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Students with School Refusal Behaviour (SRB) are a diverse group, often associated with
negative academic repercussions (e.g., low academic performance, learning difficulties or
academic demotivation). The aims of this research were: 1) to identify school refusal
behaviour profiles based on low and high scores on the four functional conditions
assessed by the School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised (SRAS-R) and 2) to
examine the relationship between SRB profiles and learning strategies. The SRAS-R
and the Inventory of Learning and Study Strategies-High School version were administered
to 1,261 students aged to 14 to 18 (M � 16.51; SD � 1.84). Four SRB profiles were
obtained: SRB by positive reinforcement, Low SRB, SRB by negative reinforcement and
Mixed SRB. School refusers belonging to the Mixed SRB and SRB by negative
reinforcement profiles are characterised by low scores on learning strategies, except
for the Anxiety dimension. The practical implications of these findings suggest that
implementing study techniques and learning strategies programmes, in addition to
courses on anxiety management and self-care will help students improve their learning
paths and reduce anxiety-based school refusal.
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INTRODUCTION

According to the Sustainable Development Goals, in global terms, approximately 5.5 million primary
school age students did not attend school in 2018 (United Nations, 2015). Sustainable Development
Goal 4 is the education goal. It aims to ensure inclusive and quality education for all and to promote
lifelong learning. To achieve this goal, it is necessary to prevent and assist school refusal behaviour.
Previous research showed that students who refuse go to school leads to poorer academic
performance and may have long-term consequences, such as school failure or early school
dropout (Gubbels et al., 2019). On the contrary, the role of learning strategies in gaining
academic success has been widely investigated showing that certain strategies are significant
predictors of students’ academic success (Credé and Phillips, 2011; Richardson et al., 2012; Yip,
2013). Research on skills students with school attendance problems use to assist them in the
learning process is limited and particularly interesting during adolescence. During this evolutionary
stage the cognitive development allows self-regulation of their actions, which enables the planning,
regulation and evaluation of the activities necessary to achieve meaningful learning and, therefore,
better school performance (Steinberg, 2005). In order to know which learning strategies are the most
common depending on the groups of adolescents who refuse go to school the present study was
carried out.
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School Refusal Behavior
School Refusal Behaviour (SRB) is a concept that involves child-
motivated refusal or a student’s negative attitude regarding school
attendance or the consistent difficulty in remaining in class for an
entire day (Kearney and Fornander, 2016). This idea has been
referred to as School Attendance Problems, or SAPs, which refer
to the various categories of school absences or difficulties in
attending or remaining in school (e.g., delays, occasional or
continuous absences, unexcused consent).

Considering the assortment of each case, an analysis model
has been developed including four functional conditions for the
emergence and maintenance of SRB: 1) Avoidance of stimuli that
provoke negative affectivity, 2) Escape from aversive social and/or
evaluative situations, 3) Pursuit of attention from significant
others, and 4) Pursuit of tangible reinforcement outside of the
school (Kearney, 2002). Negative reinforcement (for example,
overcoming stage fright when engaging in public speaking during
a presentation in class) is preserved in the first two functional
conditions, while the last two functional conditions are based on
positive reinforcement (for example, staying at home using social
media). These factors can be assessed by the School Refusal
Assessment Scale (SRAS) (Kearney and Silverman, 1993) and
its revised version (SRAS-R) (Kearney, 2002), which is the most
widely used measure to recognize subgroups of students who
refuse to attend school.

In line with the previous idea, several studies have attempted
to establish profiles of students with SRB. According to the
functional model of Kearney and Silverman (1993), four main
groups have been distinguished: a Non-school Refusal group with
low scores on the four cited factors of the SRAS-R (Gonzálvez
et al., 2020), the SRB by negative reinforcement group,
characterised by high scores on the first two functional
conditions (Delgado et al., 2019), an SRB by positive
reinforcement group having high scores on the last two factors
of the instrument (Gonzálvez et al., 2018) and a Mixed SRB
profile group, characterised by high scores on factors for both
positive and negative reinforcement (Gonzálvez et al., 2020).
Furthermore, other findings added an additional group that
has high scores on all four functional conditions: the High
SRB profile (Gonzálvez et al., 2019a). Despite identifying the
profiles by cluster analysis (Gonzálvez et al., 2018; Gonzálvez
et al., 2019a) or latent class analysis (Delgado et al., 2019;
Schreiber, 2017; Su et al., 2019), recent investigation claims
that latent profile analyses are a more accurate and
sophisticated approach to identify profiles (Tein et al., 2013).

Learning Strategies
Learning strategies are the procedures for acquiring, organizing,
and reconstructing information in the students’ cognitive
structure to learn, plan, organize, execute, and evaluate
learning activities (Kohler, 2008). Therefore, learning
strategies refers to a set of skills that students use to assist
them in the learning process. A lack of study habits and
strategies may be a factor that encourages school failure (De
la Fuente et al., 2008). It is a well-known fact that the use of
appropriate learning strategies may help to improve academic
results (Seli and Dembo, 2019).

In response to the need to assess skills that are essential for
academic success, the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory-
High School version (LASSI-HS) was designed (Weinstein,
Schulte, and Palmer, 2002). This instrument is made up of 76
items divided in 10 subscales: Attitude (this subscale contains
items addressing student attitudes and interests in achieving
academic success), Motivation (this scale addresses the
student’s self-discipline and disposition to make an effort to
work hard), Time management (this scale examines the
student’s use of time management principles and practices for
academic tasks), Anxiety (this scale measures the degree to which
the student worries about school and their academic
performance), Concentration (this scale focuses on the
student’s ability to direct and maintain their attention on
academic tasks), Information processing (this scale measures
how well the student can use imagery, verbal elaboration,
comprehension monitoring and reasoning, to learn new
information and skills); Selection of the main ideas (this scale
considers the student’s ability to select important information for
further study), Use of study aids (this scale examines the student’s
willingness to create or use different academic resources when
facing problems related to their performance), Self-assessment
(this scale focuses on the student’s ability to review and prepare
for classes and tests) and Test strategies (this subscale addresses
the student’s use of both test preparation and test-taking
strategies).

The conceptual framework of the Model of Strategic Learning
underlies this instrument (Weinstein, Acee, and Jung, 2011).
Three components (skill, will and self-regulation) are included
in this model (Weinstein, Acee, and Jung, 2010). Skill refers to
critical knowledge about and knowing how to use learning
strategies and other thinking skills. Information Processing,
Selecting Main Ideas, and Test Strategies are the LASSI-HS
scales primarily related to the skill component. Will refers to
themotivation and affective components of strategic learning that
either contribute to or detract from academic success. Anxiety,
Attitude, and Motivation are the LASSI-HS scales primarily
related to the will component. Self-regulation is both the glue
and the engine that helps students manage their strategic learning
on both a global (using an instrumental approach to help seeking,
and managing motivation for learning) and real time levels
(focusing attention, maintaining concentration over time).
Concentration, Self-Testing, Study Aids, and Time
Management are the LASSI-HS scales primarily related to this
category.

In this study the LASSI-HS was selected because is one of the
primary instruments used to assess students’ strategic and self-
regulated learning because targets not only students who want to
improve their learning skills, but also students with a history of
low academic achievement, students who are poorly motivated in
school, as well as for making a successful transition into a college
setting. The LASSI-HS provides important information for
students, instructors, and researchers in an educational
environment and offers a self-scored form or a computer-
scored form (Weinstein and Palmer, 1990). Prior studies
carried out with Spanish (Inglés et al., 2013), Norwegian
(Samuelstuen, 2003), or North American (Olivárez and
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Tallent-Runnels, 1994) have shown the suitability and
applicability of this instrument in adolescent population.

School Refusal Behavior and Learning
Strategies
Previous studies have affirmed that a relationship exists between
SRB and some of the dimensions evaluated by the LASSI-HS.
Students with SRB are more likely to have emotional difficulties
such as anxiety (Arribathi et al., 2021; Havik et al., 2015; Tekin
et al., 2018), which is a normal human reaction to stressful
situations (Fenton et al., 2020), and to real or imaginary
threats, called phobias, caused by uncertainty (Namora, 2011);
and depression (Nayak et al., 2018), which may be related to
boredom, frustration, burnout apropos of school environment or
academic performance (Fiorilli et al., 2017). A lack of motivation
may also be a key cause of abandoning school (Kearney and
Fornander, 2016), since studies have suggested that high
achievers have high motivation, in other words, hard-working
students who get better grades are highly motivated to go to
school (Kurtz-Costes and Schneider, 1994; Meneguetti and De
Beni, 2010). Many school refusers experience internalizing
problems, which include social anxiety which is reflected by
fear, fatigue and somatic complaints (e.g., stomach aches,
nausea, tremors and headaches); and externalizing problems
such as disobedience of family and teacher requests,
aggression, temper tantrums (crying and screaming), running
away from school or home and clinging (Kearney, 2001; Setzer
and Salzhauer, 2001). SRBmay disrupt the growth of positive self-
perception and healthy social interactions of the refusers. This
would ultimately lead to withdrawal from friends, rejection by
peers and scholastic failure (Tekin et al., 2018; Rukmani and Hari,
2019).

All learning strategy dimensions evaluated by the LASSI-HS
have never been analysed with regard to school refusal behavior.
However, other studies with Spanish adolescents have examined
the relationship between learning strategies and prosocial
behaviour. Inglés et al. (2013) found that both boys and girls
in secondary school having high levels of prosocial behaviour are
related to high scores on different learning strategies. Thus, these
students are more likely to have a positive attitude towards
studying, higher academic motivation and better information
processing, such as selection of the main ideas of a text, study aids,
self-evaluation and test preparation. According to (Etxebarría
et al., 2003), students with prosocial behaviour are characterized
by more rational information processing, based on cooperative
and significant learning. As (Duschesne et al., 2010) suggested,
these teenagers are less likely to experience anxiety or be worried
about school and school performance. These results confirm the
relationship between emotional stability and prosocial behaviour.

There is a need for a better understanding of the various
factors that contribute to school non-attendance. Regarding the
learning process, academic difficulties, dissatisfaction towards
teachers’ methodology, or emotional distress arising from
learning difficulties can contribute to the emergence of refusal
to go to school (Filippello et al., 2019; Ingul et al., 2019), so it is of
interest to know the ways in which students with school

attendance problems learn, remember information, and study.
Regarding the several variables assessed by the LASSI-HS, which
may be highly relevant in order to better understand school
refusal behaviour, this study attempts to determine the following:

1. To identify SRB profiles based on low and high scores on the
four functional conditions assessed by the SRAS-R. According to
prior research, it is expected that the most common profiles will
be distinguished: Non-SRB, SRB by positive reinforcement, SRB
by negative reinforcement and SRB by mixed reinforcements
(Gonzálvez et al., 2018; Delgado et al., 2019).

2. To examine the relationship between SRB profiles and
learning strategies. It is expected that students of the Mixed
SRB and the SRB by negative reinforcement profiles will use
fewer learning strategies than those of the Non-SRB or the SRB by
positive reinforcement profiles, except on the Anxiety dimension,
where these profiles will receive higher scores (Ollendick et al.,
1990; Rubin and Coplan, 2004; Ingul and Nordahl, 2013).

METHODS

Participants
A non-clinical sample was selected by random cluster sampling
with the geographical areas of the Spanish provinces of Alicante
andMurcia as the first level (central, north, south, east, and west),
high schools as the second level randomly and proportionally
selected in each geographic area with a total of 15 high schools
from urban areas of Alicante and Murcia both public and private,
and classrooms as the third level. The initial number of
participants recruited was 1,334, of which 22 (1.6%) were
excluded due to errors or omissions in their responses and 51
(3.8%) because their parents’ consent to participate in the study
was not obtained. Consequently, the final sample consisted of
1,261 participants aged to 14 to 18 (M � 16.51; SD � 1.84). The
majority of students came from urban areas (84.7%). Regarding
the socioeconomic level of the families, 23% had a medium–low
level, 64% a medium level, and 13% a medium–high level,
determined from family income and parents’ education level.

Instruments
The School Refusal Assessment Scale-Revised (SRAS-R, Kearney,
2002). The SRAS-R is a self-reporting measure that evaluates four
functions of the SRB. It is formed by 24 items and a 7-point
response scale (0 � Never; 6 � Always). In this specific study, the
Spanish version of SRAS-R (Gonzálvez et al., 2016), made up of
18 items, was used. It measures the four functional conditions to
maintain SRB: 1) Avoidance of school-related stimuli which
provoke a sense of general Negative Affectivity (α�.64, “How
often do you stay away from school since you will feel sad or
depressed if you go?”), 2) Escape from aversive social and/or
evaluative situations at school (α�.73, “How often do you stay
away from places in school (e.g., hallways, places where specific
groups of people are/where you would have to talk to
somebody?”), 3) Pursuit of attention from significant others
(α�.78, “How much would you rather be with your family
than go to school?”) and 4) Pursuit of tangible reinforcement
outside of the school setting (α�.56, “When you are not in school
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during the week (Monday to Friday), how often do you leave the
house and do something enjoyable?”). The coefficients of internal
consistency in this study were 0.72, 0.75, 0.71, and 0.69,
respectively, for each of the four factors. Prior studies carried
out with Spanish (Gonzálvez et al., 2021), German (Walter et al.,
2017) and North American (Haight et al., 2011) have shown the
suitability and applicability of this instrument in adolescent
population.

Inventory of Learning and Study Strategies-High School version
(LASSI-HS; Weinstein and Palmer, 1990). This instrument is the
result of the adaptation of the original version of the LASSI
(Weinstein, 1987) to the adolescent population. It is used to
evaluate the required skills to achieve success in the academic
field. It consists of 76 items assessed on a 5-point Likert-type scale
(1 �Not at all like me; 5 �Verymuch like me) and assembled into
10 dimensions: Attitude (α�.74; “Do students only study for the
courses they like?”; Motivation (α�.78, “Do they easily “give up”
in difficult classes?”), Time management (α�.77, “Do students
procrastinate about completing academic tasks?”), Anxiety
(α�.82, “Do students worry so much when they are well-
prepared?”), Concentration (α�.82, “Are students easily
distracted?”), Information processing (α�.80, “Do students try
to summarize or paraphrase their class reading assignments?”),
Selection of the main ideas (α�.71, “Can students identify the key
points in a lecture?”), Use of study aids (α�.68, “Do students
avoid going for help?”, Self-assessment (α�.74 “Do they stop
periodically while reading to review the content?”), and Test
strategies (α�.81 “Do students know how to study for tests in
different types of courses?”). The coefficients of internal
consistency in this study were as follows: Attitude (α�.72),
Motivation (α�.75), Time management (α�.71), Anxiety
(α�.80), Concentration (α�.78), Information processing
(α�.79), Selection of the main ideas (α�.73), Use of study aids
(α�.76), Self-assessment (α�.79) and Test strategies (α�.79).

Procedure
First, a meeting was arranged with the schools’ principals to
introduce the study objectives and to request their collaboration.
Written informed consent was delivered to the families, following
their acceptance. Students participated voluntarily and completed
the instruments during a school session lasting 45min. At least one
member of the research team was present during the sessions to
resolve any doubts and to supervise the completion of the
questionnaires. This study was carried out according to the
ethical standards of the Declaration of Helsinki (World Medical
Association, 1998) and the procedures were approved by the Ethics
Committee of the University of Alicante (UA-2017-09-05).

Statistical Analysis
To identify the different groups of students with SRB, the Latent
Profile Analysis was employed. A series of Latent Profile Analyses
were applied to determine the most adequate class solution. The
Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) and the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) were used as goodness-of-fit measures Themodel
with the lowest BIC and AIC values was considered appropriate.
Furthermore, the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood-ratio test
and the bootstrap likelihood-ratio test were also employed, taking

into consideration that in both of them a p-value below 0.05
implies that the estimated k-class model is better than the (k-1)-
class model, which is henceforth excluded, all for a model with at
least k classes. Likewise, entropy was used as a criterion of the
quality of class membership classification, with a score closer to
one being desirable. The size of the classes should also be
considered when determining the best model. With that in
mind, classes should make up at least 1% of the sample.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed
to assess differences in themean scores of learning strategies between
the known SRB profiles. In addition, post hoc tests (Scheffé’s
method) were performed and the effect size was determined
using the d index. This index was evaluated in accordance with
Cohen’s interpretation 1988) and has been interpreted as follows:
values between 0.20 and 0.49 indicate a low effect size; those between
0.50 and 0.79 indicate a moderate effect size and values above 0.80
indicate a high effect size. Analyses were performed using the SPSS
24 statistical package and Mplus version 8.

RESULTS

School Refusal Behavior Profiles
The fit indices of the five assessed models including the AIC, the
BIC and adjusted BIC, the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood
ratio test, the Bootstrap likelihood ratio test, the entropy
information and the size index for the number of classes that
do not reach at least 1% of the sample are presented in Table 1.
The lowest BIC and AIC scores were obtained by the six and
seven class models. These classes were rejected, however, since the
most restrictive criterion, the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin
likelihood-ratio test, had a p > 0.05. The model made up of
five classes, although the BIC and AIC had low scores and a p
value <0 .05, was rejected since the size index was higher than 0.
Combining all of the criteria, the fourth model was carefully
chosen as the best fitting model with p < 0.05 for the Vuong-Lo-
Mendell-Rubin likelihood-ratio test and the Bootstrap likelihood
ratio test and having the lowest index in AIC and BIC, in contrast
with the other models.

Figure 1 shows the four classes that were identified between
1,261 participants. Profile 1 (149 participants, 11.82% of the
sample) is called SRB by Positive Reinforcement and is
characterized by low scores on the first and second factor and
high scores on the third and fourth factor of the SRAS-R); Profile
2 (808 participants, 64.08% of the sample) is called Low SRB,
characterized by low scores on all four factors of the SRAS-R;
Profile 3 (200 participants, 15.86% of the sample) is called SRB by
Negative Reinforcement, with high scores on the first factor and a
high tendency in the second factor of the SRAS-R); and Profile 4
(104 participants, 8.25% of the sample) is called Mixed SRB, with
high scores on the first three factors of the SRAS-R.

Inter-Class Differences in Learning
Strategies
The MANOVA results indicate that there are significant
differences between all of the variables (Wilks’ lambda �
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0.798, F(30,1257) � 9.79; p < 0.001, np
2 � 0.07). The Low SRB profile

obtained the highest means scores on all of the learning strategy
dimensions except for Anxiety, Information processing and
Study aids (see Table 2). It also had the lowest means on the
Anxiety dimension. On the contrary, the Mixed SRB profile

obtained the lowest mean scores on most of the dimensions,
except for Anxiety, Use of study aids and Self-assessment
strategies. Non-significant differences were found between the
following learning strategy dimensions when comparing the
scores on the different SRB profiles: Information processing,

TABLE 1 | Data fit of all models.

Models AIC BIC BIC-adjusted LRT p LRT-adjusted BLRT Entropy Size

2 6,316.556 6,374.350 6,333.077 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.796 0
3 6,214.159 6,294.182 6,237.034 0.005 0.006 <0.001 0.829 0
4 6,149.992 6,252.243 6,179.221 0.023 0.025 <0.001 0.798 0
5 6,114.038 6,238.518 6,149.621 0.445 0.453 <0.001 0.811 1
6 6,085.238 6,231.946 6,127.175 0.184 0.184 <0.001 0.795 1

Note. AIC � Akaike Information Criteria; BIC � Bayesian Information Criteria, LRT � Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood-Ratio Test; BLRT � Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test.

FIGURE 1 | School refusal behaviour profiles.

TABLE 2 | Means and standard deviations obtained by the four profiles of school refusal behaviour in LASSI-HS dimensions.

N SRB by positive
reinforcement

(n = 149)

Low SRB
(n = 808)

SRB by negative
reinforcement

(n = 200)

Mixed SRB
(n = 104)

Statistical significance

LASSI-HS
dimensions

M SD M SD M SD M SD F(3, 1.257) P ηp
2

ATT 29.61 5.32 32.31 4.96 29.44 4.40 25.90 4.67 67.62 <0.001 0.14
MOT 27.67 5.63 28.71 5.43 27.37 5.17 26.36 4.34 8.64 <0.001 0.02
TMT 20.92 4.25 22.20 3.92 21.20 3.92 19.80 4.19 15.02 <0.001 0.04
ANX 27.95 5.62 25.62 5.47 28.25 5.89 28.05 6.36 18.90 <0.001 0.04
CON 26.18 5.65 27.64 5.79 25.56 5.14 23.11 5.20 24.72 <0.001 0.06
INP 26.59 6.22 26.31 6.22 25.57 5.60 25.46 4.93 1.54 0.200 0.01
SMI 17.47 3.26 18.04 3.43 16.39 3.33 15.32 3.09 28.74 <0.001 0.06
STA 23.16 5.99 22.61 5.69 22.44 5.42 23.00 4.96 0.63 0.593 0.01
SFT 23.42 5.88 23.50 5.74 23.20 4.92 23.26 5.15 0.19 0.901 0.01
TST 28.33 4.74 29.55 5.45 27.07 5.27 23.25 5.90 47.90 <0.001 0.10

Note. LASSI-HS � Inventory of Learning and Study Strategies- High School version; SRB � School Refusal Behaviour; ATT � Attitude, MOT �Motivation, TMT � Timemanagement, ANX �
Anxiety, CON � Concentration, INP � Information processing, SMI � Selection of the main ideas, STA � Use of study aids, SFT � Self-assessment, TST � Test strategies.
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Use of study aids and Self-assessment, since the p value is greater
than 0.5.

Table 3 shows the post hoc tests that had statistically
significant differences among the profiles. Large size
differences were identified between the Low SRB and the
Mixed SRB profiles on Attitude, Selection of the main Ideas
and Test strategies. As for moderate effect size differences, these
were found for the Attitude dimension between the SRB by
positive reinforcement and Mixed SRB profiles, the Low SRB
and the SRB by negative reinforcement profiles and the SRB by
negative reinforcement and the Mixed SRB profiles. In terms of
Time management and Concentration, moderate effect size
differences also appeared between Low SRB and Mixed SRB.
Finally, small size differences were found between SRB by positive
reinforcement and Low SRB on the Anxiety dimension; and
between SRB by positive reinforcement and Mixed SRB on the
Selection of the main ideas dimension. Insignificant size
differences also exist between Low SRB and SRB by negative
reinforcement on Motivation, Time management, Anxiety,
Concentration, Selection of the main ideas and Test strategies.
Low SRB andMixed SRB profiles present slight size differences in
Motivation. As for SRB by negative reinforcement and Mixed
SRB, minor size differences appear for Time Management and
Concentration.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The aim of this study was twofold: first, to identify the SRB
profiles based on a sample of 1,261 Spanish students; and second,
to examine the relationship between the identified SRB profiles
and learning strategies.

As stated in the first hypothesis, four SRB profiles (Non-SRB,
SRB by positive reinforcement, SRB by negative reinforcement
and SRB by mixed reinforcements) were expected to be found.
According to our findings, this hypothesis has been partially
confirmed. Three of the profiles (SRB by positive reinforcement,
SRB by negative reinforcement and Mixed SRB) agreed with the
initial hypothesis. Nevertheless, a profile that was not proposed in
the first hypothesis was found, but it does not have high scores on
all SRAS-R factors, although it has a negative tendency. This
profile has been identified in previous research (Gonzálvez et al.,

2018; Delgado et al., 2019; Gonzálvez et al., 2020), and it was
called Low SRB, sharing some similarities with the Non-SRB
profile. It is important to note that the Low SRB profile attained
the highest representation between the identified profiles. More
than 60% of the total sample, specifically 64.08%, belongs to the
Low SRB profile. This may be explained by the characteristics of
the participants since this study was made up of a community
student sample, most of whom regularly attend school.

Regarding the second hypothesis, it was expected that students
belonging to theMixed SRB or the SRB by negative reinforcement
group use fewer learning strategies than the Non-SRB or the SRB
by positive reinforcement profiles, except for the Anxiety
dimension where these profiles obtain higher scores. Based on
our findings, this hypothesis has been confirmed. Results
indicated that adolescents belonging to Mixed SRB or SRB by
negative reinforcement profiles use fewer learning strategies than
adolescents belonging to the Non-SRB or SRB by positive
reinforcement profiles. Specifically, students in the Mixed SRB
profile received the lowest scores on most LASSI-HS dimensions,
except for Anxiety, which was the second highest score below SRB
by negative reinforcement. These results are in line with those
obtained in other profile studies where youth who belong to the
Mixed SRB or the SRB by negative reinforcement profiles
revealed high levels in different types of anxiety: school
anxiety (Gonzálvez et al., 2020), social anxiety (Gonzálvez
et al., 2019b) and general anxiety (Bools et al., 1990; Dube and
Orpinas, 2009). According to the results obtained by Broc-
(Cavero, 2012) and (Berenhaum et al., 2003), the fewer the
learning strategies implemented, the higher the failure rate,
creating more anxiety and consequently, difficulty in
implementing learning strategies.

Amongst the four latent groups found, the Low SRB profile
received the highest scores on the evaluated LASSI-HS
dimensions (Attitude, Motivation, Time management,
Concentration, Selection of main ideas and Test strategies)
and the lowest score on the Anxiety dimension. This learners’
profile was less likely to suffer from anxiety during the teaching-
learning process. The present results showed the groups of high
school students who belongs to the Low SRB and the SRB by
Positive Reinforcement profiles did score higher than the other
profiles in different areas of the strategic learning model. It
obviously implies that the better learning and study strategies

TABLE 3 | Cohen’s d value for post hoc contrasts between profiles on LASSI-HS dimensions.

LASSI-HS dimensions SRB by positive
reinforcement vs

low SRB

SRB by positive
reinforcement vs

SRB by
negative reinforcement

SRB by positive
reinforcement vs

mixed SRB

Low SRB
vs SRB

by negative
reinforcement

Low SRB
vs mixed

SRB

SRB by negative
reinforcement vs

mixed SRB

ATT −0.54 — 0.73 0.59 1.30 0.79
MOT — — — 0.25 0.44 —

TMT −0.32 — — 0.26 0.61 0.35
ANX 0.42 — — −0.47 −0.44 —

CON −0.25 — — 0.37 0.79 0.47
SMI — 0.33 — 0.48 0.80 —

TST — — 0.97 0.46 1.14 0.70

Note. LASSI-HS � Inventory of Learning and Study Strategies-High School version; SRB � School Refusal Behaviour; ATT � Attitude, MOT �Motivation, TMT � Timemanagement, ANX �
Anxiety, CON � Concentration, SMI � Selection of the main ideas, TST � Test strategies.
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the high school students use, the less anxiety-based school refusal
have. Along this line, the profiles of Mixed SRB and SRB by
negative reinforcement are the most maladaptive ones, revealing
greater difficulties in the learning strategy levels.

Large size differences were detected between the Low SRB and
the Mixed SRB profiles on the LASSI-HS dimensions of Attitude,
Selection of the main Ideas and Test strategies. This implies that
groups with high scores on SRB for positive and negative
reinforcement all at once are at a greater risk of not having a
proper attitude and may be uninterested in the academic field,
facing complications when distinguishing between important
information for further study and less important and
supporting details, and being unaware of how to handle test
preparation and test-taking strategies, which may infer with their
academic achievement and consequently, lead to school
attendance problems.

In line with Oroujlou and Vahedi (2011), it has been assumed
that wanting to study requires prior motivation, a positive
attitude and knowledge of how to study, using appropriate
learning strategies to achieve efficient results. It should be
noted that the teaching-learning process should be more
effective given the rapid changes in the educational system.
Therefore, an active role is being taken by the learner, as
compared to their previous passive role in the traditional
education approach. Improving their creativity, thinking skills,
learning strategies and developing teamwork skills will help
students to increase their confidence for examinations and
real-world problems (Saravanan et al., 2021). Previous research
shows that students perform better on those skills that they value
with a positive attitude (Liddell and Davidson, 2004) or when
they have a special preparation in the methods of responding to
exam questions (Biçak, 2013).

According to Garcia and Pintrich, 1992, being taught how to
use learning strategies can impact student attention to specific
stimuli, so that they will select, organize and acquire new
information. The appropriate selection of study techniques is
connected with student abilities, motivations, achievement
expectations, etc. Pardo (2020) affirms that a combination of
some of these is generally recommended since it offers further
assurance of the learning consolidation and enables students to
assess their form of study organization. According to (Arias Viteri
and Macías Santos, 2019), participation by the entire school
community is one of the key points for the development of
the best academic and human potential of students, since teachers
are not alone in helping students learn new study techniques, with
peers also participating.

There are several limitations of this study that should be
considered for upcoming research. A larger and more diverse
sample should be used, considering other variables such as
nationality, socioeconomic status, health, psychological data
and differences between schools. In future surveys, different
data collection sources (interviews, questionnaires,
observations, personal information) may be included, taking
into account family, teacher and classmate opinions. Finally, it
would be interesting for future studies to analyse these variables
in clinic samples. Despite these limitations, the results of this
work are beneficial for future research and contribute to our

knowledge of learning strategies and their relationship with SRB.
According to our findings, a more cautious approach is necessary
to reach firmer conclusions, since these items may be affected by
other variables such as academic failure, the teachers’ classroom
management, poor relationships with partners and educators or
eventual dropout (Carroll, 2011; Havik et al., 2015).

In our current educational system, study techniques and
learning strategies programmes are highly recommended in
order to educate students so as to use them in their learning
paths. The lack of these techniques leads to unsatisfactory results
in the learning processes of some students (Bedolla, 2018).
Courses on anxiety management and self-care programmes are
also clearly needed to improve the studying process of students
and to prevent school attendance problems. Anxiety during
school years is one of the most common issues of emotional
stress and high levels of anxiety reduce the efficiency of the
learning process, diminishing the attention, concentration and
retention of knowledge which may provoke a decline of the
academic performance (Gutiérrez et al., 2019). In addition,
create a warm, safe and supportive school environment where
educational inclusive practices are implemented is essential for
student well-being and achievement (Filippello et al., 2019; Bacon
and Kearney, 2020).
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