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Abstract: The educational models currently in use in higher education aim to make students active
participants in their learning process, while the lecturer is seen more as a facilitator of the said
process. Students’ learning strategies (superficial approach—memorizing, deep approach—looking
for meaning, and achievement approach—aimed at results) and their good practices are gaining
in importance and the aim of this study is to identify university students’ good practices, which
are related to their learning strategies. To do so, our research covered 610 students from different
science degree courses at the University of Extremadura who anonymously completed the University
Students’ Good Practice Inventory (IBPEU) and the University students’ Questionnaire to Evaluate
Study and Learning Processes (CEPEA). The influence of context, understood here as the center or
scientific field, was discarded. The factor ‘Actively learning’ was positively associated with the deep
and achievement approaches; the factor ‘Interaction with lecturers’ was positively associated with the
superficial approach and negatively with the deep approach; the factor ‘Cooperative work’ was also
associated with the deep approach; while the achievement approach was positively associated with
the factor ‘Optimizing time’ and negatively with ‘respect for different capacities’. These associations
are promising as good practices can be learnt and evaluated.
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1. Introduction

Whenever students start to learn, there are two essential questions: Why are they doing it? And
how do they do it? The answer to the first question, of course, depends on motivational factors.
Answering the second involves looking at the chosen strategies and/or approaches to carry out the
task: motivation and strategy, that is, the approach to learning adopted by the student [1]. A learning
approach includes the student’s intentions when faced with the tasks and the processes and strategies
she/he uses to carry them out [2–5].

The concept of learning strategies has been interpreted in different ways. In our case, we are not
looking at them as particular resources or study techniques, but as a way of “learning to learn”, in
which the students look for the meaning of what they are learning, develop their learning skills and
explore their possibilities and limitations [1,5–13].

There are basically three different learning approaches described in the scientific literature. First, a
superficial approach, the main motivation of which is to avoid failure, as well as the desire to “survive”
the academic demands using the least possible effort. Thus, the learning strategies are limited to
selective memorization. Secondly, an approach focused on achievement, characterized by the desire
to maximize the academic qualifications using strategies that allow space and time to be organized
efficiently [6]. In this approach, the strategies go beyond the mere task of learning: students organize
when, where and how long they dedicate to learning, etc. [14,15]. Finally, there is the deep approach,
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for which the motivation is intrinsic to the task itself and is accompanied by strategies that search
for meaning.

One of the aspects that have attracted most interest in research into learning approaches has
been to explore which factors favor the adoption of the deep approach [16–18]. Many aspects of the
context could interact with an individual’s personal characteristics and influence both the approach
and the quality of the learning outcomes [19]. Two systematic reviews, from 2010 and 2014, provide
sample information concerning the approaches, which Biggs called factors ‘that may encourage or
discourage the adoption of a deep approach to learning’, of students’ choices of different learning
strategies [18,20], and which he classified into a) characteristics of the student and b) contextual factors
and the perception of the same.

As for the characteristics of the students, the most studied variables have been gender, personality,
study habits, and preferences concerning teaching methods and others [18]. The variable gender
has given inconclusive results. In some studies, males obtained higher scores in the superficial
approach [21,22], though other studies found the opposite [23,24]. There are even some studies in
which females obtained higher scores in the deep approach [22,25]. A comparative study of Spain,
Greece and the United Kingdom, using the R-SPQ-2F, observed differences between the sexes [26],
although the results from one country to another were dissimilar. In many other studies, no gender
differences were noted [27,28]. Furthermore, connections between the adoption of the deep approach
and the students’ personality were found: being open to experiences, extroverted, conscientious,
compassionate, empathic and trustworthy all correlate positively with the deep approach and negatively
with the superficial approach. Similarly, connections were found between the superficial approach and
opposite characteristics connected to neuroticism (emotional instability, anxiety and pessimism) [29–31].

Connections were also found between the deep approach and the time students dedicated to
personal work: taking notes and consulting textbooks. The deep approach has been associated
with a preference for study methods based on understanding the contents; while the learners with a
superficial approach prefer methods based on the transmission of information and are more superficial
and apathetic [19,32]. Similarly, the preferences of students concerning interactive teaching (such as
laboratory work, reduced groups, tutorials and discussion groups) and other non-interactive modalities
(such as lectures and self-study) have also been investigated [30]. The results indicated the preference of
students with the deep approach for interactive methodologies and the opposite for students preferring
the superficial approach.

As for the contextual variables, the most studied has been the teaching method, its perception
and the degree being studied. The teaching approaches adopted by the lecturers tend to be associated
with different learning strategies. This is not due to an imposition by the lecturer, but depends on
the proposed learning activities [33]. The structure of the task itself is what propitiates deep learning
strategies [34]. Those lecturers who base their teaching on a mere presentation of contents, and
transferring information to the student, will orient their students towards learning processes based on
the superficial approach and associated with a low quality of academic achievement [33,35,36]. On the
other hand, the perception of teaching characterized by support for students, feedback, freedom to learn,
and clear and relevant objectives for professional practice, is associated with the deep approach [37].
Lecturers who propitiate the autonomy and independence of their students orient them towards deep
learning strategies and a greater commitment to their studies [37,38].

The characteristics of the degree course can determine the type of task and the contents presented
to the students; this in turn can influence the learning strategies. Several studies have observed that the
superficial approach is more common in science degrees, while the deep approach is more common in
humanities, which may be due to the nature of the disciplines [5,26,39].

The Present Study

Learning centered approaches are associated with the more active and independent students; the
lecturer’s role changes to become a learning facilitator, and knowledge is considered to be a tool instead
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of an objective [40]. Although it is thought that teaching approaches focused on the students will
stimulate a greater involvement on their part in the teaching–learning processes, studies developed in
the university context do not offer conclusive results about which concrete factors in this process can
promote deep learning strategies in the students [10].

That is why, in this research, we have focused on exploring what relationships the students’
behavior and their manner of interacting with the learning contexts can have with the strategies that
define their learning. To do so, we draw on the model of Chickering and Gamson [41], and all its later
derivations, concerning the study of Good Practices in Higher Education. The said model is based on
attitudes and behavior patterns that favor learning and the students’ theoretical and methodological
development and which began in the USA in the 1980s. These authors developed a project for The
American Association of Higher Education, the Education Commission of the United States and the
Johnson Foundation, giving rise to the seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education
and the inventories based on these said principles [42].

In 1991, Chickering and Gamson disseminated their ideas in the book titled: ‘Applying Seven
Principles for Practice in Undergraduate Education’ [43]. This text has been considered one of the best
guides whereby lecturers can increase the involvement of students in their classes. Buller [44] applied
these seven principles as a guide, instruction or orientation in order to discover up to what point
his way of working reflected these good practices in promoting active learning and in the students’
involvement in their learning process. Some authors consider that the said principles are a reference
for lecturers who wish to improve their educational strategies [44].

In order to evaluate the students’ behavior and their way of interacting with the learning contexts,
we take the Inventory of Good Practices for University Students (IBPEU), originally by Pinheiro [45],
as our basis. The majority of the behavior patterns evaluated using this instrument are related to
intra- and inter-personal skills, many of which may be promoted and trained within the context of
the university itself. On balance these resources, or strengths and weaknesses, of a psychosocial and
relational nature, help us to understand why different students react in different ways to the same
difficulties or challenges inherent to the academic context.

In short, this work aims to analyze which attitudes and behavior patterns of students, associated
with the Good Practices in Higher Education, predict the different learning strategies.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants

The inclusion criterion for participants was to be enrolled in an undergraduate course at the
University of Extremadura (Spain). The sample of participants was made up of 610 students, 42.6%
(n = 260) female and 57.4% (n = 350) male, with an average age of 20.7 years (DT = 3.43; range 18–55).
The students were studying degrees belonging to different scientific fields: Legal and Social Sciences,
Health Sciences and Technical Education. The selection of students was done through a multistage
sampling, by clusters and random selection of Degree course and year, in the Faculties of the University
of Extremadura.

2.2. Instruments

2.2.1. Questionnaire to Evaluate the Learning and Study Process of University Students

This questionnaire evaluates the level and degree of the learning approaches adopted by university
students (CEPEA; Cuestionario de Evaluación de Procesos de Estudio y Aprendizaje para el Alumnado
Universitario [46]) in their study process and the most relevant strategies that make up the said learning
approaches. It is made up of 42 items divided into six dimensions or subscales, three of which evaluate
the motivation: Superficial Motivation, Deep Motivation and Achievement Motivation; while the other
three evaluate the learning strategies: Superficial Strategy, Deep Strategy and Achievement Strategy.
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Each of these subscales is measured through seven items. The answers are in a Likert type format
with five intervals that go from 1 “Totally disagree” to 5 “Totally agree”. In this research, we have
worked with the dimensions that evaluate learning strategies: the Superficial Strategy refers to those
learning strategies based on the selection, memorization and reproduction of parts of the information.
It is basically limited to discovering the essential parts of the subject and reproducing them through
learning by rote (e.g., “I believe complementing class notes is a waste of time, so I only seriously study what is
done in class”); the Deep Strategy refers to those strategies that search for meanings and significant
learning based on reading in depth, relating new content to prior relevant knowledge (e.g., “I try to
relate what I have learnt in a subject to what I have learnt in other subjects”); while the Achievement Strategy
is based on examining in depth all the suggested reading matter and on properly organizing time and
materials or resources so as to obtain good, or the best possible, qualifications (e.g., “I summarize the
suggested reading from the bibliography and include it in my notes”).

The indices of internal consistency (Table 1), with values between 0.711 and 0.777, show an
adequate reliability of the three dimensions evaluated from the CEPEA.

2.2.2. Inventory of Good Practices of the University Student

Translated to Spanish, and adapted for use with university students within the context of the
European Higher Education Area (EHEA) [47,48], this questionnaire evaluates different patterns of
behavior by students that can be considered adequate for performing well at university (IBPEU;
Inventario de Buenas Prácticas del Alumno Universitario [47]). It is made up of 63 items divided into 9
factors or dimensions, each with 7 items. The answers are a Likert type format with 5 alternatives
(Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Frequently and Always). Number 1) ‘Interaction with lecturers’, refers
to students’ interest in getting to know their lecturers and looking to make contact with them inside
and outside the classroom (e.g., “I talk to my lecturers outside the classroom about the subjects, their content
and other matters”). Number 2) ‘Cooperative work with fellow students’, refers to students’ preference
for learning in cooperation instead of doing so in an individualistic, competitive way; helping fellow
students, sharing and debating ideas with others, stimulates deeper learning (e.g., “Outside the classroom,
I study or work in a group with other students”). Number 3) ‘Actively learning’, refers to the students’
tendency to become involved in the learning process instead of just being a passive recipient; speaking
and writing about what they are learning, relating it to past experiences and applying it to their day
to day work (e.g., “I look for experiences in my life that complement my learning in the degree subjects”).
Number 4) ‘Looking for feedback’, refers to tendency students have of being aware of their progress
and receiving relevant information to improve (e.g., “If something is not clear for me, I try to speak to
the lecturers about it as soon as possible”). Number 5) ‘Optimizing the time taken to do tasks’, reflects
their intention to take advantage of the time spent learning, using the available resources, revising,
planning and keeping to foreseen deadlines (e.g., “I finish work in the specified time”). Number 6)
‘Maintaining positive expectations’, is related to students’ intentions to improve their performance,
establishing realistic but demanding goals and making an effort to keep to them (e.g., “I try to give
my best in all subjects”). Number 7) ‘Respecting different capacities’, refers to the students’ favorable
attitude towards different learning styles (e.g., “I share information about myself and my way of learning
with my fellow students”). Number 8) ‘Managing academic challenges and opportunities’, refers to the
students’ ability to reach their goals and objectives using the resources offered by the university (e.g.,
“I take advantage of the learning opportunities offered by the university”). Finally, number 9) ‘Managing
personal and social resources’, refers to the skills perceived by the students to adapt to the university
environment, managing their own social, emotional and motivational resources, (e.g., “I adapt easily to
new demands and academic pressures”).

The indices of internal consistency (Table 1), with values between 0.761 and 0.929, show a good
reliability of the dimensions of the IBPEU.
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Table 1. Values of CR, Ω and St.α of the CEPEA and IBPEU scores.

Variables Composite
Reliability

McDonald’s
Omega

Standardized
Cronbach’s Alpha

Superficial Strategy 0.775 0.777 0.741
Deep Strategy 0.719 0.745 0.753
Achievement Strategy 0.722 0.718 0.711
Interaction with lecturers 0.788 0.788 0.785
Cooperative work with fellow students 0.823 0.821 0.813
Actively learning 0.825 0.820 0.814
Looking for feedback 0.786 0.764 0.761
Optimizing the time taken to do tasks 0.896 0.892 0.891
Mantaining positive expectations 0.790 0.786 0.778
Respecting different capacities, backgrounds and
ways of learning 0.886 0.886 0.884

Managing academic challenges and opportunities 0.940 0.940 0.940
Managing personal and social resources 0.929 0.929 0.929

(CEPEA) University students’ Questionnaire to Evaluate Study and Learning Processes and (IBPEU) University
Students’ Good Practice Inventory.

3. Results

3.1. Analysis of the Context Bias in the Superficial, Achievement and Deep Strategy Variables: Center Level

The students who participated in our research were from several different faculties, which could
possibly influence the dependent variables studied due to their characteristics, such as the diversity
of degrees, the number of students registered, or the faculty’s management modalities. The need to
control this possible relationship between the students and the center in which they studied led us to
apply multivariant regression models that adjusted to the nested or hierarchical data. These models
presuppose that students from the same context will tend to show similar behavior patterns.

We have subjected the data to a Random Effects Anova (Null Model) and Table 2 shows the
estimates of the covariance parameters, that is, the estimates of the parameters associated to the random
effects of the model.

Table 2. Estimates of the covariance parameters.

Dependent Variables Parameter Estimate Standard Error Wald Z p

Deep Strategy Residues 12.955 0.670 19.313 0.000
Centers/Faculties 3.353 2.830 1.185 0.236

Achievement Strategy Residues 17.804 0.919 19.364 0.000
Centers/Faculties 2.115 1.850 1.143 0.253

Superficial Strategy Residues 13.717 0.708 19.362 0.000
Centers/Faculties 0.534 0.529 1.010 0.313

The variance of the Centers/Faculties factor indicates how much strategies vary between faculties;
while the variance of the residues indicates how much the strategies vary within each faculty. It can be
seen that the Centers/Faculties factor does not have a significant influence on the dependent variables
(Deep, Achievement and Superficial Strategies).

Furthermore, to calculate the existing variability between the different faculties in comparison
with the existing variability between the students of the same center, we obtained the Interclass
Correlation Coefficient (ICC). Values between 0 and 0.39 indicate that the subjects in the same group
are as different from each other as from those in other groups; as the values obtained in the Deep
(ICC = 0.20), Achievement (ICC = 0.11) and Superficial (ICC = 0.04) Strategies show, only a very small
percentage of the total variability of the dependent variables corresponds to the difference between the
faculty averages. In short, the center does not contribute to explaining the variability of the dependent
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variables. Thus, the observations are independent and the application of traditional linear models
would be justified.

3.2. Good Practices and Learning Strategies: Regression Analysis

In order to check whether the different dimensions of the students’ good practices are associated
with the different learning strategies, controlling the gender variable creates three predictive models in
steps for the three strategies: Deep, Achievement and Superficial (Table 3).

Table 3. Factors associated with learning strategies based on a linear regression analysis.

Dependent
Variables

Predictor Variables B SE β t p Colinearity
Tolerance FIV

Deep
Strategy

Constant 18.313 0.88 20.815 0.000
Cooperative work 0.70 0.029 0.103 2.391 0.017 0.708 1.411
Actively learning 0.205 0.041 0.232 5.037 0.000 0.614 1.629
Interaction with lecturers −0.120 0.033 −0.157 −3.652 0.000 0.707 1.414

Achievement
Strategy

Constant 17.923 0.928 19.320 0.000
Optimizing the time taken to do tasks 0.188 0.037 0.322 5.048 0.000 0.917 1.091
Actively learning 0.149 0.037 0.149 3.989 0.000 0.975 1.025
Respecting different capacities −0.089 0.040 −0.141 −2.215 0.027 0.315 3.179

Superficial
Strategy

Constant 16.942 0.631 26.865 0.000
Interaction with lecturers 0.172 0.027 0.233 6.358 0.000 1 1

B = unstandardized regression coefficient. β = standardized regression coefficient. t = obtained t-value.
p = probability. Dependent variable: emotional instability.

The predictive model for the Deep approach explains 29% of the variance, F (3, 703) = 21.593,
p < 0.001; the predictive model for the Achievement approach explains 31% of the variance, F(3,
703) = 18.726, p < 0.001; and the predictive model for the Superficial approach explains 23% of the
variance, F(3, 703) = 40.422, p < 0.001.

With respect to the Deep approach, there is a positive association with the factors ‘Cooperative
work’ and ‘Actively learning’, but a negative one with the factor ‘Interaction with lecturers’. As for
the Achievement approach, there is a positive association with the factors ‘Optimizing time taken to
do Tasks’ and ‘Actively learning’, but a negative one with the factor ‘Respect for different capacities’.
For the Superficial approach, there is a positive association with the factor ‘Interaction with lecturers’
(Table 2).

3.3. Interpretation of the Associations found: Classification Tree

Furthermore, in order to clarify the interpretation of the associations found in the regression
analyses, classification trees were made for the Deep Strategy and Achievement Strategy variables,
introducing the Good Practices of the university students as independent variables, classified by a
criterion of percentiles into low (p ≤ 33), medium (p > 33 to p ≤ 66) and high (p > 66).

The classification tree for the Deep Strategy (Figure 1) shows that the university students with
high scores in ‘Actively learning’ and medium or high scores in ‘Cooperative work’ are the students
who obtain the highest scores in the Deep Strategy (Node 6), while the students with low or medium
scores in ‘Actively learning’ and medium or high scores in ‘Interaction with lecturers’ are the ones who
obtain the lowest scores in the Deep Strategy (Node 4).
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The classification tree for the Achievement Strategy (Figure 2) shows that the university students
with high scores in ‘Optimizing time taken to do tasks’ and medium or low scores in ‘Actively learning’
are the ones who obtain the highest scores in the Achievement Strategy (Node 7); while the students
with low or medium scores in ‘Optimizing time taken to do tasks’ and low scores in ‘Actively learning’
are the ones who obtain the lowest scores in the Achievement Strategy (Node 4).
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4. Discussion

This research has focused on analyzing students’ attitudes and behavior patterns associated with
Good Practices in Higher Education that are related to the said students’ learning strategies. These
learning strategies are not personality traits, but neither are they independent of the teaching context or
the students’ preferences when faced with a task [49,50]. Within the contextual factors, it is necessary to
consider a factor common to all the participants, and that is the context of the learning model focused
on the students, one which is proposed in the European Higher Education Area. We have examined
the differences between degree titles that represent different academic fields, observing no differences
attributable to the various degree titles in the students’ learning strategies. Our results are similar to
those obtained in previous studies [28,51].

As for our principal goal, through the regression analysis, we have been able to interpret that
there is a clear relationship between the Good Practices assumed by students and the different learning
strategies. What is the situation with the superficial approach? Those students who followed a
Superficial Strategy are characterized by looking to ‘Interaction with lecturers’, as happens with those
who have low scores in the Deep approach (Table 2). This strategy is associated with teaching styles
based on the mere presentation and reproduction of the contents, where the focus of attention is
centered on the figure of the lecturer and the students are seldom asked to participate [3,4,19]. This
teaching model does not favor student autonomy, it simply transfers information to the students
through the presentation of the contents [33,35,36]. The Superficial approach has not been related to
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the factor ‘Optimizing time taken to do tasks’, as the students following this approach believe that time
spent learning is time wasted [12]. The superficial strategies are aimed at mechanical and repetitive
learning, following the principle of minimum effort. Students who follow a superficial approach tend
to accept information passively, concentrating only on the demands of the exam and not reflecting on
the purpose of the information [52]. To obtain academic achievements with the least effort possible,
they try to predict what the evaluation criteria are going to be, the type of exam and the concrete
demands of each lecturer, focusing on those aspects that provide good results, minimizing effort and
personal involvement in the learning process [52,53]. The expectations of success and the academic
performance will be higher in those students following the deep approach; while those who follow a
superficial approach are motivated by fear of failure [52]. The students who opt for the Deep Strategies,
aimed at a meaningful understanding of new knowledge, need to trust in their own possibilities and
capabilities to achieve their objectives, using diverse cognitive resources. That is, they are motivated
by a strong perceived capacity and a positive consideration of themselves as students [52,54].

Which factors of the Good Practices have been associated with the Deep Strategies? According to
our findings, those students who wish to learn by cooperating with their colleagues tend to adopt
Deep Strategies. Some previous studies have found that preferences for different levels of interactivity
in educational methods gave rise to differences in the approaches to learning and their educational
preferences [40]. Those students who used Deep Strategies preferred interactive educational methods,
unlike those who scored high in the Superficial Strategy. Discussing the task and the contents with
colleagues in order to enrich their point of view was the behavior pattern associated with the deep
approach [12]. These results coincide with the research into the positive effects that cooperative
learning has on academic, affective and social variables. As for the academic variables, the results of
a meta-analysis [55] verified that cooperation is superior to competition and individuality as far as
the performance and productivity of all the participants was concerned. The cooperative learning
environment is more dynamic, attractive and amusing; while giving the students more responsibility
and power over their own learning, increasing their perception of their autonomy and their perceived
competence. Cooperative learning improves the quality of the learning strategies, develops deeper
strategies for processing information and favors critical and constructive thought [56,57]. The cognitive
effectiveness of cooperative learning over the quality of the learning strategies is due, principally, to
the fact that the process of discussion that takes place between the students in teamwork situations
promotes the discovery and development of cognitive strategies of a higher quality [58].

As for Achievement Strategies, we have observed that they are associated with the need to
optimize the time taken to do tasks. Those students who use Achievement Strategies tend to focus
on what is important: being organized and managing their time efficiently. They avoid tasks that
will not be valued and tend to carry out the demands made concerning work, deadlines and optional
subjects [12,50]. We have not found an association between this learning approach and the ‘Cooperative
work’ factor. What is more, we have observed a negative relation with the ‘Respect for Different
Capacities’ factor, as well as with background and learning styles of colleagues from the IBPEU. As
it is an approach that considers good marks to be a priority and thus competing with colleagues
is necessary, cooperative work will clearly not be one of their priorities. They will participate in
cooperative activities when absolutely necessary to obtain a good mark, but they will not look for
any learning benefits from it. The real motivation of this approach involves raising self-esteem and
the importance of «me» through success (motive) [59,60], (programing and organizing their time and
resources (strategy) in order to achieve higher qualifications [52]. The items that make up the ‘Respect
for different capacities’ factor are associated with an empathic and inclusive view of higher education
and have very little to do with the competitive and individualistic search for academic achievements.

Limitations of this Study

This is a transversal study, so causal links cannot be made. Similarly, the sample size means the
possibilities of generalizing the results are limited. On the other hand, the evaluation of the variables is
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solely based on self-reporting. We have chosen to focus on the normally described aspects concerning
the students themselves and we have not gathered information concerning their perceptions about the
teaching methodology for learning developed in the classroom. Nevertheless, it seems to us that our
results point to the importance of making lecturers aware of this model of Students’ Good Practices
and training them in those that are more desirable at a university level.

5. Conclusions

The results obtained here allow us to assert that there is a relation between students’ behavior
patterns (Good Practices) and their different learning strategies. We believe this to be an interesting
contribution, since students’ Good Practices can be trained and evaluated and they are closely related
to the perspective of learning focused on the student proposed by the European Higher Education
Area (EHEA). For this reason, the dimensions of the IBPEU are a promising alternative for evaluating
students’ skills aimed at being successful in the context of learning derived from the EHEA. The
independence of the different dimensions allows us to easily identify the most relevant aspects of
students’ behavior; aspects that can be reinforced through a specific intervention program, adapted to
the needs of a particular student or work group. They can easily be applied by lecturers due to their
brevity. As they are simple, easy to understand self-reporting surveys, the IBPEU scales allow us to
easily access large samples of students, a very desirable circumstance for educational research. Another
advantage of this model is that it is based on a model of good practices, for teaching at university
level [41], which offers lecturers seven proposals to improve their teaching while also encouraging
good practices in the students. As with learning strategies, for the students to work cooperatively, for
instance, the lecturer must propose group tasks and use a marking style that favors cooperation over
competition. In order to favor good use of time, the lecturer should be very clear on the deadlines
for handing in finished tasks and advise students on the effort they should be making to do the said
task, etc.

Finally, if what we want are students who use deep learning strategies, according to our results,
these strategies are mainly associated with ‘Cooperative work’, ‘Actively learning’ and less ‘Interaction
with lecturers’. One important suggestion for teaching staff is to apply active and participative
methodologies in the classroom based on teamwork, in which new material can be shared and
discussed, while also learning to manage group processes. Cooperative, collaborative or other forms of
group learning are being used more and more in university classrooms in order to teach the students
to work in groups, improve performance/learning outcomes and develop fundamental organizational
competences for information, communication, conflict management, etc.; all of which are essential
for students’ personal and professional growth. The process of discussion and debating ideas that
occurs between students in teamwork situations promotes active learning. In addition, cooperative
learning makes students responsible for their own learning and gives them greater autonomy and
independence from the lecturer [61,62].

Author Contributions: M.G., B.L.-d.-B. and S.M.-L. designed the study; M.G., B.L.-d.-B. and S.M.-L. had full access
to all the data in the study and performed all statistical analyses; M.G., B.L.-d.-B. and S.M.-L. contributed to the
interpretation of the data and manuscript preparation. All authors have read and approved the final manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Hernández-Pina, F.; Maquilón-Sánchez, J.J.; García-Sanz, M.P.; Monroy-Hernández, F. Concepciones de la
Enseñanza y el Aprendizaje en Profesorado de Educación Superior. Psicol. Educ. 2010, 16, 95–105.

2. Biggs, J.B. Enhancing learning: A matter of style or approach? In Perspectives on Thinking, Learning, and
Cognitive Styles; Sternberg, R.J., Zhang, L., Eds.; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ, USA, 2001;
pp. 73–102.

3. Entwistle, N.J. Approaches to learning and perceptions of the learning environment. Introduction to the
special issue. High. Educ. 1991, 22, 201–204. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00132287


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1849 11 of 13

4. Entwistle, N.J. The Approaches and Study Skills Inventory for Students (ASSIST); Centre for Research on Learning
and Instruction, University of Edinburgh: Edinburgh, UK, 1997.

5. Marton, F.; Säljö, R. Approaches to learning. In The Experience of Learning; Marton, F., Hounsell, D.J.,
Entwistle, N.J., Eds.; Scottish Academic Press: Edinburgh, UK, 1984; pp. 36–55.

6. Entwistle, N. Styles of Learning & Teaching: An Integrated Outline of Educational Psychology for Students, Teachers,
& Lecturers; John Witley and Sons: New York, NY, USA, 1981.

7. Entwistle, N. Student Learning and Academic Understanding: A Research Perspective with Implications for Teaching,
1st ed.; Academic Press Elsevier: London, UK, 2018; pp. 1–381.

8. Kember, D.; Wong, A.; Leung, D.Y.P. Reconsidering the dimensions of approaches to learning. Br. J. Educ.
Psychol. 1999, 69, 323–343. [CrossRef]

9. Marshall, L.; Rowland, F. A Guide to Learning Independently, 2nd ed.; Open University Press: Buckingham,
UK, 1993.

10. Marton, F.; Beaty, E.; Dall’Alba, G. Conceptions of learning. Int. J. Educ. Res. 1993, 19, 277–300.
11. Säljö, R. Learning in educational setting: Methods of inquiry. In Improving Learning: New Perspectives;

Ramsden, P., Ed.; Kogan Page: London, UK, 1988.
12. Maquilón, J.J. Diseño y Evaluación del Diseño de un Programa de Intervención para la Mejora de las

Habilidades de Aprendizaje de los Estudiantes Universitarios. Ph.D. Thesis, Universidad de Murci, Murcia,
España, 2003.

13. Mirete Ruiz, A.B.; Pérez, R.; Maquilón Sánchez, J.J. Estudio comparativo de los enfoques de aprendizaje
de los estudiantes de los Grados en Pedagogía y Educación Primaria. Educatio Siglo XXI 2018, 36, 173–194.
[CrossRef]

14. Biggs, J.; Kember, D.; Leung, D.Y. The revised two-factor study process questionnaire: R-SPQ-2F. Br. J. Educ.
Psychol. 2001, 71, 133–149. [CrossRef]

15. Lonka, K.; Olkinuora, E.; Mäkinen, J. Aspects and prospects of measuring studying and learning in higher
education. Educ. Psychol. Rev. 2004, 16, 301–323. [CrossRef]

16. Struyven, K.; Dochy, F.; Janssens, S.; Gielen, S. On the dynamics of students’ approaches to learning: The
effects of the teaching/learning environment. Learn. Instr. 2006, 16, 279–294. [CrossRef]

17. Wilson, K.; Fowler, J. Assessing the impact of learning environments on students’ approaches to learning:
Comparing conventional and action learning designs. Assess. Eval. High. Educ. 2005, 30, 87–101. [CrossRef]

18. Baeten, M.; Kyndt, E.; Struyven, K.; Dochy, F. Using student-centred learning environments to stimulate
deep approaches to learning: Factors encouraging or discouraging their effectiveness. Educ. Res. Rev. 2010,
5, 243–260. [CrossRef]

19. Entwistle, N.; Tait, H. Approaches to learning, evaluation of teaching, and preferences for contrasting
academic environments. High. Educ. 1990, 19, 169–194. [CrossRef]

20. Monroy, F.; Hernández Pina, F. Factores que influyen en los enfoques de aprendizaje universitario. Una
revisión sistemática. Educ. XX1 2014, 17, 105–124. [CrossRef]

21. Gijbels, D.; van de Watering, G.; Dochy, F.; van den Bossche, P. The relationship between students’ approaches
to learning and the assessment of learning outcomes. Eur. J. Psychol. Educ. 2005, 20, 327–341. [CrossRef]

22. Tetik, C.; Gurpinar, E.; Bati, H. Students’ learning approaches at medical schools applying different curricula
in Turkey. Kuwait Med. J. 2009, 41, 311–316.

23. Duff, A.; Boyle, E.; Dunleavy, K.; Ferguson, J. The relationship between personality, approach to learning and
academic performance. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2004, 36, 1907–1920. [CrossRef]

24. Furnham, A.; Christopher, A.N.; Garwood, J.; Martin, G.N. Approaches to learning and the acquisition of
general knowledge. Pers. Individ. Differ. 2007, 43, 1563–1571. [CrossRef]

25. Cantwell, R.; Grayson, R. Individual differences among enabling students: A comparison across three
enabling programmes. J. Furth. High. Educ. 2002, 26, 293–306. [CrossRef]

26. Arquero Montaño, J.L.; González González, J.M.; Hassal, T.; Joyce, J.; Germanou, E.; Asonitou, S. The
approaches to learning of European accounting students. EuroMed J. Bus. 2010, 5, 345–362. [CrossRef]

27. Chamorro-Premuzic, T.; Furnham, A. Mainly openness: The relationship between the Big Five personality
traits and learning approaches. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2009, 19, 524–529. [CrossRef]

28. Edmunds, R.; Richardson, J. Conceptions of learning, approaches to studying and personal development in
UK higher education. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 2009, 79, 295–309. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709999157752
http://dx.doi.org/10.6018/j/324221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709901158433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10648-004-0002-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2006.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0260293042003251770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2010.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00137106
http://dx.doi.org/10.5944/educxx1.17.2.11481
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF03173560
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.08.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.04.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0309877022000021702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14502191011080854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2009.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/000709908X368866


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1849 12 of 13

29. Arteche, A.; Chamorro-Premuzic, T.; Ackerman, P.; Furnham, A. Typical intellectual engagement as a
byproduct of openness, learning approaches, and self-assessed intelligence. Educ. Psychol. 2009, 29, 357–367.
[CrossRef]

30. Chamorro-Premuzic, T.; Furnham, A.; Lewis, M. Personality and approaches to learning predict preference
for different teaching methods. Learn. Individ. Differ. 2007, 17, 241–250. [CrossRef]

31. Swanberg, A.; Martinsen, O. Personality, approaches to learning and achievement. Educ. Psychol. 2010, 30,
75–88. [CrossRef]

32. Byrne, M.; Flood, B.; Willis, P. Using the student learning framework to explore the variation in academic
performance of European business students. J. Furth. High. Educ. 2004, 28, 67–78. [CrossRef]

33. Soler, M.G.; Cárdenas, F.A.; Hernández-Pina, F. Enfoques de enseñanza y enfoques de aprendizaje:
Perspectivas teóricas promisorias para el desarrollo de investigaciones en educación en ciencias. Ciênc. Educ.
2018, 24, 993–1012. [CrossRef]

34. Vos, N.; van der Meijden, H.; Denessen, E. Effects of constructing versus playing an educational game on
student motivation and deep learning strategy use. Comput. Educ. 2011, 56, 127–137. [CrossRef]

35. Nijhuis, J.F.; Segers, M.S.; Gijselaers, W.H. Influence of Redesigning a Learning Environment on Student
Perceptions and Learning Strategies. Learn. Environ. Res. 2005, 8, 67–93. [CrossRef]

36. Monroy, F. Enfoques de enseñanza y de aprendizaje de los estudiantes del máster universitario en formación
del profesorado de educación secundaria. Ph.D. Thesis, Universidad de Murcia, Murcia, España, 2013.

37. Eley, M. Differential adoption of study approaches within individual students. High. Educ. 1992, 23, 231–254.
[CrossRef]

38. Trigwell, K.; Prosser, M. Improving the quality of student learning: The influence of learning context and
student approaches to learning on learning outcomes. High. Educ. 1991, 22, 251–266. [CrossRef]

39. Kember, D.; Leung, D.Y.P.; McNaught, C. A workshop activity to demonstrate that approaches to learning
are influenced by the teaching and learning environment. Active Learn. High. Educ. 2008, 9, 43–56. [CrossRef]

40. Dochy, F.; Segers, M.; Gijbels, D.; van den Bossche, P. Student-centred education & problem-based education.
In Significance, Background and effects; Lemma: Utrecht, The Netherlands, 2008.

41. Chickering, A.W.; Gamson, Z.F. Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education. AAHE Bull.
1987, 39, 3–7.

42. Chickering, A.W.; Gamson, Z.F.; Barsi, L. Inventories of Good Practice; Johnson Foundation: Milwaukee, WI,
USA, 1989.

43. Chickering, A.W.; Gamson, Z.F. Applying the Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education.
In New Directions for Teaching and Learning; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1991.

44. Buller, J.L. The Essential College Professor: A practical Guide to an Academic Carrer; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco,
CA, USA, 2010.

45. Chickering, A.W.; Schlossberg, N.K. Getting the Most Out of College; Allyn and Bacon: Boston, MA, USA, 1995.
46. Barca, A.; Seijas, S.; Brenlla-Blanco, J.C.; Santamaría, S. La escala CEPEA (Cuestionario de Evaluación

de Procesos de Estudio y Aprendizaje): Un instrumento para la evaluación de los procesos de estudio y
aprendizaje en el alumnado universitario. Rev. Galego-Port. Psicol. Educ. 2000, 5, 325–341.

47. Pinheiro, M.R. Princípios e desafios para boas prática dos estudantes no ensino superior: Uma proposta
de operacionalização. In Livro de Actas I Congresso Nacional da RESAPES-AP. Apoio Psicológico no Ensino
Superior-Modelos e Práticas; Sousa, A., Castanheira, H., Carvalhal De Melo, A., Lage, A.I., Vagos, P., Eds.;
Universidade de Aveiro: Aveiro, Portugal, 2010; pp. 219–232.

48. Gozalo, M.; Gonzaga, L.; Pinheiro, M.R.; Barco, B. Propiedades psicométricas de la versión española del
Inventario de Buenas Prácticas en Estudiantes Universitarios (Chickering & Schlossberg, 1995; Pinheiro,
2007, 2008). In Proceedings of the VII Congresso Iberoamericano de Docência Universitária: Ensino
Superior-Inovação e Qualidade na Docência, Porto, Portugal, 24–27 June 2012; Leite, C., Zabalza, M., Eds.;
Centro de Investigação e Intervenção Educativas: Porto, Portugal, 2012; pp. 221–237.

49. Biggs, J.B. Study Process Questionnaire Manual; Australian Council for Educational Research: Melbourne,
Australia, 1987.

50. Barca Lozano, A.; Fernández De Mejía, A.; Mejía, R. Autoconcepto y enfoques de aprendizaje: Sus efectos en
el rendimiento academico en alumnado universitario de República Dominicana. Rev. Galego-Port. Psicol.
Educ. 2011, 19, 197–213.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01443410902927833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2006.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01443410903410474
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0309877032000161823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1516-731320180040012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.08.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10984-005-7950-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00145015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00132290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1469787407086745


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1849 13 of 13

51. Watkins, D.; Regmi, M. An investigation of the approach to learning of Nepalese tertiary students. High.
Educ. 1990, 20, 459–469. [CrossRef]

52. Valle Arias, A.; González Cabanach, R.; Núñez Pérez, J.C.; González-Pineda, J. Variables cognitivo-
motivacionales, enfoques de aprendizaje y rendimiento académico. Psicothema 1998, 10, 393–412.

53. Cabanach, R.G.; Valle, A.; Piñeiro, I.; Rodríguez Martínez, S.; Núñez, J.C. El ajuste de los estudiantes con
múltiples metas a variables significativas del contexto académico. Psicothema 1999, 11, 313–323.

54. González-Pienda, J.A.; Núñez, J.C.; González-Pumariega, S.; García, M. Autoconcepto, autoestima y
aprendizaje escolar. Psicothema 1997, 9, 271–289.

55. Johnson, D.W.; Maruyuama, G.; Johnson, R.; Nelson, O.; Skon, L. Effects of cooperative, competitive and
individualistic goal structures on achievement. A meta-analysis. Psychol. Bull. 1981, 89, 47–62. [CrossRef]

56. León, B.; Felipe, E.; Iglesias, D.; Latas, C. Cooperative learning in the initial training of Secondary School
teachers. Rev. Educ. 2011, 354, 715–729.

57. León, B.; Mendo, S.; Felipe, E.; Polo, M.I.; Fajardo, F. Team potency and cooperative learning in the university
setting. Rev. Psicodidact. 2017, 22, 9–15.

58. Ovejero, A. Aprendizaje Cooperativo Crítico: Mucho Más que Una Eficaz Técnica Pedagógica; Pirámide: Madrid,
Spain, 2018.

59. Biggs, J.B. Assessing study approaches to learning. Aust. Psychol. 1988, 23, 197–206. [CrossRef]
60. Biggs, J.B. What do inventories of students’ learning processes really meausre? A theoretical review and

clarification. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 1993, 63, 3–19. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
61. León, B.; Mendo, S.; Polo, M.I.; Rasskin, I. University Student´s Academic Goals When Working in Teams:

Questionnaire on Academic Goals in Teamwork, 3x2 Model. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 1–11.
62. Mendo, S.; Polo, M.I.; Iglesias, D.; Felipe, E.; León, B. Construction and Validation of a Measurement

Instrument for Attitudes Towards Teamwork. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1–10. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00136223
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.89.1.47
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00050068808255604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.1993.tb01038.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8466833
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389-/fpsyg.2017.01009
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Instruments 
	Questionnaire to Evaluate the Learning and Study Process of University Students 
	Inventory of Good Practices of the University Student 


	Results 
	Analysis of the Context Bias in the Superficial, Achievement and Deep Strategy Variables: Center Level 
	Good Practices and Learning Strategies: Regression Analysis 
	Interpretation of the Associations found: Classification Tree 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

