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Abstract

This research utilizes ten different utility levels of self-management learning strategies as a starting
point, systematically investigates the differences and underlying causes of self-management learn-
ing strategies among university students through two questionnaire surveys (N = 262). The first
questionnaire survey compares the differences among the ten self-management learning strategies
in terms of their actual usage and validity judgement, as well as the discrepancies between actual
usage and validity judgement for each strategy. The second questionnaire survey further explores
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the reasons behind students’ conflicting assessments. By analyzing the causes of the discrepancies
between the actual usage and validity judgement of self-management learning strategies, the re-
search proposes targeted educational interventions that provide empirical evidence for higher ed-
ucation institutions to optimize guidance on student learning strategies.
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Table 1. The differential efficacy of self-management learning strategies
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Figure 1. The statistic of differences in actual usage degrees and validity judgement with different utility-based learning strat-
egies
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