survey. The sampling was convenient, consisted of 233 undergraduate Greek
students; 46 were self-reported as struggling readers. The research instruments
employed in the present study were two scales for reading and writing strate-
gies usage, based on Oxford (1990) classification system. The results suggest
that typical students tend to considerably use reading and writing strategies
more often than struggling students. Although these students use fewer read-
ing and writing strategies, they tend to use cognitive and metacognitive strat-
egies.
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1. Introduction

The term learning strategies have been employed in the literature several dec-
ades earlier to describe “plans, routines, or activities” used regularly and pur-
posefully or “a collection of mental tactics employed by an individual in a par-
ticular learning situation” (Brown et al., 1983: p. 100). Similarly, other research-

ers consider learning strategies as the means of selecting, combining and rede-
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signing cognitive routines or as behaviours of a learner that are intended (Kirby,
1988; Mayer, 1988). On the other hand, Oxford (1990) uses Rigney’s (1978) de-
finition of learning strategies as “operations employed by the learner to aid the
acquisition, storage, retrieval, and use of information” (p. 8). It classifies learning
strategies into six distinct categories: memory, cognitive, metacognitive, com-
pensation, affective and social. Nevertheless, all researchers agree that learning
strategies are used consciously to reinforce and assist the learning process and

promote the acquisition, retention, and retrieval of knowledge.

2. Theoretical Background

Learning Strategy Used by Successful and Struggling
Readers and Writers

Learning strategies are vital for improving students’ critical thinking skills and
self-efficacy (Antoniou, Geralexis, & Charitaki, 2017). Also, they bridge the gap
between strong and weak areas, promote independent learning, raise students’
awareness of how they learn, and aid the students in comprehending the process
of learning (Meltzer et al., 2006).

In the same vein, the results of several studies confirm that proficient readers
and writers use a wide range of reading and writing strategies (Anderson, 2003;
Block, 1992; Nisbet & Shucksmith, 2017; Mitchell & Sutherland, 2020; Mokhtari &
Reichard, 2004; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002; Oxford, 1990; Oxford, 2016; Tzivi-
nikou & Fountoukidou, 2017).

Several decades earlier, Pressley and Afflerbach (1995) pointed out that suc-
cessful readers read strategically and have a specific purpose when they read.
They have sufficient metacognitive awareness to develop, select, and apply learn-
ing strategies. Cunningham and Stanovich (1998) support the view that good
readers can read the words accurately and fluently, enabling them to understand
a text. They also often think about or reflect on what they read, make inferences,
and rephrase a passage in their own words as well as have the skill to use their
prior knowledge to make predictions about what may happen next and under-
stand ideas that may come across (Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Paris et al., 1983).

Similarly, good writers have adequate knowledge on their topics and, as a re-
sult, easily access relevant ideas during writing (Graham & Harris, 1992; Graham
& Perry, 1993; Kellogg, 1987). Thus, the most appropriate learning process in-
volves helping the learner engage with the topic to develop understanding and
connect the latest information to their background knowledge. It can be achieved
if the learner asks the most relevant questions to evolve into comprehension.
Many learners, e.g., students with dyslexia, struggle to ask the right questions.
They may depend on the hints and reminders given by the teacher. This interac-
tion helps the learner make connections between their existing knowledge and
the latest information to be learned. Making such connections is a critical ele-
ment in learning and can often be challenging for learners with dyslexia (Reid,
2005) (For further review, see Tzivinikou, 2019).
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Proficient readers are also aware of the genre of the texts so that they can
identify the differences between narrative, comparative, or argumentative texts
(Bryson et al., 1991; Cox et al., 1991; McCormick et al., 1992; McCutchen, 1986;
Wright & Rosenberg, 1993). Additionally, they possess good knowledge of the
written language as a symbol system (spelling, punctuation, grammar, etc.) (Ap-
plebee et al., 1990). Successful writers can also generate and organize ideas that
allow them to construct texts more efficiently than poor writers (Kellogg, 1987;
McCutchen et al., 1994; Tzivinikou, 2019). Afonso, Connelly, & Barnett (2019)
indicate that writing difficulties are frequently present in individuals with spe-
cific language impairment and specific learning disabilities. These students share
similar characteristics with poor readers and writers.

In a higher education context, reading and writing are considered essential
skills to master for university students to acquire knowledge on their discipline;
therefore, students should know how to use various learning strategies effective-
ly to enhance learning. Research has revealed substantial evidence that the effec-
tive use of reading and writing strategies can lead to academic success (Abar &
Locker, 2010; Blachowicz & Ogle, 2008; Issa et al., 2012; Livingston, 2003; Sama-
di, 2004; Tzivinikou & Fountoukidou, 2017).

Often the learning route selected by children with dyslexia is not a straight-
forward one; for example, problem-solving activities for students with dyslexia
can include many steps to produce a result. Maybe to some, this may appear a
wasteful attempt and possibly a clumsy method of getting a response. Some-
times, in subjects such as mathematics, taking too many steps to get the correct
answer may lead to mistakes, and for that reason, every student must have the
ability to excel in math class. One of the key points to emerge from acknowledg-
ing the various routes to learning is the learning experience that is an essential
factor, particularly for the learner with dyslexia. It is crucial that dyslexic learn-
ers actively engage in the learning process, as far as possible, according to their
learning preferences, resulting in less time than expected to solve a problem (Reid,
2005).

In the late 1990s, the National Reading Panel reviewed reading instruction
studies to assess the different reading approaches’ effectiveness. The findings
showed that an effective reading program should focus on the following five in-
struction areas: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and com-
prehension (NICHD, 2000). Comprehension becomes considerably significant
to more senior students (Sweet & Snow, 2003) as it provides the basis for further
learning in secondary and tertiary education.

Some adults with dyslexia are often capable of dealing with their reading defi-
cits by depending more on setting and top-down processing; they continue to
face significant word decoding tasks and orthography issues. Moreover, while
they have accomplished an average reading level, they have developed a less spe-
cific orthographic knowledge and have problems in lower-level decoding and
spelling (Olofsson & Taube, 2012).
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Phonological deficits are identified during testing the phonological awareness,
pseudo-word reading, rapid naming, and verbal short-term memory. As the li-
terature findings showed, the adults were slower than youngers on phonological
processing tasks and word and pseudo-word recognition tasks. Also, they had
difficulties in using decoding strategies, using more often visual cues in demand-
ing word recognition tasks (Greenberg, Ehri, & Perin, 2002; Miller-Shaul, 2005;
Sabatini, 2002).

Kinder and Elander (2012) consider that dyslexic students are relatively dis-
advantaged because they use more surface approaches to learning than strategic
ones. The findings indicated that students with and without dyslexia recorded a
close, broad range of strategies; still, the students with dyslexia seemed to use par-
ticular visual and social strategies more consistently than did students without
dyslexia.

Many other researchers share the same perspective, and they note the fact that
students with learning disabilities, including dyslexia, have been found to exhibit
limited strategic capacity (e.g., Bergey, Deacon, & Parrila, 2017; Gettinger & Sei-
bert, 2002; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Olofsson, Ahl, &
Taube, 2012). Other authors also reported that students with dyslexia might have
particular difficulties studying the course literature, taking notes, and using self-
regulated strategies or summaries, e.g., MacCullagh, Bosanquet, & Badcock
(2017), Olofsson et al. (2012). Moreover, Heiman and Precel (2003) found that
students with reading difficulties preferred strategies such as oral or visual ex-
planations more than did students without reading problems, who chose written
examples.

Consistent with the above, Stampoltzis and Polychronopoulou (2009) inter-
viewed Greek university students with dyslexia to find that some students re-
portedly did not use any study strategies to cope with their academic challenges.
Corkett, Parrila, and Hein (2006) found that students with reading difficulties, to
some degree, favoured other strategies than did students without reading diffi-
culties. More specifically, this was related to social strategies, such as participat-
ing in classroom discussions and seeking help from other students or profes-
sionals. Several other studies also confirm this finding (e.g., Corkett, Parrila, &
Hein, 2006; Kirby, Silvestri, Allingham, Parrila, & La Fave, 2008; Olofsson et al.,
2012).

Even though some studies suggest that students with dyslexia in higher educa-
tion have a limited repository of self-regulated study strategies, especially trying
to avoid reading- and writing-based strategies (Heiman & Precel, 2003; MacCul-
lagh et al., 2017; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Olofsson et al., 2012), and that
some students with dyslexia have taken roles of non-strategic, passive learners
(Heiman & Precel, 2003; Stampoltzis & Polychronopoulou, 2009), other research
indicates that students with dyslexia in higher education use a wide variety of
strategies (Corkett et al., 2006; Pino & Mortari, 2014). These contradictory re-

sults may be associated with different criteria used to select participants with
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dyslexia across studies. Moreover, students with dyslexia in higher education
compose a heterogeneous group as their difficulties with essential reading and
spelling skills vary (Pedersen et al., 2016). It seems that poor readers with and
without dyslexia tend to prefer oral, visual and social strategies.

Andreassen, Jensenn, and Braten (2017) reported that between lecture, indi-
vidual learning, and social study contexts, students with dyslexia recorded a
broad range of study strategies, including not only oral, visual, and social strate-
gies but also reading and writing strategies such as taking notes and summariz-
ing text. Additionally, the percentage of the students with and without dyslexia
who used the different strategies in the three contexts was very similar, meaning
that compared to the students without dyslexia, participants with dyslexia did
not seem to approach or avoid particular strategies. There were some differences
within the groups regarding the frequency of using different strategies and the
percentage of the time that they used them. For example, students without dys-
lexia used the former, text-based strategy more consistently, and students with
dyslexia used the latter visual strategy more consistently. Also, among the stu-
dents with and without dyslexia who recorded consulting fellow students about
academic issues, this social study strategy seemed to be used more consistently
by the students with dyslexia, as indicated by their percentage of use scores.

As it is evident from the above review, although the learning strategies are a
well-studied subject in international literature, no similar research has been found
in Greek literature. The present study aimed to discover the types of reading and
writing strategies employed by undergraduate students, both typical and strug-
gling, and identify the differences in the reading and writing strategies used be-
tween the two groups.

The study adopted the most frequently used taxonomy, developed by Oxford
(1990). She proposed three direct and three indirect strategy sets. Direct strate-
gies are specific means of language use: memory, cognitive and compensation
strategies, while indirect strategies include metacognitive, affective, and social
strategies, and they support the learners indirectly.

More specific, according to Oxford, memory strategies or mnemonics are po-
werful mental tools, grouped into four sets, creating mental linkages, applying
images and sounds, reviewing and employing actions. On the other hand, there
are various cognitive strategies, such as repeating, summarizing, and analyzing.
Compensation strategies mainly include guessing the meaning of using linguistic
and other cues. We meet the strategic trial in that strategy set to overcome speak-
ing, reading, and writing limitations. Metacognitive strategies are beyond the
cognitive, which means they are actions that provide a way for learners to coor-
dinate their learning. They include some strategy sets, such as overviewing and
linking with former knowledge, arranging, planning, organizing and setting goals
and objectives, and finally self-monitoring and self-evaluating. Affective strate-
gies refer to emotions and attitudes, and they include strategies for encouraging
the learners and lowering their anxiety. Eventually, social strategies consisted of

asking questions, cooperating, and empathizing with others (Oxford, 1990).
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Recently, Oxford revisited her strategy categories and developed a model with
four different strategy categories: cognitive, affective, and sociocultural-interactive,
as well as a master category of “meta-strategies.” Meta-strategies comprise me-
tacognitive, meta-affective and meta-sociocultural-interactive strategies (Oxford,
2016). However, our study relied on her original taxonomy (Oxford, 1990) and
our previous study that began earlier than Oxford’s revision.

This study aimed to investigate what strategies the participants used for read-
ing and writing tasks and the possible significant differences in strategies usage
between typical and struggling participants.

3. Methodology

The present study was a cross-sectional survey that compares two diverse popu-
lations at a single point in time. Two scales, (a) the Reading and (b) the Writing
Strategy Scale, were constructed for data collection. The construction of these
instruments was based on an initial literature review and, more specifically, on
Oxford’s strategies system (Oxford, 1990). The participants filled both instru-
ments, as well as there were two open questions regarding how the participants

preferred to read and write for ease.

3.1. Participants

The sampling was convenient, consisted of the Departments’ students where the
first and third authors have worked as academic staff. More specifically, two
hundred thirty-three undergraduate Greek students participated in the study.
Seventy-nine of them were males, and 154 were females. Their age ranged from
18 to 28 years, and the mean age was 20.10 years. Forty-six students were
self-reported as struggling readers. The participants attended various graduate
degree programs, such as psychology, engineering, physiotherapy, computing,
business, hospitality, early and special education. Also, they reported that they
use a variety of reading and writing strategies while performing academic tasks.

Table 1 shows their demographic characteristics.

3.2. Instruments

The research instruments employed in the current study were two 5-point Likert
scales, 1) the Reading Strategy Scale and 2) the Writing Strategy Scale. These in-

struments were developed for prior research conducted by two of the present

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants.

Typical 205 88%
Groups
Struggling 28 12%
Male 79 33.9%
Gender
Female 154 66.1%
Age Mean 20.10 yers Min 18 yrs Max 28 yrs
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study authors, Tzivinikou and Fountoukidou (2017), and they were based on
Oxford’s Strategy Classification System (Oxford, 1990).

Each scale contained specific strategies grouped into six sets, 1) memory
strategies (8 for reading and 3 for writing), 2) cognitive strategies (17 for reading
and 14 for writing), 3) compensation strategies (6 for reading and 3 for writing),
4) metacognitive strategies (6 for reading and 11 for writing), 5) affective strate-
gies (7 for both), 6) social strategies (3 for both) (Figure 1).

4. Results

The Cronbach alpha test conducted to measure the internal consistency of the
scale and subscales. The results showed that the total scale had a very high alpha
value of .933 (Table 2). Moreover, five from six subscales had high alpha values,
ranging from .788 to .860. The sixth subscale (compensation strategies) had a
relatively lower alpha value of .663 (Table 2).

The initial analysis revealed that gender had a significant impact on the re-
sults. As Table 3 shows, females’ and males’ usage strategies were statistically
significant for ten strategies, mainly regarding reading. These findings will be
presented in another study (in preparation).

Moreover, the statistical analysis yielded interesting results that show that all
the participants tend to use both reading and writing strategies. As for the
open-ended question, “Have you ever been taught learning strategies in primary
and secondary education?” the results showed that typical students identified the
learning strategy instruction during their primary and secondary school studies.
In contrast, struggling students reported that they had never been taught learn-
ing strategies in school.

Additional analysis revealed differences in the frequency of use of the reading

and writing strategies by both groups of participants (typical and struggling

Memory strategies
— (1. 8 IL3)

Cognitive strategies
(L 17 11. 14)

Compensation strategies
(1. 611. 3)
I. Reading Scale

II. Writing Scale
| Metacognitive strategies
(L 6IL 11)

Affective strategies
(L 71L 7)

Social strategies
(1311 3)

Figure 1. The groups of the reading and writing
strategies contained in two scales.
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Table 2. Reliability analysis for total reading-writing scale and six subscales.

Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Reading & Writing Strategies
933 88
Scale (Total scale)

Subscales
1) Memory strategies .705 11
2) Cognitive strategies .860 31
3) Compensation strategies .663 9
4) Metacognitive strategies 785 17
5) Affective strategies .795 14
6) Social strategies .788 6

Table 3. T-test (independent samples): statistically significant differences in the usage of
strategies for both groups of participants (males and females).

Levene’s test for
Std.

Strategies Gender N Mean o equality of variances
Deviation
F Sig.
. Male 79 2.5190 1.08440
Memory Reading 5 5.556 .019
Female 154 2.7143 1.31713
. . Male 79 .98907
Cognitive Reading 5 3.70893.5974 9.781 .002
Female 154 1.24994
. . Male 79 3.7468 1.19259
Cognitive Reading 6 5.239 .023
Female 154 4.2727 90945
.. . Male 79 2.7215 1.40454
Cognitive Reading 14 3.820 .050
Female 154 3.7857 1.21518
. . Male 79 3.3165 1.09245
Cognitive Reading 16 4.871 .028
Female 154 3.9675 .95943
. . Male 79 3.0127 1.18206
Compensation Reading 6 4.752 .030
Female 154 2.7078 1.26246
. ) Male 79 3.5190 1.15315
Metacognitive Reading 2 9.622 .002
Female 154 4.0325 1.00599
. ) Male 79 3.4051 1.38230
Metacognitive Reading 3 6.894 .009
Female 154 3.6429 1.14720
. . Male 79 2.2405 1.14595
Affective Reading 7 7.830 .006
Female 154 2.6558 1.35945
. . Male 79 3.2532 1.37252
Metacognitive Writing 9 4.597 .033
Female 154 3.3766 1.21040

p<0.05

readers). Still, only 13 out of the 88 strategies are statistically significant (Table
4).

As the above results seem, the typical students tend to use reading and writing
strategies more often than the struggling ones. Some of the most frequently used
reading strategies used by the typical students are the following:

Some memory strategies, such as: “/ connect new information or words/ phrases

3 <

to concepts I am familiar with”, “I create mental pictures of the words I read to
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Table 4. T-test (independent samples): statistically significant differences in the usage of
strategies for both groups of participants (struggling and typical).

Levene’s
Test for
Strategies Stfugghng or N  Mean S.td‘_ Equality of
Typical Students Deviation Variances
F Sig.

N _ Struggling Students 28 33214 136228 5172 024
Cognitive Reading 3 :
Typical Students 205 3.6878  1.06647

Struggling Students 28 34286 152579 6551 011

Cognitive Reading 4 ;
Typical Students 205 33951  1.21065
Struggling Students 28  3.5357 1.42678 16.66  .000
Cognitive Reading 6
Typical Students 205  4.1707 95749

Struggling Students 28  3.0000 1.44016 6.772  .010
Cognitive Reading 17
Typical Students 205  3.4293 1.14666

Struggling Students 28  3.5357 1.26146 4.845  .029
Metacognitive Reading 2
Typical Students 205 3.9024 1.05265

Struggling Students 28  3.5357 1.52709 5.466  .020
Metacognitive Reading 3
Typical Students 205  3.5659 1.19304

Struggling Students 28 2.2500 1.07583 5.323  .022
Affective Reading 7
Typical Students 205 2.5512 1.32974

Struggling Students 28  2.7857 1.31535 4.368 .038
Social Reading 1
Typical Students 205 3.4488 1.07720

Struggling Students 28 21071 .99403 5.729  .017
Memory Writing 3
Typical Students 205 2.2976 1.28500

Struggling Students 28  2.7857 1.52406 7.232 .008
Cognitive Writing 1
Typical Students 205 2.8195 1.23336

Struggling Students 28 1.9286 .94000 8.214  .005
Cognitive Writing 6
Typical Students 205 2.2878 1.22078

Struggling Students 28 2.7500 1.43049 5.002  .026
Metacognitive Writing 6
Typical Students 205 2.9561 1.17282

Struggling Students 28 3.2143 1.57191 5.699 .018
Metacognitive Writing 7
Typical Students 205 3.3951 1.25830

p<0.05

remember thenr’, and some cognitive strategies, such as: “I recognize and use
common and fixed vocabulary (e.g. as regards, etc.)”, “I read the title of the text

> <

to get the general idea of the text’, “I read the text carefully to find the informa-
tion I need’, “I use a dictionary to search for the meaning of unknown words”
and “I use prior knowledge to understand what I read’.

On the other hand, some of the most frequently used reading strategies for
struggling students are some memory strategies, such as: “I create mental pic-

tures of the words I read to remember thenr’, and some cognitive strategies,
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such as: “J can recognize and use frequent/ common vocabulary and fixed ex-

» o«

pressions”, “I check whether my guesses| inferences about the text are correct’, “I
scanned the text to get the main ideals” and “I read the text carefully to find the
information I need’.

To continue, some of the most common writing strategies used by typical stu-
dents are a large number of cognitive strategies, such as: “After writing some-
thing, I try to detect grammar, syntax and spelling errors to make the necessary

» o«

corrections”, “I recognize and use common and fixed vocabulary (e.g. as regards,

etc.)”, “Before writing an essay I brainstorm, make a draff’. On the other hand,
some metacognitive strategies, such as: “I think whether the content of the text is
suitable for my purpose’, “Before writing a text I think about the genre and con-
ventions”, “Before writing a text I think about the appropriate vocabulary I'm
required to use”, “Before writing a text I think about the steps that I should fol-
low”.

The writing strategies preferred by the struggling students, on the other hand,
are some cognitive strategies, such as: “J use acronyms to remember the termi-
nology’, “When I manage to understand| write a difficult text, I reward myself
(eg go for a walk with my friends, buy a bar of chocolate, etc.)”, and some me-
tacognitive strategies, like: “ When I write I like cooperating with my co-students
and exchange ideas on what we write”, “When I write I translate from one lan-

guage to the other to include information I need for my assignment’.

5. Discussion

It is widely accepted that learning strategies facilitate learning acquisition. Ox-
ford’s Classification System (Oxford, 1990) about language strategies is well do-
cumented in the literature, mainly for typical persons. The current study had
adopted and adjusted Oxford’s classification system to be implemented for dif-
ferent sampling than Oxford’s one. The overall findings showed some substan-
tial differences in reading and writing strategies using by the typical and strug-
gling readers.

Initially, the findings showed that gender had a significant impact on choosing
the learning strategies selected by males and females. It was an interesting find-
ing, and it will be presented in more detail in another study in preparation.

As the research question on the types of literacy learning strategies by both
groups of participants, it was found that the typical students used literacy strate-
gies more often than struggling students. The above findings are consistent with
the first and second authors’ previous study (Tzivinikou & Fountoukidou, 2017).
Besides, they adhere to the results of the literature. For example, Heiman and
Precel (2003) found that students with reading difficulties prefer strategies such
as oral or visual explanations more than did students without reading problems,
who chose written examples. Also, students with learning disabilities may face
particular challenges with strategies including reading and writing, such as stud-

ying the course literature, taking notes, producing and using summaries (Mac-
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Cullagh et al., 2017; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Olofsson et al., 2012).

Furthermore, findings are consistent with Afonso, Connelly, & Barnett (2019),
who indicated that writing difficulties are frequently present in struggling indi-
viduals. Also, Corkett, Parrila, and Hein (2006) found that students with reading
difficulties to some degree favoured different strategies than did students with-
out reading difficulties. More specifically, this was related to social strategies such
as participating in classroom discussions and seeking help from other students
or professionals.

So, although struggling students use fewer reading and writing strategies, they
show a preference for cognitive and metacognitive strategies. These findings were
consistent with the results of Andreassen, Jensenn, and Bréaten (2017). They sug-
gested that struggling students recorded a broad range of study strategies across
various learning contexts, including oral, visual, and social strategies and reading

and writing strategies such as taking notes and summarizing text.

6. Conclusion

Oxford’s Classification System (Oxford, 1990) about language strategies is well-
documented in the literature, mainly for typical students. The present study fo-
cusing on the struggling readers adjusted this classification system to identify the
differences in the reading and writing strategies used by typical and struggling
readers.

Overall, the current study’s research findings suggest that typical students use
reading and writing strategies more often than struggling students. These find-
ings are consistent with similar research (e.g., Corkett, Parrila, & 2006; Heiman &
Precel, 2003; MacCullagh, Bosanquet, & Badcock, 2017; Mortimore & Crozier,
2006; Olofsson et al., 2012; Tzivinikou & Fountoukidou, 2017). It is essential to
mention that this study underlines the fact that although struggling students use
fewer reading and writing strategies, they also show a preference towards cogni-
tive and metacognitive strategies, following the results of previous research (An-
dreassen, Jensenn, & Braten, 2017; Tzivinikou & Fountoukidou, 2017).

A possible limitation of the study was the sampling technique, the convenient
sampling. As it is well-known, convenience sampling has some advantages but
much more disadvantages. For example, this technique is highly vulnerable to
selection bias and influences beyond the researcher’s control, and it might have a
high level of sampling error.

This study’s findings advocate in favour of the reading and writing strategies
instruction to promote academic success and be considered a reference for addi-
tional research in teaching the above skills. A combination of integrated strategy
instruction instead of specific cognitive, metacognitive, affective, compensation,
social or memory strategies would be more advantageous for students (Oxford,
2002). It could bring positive learning outcomes reinforcing students’ learning
ability and learning efficiency. Teachers should also take the responsibility to teach
their students how to use learning strategies consciously to respond to the chal-
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lenges that a specific task may impose on the student and address it successfully

by selecting appropriate learning strategies.
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