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cach level of student engy,
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¢ does the Literature says
Available literature on student engagement shows

¢ student engagement constitutes ‘the amount of time
L cffort’ that o <rudent invests into educational activities
Lhich directly lel co desired outcomes (Kuh, 2001). This
oncept can be strengthened from the views of various
eearchers who studied Student engagement in depth.
cording to Hu 2nd Kuh (2002), “Student engagement is
he most important factor in student learning and personal
development  during college”. Astin (1984) states that
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S'm'l'llf engagetient 4 “the deytee 16 e Wil sne e
involved ity sehpl telated acewitios by the inmeetoeits A
Physical and pwrchological energy It oarunn Apers
According 1o Skinner and el (1779, “Stiderdt
Engagemnent i the intensity and qality of behuvienst #nd
emotional irmolvernent duting leariig sctwities” Ko
(2001, WON states thiat “Serudernt erme i
amount of time and effort students itrest i aeadem
activities related to studesnt learning omteotmes”

Crons sectional resatches given 4 framme o wolty
dimensional conmriict or metaconsrct 1o wEdent
engagement, But longitudinal approaches gre 2 dupthy
different frame, Crose setional studies theotnes sudent
engagement as a stable set of comstrners which can be v
to predict both prozimal as well as distal ntcones
Longitudinal studies consider engagerment as  dyreamic
synergistic process (Peck er al,, UN%), Thew studies aré
based on the cone epts that the Srisdent engugyerietit refimets
a complex set of interactions and tranactions with then
social environment, So student engagemert & ot ety
represents a phenomenon that occtre within studerts, #
also posited to result from an array of uxial forces that
exist both between and within studetns’ srid words
(Roeser & Peck 2003). Synergistic theories of studert
engagement can  be linked to the participation
identification and frustration /wliesteesn roucBed
highlighted in the work of Jeremy Finn (1989). According
to Finn (1989), “Student emgamernent s often
fundamentally shaped by student’s early schook experiernces
Students who develop positive outlooks toward schook terid
to participate more in school activities, Schood ssccess &
thought to be 2 predictable comsequence of this
intersection between positive schoolrelated dispositions
and high levels of student participation in schook™.

Kuh (2009) has summarized the history of foundation of
student engagement as follows:

e Time on Task

o Qualiry of Efforr

e Student Involvement
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More  recent  resenrches

engngement as o muledimensions
behavioral,  cognitive — and c-vm-'l“""l
(Fredricks, Blumenfeld &  Parls, 2004y
Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 20005 Skinner
1993),
Following are the theories of Student Fng

Jlpention

i
conslder et
| constriet jnvalving
u;mpcmrnln

Kul, Kinzie,
(& [helimonts

e ment

Lo Quality of Effort Theory (Pac ¢,1979) o
2. Astin's Student Involvement Theory (Astin, )4“1,)':
3, Tinto's Student Involvement Theory (TInto: '4 )')' )
4. Input-Environment - Output Theory (Astin, 1977)
5. Student engagement theory (I [arlow et ithy 2011)
All these theorles form the base for .uul:':"
engagement. The ‘quality of effort theory' by P'ace (1979)
cen the academic

explains how student engagement influen
development of the students, Astin's student involvement
theory (1985) describes the  assumptions of student
engagement, Other theorles such o Tinto's Student
Involvement Theory (Tinto, 1993), lnpm-l{nvlmnnu-m .
Output Theory (Astin, 1977) and Student [ ngagement
Theory (Harlow et al, 2011) talks about the factors
influencing the student engagement atich an environment
factors and personal factors.
Sample: The data was collected from 1601
pursuing B.Ed, in various colleges in Kerala State.
Description of the Tool

‘Student  Engagement  Scale’
standardized by Sreelatha and Amuth G. Kumar (2015).
There were 58 items in the tool. It was found that the
reliability value of Cronbach's Alpha was 0.850 and that of
Guttman Split-half Coefficient was 0,875 and that of
Guttman  Splithalf coefficient  was 0.903. Proportion
Analysis was carried out for the Student Eng
total sample and subsamples. For the total
proportion Analysis was done to identify the proportions of
Students falling in High, Average and L
significance in difference between the proportions also
were calculated. Following which Proportion Analysis was
done for the subsamples based on Gender, Marital Status,
Age, and Type of Management. The significance in the
difference existing between the categories of subsamples in
cach level of student engagement such as High, Average
and Low are then calculated and interpreted.
Results

Table 1: Proportions of Subjects Falling in to High,

Average and Low Levels of Student Engagement for Total
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From Table-1.3, the critical ratio of 4,
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Table 2: Proportion of Subjects Falling in to Hig,

Average and Low Levels of Student Engammu

on Gender)

" Levels of Student Male Female
Engagement
N| % | N| %
o= High 19 | 15.08 | 270 | 1831] 3
Average 88 | 69.84 | 1002 | 6793
i e [ 19 | 15.08 | 203 | 1376 "zzz
I'"‘ Total 126 | 100 | 1475 | 100

From TabléZ, it can be inferred &ut 15.08% ¢

male and 18.31% of female from the total sampl ka

high level of student engagement. The average
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L It means thar the difference in
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317, For the avery
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abl OW group is not significant,
A, ¢ 4: prol!'cal'tion of Subjects Falling in to High,
€rage and Loy, Levels of Student Engagement (Based
on Age)
Levels of Student Age 2025 Age above | Total
Ngagemen 25
i *,
High 207 [ 1645 [ 82 [ 23.90 [ 289
Average 86 6|2 . 9
T T 186 | 14.79 | 36 | 10.50 | 222
Toral 43 00 | 1€ 11“;'
g .'?lfﬁ A

me Tnl)lc4. the ](,';15% (;f .s;mdcms were in the
8¢ group of 20.25 and 23,

age of above 25 in
Chgagement, The

90% of students were having the
the group with high level of smdcx_n
average group had 68.76% of students in
age between 20-25 and 65.60% of students in age above 25
years, In  the lower group 14.79% of students in age
between 20-25 and 10.50% of students in age above 25
years were there,

Further, onetailed  test

difference between proportions |
applied to know whether the difference berween '.;(5
Proportions of students in age 20-25 years and above 2

Years in each level (high
The results

of significance for
(independent groups) was

» average and low) is significant.

are given in the below rable.

Table 4.1: Result of Test of Significance of Difference
between Proportions Based on Age

Levels of Age 2025 | Age above Cri(i.cal pvalue
petween proportions (independent groups) was Siadiny = e
y -» be 22
erence <t w whether the difference between the Engagement
g h;om-nrricd and unmarried students in each N[ Pt [N2T P2
| (high, average and low) is significant. The results are Tiah 207 | 1645 T 82 13550 T 518750007
frel A, 2
ble 3.1: Result of Test of Significance of Difference Average 865 | 68.76. 2256560 | 1.114 | 0.1326
e ions based on Marital Status ]
B Pr::’ or'n:ims Unmarried | Critical P Low 186 | 14.79 | 36 | 10.50 | 2.038 | 0.0208
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value is 0.0007 which is significant at 0.05 level. For the from ﬂ"""'_mmlcm'l ',ltZ .L\,_ nent-aided nof't
average group the critical ratio is 1.114 with a pvalue of institutions 10 the high, average and the Io: ‘
0.1326 which is not significant at 0.05 level. The crirical significant. k'c,.“ .
ratio and p~value of low group is 2.038 (p=0 0208) which is Findings b
, g 8 L. P Ua - | :
significant at 0.05 level l The P“’l"’r"’“ lOf “‘f‘dc'“; belongiy
; ; s fi than that of students
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Average and Low Levels of Student Engagement Bas group. Ih1S may o i CtOrs affe Rt %]
on Type of Mana ement) engagement may not be a ecting in the same ;
yP g . and Average groups: The proportion of styqd Way ¢ 4"
Levels of Student Government & Private High group is more an thaciofsoud engg I):' )
Engagement Government-Aide to High & e Udents },,, “on, 8
| Low group: This may be because, the facye. oM
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group is
—=50| &roup: This n
engagement,

far more than that of students belop, to g,
hay be because, the factors affe ing , Ty
ffects in different ways on Ave Ctin, %
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The test result indicates indirectly thy,
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affecting stude

males and females
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66.22% of students from private institutions. In the lower nnd.popu AL{DETSE s que ity of teachers m:w“"'a
group 16.33% of students from government, government- decline. The r'c‘".sf’fl .for “l'l""h is that a female tcad:c
aided institutions and 11.96% of students from private Lo rcsp.o-nsll)lllnt‘b a ome than a male teachcQT
o itutions are there. mother, wife, daughter in law etc. so lack of time Ta,
Moreover, one-tailed  test of significance for rhcrn to sharpen their professional skills in the COI’%"
difference between proportions (independent groups) was their work. But the current research shows conn—our-‘e ‘
applied to know whether the difference between the results. ; o adl%"
proportions of students from government, government- Theregis (02 difference in the level of
sided institutions and private institutions in each level engagement based on marital status in all the thy -
Lich, average and low) is significant. The results are given There is also a common argument that the u:elt\
e below table. : students get more time to complete their worltsma.
7atyie 5.1: Result of Test of Significance of Difference home and engage in studies than married stude o
ez, Proportions Based on Type of Management might help them to complete the works on time w';\“ ?
e ient STGte Sl ol hm:c direct influence on the engagement of studen lfhli
Ratio B.Ed. course. Contradictory to this argument rshlnd!
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&
. studies since she or he has
mor

Studenr
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commitments in a different familial setu
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N1 | Pi [N2| P2 i the present research shows that both the argum;esuhd
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significant role in the engagement of students in the BE:0

G 00| ' signif |
Significance of critical ratio shows that the factos

Average 492 | 70.49 | 598
108 | 1196 | 251 | 0.006% affecting Student Engagement, does not affects in the s
way on high and low 8 y
= T — - : groups based on th
zovemmer: go:eni:, L 'h.‘:i critical ratio of ‘atudents from B.Ed. students. But for the students havin, ; 3 e
the high grc;ubi 44;;“(41 ;goéz)nlc)l private institutions in Student Engagement these factors are ct'g a\eragehlmld
Sl p=0. . For the avera ; acting on Chc s
helcritic il > ge group ~ Wway In both tf : Yo oxi
..::rn:\r{nrtl fat‘: is 1.815 with a p=value of 0.0348. The 1; zlzge groupa,.From the significant ki
| ratio and p-value/of lowgroupliei2:5 tand 0,006 ow group it can be said that, Age hasa
T : dents in the course. The

Low 114 | 16.33

4

high group an
significant role in engaging stu
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(in 7 ove 2 p.Ed. course is an activity oriented
- ‘ ctivities such as preparation of

ves ‘|¢s.~'0" plan writing etc. These
p by the two different age groups
-or lower group the low age group
these kinds of activities quite
the aged (25 above), might be
to their growing age and being
have serious bearing on their

s ™ onner: I

e he be raking
: "

mie"  While,

Ay y

= ll\urdvlL Due

as they will

g % > g Z W
oo grovt o which in turn is a serious indicator

wel ©© o ir srudi
¢ for the udents.
g etion of students belonging to private
N
pml

re

¢l The . than that of students belonging to
e nu"md Government Aided colleges in high
.Nrmm-nt ]"ﬂ'crc‘l“"' in proponion among these two
\ e ents is significant. The possible reasons
instirution;\l climate, teacher student

5 f¢ ac St

.rl““ wh‘v(’l“fnr s
gad

on

0.
vl Eof stud

s the S R S
L D d other favorable conditions existing in the
= L chip @ .
prionshiF It i assumable that the students belonging to

. Government Supported institutions have
y oh merit basis. So are obviously showing high
ot ‘lm“h};m those students in the private management
;:r.ﬂ‘-'fn]wl‘];m, ro high group might have gathered high
;5;1"13;2!1; “;'m ioining in the institution drawing from
;“ ;;,vor.ll»lc factors available in the institution. Even
soueh both the category are placed under high engaged
’Mi‘l due to the variation in the institutional climate,
wacher student relationship etc exists in the college the

proportion might have become significant. In

o Ef\“lp ir

difference in

e low group, the proportion of low engaged students is in
Government supported colleges are greater than in the
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Private Colleges. Here also the difference in prol

o
e supporte
Slgl'l“ﬁm'“' It indicates thar in Govemment a:|r~;lms the
co ; e he cot’?®
eges after getting the admission into ! The libera

students  show declining engagement:

atmosphere prevailing in government SUPE o rivate

might have a role in this low engagement: But in P 3

college there is a possibility of gerting admission c.\-,:‘l‘lc‘ 2

less capable student through payment seat. £ LO'ln‘t if a

tole of a system followed in B.Ed. courses recently, after

student is not getting admission into any other S urse:
the graduation he or she mostly will join for B.Ed. ‘ ‘ndcnt

Another interesting factor is there that if a female |>:':cr0f-"

is not being able to ger married due to any PSROL s sure.

then she will take admission in the B.Ed. course {Oro;\ o

Because she can manage one year and a comi lu,l criage

B.Ed. course will give more weightage i theimA s in

market, These two different aspects

Government supported colleges and Private €©

have led to a significant difference in the e

among the low engaged students. When the ;“-Smg(‘ g“cm

is considered, the proportion of students in (Jow:rmf o

and Government Aided colleges are more than tl}“t 0 ot

Private colleges. But the difference in this proportion 12 ll e

significant. It means that whatever factor is influenc 'l[;g tl:c:

student engagement, it is taken up in the same way y‘ & o

students of average group irrespective of the type€ ' <

management. It can be said that people in 'he,ﬂvcfl‘fcr
group faces happenings with a neutral nrtimdg. This .mlgl\‘
be the reason for the insignificance in the difference in the
proportions.

Conclusion
From the results and findings it can be concluded

that the gender has nothing to do in engaging as a student
in the B.Ed. course. The factors affecting student
engagement acts in the same way on married and
unmarried students, but does not affect in the same _W:\Y f’“
high and low groups based on the age group of B.Ed.
students. But for the students having average level of
Student Engagement these factors are acting on the same
way in both the age groups. The factors affecting student
engagement, exccutes differently on the students falling in
various types of institutions for high and low group. But in
the average group it operates in the same way irrespective of
the type of institution that the students belongs to.
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