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INTRODUCTION
Outcome-based education is a pedagogical process which as the name suggests, focuses on the achievement of certain specified results. Outcome-based teaching and learning (OBTL) therefore is concerned with curriculum design and ensuring that the contents, delivery, activities and assessments are all aligned to help facilitate students to attain those intended learning outcomes (Willis & Kissane, 1995; Brandt, 1993; Towers, 1994).   
Earlier researches on the effects of outcome-based education on students’ learning approaches indicated a consensus in reporting that styles appear to be discipline-dependent. The results showed that science subjects tended to produce students who demonstrated surface learning approaches, while arts subjects were more likely to produce students who displayed a deep learning approach (Smith and Miller, 2005; Skogsberg and Clump, 2003). Business students were generally seen to favour the surface learning approach. A serious omission of these studies is that they presented only a dichotomous view of either surface or deep learning in students. Zhang (2000) included the third style, the achieving approach in that cross-cultural project, but unfortunately, business students were not surveyed in that study.  
This current study focuses on business students, and we propose that contrary to existing findings by other scholars, business students will be more likely to display an achieving approach to learning. We argue that this is because of the nature of the discipline per se, reinforced by the necessity to train students to be equipped with the requisite knowledge, skills and competencies for working in the commercial and business world.  Furthermore, according to our pilot study conducted in early 2006 using Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) designed by Biggs (1987), it has been found that nearly half of students whose major in Business may prefer to use an achieving approach, in their focus on attaining good marks. This group may have a high academic self concept, as well as perform better in formal examinations (Biggs, 1987). 
We explore whether and how outcome-based teaching impacts on the learning approaches of the first cohort of undergraduate BBA students at City University of Hong Kong, to undergo outcome-based teaching, newly introduced in 2006-2007 academic year as part of a University-wide policy to adopt OBTL. The Faculty of Business at City University of Hong Kong is the largest Business School in Hong Kong, which provides approximately 25% of all business education in this Special Administrative Region of China, and it has been strongly praised in both of the two University-Grants Committee’s (Hong Kong Government) Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review (TLQPR) teaching assessments to date. The learning approaches of these business students will be measured using John Bigg’s SPQ to determine whether these BBA students tend to favour surface learning approaches, deep learning approaches, or achieving learning approaches upon initial entry into University.  Furthermore, changes in learning approaches will be tracked over time by conducting a longitudinal study, which will start surveying them from the first week of their first semester, followed by the first week of their second semester, and so forth. The process of change in learning strategies and learning styles will also be better understood by the collection of data through the conduct of focus group interviews with samples of this student population. 

LITERATURE REVIEW
Outcome-based education has been widely accepted as a model to restructure education in many countries, such as Australia (Killen, 2000), New Zealand (Sundar, 1999), the UK (Ross & Davies, 1999), the USA (Manno, 1995; Harden, Crosby & Davis, 1999a), South Africa (Botha, 2002), and Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (China) (Ewell, 2006), etc. Implementation of outcome-based teaching covers all levels of education with different objectives, from kindergarten to university education, from formal education to continuing education and community education (Abrams, 1995; Donen, 1999; Margaret, 1999). Furthermore, outcome-based curriculum planning has been increasingly used in many subjects, including medical sciences (Harden, Crosby & Davis, 1999; Davenport, Davey & Ker, 2005), information technology (Lorenzen, 1999), engineering (Dodridge & Kassinopoulos, 2003), business (Wee, 2003), etc. 

Although OBTL is not completely accepted (DoE, 1996), the role of OBTL in improving quality of education is mostly emphasized by teachers and researchers (Botha, 2002; Killen, 2000). OBTL has been increasingly used in designing and planning curriculum or programs. Because educational outcomes should be clearly specified under the system of OBTL, studies on OBTL are always focusing on developing teaching or learning strategies, according to principles of OBTL (Margaret, 1999; Brown 1988). The 
assessment on outcome-based education has been studied in many researches, focusing on assessing students’ learning process mainly through the way of criterion-referenced assessment, which compares the students’ work with the designated assessment criteria, and the outcome of a particular student is not affected by outcomes of other students (Dodridge & Kassinopoulos, 2003). Some advantages of OBTL have been pointed out in many researches because the outcomes are agreed as the curriculum guide what is taught and what is assessed (Harden, Crosby & Davis, 1999b). Through this guide, teaching contributes greatly to the learning outcomes, which may make teaching directly related to the field of practice, as well as contribute to other outcomes such as students’ communication skills and team collaboration (Abrams, 1995;Brown 1988). There are also some concerns regarding OBTL because teaching is delivered in an ended circle, constrained by the desired outcomes, which may omit ‘some traditional academic contents’ (Killen, 2000). The results of OBTL are assessed, focusing on academic score of students (Botha, 2002; Davidson, 2002). But its impact on learning activities, especially on students’ learning approach has not received much attention. But students’ learning activities are always designed by teachers under the principles of OBTL. Students are receivers of OBE, who may also adjust their learning approaches in the reformed education system. Thus, understanding the impact of OBTL on learning approaches is to better understand the value of OBTL.                    
OBTL concentrates more on the learning process, because the process begins with some sort of inventory or examination, which may improve both the student’s and the teacher’s perception of what should be learnt by students. Biggs and Moore (1993) define learning approach as ‘a consistent way of going about a particular task, or learning/study’. Biggs (1987) generalizes learning approaches into three categories, including surface approach, deep approach and achieving approach. Surface approach is accompanied with rote learning without critical and reflective thinking to what is taught. Deep approach is associated with attainment of a personal meaning and reconstruction of knowledge. Achieving approaches are practiced (either deep or surface) to attain the highest grades in a particular circumstance. Through Biggs’s study process questionnaire, three scores are calculated to represent learning motive, learning strategy and learning approach of the respondents. Learning approach is the sum of learning motive and learning strategy. According to Biggs and Moore (1993), learning motive demonstrates ‘the reason why a student approaches a task’. Learning strategy defines as ‘a way of tackling a type of problem, or learning material, that may be applied to a whole class of learning, not just to the particular problem in question’ (Biggs & Moore, 1993). Thereafter, some studies follow Biggs’s categories to study the learning approaches of students and the relationship of learning approaches with other aspects of the learning process (Sivan, Leung, Woon & Kember, 2000), such as academic outcomes (David, Gerard, Filip & Piet, 2005) or assessment methods (Smith & Miller, 2005). One study found that students’ learning approaches are discipline related, for example, students studying science were more likely to adopt surface learning approach than students studying art; whereas students studying psychology were more likely to adopt deep learning approaches, while business students mainly demonstrated surface learning approach (ibid.). Similar findings were found by Skogsberg and Clump (2003), which concluded that psychology students generally used deep approach, compared to biology students’ surface approach. 
Besides disciplines, cultural background was also considered to have an impact. Biggs (1993) found that students from Hong Kong, Malaysia, Nepal, etc. were more likely to have deeper approaches to learning than Australian students. This finding however was challenged by Watkins (1996), on the basis of the influence of social desirability on the learning process. Zhang’s (2000) cross-cultural study on the relationship between academic achievement and learning approaches found that deep approaches always had positive effects on students’ academic achievements in Nanjing and USA. In Hong Kong, this seemed not to be the case, because for chemistry and geography students, surface approaches positively affected academic achievement (ibid), whereas other majors such as mathematics, Chinese language and history, history and English, deep and achieving approaches were positively related to achievement (ibid). 

Unlike earlier researches, this present study focuses on the link between OBTL and students’ learning approach, specifically for undergraduate business students.     

METHODOLOGY
In this study Bigg’s (1987) Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) will be used to determine and examine the learning approaches of the first year cohort of BBA undergraduates at the Faculty of Business (FB), City University of Hong Kong (CityU). The SPQ has been widely used in some researches, and its reliability and validity proven (David, Gerard, Filip, Piet, 2005; Davidson, 2002). This research has been designed as a longitudinal study. About 800 year1-students in the Faculty of Business were invited to fill in the questionnaire to test their learning approaches twice, in the first week of Semester A and Semester B respectively. In total, 789 and 708 questionnaires were collected in Semester A and Semester B respectively. The response rates in the Semester A and Semester B were 88.5% and 83.5%, respectively. Out of these respondents, 512 participants had filled in the questionnaire in both semesters A and B (the other respondents were from other faculties within CityU), therefore the sample number of this study will be taken as 512. Gender breakdowns were: 49% females and (51%) males. The participants were drawn from all departments of faculty of business, and were distributed thus: Accountancy (17%), Economics and Finance (16%), Information Systems (19%), Management (16%), Management Sciences (15%), Marketing (14%), Others (3%).  
Students’ learning approaches as measured by the self-report statement required by the SPQ has the advantage of distinguishing between learning motives and learning strategies. The respondents rated themselves on each of the 42 statements on a 5-point scale, from 5 (‘This item is always or almost always true of me’) to 1 (‘This item is never or only rarely true of me’). The learning approach score is the sum of the subscores (that is, the strategy score and the motive score).   

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS
Table 1 provides the background information about the characteristics of our respondents in terms of their learning approaches. It can be observed that “Pre-OBTL” (at the start of Semester A) the majority (50.8%) of the respondents adopted an Achieving Approach (AA), while 23.2% and 17.2% of them adopted Deep (DA) and Surface (SA) Approaches respectively. The survey at this point clearly captures and reflects the most widely adopted and ultimately ‘successful’ learning approach used by these new university entrants, fresh from the flush and triumph of their Advanced-level examinations.

However, “Post-OBTL” shows another story, that is, at the start of Semester B there was a noticeable drop in the number of students adopting the AA (from 50.8% to 42.0%). Yet, the number of respondents adopting the SA nearly doubled from 17.2% to 30.5%.  There seemed to be no significant change in the remaining category (DA). This result is somewhat surprising as it was stated at the beginning of this paper that the present researchers hypothesized that the AA would be most prevalent amongst business students for the reasons provided earlier.  
While Table 1 shows the overall picture, it gives no details about nature of switching of learning approaches or the rationale behind the changes. We turn now to more closely examine the story behind these net movements.

Table 2 shows that among the 512 students who participated in both of the two surveys, only 171 (33%) students did not change their learning strategy in their first semester. As can be seen from Table 2 AA learners were found to be the ones most likely to retain their original approach, compared to DA and SA learners, after one semester. Specifically, 42% of all the original AA learners remained as such; while only 35% of the original SA learners and 24% of the original DA learners also remain unchanged.  

In addition Table 2 demonstrates how different categories of student learners changed their overall learning approaches after one semester of OBTL influence. Despite there being no dramatic changes in the net percentages of students adopting the three types of learning approaches as shown in Table 1, two-thirds of all the respondents did in fact change their learning approach from their initial entry type to another category after the first semester. Among those AA learners who did transfer their learning approach, 51% of them switched to SA, whereas 34% of them changed to the DA. Among those SA learners changing their learning approaches, the majority (68%) transferred to AA, but only 26% of them switched to become DA learners. For the DA learners who changed their learning approaches, 52% became AA learners, while 39% of them switched to SA learning.

In general, it appeared that most students as they settled and adapted to the new environment did change their learning approaches after experiencing one semester of OBTL. Both SA and DA learners displayed a tendency to switch to becoming AA learners. Paradoxically, while there was a strong preference for SA learners to transfer to AA, there was also a reverse trend for the majority of AA learners changing their learning approach to SA. Focus group interviews have been scheduled to help better understand the dynamics of these flows of learners between these two learning approaches.  

As explained earlier, learning approaches are the sum of Learning Motives (LM) and the Learning Strategies (LS). Therefore to gain a clearer view of the effects of OBTL on students’ learning approaches it is necessary to focus in on the LM and LS of the respondents. Tables 3 and 4 show how different types of respondent change their learning motives and strategies after one semester of OBTL. 

Table 3 shows the effects of OBTL on respondents’ learning motive, which coincide with that on the overall approach to learning. That is, two-thirds (66%) of all the respondents did transfer their LM from one to another after a semester’s exposure to OBTL.  Learners demonstrating an Achieving Motive (AM) were most likely to retain their original motive
, compared to Deep Motive (DM) and Surface Motive (SM) learners, after the first semester. Specifically, 45% of all the AM learners kept adopting their original approach; compared to only 31% of the SM learners
 and 22% of the DM learners
 who remained unchanged. 

Additionally Table 3 shows how the different categories of respondents changed their learning motives. Among those AM learners changing their learning motives 49% of them switched to SM, while 27% of them switched to DM. For the SM learners transferring their learning motives, the majority (66%) changed to AM, but only 12% altered to become DM learners. And for the DM learners changing their learning motives, 52% transferred to AM, while 29% of them switched to SM.

In general, most students would change their learning motives after experiencing one semester of OBTL. Both learners with surface motive and deep motive have a tendency to switch to achieving motive. Despite there is lower tendency for learners with achieving motive to change, the majority of achieving-motivated learners changing the learning motive prefer to switch to surface motive. Again, the finding by itself is quite paradoxical.
Table 4 shows the effects of OBTL on respondents’ learning strategy (LS). While Tables 2 and 3 displayed similar changes, this is not the case for learning strategy. About 70% of all the respondents actually did switch their LS after the first semester. Learners adopting deep strategy (DS) were most likely to retain their original strategy
, compared to Achieving Strategic (AS) learners and Surface Strategic (SS) learners, after one semester. Specifically, 37% of the learners adopting DS continued to adopt the original approach; while only 28% of the learners adopting SS
 and 30% of the learners adopting AS
 remained unchanged. 

Furthermore Table 4 demonstrates how the different types of respondents altered their learning strategies. For the AS learners changing their learning strategy, 47% of them switched to DS, while 35% of them transferred to SS. Among those SS learners who switched their learning strategies, half of them (50%) changed to DS, and 33% changed to AS. Finally, of the DS learners changing their learning strategies, 43% switched to AS, while 34% switched to SS.

In general, the majority of students made a change in their learning strategies after experiencing one semester of OBTL. Both AS and SS learners showed a tendency to switch to DS. Although DS learners had a lower tendency to change, the majority of DS learners who did alter their strategy preferred to change to an AS.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
It is found that both learning strategy and learning motive have been transferred under the experience of OBTL. The analysis on transference of students’ learning approach should link the transference process/reason of both learning motive and learning strategy. 
Students’ learning motive is switched with the characteristics mentioned above may be due to following hypothesized comments: 
· Under OBTL, the assessment is based on the comparison between the students’ work with the designated assessment criteria. Also, the outcomes are agreed as the curriculum guide about what is taught and what is accessed and are always emphasized throughout the teaching and learning process. With the assessment criteria being clearly specified (the information costs are lowered) of and the outcomes being frequently emphasized (they are amply reminded about the benefits); it may induce some students with surface and deep motive to become more willing to compete for higher grades. 

· On the other hand, another feature of OBTL, the outcome of a particular student is not affected by outcomes of other students, may be the reason behind the surprising switch to surface motive by learners initially with achieving motive. There are two possible scenarios:

· When students are graded on curve, students who intend to get a “pass” have to, in some sense, compete with others, even though the “prize” is not the highest grade. (The intensity of the competition certainly depends on how the curve looks like). Under OBTL, with the assessment criteria being clearly specified (the information costs are lowered) and the competition among students are eliminated, some learners originally with achieving motive (aiming at being among the top 50% of the class) may be tempted to just satisfy the minimum requirements (i.e. surface motive).

· In some cases, it is possible that the pre-specified requirements for the highest grade are difficult to meet. After the comparison of cost and benefit, those calculative learners with achieving motive may be discouraged and therefore set for a lower target and becomes learners with surface motive. 

The abovementioned hypothesized comments are due for justification, say by focus group interviews.

The change in learning strategy per se is not so informative unless it is related back to the learning motive (see Table 3), such the sum of these two aspects make up the learning approach of students. In comparing the learning motives and strategies (i.e. Tables 3 and 4), an interesting observation can be found. In semester A, while 26.0 % of respondents have a SM, only 12.5% of respondents adopted a SS.  The opposite holds true for the DA, with only 15.4% of respondents having a DM, yet 34.4% of respondents adopted a DS (see Table 1). It may be reasonable to conclude that, based on our sample, students’ motives and strategies are not compatible when their personal study contracts are formed.

In semester B, while both the learning motives and strategies of many students may have changed after experiencing one semester of OBTL, there appeared to be more convergence in the numbers. While 27.9% of respondents have a SM, 23.2% of them adopted a SS. However, with only 13.9% of respondents having a DM, in practice 34.8% of respondents adopted a DS (see Table 1). A possible explanation for the number of DS learners exceeding the number of DM learner is that many AS learner did switch to DS (i.e. the observation noted from Table 4). Under OBTL, the assessment is based on the comparison between the students’ work with the pre-specified assessment criteria. More often than not, the criteria to achieve the highest grade require students to maximize understanding, read widely, discuss and reflect (i.e. deep strategy). Therefore, it is comprehensible that many AM learners aiming at the highest grade have to adopt DS.
Before reaching the final conclusion on how OBTL affects students’ learning approach, one possible effect can be generalized: OBTL helps students align their learning motives and strategies in forming their personal study contracts. 
FURTHER STUDY
This study shows the number of transferred students in leaning approaches, as well as learning motives and learning strategies. The outcome of learning approach transferences is clearly described, through linking the two aspects of both learning motive and learning strategy. While, the exact process of OBTL affecting (pushing or pulling) the students’ learning approach to transfer is difficult to be completely analyzed through the number, because the transference is a kind of process to let students make his or her own decision, which may be a quite subjective process. To learn more information on the process of OBTL affecting students to change their learning approach, a further study conducting focus group interview is under progress to let students talk about their learning process under the background of OBTL. Further research question on students’ subjective comments on OBTL and its effects on changing learning approach (motive and strategy) is going to be found out in further study.   
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TABLES
Table 1. The comparison of learning approach, motive, and strategy

	Type of Learning Approaches 

         (Number of Students (N) = 512)
	Semester A 

No. of     Percentage        

Students       %
	Semester B 

No. of   Percentage        

Students       % 

	Surface Approach
	Learning Approach
	 88       17.2
	  156    30.5

	
	     Motive
	 133      26.0
	  143    27.9

	
	     Strategy
	 64       12.5
	  119    23.2

	Deep Approach
	Learning Approach
	 119      23.2
	  105    20.5  

	
	     Motive
	 79       15.4
	  71     13.9

	
	     Strategy
	 176      34.4
	  178    34.8

	Achieving Approach
	Learning Approach
	 260      50.8
	  215    42.0

	
	     Motive
	 236      46.1
	  227    44.3

	
	     Strategy
	 204      39.8
	  147    28.7

	Others
	Learning Approach
	  45      8.8
	  36     7.0

	
	     Motive
	  64      12.5
	  71     13.9

	
	     Strategy
	  68      13.3
	  68     13.3


Table 2. The Transference of Learning Approach

	Number       To                  

    of students    (Sem B )

From      (N=512) 

(Sem A)
	Surface 

(156 students) 
	Deep  

(105 students)
	Achieving 

(215 students)
	Others*

(36 students)

	Surface    (88 students)
	31
	15
	39
	3

	Deep      (119 students)
	35
	29
	47
	8

	Achieving  (260 students)
	78
	52
	108
	22

	Others*    (45 students)
	12
	9
	21
	3


   

*Others: includes 4 categories: equal scores in deep and surface approaches; equal scores in deep and achieving approaches; equal scores in surface and achieving approaches; equal scores in deep, surface, and achieving approaches
Table 3. The Transference of Learning Motive

	Number       To                  

    of students    (Sem B )

From      (N=512) 

(Sem A)
	Surface 

(143 students) 
	Deep  

(71 students)
	Achieving 

(227 students)
	Others*

(71 students)

	Surface    (133 students)
	41
	11
	61
	20

	Deep      (79 students)
	18
	17
	32
	12

	Achieving  (236 students)
	63
	35
	107
	31

	Others*    (64 students)
	21
	8
	27
	8



*Others: includes 4 categories: equal scores in deep and surface motives; equal scores in deep and achieving approaches; equal scores in surface and achieving motives; equal scores in deep, surface, and achieving motives

Table 4. The Transference of Learning Strategy

	Number       To                  

    of students    (Sem B )

From      (N=512) 

(Sem A)
	Surface 

(119 students) 
	Deep  

(178 students)
	Achieving 

(147 students)
	Others*

(68 students)

	Surface    (64 students)
	18
	23
	15
	8

	Deep      (176 students)
	38
	65
	48
	25

	Achieving  (204 students)
	49
	67
	62
	26

	Others*    (68 students)
	14
	23
	22
	9



*Others: includes 4 categories: equal scores in deep and surface strategies; equal scores in deep and achieving strategies; equal scores in surface and achieving strategies; equal scores in deep, surface, and achieving strategies

















































































































































Total: 154





Total: 173





Total: 171

















� Achieving motive is defined by Biggs as: Achievement (Extrinsic): compete for highest grades and winning prizes.


� Surface motive is defined as: Extrinsic: avoid failure but don’t work too hard.


� Deep motive is defined as: Intrinsic: satisfy curiosity about topic.


� Deep strategy is defined by Biggs as: Maximize understanding; read widely, discuss, reflect.


� Surface strategy is defined as: Focus on selected details and reproduce accurately.


� Achieving strategy is defined as: Optimize organization of time and effort (‘study skills’).
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