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What goals? 

• Learning outcomes 
• Transfer of knowledge 
• Retention 
• Competencies 
• Capabilities 
• Affective Domain 
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Economics 

• Surveys of how taught  (Watts & Becker 2008; 
Bloemhof 2012;  Schaur, Watts & Becker 2008) 

• Didactic lecturing, traditional testing 
• Content-driven, teacher-centric 
• Threshold concepts  (Meyer & Land 2004) 
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Deep Learning in Economics? 
Appropriate instruments apparently 
unrepresented in published  ec.ed literature 
 
• Santos & Lavin (2004):  uses MC test     

with 8 “deep” and 8 “surface” questions 
“learning inputs  knowledge output”  

• Smith and Ravitz (2008) similarly uses MC 
instrument 
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Student Approaches to Learning 
(Entwistle 1987 Table 3.1) 

• Deep approach 
– Intention to understand 
– Vigorous interaction with 

content 
– Relate new ideas to 

previous knowledge 
– Relate concepts to 

everyday experience 
– Relate evidence to 

conclusions 
– Examine logic of 

argument 

• Surface approach 
– Intention to complete task 

requirements 
– Memorize information 

needed for assessments 
– Treat task as an external 

imposition 
– Unreflective about 

purpose or strategies 
– Focus on discrete 

elements without 
integration 

– Failure to distinguish 
principles from examples 
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Lancaster Approaches  
• A family of survey instruments developed in the 

1970s and 1980s (Ramsden, Entwistle and 
coauthors): student approach and intention 

Approaches to Studying Questionnaire: 
(Entwistle 1981) Differentiates learning for 
understanding (deep) and rote/unintegrated (surface) 
approaches to learning 
Course Perceptions Questionnaire:  
(Entwistle 1987) students’ perception of the learning 
environment influences learning 
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(Woods, Cornell Univ. keynote Jan 2012) 



Students’ Ave. Approach to Learning 
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Strategic Surface Deep SCORE 

Beginning of Class 
(n=50) 16.7 15.5 17.2 18 

End of Class 
(n=53) 16.3 15.4 16.4 17 

Paired Difference 
(n=44) -0.5 -0.7 -1.1 -0.9 

 
 

Entwistle & 
Ramsden 1983 12.7 13.7 14.2 13 



Students’ Average Course Perceptions              
GT OS FL CG VR SC WL FT CPQ CC SC s/c 

Beginning 
of Class  
(n = 50) 

7.8 7.2 6.7 8.3 7.3 5.8 6.0 7.7 30 9.4 15 2.1 

End of 
Class  
(n = 53) 

9.3 9.9 8.6 5.6 6.5 6.0 5.8 4.5 36 7.3 18 3.5 

Paired 
Difference  
(n = 44)  

1.4 2.8 1.7 -3.2 -1.2 0.1 -0.4 -3.5 5.5 -2.3 3.1 1.35 

GT = good teaching; OS = openness to students; FL = freedom to learn; CG = clarity  in goals 
VR = vocational relevance; SC = social climate;  WL = workload; FT = formal teaching methods 
CPQ = total of these; CC = control-centered (10 + workload – freedom) 
SC = student-centered (sum of good teaching + freedom);    s/c = ratio of SC/CC 



Final thoughts  

 

Opportunities & New Directions Conference 
26 April 2012 11 



Opportunities & New Directions Conference 
26 April 2012 12 

References:  Barb Bloemhof  
Bloemhof. 2012. “A Study of Writing Assignments in Selected Canadian Undergraduate 
Programs,” under review at AJEE 
Entwistle, N. J. 1987. Understanding Classrom Learning.  London: Hodder & Stoughton.. 
Entwistle, N. J. 1981. Styles of Learning and Teaching.  NY: John Wiley and Sons, Ltd. 
Entwistle, N. J. and P. Ramsden.1983. Understanding Student Learning.  London: Croom Helm; 
New York: Nichols Publ. 
Meyer, J.H.F. 1996. “Some Aspects of the Individual-difference Modelling of Causal Attribution,” 
Higher Education 31(1),  51-71. 
Meyer, J. & R. Land. 2003. “Threshold Concepts and Troublesome Knowledge: Linkages to Ways 
of Thinking and Practising within the Disciplines,” ETL Project Occasional Report 4, School of 
Education, University of Edinburgh. 
Neufeld, V. R. and H. Barrows. 1974. “The ‘McMaster Philosophy’: An Approach to Medical 
Education,” Journal of Medical Education 49(11),  1040-1050.. 
Shauer,  G., M. Watts & W.E, Becker. 2008. “Assessment Practices & Trends in Undergraduate 
Economics Courses,” American Economics Review 98(2),  552-556. 
Watts, M. & W.E. Becker.  2008. “A Little More than Chalk and Talk: Results from a Third National 
Survey of Teaching Methods in Undergraduate Economics Courses,” Journal of Economic 
Education 39(3),  273-286. 
Woods, D.R. 2012. “Product-based learning, problem-oriented learning, problem-based learning, 
problem-based synthesis and project based learning. What’s best for you?” Presentation CTE 
Cornell University, Ithaca NY. 
Woods, Donald R. 2011. Measuring and Rewarding University Teachers to Improve Student 
Learning: A Guide for Faculty and Administrators.  Kowloon: City University of Hong Kong Press. 



“Why use PBL?” 
The traditional sequencing of learning does not 
reflect real life interaction with the material  
(Neufeld & Barrows 1974, 1043) 
  
“PBL… is really about knowledge, learned in 
the context in which it will later be used so that 
hopefully transfer can be facilitated.”  
(Norman 1997, 264)  
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Next steps 
• Focus groups (completes data collection) 
• Analysis of variance, power:  ASQ & CPI 
• Preferences inventory:  response 

inconsistencies?  (Meyer 1996) 
• Qualitative analysis of course reflection: 

“How have the experiences in this course 
enhanced understanding of international 
events? What do you need to do to 
respond in an informed way in future?” 
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