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Abstract

The present study attemptsto identify approachesto learning among professional studentsin relation to professional coursesand achievement.
Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for Students (ASSIST) was used to measure approaches to learning among professional students
pursuing their studiesin management, computer application, engineering and medical courses. A representative sample of 819 professional
students enrolled in third year, 495males and 324 femal es, was drawn on random basis while giving due weightage to gender. The results of
analysis of variance on the basis of 4x2 factorial design with n=20in each group reveal ed that there are significant differencesin approaches
to learning among professional students. The students of medical course report significantly higher mean deep learning approach than the
students of computer application, engineering and management courses. The students of medical course and computer application course
report significantly higher mean strategic learning approach scorethan their counterparts pursuing their studiesin engineering and management
courses. The students of management course report significantly higher mean surface learning approach score than their engineering,
computer application and medical courses counterparts. The professional students with high and average achievement report significantly
higher mean deep learning approach score from their counterparts with low achievement. The mean strategic | earning approach scores of low
achiever professional students are significantly lowest than their average and high achiever counterparts. The low achiever professional
students have significantly higher mean surface learning approach score than their average and higher achiever counterparts.

Keywords: Deep L earning Approach, Strategic Learning Approach, Surface L earning Approach, Academic Achievement

How students go about learning is undervalued in higher education
and by the time student enter higher education; it is assumed that
they havelearned how to learn (Murray-Harvey and Keeves, 1994).
Institutions of higher education tend to be content driven, and
students are expected to have the metacognitive motivation and
strategies to direct and manage their learning. However, evidence
suggeststhat, with regard to understanding the nature of knowledge
and how to acquire it, students enter post secondary education at a
basic level of cognitive development. A quality learning experience
in higher education must consider processissuesaswell as content
issues. That is, how students approach their learning should be as
much aconsideration of effectiveteaching asare content concerns.

Approaches to learning’ has been conceptualized originated from
Linnart Svensson’s (1977) work referring to the learners’ different
ways of relating to the learning task. The original concept of

approaches to learning was narrowly focused on the task of
reading a text. It has since been broadened to include al the
different sorts of learning tasks that students carry out. Matron
and Saljo (1984) distinguished between learners focusing on the
text as such, on the one hand, and which the text was about, on
the other hand. Initialy, they referred to the distinction as one
between surface and deep level s of processing, but later, inspired
by Svensson’s work, they talked about surface and deep
approaches to learning. Further research undertaken by Biggs
(1987) extended the definitionsto athird approach which isdefined
as a strategic or achieving approach. Biggs conceptualized 6-
factor structure in students’ approaches to learning.

Biggs (1987) defines a surface motive (SM) as an instrumental
oneinwhich the main purposeisto meet minimum requirements
for assessment. Surface strategy (SS) is a reproductive one in
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Fig. 1" Biggs conception of a 6-factor structure in students' approaches
tolearning.

which the focus is on recalling the essential element of content
through rotelearning. The superficia approachtolearning resulting
from this motive — strategy combination is termed as surface
approach. A deep motive (DM) by contrast isintrinsic, and meaning
oriented. The associated strategy (DS) involveswide reading and
an attempt to integrate new material into previous knowledge. The
approach to learning resulting from this motive-strategy
combination is the deep approach. An achieving motive (AM) is
onein which high grades are the goals regardless of their interest
level of thematerial to belearned. Therelated strategy amountsto
being well organized, systematic in the application and conventional
in their study skills. An achieving approach (AS) is the result of
thiscombination. (Biggs, 1987).

Approachtolearningis“not arelatively fixed entity such asatrait
butismalleable’ (Duff, 2004). People often believe that an approach
is characteristic of a student and there are ‘deep’ students and
‘surface’ students. But student learning research shows that
students' approachescan vary, astudent who takes adeep approach
to one subject, or even part of a subject, may take a surface
approachin relation to something el se (Prosser and Trigwell, 1999).
Contextual and relational factorsallow learnersto adopt different
approachesin different situations (Prosser and Trigwell, 1999). It
isalso true that general tendenciesto adopt particular approaches
related to the different demands of the courses and previous
educational experiences do exist. Variability in approaches thus
coexistswith consistency. Intrinsicinterest in alearning assignment
seemsto lead to adeep approach, whereas aconcern with external
demands to a surface one. But interest or intrinsic motivation are
themselves related to previous experiences of learning. The
approaches to studying that students deploy in higher education
arecertainly influenced by their experiencesof learning in secondary
school (Biggs, 1987; Caseand Marshall, 2004).

Thereisevidence of disciplinary variation in approachestolearning
(Entwistleand Ramsden,1983; Smith and Miller, 2005). Disciplines
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have their own categories of thought, production of knowledge,
aswell as means of communication and students |earn tacitly the
normsof their disciplinary culture during their study years(Ylijoki,
2000). Eley (2002) found out that students' approachesto learning
differed across different subjects within the same discipline i.e.
lower deep and higher surface approachesin accounting compared
to business law.

Themost significant singleinfluence on students’ learning istheir
perception of assessment (Ramsden, 1987). Research shows that
assessment is possibly the most important of all the contextual
variables that affect learning approach, as students may adopt
their learning approach to suit the assessment structure (Entwistle
and Ramsden, 1983). Thomson and Fal chikov (1998) arguethat a
surface approach of cramming seems to be associated with the
large number of assessmentsthat are often required of studentsin
higher education courses. Students differ in the approach they
take to learning and in the cognitive processes they engage in
when performing academic tasks and these differences are of
interest because they correlate with differences in the quality of
academic outcome (Ng, 2002).

The Problem

There is conflicting evidence about the use of surface and deep
approaches by tertiary students. Some of this evidence suggests
greater use of deep than surface approaches (e.g., Zeegers, 2001;
Gordon and Debus, 2002; Chan, 2003). Other evidence suggests
that students in higher education use surface approaches more
than deep approaches (Ramsden, 1987; Marton and Salj6, 1997,
Zeegers, 2001; Gordon and Debus, 2002). There are other findings
suggesting that a deep approach develops over the course of the
degree (Eklund-Myrskog, 1997), or emerges in a delayed way
towards the end of the degree (Prosser and Trigwell, 1991;
Ramsden, 1992; Gordon and Debus, 2002). (Long, 2003) that many
students use a combination of both surface and deep approaches.

Yet, thereisapaucity of researcheswhich dealswith disciplinary
variation in approaches to learning. Students who represent
sciences or applied sciences are more inclined to adopt a surface
approach to learning, Whereas students who represent humanities
or social sciencestend to adopt adeep approach to learning (Smith
and Miller, 2005). On the contrary there are some studies reported
that science student teachers generally have deep learning
approaches (Guner, 2008). The studentsfrom the Human and Social
Sciences scientific domain are more strategic in the way they
approach learning and study (Valadas, 2008).

There is plethora of researches undertaken to focus on the
relationship between approaches to learning and academic
success. Deep approach to study has been consistently identified
asbeing associated with higher academic scores (Byrneet &l .,2002).
Few authors have found no meaningful rel ationship between deep

214



Approachesto Learning Among Professional Studentsin Relation to Professional Courses and Academic Achievement JY)

approaches to studying and achievement (Boyle et al., 2003;
Minbashian et al., 2004). Strategic approach positively predicted
academic achievement either alone or in combination with deep
approach (Boyleet al., 2003; Diseth, 2003). However, in contrast to
expectations, the strategic approach did not positively predict
achievement (Burton and Nelson, 2006). Negative relationships
between surface approach and academic achievement have also
beenfound (Boyleet a., 2003).

Keeping in view the importance of discipline and achievement in
approachesto learning and also dearth of studiesin thisvital area
of research in Punjab an attempt has been made to investigate the
learning approaches among professional students, in the research
problem entitled.

Approaches to Learning among Professional Students in
Relation to Professional Courses and Academic
Achievement

Objectives

e To study and compare approaches to learning among
professional students pursuing their studiesin management,
computer application, engineering and medical coursesin
relation to their academic achievement.

e In order to meet the above stated objective following
hypothesis are formul ated:

Hypotheses

e There will be no significant differences in approaches to
learning among professional students pursuing their study
in management, computer application, engineering and
medical courses.

e There will be no significant differences in approaches to
learning among professional students pursuing their study
in management, computer application, engineering and
medical coursesin relation to academic achievement.

M ethodology

The descriptive method of research was followed in the conduct
of the present study.

Universeand Sample

All the professional students, pursuing their studies in
management, computer application engineering and medical
courses after secondary education constitute, the universe of the
study. Thereare 117 management colleges, 40 computer application
colleges, 48 engineering colleges and eight medical colleges, in
Punjab (http//punjabgovt.nic.in 30-12-2009 23:43hrs), No doubt,
admission to these courses is both on the basis of merit (either
entrance or qualifying examination). The selection of sample was
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madeonthird year studentsin order to have similarity in the subject’

experience of learning in the college/ingtitution, irrespective of
their affiliation with universities. Sinceit was not feasibleto cover
all the professional colleges of Punjab for data collection, the
selection of institution was made on random basis and further a
representative sample of 200 studentsfrom each of thefour groups
of professional studentswas drawn on random basiswhile giving
due weightage to gender.

Research Tool

Approachesand Sudy SkillsInventory for Sudents(ASSI ST-
2000)

The 52-item Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for Students
was used to measure deep, strategic and surface learning
approaches (Entwistle, Trait and McCune, 2000). The deep
approach scale contains four, four-item subscales (seeking
meaning, relating ideas, use of evidence, and interest in ideas).
The surface approach scaleincludesfour, four-item subscales (lack
of purpose, unrelated memorizing, syllabus boundness, and fear
of failure). Total scale scoresfor both the deep and surfacelearning
approaches could theoretically range between 16 and 80. The
strategic approach scale consists of five, four- item subscales
(organized study, time management, alertness to assessment
demands, and monitoring effectiveness). Total scale scores could
theoretically range between 20 and 100. Entwistle et al. reported
acceptable reliabilities for the deep (=.84), strategic (=.80), and
surface (=.87) learning approaches.

Results

The means and standard deviations of deep learning approach,
strategic learning approach and surface learning approach among
professional groups along with their SDs in 4x3 factorial design
(N=20) across professional courses x achievement areprovidedin
table 1.

In order to find out the significance of mean differences between
professional courses and achievement on deep |earning approach,
strategic learning approach and surface learning approach, two
way analyses of variance were worked out. The results of which
arereported in table 2 respectively.

Deep Learning Approach

The table 1 reveals that students pursuing their study in
professional courses namely management, computer application,
engineering and medical have mean deep |earning approach scores
of 61.35, 65.12, 63.52 and 67.77 respectively.

It may be seen from the table 1 that the mean deep learning
approach scores of high achiever group of professional students,
pursuing their studies in management, computer application,
engineering and medical courses turned out to be 64.10, 69.45,
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66.65, 70.80, respectively as compared to respective mean scores
of 63.35, 66.00, 65.90, 69.25 in case of average achiever group.
Whereasfor low achiever group of professional students, the mean
deep learning approach scores came out to be 56.60, 59.90, 58.00,
63.25 in management, computer application, engineering and
medical courses respectively.

It may be noted from thetable 2 that the F-valuefor the main effect
of professional coursesfor deep learning approachintheir academic
achievement came out to be 13.19, whichissignificant at .01 level.

This means that professional students pursuing their studies in
different coursesdiffer significantly in their approachesto learning.
In order to find out which of the differences in deep learning
approach are significant t-test was applied. The matrix of mean
differences along with t-valuesisgivenin table 3.

The perusal of table 3 shows that the students of medical course
report significantly higher mean deep learning approach scorethan
the students pursuing their studiesin computer application (t=2.52;
p<.05), engineering(t=4.04; p<.01), and management courses
(t=6.10; p<.01).

It may also be seen from table 3 that the students of computer
application course have significantly higher mean deep learning
approach score than the students pursuing their studies in
management course (t=3.58; p<.01).

It may also observed from table 3 that the students of engineering
course scored significantly higher mean deep learning approach
score than those pursuing their studies in management course
(t=2.06; p<.05).

Thetable 3 depictsthat the students of computer application course
having low mean deep learning approach score do not differ
significantly from the students of engineering course(t=1.52; p>.05).

It may be noted from the table 2 that the F- value for the main effect
of level of academic achievement on deep learning approach came
outtobe46.71, whichissignificant at .01 level.

In order to find out which of the differences of high, average and
low achiever in deep learning approach are significant t-test was
applied. The matrix of mean differencesalong with t-valuesisgiven
intable4.

Table 1: Means and SDs of Deep Approach, Strategic Approach and Surface Approach among Professional Students in Professional Courses x

Achievement (N=240)

Achievement Approachesto Learning

Professional Courses

Management Computer Application Engineering Medical Total
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
High Deep Approach 64.10 8.50 69.45 1.67 66.65 4.38 77080 371 667.75 6.05
Strategic Approach 76.85 14.29 89.80 1.94 87.15 7.02 990.80 4.63 86.15 9.90
Surface Approach 51.10 12.23 41.90 231 43.20 5.64 440.75 2.88 44.24 7.98
Average Deep Approach 63.35 8.14 66.00 3.55 65.90 7.30 669.25 326 666.12 6.23
Strategic Approach 81.00 9.60 84.80 4.75 80.45 6.88 88380 9.80 82.51 8.09
Surface Approach 54.25 10.99 47.45 5.53 47.35 6.20 44760 6.34 49.16 8.01
Low Deep Approach 56.60 5.68 59.90 5.65 58.00 6.66 66325 482 55944 6.16
Strategic Approach 73.65 14.63 76.10 5.33 72.85 8.13 77800 368 77515 9.04
Surface Approach 59.00 7.84 52.20 7.88 55.10 4.30 55195 349 55456 6.73
Total Deep Approach 61.35 8.16 65.12 5.57 63.52 7.30 67.77 559 664.44 7.10
Strategic Approach 77.17 13.17 83.57 7.09 80.15 9.33 88420 837 81.27 110.10
Surface Approach 54.78 10.84 47.18 7.04 48.55 7.30 44677 6.42 49.32 8.66
Table 2: Summary of Analyses of Variance (Professional Courses x Achievement): Approachesto Learning
Source of Variance df Deep Approach Strategic Approach SurfaceApproach
S MS F S MS F S MS F
Professional Courses (A) 3 1315.51 438.50 13.19**  1917.08 639.03 8.93** 2491.55 83052  17.19**
Achievement (B) 2 3105.62 1552.81 46.71** 5025.01 2512.51 35.11** 4267.23 2133.62 44.17**
AxB 6 66.97 11.16 0.33 1131.56 188.59 2.64* 162.97 27.16 0.56
Within 228 7578.95 33.24 16315.75 71.56 11012.55 48.30
Total 239 12067.05 24389.40 17934.30
*p<.05**p<.01
Educational Quest 4(3): December, 2013: Page 213-222 216
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Table 3: Matrix of Mean Differences of Deep Learning Approach among Professional Studentsin Different Courses along with t-values

Different Courses Medical (67.77) Computer Application(65.12) Engineering(63.52) Management(61.35)
Medical _ 2.65(2.52*) 4.25(4.04%*) 6.42(6.10**)
C Computer Application _ _ 1.60(1.52) 3.77(3.58**)
Engineering _ _ _ 2.17(2.06*)
Management _ _ _ _

Note: Figuresin parentheses are t-values,

**p<.01 *p<.05 . ,
SrategicL earning Approach

It may be noted from the table 4 that there is significant mean
difference bgtween high .achie'ver professional students (67._75) professional courses namely management, computer application,
and low achiever professional students (59.44) in deep learning engineering and medical have mean strategic learning approach
approach (t=9.12; p<.01). scoresof 77.17, 83.57, 80.15 and 84.20 respectively.

It may be seen from the table 4 that the mean scores of professional
students having average achievement (66.12) differ significantly
from thosewith low achievement (59.44) in deep learning approach pursuing their studies in management, computer application,
(t=7.33, p<.01). engineering and medical courses turned out to be 76.85, 89.80,
The perusal of thetable 4 showsthat thereisno significant mean ~ 87.1590.80 respectively as compared to respective mean scores of
difference between high achiever professional students (67.75)  81.00, 84.80, 80.45, 83.80 for average achiever group. In caseof low
with their average achiever counterparts (66.12) in deep learning ~ achiever group of professional students, the mean strategic learning
approach (t=1.79; p>.05). approach scores came out to be 73.65, 76.10, 72.85, 78.00 for
management, computer application, engineering and medical
courses respectively.

The table 1 depicts that students pursuing their study in

Itisalso obviousfrom thetable 1 that the mean strategic learning
approach scores of high achiever group of professional students,

Table4: Matrix of Mean Differences of High, Average and Low Achiever
Groups of Professional Studentsin Deep Learning Approach along with

t-values It may be noted from the table 2 that the F- value for the main
. effect of professional coursesin strategic learning approach came
Achievement out to be 8.93, whichissignificant at .01 level.
High Average Low

In order to find out which of the differencesin strategic learning
Mean (67.75) Mean (66.12) Mean (59.44) approach are significant t-test was applied. The matrix of mean

High (67.75) - 1.63 (1.79) 8.31(9.12**) differences along with t-valuesisgivenin table5.
) - - .68(7.33** .
f‘\cﬁ?\ig?g) ) ) 6.68( ) 33) The table 5 shows that the students of medical course report
: : significantly higher mean strategic learning approach score than
Note: Figuresin parentheses are t-values, **p<.01 *p<.05 the students pursuing their studies in engineering (2.62; p<.01)

o i . and management courses (t=4.56; p<.01).
Thetable 2 further indicatesthat F-value for the interaction effect

of professional coursesx level of academic achievement cameout ~ The table 5 reveals that the students of computer application
to be 0.33, which is not significant at .05 level. Thisimpliesthat ~ coursescored significantly higher mean strategic |earning approach
significant main effects of professional courses and level of  scorethanthestudents pursuing their studiesin engineering (2.22;
academic achievement on deep learning approach areindependent  P<.05) and management courses (t=4.15; p<.01).

of each other.

Table 5: Matrix of Mean Differences of Strategic Learning Approach among Professional Studentsin Different Courses along with t-values

Ddi Medical (84.20) Computer Application(83.57) Engineering(80.15) Management(77.17)
M edical _ 0.63(0.41) 4.05(2.62**) 7.03(4.56**)
Computer Application _ _ 3.42(2.22*) 6.40(4.15%*)
Engineering _ _ _ 2.98(1.93)
Management _ _ _ _

Note: Figures in parentheses are t-values ,** p<.01 *p<.05
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The table 5 further depicts that the mean difference in strategic
learning approach between the students of medical course and
computer application course (t=0.41; p>.05) and engineering course
and management course (t=1.93; p>.05) turned out to be
insignificant.

It may be noted from the table 2 that the F- value for the main
effect of level of achievement on strategic learning approach came
outtobe35.11, whichissignificant at .01 level.

In order to find out which of the differences of high, average and
low achiever groupsin strategic learning approach are significant
t-test was applied. The matrix of mean differences along with t-
valuesisgivenintable6.

Table6: Matrix of Mean Differences of High, Averageand Low Achiever
Groups of Professional Students in Strategic Learning Approach along
with t-values

Achievement
High Average Low
Mean (86.15) Mean (82.51) Mean (75.51)
High High (86.15) - 3.64 (2.72**)  11.00(8.23**)
Aver Average (82.51) - - 7.36 (5.50**)

Low Low ( 75.51) - - -

Note: Figuresin parentheses are t-values,
**p<.01 *p<.05

It may be seen from the table 6 that the mean differencein strategic
learning approach between high achiever professional students
(86.15) and low achiever professional students (75.51) turned out
to besignificant (t=8.23; p<.01).

It may be portrayed from the table 6 that there is significant mean
difference between high achiever professional students (86.15)
and average achiever professional students (82.51) in strategic
learning approach (t=2.72; p<.01).

Theperusal of thetable 6 showsthat themean differencein strategic
learning approach between average achiever professiona students
(82.51) and low achiever professional students (75.51) turned out
to besignificant (t=5.50; p>.01).

Thetable 2 further indicatesthat F-valuefor the interaction effect
of professional courses x achievement turned out to be 2.64 ,which
is significant at .05 level thereby meaning that significant
achievement differences in strategic learning approach are
dependent on type of courses being pursued by professional
students. As evident from Fig. 1, the academic achievement in
strategic learning approach turned out to be significant only in
case of management students (t=3.75: p<.01).

High achiever professional studentshave significantly higher mean
strategic learning approach score than average achiever
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Fig. 2: Comparison of High, Average and Low Achiever Professional
Studentsin Strategic L earning Approach

professional students pursuing their studies in computer
application course (t=3.85; p<.01), engineering course (t=3.04;
p<.01) and medical course (t=2.89; p<.01).

High achiever professional students have significantly higher mean
strategic learning approach score than low achiever professional
students pursuing their studies in computer application course(
t=10.79; p<.01), engineering course (t=5.96; p<.01) and medical
course (t=9.70; p<.01).

Average achiever professional students have significantly higher
mean strategic learning approach score than low achiever
professional students pursuing their studies in computer
application course (t=5.44; p<.01), engineering course (t=3.19;
p<.01) and medical course (t=2.48; p<.05). However, in case of
professional students pursuing their study in management course.
High achiever in comparison to average (t=1.08; p<.05) and low
achiever (t=0.70; p<.05) and also average achiever in comparison
tolow achiever (t=1.88; p<.05) do not differ significantly in their
strategic learning approach. It may be noted that achievement
wise differentials in strategic learning approach are restricted to
computer application, engineering and medical coursesand not in
case of management course.

SurfaceL earning Approach

The table 1 represents that students pursuing their study in
professional courses namely management, computer application,
engineering and medical have mean surface learning approach
scoresof 54.78, 47.18, 48.55 and 46.77 respectively.

It is aso seen from the table 1 that the mean surface learning
approach scores of high achiever group of professional students,
pursuing their studies in management, computer application,
engineering and medical courses turned out to be, 51.10, 41.90,
43.2040.75 respectively as compared to respective mean scores of
54.25, 47.45, 47.35, 47.60in case of average achiever group. In case
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Table 7: Matrix of Mean Differences of Surface Learning Approach among Professional Students in Different Courses along with t-values

Different Courses Management(54.78) Engineering(48.55) Computer Application(47.18) Medical (46.77)
Management _ 6.23(4.91**) 7.60(5.99**) 8.01(6.32**)
Engineering _ _ 1.37(1.08) 1.40(0.74)
Computer Application _ _ _ 0.32(0.41)
Medical

Note: Figuresin parentheses are t-values
**p<.01 *p<.05

Table8: Matrix of Mean Differences of High, Average and Low Achiever

of low achiever group of students, the mean surface learning Groups of Professional Students in Surface Learning Approach along

approach scores came out to be 59.00, 52.20, 55.10, 51.95 for

- . . . with t-values
management, computer application, engineering and medical
courses respectively. Achievement
It may be noticed from the table 2 that the F-values for the main High Average Low
effect of professional courses came out to be 17.19, which is Mean(54.56) Mean(49.16) Mean(44.24)
significant at .01 level. Low (54.56) - 540 (4.91%%)  10.32 (9.39**)
In order to find out which of the differences in surface learning ~ Average (49.16) - - 4.92(4.48**)
approach are significant t-test was applied. The matrix of mean ~ High (44.24) - - -

The table 7 shows that the students of management coursereport ~ ~ P<-01 *p<.05

significantly higher mean surface learning approach score than o

the students pursuing their studiesin engineering (t=4.91; p<.01), |t may beportrayed from the table 8 that there s significant mean

computer application (t=5.99; p<.01) and medical courses(t=6.32;  differencebetweenlow achiever professional students (54.56) and

p<.01). average achiever professional students(49.16) in surfacelearning
approach (t=4.91; p<.01).

The table 7 revedls that there is no significant mean difference )

between the students of engineering course and those pursuing It may be seen from the table 8 that the professional students

their studiesin computer application (t=1.08; p>.05) and medical ~ "aving low mean achievement score (54.56) differ significantly
courses (t=0.74; p>.05). from their counterparts with high achievement score (44.24) in

surfacelearning approach (t=9.39; p<.01). The perusal of thetable
The perusal of table 7 depicts that mean difference between the 8 shows that the mean difference in surface learning approach
students of computer application course and those pursuing their between average achiever professional students (49.16) and high
studies in medical course (t=0.41; p>.05) turned out to be  achjever professional students (44.24) turned out to be
insignificant. significant(t=4.48; p<.01).

It may be noted from thetable 2that the F- valuefor themaineffect  Thetable 2 further indicatesthat F-valuefor theinteraction effect
of academic achievement on surface learning approach cameout  of professional coursesx level of academic achievement came out
tobe44.17, whichissignificant at .01 level. to be 0.56, which is not significant at .05 level. Thisimplies that
significant main effects of professional courses and academic

In order to find out which of the differences of high, average and : , X
achievement on surface learning approach areindependent of each

low achiever groupsin surfacelearning approach are significant t-

test was applied. The matrix of mean differences along with t-  Other.

valuesisgivenintable 8. )
Conclusion
On the basis of analyses of the variance, following conclusions
weredrawn:

e The students of medical course report significantly higher
mean deep learning approach score than the students
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pursuing their studiesin computer application, engineering,
and management courses. Whereas the students of
computer application course and engineering course report
significantly higher mean deep learning approach score as
compared to their counterpartsin management course. The
mean deep |earning approach score of students of computer
application course and engineering course do not differ
significantly from each other,

*  The students of medical course and computer application
course report significantly higher mean strategic learning
approach score than the students pursuing their studiesin
engineering and management courses. There is no
significant mean difference in strategic learning approach
score of the students of medical course and computer
application course and engineering course and management
course.

e The students of management course report significantly
higher mean surface learning approach score than the
students pursuing their studies in engineering, computer
application and medical courses. The students of
engineering course and those pursuing their studies in
computer application course and medical courses do not
differ significantly amongst each other in their surface
learning approach.

e The professional students with high and average
achievement report significantly higher mean deep learning
approach score from those students with low achievement.
However there is no significant mean difference between
high achiever professional students with their average
achiever counterpartsin deep learning approach.

* The mean strategic learning approach scores of, high
achiever professional studentsare significantly higher than
their average and low achiever counterparts and, average
achiever professional studentsare significantly higher than
their counterparts low achiever pursuing their studies in
computer application, engineering and medical courses.

» Achievement wise differentials in strategic learning
approach arerestricted to computer application, engineering
and medical coursesand not in case of management course.

e Thelow achiever professional students have significantly
higher mean surface learning approach score than their
average and high achiever counterparts. However the
average achiever professional students have significantly
higher mean surface learning approach score than their high
achiever counterparts pursuing their studiesin management,
computer application, engineering and medical courses.
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Discussion

The professional students pursuing their studies in management,
computer application, engineering and medical courses differ in
their approaches to learning. The professional students pursuing
their studies in medical course and computer application course
are more inclined towards deep learning approach and strategic
learning approach as compared to their counterparts pursuing their
studiesin management course. Whereas the professional students
pursuing their studies in management course are endorsed more
towards surface learning approach. The results get support from
the investigations carried out by Booth et al. (1999) who found
that Australian university management accounting students had
significantly higher surface learning approach scores and lower
deep learning approach scores than documented norms for
Australian arts, education and science university students.
Similarly, Eley (1992) found that Australian university accounting
students exhibit higher scoresfor a surface learning approach and
lower scores for a deep learning approach than biochemistry,
chemistry and English literature students. In contrary to above
results Smith and Miller (2005) found that studentswho represent
sciences and applied sciences are moreinclined to adopt asurface
learning approach, whereas students who represent humanities or
social sciences tend to adopt a deep learning approach.
Conversely, Guner (2008) reveal ed that science student had deep
learning approaches.

Results indicates that there is significant relationship between
approachesto learning and academic achievement. High achiever
professional studentsareinclined moretowards deep and strategic
learning approaches. Whereas|ow achiever professional students
are endorsed more towards surface learning approach. Theresults
get support from the investigations carried out by Byrne et al.
(2002) who reved ed that the deep and strategic |earning approaches
are positively associated with high academic performance and the
surface learning approach with poor academic performance.
Similarly, Chan et a. (2006) concluded that academic achievement
was positively and significantly related with deep strategy but not
with surface strategy. In contrary to above results, Coutiho (2008)
found that deep learning approach had a weak and negative
relationship with performance. Similarly, Va adas (2008) suggested
that the use of deep approach to learning may not result in academic
success. Martinsen (2003) reveal ed that the surface and strategic
learning approaches significantly predicted achievement. However,
contradictory to thefindings of the study Yilmaz and Orphan (2010)
found that performance scores of the students did not show
statistically significant difference between deep and surface
learners.

Implications

e The findings of this study indicate that the professional
students pursuing their study in management course are
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moreinclined towards surface learning approach than their
counterparts pursuing their studiesin engineering, computer
application and medical courses. The teachers need to
change the learning approach of students pursuing their
studies in management course by minimizing the usage of
surface learning approach and devel oping inclination and
interest towards high quality learning namely, deep learning
approach.

* Inappropriate assessment procedures discourage positive
attitudes towards learning and encourage surface learning
approach among students. Educators play animportant role
in planning assessments to shape student learning. Such
assessment items are consistently and explicitly designed
to both encourage and reward deep learning approach.
Teachers may encourage deep learning approach by
including tasks that require alevel of critical analysis and
synthesis rather than rewarding memorization.

e Theprofessional college experiences must be such that the
student develops into somebody, who is interested and
capable of independent learning. Learning to learninvolves
the student acquiring skills and strategies that allow them
to learn effectively throughout their lives, i.e. shift from
knowledge based educational approachesto process based
educational approaches.

e Innut shell, we agreethat the overriding purpose of higher
education isto foster higher order intellectual capacitiesin
students. Toward this end, we assume it is appropriate to
design instructions that include the objective of enhancing
student metacognition. Such instructions will include the
provision of explicit how-to-learn activitiesin the classroom
to raise student awareness of their own ways of learning.
The hard part of teaching is not getting students to learn
content: the hard part is getting them how to learn and
generate creative solutions. To sum up it is worthwhile to
guote

“In our fast changing society we must produce graduates who
have learned how to learn and who are capable of continuously
adapting themselves to help in the ongoing development of
society” .
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