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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between student engagement and academic 

achievement. In another saying, this study aimed at determining the extent to which student engagement 

explains or predicts academic achievement. The study was carried out with the correlational research. The 

research sample was made up of 304 students. Student Engagement Scale and Demographic Variables Form 

were used for data collection tools. For the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, two-

step cluster analysis, independent samples t-test and regression analysis were applied. The results obtained via 

the analyses conducted revealed that there were significant relationships between the students’ academic 

achievement and student engagement as well as between their academic achievement and especially the 

dimensions of cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement and sense of belonging. In addition, it was found 

out that cognitive, behavioral and emotional engagements - that is class engagement - predicted academic 

achievement and explained it with a rate of 10%.  

 

Key Words: Student engagement; campus engagement; class engagement; student achievement; higher 

education. 

 

INTRODUCTION: STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

 

Student engagement is an important study field of education psychology. Engagement requires not only being 

active but also feeling and sense making (Harper and Quaye, 2009). Bomia and colleagues (1997) define 

student engagement as students’ willingness, needs, desire motivation and success in the learning process. Hu 

and Kuh (2001) and Kuh (2009a) refer to student engagement as the time allocated by students to educational 

activities to contribute to the desired outcomes and as the quality of their related efforts. According to Stovall 

(2003), student engagement includes not only the time students spend on tasks but also their willingness to 

take part in activities. Krause and Coates (2008) associated student engagement with the high quality in 

learning outcomes. All these definitions could be said to have common points for each school level. It is also 

important that student engagement in higher education is defined in a way to cover the processes of campus 

engagement and class engagement. In this respect, student engagement was defined by Gunuc and Kuzu 

(2014) as “the quality and quantity of students’ psychological, cognitive, emotional and behavioral reactions to 

the learning process as well as to in-class/out-of-class academic and social activities to achieve successful 

learning outcomes.” 

 

In the past decade, student engagement has been examined as a multi-dimensional concept (Gunuc and Kuzu, 

2014; Fredricks et al. 2004). In this study, the Student Engagement Scale (SES) developed by Gunuc and Kuzu 

(2014) as a multidimensional scale was used. In the study carried out by Gunuc and Kuzu (2014), student 

engagement was examined in two main components such as campus engagement and class engagement with 6 

dimensions: Valuing, Sense of Belonging, Cognitive Engagement, Peer Relationships (Emotional Engagement-I), 

Relationships with the Faculty Member (Emotional Engagement-II) and Behavioral Engagement (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Student Engagement Structure 

 

Campus Engagment 

Student engagement in higher education has certain differences when compared to student engagement in 

other school levels, especially the context of campus or social life. It was observed that the campus itself and 

campus activities have indirect effects on students especially in higher education (Gunuc, 2013). Such concepts 

as giving value to campus (university) or to education, sense of belonging and participation in campus activities 

are considered to be among important parts of student engagement (Blimling, 1993; Chickering, 1975; Gunuc & 

Kuzu, 2014; Pike, & Kuh, 2005; Terenzini et al., 1996). In this respect, Willms (2003) defines engagement as 

students’ sense of belonging, accepting the value of school and active participation in school activities. 

Voelkl (1996) refers to school engagement by emphasizing the themes of sense of belonging to school and 

value given to school. According to Goodenow (1992), sense of belonging occurs when students feel that they 

are accepted, supported and involved by other people in the social setting of a campus/school (other students, 

teachers and so on). On the other hand, sense of belonging is one of important components of psychology 

because sense of belonging could be said to have positive or indirect influence on academic achievement and 

on motivation (Goodenow, 1993; Kember, Lee & Li, 2001).  

 

In addition, in several studies, it was pointed out that the campus/school climate is likely to have influence on 

students’ performance, their achievement and on their positive and negative behavior (Gunuc, 2013; Finn, 

1989; 1993; Finn & Voelkl, 1993). Matthews and colleagues (2011) and Nauffal (2011) indicated that social 

learning areas or the campus itself have important contributions to the development of sense of belonging and 

student engagement. The concept of sense of belonging also includes participation in campus. Participation is 

regarded as taking part especially in out-of-class activities or in campus. It could be stated that giving value not 

just means giving value to the campus or to other related elements but also covers the value given to the 

concepts of school, university, education and learning (Gunuc & Kuzu, 2014).  

 

Class Engagement 

Class engagement involves students’ cognitive, emotional and behavioral responses to in-class and out-of-class 

activities. Cognitive engagement includes investment in learning, value given to learning, learning goals, self-

regulation and planning. Cognitive engagement has an important relationship with learning motivation. 

Cognitive engagement refers to students who invest in their own learning, who accordingly determine their 

needs and who enjoy the mental difficulties (Gunuc & Kuzu, 2014; Fredricks et al. 2004). Emotional 

engagement involves students’ responses to the teacher, peers, course content and to the class which all 

include attitudes, interests and values (Bryson & Hand, 2007; Gunuc & Kuzu, 2014). In addition, such emotions 

as sense of belonging to school/university, loving the university and feeling oneself to be a member of a group 
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are also examined within the scope of emotional engagement (Fredricks et al. 2004). Behavioral engagement 

includes students’ participation in academic, their efforts, their attendance in classes and their participation in 

class (Gunuc & Kuzu, 2014). The basic of behavioral engagement could be said to be related to class activities. 

The campus (out-of-class) and social activities are also examined within the scope of behavioral engagement 

(Fredricks et al. 2004).  

 

Patrick and colleagues (2007) considered social and emotional environments in the classroom to be among 

prerequisites to students’ engagement with activities and tasks. In addition, in several studies, it was reported 

that emotional engagement, emotional support or positive emotions increased participation in activities or 

behavioral engagement (Ladd et al. 2000; Li et al. 2010; Skinner et al. 2008). In another saying, positive 

emotions were found important to maintain the behavior and action (Clore, 1994; Fredrickson, 2001). Also, it 

was pointed out that positive emotions made contributions not only in behavioral context but also in cognitive 

context (Aspinwall, 1998). Li and Lerner (2013) demonstrated that behavioral engagement had influence on 

cognitive engagement. Similarly, Gibbs and Poskitt (2010) regarded emotional and behavioral engagements as 

prerequisites to cognitive engagement. In this respect, it was reported that the student is supposed to develop 

emotional and behavioral engagements prior to cognitive engagement. In addition, studies conducted 

generally revealed that there were mutual relationships between behavioral and emotional engagements (Li & 

Lerner, 2013; Skinner et al., 2008). Fredricks and colleagues (2004) pointed out that the cognitive, emotional 

and behavioral dimensions were not examined together in many studies and that examining these dimensions 

together was important. In this respect, in related literature, it is seen that mostly emotional and behavioral 

engagements were examined (Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Patrick et al. 1993; Ryan et al. 1994; Skinner & Belmont, 

1993). One of the most important reasons for this could be the fact that it is much more difficult to measure 

cognitive engagement. 

 

Theories/Models and Student Achievement in Student Engagement 

Student achievement was also explained in certain theories and models regarding student engagement. Finn 

(1989), in the Participation-Identification Model, focused on behavioral and emotional dimensions and tried to 

explain students’ school drop-out. The model was based on the idea that successful students identify 

themselves with their schools and that the unsuccessful ones can not do so. In the model, it was claimed that 

participation in school and class activities increases students’ performance and their achievement and that 

students’ performance has influence on their feeling of identifying themselves with the school. 

Csikszentmihalyi (1990; 1997) asserts that focusing deeply on teaching with the Flow Theory leads to a higher 

level of learning experience. Flow activities including mentally difficult tasks tend to be satisfying and pleasing 

as well (Shernoff et al. 2003). The Flow Theory was explained with the relationship between the challenges and 

the skills of an individual and with the balance in this relationship. This balance regarding the relationship in-

between is fragile. According to the theory, based on this balance, either flow or apathy, anxiety and relaxation 

occur (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997; Shernoff & Csikszentmihalyi, 2009). 

 

The frequency of the instructional activities in which flow occurs could be said to bring about student success. 

As can be understood from this theory and the models developed, the student’s participation in class and 

activities is considered important for academic achievement. Finally, Campus-Class-Technology (CCT) Model 

was developed by Gunuc (2013). According to the model, for successful student outcomes, the relationships 

between student engagement and technology were theoretically explained. In this respect, the value given by 

the students to university life and university education was among the important factors which helped the 

students have the sense of belonging to university/campus, which allowed them to spend time in the campus 

and which resulted in increase in class engagement. Another factor influential on class engagement was 

technology. Effective integration of technology in class is important for increasing students’ class engagement. 

An increase in class engagement not only increases students’ level of academic achievement but also leads to 

positive outcomes. CCT Model continues in the form of a cycle. In other words, academic achievement and 

positive outcomes have influence on the value students give to learning and to university as well as on the 

sense of belonging to university. 
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In order for students to go through an effective learning process, they should have a high level of campus 

engagement and especially class engagement. Student engagement is regarded not only as an indicator of the 

education levels of societies and their education systems but also as one of the indicators of the quality of 

education given in an institution (Kuh, 2001a). In addition, student engagement is important and beneficial for 

students’ academic competencies, achievements, socialization, welfare, life satisfaction as well as for effective 

learning (Harris, 2008; Krause & Coates, 2008; Lewis, 2010; Li et al. 2010; Park, 2005; Wang & Eccles, 2012; 

Willms et al. 2009). It is quite difficult to say that an education system with little or no student engagement will 

bear positive outcomes. In this respect, it is seen that there is a positive relationship between student 

engagement and learning outcomes or learning achievement (Carini, Kuh & Klein, 2006; Coates, 2005; Connell 

et al. 1994; Furlong & Christenson, 2008; Marks, 2000; Park, 2005). In other words, student engagement is 

considered necessary for learning, performance and achievement (Appleton et al. 2006; Carini et al. 2006; 

Fredricks et al. 2004; Klem & Connell, 2004).  

 

Although some studies have drawn attention to the positive relationships between student engagement and 

learning outcomes or students’ achievement, there is limited research directly investigating the relationships 

between the dimensions of student engagement and academic achievement especially in higher education. So 

it was wondered that directly student engagment’s effect on academic achievement. Therefore, the basic 

purpose of this study is to examine the relationships between student engagement and academic achievement. 

In another saying, considering the dimensions included in student engagement, this study is aimed at 

determining the extent to which student engagement explains or predicts academic achievement. In addition, 

the study is also considered important because the results to be obtained are thought to allow higher 

education institutions to focus on the dimensions of student engagement, which was found to have a direct 

relationship with achievement, as well as because the study is believed to contribute to the development of 

strategies to be applied to achieve higher levels of these dimensions in future studies.  

 

METHOD 

 

 Sample 

Correlational research was used. The correlational research is done to determine relationships among two or 

more variables and to explore their implications for cause and effect (Fraenkel et al. 2012). The research 

sample was made up of 304 students attending the Education Faculty of Anadolu University in Turkey in the 

academic year of 2013-2014. Freshman students were not included in the research sample as these students’ 

academic achievement scores were not determined at the time of the study (Table 1). 

 

Table 1: Demographic Variables 

Variable f % 

Gender 

Female 196 64.5 

Male 108 35.5 

  Total 304 100.0 

Department 

Computer Education and Instructional Technology 59 19.4 

Special Education 39 12.8 

Foreign Language Education 89 29.3 

Primary Education 63 20.7 

Fine Arts Education 16 5.3 

Educational Sciences 38 12.5 

  Total 304 100.0 

Grade   
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Variable f % 

Gender 

Female 196 64.5 

Male 108 35.5 

2 165 54.3 

3 88 28.9 

4 51 16.8 

  Total 304 100.0 

 

Data collection tools  

Demographic Variables Form 

In order to collect data regarding the students’ gender, class levels, departments and their average academic 

achievement scores, a personal information form was used. For the students’ average academic achievement 

scores, the students’ average scores in all the courses they had taken by the time the present study was 

conducted were taken into account.  

 

Student Engagement Scale (SES) 

A SES developed by Gunuc and Kuzu (2014) was used. The scale applied was a five-point Likert-type scale made 

up of 6 factors with 41 items. The total variance explained regarding the six factors of the scale was calculated 

as 59%. The Cronbach Alpha (α) internal consistency reliability coefficient for the total scale was calculated as 

,957 with the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and as ,929 with the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). As for 

the research sample in the present study, the reliability coefficient of the scale was calculated as ,932. The 

scale included two main components such as campus engagement and class engagement. There were two 

components and six dimensions (factors) in total: the factors of Valuing and Sense of Belonging found under 

the component of Campus Engagement; and the factors of Cognitive Engagement, Peer Relationships 

(Emotional Engagement-I), Relationships with the Faculty Member (Emotional Engagement-II) and Behavioral 

Engagement found under the component of Class Engagement. Higher scores to be produced by the scale 

indicated campus engagement and class engagement, while lower scores demonstrated either poor campus 

engagement and poor class engagement or disengagement.  

 

Data analysis  

The possible missing data and outliers were examined to get accurate results from the analyses conducted. 

Next, the normality, linearity and multicollinearity, which are all assumptions of multivariate analyses, were 

examined. As a result, the data were made appropriate to the analyses to be conducted (Mertler & Vannatta, 

2005). The distribution of the research data was examined with skewness-kurtosis, histogram, P-P and Q-Q 

graphics. For the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, two-step cluster analysis, 

independent samples t-test and regression analysis were applied. For these analyses, SPSS 18.0 computer 

package program was used.  

 

FINDINGS 

 

 Preparing the Data for Analysis and Examining the Assumptions  

Regression analysis is a type of multivariate analysis. Therefore, after the research data were gathered, they 

were typed into the statistical package program which was followed by such steps as examining the consistency 

of the data, checking the data entered and checking the missing data and outliers. In this way, the data were 

made appropriate to multivariate analyses. In this respect, the data found inconsistent (data thought to be 

marked randomly) were not entered in SPSS 18.0 package program. The research data were checked to see if 

there was any misentry, and the necessary corrections were made. In addition, the data set did not include any 

missing data with a rate higher than 5% in terms of the individual and the item. For the research data collected 

from 304 students in the research sample, z scores for univariate outliers and Mahalanobis distances for 

multivariate outliers were calculated (Huck, 2012; Kline, 2011). Z scores are suggested to be in the range of ±3 
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(Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999; Kline, 2011). For this reason, as a result of the examination of the outliers in the 

sub-factors, the data collected from a total of 12 students were not included in the data set. As not only the z 

scores for the remaining 292 students but also the values in Mahalanobis chart were between acceptable 

limits, no other outliers were seen in the data set.  

 

After the data set was checked, normality, linearity and multicollinearity, which are all assumptions of 

multivariate analyses, were examined (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999; Kline, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

The data were examined separately in terms of univariate and multivariate normality. Univariate normality was 

determined by examining the skewness-kurtosis values, histogram, Q-Q and P-P graphics (Huck, 2012; Pallant, 

2007). In literature, while some researchers suggest the range of ±1 for the acceptance range of skewness and 

kurtosis, while some others suggest the range of ±3 for skewness and the range of ±10 for kurtosis (Kline, 

2009). Table 2 presents the skewness and kurtosis values for achievement (dependent or predicted), SES and 

sub-factors (independent or predictor).  

 

Table 2: Skewness and Kurtosis Values for Dependent and Independent Variables  

 Skewness Kurtosis 

Predictor/predicted variable Statistic Std. Err. Statistic Std. Err. 

Valuing -.680 .143 .880 .284 

Sense of Belonging -.492 .143 -.051 .284 

Cognitive Engagement                                                                                 -.554 .143 .268 .284 

Peer Relationships (Emotional Engagement-I) -.814 .143 .650 .284 

 Relationships with the Faculty Member 

(Emotional Engagement-II) 

-.258 .143 -.019 .284 

Behavioral Engagement -.595 .143 .678 .284 

Total-scale -.451 .143 .333 .284 

Achievement -.101 .143 -.562 .284 

 

For multivariate normality and linearity, the scatter diagram matrix was examined (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

The fact that there is an oval scatter between each pair of variables gives an idea about normality and linearity. 

In the data set, normality and linearity were examined between the pairs of variables with the scatter diagram, 

and all the variables were found to demonstrate an oval scatter. As a result, the data set was found to have a 

normal distribution.   

 

Lastly, in the study, whether there was a multicollinearity problem between each pair of variables to be 

involved in the regression analysis was examined. Multicollinearity might occur with a high level of correlation 

(rxy > .90) between two or more items. One way of testing whether there is multicollinearity problem or not is 

to determine the items with a value of .90 or higher by examining the item-item matrix (Field, 2009; Kline, 

2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For the multicollinearity problem, Table 3 presents the correlation 

coefficients between the variables, and Table 4 presents the tolerance and VIF values of the variables 

predicting the variable of achievement.  
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Table 3:  Pearson Correlation Between Student Engagement and Sub-Factors  

 

Valuing 

Sense of 

Belonging 

Cognitive 

Engagement 

Peer 

Relationships 

(Emotional 

Engagement-

I) 

Relationships with 

the Faculty 

Member 

(Emotional 

Engagement-II) 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Total-

scale 

Valuing 1       

Sense of Belonging .487
*
 1      

Cognitive 

Engagement 

.372
*
 .462

*
 1     

Peer Relationships 

(Emotional 

Engagement-I) 

.355
*
 .370

*
 .309

*
 1    

Relationships with the 

Faculty Member 

(Emotional 

Engagement-II) 

.317
*
 .439

*
 .437

*
 .369

*
 1   

Behavioral 

Engagement 

.312
*
 .313

*
 .605

*
 .300

*
 .360

*
 1  

Total-scale .590
*
 .772

*
 .784

*
 .612

*
 .751

*
 .621

*
 1 

*
p < .01  

 

As can be seen in Table 3, although there was a significant relationship between SES and the sub-factors, a high 

level of correlation was not calculated between the variables (rxy > .90). In addition, the Tolerance and VIF 

values for the variables to be involved in regression analysis are suggested to be in acceptable limits. Table 4 

presents the Tolerance and VIF values for the predictor variables. 

 

Table 4: Tolerance and VIF Values for the Sub-Factors of Student Engagement  

Dimension (sub-factor) Tolerance VIF 

Valuing .703 1.422 

Sense of Belonging .617 1.620 

Cognitive Engagement .528 1.893 

Peer Relationships (Emotional Engagement-I) .768 1.302 

Relationships with the Faculty Member (Emotional Engagement-II) .697 1.434 

Behavioral Engagement .610 1.639 

 

In this respect, it is seen in Table 4 that the tolerance value of each variable was higher than .10 suggested in 

literature to conduct regression analysis and that the VIF value was lower than 10 as suggested in literature 

(Kline, 2011). As a result of these analyses, it was found out that there was no multicollinearity problem 

between the predictor variables. 

 

Findings regarding the relationships between student engagement and academic achievement  

Several analyses were applied to determine the profiles related to student engagements of the research 

sample prior to regression analysis. Depending on the total scores received by the participants from SES, two-

step cluster analysis was conducted. In this way, the students’ engagement scores were grouped as low, 

moderate and high levels.  
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Table 5: Two-Step Cluster Analysis Regarding the Student Engagement Scores  

Group  n Total %  Mean sd 

  1 145 49.7% 167.228 10.644 

  2 103 35.3% 143.825 6.670 

  3 44 15.1% 116.796 11.139 

Total 292 100.0% 151.373 20.401 

 

As can be seen in Table 5, only 15.1% of the research sample (n = 44) had low levels of student engagement. In 

addition, Table 6 demonstrates the descriptive statistics regarding the average academic achievement scores of 

the students.  

 

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics Regarding the Average Academic Achievement Scores  

 n Min. Max. Mean sd 

Achievement 292 1.55 3.87 2.81 .460 

 

 

In Table 6, it is seen that the average academic achievement scores of the students in the research sample was 

2.81. The students’ academic achievement scores were calculated out of 4.00, and the lowest average score for 

the research sample was 1.55. The relationships between academic achievement and student engagement as 

well as the sub-factors were examined, and the findings obtained are presented in Table 7. 

 

Table 7: Pearson Correlation Between Achievement and SES Total Scores  

  

Valuing 
Sense of 

Belonging 

Cognitive 

Engagement 

Peer 

Relationships 

(Emotional 

Engagement-II) 

Relationships 

with the Faculty 

Member 

(Emotional 

Engagement-II) 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Total-

scale 

Pearso

n (r) 

.012 .139 .270 .050 .029 .255 .183 

Achievement 

p .838 .017 .000 .396 .617 .000 .002 

 

As can be seen in Table 7, there was a significant relationship between the academic achievement score and 

student engagement total score (r = .183; p = .002) as well as the sub-factors of sense of belonging, cognitive 

engagement and behavioral engagement (p < .05). On the other hand, no significant relationship was found 

between the academic achievement score and the variables of valuing, peer relationships (emotional 

engagement-I) and relationships with the faculty member (emotional engagement-II). Although there was no 

significant direct relationship regarding these variables, it could be stated that an indirect relationship was 

likely to exist between the academic achievement score and the sub-factors since significant relationships were 

found regarding these variables (Table 3).  

 

Student engagement total scores were grouped depending on those with high scores (group-1) and those with 

low scores (group-2) with the two-step cluster analysis. These two groups were analyzed with independent 

samples t-test according to their academic achievement scores as there was a normal distribution. The findings 

obtained are presented in Table 8.  
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  Table 8: Comparison of the Group-1 and Group-2 According to Their Academic Achievement Scores  

  
                  

Levene’s test                      t-test 

  

F 

p 

(Levene) t df p 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Err. 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 

.633 .427 2,770 290 .006 .148 .054 

Equal variances not 

assumed 
  

2,758 270,177 .006 .148 .054 

 

When the Levene test findings presented in Table 8 were examined, it was seen that the group variances were 

equal; in other words, there was no significant difference between the group variances (p = .427). Therefore, 

the values in the upper line were taken into consideration. According to these values, a significant difference 

was found between the academic achievement scores of the groups (p = .006, p < .05). As can be seen in Table 

8, the mean difference was found positive. Thus, it was found out that the students with high student 

engagement scores had higher levels of academic achievement scores and that those with low student 

engagement scores had lower levels of academic achievement scores. 

 

Lastly, regression analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which the sub-factors of student 

engagement (predictor variables) predict academic achievement (predicted variable); in other words, the 

purpose was to determine the extent to which academic achievement was explained. The findings obtained are 

presented in Table 9.  

 

 Table 9: Multiple Regression Analysis Regarding Predicting Academic Achievement  

Model           Predictor variable B Std. err. Beta t p 

(Constant) 2,143 .142  15,086 .000 Model 1 

Cognitive Engagement .019 .004 .270 4,771 .000 

(Constant) 1,909 .182  10,487 .000 

Cognitive Engagement .013 .005 .182 2,582 .010 

Model 2 

Behavioral Engagement .028 .014 .144 2,046 .042 

(Constant) 2,057 .195  10,551 .000 

Cognitive Engagement .016 .005 .227 3,085 .002 

Behavioral Engagement .032 .014 .164 2,313 .021 

Model 3 

Relationships with the Faculty Member 

(Emotional Engagement-II) 

.009 .004 .129 2,051 .041 

 R =.315; R
2  

= .099; F = 10.567, p < .000 

 

In order to determine whether the model was useful, ANOVA test was run. The fact that the p-value of F test 

for the model fit in ANOVA results was significant (F(3,288) = 10,567, p <.05) demonstrated that the model was 

significant and applicable.  

 

For the regression analysis, the stepwise regression method was used with academic achievement (predicted 

variable) and the variables of valuing, sense of belonging, cognitive engagement, peer relationships (emotional 

engagement-I), relationships with the faculty member (emotional engagement-II) and behavioral engagement 

(predictor variables). In stepwise regression analysis, such techniques as stepwise, forward and backward were 

used. In this way, the contribution of each variable was calculated, and the model was formed with the 
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variables which had the highest rate of capability to predict or explain. The stepwise technique works by 

choosing forward and by eliminating backward. This method was used to determine which of the models 

formed by independent variables was better (Huck, 2012; Field, 2005).  

 

As can be seen in Table 9, the best model was obtained in the third step, and the t significance values for the 

predictor variables were calculated to be lower than p < .05. It was found out that among the predictor 

variables, cognitive engagement was the strongest variable that predicted academic achievement (B = .016), 

which was followed by the variables of behavioral engagement (B = .032) and relationships with the faculty 

member (emotional engagement-II) (B = .009). As a result of the regression analysis conducted, the following 

model equation was obtained.  

 

Achievement= 2.057 + (Cognitive Engagement * .016) + (Behavioral Engagement * .032) + (Relationships with 

the Faculty Member (Emotional Engagement-II) * .009) 

 

As can be understood from the values of R and R
2 

obtained for the model (R = .315; R
2 

= .099), the variance 

explained by the model was found to be 10%. In other words, the sub-factors regarding student engagement 

explained academic achievement with a rate of 10%. The fact that academic achievement was explained only 

by student engagement with a rate of 10% gave an idea about how important student engagement was for 

academic achievement. 

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

One of the most important objectives of education is to achieve effective learning. Therefore, in order to 

increase students’ achievement, it is important to examine the factors influential on their achievement. In the 

study described in this article, the relationships between higher education students’ average academic 

achievement scores and student engagement as well as between their average academic achievement scores 

and the dimensions of student engagement were examined.  

 

The study described in this article investigated the relationship especially between student achievement and 

the dimensions of student engagement. In line with the purpose of the study, correlation, t-test and regression 

analyses were conducted for the dimensions of student engagement and the average academic achievement 

scores of the students. The results obtained via the analyses conducted revealed that there were significant 

relationships between the students’ academic achievement and student engagement as well as between their 

academic achievement and especially the dimensions of cognitive engagement, behavioral engagement and 

sense of belonging. Although sense of belonging was found to have direct influence, no strong relationship was 

found with academic achievement. Also, in literature, it was stated that a sense of belonging contributed to 

better quality learning outcomes (Kember et al., 2001). In addition, it was also found out that students with 

high level of student engagement had higher levels of academic achievement and that those with low level of 

student engagement had lower levels of academic achievement. Lastly, in order to determine the extent to 

which the dimensions of student engagement explained achievement, regression analysis was conducted. 

Differently from correlation findings, the variable of relationships with the faculty member (emotional 

engagement-II) was determined as a variable predicting academic achievement. Thus, it was found out that 

cognitive, behavioral and emotional engagements - that is class engagement - predicted academic achievement 

and explained it with a rate of 10%. Although the dimensions of valuing and sense of belonging found under 

the component of campus engagement were not found in the regression findings, it could be stated that 

campus engagement and campus life are important dimensions for students’ development, engagement and 

for their motivation (Blimling, 1993; Chickering, 1975; Gunuc, 2013; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

1991, 2005; Terenzini et al., 1996). Social dimensions in integration are as important as the academic (Bryson, 

Hardy & Hand, 2009). In addition, students’ perceptions of the college environment or social involvement 

represented another source of influence on learning and intellectual development (Pascarella, 1985; Pike, 

1999; Pike, Kuh & Gonyea, 2003). 
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As the results of this study reveal, cognitive, emotional and behavioral engagements had a strong relationship 

with academic achievement, it is important to increase students’ cognitive and behavioral engagements. 

However, as can be seen thanks to the results obtained in the present study, cognitive engagement is quite 

important especially for the student’s academic achievement. On the other hand, the dimension of Peer 

Relationships (Emotional Engagement-I) was not in direct relationship with academic achievement could be 

explained with such individual factors as the high-level learning skills of the students in the research sample. 

Therefore, it is suggested that the direct effects of peer relationships on students should be examined in detail.  

Consequently, in the present study, a significant relationship was found between student engagement and the 

average academic achievement of a student. For this reason, there is a need for studies investigating the 

methods and strategies to be applied to increase student engagement, especially their class engagement, 

which is associated with academic achievement. As one of the limitations of the present study, it was 

conducted with 304 participants from one faculty of a higher education institution. The other limitations were 

variables regarding campus/university environment and Turkish culture. It means that campus spaces and life 

can be different at every university or culture. Thus, campus engagement can affect on academic achievement 

more at the other universities or cultures. In this respect, these factors and variables should be examined in 

future studies. In addition, future studies to be conducted with a larger size of research sample from different 

higher education institutions and faculties could focus on the effects of such factors as different institutions, 

cultures and faculties on the relationships between academic achievement and student engagement.   

 

 

IJONTE’s Note: This article was presented at  World Conference on Educational and Instructional Studies - 
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