Advances in Business Research International Journal, 6(2) 2020, 144-153

Theorizing University Students’ Engagement Behavior in
Learning: A Faculty of Business and Management
Perspective

Siti Halijjah Shariff, Lennora Putit? and Maliza Delima Kamarul Zaman?®

Arshad Ayub Graduate Business School
Universiti Teknologi MARA, Shah Alam, Selangor, Malaysia
sitihali@uitm.edu.my

2Department of Entrepreneurship and Marketing Sudies,
Faculty of Business and Management,
Universiti Teknologi MARA, Puncak Alam, Selangor, Malaysia
lennora633@uitm.edu.my

3Department of Management and International Business
Faculty of Business and Management,
Universiti Teknologi MARA, Puncak Alam, Selangor, Malaysia
malizadelima@uitm.edu.my

Received: 8 August 2020 Revised from: 25 September 2020 Acccepted: 20 Ocotber 2020
Published: 31 Ocotber 2020

Abstract

Engagement studies have been widely researched over the past decade. This theoretical paper highlights the need to
examine influential factors such as students’ attitude, academics’ influence, and perceived control on knowledge and
skills are affecting students’ engagement behavior in the learning developmental process. The study employs a
quantitative research design by using quota-sampling technique. A total of 300 survey questionnaires are to be
distributed to undergraduate students from the business and management faculty of a public university. Descriptive
and inferential statistical procedures for data analysis would be carried out using both SPSS and Smart PLS-SEM
statistical software. This study holds potential contribution towards generation of knowledge in understanding the
psychological drives for learning engagement and its behavioral outcomes. By assuring active learning engagement
amongst university students, it can attainably assist towards nation building of employable graduates who are
knowledgeable, skillful, and resilient upon embracing the Industry Revolution 4.0.

Keywords: Learning, Engagement, Theory of Planned Behavior, University, Students’ Attitude, Academics’
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1.0 Introduction

Over the past decade, quality and value of tertiary education have been continuing to receive
immense scrutiny by various stakeholders associated with a global higher education community
(e.g. Ismail, Fakri, Mohammad, Nor, Ahmad & Yusoff, 2018; Theron & Bitzer, 2016; Umbach
& Wawrzynski, 2005). As a result of these higher educational institutions (HEIs) agenda, one
ascending issue is the extent to which students’ engagement in the learning process is
encouraging enough to increase their academic performance. Engagement has been generally
identified as a research priority within the academic literature and it has been addressed from
many diverse perspectives (Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2014).
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Drawing upon the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1991) and engagement construct, this
study intends to further explore the mechanics of engagement by looking at the extent to which
influencing factors such as students’ attitude, academics’ influences and students’ perceived
behavioral control on knowledge and skills can affect their learning engagement behavior. This
would then subsequently lead to their improvement in learning performance at the universities.
In this context, engagement is determined by interactions between the learning environment and
the individual, so that social and academic changes in class modify students' perceptions and
engagement. Past research suggests that engagement mediates the influence of students’
knowledge, skills, belief/mental activity and faculty’s attitude on student learning performance
and achievements. Moreover, the interactions between students and the social environment
influence the engagement developed in the students’ learning experience. Ismail et al (2018) for
example, found that students are able to get the best learning experience if lecturers are expected
to teach and evaluate their teaching methods effectively.

This research currently embarks on three-fold objectives: Firstly, is to assess the level of
perception towards university students’ engagement behavior in the learning process. Secondly is
to determine whether attitude (students’ attitudinal beliefs), Subjective norms (acdemics’
influence) and perceived behavioral control (knowledge and skills) may affect students’ learning
engagement behavior. Thirdly, is to examine the most significant influencing factor affecting
students learning engagement behavior. This study further addresses the following research
questions: 1. What are the current level of perceptions toward engagement behavior in the
learning process amongst university students? 2. To what extent do students’ attitude,
academics’ influence, and perceived behavioral control on knowledge and skills likely to affect
students’ learning engagement? 3. Which predictors significantly influence university students’
learning engagement behavior?

2.0 Literature Review

Notwithstanding the widely received attention on engagement construct, there are pertinent
issues in its conceptualization, which lead to possible duplication and lack of differentiation
between engagement and other existing concepts. Despite attempts to create new methods to
measure and monitor the quality of undergraduate education, little new knowledge has been
generated about indicators of educational practice that predict student engagement (Boyaci et al,
2018; Zepke & Leach, 2010) or the approaches that a faculty takes to effective educational
practices (Ismail et al, 2018; Boyaci et al 2018).

2.1. Engagement Behavior

Nowadays, most institutions, educators and students in higher education globally are
increasingly challenged by governments to contribute towards national economic achievement.
One aspect of this challenge is a drive to improve student success, understood as increasing or
widening participation, achieving high levels of course completion and attaining a passport to
employment with a positive attitude to lifelong learning (Yorke, 2006). How students engage
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with their studies and what the institutions and educators can do to improve engagement have
been well researched since the 1990s (Shernoff et al., 2014). Approaches to engagement research
have varied. Some researchers focus on student agency and motivation as factors in engagement
(Schuetz, 2008). Others highlight the approaches that educators practice and relate to their
students (Boyaci et al, 2018) and the roles of institutional structures and cultures (Ismail et al.,
2018; Porter, 2006). Yet, others focus on the socio-political context in which education and
engagement take place (McMahon & Portelli, 2004; Yorke, 2006) and the impact on students of
environmental factors such as family background and economic status (Shernoff et al., 2014;
Law, 2005; Miliszewska & Horwood, 2004).

It is crucial to understand the connections between student learning and student engagement.
Learning requires the learner to be actively engaged in the process of learning. In adopting this
concept of learning, teaching instructors need to plan and design out-of-classroom experiences
that directly relate to identified learning outcomes. The student engagement paradigm within the
undergraduate experience can be defined by several sets of beliefs. Amongst them are that (a)
Learning is pre-eminent; (b) learning requires action of the part of the learner and results in
change to that learner; (c) similar types of learning occur throughout campus, both inside and
outside the classroom; (d) these types of learning can be identified and articulated as learning
outcomes; (f) and students engage in a series of behaviors in the process of achieving those
learning outcomes (Pomerantz, 2006).

Literature reviews have observed a number of factors that influence student engagement. At the
school level, size of school and teacher-student ratio matters (Fredricks et al., 2004). Within the
classroom, a positive relationship with the teacher contributes to student engagement (Klem &
Connell, 2014; Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011), as well as structure and clear teacher
expectations. Students’ engagement is fostered in learning environments to which student
autonomy is supported, and that no punishment is also observed (Fredricks et al., 2004). On the
other hand, Elffers (2011) mentioned that too much autonomy results in lower levels of students’
engagement. Finally, engagement usually decreases, as students get older, particularly during
high school (Fredricks et al., 2004; Klem & Connell, 2014).

Research interest in student engagement has grown over the years. Fredricks et al. (2004)
reviewed the literature on engagement and proposed using engagement as a meta-construct to
bring together different research viewpoints. However, they also concluded that inconsistencies
were observed in the use of different concepts and terminology associated with the
multidimensional construct of engagement. For the purpose of this study, there is a need to
distinguish amongst three types of engagement as proposed by different researchers (e.g. Moreira,
Vaz, Dias & Petracchi, 2009, Ryu & Lombardi, 2015). There is an increasing agreement that
student engagement can be conceptualized as a multidimensional construct. The view that there
are three primary dimensions or subtypes of student engagement—cognitive, emotional, and
behavioral—is now widely embraced (Ryu & Lombardi, 2015). Behavioral engagement refers to
consistency of effort, participation, attendance, homework and other desired academic
behaviors. Cognitive engagement refers to investment in learning, depth of processing, and/or the
use of self-regulated metacognitive strategies. Emotional engagement refers to students' affect
and emotions in schools, such as interest, boredom, or anxiety.
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In this study, the researchers are inclined to assess the extent to which behavioral engagement of
university students is potentially influenced by factors such as students’ attitude, academics’
influences as well as the students’ perceived behavioral control on knowledge and skills. The
following section further explains the mechanics of these constructs based on Theory of Planned
Behavior. Herewith, engagement is construed as a behavior that individuals aim to achieve
within the university learning environment, and that could then potentially increase their
academic performance if they are having positive learning engagement behavior at hand.

2.2. Theory of Planned Behavior

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) symbolizes a theory that provides links between
individual’s beliefs and behavior. This concept was previously proposed by Ajzen (1991) on the
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). In improving the predictive power of TRA, few dimensions
were added including perceived behavioural control (PBC). Following the inception, the
extended framework of TRA was later known as Theory of Planned Behaviour. Until today, the
TPB as illustrated in Figure 1.0 is regarded as one of the most predictive persuasion theories. It
has been applied to examine the relationship among beliefs, attitudes, and behavioral intentions
and actual behavioral in various disciplines such as advertising, public relations, advertising
campaigns and healthcare (Ajzen, 1991).
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Fig. 1 — Theory of Planned Behaviour by Icek Ajzen (1991)

TPB states that attitude toward behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control, if
put together may predict an individual's behavioral intentions and actual behaviors. For attitudes
towards behavior, individual's positive or negative evaluation of self-performance of the
particular behavior was fundamental. The concept reflects the degree to which performance of
the behavior is positively or negatively valued. It is determined by the total set of accessible
behavioral beliefs linking the behavior to various outcomes and other attributes. Ajzen (2002)
stated that while subjective norm is used to test an individual’s perception about a particular
behavior, it is influenced by the decision of others who are considered important in his/her life.
This dimension apparently examines how the individual decision is being affected by others’
influence as opposed to making his or her own decision. Perceived behavioral control is an
individual's perceived ease or difficulty of performing a said behavior. It is assumed that
perceived behavioral control is determined by a set of accessible control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991).
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The TPB further assumes that intention is the most important predictor of behavior. Intention is
determined by attitude (the individual’s positive or negative evaluation of the behavior),
subjective norm (perceived social pressure to perform or not perform a behavior), and perceived
behavioral control (PBC; perceived ease or difficulty of performing a behavior; also assumed to
be a direct predictor of behavior). Attitude, subjective norm and PBC are informed by underlying
behavioral, normative and control beliefs respectively. Relationships between these determinants
imply that people’s intention to behave in a certain way is supported by positive evaluation of
such an activity, by perceived pressure to perform such behavior and by a subjective belief that
there is an opportunity and available resources for such behavior.

2.2.1 Attitude (Students’ Attitudinal Beliefs)

A complete explanation of human behavior must also take into account the bases for forming
these major determinants. The entire model of the TPB thus includes beliefs, which rest behind
each of the three major determinants. Exploration of these beliefs (behavioral beliefs, normative
beliefs, and control beliefs) requires specific observations. Addition of these beliefs in the TPB
model enables the linkage of personal values and attitudes because people’s attitudes are formed
by specific beliefs about the attributes of a given object and individual evaluation. At the same
time, it is assumed that the remaining variables (such as age, education, income, etc.) may
influence people’s beliefs. However, any inclusion of the background factors in the analysis
needs to be justified by an additional theory that extends the standard planned behavior model.

In this context, students’ attitudinal belief systems need to be thoroughly studied in an attempt to
determine whether these beliefs may hold truth in predicting the engagement behavior. Schuetz
(2008) found that a motivational belief and student agency act as determining factors in the
acceptance of learning engagement. In this study, attitudinal beliefs are measured in such as way
they are directly related to the said self-reported student engagement. Also, actual engagement is
sought after in the context of a dependent variable.

2.2.2 Subjective Norm (Academics’ Influence)

Subjective norm is the subjective perception of individuals (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and is the
extent where particular behavior performance is supported or not supported by significant others.
In entrepreneurial activities, subjected norm is commonly measured by the extent of supports
given by closest one — family members, friends or colleagues (Li-an & Chen, 2009; Ajzen, 2001).
It is likely the behavior will be performed if individuals believe that significant others want them
to perform or if they feel that they should perform a behavior because their significant others are
doing it (Sutter & Paulson, 2016). According to Mackay, White & Obst (2016), subjective norm
is influenced by underlying beliefs (normative belief) of the approval expectation of significant
others to perform any given behavior. It is also referring to perceived social pressure of
performing or not behavior (Ho & Kuo, 2009).

It was reported that behavioral engagement of girls was more beneficial if they have a warm
relationship with a teacher while the emotional engagement of boys was more harmful if they
have conflict between student and teacher (Armchambault et al., 2017). Armchambault et al.,
(2017) found the importance of student-teacher relationship in fostering all students’ engagement
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in school. However, according to Baker, Grant & Morlock (2008) bad relationship such as
conflict and disharmonious relationships resulted in decrease student engagement and classroom
avoidance. Theron & Bitzer (2016) emphasized study success of university students was not
dependent entirely on classroom teaching and information transfer, but also institutional level
(in-class or out of-class learning) due to the “new generation” characteristics of students.

For students to get the best learning experience, lecturers are expected to teach and evaluate their
teaching methods effectively (Ismail, Fakri, Mohammad, Nor, Ahmad & Yusoff, 2018). Ismail et
al., (2018) used seven aspects of Teacher Behaviour Inventory (TBI), namely; organization,
speech-pacing, clarity, enthusiasm, interaction, rapport and disclosure. These aspects were rated
by the medical students to evaluate their lecturers teaching effectiveness. The highest rated were
organization and speech-pacing, the lowest was the disclosure aspect while the other aspects
attained satisfactory level. They also suggested improvement to some teaching behavior. De
Jager & Bitzer (2013) emphasized that multiple factors influenced teaching in higher education.
The factors include the characteristics of students and lecturers, disciplinary contexts,
institutional cultures and teaching and learning approaches. They highlighted student feedback as
an important indicator from other various methods such as peer ratings, self-evaluation,
employer ratings and teaching portfolios to evaluate teaching effectiveness. According to De
Jager & Bitzer (2013), student feedback on teaching and courses was considered simple and
practical method to assess weak and strong teaching elements.

Teaching quality is one of the important factors for students’ attrition and learning disinterest
(Habley & McClanahan, 2004). To illustrate, weak students’ engagement leads them to a change
of university (Boyaci, Karacabey, Ozdere & Oz, 2018). According to Boyaci et al., (2018),
students changed university because they argued to be given low quality lectures by instructors
or research assistants. The low-quality lectures were due to teaching instructors and research
resistants’ lack of content knowledge, teaching skills, motivation and evaluation practices.
Therefore, in this study, lecturers’ teaching influence in the form of their teaching methodology
is expected to have a significant influence on students’ engagement behavior in learning
development.

2.2.3 Perceived Behavioral Control (Knowledge and Skills)

Perceived behavioral control (PBC) was an extension of theory of reasoned action (TRA). It was
subsequently included to form the seminal theory of planned behavior (TPB). In order to perform
behaviour of interest, individuals will perceive its performance difficulty as well as ease, and
reflect to past experiences reflections and resources (e.g. money, time, skills and co-operations of
others) assumptions (Ho & Kou, 2009). PBC is derived from control beliefs (Ajzen, 2012) and
refers to individual’s perceived degree of difficulty to perform behavior and the abilities believed
to perform behavior (Sutter & Paulson, 2016). PBC is described as the perceived probability of
specific task performance success (Dinc & Budic, 2016).

For competition purpose and market economy, potential employment needs people with
appropriate international knowledge, skills and abilities (KSA) (Prestwich & Thu-Mai, 2007;
Stivers, Veliyath, Joyce & Adams, 2010). Eight managerial KSA were observed, that included
business area knowledge and skills, communication skills, creativity / adaptability, ethics,
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leadership, problem solving, teamwork and work habits. Nkhoma, Sriratanaviriyakul, Cong &
Lam, (2014) used students course engagement questionnaire to examine engagement in skills,
emotions, participations and performance and found out that there was a positive influenced on
students’ engagement in skills and emotions. Liu, Chen, Lin & Huang, (2017) suggested that
sustained student’s engagement in participatory learning programs and leveraged knowledge
acquisition was due to principle remix practice.

The present study adapted Icek Ajzen’s (1991) TPB as key determinants of university students’
engagement behavior in the learning process. Several factors such as the students’ attitudinal
belief system, academics’ influences as well as students’ perceived control on knowledge and
skills are hypothesized to affect university students learning engagement behavior. Several
propositions are developed as follows:

H1 - Attitude significantly influences university students’ engagement
behavior in learning development.

H2 — Academics’ influence significantly affects university students’ engagement
behavior in learning development.

H3 — Perceived behavioural control on knowledge and skills significantly affects
university students’ engagement behavior in learning development.

Fig. 2 — Theoretical model of the study

Attitude

Academics’ Influence

Perceived Behavioural /

Control

Engagement
Behaviour

3.0 Research Methodology

This study proposes an inferential reasoning research methodology to which the said theoretical
model will be tested using a quantitative method of data collection. In terms of survey procedure,
self-administered survey questionnaires would be distributed to 300 university students from the
Faculty of Business and Management at a local public university in Selangor, Malaysia. Quota
sampling technique is used since the study aims to focus on the 14 undergraduate academic
business program disciplines within the said Faculty. All item measurements of the identified
constructs would be adapted from previous research and adopted in this study. Descriptive and
inferential statistics would be carried out using both SPSS Version 26.0 and SmartPLS SEM 3.0
statistical procedures.
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4.0 Expected Contributions

This study holds potential contribution towards new knowledge generation towards
understanding the learning engagement behavioral outcomes. It is also expected to provide
outcomes to several key stakeholders mainly the HEIs, and also policy makers. By assuring
active learning engagement amongst university students, it can assist towards the nation building
of employable graduates that are knowledgeable, skillful and resilient in embracing the Industry
4.0 Revolution.

Acknowledgments

The researchers wish to acknowledge an appreciation to Universiti Teknologi MARA, Puncak
Alam, Selangor, MALAYSIA (Selangor Branch Campus) for the approved research grant,
DUCS [Grant No: 600—UITMSEL (P1.5/4) (037/2018)].

References

Ajzen, 1. (1991). Theory of Planned Behaviour. Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes,
50(2), 179-211.

Ajzen, . (2001). Nature and Operation of Attitudes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32, 665-683.

Ajzen, 1. (2002). Perceived behavioral control, self-efficacy, locus of control, and the theory of planned behavior.
Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 27-58.

Ajzen, I. (2012). The theory of planned behaviour. In Lange PAM, Kruglanski AW, Higgins ET, eds. Handbook of
theories of social psychology (Vol. 1) London, United Kingdom, Sage, 438-459.

Archambault, I., Vandenbossche-Makombo, J., & Fraser, S., L. (2017). Students’ oppositional behaviors and
engagement in school: The differential role of the student—teacher relationship. Journal Child Fam Stud,
26(6), 1702-1712.

Baker, J., A., Grant, S., & Morlock, L. (2008). The teacher-student relationship as a developmental context for
children with internalizing or externalizing behaviour problems. School Psychology Quarterly, 23(1), 3-15.

Boyaci, A., Karacabey, M., F., Ozdere, M. & Oz, Y. (2018). The analysis of the factors that weaken engineering
students’ engagement and lead them to transfer to other universities. Cukurova Universities Egitim
Fakultesi Dergisi, 47(2), 384-410.

De Jager, E., & Bitzer, E. (2013). A student feedback perspective on the teaching of “top” university lecturers.
Tydskrif vir Geesteswetenskappe, 53(4), 651-667.

Dinc, M., S. & Budic, S. (2016), The impact of personal attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural
control on entrepreneurial intentions of women. Eurasian Journal of Business and Economic, 9(17), 23-35.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behaviour: An Introduction to Theory and Research.
New York: Addison-Wesley.

Fredricks, J. A., Bumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the
evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74, 59-109.

Habley, W. R., & McClanahan, R. (2004). What works in student retention? Four-year public colleges. lowa City:
ACT Inc.

Ho, L., & Kou, T. (2009). Alternative organizational learning therapy: An empirical case study using behaviour and
U theory. The Australian Educational Researcher, 36(3), 105-124.

Ismail, M., A., Fakri, N., M., R., M., Mohammad, J., A., Nor, M., Z., M., Ahmad, A., & Yusoff, M., S., B. (2018).
Teaching effectiveness during lectures in Universiti Sains Malayisa School of Medical Sciences. Education
in Medicine Journal, 10(3), 13-22.

151


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/07495978

Advances in Business Research International Journal, 6(2) 2020, 144-153

Klem, A., M., & Connell, J., P. (2014). Relationships Matter: Linking Teacher Support to Student Engagement and
Achievement. Journal of School Health. 74(7), 262-273.

Kuh, G. (2001). The national survey of student engagement: Conceptual framework and overview of psychometric
properties. Framework & Psychometric Properties, 1-26.

Law, B. (2005). Experiential learning in the context of educating for a sustainable future: Is it an appropriate
pedagogy for shifting teachers’ thinking and engaging learners. Research Information for Teachers, 3, 15.

Li-an, F., & Chen, Y. W. (2013). Development and Cross-Cultural Application of a Specific Instrument to Measure
Entrepreneurial Intentions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 33(3), 539-617.

Liu, C., Chen, E., Lin, H., & Huang, Y. (2017). A remix-oriented approach to promoting student engagement in a
long-term participatory learning program. Computers & Education, 110, 1-15.

Mackay, S., A., White, K., M., & Obst, P., L. (2015). Sign and share: What influences our participation in online
microvolunteering. Cyberpsychology, Behavior and Social Networking, 19(4), 257-263.

McMahon, B., & Portelli, J. (2004). Engagement for what? Beyond popular discourses of student engagement,
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(1), 59-76.

Miliszewska, 1., & Horwood, J. (2004). Engagement theory: A framework for supporting cultural differences in
transnational education, in Transforming Knowledge into Wisdom: Proceedings of the 27th HERDSA
Annual Conference. Miri, Malaysia.

Moreira, P., Vaz, P., C., Dias, F., M., & Petracchi, P. (2009). Psychometric Properties of the Portuguese Version of
the Student Engagement Instrument. Canadian Journal of School Psychology. 24(4), 303-317.

Nkhoma, M., Sriratanaviriyakul, N., Cong, H. P., & Lam, T. K. (2014). Examining the mediating role of learning
experience on the learning outcomes through localized real case study. Education + Training, 56(4), 287-
302.

Porter, S. (2006). Institutional structures and student engagement. Research in Higher Education, 47(5), 531-58.

Prestwich, R., & Ho-Kim, T. (20017). Knowledge, Skills and Abilities of International Business Majors: What We
Teach Them Versus What Companies Need Them to Know. Journal of Teaching in International Business,
19(1), 29-55.

Shernoff D., J., Csikszentmihalyi M., Schneider B., & Shernoff E., S. (2014). Student Engagement in High School
Classrooms from the Perspective of Flow Theory. In: Applications of Flow in Human Development and
Education. Retrieved December 2018 from https:/link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-94-017-9094-9.

Schuetz, P. (2008). A theory-driven model of community college student engagement. Community College Journal
of Research and Practice, 32, 305-24.

Stivers, B., P., Veliyath, R., Joyce, T., & Adams, J., S. (2010). Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities for the Market
Economy: An Investigation of Student Perceptions Before and After China's WTO Entry. Journal of
Teaching in International Business. 21(1), 27-52.

Sutter, N., & Paulson, S. (2016). Predicting college students’ intention to graduate: A test of the theory of planned
behavior. College Student Journal. 50(3), 409-421.

Theron, E., & Bitzer, E. (2016). Student learning engagement at a private higher education institution. Tydskrif vir
Geesteswetenskappe, Jaargang, 56(1), 207-220.

Umbach, P. D., & Wawrzynski, M. R. (2005). Faculty do matter: The role of college faculty in student learning and
engagement. Research in Higher Education, 46(2), 153-84.

Pomerants, N., K. (2006). Student engagement: A new paradigm for student affairs. The College Student Affairs
Journal. 25(2). 176-185.

Roorda, D., Koomen, H., M., Y., Spilt, J.,, L., & Oort, F., J. (2011). Relationships on Students' School Engagement
and Achievement: A Meta-Analytic Approach. Review of Educational Research. 81(4), 493-529.

Ryu, D. L., (2015). Coding classroom interactions for collective and individual engagement. Educational
Psychologist. 50, 70-83.

Sciarra, D., T., & Seirup, H., J. (2008). The Multidimensionality of School Engagement and Math Achievement
Among Racial Groups. DOI: 10.5330/PSC.n.2010-11.218

Yorke, M. (2006, July). Student engagement: Deep, surface or strategic? Keynote address presented at the 9th
Pacific Rim First Year in Higher Education Conference: Engaging Students. Griffith University, Gold
Coast, Australia.

Zepke, N., & Leach, L. (2010). Improving student engagement: Ten proposals for action, Active Learning in Higher
Education. 11(3), 167.

152


https://www.researchgate.net/journal/0829-5735_Canadian_Journal_of_School_Psychology
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-94-017-9094-9
javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','mdb~~a9h%7C%7Cjdb~~a9hjnh%7C%7Css~~JN%20%22College%20Student%20Journal%22%7C%7Csl~~jh','');
http://dx.doi.org/10.5330/PSC.n.2010-11.218

Siti Halijjah, Lennora and Maliza Delima/Advances in Business Research International Journal, 6(2) 2020, 144-153

153



