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Abstract- This study examined undergraduate students’ experiences of teaching and learning 

at Qatar University using an Arabic version of the Shortened Experiences of Teaching and 
Learning Questionnaire (SETLQ). A total of 410 students (60.2% female), ranging in age 
from 18 to 33 years (M = 21.0, SD = 2.6), participated in the study. The SETLQ, originally 
developed in English, was translated into Modern Standard Arabic using a rigorous 
translation and back-translation process to ensure cultural and linguistic appropriateness. 
Descriptive statistics revealed that students’ expectations from higher education were 
primarily motivated by career goals and personal development. Students cited the importance 
of course content as a primary reason for enrollment, rather than intrinsic interest. Approaches 
to learning and studying showed a preference for deep learning and organized effort over 

surface-level strategies. Notably, students with higher GPAs reported significantly lower use 
of surface approaches compared to those with lower GPAs. Students’ perceptions of their 
teaching and learning environments were generally positive, with high ratings for the 
assessment of understanding and instructional quality. While students reported learning 
subject-specific knowledge and information skills, lower ratings were given to collaborative 
learning outcomes. Most students expressed confidence in their overall academic 
performance. These findings suggest that, to foster deeper learning and academic success, 
instructional strategies at Qatar University should aim to reduce students’ reliance on surface 

approaches by incorporating more opportunities for independent learning, emphasizing the 
relevance of course content to career goals, and promoting structured study habits. These 
efforts should be reinforced by aligning instruction with students’ career-oriented and 
personal development goals, highlighting the importance of course content, prioritizing the 
assessment of understanding, and deepening students’ learning of core disciplinary concepts 
and information technology skills. 

Keywords: Arabic SETLQ, Teaching and Learning, Approaches to Learning, Educational 
Experiences, Higher Education. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In recent decades, there has been growing interest in understanding how university 

students engage with their learning environments, especially as institutions increasingly 

adopt student-centered instructional models (Entwistle & Peterson, 2004; Ramsden, 2003). 

This shift emphasizes the need to explore not only what students learn but also how and 

why they interact with course content, instructors, and peers—insights that are essential for 

improving academic outcomes and the overall quality of higher education. For instance, 

Shehab et al. (2021) found that students, instructors, and administrators at the Community 

College of Qatar generally held positive attitudes toward hybrid learning, recognizing its 

potential to enhance teaching and learning despite some implementation challenges. 

Similarly, Farouqa and Hysaj (2022) reported that faculty members in universities in the 

UAE viewed actively engaged students as interactive, inquisitive, responsible, and 

collaborative, underscoring the critical role of student engagement in boosting academic 

achievement and institutional effectiveness. 

A large body of research has demonstrated that students adopt different approaches 

to learning depending on personal, contextual, and pedagogical factors (Biggs, 1987; 

Trigwell & Prosser, 1991). The deep approach is characterized by a desire to understand 

material conceptually, while the surface approach tends to focus on rote memorization 

with minimal engagement. A third dimension, often referred to as organized effort, 

captures how students manage time and study strategies to support their learning (Entwistle 

& McCune, 2004). These approaches have been consistently linked to academic 

achievement, with deep learning generally associated with higher performance and surface 

learning linked to lower academic outcomes (Richardson, 2000; Trigwell & Prosser, 1991). 

Recent research from Qatar corroborates these findings: medical students have shown 

strong deep learning preferences, especially as their programs introduced more inquiry-

based and problem-based learning methods; however, high-stakes exams like the USMLE 

may trigger temporary declines in preference for deep approaches (Qureshi et al., 2022). 

Additionally, the use of structured study strategies—such as time management and test-

taking techniques—has been positively associated with Grade Point Average (GPA) 

among undergraduate students at Qatar University (Alkhateeb & Nasser, 2014). These 

results validate the relevance of learning-approach frameworks beyond Western. 

Understanding how students perceive their teaching and learning environments is 

equally important. Students’ experiences with teaching methods, course demands, 

assessment strategies, and support systems significantly influence the way they approach 

learning (Ramsden, 2003). Positive perceptions of the instructional environment—such as 

clarity of goals, constructive feedback, and instructor enthusiasm—can foster intrinsic 

motivation and promote deeper engagement with course material (Lizzio et al., 2002). For 

example, a study by Almansour et al. (2023), conducted at a medical college in Saudi 

Arabia, used the Experiences of Teaching and Learning Questionnaire (ETLQ) and found 

that positive student perceptions of the teaching and learning environment significantly 

enhanced engagement. A recent study by Al Yafei et al. (2023) found that students in a 

British transnational higher education program in Qatar conceptualized their learning 
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experiences through the development of academic, self-learning, and employability skills, 

emphasizing interdependence and the transferability of learning. 

The Shortened Experiences of Teaching and Learning Questionnaire (SETLQ), 

derived from the ETL Project (2005), comprehensively measures students’ learning 

orientations, reasons for course enrollment, learning and studying approaches, and 

perceptions of teaching and learning outcomes. The SETLQ has been applied across 

diverse academic contexts, primarily within English-speaking settings, and has 

demonstrated strong psychometric validity (Entwistle et al., 2000). However, its use in 

Arab higher education remains limited, despite notable differences in cultural expectations 

and instructional practices compared to Western models. Meanwhile, broader survey-based 

research in Qatar—such as the LASSI validation by Alkhateeb and Nasser (2014)—has 

shown that strategic learning practices (e.g., concentration, anxiety regulation, and time 

management) are significantly associated with academic performance (GPA), highlighting 

the potential value of culturally adapted instruments in regional settings. 

In the Gulf region, including Qatar, higher education is undergoing rapid reform as 

part of broader national strategies to build knowledge-based economies (Qatar National 

Vision 2030). Institutions such as Qatar University have expanded access to education, 

internationalized curricula, and invested in pedagogical development. Despite these 

reforms, few empirical studies have examined how students in this region experience 

teaching and learning, or how their learning and studying approaches relate to academic 

achievement. In alignment with Qatar National Vision 2030 and ongoing higher education 

reforms aimed at building knowledge-based economies, this study employs an Arabic-

translated SETLQ to explore students’ expectations of higher education, their reasons for 

course enrollment, their approaches to learning and studying (deep/surface/organized), 

perceptions of their teaching and learning environment, the demands of their coursework, 

and the outcomes of their learning experiences at Qatar University. It also investigates 

variations in learning and studying approaches, particularly whether these approaches 

differ significantly between students with higher and lower GPAs. This work augments a 

small but growing body of empirical research on student learning in Middle Eastern, 

Arabic-medium education settings, offering evidence to inform curriculum design, faculty 

development, and student support initiatives. Ultimately, the findings aim to help 

institutions like Qatar University—and others operating in comparable demographic and 

cultural settings—adapt their pedagogies to better serve students’ needs and aspirations, 

fostering more effective and culturally responsive learning experiences. 

2. METHODOLOGY  

2.1 Participants 

Data were collected from 410 undergraduate students at Qatar University in Qatar. 

Participants ranged in age from 18 to 33 years (M = 21.0, SD = 2.6), with most having 

enrolled directly from high school. The sample consisted of 247 women (60.2%), reflecting 

the gender distribution of the university population. In terms of academic standing, 158 

students (38.5%) were first-year students, 131 (32%) were sophomores, 74 (18%) were 

juniors, and 47 (11.5%) were seniors. Many participants (247; 60.2%) were Qatari 
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nationals, while the remaining 39.8% represented approximately 20 different Arab 

nationalities. All participants reported Arabic as their first language and English as their 

second language. 

Qatar University comprises 12 colleges, notably including Arts and Sciences; 

Business and Economics; Education; Engineering; Health Sciences; Law; Medicine; 

Pharmacy; Sharia and Islamic Studies; Dental Medicine; Nursing; and Sport Sciences. 

Students in the sample were enrolled in seven colleges: 0.5% from Pharmacy, 3.2% from 

Law, 3.7% from Sharia and Islamic Studies, 7.8% from education, 12.4% from 

Engineering, 25.4% from Business and Economics, and 47.1% from Arts and Sciences. 

The College of Arts and Sciences is the university’s largest college by both enrollment and 

number of academic programs, comprising approximately one-third of the student body. 

Participants reported an average cumulative GPA of 2.74 on a 4.0 scale (SD = 0.58), with 

scores ranging from 1.40 to 4.00. All students were enrolled in three-credit-hour core 

curriculum courses—general education courses required of all undergraduates—designed 

to enhance critical thinking, analytical reasoning, higher-order thinking, research 

competency, and problem-solving abilities. The language of instruction for these courses 

was Arabic, which is the participants’ native language. 

To ensure adherence to ethical research standards, students were provided with an 

informed consent form outlining issues of confidentiality, anonymity, and the voluntary 

nature of participation. The study was approved by the university’s Institutional Review 

Board. Participants were informed that there were no right or wrong answers, that their 

responses would not impact their academic evaluations, and that participation was entirely 

voluntary. GPA scores were self-reported. The final sample size met the minimum case-

to-variable ratio of 5:1, as recommended by Bryant and Yarnold (1995). 

2.2 Measures 

This study employed an Arabic version of the Shortened Experiences of Teaching 

and Learning Questionnaire (SETLQ; ETL Project, 2005) to assess students’ experiences 

of teaching and learning at Qatar University. In addition, a demographic survey was 

administered to collect background information such as nationality, gender, and age. The 

SETLQ is a self-report instrument consisting of seven sections and a total of 73 items. 

Participants completed the questionnaire in a standard classroom setting, using a five-point 

Likert scale to indicate their level of agreement with each item, unless otherwise specified. 

The primary reason for using the SETLQ, developed for the ETL Project, over other 

available inventories in this study is that it reflects many years of experience in inventory 

development and is comprehensive (e.g., Entwistle et al., 2002; Karagiannopoulou & 

Milienos, 2018; Parpala et al., 2013; Utriainen et al., 2018). It is specifically designed to 

measure students’ perceptions of their teaching and learning experiences in higher 

education. SETLQ has demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency (Cronbach’s α 

values typically exceeding .70 across its subscales) and strong construct validity, as 

confirmed through factor analyses that align with its theoretical dimensions (e.g., Entwistle 

et al., 2003; Hosseini et al., 2022). 
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 Section 1: Learning Orientations 

The section “What do you expect to get from the experience of higher education?” 

includes seven items designed to assess students’ expectations and goals for 

pursuing higher education. It measures four key dimensions: intrinsic motivation 

(the desire to learn for personal fulfillment and intellectual curiosity), social and 

personal development (growth in interpersonal skills, independence, and self-

awareness), career-related goals (preparation for future employment or professional 

advancement), and lack of clear purpose (uncertainty or ambiguity regarding one’s 

reasons for attending university). Responses are rated from 1 (very weakly/not at 

all) to 5 (very strongly). A sample item is: “I hope the things I learn will help me 

to develop as a person and broaden my horizons.” 

 

 Section 2: Reasons for Course Enrollment 

The five-item scale “Reasons for taking this particular course” explores students’ 

motivations for enrolling in the course. It examines factors such as personal interest 

in the subject, the perceived importance or value of the course content, expectations 

regarding the course’s difficulty or ease, and its relevance to students’ future 

academic or career aspirations. Responses are rated from 1 (very weakly/not at all) 

to 5 (very strongly). A sample item is: “It is something I expect to find interesting.” 

 Section 3: Approaches to Learning and Studying 

Comprising 17 items across three subscales—deep approach, surface approach, 

and organized effort—this section explores students’ general learning and 

studying strategies. The deep approach reflects a focus on understanding and 

integrating ideas, the surface approach indicates a tendency to memorize without 

seeking meaning, and organized effort captures students’ time management, 

planning, and self-regulation skills. Responses range from 1 (disagree) to 5 

(agree). A sample item is: “I have generally put a lot of effort into my studying.” 

 

 Section 4: Experiences of Teaching and Learning 

This section includes 25 items divided into eight subscales, each targeting a specific 

aspect of the learning experience: aims and congruence (alignment between 

objectives and content), choice allowed (student autonomy in learning), quality of 

teaching and learning, set work and feedback (clarity and usefulness of assigned 

tasks and feedback), assessment of understanding (methods for gauging student 

comprehension), staff enthusiasm and support, student support (availability of 

academic and personal assistance), and interest and enjoyment (student engagement 

and satisfaction). It assesses students’ perceptions of the teaching and learning 

environment and how it may influence their study behaviors. Responses range from 

1 (disagree) to 5 (agree). A sample item is: “The topics seemed to follow each other 

in a way that made sense to me.” 
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 Section 5: Perceived Course Demands 

The “Demands made by the course unit” scale assesses students’ perceptions of the 

academic demands placed on them throughout the course. It includes items related 

to the level of prior knowledge expected, the pace and difficulty of the material, the 

overall workload, and the extent to which the course fosters the development of 

generic skills (such as problem-solving and communication) and information skills 

(such as locating and evaluating academic sources). Items are rated on a scale from 

1 (very difficult) to 5 (very easy). A sample item is: “What I was expected to know 

to begin with.” 

 Section 6: Perceived Learning Outcomes 

The “What you learned from this course unit” section evaluates students’ 

perceptions of their learning outcomes from the course. It focuses on three key 

areas: subject-specific knowledge (understanding of core concepts and content 

within the discipline), generic skills (such as critical thinking, communication, and 

teamwork), and information skills (including the ability to find, assess, and use 

academic resources effectively). Responses range from 1 (very little) to 5 (a lot). A 

sample item is: “Information technology/computing skills (e.g., WWW, email, word 

processing).” 

 Section 7: Self-Evaluation 

In the final section, students rated their overall performance in the course on a nine-

point Likert scale ranging from 1 (rather badly) to 9 (very well). The item reads: 

“Finally, how well do you think you are doing in this course unit as a whole? Please 

try to rate yourself objectively, based on any marks, grades or comments you have 

been given.” 

Students completed the SETLQ and demographic survey toward the end of the 

semester, reflecting on their experiences in the course and their learning and studying 

strategies. The administration of the questionnaire followed the procedures outlined in the 

ETL Project (2005), including the order of item presentation, response format, and scoring 

method. For most items, responses were recorded on a 1–5 scale, where higher scores 

indicated stronger agreement or greater ease/learning, depending on the context. The self-

evaluation item used a 1–9 scale. Subscale scores were calculated by averaging the 

responses of items within each subscale. Data were subsequently entered and analyzed 

using SPSS Statistics version 23.0. 

2.3 Translation of the SETLQ 

The Shortened Experiences of Teaching and Learning Questionnaire (SETLQ) was 

used in this study with permission, in accordance with the guidelines of the ETL Project 

(2005), which allows adaptation and use of the instrument provided the source is properly 

acknowledged. This publication fully acknowledges the original source of the 

questionnaire. Participants completed an Arabic version of the SETLQ, originally 

developed in English as part of the Enhancing Teaching-Learning Environments in 

Undergraduate Courses project. The 73 items were initially translated into Modern 
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Standard Arabic by a bilingual university professor with expertise in both written and 

spoken Arabic and English. Additionally, an educational specialist familiar with the 

cultural context of the Arab world contributed to the translation process to ensure cultural 

appropriateness. 

A literal translation approach was deliberately avoided, as it may yield items that 

are not culturally or contextually meaningful. Instead, the translation prioritized conceptual 

and semantic equivalence, with special attention given to preserving the meaning of 

difficult or idiomatic expressions. The translators sought the most accurate and culturally 

relevant interpretations within context to maintain the validity of the scale items. The initial 

translation was then carefully reviewed and refined by the research team, who are also 

bilingual, following the translation guidelines proposed by Hocevar and El-Zahhar (1985). 

Revisions were made to improve clarity, cultural appropriateness, and alignment with the 

original instrument. To ensure the accuracy and fidelity of the translated instrument, a 

back-translation procedure was conducted. The Arabic version was back-translated into 

English by the researchers and an additional bilingual professor specializing in applied 

linguistics. This process adhered to the back-translation methodology outlined by Brislin 

(1980) and Hambleton and Kanjee (1995). The back-translated version was then compared 

with the original English questionnaire to identify discrepancies. Based on this comparison, 

further modifications were made to the Arabic version to resolve inconsistencies and 

enhance linguistic and conceptual equivalence. Through this iterative process, a final 

Arabic version of the SETLQ was developed and deemed acceptable as a valid adaptation 

of the original English instrument. 

2.4 Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were computed for each section of the SETLQ to summarize 

students’ experiences of teaching and learning. To explore differences in learning and 

studying approaches—specifically the deep approach, surface approach, and organized 

effort subscales from the 17-item Approaches to Learning and Studying section—a one-

way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted. The analysis also tested for significant 

differences in these approaches between students with higher and lower GPA scores. 

Statistical significance was determined at the p < .05 level. In addition, internal consistency 

reliability for the Approaches to Learning and Studying and Experiences of Teaching and 

Learning scales was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients to evaluate the reliability 

of each subscale. 

3. RESULTS 

Descriptive statistics for the “What do you expect to get from the experience of 

higher education” scale of the SETLQ are presented in Table 1. Students generally 

endorsed all items, indicating multifaceted expectations from higher education. The 

highest-rated items were “I mainly need the qualification to enable me to get a good job 

when I finish” (a career-related item) and “I hope the whole experience here will make me 

more independent and self-confident” (a social and personal development item). In 

contrast, the item receiving the least support was “When I look back, I sometimes wonder 

why I ever decided to come here,” which reflects a lack of clear purpose. These results 
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suggest that students’ expectations were primarily driven by career and personal 

development goals. 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Items Measuring What Do You Expect to Get From the Experience 

of Higher Education? 

# Statement   M         SD 

a. I hope the things I learn will help me to develop as a person and broaden my 

horizons. 4.53      0.67 

b. I am focused on the opportunities here for an active social life and/or sport. 3.72      1.00 
c. I hope the whole experience here will make me more independent and self-

confident. 4.62      0.60 

d. I want to learn things which might let me help people, and/or make a 

difference in the world. 

 

4.58      0.69 
e. I want to study the subject in depth by taking interesting and stimulating 

courses. 4.27      0.91 

f. I mainly need the qualification to enable me to get a good job when I finish. 4.65      0.69 
g. When I look back, I sometimes wonder why I ever decided to come here. 3.09      1.33 

Descriptive results for the “Reasons for taking this particular course” scale are 

shown in Table 2. Students most strongly endorsed the item “It should help me to 

understand the subject better,” reflecting perceived importance. The item with the lowest 

endorsement was “It is something I expect to find interesting,” an item related to intrinsic 

interest. These findings suggest that perceived academic importance was a stronger 

motivator for course enrollment than personal interest. 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Items Measuring Reasons for Taking This Particular Course 

# Statement   M         SD 

a. It is something I expect to find interesting. 3.75      1.04 
b. It is supposed to be a fairly easy course unit. 3.84      0.99 

c. I thought it would look good on my CV. 3.93      1.09 

d. It should help me to understand the subject better. 4.05      1.01 
e. It is an area I will need to know about for my career. 3.98      1.16 

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s 

alpha) for the three subscales of the Approaches to Learning and Studying scale: deep 

approach, surface approach, and organized effort. All three subscales demonstrated 

acceptable internal consistency, consistent with reliability standards (Henson, 2001). 

Correlation analyses revealed a significant positive relationship between the deep approach 

and organized effort (r = .461, p < .01), suggesting that students who engaged in deeper 

learning and studying strategies also tended to exert more effort in organizing their studies. 

A weaker positive correlation was found between the deep and surface approaches (r = 

.143, p < .01), while no significant correlation was found between the surface approach 

and organized effort (r = –.01, ns). 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alpha for Subscales Measuring Approaches to 

Learning and Studying (17-item SETLQ) 

Subscale    M          SD Alpha 

Deep approach  3.97       0.53 0.66 

Surface approach  3.24       0.86 0.61 

Organized effort  3.89       0.78 0.63 

A one-way ANOVA indicated significant differences in students’ learning and 

studying approaches, [F(2, 1227) = 120.7, p < .001]. Scheffé post-hoc tests revealed that 

both the deep approach and organized effort were rated significantly higher than the surface 

approach. These findings suggest that students favored deep and effort-based approaches 

over surface-level learning and studying strategies. Item-level descriptive statistics for this 

scale are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of Items Measuring Approaches to Learning and Studying 

# Statement   M         SD 

1. I have often had trouble in making sense of the things I have to remember. 3.80      1.11 

2. I have been over the work I have done to check my reasoning and see that it 
makes sense. 

 
4.02      0.99 

3. I have generally put a lot of effort into my studying. 4.20      1.00 

4. Much of what I have learned seems no more than lots of unrelated bits and 

pieces in my mind. 

 

3.05      1.32 
5. In making sense of new ideas, I have often related them to practical or real 

life contexts. 

 

4.21      0.96 

6. On the whole, I have been quite systematic and organized in my studying. 3.72      1.12 
7. Ideas I have come across in my academic reading often set me off on long 

chains of thought. 

 

3.88      1.01 

8. I have looked at evidence carefully to reach my own conclusion about what 
I am studying. 

 
3.64      1.11 

9. When I have been communicating ideas, I have thought over how well I 

have got my points across. 

 

4.24      0.88 

10. I have organized my study time carefully to make the best use of it. 3.65      1.20 
11. It has been important for me to follow the argument, or to see the reasons 

behind things. 

 

4.30      0.90 

12. I have tended to take what we have been taught at face value without 
questioning it much. 

 
3.43      1.28 

13. I have tried to find better ways of tracking down relevant information in this 

subject. 3.67      1.13 

14. Concentration has not usually been a problem for me, unless I have been 
really tired. 4.01      1.18 

15. In reading for this course unit, I have tried to find out for myself exactly 

what the author means. 

 

3.72      1.19 
16. I have just been going through the motions of studying without seeing where 

I am going. 

 

2.69      1.39 

17. If I have not understood things well enough when studying, I have tried a 
different approach. 

 
4.07      1.00 
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Note: The deep approach items include 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17; the surface approach items 

include 1, 4, 12, and 16; and the organized effort items include 3, 6, 10, and 14. 

To further explore the relationship between learning and studying approaches and 

academic performance, students were divided into two GPA groups based on the sample 

median (2.78). The lower GPA group (n = 210) had GPAs ranging from 1.40 to 2.77 (M = 

2.28, SD = 0.38), while the higher GPA group (n = 200) ranged from 2.78 to 4.00 (M = 

3.22, SD = 0.31). ANOVA results showed a significant difference on the surface approach 

subscale, with lower GPA students scoring higher than higher GPA students, F(1, 408) = 

7.771, p = .006. This suggests that students with higher academic performance were less 

reliant on surface-level learning and studying strategies such as rote memorization and 

more likely to engage meaningfully with course material. Means, standard deviations, and 

F-values are presented in Table 5. 

Table 5: Means, Standard Deviations, and Group Comparisons Between Lower and Higher GPA 

Students 

Approaches to Learning 

and Studying, (17-item 

SETLQ) 

Lower GPA 

(n = 210) 

     M           SD 

Higher GPA 

(n = 200) 

     M           SD 

F(1, 408) Sig. 

Deep Approach    3.96        0.57    3.98        0.48 0.134 0.715 

Surface Approach    3.36        0.83    3.12        0.89 7.771 0.006* 
Organized Effort    3.88        0.80    3.91        0.76 0.202 0.653 

*Indicates significance at p < .05. 

Table 6 presents subscale-level descriptive statistics for the Experiences of 

Teaching and Learning section. Subscale means ranged from 3.36 (choice allowed) to 4.14 

(assessing understanding), indicating generally positive student perceptions. Internal 

consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for most subscales exceeded .70, with the exception of 

assessing understanding and staff enthusiasm and support, which included only two items 

each—potentially contributing to their lower reliability scores. 

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for Subscales Measuring Experiences of Teaching and Learning 

(25-item SETLQ) 

Subscale  M        SD Alpha 

Aims and congruence 3.94     0.80 0.77 

Choice allowed 3.36     1.12 0.71 

Teaching and learning 3.63     0.88 0.80 

Set work and feedback 3.81     0.78 0.73 
Assessing understanding 4.14     0.75 0.51 

Staff enthusiasm and support. 3.93     0.95 0.58 

Student support. 3.85     1.08 0.76 
Interest and enjoyment generated by the course. 3.72     1.18 0.84 
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Table 7 provides item-level means, which ranged from 3.32 (“We were given a 

good deal of choice over how we went about learning”) to 4.55 (“You had really to 

understand the subject to get good marks in this course unit”), further reflecting students’ 

positive evaluations of their learning environment. 

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics of Items Measuring Teaching and Learning Experiences 

# Statement   M         SD 

 Aims and congruence        
1. It was clear to me what I was supposed to learn in this course unit. 3.92      1.15 

2. The topics seemed to follow each other in a way that made sense to me. 3.84      1.11 

3. What we were taught seemed to match what we were supposed to learn. 3.92      1.02 
4. The handouts and other materials we were given helped me to understand 

the unit. 4.09      1.10 

5. I could see how the set work fitted in with what we were supposed to learn. 3.92      1.15 

 Choice allowed  
6. We were given a good deal of choice over how we went about learning. 3.32      1.33 

7. We were allowed some choice over what aspects of the subject to 

concentrate on. 3.39      1.23 
 Teaching and learning  

8. On this unit, I was prompted to think about how well I was learning and how 

I might improve. 

 

3.75      1.16 
9. The teaching encouraged me to rethink my understanding of some aspects 

of the subject. 

 

3.84      1.04 

10. This unit has given me a sense of what goes on “behind the scenes” in this 

subject area. 

 

3.46      1.28 
11. The teaching in this unit helped me to think about the evidence underpinning 

different views. 

 

3.70      1.15 

12. This unit encouraged me to relate what I learned to issues in the wider world. 3.42      1.28 
 Set work and feedback  

13. It was clear to me what was expected in the assessed work for this course 

unit. 3.55      1.17 
14. I was encouraged to think about how best to tackle the set work. 3.80      1.11 

15. The feedback given on my work helped me to improve my ways of learning 

and studying. 

 

3.73      1.18 

16. Staff gave me the support I needed to help me complete the set work for this 
course unit. 

 
4.02      1.13 

17. The feedback given on my set work helped to clarity things I had not fully 

understood. 3.94      1.04 
 Assessing understanding  

18. You had really to understand the subject to get good marks in this course 

unit. 4.55      0.72 

19. To do well in this course unit, you had to think critically about the topics. 3.74      1.21 
 Staff enthusiasm and support  

20. Staff tried to share their enthusiasm about the subject with us. 3.62      1.27 

21. Staff were patient in explaining things which seemed difficult to grasp. 4.24      0.97 
 Student support  

22. Students supported each other and tried to give help when it was needed. 3.84      1.18 

23. Talking with other students helped me to develop my understanding. 3.85      1.22 
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 Interest and enjoyment generated by the course  

24. I found most of what I learned in this course unit really interesting. 3.66      1.23 
25. I enjoyed being involved in this course unit. 3.78      1.30 

Descriptive results for the Demands Made by the Course Unit scale are presented 

in Table 8. Students generally agreed with all items, with the highest support for 

“Information technology/computing skills (e.g., WWW, email, word processing)” under 

the information skills subscale. The item receiving the lowest endorsement was “The 

amount of work I was expected to do,” indicating perceptions of high workload demands. 

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring Demands Made by the Course Unit 

# Statement   M         SD 

a. What I was expected to know to begin with. 3.77      1.09 

b. The rate at which new material was introduced. 3.60      1.03 

c. The ideas and problems I had to deal with. 3.61      1.08 
d. The skills or technical procedures needed in this subject. 3.65      1.12 

e. The amount of work I was expected to do. 3.54      1.16 

f. Working with other students. 3.88      1.15 
g. Organising and being responsible for my own learning. 3.96      0.95 

h. Communicating knowledge and ideas effectively. 3.98      0.97 

i. Tracking down information for myself. 3.96      0.96 

j. Information technology/computing skills (e.g. WWW, email, word 
processing). 4.19      1.03 

For the What You Learned from This Course Unit scale, results are shown in Table 

9. Students gave the highest ratings to “Knowledge and understanding about the topics 

covered,” reflecting perceived gains in subject-specific knowledge. The lowest-rated item 

was “Ability to work with other students,” a generic skills item, suggesting that 

collaborative learning outcomes may have been less emphasized or less effectively 

achieved. 

Table 9: Descriptive Statistics for Items Measuring What You Learned From This Course Unit 

# Statement   M         SD 

a. Knowledge and understanding about the topics covered. 4.18      1.00 
b. Ability to think about ideas or to solve problems. 3.99      1.06 

c. Skills or technical procedures specific to the subject. 3.95      1.04 

d. Ability to work with other students. 3.85      1.18 
e. Organizing and being responsible for my own learning. 4.03      1.00 

f. Ability to communicate knowledge and ideas effectively. 3.94      0.97 

g. Ability to track down information in this subject area. 4.02      1.01 

h. Information technology/computing skills (e.g. WWW, email, word 
processing). 3.95      1.18 

Finally, in response to the self-assessment question—“How well do you think you 

are doing in this course unit as a whole? Please try to rate yourself objectively, based on 

any marks, grades or comments you have been given”—students reported a generally 

positive perception of their academic performance (M = 7.01, SD = 1.37) on a 9-point 
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Likert scale. Specifically, 5.9% rated themselves between “rather badly” and “not so 

well,” 53.1% between “about average” and “quite well,” and 41% between “well” and 

“very well.” These findings suggest that most students perceived themselves as performing 

at least moderately well in their coursework.  

4. DISSUSION 

The findings of this study provide valuable insights into the teaching and learning 

experiences of undergraduate students at Qatar University, highlighting their academic 

reasons, learning and studying strategies, and perceptions of the instructional environment. 

Overall, the results suggest that students are primarily motivated by career-related and 

personal development goals, with less emphasis on intrinsic interest. This is consistent with 

prior research suggesting that education is frequently perceived as a pathway to future 

employment and upward social mobility (e.g., Busemeyer & Guillaud, 2023; Hofstede, 

2001). The strong endorsement of items related to gaining qualifications, developing 

independence, and deepening subject understanding suggests that students view higher 

education as both a practical investment and a transformative experience. While lower 

ratings on items related to student autonomy and collaboration indicate some limitations in 

perceived choice and peer interaction, the overall findings suggest that most students in 

this sample had clear academic and career goals—factors that may positively influence 

their engagement and persistence in their studies (Tinto, 1993; Yorke & Longden, 2004). 

Regarding learning and studying strategies, the preference for deep approaches and 

organized effort over surface approaches suggests that many students are engaging 

meaningfully with course content rather than relying solely on rote memorization. The 

positive correlation between deep learning and organized effort further supports the idea 

that students who seek to understand material at a conceptual level are also likely to be 

strategic and disciplined in their study habits (Entwistle & McCune, 2004; Richardson, 

2000). Importantly, students with higher GPAs were significantly less reliant on surface 

approaches, underscoring the importance of encouraging active and reflective learning 

practices across the student body (Diseth & Martinsen, 2003). 

Students’ perceptions of the teaching and learning environment were generally 

favorable, with high ratings for instructional organization, assessment, and support. These 

results point to the effectiveness of teaching practices in fostering a supportive and 

engaging academic experience (Entwistle, 2009; Ginns et al., 2007). However, lower 

ratings on subscales such as “choice allowed” highlight a potential area for instructional 

improvement, particularly in promoting student autonomy and flexibility in learning (Deci 

& Ryan, 2000). Moreover, while students reported substantial gains in subject-specific 

knowledge and information skills, their lower ratings for collaborative skills suggest a 

possible underemphasis on peer interaction and teamwork in course design —elements 

known to enhance engagement and deeper learning (Laal & Ghodsi, 2012; Vygotsky, 

1978). 

The self-assessment data further reinforce students’ confidence in their academic 

performance, with the majority rating themselves at or above average. These positive 

perceptions may reflect not only actual academic achievement but also the perceived value 
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of the instructional environment in supporting student success (Bandura, 1997; Marsh, 

1990; Zimmerman, 2000). 

5. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of this study carry important implications for teaching practices and 

curriculum development at Qatar University. First, while students demonstrated a strong 

pragmatic orientation—particularly toward career goals and structured learning—there is 

value in fostering greater intrinsic motivation. This can be supported by incorporating more 

opportunities for student choice, real-world applications, and problem-based learning 

activities that stimulate curiosity and engagement. Second, to reinforce deep and organized 

learning approaches, instructors and academic support services should emphasize active 

learning strategies, provide timely formative feedback, and use assessment methods that 

prioritize conceptual understanding. Finally, given the relatively lower emphasis on 

collaborative learning outcomes, curriculum designers should consider incorporating more 

structured group activities and peer-based learning opportunities to enhance students’ 

interpersonal and teamwork skills—competencies that are critical for success in both 

academic and professional settings. 

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

While the study offers useful insights, several limitations should be noted. The 

sample was drawn from one institution, limiting generalizability to other universities or 

educational systems. Self-report data may also be influenced by social desirability or recall 

bias. Future research could incorporate longitudinal designs or qualitative methods to 

explore how learning experiences and strategies evolve over time and in response to 

different instructional approaches. 
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