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Abstract

The study determines approaches to learning and its influence on students academic performance. The study
adopted correlational research design. Population was 813 National Diploma Il students. Sample of 261 students
was obtained using Krejcie and Morgan table. Instrument for data collection was R-SPQ-2F. Validity of the
instrument was ascertained by experts in Educational Psychology. Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .78 and .76 was
obtained for deep and surface approach subscales. Research question was answered using Pearson correlation
and hypothesis tested using multiple regression at 0.05 significant level. Findings reveals positive correlation (r =
.84) between deep approach and academic performance and negative correlation (r = —.68) between surface
approach and academic performance. R square value (.715) indicates 71.5 percent variance in performance is
explain by approaches to learning. F-(324.81) significant at (p0.00<0.05) indicates relationship between
approaches to learning and academic performance. Study recommend adoption of deep approach considering it

role on performance.
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Introduction

Polytechnics education in Nigeria is design for
training of technical man power in advancing the
nation’s technological hub, in order to achieve this
mandate various polytechnics were established by
government for acquisition of relevant technical skills
in line with 70:30 admission ratio in favour of
science, engineering and technology related courses
by the National Board for Technical Education
(NBTE) which is the regulatory body for technical
education in Nigeria.

In spite of this laudable government policies for
students to acquire relevant technical skills that would
enable them contributes significantly to technological
development which is the driving force of the nation’s
economy however it is sad to note the consistent poor
performance of students in semester examination
(Zakairya & Bamidele, 2015; Shahjchav,
et’al.,2021). This has become worrisome to technical
educators and stake holders in education.

Poor performance of students in semester
examination could be attributed to factors such as
methods of teaching (Jegede, 2009); attitude towards
learning (Ngussa & Mbuti, 2017); approaches to
learning (Maciejewski & Merchant, 2016). Among
these factors, approaches to learning have gain
increasing attention in the literatures as factor

influencing students performance at the tertiary
institutions.

Approaches to learning are expanding line of study
that describe and assesses students learning
(Entwistle et. al, 2001). Marthon and Saljo (1976) in
their seminar work on student learning identifies two
ways follows in processing information as deep and
surface approaches.

Deep approach is the students intrinsic motivation
and intention towards learning for better
understanding of concepts (Loyens, et’al., 2013).
Howie and Bagnall (2013) highlights characteristics
associated with deep approach to includes self-
assessment, self-questioning and error detection.
Students who adopt the deep approach find meaning
from text materials and learn in most profitable way
(Biggs, 2012). Baris (2016) states that deep approach
is the students desire to complete task in most
appropriate manner using cognitive function.

Surface approach is the intention to accomplish tasks
using low level cognitive ability and putting less
efforts in fulfilling requirements (Biggs, 1993).
Zakariya, et’al. (2020) describe surface approach as
reflection of external motivation such as students
participation in learning to obtain pass mark in
examination. Surface approach is the lack of personal
engagement in learning, student reproduce learning
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materials with the motive of avoiding failure (Diseth,
2013).

Surface and deep approaches influences performance
in an opposite way specifically surface approach pre-
occupied by memorization results to poor
performance of students while deep approach is the
in-depth involvement of students in learning for better
performance (Yaraten & Kasapoglu, 2012).
Approaches to and Academic
Performance

Researchers were prompt by the desire to know why
some students learn better than others resulting to
research work on approaches to learning (Gurlea,
et’al., 2013). Ausbel (1968) use the terms meaningful
and rote learning to describe approaches to learning.
Wittrock (1974) describes approaches to learning as
generative and reproductive processing of learning.
Surface approach is the students unreflective
intention towards study (Spade & Moneta, 2012).
Haggis (2003) highlights the characteristics
associated with surface approach to include
memorization and recitation of text materials. Deep
approach on the other hand is the students
understanding of information, relating ideas with
content taught for critical thinking (Mclnerney, et ’al.,
2012). Deep approach is characterized by in depth
understanding, error detection, dealing with large
data and putting more efforts in learning. Biggs
(2003) asserted that students who use deep approach
are intrinsically motivated and acquire knowledge in
a more coherent way while students who adopt the
surface approach are extrinsically motivated to
learning.

Ladan, et’al. (2014) in exploring undergraduate
students approaches to learning as predictor
performance found a relationship  between
approaches to learning and academic performance.
Baris (2016) in his study on approaches to learning
and age in predicting early childhood student
academic performance found positive relationship
between deep approach and academic performance
while a negative relationship was found between
surface approach and academic performance. Puteh,
et’al., (2018) in their study on relationship between
approaches to learning and academic performance
found significant positive relationship between
approaches to learning and academic performance.
Husseini, et’al., (2018) who in their study on
relationship between approaches to learning and
academic performance found significant relationship
between approaches to learning and academic
performance. Kamath, et’al., (2018) found positive
relationship between deep approach and academic
performance while negative relationship was found
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between  surface  approach  and
performance. Although few studies were conducted
on approaches to learning and academic performance
however not much is known of study on approaches
to learning and academic performance for students
studying at the polytechnic. Moreover in order to fill
this research gap the present study determine
influence of approaches to learning on academic
performance.

Research Question
What is the relationship between approaches to
learning and academic performance?

Hypothesis
Hoi: There is no significant relationship between
approaches to learning and academic performance.

Methods

The study adopted correlational design to determine
the relationship between approaches to learning and
academic performance. Population of the study was
813 National Diploma Il students registered in 2022/
2023 academic session at Hussaini Adamu Federal
Polytechnic Kazaure. Sample of 260 students was
obtained using Krejcie and Morgan table. Instrument
for data collection was Revised Two Factor Study
Process Questionnaire (R-SPQ-2F). The R-SPQ-2F
adapted from Biggs, et’al. (2001) consist of twenty
item statements on deep and surface approaches
subscales, ten item statements measuring deep
approach and another ten item statements measuring
surface approach on five points Likert scale. Face
validity of R-SPQ-2F was ascertained by expert in
Educational Psychology who critically examined
each item on the instrument, suggestion and
correction given were effected before final
production and administration of the R-SPQ-2F on
the students. The R-SPQ-2F was trial tested on 45
National Diploma I1 students who were not part of the
main study to determine reliability of the instrument.
Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .78 was obtained for
deep approach subscale and .76 for surface approach
subscale. Research question for the study was
answered using Pearson correlation to determines the
strength of relationship between subscales of deep
and surface approaches on academic performance
while hypothesis was tested using multiple regression
at 0.05 significant level to determine relationship
between approaches to learning and academic
performance.

Schober, et’al., (2018) states the decision rule for
determining correlation coefficients (r) of study
which employs Pearson correlation for analysis as: -
Greater than 0.5 strong positive correlation
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Between 0.3-0.5 moderate positive correlation
Between 0-0.3 weak positive correlation
Between -0.3- -0.5 moderate negative correlation
Less than -0.5 strong negative correlation
Decision rule for accepting hypothesis.

Results
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Dulek, (2018) states that when p-value <0.05 level
of Significance ,the null hypothesis is rejected,
however accepted when p-value >0.05 level of
significance.

Table 1: Correlation Between Deep Approach, Surface Approach and Academic Performance

Deep Surface Academic
Approach Approach Performance
Deep Approach Pearson Correlation -.818™ 847
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Surface Approach 1 -.687"
.000
N 259

** Significant at 0.05 level.

Table 1 shows a strong positive correlation » = .84 between deep approach and academic performance while a
strong negative correlation r = —.68 was found between surface approach and academic performance.
Correlation between deep and surface approaches on academic performance was significant at (p 0.00 < 0.05).

Table 2: Multiple Regression on Approaches to Learning and Academic Performance.

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
R R Square Square Estimate F Change dfl Sig.
.847° 717 715 64746 324.815 2 .000

**significant at 0.05 level

Table 2 gives R square value of . 715 meaning 71.5 percent variance in academic performance is
explain by approaches to learning. F-value 324.81 significant at (p 0.00 < 0.05) indicates a
relationship between approaches to learning and academic performance.

Table 3: Beta Coefficients on Approaches to Learning

Standardized

Unstandardized Coefficients  Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 162 .336 481 631
Deep Approach .069 .005 .863 14.920 .000
Surface Approach .003 .009 .019 334 .739

a. Dependent Variable: Academic Performance

Table 3 shows beta (B =.016;t = 14.920 P .000
< .05 ) indicates deep approach predicts students
academic performance while beta (B =.06;t =
0.334 P.073 > .05) indicates surface approach does
not predicts academic performance.

Discussion

The study found positive relationship between deep
approach and academic performance and a negative
relationship between surface approach and academic

performance this finding was in agreements with
Baris (2016) who found positive relationship between
deep approach and academic performance and
negative relationship between surface approach and
academic performance. Kamath, et’al., (2018) in
supports of present study reported a positive
relationship between deep approach and academic
performance and a negative relationship between
surface approach and academic performance.
Mutatayi, et’al., (2018) in contrary to the present
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finding reported positive relationship between surface
approach and academic performance.

Significant  relationship was found between
approaches to learning and academic performance
this agrees with Hussaini, et’al., (2018) who found a
relationship between approaches to learning and
undergraduate  medical  students  academic
performance. Puteh, et’al, (2018) reported
significant positive relationship between approaches
to learning and academic performance.

Deep approach predicts students academic
performance this finding corresponds with Landan,
et’al., (2014) who found deep approach as predictor
of undergraduate students academic performance. In
support of present finding was study by Salamonson,
et’al., (2013) who reported deep approach as
predictor of academic performance. Negash, et’al.,
(2022) found deep approach as predictor of students
academic performance. Burton and Sztaroszto (2007)
who reported deep approach did not predict of
students academic performance contradicts the
present finding.

Conclusion
The study revealed that approaches to learning
significantly ~ influence  students  academic

performance. Students who adopt deep approach
perform better academically than those who adopt the
surface approach more over deep approach was found
be predictor of academic performance.

Recommendation

The study recommends encouraging students to adopt
deep approach considering it positive role on
performance however discourage adoption of surface
approach due to it negative impacts on performance.
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