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Abstract 

The study examined the analysis of the relationship between students’ engagement and academic achievement: Impact on College of 

Education students in Ghana. The descriptive survey design was used to conduct the study. A multi-stage sampling procedures 

(proportionate and simple random sampling) were used in the selection process. In all 5 Colleges of Education and 310 students 

comprising 187 males and 123 females were selected to participate in the study. Standardised instrument was used to collect data for the 

study which was tested using both descriptive statistics like mean and standard deviation as well as inferential statistics such as multiple 

regression and independent sample t-test. The findings showed that the self-reported behavioural, emotional and cognitive engagement 

did not predict academic achievement of College of Education students. When the total student’s engagement construct was put together, 

it also did not predict academic achievement. The results again showed that there is no significance gender difference in students’ 

engagement of College of Education students. The study recommended that policymakers and teachers should consider or pay attention 

to student’s classroom participation in a way that directly or indirectly influences academic attainment. The study again recommended 

that teachers should be assigned to use methods to create students' school engagement in order to evaluate the effectiveness of each 

method, and if teachers recognize the benefits and outcomes that have occurred with students, teachers should become aware of the 

importance of their role in promoting students' school engagement. The study went on to say that principals in various Colleges of 

Education should encourage school programs to be held on a regular basis so that students understand that if they are more involved in 

school learning and activities, their grades will always be the best, and they will avoid dropping out from school. 
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Introduction 

The phenomenon of student engagement and its impact on 

academic achievement of College of Education students has 

piqued interest in recent years. Researchers, educators, and 

policymakers are increasingly focusing on student engagement as 

a means of addressing low academic success, boredom, 

disaffection, and alienation, as well as high dropout rates 

(Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004; Appleton et al., 2008; 

Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Finn, 1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; 

Fredricks & McColskey, 2012; Goodenow, 1993b; Jimerson et 

al., 2003; Marks, 2000; Martin, 2009; Skinner, Kindermann, 

Connell, & Wellborn, 2009b; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) [24, 10, 15, 21, 

28, 31, 39, 40, 59, 57].  

Early research characterized student engagement primarily by 

observable behaviours such as participation and time on task, 

despite significant variance in how it has been defined and 

quantified (Brophy, 1983; Natriello, 1984) [7, 44]. Skinner, 

Kindermann and Furrer (2009a, p. 494) [58], defined engagement 

as “the quality of a student's sense of connection or participation 

with the endeavor of schooling, and hence with the people, 

activities, goals, values, and place that form it,". Student 

engagement is characterized as constructive, eager, willing, 

emotionally positive, and cognitively focused participation in 

school learning activities (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et 

al., 2009a; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) [10, 57]. Student engagement 

can also be defined as a collection of interactions between a 

student and the school community, a student and adults at school, 

a student and peers, a student and instruction, and a student and 

the curriculum (Yazzie-Mintz, 2010) [64]. Academic engagement 

is a positive sense of drive, fulfillment, psychological presence, 

and personal dedication to educational goals (Schaufeli, 

Salanova, Gonza´lez-Roma´, & Bakker, 2002) [52]. 

Theoretical models have been suggested by researchers that 

imply that student engagement predicts future accomplishment 

and success in school. The participation identification model was 

one of the first theories of engagement (Finn, 1989) [15]. This 

theory defines school engagement as "containing both a 

behavioural and an emotional component, referred to as 

participation and identification" (Finn & Voelkl, 1993, p. 249) 
[20]. Connell and Wellborn (1991) [10] and Skinner and Belmont 

(1993) [56] established another influential model that distinguishes 

two endpoints of a continuum: engagement and disengaged 

patterns of action. Students that are engaged in learning have a 

good emotional tone and persevere when faced with a challenge 

(Connell & Wellborn, 1991) [10]. Students' participation was 

regarded as a person-centered strategy by Appleton, Christenson, 

and Furlong (2008) since it is a non-cognitive (meta-construct) 

aspect that has the ability to help students achieve their goals, 

especially at the college level. According to Fredricks (2011) [22], 
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academic engagement is higher in classrooms where learners 

develop interpersonal skills, where learners' autonomy is 

respected, where learners receive consistent and clear feedback, 

where teachers have high expectations, and where learners are 

given meaningful, interesting, and challenging tasks. Disengaged 

or disillusioned students, on the other hand, are passive, do not 

strive hard, are bored, give up easily, and exhibit negative 

emotions like anger, blame, and denial (Skinner & Belmont 

1993) [20]. Learner boredom, separation, high dropout rates, and 

low achievement are all consequences of disengagement in the 

classroom (Fredricks, Filsecker, & Lawson, 2016; Fredricks, 

2015; Landis & Reschly, 2013; McFarland, Cui, Rathbun, & 

Holmes, 2018) [25, 23, 35, 41]. Hence there is the need to examine the 

relationship between students’ engagement and academic 

achievement and the impact it has on College of Education 

students in Ghana 

 

Statement of the problem 

Academic success has long been viewed as a critical outcome of 

student engagement. Despite the fact that there has been a lot of 

empirical study on the relationship between student engagement 

and academic accomplishment, the results have been mixed. 

Balfanz and Byrnes (2006) [5], for example, looked at the link 

between engagement and achievement and discovered that 

learners' engagement is crucial in predicting academic 

achievement. Furthermore, Patrick, Ryan, and Kaplan (2007) [47] 

looked into the links between the social environment, classroom 

engagement, and student achievement. Their study found that 

social environment had a good relationship with engagement, and 

engagement had a positive relationship with academic 

accomplishment.  

Chase, Hilliard, Geldhof, Warren, and Lerner (2014) [8] chose 710 

participants at random (69 females and 31 males) to determine 

the extent to which student engagement is associated to 

achievement in secondary school students. Their findings 

revealed that learners have a competent degree of engagement, 

but engagement and achievement have a positive moderate 

association. Student engagement and academic accomplishment 

have a large and relatively high association, according to Zhu 

(2010) [66] and King (2015) [33]. Lee (2014) and Pietarinen, Soini, 

and Pyhältö (2014) [49] showed a link between cognitive 

engagement and academic accomplishment. Student engagement 

increases academic success, according to the theorized 

mechanism underlying these correlations (Crossan, Field, 

Gallacher, & Merrill, 2003) [11], which encourages students to 

participate in learning activities, creating a virtuous circle of 

learning (Lei, Xu, Shao, & Sang, 2015) [37]. Van Rooij, Jansen, 

and Van de Grift (2017) [60] conducted research on 669 students 

from 11 high schools to see if there was a link between 

engagement, academic adjustment, and achievement. Students 

with a high level of engagement performed well in school, 

according to the researchers. To investigate the relationship 

between academic engagement and learners' academic outcomes, 

Wara, Aloka, and Odongo (2018) [62] chose 316 secondary school 

students. The study discovered a moderately positive association 

between learner engagement and academic outcomes. According 

to some academics, the link between behavioural engagement 

and academic accomplishment is stronger than the link between 

emotional and cognitive engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 2003) 
[27]. Their studies' findings suggest that different measures of 

student engagement have varying associations with academic 

achievement when taken together. 

Although the bulk of past research has identified a correlation 

between student engagement and academic success, there are also 

studies that have found no link between student engagement and 

academic success. Abid and Akhtar (2020) [1] did research to look 

into the link between student academic engagement and 

achievement. The study enlisted the participation of 800 10th 

grade pupils. They were chosen at random from 20 high schools 

in the Lahore district. Academic engagement was measured using 

the Academic Engagement Scale (AES), while academic 

accomplishment was determined using student end-of-term 

results. ANOVA, Pearson, and independent sample t-tests were 

used. The findings revealed a weak and negative relationship 

between students' academic engagement and their 

accomplishment (r = -.088, p>0.01). Shernoff (2010) [55] stated 

that there is no link between students' active emotional 

engagement and their math and English achievement. In addition, 

Chen, Yang, Bear, and Zhen (2013) [9] discovered no link 

between student engagement and academic accomplishment. 

According to Appleton et al. (2006) [3], the link between cognitive 

engagement and academic achievement is minimal. One possible 

explanation for these findings is that students who receive poor 

grades lack a solid foundation of learning skills, making it 

difficult for them to achieve good grades even when they seek to 

engage in classroom learning. It's worth noting that the results of 

different studies in the literature are inconsistent. The use of a 

limited sample size could be one cause for the results' variability. 

As a result, more research is needed to modify the population and 

use a larger sample size to determine what the outcome will be. 

 

Objectives of the study 

1. Determine how student’s engagement (behavioural, 

emotional, cognitive) will not predict academic achievement 

of College of Education students in Ghana. 

2. Examine gender difference in student’s engagement of 

College of Education students in Ghana. 

 

Research Hypotheses  

1. H0: Student’s engagement (behavioural, emotional, 

cognitive) will not predict academic achievement of College 

of Education students in Ghana  

H1: Student’s engagement (behavioural, emotional, 

Cognitive) will predict academic achievement of College of 

Education students in Ghana  

2. H0: There is no statistical significance gender difference in 

student’s engagement of College of Education students in 

Ghana. 

H1: There is a statistical significance gender difference in 

student’s engagement of College of Education students in 

Ghana. 

 

Engagement Model  

Engagement, according to Fredricks et al. (2004) [24], is a flexible, 

growing, and multidimensional construct with three major 

dimensions: behavioural, emotional, and cognitive engagement. 

According to the authors, the dimensions are not separated, but 

rather interact with one another. They dimensions are described 

below; 
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Behavioural Engagement  

According to Finn and Rock (1997) [18] and Fredricks et al. (2004) 
[24], behaviour engagement entails good behaviour such as 

conforming to classroom standards, obeying regulations, and not 

engaging in disruptive behaviours. Discussions, contributions, 

asking questions, paying attention, concentrating, demonstrating 

tenacity, and putting forth effort are all examples of behaviour 

engagement in learning and academic-related tasks (Fredricks et 

al., 2004; Skinner & Belmont, 1993) [24, 20]. Behavioural 

engagement is also defined by Finn (1993) [20] and Finn et al. 

(1995) [19] as participation in school-related activities such as 

sports.  

 

Emotional Engagement  

Students' affective reactions and feelings in the classroom, such 

as curiosity, boredom, happiness, grief, and worry, are referred to 

as emotional engagement (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner & 

Belmont, 1993) [10, 20]. Some definitions allude to students' 

emotional responses to the school and the teacher (Appleton, 

Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006; Lee & Smith, 1995) [6, 36] 

while others define it as school identity (Finn, 1989; Voelkl, 

1997) [15, 61] or as belonging (a sense of being significant to the 

school), and place a high value on it (that is, an appreciation of 

success in school outcomes). The definition of emotional 

engagement emerges from earlier bodies of work on students' 

attitudes, which examined feelings toward school: liking or 

disliking school, the teacher, or the work; feeling happy or sad in 

school; or being bored or interested in the work (Fredricks et al., 

2004) [24]. In addition, similar notions of emotions such as interest 

and value were used in previous research of student motivation. 

Clearly, the dimensions utilized in motivation and valuing and 

belonging study coincide with the constructs used in emotional 

engagement definitions and research. While the classifications 

used in motivational and value literature draw further differences 

between different sorts of emotional components, those 

employed in engagement studies are less specific and elaborate. 

Motivational studies of interest, for example, distinguish between 

situational and personal interest and presume that interest is 

directed towards a specific activity or scenario, whereas 

definitions in the engagement literature are more generic and do 

not distinguish between domains or activities. As a result, the 

source of emotional reactions is unknown (Fredricks et al., 2004) 
[24]. 

 

Cognitive engagement  

Two significant bodies of literature influenced the definitions of 

cognitive engagement. One is a psychological investment in 

learning, as evidenced by a desire to go beyond educational 

requirements and a liking for challenge (Connell & Wellborn, 

1991; Newman, 1989) [10, 45]. This definition of cognitive 

engagement involves problem-solving flexibility, a propensity 

for hard work, and positive failure coping. Attention, 

concentration, focus, absorption, "head-on," mentally involved, 

participation, and a readiness to go beyond what is required are 

definition of cognitive engagement (Skinner & Pitzer, 2012) [57]. 

However, the learning literature regards cognitive engagement as 

strategic or self-regulating, with meta-cognitive methods used to 

organize, monitor, and evaluate cognition while completing tasks 

(Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Furthermore, the psychological 

investment in learning concepts is quite similar to motivational 

conceptions like motivation to learn, learning goals, and intrinsic 

motivation (Fredricks et al., 2004; Harter, 1981) [24, 29]. A student 

who is driven to study values learning and strives for knowledge 

and mastery in learning contexts, according to the motivation 

construct. Similarly, students who set mastery objectives rather 

than performance goals are more concerned with learning, 

comprehending, mastering, and attempting to complete a difficult 

activity. Intrinsically motivated students seek out challenges and 

persevere in the face of adversity (Anderman & Maehr, 1994) [2]. 

Each of these ideas stresses the extent to which students care 

about and value learning, and they all imply that the investment 

is linked to, but distinct from learning strategies (Fredricks et al., 

2004) [24]. 

 

Empirical Review 

The impact of behavioural, emotional, and cognitive engagement 

on student achievement has been established through empirical 

studies using cross-sectional and longitudinal research designs. 

Secondary school students' mathematics involvement was 

investigated by Ayub, Suraya, Mahmud, Salim, and Sulaiman 

(2016) [4], concentrating on cognitive, affective, and behavioural 

engagement dimensions. A total of 387 students (186 males and 

201 females) were chosen at random from urban and rural 

secondary schools in Pahang, Malaysia. Behavioural engagement 

had the greatest mean (M = 3.74, SD =.63), followed by cognitive 

engagement (M = 3.56, SD =.43), and affective involvement (M 

= 3.48, SD =.47) in descriptive analyses of mathematics 

engagement domains. The mean for students’ overall 

mathematics engagement was 3.56 (SD =.46). Further analysis 

revealed significant differences in each of the engagement 

domains in mathematics learning (affective, cognitive, and 

behavioural), with students in urban schools achieving 

significantly higher mean scores for affective, cognitive, and 

behavioural domains, as well as overall mathematics 

engagement, than students in rural schools. There were also 

substantial disparities in the total mathematics involvement mean 

across the genders, according to the research. Girls outperformed 

boys in all three engagement categories (affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral) in mathematics learning, according to the findings. It 

was also discovered that girls had a higher overall mathematics 

engagement mean than boys. 

The relationship between student engagement and academic 

achievement was investigated by Dogan (2015) [12]. A total of 578 

intermediate high school students were used in the investigation. 

Cognitive engagement was revealed to be a favorable predictor 

of academic achievement (=.49, p.05) in the study. Lee (2014) 

revealed that both emotional and behavioral engagement strongly 

influenced students' reading performance in a study including 268 

secondary school students. Lee also discovered that behavioural 

engagement partially mediated the effect of emotional i 

engagement on reading performance (=.037, p.05). Dotterer and 

Lowe (2011) [13] did a similar study with primary school children. 

The authors found that students' achievement was predicted by 

cognitive and emotional engagement (integrated as a single 

construct) as well as behavioural engagement (β=.15, p<.05). 

(β=.14, p<.05). In a similar line, Perry, Liu, and Pabian (2010) [48] 

found that a combination of emotional and behavioural 

engagement strongly predicted students' grades in a study 

including 285 intermediate and high school students (β=.37, 

p<.001). In addition, Mo and Singh (2008) [42] have also provided 
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evidence for the positive contribution of behavioural (β=.28), 

emotional (β=.04) and cognitive engagement (β=.20) on students’ 

performance outcomes among 1971 intermediate school students. 

Wang and Holcombe (2010) discovered that behavioural (school 

participation), emotional (school identity), and cognitive 

(application of self-regulation skills) engagement characteristics 

were all positively related to academic achievement GPA (R2 

=.41, f 2 =.69, β =.13,.32, and.17) respectively. Previous studies 

on student engagement revealed considerable disparities between 

male and female students (Fernández-Zabala, Goi, Camino, & 

Zulaika, 2015). Female students were more engaged in class than 

male students. Female students engage in fewer disruptive 

behaviours. Male and female students have different academic 

motives, according to Bikar, Marziyeh and Pourghaz (2017) [6]. 

In another point of view, these outcomes do not always occur in 

different countries. According to the findings of King's (2016) 

study, there was no significant difference in student engagement 

levels between male and female students in the Philippines. 

 

Methods  

Research Design  

A research design is a master plan or blueprint that specifies the 

technique to be followed in order to find an answer to the research 

questions. The logical order, the blue print for data collecting, 

data analysis, and measurement of variables employed in the 

study are all examples of research design (Sekaran, 2006) [54]. A 

research design, in its simplest form, refers to the techniques and 

processes used by a researcher to gather, analyze, and interpret 

data in order to answer research questions or hypotheses. The 

descriptive survey design was employed for this investigation. A 

descriptive survey research study, according to Kerlinger (2004) 
[32], is aimed to gather relevant information about the current 

status of a phenomena. This method is appropriate since it 

determines the nature of the current state and is a self-report study 

that necessitates the collection of quantitative data from the 

sample. It is effective in gathering enormous amounts of data in 

a short length of time. A descriptive survey is a way for gathering 

uniform information about a target population's perceptions, 

attitudes, and other traits in a methodical manner (Seidu, 2007) 
[53]. This entails administering a pre-determined set of questions 

to the research units. 

 

School Selection 

The target population for the study include all College of 

Education students in Ghana. There are forty-six (46) Colleges of 

Education in Ghana (Institute of Education, 2021). The public 

Colleges of Education in Ghana are in five zones namely, 

Northern Zone which have 10 Colleges of Education, the 

Ashanti/Brong Ahafo Zone have 13 Colleges of Education, the 

Volta Zone also have 7 Colleges of Education, the 

Eastern/Greater Accra Zone have 9 Colleges of Education and the 

Central/Western Zone which also have 7 Colleges of Education. 

The accessible population for the study was level 200 students 

from 5 Colleges of Education in Ghana which amount to 1,665. 

A multi-stage sampling techniques were used in the selection 

process. Proportionate sampling technique was used to identify 

the total number of Colleges of Education to be selected from 

each of the zones. Thereafter, simple random sampling was used 

to select the Colleges of Education. Proportionate sampling 

technique was again used to identify the total number of students 

to select from the Colleges of Education. Thereafter, simple 

random sampling specifically, the table of random numbers were 

used to select the students. In all 310 students which comprised 

187 males and 123 females were selected based on Krejcie and 

Morgan (1970) [34] sampling size determination table. 

 
Data Collection Instrument and Analysis 
The Behavioural-Emotional-Cognitive School Engagement 
Scale (BEC-SES 15; Li & Lerner, 2013) was adopted and used in 
the study. The scale includes 15 items in the 4-point Likert scale 
(Strongly Agree = 4 to Strongly Disagree = 1). The internal 
consistency of the subscales of behavioural scores was.82, 
emotional was.87, and cognitive engagement was.90 respectively 
with overall scale of.95 (Li & Lerner, 2013). Students’ 
achievement test scores were taken from Institute of Education, 
University of Cape Coast and used as calculated grade point 
average (GPA). Hypothesis one was tested with the use of 
multiple linear regression while hypothesis two was tested using 
independent sample t-test.  
 
Findings  
Hypothesis One 
H0: Student’s engagement (behavioural, emotional, cognitive) 
will not predict academic achievement of College of Education 
students in Ghana  
H1: Student’s engagement (behavioural, emotional, cognitive) 
will predict academic achievement of College of Education 
students in Ghana  
 
The main aim of the hypothesis was to examine the relationship 
among self-reported behavioural, emotional, cognitive and 
academic achievement of College of Education students in 
Ghana. The results are presented in Table 1- 4. 
 

Table 1: Correlation among the various AA, B, E and C 
 

Variable AA B E C 

Academic Achievement 1.000    

Behavioural .027 1.000   

Emotional -.059 -.020 1.000  

Cognitive .076 .108 .054 1.000 

Source: Field survey, 2021  

 

To determine which of the variables given by the respondents is 

statistically significant in predicting academic achievement of 

College of Education students, a standard multiple linear 

regression analysis with the Enter method was performed. To see 

if self-reported behaviour, emotional, and cognitive were linearly 

connected to academic accomplishment, the Pearson's correlation 

was used first. The result showed that all the variables 

(behavioural, emotional and cognitive) had relationships with 

academic achievement with emotional recording a negative 

correlation coefficient (r = -.059, p =.151). Examining, the 

predictors only, the results indicates that the highest correlation 

was between cognitive and behavioural (r =.108, p =.029). 

Notwithstanding the significance of the correlation, the 

coefficient is medium, hence it could be said that the predictors 

are measuring different things so there is no collinearity. It was 

again realized that cognitive correlates best among all the 

predictors with academic achievement. Although cognitive 

correlate best among the variables it was not statistically 

significant (r =.076, p =.091). Table 2 present the model 

summary. 
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Table 2: Model summaryb of AA, B, E and C 
 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .100a .010 .000 20.45834 
Source: Field survey, 2021 a. Predictors: (Constant), Behavioural, Emotional and Cognitive 

 

In the model summary the R Square value was.010 which 

accounted for 10% of the variance in the self-reported academic 

achievement of students. To assess the statistical significance of 

the result, the ANOVA table indicates that statistically, the three 

self-reported variables together could not significantly predict 

academic achievement (F(3, 306) =1.031, p =.37). This suggests 

that the variables were not significant in predicting academic 

achievement of College of Education students. 

 
Table 3: ANOVAa regression of B, E, C and AA 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 1294.626 3 431.542 1.031 .379b 

Residual 128074.410 306 418.544   

Total 129369.035 309    

a. Dependent Variable: GPA 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Cognitive, Emotional, Behaviour 

 

There was the need to ensure that the dimensions were not 

collinearly related as this could inflate the coefficients. The 

tolerance value for each of the independent variables 

(.988,.996,.985) were not less than.10 therefore, we have not 

violated the multicollinearity assumption. This is also supported 

by the VIF values (1.012, 1.004, 1.015), which is well below the 

cut-off of 10 (Pallant, 2016). Although, none of the variables 

predicted the outcome significantly, there was the need to 

compare the different variables so it was important to consider 

Beta under standardised coefficient. In this regard cognitive (β 

=.077, p =.17) best predict the outcome as compared to the other 

predictors behavioural (β =.017, p =.76) and emotional (β = -.063, 

p =.27) as shown in Table 4. Therefore, the study fails to reject 

the null hypothesis that student’s engagement (behavioural, 

emotional, Cognitive) will not predict academic achievement of 

College of Education students in Ghana. 

 
Table 4: Regression coefficients of the various self-reported dimensions B, E, C and AA 

 

Model 
Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. 
Correlations Collinearity Statistics 

Beta Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant)  41.725 .000      

Behaviour .017 .297 .766 .027 .017 .017 .988 1.012 

Emotional -.063 -1.100 .272 -.059 -.063 -.063 .996 1.004 

Cognitive .077 1.351 .178 .076 .077 .077 .985 1.015 

a. Dependent Variable: GPA 

 
Table 5: Regression for total Students Engagement construct and academic achievement 

 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1 
(Constant) 272.283 6.529  41.702 .000 

Engagement .030 .152 .011 .196 .845 

a. Dependent Variable: GPA 

 

Consequently, the study proceeded to consider the total students 

engagement construct as reported by College of Education 

students.  

The results indicate that students’ engagement construct did not 

predict academic achievement of College of Education students 

(r =.011, p =.84). Students’ engagement accounted for 11% of the 

variation in the academic achievement of College of Education 

students. 

 

Hypothesis Two 

H0: There is no statistical significance gender difference in 

student’s engagement of College of Education students in Ghana. 

H1: There is a statistical significance gender difference in 

student’s engagement of College of Education students in Ghana. 

The hypothesis sought to examine gender difference in students’ 

engagement of College of Education students in Ghana. The 

results are presented in Table 6 

Table 6: Mean difference in Students Engagement 
 

 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Engagement 
Male 187 41.8289 7.79665 .57015 

Female 123 42.5854 7.41612 .66869 

Source: Field survey, 2021  
 

Table 6, displays the frequencies, means and standard deviations 

of the self-reported total students engagement construct between 

male and female students. The data presented in the table depicts 

an existence of mean differences between male and female 

students with regards to students’ engagement. To test whether 

these differences in means are statistically significant, 

independent sample t-test was run and the result is presented in 

Table 7. 

Using Levene’s test for equality of variance, Table 7 reveals 

equality of variances test was not significant (p =.68) therefore 
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the assumption of homogeneity of variances have been met. 

Hence, Independent Sample T-test was used to evaluate the mean 

difference between male and female students in relation to total 

students’ engagement construct. On the average student’s 

engagement was higher among female students (M = 42.58, SD 

= 7.41) than male students (M = 41.82, SD =7.79). The difference 

was not statistically significant t(308) = -.852, p =.39. However, 

the eta squared statistics (.002) indicated a small effect size. 

 
Table 7: Independent Samples T-test of Students Engagement 

 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Std. Error 

Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 

Lower Upper 

Students 

Engagement 

Equal variances assumed .161 .688 -.852 308 .395 -.75649 .88790 -2.50361 .99064 

Equal variances not assumed   -.861 270.197 .390 -.75649 .87876 -2.48657 .97359 

Source: Field survey, 2021 

 

Discussion  
Findings on hypothesis one showed that the self-reported 

behavioural, emotional and cognitive did not predict academic 

achievement of College of Education students. When the total 

student’s engagement construct was put together, it also did not 

predict academic achievement of College of Education students. 

The findings are consistent with those of Abid and Akhtar (2020) 
[1], Shernoff (2010) [55], Chen, Yang, Bear, and Zhen (2013) [9], all 

of whom conducted research on the relationship between student 

engagement and achievement. Their findings revealed that there 

was a weak and negative relationship between student 

engagement and achievement (r =.088, p>0.01). The findings are 

similarly consistent with those of Appleton et al. (2006) [3], who 

discovered a weak link between cognitive engagement and 

academic achievement. One possible explanation for these 

findings is that students who receive poor grades lack a solid 

foundation of learning skills, making it difficult for them to 

achieve good grades even when they try harder. It is suggested 

that if engagement decreases, disengagement will also increase 

throughout the school years (Fredricks et al., 2004; Hayam-Jonas 

& Friedman, 2000) [24, 30]. According to these researchers, 

negative attitudes toward certain subjects can be detected as early 

as the first year of school and continue through the last year of 

school, or until the student leaves or drops out. The most notable 

changes appear to occur during the transitions from secondary 

school to the tertiary (Wigfield et al., 2008) [63], with 25% to 40% 

of students showing signs of disengagement (National Research 

Council and the Institute of Medicine, 2003) [43]. This can result 

in dropout from school and as a result it leads low achievement 

of students.  

Hypothesis two also showed that there is no statistical 

significance gender difference in student’s engagement of 

College of Education students. The findings are consistent with 

King's (2016) research, which indicated no significant variation 

in student engagement levels between female and male students. 

Similarly, the findings of the study agree with Finn and Cox 

(1992) [17] who found no statistically significant difference in 

academic involvement between male and female students, 

according to their findings. As a result, both male and female 

students were constantly involved in school events. It was 

unsurprising that they didn't have any disparities. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendation  

It's discouraging to learn that student engagement has no bearing 

on academic performance. However, academic engagement is 

higher in classrooms where learners have developed 

interpersonal skills, where learners' autonomy is respected, where 

learners receive consistent and clear feedback, where teachers 

have high expectations, and where learners are given meaningful, 

interesting, and challenging tasks. However, if a large percentage 

of students are disengaged in the classroom, the likelihood of 

students being depressed and dropping out of school is 

significant, which will have a severe impact on their academic 

achievement. It may also be stated that both male and female 

students made effective use of their study time, performed well 

in academics, and had positive relationships with their peers and 

teachers. This enabled them to avoid self-destructive behaviours. 

The study recommended that policymakers and teachers should 

consider or pay attention to student’s classroom participation in a 

way that directly or indirectly influences academic attainment. 

The study again recommended that teachers should be assigned 

to use methods to create students' school engagement in order to 

evaluate the effectiveness of each method, and if teachers 

recognize the benefits and outcomes that have occurred with 

students, teachers should become aware of the importance of their 

role in promoting students' school engagement. The study went 

on to say that principals in various colleges of education should 

encourage school programs to be held on a regular basis so that 

students understand that if they are more involved in school 

learning and activities, their grades will always be the best, and 

they will avoid dropping out from school. 
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