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Abstract – This study aims to discover students' learning styles and language learning 

strategies to verify whether there is a relationship between them and to investigate whether 

this relationship can be modified in light of two writing genres. The final aim is to 

recognize whether there are gender differences in the preferences of learning styles and 

language learning strategies. 50 university students participated in this study. Two 

questionnaires were designed. One was used to recognize students' perceptual learning 

style preferences designed by Honey and Mumford (2000). The other questionnaire was 

used to identify students' learning strategies developed by Oxford (1990). In addition, the 

participants' writing scores in two writing composition tasks (description and 

argumentation) were recorded. The analysis, with respect to such a relationship modified 

by learners' gender, revealed that males preferred the metacognitive strategy, the theorist 

and the reflector styles. And, females mostly preferred to use the metacognitive strategy 

and the reflector style.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Over the last couple of years the entire world has been focused on cultural, social, political and 

technological changes. In order to maintain those improvements people have experienced to 

meet up the wants developed by every one of these changes. As the trend in language 

learning/teaching approaches toward learner- and learning-centeredness, a greater emphasis is 

being laid on learners' perceptions and preferences, and students are increasingly involved in 

making decisions about language learning/teaching processes. 

Barkhuizen (1998) observes that the shift toward learner-centered approaches generally 

has led to a greater emphasis on students' perceptions of classroom aims and events. There is no 

doubt that learners come to the class with different likes and dislikes, attitudes regarding 

language, and learning, and with different manners of taking information in and comprehending 

it. Some students want more opportunities to participate in free conversation, expressing their 

wish towards a more communicative approach. On the other hand, there are those who would 

prefer more emphasis on grammar teaching. Different ways of how a learner takes in and 

processes information are collectively referred to as learning styles or learning preferences. 

There is growing acceptance that understanding the way students learn is the key to educational 

improvement. To achieve a desired learning outcome, teachers should provide teaching 

activities and interventions that are compatible with the ways through which learners like to 

learn the language or any other subject matter (Riazi & Riasati, 2007). Individuals make use of 

various type of learning abilities and methods when they participate in writing task. Learning 
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strategies utilized in writing such as planning, idea creating, self-evaluating, self-monitoring, 

and reflecting. When individuals begin to write essay and other English discourses, they realize 

deeply what they are writing about, whether the task involved the learners or may not be 

involved them, it is important to try to find more information that becomes encouraged about the 

content, plan and arrange his/her thoughts. It suggests that strategies and learning techniques are 

found at the same time when writing tasks are ongoing. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The aim of some studies is to examine the fact of special theories relating to the    relationship 

between gender and language learning. It is sure that biological differences between male and 

female play a role in the development of cognitive skills. Swann’s (1992) study shows that only 

one part of the male brain is working during verbal tests, as compared with both right and left 

hemispheres functioning in the female brain. Thus, it might be guessed that women have the 

advantage in language learning. Suzanne Graham claims "that innate differences are non-

existence or at best insignificant…the higher incidence of successful linguists among girls most 

therefore attributed to such factors as socialization, attitudes and stereotyping." (1997, p. 99) 

Oxford asserts that "females, especially adolescents and adults, tend to be more field dependent 

and males more field independent." (1994, p.141) she reports that females tend to subjectivity 

and emotional answering when they are learning a new language whereas males prefer 

objectivity which working from rules, facts and logic. Gender differences in language use have 

been reported. Based on Browne (1996), women use a higher frequency of tentative and 

apologetic comments such as " Is it possible….?" "I was just wondering if …?" and they prefer 

to use language to keep social interactions and keep conversations going rather than to interrupt. 

Pair and group work are another aspect of gender differences. Place (1997) mentioned that 

females are usually more cooperative and less competitive than males. He concludes that 

females prefer group work and do better in it. The last issue is presentation of the written work. 

According to Place's (1997) research, girls' exercise in books and folders are better presented 

and they are more meticulous, spending longer on homework and being more conscientious 

when it comes to detail. The research results also show a gender divide over this subject, with 

almost 65% of girls explaining their files as organized, choosing scores 4 and 5, as opposite of 

40% of boys. Just 28% of the girls admit to having messy files, scores 1 and 2 as opposite of 

46.7% of boys. Many empirical studies have revealed that gender has an important effect on the 

extent of strategy use. Women use learning strategies more often than men (Dreyer & Oxford, 

1996; Green & Oxford, 1995; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Lee & Oh, 2001; Lee & Oxford, 2008; 

Oxford & Ehrman, 1995). Findings of the study done by Oxford (1996) showed that gender has 

an important effect on the frequency of strategy use. The study results reveal that women more 

frequently use memory, cognitive and social strategies. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) tested the use 

of learning strategies on a sample of 1200 adult French, Spanish, Italian and German language 

learners and explained that gender performs a critical role in the selection of strategies. The 

study findings indicate that women have a tendency to use all types of strategies more 

frequently, which parallels to the findings of previous studies on the role of gender in foreign 

language learning. The research done by Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990, as cited in Lee 

& Oxford, 2008) has discovered that females use metacognitive strategies as planning and 

monitoring strategies. In most of the research in which gender differences evolved, the findings 

revealed that females tended to use L2 strategies significantly more often than males. For 

example, Politzer (1983) asserted that female ESL learners applied more social strategies than 

male learners. Among university students learning foreign languages, females employed more 
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formal, rule-based practice strategies to provoke input in conversation (Oxford & Nyikos, 1989). 

In a study on EFL students in China, Sy (1994) deduced that females applied greater use of 

cognitive, metacognitive and social strategies than males. Oxford (1993a, 1993b) maintained 

many probable biological and sociocultural reasons for gender differences in L2 strategy use. 

Ehrman and Oxford (1989, p.8) claimed that "female superiority in verbal aptitude and social 

orientation, as well as possible sex differences in integrative (socially-based) motivation and in 

psychological type."  

Gender is one component that is taken a continuous interest of study in the field. A great 

number of studies have already been done regarding gender-related variations in LLS use. In a 

study of adult language learners, Ehrman and Oxford (1989) discovered that, compared with 

males, females described considerably better usage of language learning strategies in four 

classifications: general study strategies, functional practice strategies, strategies for searching 

for and communicating meaning, and self-management strategies. 

In another study, Oxford and Nyikos (1989) described that women when compared with 

men used language-learning strategies considerably more frequently in three of five strategy 

aspects: formal rule-based practice strategies, general study strategies, and conversational input 

elicitation strategies. Oxford and Nyikos (1989) assert that the outcomes achieved from their 

study completely confirm the results of other studies involving the impact of gender on second 

language learning. They claim that some other variables like female superiority in verbal 

aptitude and social orientation, and possible gender differences integrative motivation moreover, 

psychological kind play a role in these gender differences.  Oxford and Nyikos (1989) stated 

that in their study, moreover; the conversational input elicitation strategies revealing social 

relations, two more kinds of strategies-general study strategies and formal rule-related practice 

strategies were utilized appreciably usually by females rather than by males. The scholars 

correlate this study to aspects like the females' eagerness for good marks, a necessity for social 

appreciation, their verbal authority to males, and females' impressive willingness to fit to 

conventional norms. Between the strategy classifications used in the SILL, female pupils used 

considerably more memory, cognitive, compensation, and affective strategies than male pupils. 

There was no important difference in the use of metacognitive and social strategies between the 

two genders. The results of Green and Oxford (1995) showed higher levels of strategy use by 

females than by males. Fourteen strategies such as using flashcards to memorize words, 

rereading English lessons, matching words and positions, reading quickly and reading carefully, 

looking for L1 words similar to L2 words, gathering summaries of information, etc. were used 

considerably usually by females in that study though just watching TV programs and video 

films in English was used considerably usually by males.  

Grace (2000) studied the gender differences in vocabulary memorizing and get to 

translation for beginning language learners in Computer Assisted Language Learning 

(CALL).The investigations of the consequences showed that when students were given bilingual 

multiple-choice tests, there were not major differences between males and females on their 

short-term and long-term memorization grades. Furthermore, there were not important 

differences in the amount of time males and females spent looking up translations. Learners are 

believed an essential element of any teaching practice, and understanding the differences and the 

ways they learn is important in this kind of endeavor. Ideas obtained from this kind of  

understanding can help students become familiar with their learning traits and preferences and, 

in turn, oblige educational authorities to design classroom structures and materials that suit and 

react directly to those traits and support learners to own a better performance in language skills, 

especially writing skill the growth of which is more influenced by individual practice and 
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involvement in the process of transforming thought to message (Chastain, 1988). Effective 

implementation of cognitive factors and metacognitive processes  to accomplish a writing task 

and obtain the intended objectives depends on the general patterns that provide common 

direction to learning behaviors and chosen methods in which an individual approaches a task, a 

learning condition or attempts to resolve a problem, which are known as learners' learning styles 

(Cohen, 2003; Oxford, 2003). Moreover, research indicates that students' achievement in 

language tasks, especially writing, will increase if they are completely involved in their learning 

process. In other words, if students know what they need to learn and why, they can strive for a 

suitable level of absorbing knowledge that fits the criteria which have been specified for the 

level of mastery intended. Writing is a complicated process which involves a number of 

cognitive and metacognitive activities, for example; brainstorming, planning, outlining, 

organizing, drafting, and revising. Cognitive aspects of writing have received a certain attention, 

as investigators have attempted to understand the thought processes underlying the compositions 

of students (Flower & Hayes, 1981). According to Omaggio Hadley (1993), writing requires 

composing, which involves the capability either to tell or retell pieces of information in the form 

of narratives or description, or to transform information into new texts, as in descriptive or 

argumentative writing. Therefore, it is most beneficial considered as a continuum of activities 

that range from the more mechanical or formal aspects of writing down on the one end to the 

more complex act of composing on the other end. The interest of the author as the creator of text 

as Raimes (1991) stated has resulted in a process approach, with a new set of classroom 

activities characterized by the use of journals, invention, peer collaboration, revision, and 

attention to content before form. It focuses on the writer as an independent producer of texts so 

that teachers help their learners develop students’ abilities to plan, define a problem and suggest 

and evaluate solutions (Hyland, 2003). A concern with the process approach is that writers 

generate the original tasks with their own feelings and emphasize fluency rather than accuracy 

(Ferris & Hedgcock, 2005).  

Academic writing needs much energy and practice in composing, organizing, and 

analyzing ideas. Students’ writing in a foreign language will naturally face cognitive problems 

related to language learning. Sturm and Rankin-Erickson (2002) stated composing is an 

advanced academic task within educational settings and parts of the students’ difficulties in 

writing are related to difficulties in applying various cognitive strategies. Sturm and Rankin-

Erickson further stated that strategy instruction is a teaching approach that assists students in 

developing strategies for all phases of the writing process by breaking down writing tasks and 

making the sub-processes and skills much more explicit. A survey of literature reveals that many 

teachers tried to influence the course of this development in a relatively straightforward and 

direct fashion. They might model and explicitly teach the types of strategies used by more 

skillful writers, or might predict routines where writing processes such as planning and revising 

were expected and strengthened (Graham & Harris, 1996). This view toward explicit teaching of 

learning strategies has marked a continued investigation into learning processes and support for 

the communicative philosophy of teaching learners how to learn, and thus become independent 

and autonomous learners through the use of learning strategies (Wenden, 1991). Brown (2000) 

admitted work on the usefulness of learning strategies for various learners in a variety of 

contexts. Brown stated “…we probe its implications for your teaching methodology in the 

classroom, specifically, how your language classroom techniques can encourage, build, and 

sustain effective language-learning strategies in your students” (p.130).    
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3. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Having considered all of the issues discussed, the following research questions were considered 

to be answered:  

1. Is learners' styles and patterns of strategy use modified in light of two types of descriptive and 

argumentative writing? 

2. Is such a relationship modified by learners' gender? 

3. Are there any gender differences in the preferences of learning styles and language learning 

strategies? 

 

4. METHODOLOGY 

4.1. Participants 

50 Persian native speakers took part in this study. They were between 19 to 25 years old. They 

were sophomore university students majoring in Teaching English as a Foreign Language 

course at the Zand Institute of Higher Education in Shiraz, Iran. Totally, 20 of the participants 

were male and 30 were female.  

 

4.2. Instruments 

In this study, two instruments were used with the aim of collecting quantitative data. The 

Learning Style Questionnaire was used to recognize the learning style preferences of the 

students. The Strategy Inventory for Language Learning was used to distinguish the language 

learning strategy preferences of the participants. In addition to collect the required data, 

participants' writing scores in two writing compositions tasks (description and argumentation) 

were recorded. The Learning Style Questionnaire (LSQ) was developed by Honey and Mumford 

(2000). It is a self-reporting questionnaire explained the center of existing learning style tools. 

The questionnaire that was designed and certified for nonnative speakers consists of 80 

statements on each of the four learning style preferences to be measured: activist, reflector, 

pragmatist and theorist. Honey and Mumford's Learning Styles Questionnaire was derived from 

the same conceptual basis as Kolb's Learning Style Inventory and may provide a more reliable 

and valid measure of Kolb's learning style constructs. Another instrument was the Strategy 

Inventory for Language Learning developed by Oxford (1990). It is a self-report. The SILL was 

designed to discover the use of language learning strategies by students. It consists of 50 items. 

The SILL contains of 50 items and characterized into six subcategories: memory strategies 

(items 1 to 9), cognitive strategies (items 10 to 23), compensation strategies (items 24 to 29), 

and metacognitive strategies (items 30 to 38), affective strategies (items 39 to 44) and social 

strategies (items 45 to 50). Additionally, in studies worldwide, the SILL’s reliability using 

Cronbach’s alpha is ordinarily in the range of the .90s (Oxford & Ehrman, 1995, p.370).  

 

4.3. Data Collection Procedure 

The two questionnaires were completed separately in two sessions. Both of the questionnaires 

were filled during class time. Answering the questionnaires took 40 minutes. The Persian 

translation of both of them were administered. After collecting the data, they were inserted into 

the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for data analyses. 
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5. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Q1. Is learners' styles and patterns of strategy use relationship modified in light of two 

types of writing (description & argumentative)? 

To find out the relationship between the learning styles, patterns of strategy use and the 

two types of writing, a correlation analysis was used. The researchers used the correlation 

analysis in two steps. In the first step, the summation of the four learning styles (Theorist, 

Activist, Pragmatist and Reflector) was considered as the total learning style and the summation 

of the six strategies (Memory, Cognitive, Compensation, Metacognitive, Affective and Social) 

as the total strategy score. Then the researchers ran the correlation among the total style score, 

the total strategy scores and each type of writing. Tables 1 and 2 show the pertaining results. 
 

Table 1: Correlation between the Language Learning Strategies, the Learning Styles and the 

Description Writing 

 Description Total Style 

Score 

Total Strategy 

Score 

Description 

Pearson Correlation 1 .063 .238 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .663 .096 

N 50 50 50 

Total Style Score 

Pearson Correlation .063 1 .124 

Sig. (2-tailed) .663  .391 

N 50 50 50 

Total Strategy Score 

 

Pearson Correlation .238 .124 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .096 .391  

N 50 50 50 

 

According to Table 1, there is not any significant relationship between the language learning 

strategies, the learning styles and the description writing. The results of the correlation analysis 

for the argumentation writing are presented below (Table 2). 
 

Table 2: Correlation between the Language Learning Strategies, the Learning Styles and the 

Argumentation Writing 

 Total Style 

Score 

Total Strategy 

Score 

Argumentation 

Writing 

Total Style Score 

Pearson Correlation 1 .124 .058 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .391 .689 

N 50 50 50 

Total Strategy Score 

Pearson Correlation .124 1 .154 

Sig. (2-tailed) .391  .285 

N 50 50 50 

Argumentation  

Writing 

Pearson Correlation .058 .154 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .689 .285  

N 50 50 50 
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Based on the results presented in Table 2, there is not any significant relationship between the 

language learning strategies, the learning styles and the argumentation writing. In the second 

step, the correlation analysis was run between strategy patterns, learning styles and each type of 

writing. The following table (Table 3) depicts the results for the correlation analysis. 

 

Table 3: Correlation between the Language Learning Strategies, the Learning Styles, Description and 

Argumentative Writing 

 Description Argumentation 

Memory 

Pearson Correlation -.038 .014 

Sig. (2-tailed) .795 .926 

N 50 50 

Cognitive 

Pearson Correlation .122 .116 

Sig. (2-tailed) .397 .421 

N 50 50 

Compensation 

Pearson Correlation .004 -.040 

Sig. (2-tailed) .978 .780 

N 50 50 

Metacognitive 

Pearson Correlation .169 .078 

Sig. (2-tailed) .241 .592 

N 50 50 

Affective 

Pearson Correlation .313* .165 

Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .251 

N 50 50 

Social 

Pearson Correlation .298* .236 

Sig. (2-tailed) .036 .099 

N 50 50 

Theorist 

Pearson Correlation .076 .107 

Sig. (2-tailed) .601 .458 

N 50 50 

Pragmatist 

Pearson Correlation .111 .087 

Sig. (2-tailed) .442 .550 

N 50 50 

Activist 

Pearson Correlation .039 -.038 

Sig. (2-tailed) .789 .792 

N 50 50 

Reflector 

Pearson Correlation -.022 .016 

Sig. (2-tailed) .879 .913 

N 50 50 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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The results of the correlation in Table 3 indicate that there are two significant relationships. The 

affective strategy correlates significantly with the description writing (r =.31, sig. =.02). The 

social strategy also has a significant relationship with the description writing (r =.29, sig. =.03). 

As the results show the Language Learning Strategies and the Learning Styles do not have any 

significant relationship with the argumentative writing. 

 

Q2. Is such a relationship modified by learners' gender? 

To investigate if the gender can modify the relationship between learners' styles and patterns of 

strategy use, separate analyses of correlation between the variables for male and female groups 

were done. The results of the descriptive statistics and the correlation for the males are 

summarized in the following tables (Tables 4 and 5). 

 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of the Language Learning Strategies and the Learning Styles for Males 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Memory Strategy 3.2450 .78303 20 

Cognitive Strategy 3.5000 .67043 20 

Compensation Strategy 3.1950 .60739 20 

Metacognitive Strategy 3.6350 .67922 20 

Affective Strategy 2.9950 1.03389 20 

Social Strategy 3.4600 .96812 20 

Theorist Style 8.2000 3.50338 20 

Pragmatist Style 7.7500 3.83715 20 

Activist Style 6.0000 3.17888 20 

Reflector Style 8.2000 4.65211 20 

 

According to Table 4, the metacognitive strategy is the most preferred strategy for the males 

(mean =3.63). Concerning the styles, males preferred the theorist   (mean =8.2) and the reflector 

style more than the other styles (mean =8.2). 

 

Table 5: Correlation between the Language Learning Strategies and the Learning Styles for Males 

 Theorist Pragmatist Activist Reflector 

Memory 

Pearson Correlation .242 -.024 .125 .058 

Sig. (2-tailed) .304 .920 .600 .808 

N 20 20 20 20 

Cognitive 

Pearson Correlation .092 .053 .096 .017 

Sig. (2-tailed) .700 .824 .686 .944 

N 20 20 20 20 
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 Theorist Pragmatist Activist Reflector 

Compensation 

Pearson Correlation .144 .196 .131 .183 

Sig. (2-tailed) .545 .408 .582 .440 

N 20 20 20 20 

Metacognitive 

Pearson Correlation .019 -.083 -.168 -.122 

Sig. (2-tailed) .937 .727 .478 .608 

N 20 20 20 20 

Affective 

Pearson Correlation .048 -.194 .098 -.057 

Sig. (2-tailed) .840 .412 .682 .812 

N 20 20 20 20 

Social 

Pearson Correlation -.021 -.006 .291 -.288 

Sig. (2-tailed) .931 .981 .214 .218 

N 20 20 20 20 

 

The results presented in Table 5 show that no significant relationship between the language 

learning strategies and the learning styles could be found for the male group. 

To check the relationships between the language learning strategies and the Learning 

Styles for the females, the researchers used the analyses of correlation. The pertaining results are 

given in the following tables (Tables 6 and 7). 

 

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics of the Language Learning Strategies and the Learning Styles for the 

Females 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Memory Strategy 3.3067 .37226 30 

Cognitive Strategy 3.2700 .46694 30 

Compensation Strategy 3.3867 .52308 30 

Metacognitive Strategy 3.9067 .59881 30 

Affective Strategy 2.9467 .70355 30 

Social Strategy 3.5567 .65531 30 

Theorist Style 10.0000 3.63887 30 

Pragmatist Style 8.8667 3.55967 30 

Activist Style 7.2667 2.77841 30 

Reflector Style 11.9000 2.29467 30 

 

Based on the information presented in Table 6, it can be inferred that females mostly preferred 

to use metacognitive strategy (mean =3.90) and reflector style (mean = 11.9). 
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Table 7: Correlation between the Language Learning Strategies and the Learning Styles for Females 

 Theorist Pragmatist Activist Reflector 

Memory 

Pearson Correlation .196 .016 .298 .271 

Sig. (2-tailed) .299 .932 .109 .147 

N 30 30 30 30 

Cognitive 

Pearson Correlation .197 -.127 .147 .023 

Sig. (2-tailed) .297 .504 .437 .905 

N 30 30 30 30 

Compensation 

Pearson Correlation .051 .010 .377* .387* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .790 .958 .040 .035 

N 30 30 30 30 

Metacognitive 

Pearson Correlation .220 -.184 .177 .068 

Sig. (2-tailed) .243 .330 .349 .720 

N 30 30 30 30 

Affective 

Pearson Correlation .234 -.047 .223 .227 

Sig. (2-tailed) .213 .805 .237 .227 

N 30 30 30 30 

Social 

Pearson Correlation .046 -.054 .133 .194 

Sig. (2-tailed) .808 .776 .482 .304 

N 30 30 30 30 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

The results of the correlation analysis in Table 7 indicate that the compensation strategy 

has a significant and positive relationship with the activist style (r =.37, sig. =.04). Table 7 Also 

shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between the compensation strategy and 

the reflector style (r =.38, sig. =.03). 

 

6. CONCLUSION 

Some important logical conclusions may be drawn based on the methodology and results of this 

study. First, as the findings showed Language Learning Strategy, and Learning Style did not 

have any significant with argumentative writing. Description provides sensory information 

which makes writing come alive. It states an experience that the reader can actively take part in 

by using imagination. Based on Oxford and Crookall (1989) affective strategies are “techniques 

like self-reinforcement and positive self-talk which help learners gain better control over their 

emotions, attitudes, and motivations related to the language learning (p. 404). Because language 

is a form of social behavior, it includes connection between and among people. They allow 

language learners to learn with others by using strategies for example asking questions, 

cooperating with the others, and empathizing with the others. However, their suitable use is 

extremely essential because they establish the type of conversation in learning context. Second, 

Women use learning strategies more often than men (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996; Green & Oxford, 

1995; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Lee & Oh, 2001; Lee & Oxford, 2008; Oxford & Ehrman, 1995). 
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Between the strategy classifications used in the SILL, female pupils used considerably more 

memory, cognitive, compensation, and affective strategies than male pupils. There was no 

important difference in the use of metacognitive and social strategies between the two genders. 

The other factor is learning styles. Oxford (1989) states “it  is  likely  that a  strong  relationship 

exists between  the  individual's use of  learning strategies and the individual's learning style 

sadly little research has been dedicated to the  relationship  between  learning  strategy  use  and  

learning  style.  ” (p. 241). The conclusions regarding the learning strategies showed that the 

learning style preference of a person influenced the strategies a learner would use. It is self-

evident that writing has become an important part of learners' educational studies. It is not also 

needed to state that ESL learners encounter writing originals books. In ESL contexts, writing 

provides rich and abundant samples of L2 input, which is required to develop students' overall 

language proficiency. This study was an attempt to supply to a comprehension of the 

relationship between learning styles and language learning strategies systematically related to 

writing ability regarding success in descriptive and argumentative writing. By the help of 

knowing own styles and strategies, it was supposed that learners become aware of their learning 

styles and learning strategies. Promoting students' consciousness concerning their learning styles 

and strategies may make them not only more prepared for learning but also more analytic about 

their learning styles and the strategies they make use of. The analysis of findings of the study 

indicated how learning styles and learning strategies are different in gender and how they 

effected on writing. 
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