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Abstract: Quality of student courses, according to individual and group characteristics, is an important and 
influencing issue that is rarely addressed. The purpose of this research is to find ways to improve the quality of 
college education and factors influencing student learning involvement. The research was conducted as a mixed type 
(Multi-stage) with an explanation design (or a sequential explanatory design). The samples of students, faculty and 
administrators at Tehran Universities were given the application form, interviews and a questionnaire and data was 
taken from them. Findings indicate that the college students' teaching behaviors were different, but the results 
showed no significant differences among college students by using the questionnaire. Despite the positive 
assessment at the level of students' involvement in their learning, the interview with the faculty members and 
administrators indicate the deficiencies in all aspects of students' educational engagement. Based on this study, we 
can talk about the student's conception of the work and the level of their engagement. Contextual factors on students' 
skills shortage seems to be effective.  
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Introduction 

Nowadays, to have the college education is 
one of the symbols of public welfare and quality of 
life. The university authorities seek to help the 
students by higher supports in order to pass the 
college course successfully (Tinto, 1993). Based on 
the adaptive view, the contextual events and 
phenomena (sociological, organizational, 
psychological, cultural and economic) affect the 
promotion of formal education process. From this 
perspective, some of the theories and patterns have 
particularly address the efficacy of education within 
the framework of student's academic achievement or 
success. The amount of its efficiency and efficacy is 
crucial because the college education is considered as 
the nearest community investment for the labor 
market. Incomplete college education reduces the 
efficiency of university as well as the personal losses 
and makes the access of education goals difficult. 
Incomplete course by the students is one of the signs 
of inefficient college education which is mentioned in 
most of the periodic reports related to its statistical 
findings. However, the quality of educational 
experiment in students, who have completed the 
course, is so important and unfortunately it is less 
considered in the evaluations of college education 
(Sharifi, 2010; Farasatkhah, 2010). Academic 
achievement and its dimensions are among the 
complicated structures of evaluation. On the other 
hand, the way of achieving this achievement has been 
investigated through measuring the academic 
involvement, student's satisfaction of education 

experience and convenience in the learning 
environment (Astin, 1993). Student's sense of 
convenience, tendency towards re-attending the 
university and satisfaction of educational experience 
can be considered as the prognosis of access to 
students' achievement and success (Mezulis, 
Abramson, Hyde & Hankin, 2004; Strauss & 
Volkwein, 2004). The sense of convenience and 
pleasant education experience has also investigated in 
relation to the social integrity and correlation with 
one or more student groups (Tinto, 1993). Student's 
educational achievement is the outcome of individual 
efforts in the one hand and raised from the 
educational experience with enthusiastic and 
involved students' cooperation in the process which is 
useful for the community and people on the other 
hand. An important part of educational achievement 
assessment has been dedicated to the knowledge 
evaluation and ending the courses.  

Democratic values, creativity and problem 
solving skills are today among the social and 
knowledge-seeking scholarship labor market needs. 
The creation of these features requires the optimal 
education in a process; therefore, the student should 
do his work while engaging and integrating with the 
process from the beginning to the end. Perhaps that is 
why the student's educational engagement is 
considered as a sign of his achievement and success 
in new theory (Kuh, 2001 and 2003, Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005). According to Kuh's theory, the 
beginning and continuation of education, satisfaction 
with building and rebuilding the knowledge, skill, 



Life Science Journal 2013;10(5s)                                                          http://www.lifesciencesite.com 

 

http://www.lifesciencesite.com             lifesciencej@gmail.com  71

competency, sustainability, achieving to the 
educational goals and the individual's performance 
out of the college are defined as the most prominent 
signs of educational engagement. Background of 
educational achievement are considered among the 
individual's preparation in 12-year public education 
courses by the end of school, family background, the 
way and reason of selection by the university and the 
field of study, the way of enrollment, financial aid, 
and the support policies and they are considered in 
connection with the student's educational engagement 
at the university. Student's knowledge, encountering 
and utilizing these factors are not equal and those, 
who cannot be fully engaged with the process of 
college education, prefer to be away from the college 
education temporarily or permanently. The 
educational experience in the faculty includes two 
key aspects of students' behavior and conditions of 
university. In an optimal condition, the university 
should be as the infrastructure of professor-student 
meaningful and constructive interactions and the 
students' collaboration and learning through 
providing a supportive academic environment and 
high and clear expectations in order to engage the 
students. The student's educational engagement is the 
outcome of influence by these two factors and is a 
multi-dimensional structure (Astin, 1991; Chickering 
& Gamson, 1987). Educational engagement 
associated with the student's satisfaction, 
sustainability, access to education service, learning 
and development have been investigated in all 
aspects (Astin, 1991 and 1993). On the other hand, 
Skinner, Kindermann, Connell and Wellborn (2009) 
have mentioned the dissimilarities of two structures 
of motivation and engagement while considering this 
structure as the motivational approach. Based on this 
view, the engagement beyond the motivation contains 
the application of organizational motivation, effort, 
and knowledge in the education process as a defined 
energy provider, driver and leader (Newmann, 1992; 
Frontier, 2007). According to the interactional effect 
between emotional and cognitive investment and 
learning behavior in the school situation and context, 
the educational engagement has been defined as an 
integrated structure (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 
2004). Like other complex and multi-dimensional 
psychological structures, the educational engagement 
has different definitions, methods, and measurement 
tools (Elliot, & Dweck, 2005). The transformation 
process of definition and structural patterns of 
educational engagement can be re-determined as 
follows: A educational sense of belonging, and 
participation and attendance in the classrooms 
(Willms, 2003); an action with the psychological 
process of attention, interest, investment, and effort 
to learn (Marks, 2000); the structure linking the 

formal training to the individual learning (Appleton, 
Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006); and the two-
aspect and multi-dimensional individual- contextual 
structure (Kuh, 2003 and 2004).  

Fredricks et al (2004) have reinvestigated 
the educational engagement at school from the 
individual aspect in three subsidiary structures of 
behavioral engagement, emotional engagement and 
cognitive engagement with together. The main 
measurable signs of behavioral engagement, student's 
effort to learn, collaboration with others in education 
and other school activities are among the 
extracurricular activities. Emotional engagement can 
be recognized with the positive or negative feelings 
about the teachers, students, educational content and 
field, and the school. The cognitive engagement is 
called the student's investment based on the 
educational content with building and rebuilding the 
knowledge, values, and skills. The cognitive 
engagement can be considered as other two-
dimensional infrastructure and basis of engagement 
(O`Donnell et al, 2009). The engagement level may 
be different in any dimensions among different 
people and for different things. The important point is 
that these features can be learned and manipulated by 
using the curriculum in the college environment 
(Fredricks et al, 2004). Student's engagement in the 
learning process occurs in the college context and the 
university and its circumstances should be examined 
(Kezar & Kinzie, 2006). The supportive methods of 
university can advance the educational process for 
creating, organizing and integrating the individual's 
knowledge, value, practices and attitudes. The way of 
educational engagement leads to the student's effort 
and sustainability in facing with the challenges and is 
a trial for the group life in the future in associated 
with the educational self-regulation and individual 
and group development. Two structures of 
commitment and investment are very significant in 
recognizing the structure of educational engagement. 
Considering the educational engagement in 
investigating the educational engagement is 
particularly important for several reasons: First, the 
engagement is considered as the use of individual's 
force and potential in dealing with the context of 
group and environment and as the infrastructure of 
learning; second, it will be able to predict the 
student's performance and achievement in other fields 
in the future; third, it is learnable and transformative 
and can be manipulated based on the curriculum; 
fourth, its assessment is useful for the getting/giving 
the feedback and educational evaluation and provides 
the awareness about the efficiency of educational 
program and method (O`Donnell et al, 2009); 
especially it is a structure associated with the 
individual interaction with the context and it can be 



Life Science Journal 2013;10(5s)                                                          http://www.lifesciencesite.com 

 

http://www.lifesciencesite.com             lifesciencej@gmail.com  72

affected by the changes in the environment (Connell, 
1990, Finn and Rock, 1997).  

According to the individual and group 
features, the quality of student course is an important 
and effective issue in the educational efficiency and it 
is less considered. Paying attention to the college 
students' features and the college education can help 
the students with success and educational 
achievement as well as providing a suitable 
environment and enhance the efficiency of 
universities. According to the theory of student 
educational engagement (Kuh, 2004), this study has 
been conducted with the aim to find ways to improve 
the quality of college education by addressing the 
students' learning engagement and factors which 
affect it. Therefore, the questions of this research are 
as follows: To what extent is the level of educational 
engagement according to the individual and 
contextual factors among the Iranian students?  
Methodology:  

  This research is considered as a survey 
(non-experimental) and integrated (multi-stage) 
study. In this study, the Explanatory Design (or 
Explanatory Sequential Design) was used. The 
second stage of assessment was done with the model 
of explanation following after the first stage of data-
collection based on several findings including the 
statistical differences among the groups, 
maximum/minimum scores in both sides of range 
(too high, too low) and unexpected results. Data 
collection was done through the methods of 
observation and inquiry in the educational 
environment of college in the first and second 
semester of academic year 2011-12. After selecting a 
sample of the research population from nearly two 
hundred thousand students, studying the universities 
of Tehran (Research and training institute of higher 
education) and at universities affiliated with the 
Ministry of Science, Research and Technology, and 
determining the educational sessions of position 
representative, each educational session was 
observed. The universities were classified into two 
comprehensive and industrial groups; two 
universities (Tehran and Alzahra Universities) were 
randomly selected from the comprehensive 
universities, a university (University of Science and 
Technology) was selected from the group, Industrial 
Universities. The sessions, in which the students were 
training in the sixth, seventh and eighth semesters, 
were randomly selected from each group in 
proportion to the number of groups in each faculty at 
the universities. A total of 720 students were 
selected. The time type was done for observing the 
sample selection and the individuals' behavior were 
observed in the mid-educational session interval. 
Then the students responded to the questionnaire at 

the end of each session. The methods of observation 
and questioning were done at the first stage for the 
group of students and they were interviewed at the 
second stage, but two groups of teachers and 
managers were only interviewed at the second stage.  

The tools were researcher-made and 
contained a questionnaire, called the questionnaire of 
students' educational features, an observation form of 
student behavior, and three forms of interview. The 
questionnaire had two parts of demographic and 
educational engagement in order to measure the 
educational engagement (constructed from the 
questionnaire NSSE and the questionnaire of school 
engagement in 5 parts/questions, each one containing 
multiple items and totally 67 items with four-point 
Likert scale) with the face validity and the structure 
with the structure validity coefficient obtained from 
using the Motivational strategies for learning 
questionnaire (MSLQ), 0.54 and significant 
(P≤0.001), and the reliability equal to 0.76 by the 
retest test (Pearson correlation coefficient equal to 
0.91in the cognitive dimensions, 0.82 in emotional 
dimensions, 0.96 in behavioral, and 0.81 in 
components of reliability in the academic challenge, 
0.92 in active and collaborative learning, 0.83 in 
supportive college environment, 0.80 in enriched 
educational experiences and 0.92 for professor 
engagement). The internal homogeneity of tool was 
obtained equal to 0.76 by Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients in the first cognitive dimension, 0.82 in 
the emotional dimension, and 0.81 in the behavioral 
dimension and it can be stated the tool has had the 
acceptable reliability and internal homogeneity. 
Using the software SPSS, the exploratory factor 
analysis was done and then the confirmatory factor 
analysis was performed by using LISREL software. 
Based on KMO and Bartlett's tests, the sample 
adequacy was acceptable for doing the factor analysis 
of questionnaire (0.86 with 350 samples). According 
to Bartlett index for evaluating the matrix adequacy 
9707.17, which was significant (P≤0.01), the matrix 
had required adequacy and data were capable of 
being factors. Investigating the table of correlation 
shows that the value of KMO is higher than 0.8 for 
each of the components of questionnaire.  

In terms of the observation form, called 
"students' educational engagement", the assessment 
of validity was done by two methods of face validity 
and calculating the identity coefficient. According to 
the method of identity coefficient calculation 
(Thorndike, 1982, Translated by Hooman, 1996), the 
other two educational psychologists were asked to 
provide an observation form of student educational 
engagement in the classroom according to the 
theoretical framework. The identity coefficient was 
obtained equal to 0.8 by experimental application of 
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two tools by two different observers and this is 
considered as an appropriate reliability indicator. The 
reliability is assessed by using the calculated 
agreement ratio.  

In terms of three interview forms for 
interview with the students, professors and university 
administrators, the validity of tool was measured 
through the face validity and by the consultant 
professor, and its reliability was obtained by two 
questioners for an individual and a questioner for an 
individual in a time interval. The reliability of student 
questioning tool by this method in the status of 
agreement ration in two questioners for an individual 
was equal to times was equal to 0.80 and for the 
status of a questioner for an individual in two 
different times was equal to 0.90. The reliability of 
questioning the professor was 0.90 and 0.75, 
respectively, and the reliability of questioning the 
Chancellor was 0.80 and 0.85, respectively.  
Findings:  

The sessions of 19 educational departments 
were selected from Alzahra University, 15 
departments from University of Tehran, and also 5 
departments from the faculties at University of 
Science and Technology. Data about the students' 
behavior in the classroom shows that the indications 

of telling and asking are different at both universities 
and have higher frequency in the students' behavior at 
University of Tehran. This finding showed that the 
students at University of Tehran are more engaged 
with the lesson discussion with the professor and 
other students. Compared to Alzahra University and 
University of Tehran, the highest behavior indication 
has been reported among the students at University of 
Science and Technology as the behavior of having 
the bag and pen in hand and the eye contact with the 
professor. Results, obtained from the questionnaire, 
have been presented in the following tables.  

Both effects of college (p<0.0005, F(3, 

225)=14.083) and living place (p<0.05, F(1, 225)=3.944) 
on the score of engagement were significant. 
Furthermore, there is a significant relationship 
between the college-living place with the educational 
engagement (p<0.0005, F(3, 225)=11.131). 

Data derived from the interviews with the 
students, professors, and university administrators 
indicate that despite the fact that the students 
assessed that their own educational engagement was 
good, they considered that the professors and 
administrators had poor motivation and educational 
engagement.  

 
Table 1. Comparison of students' educational engagement based on the living place 

 Dormitory Students (150 
students)  

Non-Dormitory Students (550 
students)  

Total  
(700 students) 

Cognitive  
Mean 
Standard deviation  

46.4 
7.6 

35.4 
7.6 

37.8 
8.8 

Emotional  
Mean 
Standard deviation  

32.3 
4.4 

26.6 
4.95 

27.8 
5.4 

Behavioral  
Mean 
Standard deviation  

32.1 
5.1 

25.7 
6.9 

27.1 
7.1 

Engagement 
Mean 
Standard deviation  

113.3 
15.7 

89.8 
17.5 

94.9 
19.7 

      
Table 2: Comparison of students' educational engagement in four colleges 

 Technical- 
Engineering  
(61 students)  

Science  
(65 students)  

Humanities  
(77 students) 

Art  
(30 students)  

Total  
(233 students)  

Cognitive  
 

Mean 
Standard deviation  

34.7 
7.1 

34.3 
8.5 

42.4 
9.4 

39.8 
4.7 

37.8 
8.9 

Emotional  
 

Mean 
Standard deviation  

25.5 
4.4 

26.1 
5.7 

30.4 
4.99 

29.5 
4.1 

27.8 
5.4 

Behavioral  
Mean 
Standard deviation  

26.2 
5.5 

23.5 
7.1 

30.7 
7.1 

27.5 
5.4 

27.1 
7.1 

Engagement 
Mean 
Standard deviation  

88.7 
14.8 

86.02 
19.2 

105.8 
20.4 

98.5 
12.2 

94.9 
19.7 

 
 

Table 3: Comparison of students' educational engagement based on the college and living place 
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College Living place Mean  Standard deviation  Total  

Technical-Engineering  
Dormitory  
Non-Dormitory  
Total  

99.0 
87.3 
88.7 

0.0 
15.2 
14.8 

7 
54 
61 

Basic Sciences 
Dormitory  
Non-Dormitory  
Total  

73.0 
86.4 
86.02 

1.4 
19.3 
19.2 

2 
63 
65 

Humanities  
Dormitory  
Non-Dormitory  
Total  

124.9 
93.6 
105.8 

2.8 
16.9 
20.4 

30 
47 
77 

Art  
Dormitory  
Non-Dormitory  
Total  

97.9 
98.9 
98.5 

6.8 
14.6 
12.2 

11 
19 
30 

Total  
Dormitory  
Non-Dormitory  
Total  

113.3 
89.8 
94.9 

15.7 
17.5 
19.7 

150 
550 
700 

 
Discussion and conclusion:  

The findings derived from observing the 
training sessions indicated that the students at 
University of Tehran were more engaged with the 
professor and other students in lesson discussion than 
the students at Alzahra University. This difference 
may be rooted in the single gender Alzahra 
University and mixed university of Tehran and this is 
consistent with Zohrehvand et al's (2010) findings 
based on the interaction of gender and educational 
engagement. Compared to Alzahra University and 
University of Tehran, the highest behavior indication 
has been reported among the students at University of 
Science and Technology as the behavior of having 
the bag and pen in hand and the eye contact with the 
professor. This finding can be interpreted in relation 
to the curriculum and contents of classroom and is 
consistent with the findings by Fredricks et al (2004). 
The results of Tables 1 and 2 indicate that despite a 
significant difference between the amount of 
educational engagement in dormitory and non-
dormitory students, they, themselves, assessed that 
the students' educational engagement in various fields 
are more or less similar and constructive. However, 
the results of interviews with professors indicate the 
student's poor educational activities and reduced 
students' educational engagement in academic 
learning process. It seems that the educational 
activity is not done based on the knowledge, belief, 
and real and accurate plan and the students enhance 
the difficulties of education process by unrealistic 
estimates of educational status. On the other hand, 
the students, professors and administrators at the 
university have been like-minded in this fact that the 
social academic facilities and space are insufficient 
for developing and providing the necessary 
infrastructures for educational engagement. Despite 
the confirming signs of these shortcomings, this 

assessment can also be rooted in individuals' 
psychological projection.  

The findings of this research need to retest in 
different academic status and other educational 
courses including the higher education. Therefore, it 
is suggested that the long-term studies should be 
conducted and planned according to the structure of 
educational engagement. 
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