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~> Teaching approaches in higher education have been the subject of con-
siderable research, which has resulted in a paradigm shift from teacher-
centred to student-centred approaches. The present study investigates
this shift, focusing on student eagerness to participate in various aspects
of education and their expectations of teachers’ roles. It includes 218
students enrolled in the Primary Education programme at the Faculty
of Education, University of Maribor, in the 2023-2024 academic year.
Through a questionnaire, diverse student attitudes towards student-cen-
tred approaches were revealed. Students expressed a desire to partici-
pate in decision-making about their education, particularly in choosing
types of assessment and, to a lesser extent, in designing the curriculum.
They also expect teachers to transcend traditional roles, emphasising the
need for sound pedagogical skills and a supportive learning environ-
ment. Based on their attitudes towards student-centred approaches, two
distinct groups of students were identified. These groups exhibited sta-
tistically significant differences in their academic behaviour. The study
underscores the need for ongoing professional development for teachers
in order to meet students’ preferences.
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Pristopi, osredinjeni na Studenta, v Studijskem procesu s
perspektive studenta

SABINA OGRAJSEK IN MILENA IvANUS GRMEK

~> Pristopi k poucevanju v visokem $olstvu, ki so predmet $tevilnih razi-
skav, dozivljajo paradigemski premik od pristopov, osredinjenih na uci-
telja, k pristopom, osredinjenim na $tudenta. V raziskavi obravnavamo
ta premik s poudarkom na zelji Studentov po sodelovanju v razli¢nih
segmentih izobrazevanja in njihovih pricakovanjih glede vlog uciteljev.
Studija vklju¢uje 218 studentov razrednega pouka na Pedagoski fakulteti
Univerze v Mariboru v $tudijskem letu 2023/24. S pomocjo anketnega
vprasalnika smo ugotovili raznolika mnenja $tudentov o pristopih, osre-
dinjenih na $tudenta. Studentje so izrazili Zeljo po sodelovanju pri od-
lo¢anju o svojem izobrazevanju, $e posebej pri izbiri oblik ocenjevanja
in manj pri na¢rtovanju u¢nega nacrta. Prav tako pricakujejo, da bodo
njihovi ucitelji presegli tradicionalne vloge, pri cemer poudarjajo potre-
bo po dobrih pedagoskih spretnostih uéiteljev in spodbudnem u¢nem
okolju. Raziskava je identificirala dve razli¢ni skupini $tudentov na pod-
lagi njihovih mnenj do pristopov, osredinjenih na Studenta. Med tema
skupinama so bile ugotovljene statisticno znacilne razlike v akadem-
skem vedenju. Studija poudarja potrebo po stalnem strokovnem razvoju
uciteljev za zadovoljevanje razli¢nih preferenc studentov.

Klju¢ne besede: visoko $olstvo, izobrazevanje uciteljev, pristopi,

osredinjeni na $tudenta, ravnovesje moci, vloga ucitelja
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Introduction

The rapid development of higher education has prioritised the quality
of teaching and learning, setting forth new requirements and tasks for teachers
(Ho et al., 2001). Therefore, the emphasis on student-centred approaches in
the European higher education area, including Slovenia, addresses the specific
needs of an increasingly diverse student body (Cendon, 2018; Lea et al., 2003)
as well as society’s demands for individuals to develop versatile professional
skills and become lifelong learners during their education (Asikainen & Gij-
bels, 2017). The idea of student-centred approaches is not new. It was formed in
the last century and is associated with the ideas of progressive, humanistic and
critical pedagogy, as well as constructivism, reform pedagogy and andragogy
(Hoidn & Reusser, 2021). At the end of the last century, Barr and Tagg (1995)
noted that a paradigm shift from teaching to learning, and thus from teacher-
centred approaches to student-centred approaches, was taking place in higher
education (Wagner & McCombs, 1995).

Hoidn (2016) notes that the implementation of student-centred ap-
proaches in educational practice is occurring much more slowly than expected.
Similarly, McKenna and Quinn (2021) assert that, despite widespread advocacy
for such approaches, teaching predominantly remains traditional, transmissive
and teacher-centred. According to Berte et al. (2020), resistance to implement-
ing student-centred approaches may arise from a combination of factors, in-
cluding institutional, pedagogical, spatial, teacher-related, student-related and
technological barriers.

In the context of ongoing changes and student diversity in higher educa-
tion, it is imperative to explore and comprehend diverse pedagogical approach-
es to ensure high-quality education that addresses student needs and societal
demands.

Teaching Approaches

Understanding the role of the teacher is essential for the successful im-
plementation of modern teaching approaches. Teachers are responsible for the
complete cycle of teaching activities, including planning, preparation, guid-
ance, execution and assessment, as well as the enhancement and ongoing devel-
opment of instructional practices (Kramar, 2009). Thus, teachers play a pivotal
role in implementing student-centred approaches. It is essential to avoid com-
pelling teachers to adopt these approaches until they fully appreciate their im-
portance (Guo, 2016; Li & Ding, 2023). Kember (2009) suggests that resistance
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to student-centred approaches by teachers may be rooted in their conceptions
of teaching (Ho et al., 2001), as well as the intentions underlying their chosen
teaching strategies, as Trigwell et al. (1994) have identified.

In a phenomenographic study, Trigwell et al. (1994) identified five
qualitatively different approaches to teaching, ranging from those involving
the transmission of information to those where the aim is to develop learning
through conceptual changes:

1. Approach A: a teacher-centred strategy with the intent of transmitting
information to students;

2. Approach B: a teacher-centred strategy with the intent of students” ac-
quisition of disciplinary concepts;

3. Approach C: a teacher-student interaction strategy with the intent of
students’ acquisition of disciplinary concepts;

4. Approach D: a student-centred strategy with the intent of developing
students’ conceptions;

5. Approach E: a student-centred strategy with the intent of changing stu-
dents’ conceptions.

Understanding the link between a teacher’s intentions and strategies is
fundamental to effective teaching (Mladenovici & Ilie, 2023; Trigwell & Prosser,
1996; Trigwell et al., 1994). Indeed, teachers who perceive learning as accumu-
lating information to satisfy external criteria also view teaching as transmitting
information to students and tend to use teaching approaches with teacher-cen-
tred strategies. Conversely, teachers who perceive learning as the development
and change of students’ conceptions view teaching as assisting students in de-
veloping and changing their conceptions and carry out their teaching approach
in a student-centred manner (Prosser & Trigwell, 1998).

Kember (1997) developed a multi-level model based on research into
teachers’ conceptions of teaching, encompassing five conceptual categories:
1) imparting information; 2) transmitting structured knowledge; 3) student-
teacher interaction; 4) facilitating understanding; and 5) conceptual change/
intellectual development The first two categories represent a teacher-centred
or content-oriented approach, while the latter two indicate a student-centred
or learning-oriented approach. The intermediate category, student-teacher
interaction, acts as a conduit between these orientations. Since many teach-
ers primarily view themselves as subject-matter experts, they tend to adopt a
content-oriented view of teaching, which poses a challenge in persuading them
to embrace student-centred approaches, even in the face of evidence demon-
strating the efficacy of such approaches (Kember, 2009).
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Akerlind (2004) reached similar conclusions in her research on the
significance and experience of being a teacher, identifying four understandings
that vary according to teaching experience: 1) an experience focused on the
teacher’s transmission of knowledge; 2) an experience focused on the relation-
ship between teacher and student; 3) an experience focused on student engage-
ment; and 4) an experience focused on student learning. The understanding of
the teacher’s role varies based on the role attributed to the students (from pas-
sive recipients to active creators), the benefits for the student (from acquiring
knowledge to personal development), the benefits for the teacher (from gaining
subject knowledge to personal satisfaction and expanding their understand-
ing), and the broader benefits (from benefits solely for the students to benefits
for the profession and society). The study identified a hierarchical relationship
between these perceptions, suggesting a progression from a simpler to a more
sophisticated and comprehensive understanding of teaching.

Teaching intentions, therefore, range from transmitting disciplinary
content (i.e., teacher-centred) to fostering changes in students’ perceptions of
the subject content (i.e., student-centred) (Akerlind, 2004; Trigwell et al., 1994;
Prosser & Trigwell, 2014). This range demonstrates the diversity of pedagogical
approaches, with student-centred approaches being regarded as more effective
than teacher-centred ones due to their enhanced focus on student learning and
development (Akerlind, 2004; du Plessis, 2020; Guo, 2016). Importantly, stu-
dent-centred approaches are not intended to replace teacher-centred practices,
but rather to complement them (Hoidn & Klemenci¢, 2021; Klemencic, 2017).
By integrating teacher-centred and student-centred approaches, teachers can
cultivate a dynamic learning environment that offers structure, expertise and
guidance, while promoting student autonomy, collaboration and research (du
Plessis, 2020; Elen et al., 2007). The preceding discussion has highlighted some
key features of these approaches, which will be examined in greater detail in
subsequent sections for an in-depth understanding.

Teacher-Centred Approaches

In teacher-centred approaches, the teacher is responsible for determin-
ing what is taught, when it is taught and under what conditions (Spencer &
Jordan, 1999). The teacher’s role involves transmitting knowledge structured
and defined from their own or an expert’s viewpoint (Schuh, 2004; Wagner &
McCombs, 1995). Within this framework, students are typically perceived as
passive recipients of information, with the instructional focus predominantly
on memorising and replicating knowledge (Akerlind, 2004).

Cuban (1983) identifies several key indicators of teacher-centred
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approaches, namely 1) teachers talk much more than students during teaching;
2) most of the teacher’s questions are related to the retrieval of factor knowl-
edge; 3) most teaching is done in large groups rather than in small groups or
individually; 4) the teacher defines the use of time; 5) the assessment mainly
involves the recall of factorial knowledge; and 6) classrooms are arranged with
desks in rows facing the blackboard. The underlying premise is that teachers
are required to facilitate specific conditions conducive to students achieving the
intended learning outcomes (Wagner & McCombs, 1995).

Student-Centred Approaches

Weimer (2002), emphasising learning and the student at the core of the
educational process, proposed changes in teaching, thus enhancing the under-
standing of student-centred approaches. These include 1) shifting the balance
of power from teacher to student, evidenced by collaborative decision-making;
2) defining content as a tool for knowledge construction and skill development;
3) positioning the teacher as a learning process facilitator; 4) transferring learn-
ing responsibility to students; and 5) reorienting assessment to foster learning
and feedback, and to develop self-assessment and peer assessment skills among
students.

Within the framework of student-centred approaches, instructional
forms emphasise empowering students to construct their knowledge, make
decisions and actively engage in various activities, while also contributing to
educational planning (Hoidn & Reusser, 2021). The characteristics of student-
centred approaches therefore typically include: 1) students engaging in discus-
sions about the learning task as much as, or more than, teachers; 2) students
initiating questions at least as frequently as teachers; 3) the predominance of
teaching in small to medium-sized groups, or on an individual basis; 4) student
involvement in selecting learning content; 5) teacher facilitation of student par-
ticipation in establishing study-related guidelines; 6) the availability of diverse
learning resources; and 7) an adaptable learning environment designed to sup-
port group work, pair work or individual tasks, facilitated by flexible seating
arrangements such as movable desks and chairs (Cuban, 1983).

To summarise, using the definition provided by Collins and O’Brien
(2011, p. 446), a student-centred approach is “an instructional approach em-
ploying creative methodologies in which students become the centre of the
learning process by influencing the content, activities, materials, and pace of
learning. If properly implemented, the SCI approach strengthens retention of
knowledge and increases motivation to learn”. In the following sections, we ex-
plore additional significant impacts of student-centred approaches.
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Relevance and Effectiveness of Student-Centred
Approaches

The implications and efficacy of student-centred approaches are better
comprehended by examining the rationale behind their emphasis and adoption
in higher education. Schweisfurth (2013) identifies three key reasons for the im-
plementation of these approaches. Firstly, the cognitive perspective highlights
the fact that students’ learning is more effective when they exert greater control
over their educational process and receive guidance. Secondly, the emancipato-
ry perspective suggests that student-centred approaches contribute to broader
societal advantages, such as diminishing inequalities, amplifying student voices
and fostering a more flexible understanding of knowledge. Lastly, the prepara-
tory perspective is predicated on the belief that such approaches equip students
more effectively for the challenges of an evolving world, primarily through de-
veloping metacognitive abilities and research skills.

Studies (Kember, 1997; Prosser & Trigwell, 2014; Trigwell et al., 1994; Trigwell
etal,, 1999; Uiboleht et al., 2018) also show parallels between teachers  approaches to
teaching and students’ approaches to learning, and thus learning outcomes. Specifi-
cally, teacher-centred approaches lead to more superficial approaches to learning,
while student-centred approaches are associated with a deeper approach to student
learning. This correlation aligns with expectations, given that student-centred ap-
proaches have been shown to positively influence the development of content com-
prehension, critical thinking and student motivation (Lea et al., 2003; Treesuwan
& Tanitteerapan, 2016; Yap et al., 2016). Furthermore, these approaches promote
student independence and collaboration (Li & Ding, 2023).

Through a systematic review, Bremner et al. (2022) examined the out-
comes of implementing student-centred approaches. The investigation re-
vealed a spectrum of outcomes encompassing classroom dynamics, learner
perceptions, academic achievements, emotional well-being and the quality of
interpersonal connections. Notably, the review underscored a scarcity of stud-
ies presenting objective evidence regarding the efficacy of these approaches.
Conversely, a considerable volume of research pointed to subjective indicators
of success, such as favourable attitudes towards these approaches among teach-
ers and learners, increased motivation and self-assurance among students, and
enriched social interactions. Li and Ding (2023) report that student-centred
approaches benefit students’ non-academic accomplishments, thus fostering
personal and social skill development. Additionally, du Plessis (2020) under-
scores the enhancement of communicative and cooperative competencies as an

advantage of student-centred approaches.
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In applying these approaches, teachers must consider students’ perspec-
tives and support their existing abilities to achieve desired learning outcomes
(Schuh, 2004). Consequently, teachers should acknowledge and address stu-

dents’ attitudes towards student-centred approaches.
Student Attitudes towards Student-Centred Approaches

From the student perspective, student-centred approaches are perceived
as effective, engaging and successful (Mastrokoukou et al., 2022). Du Plessis
(2022) notes that students acknowledge the value of student-centred approach-
es in shaping concepts, methods and teaching strategies within a conceptual
framework. Additionally, students recognise the importance of active engage-
ment and participation in the educational process and the necessity of actively
constructing their knowledge. However, students did not identify the fact that
student-centred approaches also entail learning critical thinking skills such as
problem-solving, evaluation of evidence, argument analysis or hypothesis for-
mulation. Disciplinary issues, overcrowded classrooms and time limitations
were cited as challenges associated with student-centred approaches.

Treesuwan and Tanitteerapan (2016) note that students have a favour-
able view of the effects of implementing student-centred approaches, as such
implementation has improved interactions with peers and teachers, increased
confidence in expressing ideas and enabled the use of various learning strate-
gies. In discussions conducted by Lea et al. (2003) regarding the spectrum of
teaching and learning approaches, students voiced concerns over approaches
that lack structure, guidance and support. They underscored the importance
of a balanced approach that avoids an excessive tilt towards teacher-centred or
student-centred practices. This underscores the need for a balance between the
roles of students and teachers in order to ensure equity in educational opportu-
nities. Such equilibrium is vital in optimising learning outcomes for the entire
student body, not merely the most dedicated or academically gifted individuals.

Research Problem and Research Questions

In planning changes, educational institutions are encouraged to transi-
tion from an ‘inside-out’ approach, whereby teachers dictate educational best
practices, to an ‘outside-in’ approach that prioritises understanding and ad-
dressing student expectations (Lea et al., 2003).

The present study therefore explores student perspectives on various
elements typical of student-centred approaches. Drawing upon the reforms
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suggested by Weimer (2002), our focus is on the balance of power and the role
of the teacher. We investigated the students’ desire to participate in decision-
making processes concerning the curriculum, content, teaching methods and
forms, assessment and academic responsibilities. We also sought to understand
students’ expectations of the teacher’s role, specifically their expectations of the
teacher as a facilitator in the learning process. Our objective was to ascertain
student openness to some aspects of student-centred approaches. It is impor-
tant to clarify that our research did not examine the actual implementation of
these approaches in the students’ current educational settings.

We also sought to identify groups of students with shared perspectives
on power dynamics and teacher roles in education, and to ascertain whether
there are disparities in academic behaviours between these groups based on
their self-reported frequency of lecture and tutorial attendance, effort invested
in academic obligations, time dedicated to study per day, motivation, and activ-
ity during the lessons.

The research targeted primary education students, emphasising, as du
Plessis (2020) suggests, the importance of student-centred approaches in teach-
er training institutions. It is essential for aspiring teachers to be proficient in
these approaches in order to enhance the learning experiences of their future
students (Mithans et al., 2017a).

The research was structured around the following research questions:

1. To what extent do students desire to participate in decision-making pro-
cesses about their education?

2. What are students’ expectations of teachers’ roles in education?

3. Can distinct groups of students be identified based on their perspectives

on power dynamics and teacher roles in education?

We also introduced an additional research question related to the third
question:
3.1 Are there any disparities in academic behaviours between different stu-
dent groups?
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Method

Participants

The research was based on a convenience sample of 218 students en-
rolled in the Primary Education programme? at the Faculty of Education, Uni-
versity of Maribor, in the 2023-2024 academic year. A more detailed description
of the sample is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Structure of the sample of students

f f%

st degree 200 91.7

Ist year 57 26.1

2nd year 53 239

pgerd e s W
4th year 48 22.0

2nd degree 18 8.3

Ist year 18 83
Average grade* M =8.60, SD = 0.69, MIN = 6.53, MAX =10.00

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

Instrument

For research purposes, we developed a questionnaire organised into two
thematic sections. The first section contained questions on various aspects of
academic behaviours, including the frequency of attending lectures and tutori-
als (with a response scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘very ofter’), student activity
during the study process (with a scale from ‘not at all active’ to ‘very active’), the
number of hours the students allocate to studying outside the classroom, the ef-
fort they invest in completing assignments and projects (with a scale from ‘very
low effort’ to ‘very high effort’), and their motivation levels for their studies
(with a scale from ‘very unmotivated’ to ‘very motivated’). The second section
of the questionnaire focused on some aspects of student-centred approaches in
higher education. Specifically, it comprised ten items concerning the students’
desire to participate in the educational decision-making process and their

3 In the Methods and Results section, the term ‘students” will refer specifically to those enrolled in
the Primary Education programme.
4 First-year students were excluded from the calculation of the average study grade.
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expectations regarding the teacher’s role in education. The responses ranged
from ‘not at all true for me’ to ‘very true for me’. At the end of the questionnaire,
the students provided basic demographic information, including their degree

and year of study, as well as their average grade.

Research Design

The research data were collected at the Faculty of Education, University
of Maribor, in the first half of November 2023. An online questionnaire was
created to obtain the data. The students were personally invited to participate in
the research and accessed the questionnaire via a QR code. The questionnaires
were completed in the classroom, typically taking less than five minutes. While
the students were filling out the questionnaires, the researchers were available
to address any questions. The procedures followed ethical guidelines, ensuring
anonymity and voluntary participation. The participants also had the option
of withdrawing from the study at any time without facing any consequences.

Data analysis was performed using IBM SPSS 29.0 and JASP 0.18.1. The
data processing involved both descriptive and inferential statistics. Before the
analysis, a check was undertaken for missing values, which were less than 10%
and were treated by mean substitution. At the level of descriptive statistics, the
mean (M), standard deviation (SD), minimum (MIN) and maximum (MAX)
values were used, as well as coefficients of skewness and kurtosis.

In order to verify the assumptions for exploratory factor analysis (EFA),
the database was first checked for univariate outliers in the items assessing the
students’ favourability towards certain elements typical of student-centred ap-
proaches in higher education. Mowbray et al. (2018) suggest using standard-
ised (z) values as an objective method to identify univariate outliers, where
any standardised (z) value above 3.29 or below -3.29 is considered an outlier
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The database was found to be free of univariate
outliers. Subsequently, a check was undertaken for multivariate outliers, using
Mahalanobis distance as a basis. Cases with p-values less than 0.001 were iden-
tified as multivariate outliers (Hair et al., 1998).

One such case was encountered in the database, which was excluded
from further analysis. The univariate normal distribution of the items was as-
sessed using the Shapiro-Wilk test and by analysing skewness and kurtosis co-
efficients. The Shapiro-Wilk test revealed deviations from the normal distri-
bution in all items (p < 0.05). The skewness coefficients ranged from -1.20 to
-0.33, while the kurtosis coefficients varied from -0.67 to 0.74. The literature
presents varying threshold values, from the more lenient ones suggested by By-
rne (1998) - skewness values within +3 and kurtosis values between +7 - to

11
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more restrictive ones, such as those proposed by George and Mallery (2010),
who consider values between +1 as excellent and up to +2 as acceptable. All of
the items displayed coefficient values within +2, making them suitable for fur-
ther analysis. Multivariate normality was examined using Mardia’s coefficient,
which was 11.38, indicating a deviation from multivariate normal distribution.
Therefore, exploratory factor analysis was undertaken using the principal axis
method, which is a suitable approach when the assumption of multivariate nor-
mality is violated (Fabrigar et al., 1999).

Hierarchical and k-means clustering analysis were subsequently used.
The objective was to identify distinct groups of students, thereby enhancing
our understanding of students’ attitudes towards student-centred approaches
in higher education. Since the assumptions of normal distribution and homo-
geneity of variances were met, the t-test for independent samples was used to
determine whether the clusters differed on the two scales.

Following the cluster analysis, the students were classified into two
groups based on their attitudes towards different aspects of student-centred ap-
proaches in higher education. The Mann-Whitney test was utilised to identify
statistically significant differences in academic behaviours between these two
groups. This test was selected due to the dependent variables not being approxi-
mately normally distributed within each independent variable group.

Results

The research examines student perspectives on student-centred ap-
proaches in education, primarily focusing on students’ involvement in deci-
sion-making processes and their expectations of teachers’ roles in education.
Furthermore, it seeks to identify distinct groups of students based on these per-
spectives and examine any disparities in their academic behaviours.
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Table 2
Students’ self-assessments of their desire to participate in decision-making about
their education

Item N M SD MIN MAX

| want to participate in choosing the types of

assessment that will be used in each subject. 218 5.22 1.34 ! 7

| want to participate in designing rules
related to academic obligations (submission 218 4.98 1.62 1 7
deadlines, attendance, etc.).

| want to participate in selecting the teaching
methods and forms that will be used in each 218 4.82 1.50 1 7
subject.

| want to participate in choosing the content

for each subject. 218 476 159 ! 7

| want to participate in designing the

curriculum for each subject. 218 416 165 ! 7

Cronbach o = 0.85

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; rating scale: 1= not at all true for me to 7 = very true for me.

As shown in Table 2, the item concerning participation in selecting types
of assessment received the highest rating from the students. This is followed by
items about participation in developing rules associated with academic obliga-
tions, in selecting teaching methods and forms, and in choosing educational
content. The item about participation in curriculum design received the lowest
rating. Although the desire to participate in curriculum design was the least
expressed, the mean values (M) for all of the educational aspects were relatively
high, indicating a general desire among the students to be involved in decision-
making about their education. The standard deviations (SD) across all of the
items reveal a diversity of student responses, suggesting a range of preferences
for participation levels in decision-making about their education.

13
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Table 3
Students’ self-assessments of expectations regarding the teacher’s role in education

Item N M SD MIN MAX

| appreciate it when teachers demonstrate good
pedagogical skills that extend beyond the traditional 218 6.21 0.99 3 7
transmission of information.

| expect teachers to be open to changing their
traditional roles and willing to adopt new approaches 218 5.70 116 2 7
to teaching.

It is important to me that teachers focus more on
creating a supportive learning environment rather than 218 5.42 1.23 2 7
merely transmitting information.

| see the teacher’s role in education as guiding my

h 218 5.31 116 2 7
learning process.
It is important to me that teachers focus less on directly
transmitting information and more on encouraging 218 518 1.25 2 7

learning.

Cronbach o = 0,75

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; rating scale: 1= not at all true for me to 7 = very true for me.

The item emphasising the importance of teachers’ good pedagogical
skills, extending beyond traditional information transmission, received the
highest rating from the students. This was followed by the item about expecting
teachers to be open to changing their traditional roles and adopting new teach-
ing approaches. The items concerning the teacher’s role in creating a stimu-
lating learning environment, rather than merely transmitting information and
guiding the learning process received slightly lower ratings. The item about the
significance of teachers focusing less on direct information transmission and
more on encouraging learning obtained the lowest rating, although it was still
relatively high. The mean values for all of the aspects are quite high, reflecting
the students” expectations for teachers to adopt roles aligned with student-cen-
tred approaches and to be innovative in their teaching. The standard deviations
across all of the items suggest diversity in the students’ expectations, possibly
indicating varied student preferences concerning the teacher’s role in educa-
tion. Notably, the students did not select the response ‘not at all true for me’
in any of the items presented in Table 3, indicating that no item was rejected
entirely by the students.

The interpretations presented for the mean values and standard devia-
tions of various items offer an insight into the students’ desire to participate in
decision-making about different aspects of education and their expectations
concerning the role of teachers. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was employed
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to gain a deeper understanding of the complex patterns in the responses and
potential latent dimensions underlying individual items. The suitability of EFA
was assessed prior to analysis, as described in the Research Design section. The
principal axis factoring method was used, as it is a suitable approach when the
assumption of multivariate normality is violated (Fabrigar etal., 1999). From the
correlation matrix, the strength of correlations between items was examined. It
was found that all of the items exhibited a Pearson correlation coeflicient (r)
greater than 0.3 in at least one correlation, thus justifying the continuation of
the analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test confirmed the adequacy of
the sampling, with an overall KMO over 0.8 (KMO = 0.86) and individual item
KMO values meeting or surpassing 0.8. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statisti-
cally significant (p < 0.001), indicating that the data was probably factorisable.
Given these results, the analysis proceeded. Employing the eigenvalue criterion
and retaining factors with an eigenvalue above 1, two factors were extracted that
accounted for 46.7% of the variance. Oblique rotation was applied to improve
the interpretability of these factors. The factor weights are presented in Table 4.
The items loading on the same factor indicate that factor 1 represents a student’s
desire to participate in decision-making about their education, while factor 2
reflects the student’s expectations of teacher roles in education. Factor scores
were obtained by averaging the corresponding items.

Table 4
Rotated structure matrix for EFA with principal axis factoring

Items Rotated factor loadings

| want to participate in selecting the teaching methods and forms that

will be used in each subject. 0.90

| want to participate in designing the curriculum for each subject. 0.76

| want to participate in choosing the content for each subject. 0.68

| want to participate in designing rules related to academic obligations. 0.57

| want to participate in choosing the types of assessment that will be

used in each subject. 045

It is important to me that teachers focus more on creating a supportive

learning environment rather than merely transmitting information. 0.66

| appreciate it when teachers demonstrate good pedagogical skills that

extend beyond the traditional transmission of information. 0.62

| expect teachers to be open to changing their traditional roles and

willing to adopt new approaches to teaching. 0.60

| see the teacher’s role in education as guiding my learning process. 0.56

It is important to me that teachers focus less on directly transmitting

h - ) ; 0.53
information and more on encouraging learning.
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Items Rotated factor loadings
Eigenvalues 4.46 1.26
% of variance 255 21.2
Cronbach a 0.85 0.75
M 479 5.56
SD 1.26 0.82

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.

A cluster analysis on latent variables was conducted: the students desire
to participate in decision-making about their education and their expectations
regarding the role of teachers. The objective was to identify distinct student
groups, thereby enhancing our understanding of the students’ attitudes towards
student-centred approaches in higher education. In the cluster analysis, stan-
dardisation was applied to the data using z-scores for each variable. The hierar-
chical clustering analysis with Ward’s method was initially employed, revealing
two clusters through the dendrogram. Subsequently, k-means clustering analy-
sis was conducted with eight iterations, using a convergence criterion of no
change in cluster centres. The silhouette score was higher than o.5, indicating
high-quality clustering. This analysis distinguished two groups of students:

Group 1: Characterised by a higher desire among students to partici-
pate in decision-making about their education (M = 5.51) and higher expec-
tations regarding the role of teachers (M = 6.09) in accordance with the role
that teachers encompass in student-centred approaches. We perceive this group
of students as more receptive to the principles underlying student-centred ap-
proaches in higher education (N = 123).

Group 2: Comprising students with a lower desire to participate in deci-
sion-making about their education (M = 3.85) and more modest expectations of
the teacher’s role (M = 4.86). We view this group as less receptive to the princi-
ples underlying student-centred approaches in higher education (N = 95).

The independent samples t-test was statistically significant, evaluating
the relationship between belonging to one of the two clusters and the students’
desire to participate in decision-making about their education (t = -13.52, p <
0.001). The two clusters also differed statistically significantly regarding the stu-
dents’ expectations of teacher roles in education (t = 15.76, p < 0.001).

Subsequently, our goal was to determine whether there were differences
between the two groups in various aspects of their academic behaviours, as
presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Students’ self-assessments of various aspects of their academic behaviours

Item N M SD MIN MAX
Tutorial attendance 218 4.98 015 1 5
Lecture attendance 218 4.24 0.93 1 5
Effort invested in assignments and projects 218 4.01 0.73 1 5
Study motivation 218 3.85 0.89 1 5
Engagement during the study process 218 3.65 0.79 1 5
Daily study time 218 2.08 1.26 0 6

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; rating scales: 1= never to 5 = very often; 1 = very low effort
to 5 = very high effort; 1= very unmotivated to 5 = very motivated; 1 = not active at all to 5 = very
active.

The data presents a consistent trend of high tutorial attendance among
the students, indicating that tutorials are a regularly attended component of
their academic routine. Although generally well attended, lectures show a
broader range of attendance frequencies compared to tutorials, suggesting a
greater diversity in the students’ dedication to attending lectures. The students
also report investing a high level of effort in their assignments and projects.
Study motivation is rated as quite high and moderate engagement during the
study process is observed, which includes activities such as questioning, par-
ticipating in discussions, note-taking and preparing for classes. The students
estimated that, on average, they dedicate approximately two hours per day to
studying outside of the classroom (reviewing lecture materials, completing as-
signments, or preparing for upcoming examinations or presentations).

The Mann-Whitney U test was performed to determine whether there
were differences in self-assessed academic behaviours between the students
identified as more supportive of certain elements typical of student-centred ap-
proaches in higher education and those identified as less supportive.
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Table 6
Comparison of the two groups by the Mann-Whitney U test

N Mean Rank U p

More supportive of
student-centredness 123 man

Tutorial attendance ) 5644.00 0.097
Less supportive of 95 107.41
student-centredness

More supportive of 123 1733
student-centredness

Lecture attendance 4880.00 0.023
Less supportive of

student-centredness 9 99.37
N udent-comrocness 173 12134
Effc_)rt invested lg _ 4386.50 < 0.001
assignments and projects Less supportive of
95 9417
student-centredness
More supportive of 123 121.05

student-centredness
Study motivation 4422.00 <0.001
Less supportive of

student-centredness % 9455
. Mudentcontreaness %3 12148
Etn%agement during the 4369.50 < 0.001
Study process Less supportive of
95 93.99
student-centredness
More supportive of 123 12.37

student-centredness

Daily study time A 5489.00 0.428
Less supportive of 95 105.78
student-centredness

As shown in Table 6, the Mann-Whitney test revealed statistically sig-
nificant differences in four of the six evaluated aspects of student academic be-
haviours: lecture attendance, effort invested in assignments and projects, study
motivation, and engagement during the study process. The students identi-
fied as more supportive of elements underlying student-centred approaches
in higher education reported higher lecture attendance, greater study effort,
increased motivation and more active engagement during the study process
than their peers who were less supportive of such principles. No statistically

significant differences were found for tutorial attendance and daily study time.
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Discussion

Creating a learning environment where students can learn effectively
and successfully is increasingly becoming a prerequisite for effective education.
This requires that teachers not only be experts in their respective fields, but
also understand the diverse needs of their students (Spencer & Jordan, 1999).
In line with this, the importance of active collaboration between teachers and
students in making decisions about various educational aspects is gaining em-
phasis (Wagner & McCombs, 1995; Weimer, 2002).

Despite the highlighted need for collaboration between teachers and
students, it is not a given that students are always interested in participating
(Mithans et al., 2017a, 2017b). Thus, our research focused on the desire of stu-
dents to engage in decision-making processes related to their education, such
as curriculum, content, teaching methods and forms, assessment and rules re-
lated to academic obligations. Students need preparation for student-centred
approaches, but this does not justify making decisions on their behalf (Weimer,
2002). Our findings reveal that students want to participate in the decision-
making processes related to their education. Specifically, the students surveyed
expressed the most interest in participating in decisions about types of assess-
ment and the least interest in designing the curriculum. A general desire among
the students to collaborate in educational decision-making was observed. This
insight carries significant implications for educational institutions: incorporat-
ing students’ feedback and preferences could create more engaging and sup-
portive learning environments tailored to students’ interests and desires.

In most educational institutions, the focus remains on teachers (McK-
enna & Quinn, 2021). Consequently, we explored the expectations students
have regarding the role of teachers in education. Students expect their teachers
to fulfil roles that extend beyond merely transmitting information. They hope
teachers will demonstrate solid pedagogical skills, be open to revising their tra-
ditional roles, and thus be willing to embrace new teaching approaches, create
supportive learning environments and guide the learning process. Since stu-
dents hold these high expectations, which align with the principles of student-
centred approaches, it is imperative to encourage teachers to explore and adopt
various teaching approaches.

The choice of teaching approach is often influenced by teachers’ con-
cepts of teaching and their intentions (Kember, 1997; Trigwell et al., 1994). It is
important to note that student-centred approaches may not be the best fit for
teachers primarily focused on transmitting information, as they can lead to
ineffective teaching and learning (Trigwell et al., 1994). Prior to implementing
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student-centred approaches, teachers require training (Askerc Veniger, 2016)
that reshapes their existing conceptions of teaching, directing them towards
fostering student learning (Ho et al.,, 2001). Furthermore, as student-centred
approaches continue to evolve, regular training sessions are necessary to en-
hance teachers’ knowledge and confidence in teaching, thereby equipping them
to adhere to student-centred approaches (Li & Ding, 2023). Additionally, pre-
senting teachers with examples of effective practices is crucial. Mladenovici and
Ilie (2023) have shown that changes in teaching concepts can also result from
observing the impacts of specific teaching approaches on student learning.

As student-centredness requires a high degree of independence, learn-
ing ability, teamwork and collaboration (Li & Ding, 2023), it is not surprising
that we identified two different groups of students who differ in their desire to
participate in making decisions about education and the expectations of the
teacher. This dichotomy suggests that a universal teaching approach may not
be effective, aligning with the findings of other studies (du Plessis, 2020; Elen
et al., 2007; Hoidn & Klemenci¢, 2021; Klemencic, 2017). Teaching approaches
need to be sufficiently flexible to accommodate diverse student preferences.
However, it is important to note, as Uiboleht et al. (2018) found, that learning
outcomes and student approaches to learning were of somewhat higher quality
with a consistent learning-focused teaching approach than with a dissonant ap-
proach (combining elements of teacher-centred and student-centred elements),
although the latter did not always result in inferior learning approaches and
outcomes.

Additionally, students favouring certain elements of student-centred
approaches exhibited better academic behaviour, including higher lecture at-
tendance, increased effort, greater motivation and more active class participa-
tion. Interestingly, no differences were observed in the frequency of attending
tutorials, which can be attributed to their usual mandatory nature. These find-
ings could indicate that students’ academic behaviour and attitudes are shaped
not only by the teaching approaches they encounter, but also by their personal
beliefs and preferences regarding how they learn best. This underscores the
importance of considering student preferences in shaping educational experi-
ences and highlights the significance of promoting student-centred approaches.
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Conclusion

The study highlights the need for interactive and collaborative education
involving teachers and students. It emphasises the importance of understand-
ing and integrating students’ expectations and preferences in the educational
process. Research indicates that students desire to be involved in educational
decision-making and expect teachers to adopt roles extending beyond tradi-
tional information transmission. These insights underscore the need for edu-
cational institutions to foster engaging, supportive environments that resonate
with student interests. The study also emphasises the importance of continuous
teacher training, which should equip teachers with the necessary skills to meet
the evolving expectations of their students and the demands of contemporary
educational settings.

The research has several limitations. Firstly, it uses a convenience sample
from a specific programme at the University of Maribor, thus limiting its gen-
eralisability. Secondly, it relies on subjective, self-reported data from students.
Furthermore, the study focuses on specific elements of student-centred ap-
proaches, not encompassing all aspects, and lacks objective measures to assess
the effectiveness of these approaches, relying mainly on students’ perceptions.
These factors suggest caution in interpreting and applying the findings beyond
the context of the study.

In terms of future research directions, given the identification of dis-
tinct student groups with different preferences concerning student-centred
approaches in this study, it is recommended that subsequent studies focus on
comparing the outcomes of student-centred approaches with more flexible, hy-
brid approaches that combine elements of teacher-centred and student-centred
approaches. Such analysis would provide insights into the most effective strate-
gies for different learning environments and different groups of students. For
a more comprehensive understanding of student-centred approaches, it is im-
portant for future research to investigate students’ views on their own responsi-
bility in the learning process, the nature of assessments and the role of learning

content.
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