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Abstract

The topic of student engagement has captured much research attention lately.
However, there still remains a paucity of empirical work on the construct in
Indian context. Therefore, the current investigation seeks to identify the pre-
cursors or antecedents of student engagement in Indian institutes. Sample of
the current study comprised of 717 respondents from University students.
Results indicate that Student engagement is a function of certain situational
factors such as academic facilities, faculty, role of administration as well as
some personality factors viz. locus of control and self-efficacy.
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1. Introduction

Student engagement is a widely studied topic in the United States because it has
been found to be correlated with learning and personal development [1] [2] [3].
Interest in student engagement is increasingly widespread within educational
circles [4]. Student engagement is said to lead to school dropout prevention [5].

Engaged students are good learners and effective teaching stimulates and sus-
tains student engagement [2]. Studies have highlighted the importance of stu-
dent engagement by revealing its influence on student performance. Many re-
cent studies also established a positive relationship between student engagement
and outcomes such as educational development of students [6] [7] [8]. [6], con-
ducted a comprehensive literature review pertaining to education that under-
lined the beneficial learning outcomes of student engagement. Active participa-
tion of students in the learning process has shown to influence academic
achievement.

Although, student engagement is a widely studied concept in USA, UK, Aus-
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tralia and Spain, very few studies in the area of student engagement were found
in the Indian context [9] [10] [11] [12]. Therefore, it was decided to carry out
the research study in the Indian context.

The objectives of the study are:

1) To explore the role of personal attribute as precursor of student engage-
ment among the Indian millennial.

2) To explore the role of situational factor as precursor of student engagement

among the Indian millennial.

2. Review of Literature

According to [13], student engagement may be understood in terms of the cog-
nitive and affective systems of learners and readers. It is also conceptualized as a
psychological process, specifically, the attention, interest, investment and effort
students expend in the work of learning [14]. [15], defines student engagement
in terms of the time and energy students invest in educationally purposeful ac-
tivities. It is active involvement, commitment and sense of belonging that dic-
tates the time and effort students devote to educationally purposeful activities
[16].

Researchers in the fields of education and psychology have extensively studied
interest, engagement and motivation [17] [18] [19]. According to [20], students’
attitude and motivation towards, and interest in school science along with their
beliefs as learners can positively influence the quality and quantity of learning
outcomes, and are vital to their engagement in science learning [21]. Studies
have highlighted the importance of student engagement by revealing its influ-
ence on student performance. [22], discovered a positive relationship between
student engagement and variables such as satisfaction with college, educational
aspirations, intellectual and personal development, academic achievement, and
persistence in college. Active participation of students in the learning process
has shown to influence academic achievement [11] [23]. Studies from showed a
correlation between low behavioral engagement and cutting class, skipping
school, suspension, and retention [24] [25]. [26], showed that students who
eventually drop out do less homework, exert less effort in school, participate less
in school activities, and have more discipline problems at school. Other studies
of urban minority samples demonstrate a correlation between low behavioral
engagement and cutting class, skipping school, suspension, and retention [24]
[25]. There is scholarly research evidence to suggest that a positive correlation
exists between behavioral engagement and achievement-related outcomes [14]
[24] [27]. Other studies have reported association of discipline problems with
lower school performance [28] [29].

Some dimensions measure behavioral and affective components in the form of
student participation in school activities (inside and outside), identification with
and sense of belongingness towards school while some others measure student

engagement as a four dimensional construct. [30], proposed a model of context,
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student engagement and outcomes where student engagement had four dimen-
sions: academic engagement elements that included time on task, credit hours
for graduation and homework completion; behavioral dimensions comprising
attendance, classroom participation (voluntary), extra-curricular participation
and extra credit options; cognitive dimensions constituted of self-regulation, re-
levance of school to future aspirations, value of learning (goal setting) and stra-
tegizing; and psychological dimension representing sense of belonging and iden-
tification with school, and school membership.

There is a totally different school of thought which considers engagement an
antipode of burnout [31], in their cross national study of university students
from Spain, identified three dimensions, namely vigor- it describes the energy
that one invests in the activity at hand; dedication - in terms of commitment and
clarity towards work; and absorption - it refers to the state of involvement or
immersion in the task or work at hand. Active and collaborative learning, aca-
demic, behavioral, cognitive, affective/emotional, student-faculty, supportive en-
vironment, participation, challenge, intellectual, online, beyond class, etc. are
some of the dimensions which have been used to study student engagement [2]
[15] [17] [32] [33] [34].

A longitudinal study on a sample of 11,827 French-Canadian high school stu-
dents was conducted to see the engagement in terms of behavioral, affective,
cognitive dimensions and result confirmed the overall multidimensional con-
struct of school engagement in terms of both cognitive and psychosocial charac-
teristics [35].

Precursors of Student Engagement

While student engagement is accepted as one of the superior predictors of
learning, consensus on its conceptual foundation still remains elusive [36]. It has
been generally accepted that there is a need to examine precursors and outcomes
of student engagement. Several studies have empirically tried to explain how
specific student characteristics (e.g., school-related self-efficacy, gender, aca-
demic motivation etc.), family environment (e.g., parent social support, aspira-
tions of parents concerning the adolescents’ school trajectory or quality of ado-
lescent-parents relationship), and school/classroom climate (e.g., social support
from teachers and peers, autonomy granted to students, quality of instructional
practices etc.) influence student engagement with school and academic perfor-
mance [37].

[38], stated that institutions can influence a range of behaviors such as student
engagement with teaching practices and programming interventions such as first
year seminars, service-learning outcomes and learning communities. On the
other hand, voluntary choice, clear and consistent goals, small size, student par-
ticipation in school policy and management, opportunities for staff and students
to be involved in cooperative endeavors, and academic work that allows for the
development of products were found to increase student involvement, engage-

ment, and integration in school. Disciplinary practices and communal structures
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were found to encourage shared responsibility and commitment to common
goals, lateral decision making, and greater individual discretion [39].

[40], compared student engagement between colleges and universities in the
U.S. and Canada. Results suggest that students in Canada and the U.S. differed
in terms of the frequency with which they engaged in active and collaborative
learning and student-faculty interaction. It appears that the Canadian classroom
experience involves less active participation by students and less individual con-
tact with faculty members. The large size of most Canadian universities and
higher student-faculty ratios makes collaborative learning experiences and fa-
culty contact more challenging.

Several studies have empirically tried to explain how specific student charac-
teristics (e.g., school-related self-efficacy, gender, academic motivation etc.),
family environment (e.g., parent social support, aspirations of parents concern-
ing the adolescents’ school trajectory or quality of adolescent-parents relation-
ship), and school/classroom climate (e.g., social support from teachers and
peers, autonomy granted to students, quality of instructional practices etc.) in-
fluence student engagement with school and academic performance [37]. Stu-
dent engagement has been studied by many authors as an outcome of certain
factors. These factors can be categorized into individual/personal attributes, and
contextual factors which may include institutional and relationship factors and
their impact on student engagement. [36], engagement is not a one-dimensional
construct; students could be emotionally, physically, and cognitively be engaged
in class, or cognitively engaged out of class. Understanding the aforementioned
four factors could help academics engage students [36].

Personal Attributes as precursor of Student Engagement

[41], showed that intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and academic identifica-
tion each contributed uniquely towards predicting meaningful cognitive en-
gagement. Also, establishing achievement goals contributed towards prediction
of school performance [42]. Mastery orientation seems linked with positive aca-
demic behaviors like asking for help [43], and absence of disruptive behaviors in
the classroom [44] [45].

Study by [46], found Self-concept of ability to be a significant predictor of en-
gagement among Australian high school students. Similarly [47], found that
current efficacy beliefs influence high levels of academic engagement which, in
turn, influences students’ self-efficacy over time. Study conducted by [48], on a
sample consisting of five hundred and seventy eight middle and high school
students found that cognitive engagement predicts academic performance whe-
reas emotional and behavioral engagement does not predict academic perfor-
mance. Also the study highlighted the role of academic self-efficacy and aca-
demic motivation as predicting academic performance.

Study undertaken by [49], on a sample of 203 students enrolled in online
study mode in USA found that Situational interest and self-regulation were sig-

nificantly correlated with behavioural, emotional and cognitive engagement
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while computer self-efficacy was found to be not related to engagement. Ac-
cording to [50], instructors who used thematic coherence, teaching within a
context along with teaching template using the 5Es (Engage, Explore, Explain,
Elaborate and Evaluate) were found to be rewarded and rated highly to the in-
structor and courses by engaged and motivated students. [30], proposed a model
with some context factors, namely family, peers and school related factors that
influenced student engagement. The family context comprises of academic and
motivational support in terms of expectation, goal achievement and supervision
from home. Peer related factors comprised educational expectations, shared
common school value, attendance and peers’ aspiration for learning. School fac-
tors found to influence engagement were school climate, instructional pro-
gramming and learning activities, mental health support, clear and appropriate
teacher expectations, goal structure (task vs. ability) and teacher student rela-
tionships.

Another study of MBA students in an All-Women University identified six
dimensions of student engagement, namely diligent pursuit of studies, commit-
ment to the institution, emotional engagement, active academic participation,
absorption of studies and interaction with faculty. Active academic participation
was found to be rated very high in the sample whereas diligent pursuit of studies,
emotional engagement and absorption were rated modest. Interaction with fa-
culty both inside and outside the classroom and commitment to the institution
were reported to be rated very low. A combination of two personality variables
(LOC and self-efficacy), and academic inputs as the situational variable emerged
as the best predictors for several dimensions of engagement [11]. [51] found that
perceived emotional intelligence, self-efficacy and perceived stress were signifi-
cant predictors of engagement. Many studies demonstrate a link between beha-
vioral engagement and achievement [14] [24] [27]. So student engagement is
crucial to learning, academic performance and is influenced by the presence and
interaction of several factors like situational factors, and other personal
attributes and background.

Hypotheses:

1) There exists positive significant relationship between personality attributes
and Student engagement.

2) There exists positive significant relationship between situational factor and

Student engagement.

3. Research Method

The total sample for the analysis is 717 respondents.

Table 1 explained descriptive profile of the sample, out of the 717 respon-
dents, 59.3% of the respondents were male students followed by 40.7% 0f female
students 43% were from Metro background, followed by 39.5% respondents
from city background, 15% from Town and 2.5% from village. 57.3% respon-
dents were from Middle class socio economic family background, followed by
35.3% Upper Middle Class.
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Table 1. Sample profiling.

Demographic variables N (717) Percentage
Gender
Male 425 59.3%
Female 292 40.7%

Student Domicile

Village 18 2.5%

Town 108 15%

City 283 39.5

Metro 308 43%

Family Background

Lower Class(LC) 4 6%
Lower Middle Class(LMC) 33 4.6%
Middle Class (MC) 411 57.3%
Upper Middle Class(UMC) 253 35.3%
Upper Class (UC) 16 2.2%

Research Design:

This study intended to measure the engagement levels and its precursors
among the Indian Millennials students. Since the present research work is based
on primary data which was collected from post graduate management students
studying in University Management Department, University affiliated institute
and AICTE approved autonomous management institute based in Delhi with the
help of structured questionnaire, a field based survey design is used as data col-

lection method (Figure 1).

SITUATIONAL FACTORS
¢ FACULTY SUPPORT

¢ ACADEMIC FACILITIES

¢ ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
¢ PEER GROUP

PERSONALITY ATTRIBUTES
e SELF-EFFICACY
* LOCUS OF CONTROL

Figure 1. Study model.

Tools:
Student engagement (17 items)

1) Institutional Engagement 5 items
2) Diligence 3 items
3) Absorption 3 items

4) Dedication 4 items
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5) Class Participation 3 items

Precursors:

1) Personal factors: Self Efficacy (10 items) and Locus of control 10 items

2) Situational factors: 20 items

Table 2 depicts about the items used in the present study from existing scales
and also added new items to assess the level of student engagement in higher
education institutions in Indian context. The scale comprised of 17 items student

engagement and precursors 40 items. Total of 57 items were used for the study.

Table 2. Variables and their items measurement.

Factor No. Factor

Institutional Engagement

Items

1) If a friend of mine is considering joining this institute, I will encourage him/her to do so.

2) The goals and values of this institute are in harmony with my own goals and values.

3) I feel a sense of pride when I introduce myself to a stranger as a student of this institute.

4) Based on my experience as a student here, I feel that my decision to join this institute was correct.
5) In my overall assessment, this is one of the best business schools in India.

1) It is my habit to take notes during the class.
2) I make sure that my class assignments are completed before the deadline.
3) I keep my course materials well organized.

1) I find it difficult to detach myself from my studies.
2) Most of the time I am immersed in my studies.
3) I feel excited when I am absorbed in my studies

1) When I am working on my studies, I feel bursting with energy.
2) Most of the time I feel enthusiastic about my studies.
3) I feel proud of my studies.

1) I often ask questions in the class.
2) I enjoy making presentations in the class.
3) I actively participate in class discussions.

Cronbach’s alpha: overall reliability of the scale = 0.842

Personal factors (Self-efficacy 1) Self-Efficacy Scale—[52], Schwarzer and Jerusalem (1995)—10 items

(5 items)
2 Diligence (3 items)
3 Absorption
4 Dedication (3 items)
5 Class
Participation (3 items)
B & Locus of Control)
Precursors

Situational factors, [15]

2) Locus of Control—[53] Rotter Scale (1971)—10 items

1) Faculty Support; 2) Academic Facilities; 3) Administrative Staff Support; 4) Peer Group (5 items
each making a total of 20 items)

4. Results and Discussion

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics for all variables under study. Out of the
five dimensions of student engagement, students are showing high level of dili-
gence in student engagement with the highest mean score of 2.05. The students
are found to be moderately engaged in terms of Dedication, Class participation
and Institutional engagement dimensions of student engagement with mean
scores of 1.96, 1.93 and 1.80 respectively. Students are found to be least engaged
to Absorption dimension of student engagement with a mean score of 1.61.
Opverall, the level of student engagement was found to be moderate. In terms of
personal factors, the students have scored high Internal Locus of Control with
3.91 mean score and scored above average on self-efficacy with 1.91 mean score.

In situational factors, the students appear to be more satisfied with Peer Group
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as the mean score comes out to be high at 2.14. Faculty support is perceived as
above average with 1.86 mean score, followed by average mean score of Aca-
demic Facilities at 1.84 and low mean score of administrative staff support at
1.71. The Faculty support could be related to the helpful attitude of the faculty,
faculty inputs or the pedagogical tools used in the classroom. To summarize the
findings of descriptive statistics, Diligence out of 5 Student Engagement dimen-
sions was found to have the highest Mean score of 2.05. Peer Group out of 4 Sit-
uational Factors had the highest mean of 2.14 and Locus of Control out of 2
Personal Factors had the highest mean of 3.91.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics.

S. No. Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Student Engagement
1 Diligence 2.05 0.58
2 Class Participation 1.93 0.63
3 Dedication 1.96 0.55
4 Institutional Engagement 1.80 0.60
5 Absorption 1.61 0.62

Personality factors
6 Self-Efficacy 1.97 0.40
7 Locus of Control 3.91 1.09

Situational factors

8 Peer Group 2.14 0.45
9 Faculty Support 1.86 0.53
10 Academic Facilities 1.84 0.52
11 Administrative Staff Support 1.71 0.55

Table 4 depicts correlation among the variables. Both of the two personal
factors—self-efficacy and locus of Control are positively and significantly corre-
lated with each of the five dimensions of student engagement. The association
between three out of four dimensions of situational factors and student engage-
ment is also showing positively and significantly correlated with each of the five
dimensions of student engagements except in case of Peer Group Relations
which is showing positive and significant correlations for 4 out of 5 dimensions
of student engagement except for Institutional Engagement Dimension which is

not found significant.

5. Regression Analysis

There are 5 dimensions of student engagement in the study and Multiple Re-
gression Analysis has been done to see how independent variables which are 6
Le. Situational Factors namely (Academic facilities, Faculty Support, Adminis-

trative staff Support and Peer group) and Personal factors namely (Self efficacy
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Table 4. Correlation matrix for the selected variables (N = 717).

@
Q
=
K2
2
2
Diligence 1
Class Participation 0.465**
Dedication 0.447%*

Institutional. Engagement 0.432**

Absorption 0.496**
Peer Group 0.560**
Academic facility 0.577**

Admin Staff Support 0.536**

Faculty 0.526**
Self-efficacy 0.584**
LOC 0.551**

2 8 = g g 2 g2 &3 oy 1 0

g & 8 : & <} g 3 g & S & 3

SIS it o o o s = o b5

O = o] @ s g o S i =
b ° = . 8 <~ = » P 2
S A < & < &

0.426** 1

0.431**  0.457** 1

0.447**  0.436*  0.407** 1

0.556**  0.587* 0.417 0.505** 1

0.545%*  0.538**  0.404**  0.502**  0.444** 1

0.552**%  0.582**  0.511**  0.564**  0.422**  0.407** 1

0.517**  0.590**  0.556**  0.555**  0.420** 0.416** 0.410** 1

0.587**  0.558**  0.579**  0.581**  0.412** 0.451** 0.430"™  0.425** 1

0.599**  0.514** 0.526 0.534 0.418** 0.423 0.441 0.413**  0.430** 1

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

and Locus of control) have impact on the dependent variables. Since there are 5
dependent variables ie. 5 dimensions of Student Engagement accordingly 5
multiple regression analysis have been done.

1* Dimension of Student Engagement—Diligence

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis on Diligence Dimension of Student
Engagement and 6 Independent variables are reported below (Table 5).

It was found that Self Efficacy, Faculty Support, Peer Group and Administra-
tive Staff Support were not found to be significant. The results revealed that
11.3% variance in Diligence is explained by the predictors as Independent Va-
riables. Out of 6 independent variables only 2 were found to be having the in-
fluence and were Academic Facilities and Locus of Control.

2* Dimension of Student Engagement—Class Participation (Table 6)

The results revealed that 6.5% variation in Class Participation is explained by
the predictors ie. Faculty Support and Self-Efficacy as Independent Variables.
Although the value is less but still influence of these predictors on Class Partici-
pation is explained. Out of 6 independent variables only 2 were found to be
having the influence and were Faculty Support and Self-Efficacy.

3" Dimension of Student Engagement—Dedication (Table 7)

The above results revealed that 9.9% variation in Dedication is explained by
the predictors as independent variables. Out of 6 independent variables only 2
were found to be having the influence and were Academic Facilities and
Self-Efficacy. It was found that Locus of Control, Faculty Support, Administra-
tive Staff Support and Peer Group were not found to be significant.

4™ Dimension of Student Engagement—Institutional Engagement (Table 8)
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Table 5. (a) Regression coefficients of diligence dimension; (b) Diligence dimension re-
gression model summary.

(a)
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients T Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 0.872 0.138 6.310 0.000
LOC 0.053 0.019 0.100 2.743 0.006
Peer Group 0.092 0.050 0.071 1.823 0.069
1 Academic Facilities 0.178 0.048 0.164 3.721 0.000
Administrative Staff Support ~ 0.088 0.047 0.084 1.883 0.060
Faculty Support 0.082 0.051 0.076 1.601 0.110
Self-Efficacy 0.078 0.060 0.052 1.289 0.198
a. Dependent Variable: diligence.

(®)

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std'; ?i::a:: the Durbin-Watson
1 0.348° 0.121 0.113 0.54929 1.724

a. Predictors: (Constant), self-efficacy, administrative support, loc, peer group, academic facilities, faculty
support; b. Dependent Variable: diligence.

Table 6. (a) Regression coefficients of class participation dimension; (b) Regression mod-
el summary of class participation dimension.

(a)
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 0.914 0.153 5.979 0.000
LOC 0.024 0.021 0.041 1.105 0.269
Peer Group 0.102 0.056 0.073 1.832 0.067
1 Academic Facilities 0.012 0.053 0.010 0.220 0.826
Administrative Staff Support ~ 0.033 0.052 0.029 0.640 0.523
Faculty Support 0.180 0.057 0.153 3.164 0.002
Self-Efficacy 0.149 0.067 0.093 2.234 0.026
a. Dependent Variable: Class Participation.
(b)
Model R R Square  Adjusted R Square Std';; I;;ra:: the Durbin-Watson
1 0.271° 0.073 0.065 0.60769 1.659

a. Predictors: (Constant), Self-efficacy, Admin. support, Loc, Peer-group, Acad. facilities, Faculty support;
b. Dependent Variable: Class Participation.
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Table 7. (a) Regression coefficients of dedication dimension; (b) Dedication dimension
regression model summary.

(a)
Unstandardized Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 0.971 0.131 7.389 0.000
Locus of Control 0.028 0.018 0.057 1.542 0.123
Peer group —-0.052 0.048 —0.043 —-1.088 0.277
1 Academic Facilities 0.148 0.045 0.145 3.257 0.001
Administrative Staff Support  0.051 0.045 0.052 1.143 0.253
Faculty Support 0.035 0.049 0.034 0.710 0.478
Self-efficacy 0.290 0.057 0.207 5.056 0.000

a. Dependent Variable: Dedication.

(®)
Adjusted R Std. E f th
Model R R Square Juste rfor Ot Durbin-Watson
Square Estimate
1 0.327% 0.107 0.099 0.52247 1.669

a. Predictors: (Constant), self-efficacy, administrative support, locus of control, peer group, academic facili-
ties, faculty support; b. Dependent Variable: Dedication.

Table 8. (a) Regression coefficients of institutional engagement dimension; (b) Institu-
tional engagement dimension regression model summary.

(2)
Unstandardized  Standardized
Model Coefficients Coefficients T Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 0.686 0.132 5.181 0.000
LOC 0.004 0.019 0.008 0.226 0.822
Peer Group -0.139 0.048 -0.105 -2.882 0.004
1 Academic Facilities 0.241 0.046 0.216 5.277 0.000
Administrative Support 0.219 0.045 0.203 4.875 0.000
Faculty Support 0.160 0.049 0.143 3.255 0.001
Self-Efficacy 0.129 0.058 0.084 2.230 0.026
a. Dependent Variable: Institutional engagement.
(b)
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std';; zx;l.ra:ef the Durbin-Watson
1 0.487° 0.237 0.231 0.52620 1.655

a. Predictors: (Constant), self-efficacy, administrative support, locus of control, peer group, academic facili-
ties, faculty support; b. Dependent Variable: Institutional engagement.
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The results revealed that 23.1% variance in Institutional Engagement is ex-
plained by the predictors as Independent Variables. Out of 6 Independent Va-
riables only 2 were found to be having the highest influence and were Academic
Facilities and Administrative Staff Support.

5% Dimension of Student Engagement—Absorption (Table 9)

The results revealed that 5.6% variation in Absorption is explained by the pre-
dictors as independent variables. Out of 6 independent variables only 2 were
found to be having the influence and were Academic Facilities and Self-Efficacy.
It was found that faculty support, administrative staff support, Peer Group and

Locus of control were not found to be significant.

Table 9. (a) Regression coefficients of absorption dimension; (b) Absorption dimension
regression model summary.

(a)

Unstandardized Standardized

Model Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.746 0.153 4.863 0.000

LOC -0.009 0.022 -0.015 -0.395 0.693

Peer Group 0.036 0.056 0.026 0.646 0.519

1 Academic Facilities 0.139 0.053 0.119 2.616 0.009
Administrative Staff Support ~ 0.064 0.052 0.057 1.234 0.218
Faculty Support 0.044 0.057 0.038 0.772 0.441
Self-Efficacy 0.194 0.067 0.121 2.899 0.004

a. Dependent Variable: absorption.
(b)
Model R R Square  Adjusted R Square Std';; zx;l.ra:ef the Durbin-Watson
1 0.253% 0.064 0.056 0.60995 1.560

a. Predictors: (Constant), self-efficacy, administrative support, loc, peer group, academic facilities, faculty
support; b. Dependent Variable: Absorption.

6. Conclusion

The students are found to be moderately engaged in terms of Diligence, Dedica-
tion, Class participation and Institutional engagement with mean scores of 2.05,
1.96, 1.93 and 1.80 respectively.

7. Predictors of Student Engagement

In terms of Personal Factors, the students are found to have scored moderate on
Internal Locus of Control with a mean score of 3.91 and self-efficacy. In case of
situational factors, the students appear to be more satisfied with Peer Group Re-

lations as the mean score comes out to be very high at 2.14. Faculty support is
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perceived as above average with a mean score of 1.86 followed by average mean
scores of 1.84 for Academic Facilities and 1.71 for Administrative Staff Support.
Peer Group relations have emerged to play a major role in level of student en-
gagement. It could be because of the perceived support one receives from a peer
which motivates one to perform better. The Faculty support could be related to
the helpful attitude of the faculty, faculty inputs or the pedagogical tools used in
the classroom.

In search for the predictors of student engagement using multiple regression,
mixed results were found. Self-efficacy has emerged as a strong predictor for 4
out of 5 dimensions of student engagement, namely Dedication, Absorption,
Class Participation and Institutional Engagement and Locus of Control has
emerged as a predictor for Diligence only. This finding is in consistence with
earlier study of [41] showed that intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy and academic
identification each contributed uniquely towards predicting meaningful cogni-
tive engagement. Study of [51] also found that perceived emotional intelligence,
self-efficacy and perceived stress were significant predictors of engagement. In
terms of situational factors, Academic Facilities has emerged as a predictor of
Dedication, Absorption, Diligence and Institutional Engagement except for
Class Participation. This result is in consistence with the earlier study of [10]
which identified predictors of student engagement and found that academic in-
puts and helpful administration were highly rated, followed by syllabus of the
course and computer facilities. Faculty Support emerged as a predictor for Class
Participation. Both Administrative Staff Support and Peer Group emerged as
significant predictors of Institutional Engagement.

The study found out that situational factors and personal factors are impor-
tant predictors of Student engagement. The Management institute should invest
in improving the situational factors at the institution to improve the level of
student engagement by providing training for dealing with students empatheti-
cally from diverse background so that the student grievance and query handling
is improved. Academic Facilities like Library collections, IT infrastructure and
IT enabled classroom environment must be incorporated in order to facilitate
learning of students hence leading to better student engagement towards studies.
Faculty members can provide more support as they have the major influence on
the level of student engagement. This is in consistence with the previous studies
on student engagement. Academic facilities and Administrative support have
also emerged as predictors of student engagement. Improvement of Academic
facilities and humane approach by administration will play a major role in im-
proving the level of student engagement. More activities involving peer group
may be used by faculty to increase class participation dimension of student en-
gagement as it has been found to be the most important predictor of student en-

gagement.
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