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Review question/aim:  

To examine the validity evidence for the ETLQ as a measure of quality learning with a systematic 
critical review methodology. The objectives were to 1) evaluate the current degree of support for 
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the validity of the ETLQ using a modern validity framework, to 2) suggest directions for future 
ETLQ validation research, and to 3) discuss the perceived utility of a structured framework for 
systematic quality appraisal of SET validity evidence. 

 
 
Searches:  

We will search ERIC, Academic Search Premier and Scopus for articles about the Experiences of 
Teaching and Learning Questionnaire (ETLQ).  
In addition, we will contact the two principal investigators from the ETLQ and HowULearn 
documents and search for relevant documents in the four Scandinavian websites, the National 
Library of Finland, LIBRIS, BIBSYS and The Danish National Research Database. No time limitations 
will be added. 
 
Search terms in the databases:  
“Experiences of Teaching and Learning Questionnaire” or ETLQ or HowULearn or “LEARN 
questionnaire”. 
 
Supplementary searches:  
We will search the reference lists of the included documents and Google Scholar for any articles 
citing the included articles. 
 
Inclusion criteria 
• Validity studies which as a minimum include the ETLQ scales ‘Approaches to learning and 

studying’ and ‘Students’ perceptions of the teaching-learning environment’ and modified 
versions hereof. 

• Research papers and grey literature (incl. relevant textbooks, reports, theses etc.) 
• Papers in the Danish, Swedish, English or German language. 

 
Exclusion criteria 
• Reviews, commentaries and book chapters. 

 
Condition or domain being studied. 

Validity of the Experiences of Teaching and Learning Questionnaire (ETLQ) and in particular its 
subscales ‘Approaches to learning and studying’ and ‘Students’ perceptions of the teaching-
learning environment ’as a measure of quality learning. 
 
 
Types of study to be included. 

We will include all types of validity studies, which may be construed as validity evidence relating to 
either content, response process, internal structure, relation to other variables or consequences. 
The study designs can be very varied, and no type can therefore be excluded in advance. 
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Data extraction (selection and coding). 

LØ and LON build the final search string in collaboration. LON and HL screen titles and abstacts of 
the primary search independently and reach consensus about inclusion/exclusion in collaboration. 
In case HL and LON find it difficult to reach a consensus decision, AQ will make the final decision. 
Analysis 
 
The studies reporting ETLQ validity evidence will be critically appraised by two researchers (HHL & 
LON) independently, and a final consensus score will be found. The suggested criteria for quality 
appraisal are outlined in table 1. The criteria were developed by researchers in health science 
education and are based on the validity framework outlined in the Standards (13, 21, 22). In case 
HL and LON find it difficult to reach a consensus decision, AQ will make the final decision. Both 
HHL and LON will also extract data on the studies appraised for the intended Author-Year table of 
included studies. They will use a standardized, pre-piloted form to extract data on: Author names, 
year of publication, study aim, ETLQ score interpretation, ETLQ use, participants, method/design 
used, analysis, main findings. After reading the full text, both HL and LON will independently 
screen the reference list of included papers for additional relevant papers for inclusion and 
appraisal. They have to agree on inclusion, if they cannot agree, AQ will decide. Researchers will 
not be blinded relative to journal details, as it is considered irrelevant by the investigators in this 
context. 
 
 
Quality assessment. 

 

Table 1. Quality appraisal criteria for rating validity evidence in this study. 

Evidence 
Category 

Rating∗ Paper quality criteria 

Content 0 No discussion or data regarding the instrument content. 
 1 Only discussion or limited amount of data (simply listing items without 

justification). 
 2 Listing assessment themes with some references and justifications, limited 

description of the process for creating the instrument. Alternatively, 
reference to a prior study on an assessment instrument that meets these 
criteria. 

 3 Well-defined process for developing instrument content, including both an 
explicit theoretical/conceptual basis for instrument items and systematic 
item review by experts. 

Response 
process 

0 No discussion or data regarding the response process 

 1 Minimal discussion and limited data presented. Use of an instrument 
without reporting the results. Discussing the impact of response rate on 
assessment scores or speculating on the thought processes of learners. 

 2 Some data regarding thought processes and analysis of responses. Some 
data about implication of systems that reduced response error. 
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 3 Multiple sources of supportive data, including critical examination of 
thought processes, analysis of responses for evidence of halo error or rater 
leniency, or data demonstrating low response error. 

Internal 
structure 

0 No discussion or data. 

 1 Minimal data with regard to internal structure, some reliability with a single 
measure. 

 2 Factor analysis incompletely confirming anticipated data structure, or a few 
measures of reliability reported. 

 3 Factor analysis confirming anticipated data structure or multiple measures 
of reliability. Item analysis data, item/test characteristic curves (ICCs/TCCs), 
interitem correlations, item-total correlations), generalizability analysis 

Relation to other 
variables 

0 No discussion or data 

 1 Correlation of assessment scores to outcomes with minimal theoretical 
importance, a single measure of validity (relationship between level of 
training and scores) 

 2 Correlation of assessment scores to outcomes with some theoretical 
importance 

 3 Correlation (convergence) or no correlation (divergence) between 
assessment scores and theoretically predicted outcomes or measures of 
the same construct. Such evidence will usually be integral to the study 
design and anticipated a priori, generalizability evidence. 

Consequences 0 No discussion or data. 
 1 Limited data about the consequences of the assessment. Merely discussion 

about the consequences of assessment (eg, data regarding usefulness of 
assessment based on post-assessment survey) 

 2 Description of consequences of assessment that could conceivably impact 
the validity of score interpretations (although these impacts are not 
explicitly identified by the authors) 

 3 Description of consequences of assessment that clearly impact on the 
validity of score interpretations, as supported by data and convincingly 
argued by the authors. Such evidence will usually be integral to the study 
design and anticipated a priori 

Scoring system for the degree of validity evidenced: 0 = studies that had no discussion or data presented as 
a source of validity evidence; 1 = the study provided data that weakly supported the validity of score 
interpretations; 2 = the study provided some data (intermediate level) that support the validity of score 
interpretations but it was incomplete; and 3 = the study provided multiple sets of data that strongly 
supported the validity of score interpretations. Adopted and modified from Beckman et al. and Ghaderi et al 
(21, 22). 

 
Strategy for data synthesis. 

 

A) The search: 

• Descriptive text  
• A flow chart of the search and results 
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B) Objective 1 (to evaluate the current degree of support for the validity of the ETLQ using a modern 

validity framework): 

• Results of the quality appraisal of studies included 
• Author-year table of studies analyzed 
• Integrative text 

Objective 2 (to suggest directions for future ETLQ validation research) and 3 (to discuss the perceived utility 

of a structured framework for systematic quality appraisal of SET validity evidence) will be met in the 

discussion section of the paper based on the results of B) and the experiences of HL and LON in the 

appraisal process. 
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