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The Revised Two Factor Study Process Questionnair®-SPQ-2F

Aim. To produce a revised two factor version of thedgtBrocess Questionnaire (R-SPQ-
2F) suitable for use by teachers in evaluatingelaming approaches of their students. The
revised instrument assesses deep and surface appsoanly, using fewer items.

Method. A set of 43 items were drawn up for the initiakseShese were derived from; the
original version of the SPQ, modified items frone BPQ, and new items. A process of
testing and refinement eventuated in deep andsunfetive and strategy scales each with 5
items, 10 items per approach score. The final @rraias tested using reliability procedures
and confirmatory factor analysis.

Sample.The sample for the testing and refinement proceasisted of 229 students from
the health sciences faculty of a university in H&twang. A fresh sample of 495
undergraduate students from a variety of departsn@iithe same university was used for the
test of the final version.

Results.The final version of the questionnaire had acdapt&ronbach alpha values for
scale reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis ioated a good fit to the intended two factor
structure. Both deep and surface approach scatewdlbidentified motive and strategy sub-
scales.

Conclusion.The revision process has resulted in a simpletguesire which teachers can
use to evaluate their own teaching and the leamyupgoaches of their students.
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Introduction
The Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) (Biggs, 1988%b), and its school-level
companion, the Learning Process Questionnaire ((B@ys, 1987c), were developed in the
late 1970s. Since that time, the nature of theatgrsector has changed dramatically, with
respect to such factors as the heterogeneity cdttioeent population, the structure and
administration of institutions, the range and degftburricula, methods of delivery and
assessment, and so on. However, as is indicatéuebgver-expanding demand for such
instruments as the SPQ and the similar Approaach8sudy Inventory (ASI) (Entwistle &
Ramsden, 1983) for research and development, illtg oftthe constructs being measured is
just as high as ever. It is therefore timely tihat fiactor structure of the constructs might be
re-examined and the items defining the constrestewed and possibly updated.

The norms themselves are another matter. Origiitallgs thought desirable and
feasible to provide norms for different student plagions, and so, as far as Australia was
concerned, norms were provided in Arts, Sciencekahetation, for males and females,
separately for College and University sectors (Bid®87b). Now those two sectors have
merged, and Arts and Science are no longer the hexidties, in terms either of size or of
academic priority. Likewise, in Hong Kong, thereanexist five more tertiary institutions
than were sampled ten years ago (Biggs, 1992)quiestion today is not only what norms to
provide for what sub-populations, which is a muabrencomplex issue now than it ever was,
but whether to it is useful in fact to provide nerat all. For the purposes we have in mind
for the present revision, we suggest that normideet unnecessary, or can be obtained
intra-institutionally by users, as explained below.

But apart from the basic need simply to updatarteguments, work and conditions
in recent years have suggested the utility of pliagi a shortened version dealing only with
surface and deep approaches, principally for workeaching effectiveness and staff
development. In these days of changing teachintegts) accountability, and concerns with
guality assurance and particularly with quality @nbement, instruments like the SPQ have
an increasingly important role to play that was emtisaged fifteen or so years ago.

The development of the SPQ
Many inventories addressing learning processedareed top-down from cognitive
psychology, particularly information processingdhes (Moreno & DiVesta, 1991,
Schmeck, Geisler-Brenstein, & Cercy 1991; Weinst8chulte, & Palmer, 1987), with the
deliberate intention that they address universadl‘anlture-fair” mechanisms (Moreno &
DiVesta, 1991). Such a framework, however, seentgpharly inappropriate for such a
context-dependent issue as student learning, vdtedent strategy use is dependent upon a
host of factors, such as students’ values and emtiheir perceptions of task demands,
teaching and assessment methods, classroom cliamateso on.

By studying how students perceived a particuladireatask and then went about
learning it, Marton and Salj6 (1976a & 1976b) carpewith the powerful idea of “approach
to learning”, which became the point of departaretiie emerging conceptual framework
known generically as “student approaches to legf(fBAL) theory (Biggs, 1993a; Entwistle
& Waterston, 1988). SAL theory has in fact becameta-theory for conceptualising
teaching and learning, which has gone in two madj@ctions: phenomenography (Marton,
1981; Prosser & Trigwell, 1998) and constructivisnd systems theory (Biggs, 1999; Dart &
Boulton-Lewis, 1998). However, the notion that €at$’ perceptions and learning-related
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activities are central to teaching and learningpisimon to all SAL sub-theories (Biggs,
1993a, 1999; Entwistle & Waterston, 1988).

The Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) (Biggs, 1988%b) was developed from an
earlier 10 scale Study Behaviour Questionnaire (B@nceived within an information-
processing framework (Biggs, 1976). Higher ordetdaanalysis suggested that the 10 scales
could be interpreted in terms of three higher ofdetors. The most suitable interpretation of
these factors, however, was in terms of the SAlceptual framework, not the original IP
theory, because the three factors were found twhbw®prised of two kinds of items, those
relating to a motive, and those relating to a caagt strategy. In this, the factor analysis
recalled Marton and Saljo’s original point thatadent handled a reading task according to
his or her intentions prior to engaging the taskwdver, whereas those authors were
concerned with two intentions or motives, to remendignificant facts and details or to try
to understand what the author was trying to sayaméhere dealing with three such motives:
to keep out of trouble with minimal effort, to emygathe task appropriately, and to maximise
grades. Each such motive was associated with awengstrategy: selective memorising,
seeking for meaning, and optimal time and spaceagement, respectively (see Tablel).
Given the differing methodologies and contexts,din@larity between the first two motives
and strategies and the Swedish work on surfacelaep approaches was remarkable, and to
capture that similarity, the surface/deep ternugglwas adopted for the first two
dimensions. Thus, the SPQ yielded three Approactes¢cSurface, Deep, and Achieving
respectively, and a component Motive and Strategyesfor each Approach.

-- Table 1 goes here --

What do SPQ scores measure?
Students’ approaches to learning are conceivedrasrfg part of the total system in which
an educational event is located, as schematisi iRresage-Process-Product (3P) model
(Figure 1) (Biggs, 1987a; 1993a, 1993b). In ther&Rlel, student factors, teaching context,
on-task approaches to learning, and the learningpotes, mutually interact, forming a
dynamic system (Figure 1):

-- Figure 1 goes here

Presage factors refer to what exists prior to eewent that affects learning. On the student
side this include such factors as prior knowle@dpdity, and their preferred approaches to
learning; and on the side of the teaching contagtpature of the content being taught,
methods of teaching and assessment, the instialtdimate and procedures, and so on.
These factors interact to determine the on-going@axch to a particular task, which in turn
determines the outcome. However, as the reversibdevs show, each such factor affects
every other factor, so that for instance the sttidgnmeferred approach will adjust to the
particular context and course being taught, artlécsuccess or otherwise of the outcome.
The heart of the teaching/learning system is aptbeess level, where the learning-
related activity produces or does not produce #sred outcomes. As Shuell puts it:
If students are to learn desired outcomes in aoreddy effective manner, then the teacher's
fundamental task is to get students to engageanmmileg activities that are likely to result in
their achieving those outcomes. It is importameimember that what the student does is
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more important than what the teacher does. (ShuediBs:

429)

A generic way of describing “what the student dasgrecisely in terms of their ongoing
approaches to learning. There are many possildeaittions between student perceptions

and teaching demands here. A student who typipalks out likely items for assessment

and rote learns them, finds that strategy won’tkworder portfolio assessment, so goes
deep. Another student, who normally interacts deephy decide to go surface in a module
that is overloaded with content and assessed by Mi@iged the generic aim of good
teaching is precisely to encourage students totaldpep approach and to discourage the
use of a surface approach (Biggs, 1989). Heraniien of the approaches of the students in a
class gives an index of the quality of the teaclmntpat class, so we may then refer to one
outcome of teaching as a “contextual approachaimieg.”

It is therefore quite inappropriate to categoriselents as “surface” or “deep”
learners on the basis of SPQ responses, as iffanagh score measured a stable trait of the
individual. SPQ responses are a functiobath individual characteristicandthe teaching
context. Both teacher and student are jointly raspe for the outcome, the teacher for
structuring the enabling conditions, the learnerfogaging them. Thus, an approach to
learning describes the nature of the relationsktpvben student, context, and task.

Approach scores on the SPQ are thus in markedasiriioth to scores on learning or
cognitive style instruments, which are designect#ipally to be insensitive to context
(Biggs, 1993a, in press), and to the constructessad by questionnaires deriving from
information processing theory (Biggs, 1993a; Mor&nbiVesta, 1991). Given that, it is
astonishing to read that “the SPQ appears ...iawdre a learning styles instrument,
measuring some characteristic of the person r#tlaertheir relation with the object of
learning.” (Bowden & Marton, 1999: 60). This stagmeither reveals a profound
misunderstanding of systems theory, or a cavaliegdard for the published work on the
SPQ (Biggs, 1987a, 1993a), particularly that ne¢ato its extensive use in a before-after mode
to assess the impact of innovations (e.g. Kembeayl€sworth, Davies, McKay, & Stott,
1997). Be that as it may, the fact that it has baade at all suggests we should be careful in
clarifying how the SPQ can be used to charactesehing contexts.

In sum, SPQ scores can be quality indicators agges process and product levels, as
referring topreferred ongoing andcontextuabpproaches to learning (see Figure 1):

» atthe presage level, they may describe how indalgldiffer within a given teaching
context (preferred approach)

e atthe process level, they may describe how speaasks are handled (ongoing approach)

» atthe product level, they may describe how tearbantexts differ from each other
(contextual approach).

In the first case, the preferred approach telihasxtent to which an individual
differs from other students in a similar contextisTis the case where norms are appropriate,
so that a student’s motive, strategy and/or apfreaores may be compared to the scores of
others in the same cohort. That is, we are intedeist variability between individuals in a
given context.

In the second case, the on-going approach woutthteened by requiring individuals
to respond to items reworded to suit a specifig,tas did Tang (1991) in connection with
different assessment tasks. In this way, ongoimpgagrh scores tell us how a particular task
was handled.
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In the last case, the contextual approach is asddnscalculating class or sub-group
means, so that differences between means tellwgifferent classes or teaching contexts
differ. We might compare different classes, diffémastitutions even, or before-after mean
scores after the introduction of an interventiothia same class. It is contextual approaches
on which we would like to concentrate here. Contaképproach scores can tell us when the
system is working (when motives, strategies andagghes are predominantly deep), and
when it is not working (when motives, strategied approaches are predominantly surface).

In an ideal system, all students would be expetttehgage the highest level learning
activities and thus to handle the task, or to stiieeproblem, appropriately. This is in fact the
generic definition of a deep approach, while a studising a surface approach would use
lower order verbsn lieu of the higher order. The following illustrates tllsarly:

I hate to say it, but what you have got to do ikdwe a list of ‘facts’; you write down ten

important points and memorise those, then you’laloight in the test ... If you can give a

bit of factual information -- so and so did thatdaconcluded that -- for two sides of

writing, then you'll get a good mark.

A psychology ungieduate, quoted in Ramsden (1984: 144)
It is unlikely that the teacher of this studentubbt that an adequate understanding of
psychology could be manifested by selectively mesiray. Rather, an inappropriate
assessment taslowedthe students to get a good mark on the basis ofarising facts. As
it happened, this particular student wrote briiessays, and later graduated with First Class
Honours. The problem is therefore not that thisletu is irredeemably cursed with a surface
“style”, but that under current conditions of temghand assessment, he made a strategic
decision that a surface approach would see hinugtrahis task. As indeed it did.

Teaching and assessment methods often encourag@eesapproach when they are
not aligned to the aims of teaching the subjecih #se above case. The presence of a surface
approach signals that something is out of kiltesum teaching or in our assessment methods,
but that it is something we can hope to address.afiproaches that prevail tell us something
about the quality of the teaching environment. TQusstionnaires like the SPQ can be useful
for evaluating teaching environments (Biggs, 1993mber, Charlesworth, Davies, McKay,
& Stott, 1997), and are often more sensitive whemorded for a particular subject (Eley,
1992), or assessment tasks (Tang, 1991; Thomasns BiB4).

A particularly depressing finding is that most stats in most undergraduate courses
become increasingly surface and decreasingly detifeir orientation to learning (Biggs,
1987a; Gow & Kember 1990; Watkins & Hattie, 198H)ere are however exceptions;
students with aspirations for graduate study doshotv this pattern in their chosen area of
study (Biggs, 1987a), nor do students taught usinglem based learning, who become
increasingly deep, and less surface, in their tateams (Newble & Clark, 1986). For most
undergraduate students, however, something is Inappas they progress that is
increasingly supporting the use of lower cognitexes| activities, which is of course the
opposite of what is intended by a university edincaGow & Kember, 1990). One might
call it the “institutionalisation” of learning, wheby students tend to pick up the tricks that get
you by, such as “memorising the ten most impornamts” (see above).

The role of the achieving-related scales
In using the SPQ as a means of monitoring teadeanging environments, the role of the
achieving-related scales is not as evident as tbbdeep and surface scales. In fact, the
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achieving motive and strategy had a different itathip with the deep and surface motives
and strategies from the outset (Biggs 1978). Wisedeap and surface strategies describe the
way students engage the task itself, the achiestiagegy refers to how the student organises
when and where the task will be engaged, and farlbog. Higher order factor analyses
usually associate the achieving motive and stratatiydeep the approach (Biggs, 1987a),
but depending on the subjects and teaching condit®ometimes achieving-related scores
load on the surface approach (Biggs & Kirby, 1984)eed, Kember and Leung (1998) have
shown that using confirmatory factor analysis, $fQ) can most conveniently be described
in terms of two factors: deep and surface, witheadhg motive and strategy sub-scales
aligning themselves on both factors. The confirmatactor analysis of LPQ data by Wong,
Lin, and Watkins (1996) could also be interpreted¢@nsistent with this finding.
To summarise, then, there appears to be a needstoorter two-factor version of the
SPQ, addressing deep and surface approachestwatlgain be administered quickly and
easily by a regular teacher, for use in monitotearhing contexts. Such uses might include:
1. teachers monitoring their teaching from class s | or following some innovation in
teaching or assessment in an action research design
2. an outcome measure of teaching in more formallycstired research.
3. suggesting to staff developers where teachersmarttaents may need help.
diagnosis of students with study problems, by caimpandividuals’ deep and surface
scores and comparing individuals to others in Hreescohort.
5. examining the relationship of approaches to legrmiith other curriculum variables with
a view to fine-tuning curricula based on the ingsgbbtained.
6. quality assurance exercises in much the same wthedSourse Experience
Questionnaire is used. In this last case instistivould keep their own norms but they
would be used on a class or departmental basigmtite basis of an individual student.

H

Developing the R-SPQ-2F
In developing a new version of the SPQ, the styateas to start with a reasonably large pool
of items which would be reduced through testing tanaller set which had the best fit to the
projected two factor model. In devising the pooites, the original items from the deep and
surface scales of the SPQ were examined in thedigihe insights below. Some were
included in their original form and others werenrerded.

Guidelines for revising items

Firstly some items needed re-wording to updatedhmainology. Higher education has
undergone a major transformation since the origjnalstionnaire was developed so it was
inevitable that some items needed adapting.

The questionnaire was also developed before #ightts into approaches to learning
gained from the intensive study of the approaclidsan students (Kember, 1996; Watkins
& Biggs, 1996). For this simple two-factor versiofthe SPQ the intention was not to
develop scales which fully characterised the pdessibmbinations of understanding and
memorising. The work, though, was utilised to ergtat the deep and surface approach
items were consistent with the clearer descriptishgh had emerged from this body of
work.

The other important insight was concerned with teb@inderstanding of extrinsic
motivation, which had contributed to the originaiface motive scale. Kember, Wong, &



8

Leung, (1999) argued that there was evidence thases which provided a good career
preparation provided very positive motivation, whigas entirely compatible with intrinsic
motivation. Wording of items intended to charaseurface motivation needed to reflect a
minimising tendency rather than this career matwatlt was also clear that the original
surface motivation sub-scale consisted of sub-corapts measuring fear of failure and the
desire for a qualification for the sake of obtaghanwell-paid job.

Reduction of items

The revision of existing items and the developnoémtew ones ultimately resulted in 43
items for testing. These were combined in randodeiointo a single questionnaire. Students
were asked to respond to the questions on a 5-pimt scale range from ‘always true of
me’ to ‘only rarely true of me’. A sample of heattbience students from a university in Hong
Kong were asked to complete the questionnairet® 829 usable questionnaires were
returned, with a high return rate since the quastares were handed out for completion in
class.

Two statistical tests were use to determine whems to delete and which to retain.
The Reliability procedure of SPSS (Norusis, 1986dpces useful statistics following a test
of the reliability of items specified as formindpgpothesised scale. The procedure calculates a
Cronbach Alpha coefficient for the scale and, miongortantly for our purposes, indicates
the alpha for the scale if an item were delete@. iker-item correlation matrix also provides
useful information about the degree to which amitan form part of a coherent scale.

The more powerful test was through usingBE@Sprogram (Bentler, 1995) in a
confirmatory factor analysis mode. The initial tests of the original 43 items fitting to a
model with deep and surface approaches, each trattegy and motive sub-scales. The test
of the model produces a regression coefficientamdrror term showing the degree of
relationship between each item and its approplaséat variable or factor. Items which make
the most useful contribution to a scale have radbtihigh regression coefficients and low
error terms. Determination of malfitting parametarthe model was assessed by means of
multivariate Lagrange Multiplier (LM) and Wald Tesiccomplished i&QS The LM tests
provide information to identify those parameterstfbpaths and covariances) which when
added to the hypothesised model result in a sigmifidrop in the modgf value. The Wald
tests help in assessing the statistical signifieafd¢he parameter estimates. Hence, the LM
tests tell us when to add new paths, and the Véals tvhen to delete existing paths, with the
proviso that additions and deletions need to berttieally plausibleAs items are removed
from the model the goodness of fit of the new olveradel can also be estimated by a
number of goodness of fit indicators (see discusbielow).

An encouraging indication of the robustness and@pateness of these procedures
was that there was broad concurrence between thguwe different approaches. The
process of trial and revision through reductioiterhs was repeated for two cycles. At each
stage the questionnaire was further revised bytidgléems which did not contribute to a
component. The outcome of this exercise in reduitédmys was two deep and surface factors
each with ten items. Within each of these two fectowas possible to distinguish strategy
and motive sub-scales. Each of the sub-scalesstedif five items. The final version of the
guestionnaire therefore has two main scales Degpodch (DA) and Surface Approach
(SA) with four sub-scales, Deep Motive (DM), Dedpa&qgy (DS), Surface Motive (SM), and
Surface Strategy (SS) (see Appendix A)



Testing the new version of the SPQ

The final version of the revised questionnaire & tested with a sample of 495
undergraduate students from various disciplinesssceach year of study from one university
in Hong Kong. The dimensionalities of the four campnts were examined by confirmatory
factor analysis to check whether items contributethe intended component. The Cronbach
alpha values for each component were then compatddtermine the scale and sub-scale
reliabilities. The results from the final test betquestionnaire are given in detail.

Reliability and unidimensionality of sub-scales

The unidimensionality of each of the sub-scales segrarately tested by fitting a single factor
model to the corresponding five items by BE@Sprogram (Bentler, 1995). The goodness-of-
fit of the model to the data can be assessed by fitandexes with conventionally accepted
cut-off criteria (see, for example, Bentler, 198@yle & Panter, 1995; Marsh & Hau, 1996).
However, Hu & Bentler (1999) recently found thatpractice, the ‘rule of thumb’
conventions for cut-off criteria were inadequatewaluating model fit, suggesting instead the
use of a two index presentation strategy, usingthedardised root mean squared residual
(SRMR) supplemented with one other fit index. Fritv@ir simulations, the new strategy can
better control for both Type | and Type Il errdtere, following the suggestions
recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999), the comparétiindex (CFl), and the SRMR

were chosen for this study. A CFl value greatent®&5, and SRMR less than .08 can be
used as an indication of a relatively good fit bextw the hypothesised model and the
observed data.

The results of separately testing each of the sakes are shown in Table 2. Good fits
of the single factor models for the four sub-scdethe observed data were supported and
hence we can conclude that the items are unidimmeakior each of the four sub-scales.
Once the homogeneity of the items have been esiiallj we can use the Cronbach alpha to
determine the sub-scales’ reliability (Schmitt, AL ronbach alpha values for each sub-scale
in the instrument were computed and are given bieTA. The values all reach acceptable
levels indicating that the sub-scales can be intéed as internally consistent.

It is expected that most of the routine usersamithpute the scores for both Deep and
Surface Approaches by summing up the corresporidinigms. Thus, it would be useful to
provide the reliabilities of the two latent constisifor our sample. The Cronbach alpha values
are 0.73 for DA and 0.64 for SA in the sample, \whace considered as acceptable.

Insert Table 2 about here

Hypothesised models

Two models were tested to show different aspectsefiuestionnaire. The first (Model 1)
looks at the structure of the complete instrumesrhfthe items level. The model consists of
the four sub-scales formulated as latent constmithstheir corresponding five items as
indicators. The relationship between the motive stnategy sub-scale are shown as a
correlation, which in structural equation modelliegms is a more general case than
combining them into a single higher order facton{lRkopf & Rose, 1988). These two higher
order factors are then hypothesised as being nebatiorrelated since deep and surface
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approaches are envisaged as dichotomous. The hegiseld model is shown in Figure 1,
though to avoid duplication, the diagram includes standardised path estimates and error
terms resulting from the testing of the model.

Model 2, shown in Figure 2, concentrates uponrtgghe dimensionality of the whole
instrument so treats the sub-scales as indicatdavsodatent factors, namely Deep Approach
(DA), and Surface Approach (SA). DA has two indicat dm and ds while SA has sm and ss
as indicators. The four indicators, dm, ds, smss)dvere created by summing the
corresponding five items. Note that the four intbea are now observed variables, instead of
latent variables, and hence they are labelled latler letter cases to make them
distinguishable from the latent constructs usedaael 1. As with Model 1 the relationship
between DA and SA was hypothesised as a negativelatmn.

The two models are complementary, in that they examlternative aspects of the
same relationship. The first should show whetheritidividual items conform to the
expected pattern. The second more clearly testarth@pated dimensionality.

Insert Figures 2& 3 about here

The goodness-of-fits of the two hypothesised model® tested with confirmatory factor
analysis using thEQSprogram (Bentler, 1995). Table 3 gives the comesling covariance
matrix used in the analysis for Model 2 (The matrded for Model 1 is omitted to save space,
however, is available on request). The two inde€#4,and SRMR, were reported for both
Models 1 and 2, based on the robust estimation adgpinovided byEQSfor model

evaluation.

Model 1

The result with standardised paths for Model llustrated in Figure 2. For Model 1, CFl =
0.904 and SRMR = 0.058 which indicate quite a reabte fit to the data, given the
complexity of the model, however, there is a paltyilof a Type Il error (Hu & Bentler,
1999).

All the paths from the constructs to the items vatatistically significant at the 5%
level. The standardised path coefficients ranga o031 to 0.63 suggesting that the items are
good indicators of the four constructs. The latatstructs DM and DS are positively
correlated as expected. The correlation of 0.98estg that the two constructs are similar, but
the motive and strategy components of an approacé always been envisaged as intimately
related. The high correlations between both styategtive sub-scales is also reassuring in
view of the anticipated use of the questionnainésisimplest form as just two deep and
surface approach scales.

Model 2

The results for Model 2 are presented in FiguradBan adequate fit to the data is suggested
by the values of the indexes, CFl = 0.992 and SRMR015. Note that two cases were
considered as outliers and were deleted in thg/sisals they had very large multivariate
kurtosis values relative to the other cases (Byt884). After deleting the two cases, both the
CFl and SRMR values remained nearly unchanged wielgpath estimates changed
substantially.
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The statistical significance of all the paths friatent constructs to indicators was
observed. The two higher order constructs, DA afAdvire negatively related as expected.

Conclusion
This article has presented an argument for re-dpired the SPQ into a simple two factor
version which teachers can use in a number of wagsaluate the learning environment in
their own classrooms. The development process caroadewith testing 43 items taken from
the original SPQ, taken from the SPQ in modifieghfpor new items. The process of drawing
up this pool of items was guided by insights inpp@aches to learning established since the
original version was devised.

A process of testing and refinement resultedfina version with deep and surface
approach scales. Each of these scales consigs @€ins so the questionnaire is short and
simple enough for use by teachers. At the same timegigorous testing described in this
article shows that the final version of the quest@are has very good psychometric
properties.

We would envisage most routine users of the queséire would use it in a two
factor, deep and surface approaches, form as #iesbe indicators which are most pertinent
to its intended use by teachers in their classrodims two main factors, though, do have
clearly identified motive and strategy sub-compdsavhich may be of interest to some
researchers. From a theoretical viewpoint it is aésassuring to see that the development and
testing of the questionnaire confirmed the visibamapproach as consisting of congruent
motive and strategy components.

The principal motivation for the re-developmentlod instrument was our
commitment to teachers researching the learninga@ment in their own classrooms (Biggs,
1999; Kember, 2000). We believe that the most g¥eevay of ensuring high quality
teaching and learning is for teachers to take nesipdity for ensuring that assessment and
other contextual elements in the teaching and ilegisystem are constructively aligned to
promote deep approaches to learning. We believélitlsarevised two factor version of the
SPQ will be an ideal tool for teachers to use ialeating and researching their own
classrooms.

The Revised-SPQ-2F is printed in full in AppendixReaders are invited to use it for
evaluating their teaching and for genuine resepteposes. The conditions are that they
acknowledge the source as the present paper aagdtdbat the copyright on the
guestionnaire is owned by John Biggs and David Kemlsers of the questionnaire are
invited to send a copy of their data to David Kemditeetkember@polyu.edu.hk for purposes
of comparison and establishing cultural validity.
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Table 1: The original Study Process QuestionnaireDimensions, Motives and Strategies

Surface Deep Achieving

Motive | fear of failure intrinsic interest achievement

Strateg)

narrow target, rote IearIn maximise meaningffective use of space and time

Table 2: Unidimensionality and reliability check fa the four sub-scales

Sub-scales CFI SRMR Alpha
Deep Motive (DM) 0.997 0.01 0.62
Deep Strategy (DS) 0.998 0.02 0.63
Surface Motive (SM) 0.988 0.02 0.72
Surface Strategy (SS) 0.998 0.02 0.57

Note: CFl = comparative fit index, SRMR = standsedi root mean squared residual, Alpha

= Cronbach alpha.

Table 3: Covariance matrices used in the analysi®f Model 2

DM DS SM SS
DM 8.567
DS 4.963 8.669
SM -1.740 -1.033 12.376
SS -1.001 -1.159 5.090 9.004
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Figure 1. The “3P” model of teaching and learning
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Figure 2: Latent structure of R-SPQ-2F at item leve(Model 1).

Note: 1. Variables in circles are latent constraetd variables in square

are observed variables;
Note 2. DM = Deep Motive, DS = Deep Strategy, SMurface Motive, SS = Surface

Strategy, Deep = Deep Approach, Surface = Surfagadach.
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Figure 3: Latent structure of R-SPQ-2F at sub-scale level (Model 2).

Note: 1. Variables in circles are latent constraetd variables in square

are observed variables;
Note 2. DM = Deep Motive, DS = Deep Strategy, SMurface Motive, SS = Surface

Strategy, Deep = Deep Approach, Surface = Surfagedach.
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Revised Study Process Questionnaire (R-SPQ-2F)

This questionnaire has a number of questions ajomutattitudes towards your studies and
your usual way of studying.

There is naight way of studying. It depends on what suits your @tyhe and the course
you are studying. It is accordingly important thati answer each question as honestly as
you can. If you think your answer to a question ldalepend on the subject being studied,
give the answer that would apply to the subject(g¥t important to you.

Please fill in the appropriate circle alongside dlnestion number on the “General Purpose
Survey/Answer Sheet”. The letters alongside eachbar stand for the following response.

A — this item isneveror only rarelytrue of me

B — this item issometimesrue of me

C — this item is true of me abohalf the time

D — this item isfrequentlytrue of me

E — this item isalwaysor almost alwaydrue of me

Please choose tlmmemost appropriate response to each question. Eitbtial on the
Answer Sheet that best fits your immediate reactimnot spend a long time on each item:
your first reaction is probably the best one. Fdeasswer each item.

Do not worry about projecting a good image. Yowaers are CONFIDENTIAL.
Thank you for your cooperation.

| find that at times studying gives me a feelingleép personal satisfaction.

N

| find that | have to do enough work on a topidisat | can form my own conclusions
before | am satisfied.

My aim is to pass the course while doing as Mttek as possible.
| only study seriously what’s given out in classrothe course outlines.
| feel that virtually any topic can be highly inésting once | get into it.

o a0 bk~ w

| find most new topics interesting and often spertia time trying to obtain more
information about them.

~

| do not find my course very interesting so | keepwork to the minimum.

| learn some things by rote, going over and olwent until | know them by heart even
if I do not understand them.

9. Ifind that studying academic topics can at timesb exciting as a good novel or
movie.

10. | test myself on important topics until | understghem completely.

11. Ifind I can get by in most assessments by menmgrisey sections rather than trying to
understand them.



12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

20

| generally restrict my study to what is specificaet as | think it is unnecessary to do
anything extra.

| work hard at my studies because | find the mailterieresting.

| spend a lot of my free time finding out more abibteresting topics which have been
discussed in different classes.

| find it is not helpful to study topics in depthconfuses and wastes time, when all you
need is a passing acquaintance with topics.

| believe that lecturers shouldn’t expect studémtspend significant amounts of time
studying material everyone knows won't be examined.

| come to most classes with questions in mind lthatnt answering.
| make a point of looking at most of the suggeseadiings that go with the lectures.
| see no point in learning material which is nkely to be in the examination.

| find the best way to pass examinations is tadrgemember answers to likely
guestions.

Scoring is in the following cyclical order:

1. Deep Motive, 2. Deep Strategy, 3. Surface Motiv&§utface Strategy
5. “ etc.

Deep Approach Score: > All Deep Motive scores + all Deep Strategy scores
Surface Approach Scorey, All Surface Motive scores + all Surface Strategyres



