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Abstract 

Students' Approaches to Learning (SAL) are a critical determinant of learning outcomes and have been assessed 

around the world, from Asia to Africa, using the traditional questionnaires developed in the Western context. 

However, studies in Asia have challenged the traditional dichotomous view of SAL by supporting the presence of 

intermediate approaches, suggesting that the current view of SAL may not be universal. In response to the need for a 

broader understanding of SAL, a new instrument, the Approaches to Learning Questionnaire (ALQ), was developed 

during a pilot study. This instrument captures both memorization and understanding in an African context, which 

makes it distinct from traditional instruments. Additionally, the ALQ challenges the current individualistic view of 

SAL by including a group dimension. Given the high psychometric quality of this new instrument, it is crucial to 

validate it with a large sample. Therefore, this paper discusses the validation processes and recommends the use of 

the ALQ for comparative purposes in the Congolese context. Further research will explore the extension of this 

context-specific instrument to other cultural settings and the assessment of cross-cultural validity. 

Keywords: learning approaches, instrument validation, context-specific studying in group 

1. Introduction 

In recent decades, there has been a significant focus on students' learning activities (Fryer & Vermunt, 2018; 

Plevoets, 2016; Rozgonjuk et al., 2020). The seminal work by Marton and Säljö (1976, 1984) introduced the students’ 

approaches to learning (SAL) framework, which has had a considerable impact on the literature (Hu & Yeo, 2020). 

This framework theorizes how individuals approach learning tasks (Biggs 1987; Biggs et al., 2001; Marton & Säljö 

1976). Since then, researchers have developed questionnaires to investigate students' approaches to learning at a 

more general level (Biggs, 1987; Entwistle & Ramsden, 1983). The Approaches to Studying Inventory (ASI), 

developed in Lancaster by Entwistle and Ramsden (1983), and the Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ), developed by 

Biggs (1987) in Australia, are two of the most widely used and reported in the literature. Both instruments explore 

similar approaches, namely the deep, surface and strategic or achieving approaches. 

Over time, these instruments have been adapted, and revised versions have been produced. The Approaches to Study 

Skills Inventory for Students (ASSIST) and the RASI were derived from the ASI (Dedos & Fouskakis, 2021; 

Entwistle & Ramsden, 1983; Entwistle et al., 2013; Malinakova, 2022), while the R-SPQ-2F was derived from the 

SPQ (Biggs et al., 2001; Pérez-de-Castro, 2020; Smarandache et al., 2022). Questionnaires used to assess SAL have 

originated from a dichotomous conception of deep and surface approaches (Entwistle et al., 2013; Parpala et al., 

2022). However, empirical evidence from Asian and Western contexts suggests that SAL may be better represented 

by a continuum account of deep and surface approaches, with a range of different combinations of understanding and 

memorization in between (Leung et al., 2008). This perspective has been highlighted by multiple studies about 

students’ learning profiles (Haarala-Muhonen et al., 2017; Parpala et al., 2022; Vlachopanou et al., 2022). 

Furthermore, using existing instruments has not always produced expected results, as studies have reported a positive 

correlation between deep and surface approaches to learning, indicating that SAL may require context-specific scales 

(Fryer et al., 2012; Kapinga et al., 2018; Tan, 2011). The current research was confronted with this reality when the 
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adaptation of the R-SPQ-2F during the first step of the research, produced questionable results in terms of reliability 

and validity (Kapinga, 2018). 

To address this issue, it was decided to develop a context-specific instrument, the Approaches to Learning 

Questionnaire (ALQ), was developed based on students' discourses about learning recorded during interviews. The 

pilot study resulted in a valid and reliable 23-items instrument that includes not only intentions and strategies, but 

also a combination of both understanding and memorization. Additionally, studying in groups is included as a 

dimension measured by the ALQ (Kapinga, 2018). Given the (di)similarities of the ALQ with traditional instruments, 

it is essential to make this instrument available to researchers for use in different contexts. However, the ALQ first 

needs to be validated with a large sample in DRCongo context, for which it was specifically constructed. This paper 

presents the validation of the ALQ, with findings on confirmatory factor analysis and internal consistency reported. 

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Approaches to Learning: Concept 

It is often mentioned that Marton and Säljö's (1976) qualitative work on how students study an academic text 

resulted in the distinction between deep and surface processing levels. The former refers to comprehension, while the 

latter refers to memorization (Biggs, 1987). By asking students how they studied on a daily basis, the two pioneers 

established two approaches to learning: the deep and the surface approach, as reflecting two levels of processing 

(Biggs et al., 2001; Entwistle et al., 2013). Since then, the research tradition shows that the approaches to learning 

are a combination of students' intentions and strategies (Biggs et al., 2001; Han & Geng, 2023). Therefore, students 

approach a learning task according to their intentions or motives (Marton & Säljö, 1976b, 1984). 

In general, researchers have distinguished three main approaches: deep approaches, surface approaches and strategic 

approaches (Biggs et al., 2001). Students who rely on a deep approach to learning try to understand the meaning and 

make connections between ideas and information, think critically, capture the logical structure underlying the content 

or information as well as the related source, they are able to explain the content to another student and build their 

own understanding of course materials and they transform the knowledge (Alt & Boniel-Nissim, 2018; Azewara et 

al., 2021; Hu & Yeo, 2020; Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019; Omar, 2021). In contrast, students who use a surface 

approach memorize facts without understanding them, use a minimum of effort and engagement, they passively 

receive  ideas and concepts without questioning them and learn them by heart in order to pass a course, to meet the 

assessment demand, they are led by the fear of failure, motivated by a deadline (Alhammadi, 2021; Alt & 

Boniel-Nissim, 2018; Chue, 2022; Zilundu et al., 2022). The surface approach has been found to imply unreflective 

learning (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019). It characterizes students who are more oriented towards obtaining a degree, 

a diploma, rather than acquiring expertise, mastering knowledge (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019). 

Students using a third approach, which has been described as an achieving or strategic approach, pay close attention 

to assessment requirements, organize their learning and manage their time to maximize their grades (Biggs 1987; 

Biggs et al, 2001; Nieminena et al, 2021). This approach combines aspects of both deep and surface approaches to 

achieve success (Bonsaksena & Breen-Franklin, 2023). Recent studies in Finland have described this approach as 

organised learning and effort management (Haarala-Muhonen et al., 2017; Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019). In the 

same context, researchers from the University of Helsinki have refined the traditional instruments and developed a 

new instrument called HowULearn (Herrmann et al., 2017; Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019; Parpala & 

Lindblom-Ylänne 2012; Vlachopanou et al., 2022). The questionnaire draws from previous questionnaires such as 

the Approaches to Learning and Studying Inventory (ALSI), the Learning and Studying Questionnaire (LSQ), and 

the Revised Learning Process Questionnaire (RLPQ-2F) (Entwistle et al., 2003; Herrmann et al., 2017; Kember et al., 

2004; Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019; Parpala & Lindblom-Ylänne, 2012; Vlachopanou et al., 2022). 

It is worth noting that most instruments used to assess the approaches to learning come from Western contexts and 

assess similar dimensions. Nevertheless, they have been refined over time in various contexts to better assess 

approaches to learning (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019; Parpala et al., 2022). 

2.2 Approaches to Learning and Context 

Many studies have been conducted worldwide to assess the relationship between SAL and its determinants (Coertjens 

et al., 2016; Sarpon et al., 2020). Personal variables, such as age, gender, previous approaches, and performance, and 

contextual factors, such as teaching approaches, teacher, assessment, and course materials, have been distinguished 

by researchers as influencing SAL (Fryer &Vermunt, 2018; Rozgonjuk et al., 2020). Personal variables have a direct 

impact on SAL, while contextual factors generally act through students' perceptions (Postareff et al., 2018). Therefore, 

SAL is considered as a context-dependent variable. 
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SAL is related to both change and stability (Lietz & Matthews, 2010; Varunki et al., 2017; Zilundu et al., 2022). For 

example, Postareff et al (2018) considered the strategic approaches to be stable, while both deep and surface 

approaches to learning are highly variable at the individual level. In contrast, Lietz and Matthews (2010) pointed to 

stability in case of similarities with respect to the contexts, the task perceptions and assessment demands. Zilundu et 

al (2022) provided a balanced view, considering SAL as modifiable, as flexible or adaptable to the task, despite its 

potential stability (Delgado et al., 2018; Zilundu et al., 2022). 

SAL variations are related to different variables, as described above. Moreover, SAL appears also to be a 

context-specific variable, showing variation across contexts and cultures (Zilundu et al., 2022). SAL as sensitive to 

culture have attracted researchers’ attention (Bonsaksen et al., 2017; Bonsaksen et al., 2020; Brown et al., 2017; 

Zilundu, 2022). For example, Brown et al (2017) compared the ASSIST scores of students from Australia, Hong 

Kong, Norway and Singapore. They assessed the significance of the difference between the mean scores of the four 

groups using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). They found significant differences between Australia and 

Hong Kong, and between Hong Kong and Norway in relation to surface approaches. They also found a significant 

difference between Australia and the other countries in terms of strategic approaches. However, no significant 

difference was found between the four countries on deep approaches. 

Differences between cultures were also noticed in studies concerning relationships between SAL and performance 

(Bonsaksen et al., 2020). Bonsaksen et al (2020) examined the ASSIST scores of students from the four countries 

mentioned above and their grade point averages (GPA). The results showed that low scores on deep approaches and 

high scores on strategic approaches were associated with high GPA within the Hong Kong group, while high scores on 

strategic approaches and lower scores on surface approaches were associated with higher GPA. However, between the 

Australian and Singaporean samples, as well as when considering the total sample, no relationship was found between 

SAL and their GPA. Conversely, Bonsaksen et al (2017), considering the sample from the four countries together, 

indicated that students' scores on 5 out of 13 ASSIST dimensions were associated with their GPA. This suggests that 

SAL, as well as its relationships with learning outcomes, can vary across contexts. 

Variation and stability across cultural contexts was also found in the study of the factor structure of ASSIST across 

cultural samples from the same countries (Bonsaksen et al., 2019). Bonsaksen et al. (2019) confirmed the 3-factor 

structure of the questionnaire, while they also noticed quite a difference between the structure emerging from the 

Australian and Hong Kong samples. 

Based on the diversity of findings evoked here, it can be assumed that the instruments as well as the conceptualization 

of approaches in terms of deep, surface, strategic or achieving may not be universal (Richardson, 2004). SAL and its 

relationship to academic achievement may vary across contexts. In addition, SAL can be influenced by culture, which 

may reinforce or discourage aspects of SAL (Zilundu et al., 2022). Furthermore, findings in relation to a positive 

correlation between deep and surface approaches scales revealed the complementarity of both approaches to learning 

(Fryer et al., 2012; Kapinga et al., 2017). 

Recent studies in Asian contexts have revealed the emergence of intermediate approaches apart from deep and 

surface approaches (Fryer & Vermunt, 2018; Parpala et al., 2022; Richardson, 2004). Some studies in the 1990s, 

showed that Asian students used both deep and surface approaches to learning either together or in stages (Parpala et 

al., 2022). They referred to this combination as narrow approaches (Parpala et al., 2022). In the same line, Chinese 

learners have been perceived as rote learners who rely on memorization. On the other hand, they succeeded better than 

their western counterparts in international tests. This led to questioning the relationship between memorization and 

understanding which were thought to be mutually exclusive (dichotomous view). Empirical findings revealed that 

Asian students outperformed the Western because they relied on both understanding and memorizing (Kember, 

2016). 

Studies from a person-orientated perspective (cluster analysis) have attempted to capture these combinations through 

different student learning profiles (Chue, 2022; Karagiannopoulou, 2022). A learning profile describes the extension 

to which students rely on the combination of aspects of different approaches to learning (deep, surface and strategic 

approaches) (Chue, 2022). From such a combination, two main components have been distinguished considering 

scores on both deep and surface approaches: the consonant approaches (high deep + low surface and low deep + high 

surface) and dissonant approaches (high deep + high surface and low deep + low surface) (Parpala et al., 2022). 

Consonance refers to what is consistent with the theory, whereas dissonance refers to the combinations that are not 

expected between surface, deep and achieving or strategic approaches (Haarala-Muhonen et al., 2017; Parpala et al., 

2022). Entwistle et al (2013) showed that students who scored high on both deep and surface approaches had 

dissonant approaches to learning (Entwistle et al., 2013, Parpala et al., 2022). 
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The impact of students’ learning profiles on their learning outcomes has also been studied (Asikainen et al., 2020; 

Tuononen et al., 2023; Yin et al., 2023). For example, the combination of deep and achieving approaches has been 

found to be associated with better outcomes (Karagiannopoulou et al., 2020; Lindblom et al., 2018; Vlachopanou et 

al., 2022), while the opposite is true for the combination of high scores on deep and low scores on organized 

approaches (Haarala-Muhonen et al., 2017). Nevertheless, Chue and Nie, (2017) showed that there was no difference 

in terms of intrinsic motivation between students who scored high vs high and high vs low on deep and surface 

approaches respectively. Similarly, it was shown that students with a deep-organized profile were more successful 

than those with a surface-unorganized profile (Vlachopanou et al., 2022). 

Taken together, the aforementioned findings reveal the complexity of the relationships between different approaches 

to learning. Therefore, further exploration is needed to understand the continuum of approaches to learning and 

broaden the understanding of SAL across different contexts (Chue, 2022; Kember, 2016). 

In the African English-speaking context, studies have mostly focused on medical students using different versions of 

the ASI or SPQ, which produced similar results with respect to the dominant approaches (Khine et al., 2019; Kidane 

et al., 2020; Zilundu et al., 2022). However, no context-specific instruments have been developed. In 

French-speaking Africa, studies on SAL are rare. In DRCongo, for instance, the R-SPQ-2F was validated in the first 

step of the current research (Kapinga et al., 2018). Only after deleting a total of 6 items from the original 20 items, 

the reliability of the main deep and surface scales was found to be acceptable (.64 and .65). Given that the SAL vary 

across cultural settings, the results suggested that Congolese students might approach learning in a different way than 

characterized by the instrument (Marambe et al., 2012). The development of the Approaches to Learning 

Questionnaire (ALQ) was initiated as a pilot study to address the variations in SAL across cultural settings. 

Significant gaps exist in the literature regarding the measurement of intermediate approaches to learning, despite the 

availability of empirical evidence (Fryer et al., 2012; Kapinga et al., 2018). In fact, apart from the work by Tan (2011), 

who added a culturally sensitive scale, ‘understanding and memorizing scale’ to some items of the SPQ and 

R-SPQ-2F to produce the Malaysian version of the SPQ, to our knowledge, there are no other scales developed with 

this purpose. Moreover, relying solely on Western questionnaires to study learning approaches may not capture the 

particularities arising from different contexts (Lindblom-Ylänne et al., 2019). There is a critical need for 

(context-specific) instruments to assess SAL (Kapinga et al., 2018; Parpala et al., 2022). 

To address this need, the authors developed the Approaches to Learning Questionnaire (ALQ) during a pilot study in 

DRCongo (Kapinga, 2018). The ALQ captures the intermediate approach to learning that balances memorization and 

understanding, and it also recognizes studying in a group as a distinct approach to learning (Kapinga, 2018; Tan, 

1993). The pilot study demonstrated that the ALQ consists of four scales that measure studying in a group, 

elaborative studying, studying by testing, and receptive studying. As a robust and valid instrument for assessing SAL, 

the current paper seeks to examine the psychometric properties of the ALQ using a large sample from Université de 

Kinshasa (UNIKIN) and Université Catholique du Congo (UCC). Specifically, the paper aims to determine if the 

factor structure of the ALQ remains consistent in a larger sample size. 

3. Method 

3.1 Overall Design 

This aim of this study is to validate the ALQ through confirmatory factor analysis, focusing on testing the 

instrument’s validity and reliability. The validity refers to the ability of an instrument to measure what it is intended 

to measure, while reliability relates to its capacity to produce consistent results in similar conditions (Field, 2009; 

Herrmanna et al., 2017). To this end, the goodness of model fit and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient are calculated. 

3.2 Participants 

The ALQ was administered to 463 students from the University of Kinshasa (UNIKIN) and the Catholic University of 

Congo (UCC). The UNIKIN group (N=374) comprised first-year students in Management (N=258) and Political 

Science (N=116). The UCC group (N=89) comprised 40 first-year political science students and 49 second-year 

Communication Science students. 

3.3 Instrument 

The ALQ was used to collect data. As mentioned earlier, the ALQ was recently developed in DRCongo context 

(Kapinga, 2018). The ALQ is composed of 23 items that constitute the 4 scales: studying in group (SG) (N=10, α=.94), 

elaborative studying (ES) (N=5, α=.88), studying by testing (ST) (N=5, α=.86) and receptive studying (RS) (N=3, 

α=.82). Sample items are “To understand the content, we meet each other and solve exercises” (SG), “To understand 
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and memorize, I synthesize materials” (ES), “To make sure that I memorized well the content, someone asks me 

questions” (ST) and “To understand and memorize, I simply read materials” (SR). All these translated items were 

written in French, Congolese official and schooling language. The full questionnaire in French, may be provided if 

requested. Responses were collected on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (this item never applies to me) to 5 

(this item always applies to me). The ALQ items are based on students discourses in relation to their learning (Kapinga 

et al., 2018). 

3.4 Procedure 

The administration of the questionnaire took place between March and June 2016 after receiving an agreement from 

the local ethical boards. Three assistants supervised the process during course time at UNIKIN and UCC. The 

supervisors explained the aim as well as the value of students contribution to the research. Students who were willing 

to fill the questionnaire were asked to stay in the classroom while those who were not willing were asked to leave until 

the end of the process. The students simultaneously answered six background questions (name, gender, field of study 

and grade point from secondary school, year of study, faculty). As there was no time limit, the entire completion 

process took less than an hour. 

3.5 Data Analysis 

AMOS software was used to test model fit, while SPSS 2021 supported scale reliability assessment and the descriptive 

data analysis. 

3.5.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Goodness of Fit Test 

The pilot study has provided the structure of the ALQ (Kapinga, 2018). To test an existing structure, a confirmatory 

factor analysis is appropriate (Field, 2009). Two models were tested (Jackson et al., 2009). The first, a unidimensional 

model in which all 23 items were grouped into one factor, inspired by some correlations between ALQ dimensions. 

The second, a four-factor model was based on the structure of the four scales that emerged from the pilot study 

(studying in group, studying by testing, elaborative studying and receptive studying) (Kapinga, 2018). 

The goodness of fit between the two hypothesized models and the data was assessed using a two-index presentation 

strategy, combining the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) to 

control for type 1 and type 2 errors (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The maximum likelihood (ML) was used to assess both 

models, as recommended (Biggs et al., 2001). The results are displayed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Adjustment of data to models 

Models SRMR CFI Conclusion 

1 factor model .16 .55 Poor 

4 factor model .08 .90 Acceptable 

Table 1 displays the model fit indices for the 1-factor and 4-factor models. The first model had a SRMR of .16, which 

is above the recommended cutoff value (SRMR< .08 and CFI > .95) (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and a CFI of .55, which is 

below the conventional cutoff value of .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2004). Therefore, the 1-factor model did 

not adequately fit the data. The second or 4-factor model had a CFI of .90, which is acceptable based on the 

conventional cutoff value of Marsh et al. (2004), but still below the conventional cutoff value of .95 recommended by 

Hu and Bentler (1999). The SRMR value (.08) was above the norm recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999). Therefore, 

additional modifications were needed to improve the model fit. 

Naturally, to revise the model, several statistical considerations were taken into account, including modification 

indices proposed by AMOS, residual covariances, factor loading and the confrontation of the results with the 

theoretical data (Hu & Bentler, 1999). For example, a high value of standardized residual covariances (> 8) was 

observed between two items: Appr28 (To make sure that I have well memorized, someone asks me questions) and 

Appr45 (To make sure that I have well understood and memorized, someone asks me questions) on the one hand, and 

between each of these items and many others on the other hand. To address this issue, the covariance between the error 

terms of these two items (Appr28 and Appr45) was added. However, this modification did not improve the SRMR 

index, and both items had low factor loading values, so they were deleted (Brown, 2015). The two items assessing 

studying by testing (Appr28 and Appr45) had some unique characteristics compared to the other three items in the 

same scale. Specifically, these two items assessed testing with the involvement of a third person, whereas the other 

three items referred to individual assessment. This could lead to confusion between studying by testing and studying in 
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group scales. Therefore, these items were removed from the scale. Overall, the revised model resulted in improved fit 

indices, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Adjustment after revision of the 4 factors model 

Model SRMR CFI Conclusion 

4 factor 

model 
.05 .96 Perfect 

Upon examination of the indices values in Table 2, it can be observed that the goodness of fit has significantly 

improved (SRMR= .05 et CFI= .96). Hence, it can be concluded that the 4-factor model provides a good fit to the 

data based on the conventional criteria (SRMR < .08 and CFI > .95) (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Moreover, all covariances 

are positive and statistically significant (p = .001). This finding is consistent with both the estimates and factor 

loadings. It is noteworthy that all the standardized residual covariances are below the conventional value of 2.58 

(Brown, 2015), with the exception of two pairs of studying in group items: Appr12 (To understand the content, we 

meet and solve exercises) and Appr13 (To understand, we meet and explain the course materials) (CRs = 3. 61) and 

items Appr46 (To make sure that we have all understood and memorized, we solve the past exam questions) and 

Appr29 (To make sure that we have all memorized well, we solve the past exam questions) (CRs = 3.05). 

It may be questioned why covariances were not added to the error terms of the aforementioned items despite their 

similarities (Cole et al., 2007). However, since all four items had positive loadings, contributed to the factor 

explanation, and their residual covariance values (CRs) could be influenced by the large sample size (Brown, 2015), 

it was decided not to modify their error terms and to report the (CRs) values. Moreover, including excessive 

covariances in a confirmatory model is not recommended (Cortina, 2002). 

The following Figure shows the final model resulting from the CFA. 

 

Figure 1. Confirmatory model ALQ 

Note. Grp = Studying in group. Test = Studying by testing. Ela = Elaborative studying. Rec = Receptive studying 
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Overall, the process confirmed that the ALQ is an instrument of 4 factors measuring studying in group (10 items), 

elaborative studying (5 items), studying by testing (3 items), and receptive studying (3 items). It should be 

remembered that the studying by testing scale lost 2 items during the confirmatory factor analysis process. 

3.5.2 Internal Consistency of Scales and Descriptive Statistics 

The Cronbach alpha coefficient was used to assess the internal consistency of the scales from the revised model. 

Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics (Means, Std. Deviation and number of items) and alpha of Cronbach’s 

values.  

Table 3. Means, StD Deviation and alpha of Cronbach coefficient 

Scales Means Std. 

Deviation 

(SD) 

α Items (N) 

Studying in group 36.60 11.12 .94 10 

Elaborative Studying 18.08 5.99 .88 5 

Studying by testing 9.23 4.12 .86 3 

Receptive Studying 10.93 3.69 .82 3 

The results in the table 3 indicate that the Cronbach’s alpha values for all four scales are above the conventional .70 

(Field, 2009). Thus, the ALQ is a reliable instrument for assessing SAL in the Congolese context (Field, 2009; Tavakol 

& Dennick, 2011). The mean values suggest that students rely more on studying in a group and elaborative studying 

than on testing and receptive studying approaches. 

3.6 Discussion 

The results of the confirmatory factor analysis have confirmed that the ALQ is a valid instrument to assess SAL in a 

Congolese context. Each of the four dimensions of the ALQ assesses SAL in an original conceptualization as a 

combination of both intentions and strategies (Chue, 2021; Han & Geng, 2023; Zilundu et al., 2022). In the ALQ, 

however, a strategy is included in each item as a companion to an intention. Moreover, the ALQ is grounded in 

students’ discourses about their learning. In this respect, three different intentions (to understand, to memorize, and 

both to memorize and to understand) are considered. ALQ differs from existing instruments by combining both 

intentions to understand and to memorize within items and also by investigating studying in group as a specific 

approaches to learning. 

The ALQ scales (studying in groups, elaborative studying, studying by testing, and receptive studying) are strongly 

rooted in the literature (Aku et al. 2022; Kapinga, 2018). In fact, among the activity-based learning strategy of teaching, 

collaborative learning has been mentioned as enhancing learning, improving students' learning outcomes, enhancing 

students' retention ability, fostering deep cognitive thinking and stimulating students' engagement (Aku et al. 2022 ; 

Chika, 2019; Dearnley et al., 2018; Lahdenperäa et al., 2023; Masila, 2022; Sarpong et al., 2020 ). Indeed, discussions 

among members and peer interactions within groups promote students learning and engagement (Alhammadi, 2021; 

Wijaya et al., 2022). So, the benefits of studying in a group are well recognized as they were also emphasized by the 

tenants of student-centered approaches to teaching who consider that studying in a group or collaborative learning 

entails deep approaches to learning (Azewara et al., 2021). In this sense, based on the skills developed by studying in 

a group as a teaching approach, this ALQ dimension may be linked to classical deep approaches. On the other hand, 

given the organizational aspect that studying in group implies, it may be closer to classical strategic approaches. 

Further research will analyze such relations. Further studies are needed to answer the Tang (1993) call for empirical 

research on studying in group as approaches to learning. Interestingly, these findings corroborate Tang’s view of 

SAL by integrating a group dimension. In this perspective, the major contribution of the paper is also theoretical. 

Elaborative learning is not considered as an approach to learning in current times. However, the concept of 

elaboration appeared in the literature relating to students learning strategies (Endres et al., 2017; Schweder et al., 

2019). For instance, it has been shown that elaborative strategies enhance students understanding (Endres et al., 

2017). It is also acknowledged that elaborative strategies relate to effort and perceptions of teacher mastery goal 

(Schweder et al., 2019). In effect, elaborative strategies constitute major strategies in deep learning as they relate to 

an integration of new knowledge into activated prior knowledge (Endres et al., 2017; Schweder et al., 2019). Thus, in 

the case of SAL, especially in relation to ALQ, elaborative approaches to studying emphasize strategies such as 

summarizing, synthesizing the content in order to get a general and broader picture with three different intentions 
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(Kapinga, 2018). In this respect, elaborative studying seem to be linked to classical deep approaches to learning, 

since they both involve making connections between ideas and getting an entire meaningful (Delgado et al., 2018). 

Further research is needed to explore the relationship between these two approaches in more depth. 

Studying by testing is a new concept in the field of SAL, but it is widely recognized that questions play a crucial role 

in the teaching and learning process by stimulating learners thinking (Wijaya et al., 2022). Additionally, the ‘testing 

effect’ has been shown as an effective teaching strategy that enhances learning by increasing recall (Jensen et al., 

2020). Indeed, the monitoring of knowledge through testing is a well-established method to enhance learning 

(Wijaya et al., 2022). When it comes to ALQ dimensions, studying by testing refers to student assessment of their 

own knowledge to support understanding, memorizing or both (Kapinga, 2018). In this way, studying by testing may 

be linked to deep approaches to learning. Naturally, further research is needed to examine this assumption, as 

studying by testing involves both understanding and memorizing intentions. 

Receptive studying as one of the dimensions of ALQ is characterized by simple reading for understanding, 

memorizing or a combination of both, which helps students gain a general idea or recall what they have already 

learned (Kapinga, 2018). The concept is not directly linked to traditional SAL concepts, but in language learning, 

receptive vocabulary refers to passive vocabulary, while productive vocabulary refers to active vocabulary (Maskor 

et al., 2016). Of course, the passivity seems to be the major characteristic of the receptive studying as students rely 

on this approach without any effort regardless the intentions. From this, the receptive approaches to learning may be 

seen as related to the traditional surface approaches to learning to some extent (Parpala et al., 2022). However, the 

intention to understand as well as the intention to both understand and memorize suggest that receptive studying 

constitutes a distinct approach (Kapinga, 2018). Further research could explore this hypothesis. 

With respect to reliability, the current study has demonstrated higher Cronbach alpha values (studying in group .94, 

elaborative studying .88, studying by testing .86 and receptive studying .82) compared to the results of the pilot study 

(.93, .87, .83 and .79). Overall, the CFA and internal consistency results have confirmed that the ALQ is a valid 

instrument that can be used in its current form with four factors. Specifically, the instrument consists of 10 items 

assessing studying in group, 5 items assessing elaborative studying, 3 items assessing studying by testing and 3 items 

assessing receptive studying. 

The present study has provided not only a context-specific (based on Congolese students discourses on learning) but 

also a context-flexible instrument for assessing SAL. In other words, the conceptualization of approaches to learning 

within the ALQ is not limited to Congolese students, as it is deeply embedded in the literature and therefore seems 

meaningful at a general level (Kapinga, 2018). However, it is essential to assess the meaningfulness of the ALQ by 

collecting how students interpret each of its dimensions in a variety of contexts. With this in mind, the next study 

will focus on administering the ALQ to students in another country. 

This study suggests a new perspective regarding the conceptualization of learning approaches (Parpala et al., 2022). 

Most previous efforts to address SAL have been based on an individualistic viewpoint, but the results of this study 

point to the integration of a social perspective by reconsidering learning in groups as a specific approach (Aku et al., 

2022; Kapinga, 2018; Masila, 2022; Tang, 1993). In this way, learning approaches also represent the learning 

intentions and strategies of a group of students (Kapinga, 2018). 

4. Conclusion 

The dimensions of the ALQ are based on crucial concepts that have been used and are still being explored in the 

higher education literature. These concepts have a well-established history in terms of their role and contribution to 

learning in general and to teaching-learning processes and learning outcomes in particular. However, there is still a 

need to investigate these concepts through the SAL prism. Therefore, this study attracts the attention of researchers 

by explicitly integrating these concepts into the SAL field. The present work has validated a context-specific 

instrument, the ALQ, in the context of its construction. The results suggest the need to expand the use of the ALQ. 

Further studies could focus on testing such an instrument in a variety of contexts and countries. 
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