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Introduction:-

Accountability and scrutiny have intensified, governments in relation to not only know how public funding
provided to universities is spent, but from students themselves, who are increasingly focused on ensuring that they
receive a quality educational experience in a market-driven environment. Engaging and motivating university
students at the higher educational level is highly essential. Students engage in their learning experiences has
increasingly taken on added complexity for universities. Engagement has become a pivotal focus of attention as
institutions locate themselves in an increasingly market driven and competitive higher education environment.
Efforts to ensure both value for money and the quality of higher education teaching and learning have contributed to
the increasing interest in assessing teaching quality. Meanwhile, the quality assurance mandate has drawn attention
to the need for universities to demonstrate that they add value and enhance the quality of the student experience
through monitoring and evaluation cycles of continuous improvement. Robust relationships established over time
between students’ investment of time, effort and interest in a range of educationally orientated activities, and
favorable outcomes such as increased performance, persistence and satisfaction. Engaged students share the values
and approaches to learning of their lecturers; spend time and energy on educationally meaningful tasks; learn with
others inside and outside the classroom; actively explore ideas confidently with others; and learn to value
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perspectives other than their own. When students are part of a learning community they are: positive about their
identity as a member of a group; focused on learning; ask questions in class; feel comfortable contributing to class
discussions; spend time on campus, social media twitter, facebook etc.; have made a few friends; and are motivated
in some extra-curricular activity. Therefore giving importance to student engagement at the higher education in an
institutional level is pivotal.

Definition for Student Engagement:-

Student engagement defined as “the time and energy that students devote to educationally purposeful activities and
the extent to which the institution gets students to participate in activities that lead to student success” (Kuh, 2003).
Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement, which he later renamed engagement, is defined as the amount of
physical and emotional energy that a college student invests in their academic experience (Astin, 1984). Definitions
of engagement often contain stated or unstated assumptions about aims and intended outcomes (‘engagement for
what’) or beneficiaries (‘engagement for whom’), but these may vary from the actual observed effects of
engagement on students, institutions and the higher education sector more broadly. Students can describe engaged
learning experiences by the qualities that make them effective, rather than by a particular name or label. Students
may cite the value of being in educational environments that encouraged them to interact with others, explore
differing opinions, apply knowledge in real-world settings, incorporate their lived experiences into their learning,
and participate in support networks.

Bensimon (2009) stated that ‘productive engagement is an important means by which students develop feelings
about their peers, professors, and institutions that give them a sense of connectedness, affiliation, and belonging,
while simultaneously offering rich opportunities for learning and development’. The concept of student engagement
is based on the constructivist assumption that learning is influenced by how an individual participates in
educationally purposeful activities. While constructivism is a theory (or philosophy) of learning, it is usually held as
part of a broader set of understandings about the nature of teaching and learning, of students, and of the purposes of
higher education generally. They provide discourses and conceptual tools that individuals draw on in thinking,
talking and practicing in Fig 1.

Fig 1:-Conceptual Strategy for Student’s engagement in academics within and outside institutional level.

Student engagement within the Student engagement outside the
Institutional level Institutional level

"‘ o«

Student engagement within the institutional Level:-

Conventionalism:-

Students need to be interest in the content. Students participate through attending lectures and complying with
behavioral norms. Information transfer/teacher-focused approach. Learning through absorbing information provided
to them.

Constructivism:-
Learning through co-construction of knowledge. Conceptual change/students-focused approach. Teaching is about
developing students; minds so they can better appreciate the worlds, about making them autonomous.
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Cooperativism:-
Use of student’s heterogeneous expertise within group can lead to deep and meaningful learning by creating open
questions and parallel tasks. Information transfer/teacher-student focused approach.

Student engagement outside the institutional Level:-

Digitalism:-

Invention through new techniques and technological awareness by the use of digital library and online interactions
through blackboard collaborates have brought student engagement success.

Socialism:-

Students need to be engaged with the world beyond the classroom, challenging and changing structural inequity.
Empowering students to see the inequities and structured nature of advantage and disadvantage in the world, and to
change it. Social media, Face book and internet are good partners to socialism.

Entrepreneurism:-

Students need to be engaged in work-based/vocational learning. Learning through application of knowledge across
disciplinary boundaries to real-life practical problems and collaboration with real market needs. Therefore, students
develop skills to thrive in their careers and to contribute to the economy.

Student voices are essential when examining what works to improve student success in higher education the effects
of engagement in multiple high-impact practices, both across and within different groups of students, provide strong
evidence for the need to ensure that all students encounter several high-impact experiences during college.
Therefore, our analysis has framed the objectives to provide a positive and perceptible “boost” to students’
perceptions of their learning, regardless of their background.

Literature Review:-

Kezar and Kinzie (2006)focused on mission and its role in understanding how institutions approach the process of
creating student engagement on campus and demonstrated a set of relationships between institutional mission and
the five benchmarks of effective educational practice identified by the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE). Implications for institutional policy to be reviewed. The paper demonstrated and documented some of the
meaningful differences in the ways institutions create engagement so that institutions of higher education can further
examine the degree of congruence between their mission and the practices that promote student learning and can
better implement approaches to student engagement. Finally suggested that the unique mission of campuses
appeared to be a richer analytic tool for understanding the ways campuses enacted the program, policies, and
practices related to engagement rather than institutional type (e.g., research, commuter, or liberal arts).

Kuh, (2001) pointed out the research conducted in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s was used to develop a systematic
tool for measuring student engagement, the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). Similar to the report
by ECS (1990), the NSSE survey used research on effective educational practices to create five benchmarks (rather
than three key components) of an engaged campus: (a) academic challenge, (b) student interactions with faculty, (c)
active and collaborative learning, (d) enriching educational experiences, and (e) supportive campus
environment.Chickering and Gamson, (1987) emphasized on the studies of fifteen years that campuses began to take
greater responsibility for student learning, leaders and change agents attempted to identify the elements of a
quality/effective learning environment. There is a plethora of research on improving undergraduate education by
(Knefelkamp, 1991; Kuh, et al., 1994; Love and Love, 1995). A report from Education Commission of the States
(ECS, 1995) summarized the key components within three areas: (a) Quality begins with an organizational culture
that values high expectations, respect for diverse learning styles, and emphasis on the early years of study; (b)
Quality undergraduate curriculum requires coherence in learning, synthesizing experiences, on-going practice of
learned skills, and integrating education with experience; and (c) Quality undergraduate instruction builds in active
learning, assessment and prompt feedback, collaboration, adequate time on task, and out of class contact with
faculty. Kuh, et al. (2005) highlighted on case studies of 20 high-performing colleges and universities, including
large, small, urban, and special mission institutions, demonstrated that there were many roads to engagement based
on institutional differences and that institutions share common approaches to achieve high levels of student
engagement. They focused on Mission that refers to the overarching, long-term purposes of the institution that
represent what an institution is and aspires to be. “The mission establishes the tone of a college and conveys its
educational purposes, whether based on religious, ideological, or educational beliefs, giving direction to all aspects
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of institutional life, including the policies and practices that foster student success” (Kuh, et al., 2005). Many
researchers identified a connection between the mission statement and resultant practices, programs, and activities of
an organization (Birnbaum, 1991; Bolman and Deal, 1991; Leslie and Fretwell, 1996; Morgan, 1997; Tierney,
1991). Several studies examined mission from two different levels (e.g., Berquist, 1992; Birnbaum, 1991, Kezar and
Eckel, 2002; Tierney, 1988): (a) unique, individual mission; and (b) institutional mission according to type or sector.
The advantage of examining mission from these two perspectives was that each one examines an important way that
people make sense of the role and identity of their institution, but each perspective operates in different ways. Finley
and McNair, (2013) used the data set included NSSE data from 25,336 students at thirty-eight institutions across the
state higher education systems in California, Oregon, and Wisconsin as these state had prior engagement in the
Association of American Colleges and Universities’ (AAC&U’s). Liberal Education and America’s Promise
(LEAP) States, Initiative, a systemic change effort designed to build platforms for campus action and frameworks to
advance essential learning outcomes in general education and across institutional operations. These “LEAP states”
adopted AAC&U’s Essential Learning Outcomes system-wide as a guiding framework for institutional-level
curricular reform and assessment. The authors stressed on designing and sustaining an educational environment that
results in high-quality learning experiences and equity in student achievement required a genuine commitment of
time and effort, an exploration of the student experience, institutional assessment and data analysis, and the ability
and courage to implement change. The Studies of Kuh and O’Donnell, (2013) helped to establish the efficacy of
high-impact practices using nationwide data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE).Though such
practices have long existed on campuses and are familiar to scholars and practitioners alike, with High-Impact
Educational Practices, Kuh, (2008) provided two important insights. First, he offered evidence suggesting that by
treating these practices as a set of effective tools rather than as discrete experiences, faculty, administrators, and
other campus professionals could begin to conceptualize the collective impact these practices have on indicators of
student success and learning. Second, he unveiled the need to consider the relationship between participation in
high-impact practices and underserved student success.

National Center for Higher Education Management Systems Information Center 2011) reported that in recent years,
the nationwide postsecondary completion rate has largely stagnated. Between 1998 and 2008, the average six-year
college completion rate in the United States increased by only 3 percentage. According to Horn and Carroll (2006)
graduation gap favoring white over Hispanic students is 12 percentage points overall, but it expands to 21
percentage points at highly selective research universities. With generous funding from the TG Philanthropy
Program,the mixed-methods study presented aims to fill the aforementioned gaps and advance current understanding
of the relationship between high-impact practices and underserved students’ success and learning. Part | takes a
quantitative approach, analyzing NSSE data from a selected group of public universities in order to examine the
relationship between cumulative participation in high-impact practices and students’ perceptions of their own
learning, for underserved students as compared to their traditionally advantaged peers. Porter (2006) in his paper
pointed out that institutional structure had little to no impact on student engagement and development. He argued
that theory suggests peer ability (as measured by selectivity), institutional density, the differentiation of the
curriculum, and the research orientation of the institution should all affect student engagement. Using the nationally
representative Beginning Post-secondary Student survey, a non-linear selection on observables correction for
selection bias, and a multilevel modeling approach, He found that institutional structures do affect student
engagement in predictable and substantively significant ways. Crosling and Heagney (2009) focused on the key
performance indicator in university quality assurance processes; the retention of students in their studies was an
issue of concern worldwide. Implicit in the process of quality assurance was quality improvement. They examined
student retention from a teaching and learning perspective, in terms of teaching and learning approaches that had an
impact on students’ decisions to continue with or withdraw from their studies. The major need was to engage
students in their studies, and the ways that student engagement can be facilitated through the teaching and learning
programme in higher education. They also stated that development and utilization of learning and teaching strategies
that promote a more active, student centered approach to learning, which draws on students’ previous experiences
and interests, which helps to enhance student engagement, course commitment and retention on the programme. As
reported by Department of Employment, Science and Training 2005 the importance of student retention in Australia
underscored by its inclusion via institutional statistics as a key performance indicator in educational quality and in
the allocation of the Commonwealth Government’s Learning and Teaching Performance Fund. Student attrition and
retention rates were defined as ‘the percentage of students in a particular year who neither graduate nor continue
studying in an award course at the same institution in the following year’ (Department of Employment, Science and
Training, 2005). National Audit Office 2007 emphasized that as higher education courses take years to complete, an
expected completion rate calculated by the Higher Education Statistics Agency. A more immediate measure of
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retention was the proportion of an institution’s intake enrolled in higher education in the year following their first
entry to higher education was the ‘continuation rate’ (National Audit Office, 2007). Walshe (2008) stated that
despite the unstated objective of improvement in quality assurance and in the Learning and Teaching Performance
Fund, which aimed to reward excellence, but not clear how statistics might promote improvement. Stensaker (2008)
argued that to achieve quality teaching and learning emanating from quality assurance, there needs to be movement
beyond definitions and technical processes, with attention placed on good teaching and learning practice, which
should then underpin statistical improvement. Krause and Coates (2008) pointed out that for the first year studies, it
was crucial to encourage and assist student engagement as the foundation for successful study in later years. Student
engagement defined as a student’s academic commitment and application (Horstmanshoff and Zimitat, 2007; Astin,
1984) and shown in time and energy devoted to activities that were educationally purposeful, which also connotes
the quality of student effort and students studying for meaning and understanding (Marton and Saljo, 1976) thus
reflecting a constructivist approach to learning (Lawrence, 2005). Bryson and Hand (2007) stated that there was a
‘dynamic interplay’ between student engagement, the quality of student learning and the teaching and learning
context. Chen et al. (2008) identified engagement as being composed of the two aspects of the degree of time and
effort students use for education, but also the ‘way an institution organizes learning opportunities and services’ so as
to encourage students to take part in and thus benefit from activities. Crosling, et al. (2008) focused on the
curriculum in a broad sense, or the teaching and learning programme, provides an ideal forum for approaches and
strategies that encourages students to engage, as experienced in one form or another by all students. Tinto (2000)
also pointed out that the classroom was the only setting in which students meet other students and their teachers. On
some conditions underpinned students engagement and their persistence in their studies include the institution and
teachers holding high expectations of students in their learning. Many commencing students may not be adequately
prepared for the rigors of academic study and the concurrent need for academic support, especially in disciplinary
contexts, that help students to ‘know the rules’. Feedback about academic performance was important for students in
academic success, and involvement with fellow students in learning in the classroom. Yorke and Thomas 2003;
Crosling, 2003 stated that there was a greater recognition of the need to induct students into the wider higher
education environment via more student-centered strategies to enable students to learn about and understand the
expectations and culture of higher education, some institutions were introducing ‘longer and thinner’ induction
(Layer, et al. 2002; Thomas, et al. 2002). Warren (2002) identified three ways of providing academic support:
separate, semi-integrated and integrated curriculum models, and similarly Earwaker (1993) identified traditional
pastoral, professional and an integrated curriculum model as ways of providing both academic and pastoral support.
Research on widening participation points towards the value of integrated models, particularly of academic support,
with the provision of one-to-one support (Bamber and Tett, 2001; Comfort et al., 2002) and access to additional
support as required (Comfort et al., 2002).Povey and Angier, 2004 focused on formative assessment can offer
students: * Space to explore, try out different approaches and develop their own ideas. * An opportunity to become
aware of their own progress and find out about themselves as learners. * An opportunity to negotiate with tutors
and/or peers on matters of assessment including the allocation of marks. A 2001 national study revealed that
approximately 70 per cent of full time students worked nearly 15 hours per week (Long and Hayden, 2001).
Consequently, it was in the classroom that the opportunity to engage students was either made or lost. Several
factors are important in improving student retention and success: Orientation and induction, Authentic curriculum,
Student-centered active learning, Integration of study skills, Formative assessment, Teachers — know your students.
DEST (2007) identified seven indicators used to measure each university’s performance: 1.Proportion of graduates
in full-time employment, 2. Proportion of graduates in further part-time or full-time study, 3. Graduates’ perceptions
of teaching, 4. Graduates’ perceptions on the development of generic skills, 5. Graduates’ overall satisfaction with
their course, 6. Student progress, and 7. Student retention. Smart, et al. 2000 stated that the institutional academic
environment was the primary means of learning, abilities and interests a central dimension of student success and
therefore reasonable to expect that the most meaningful and relevant indicators to inform the development of
strategic decision making that will lead to the desired teaching and learning outcomes at the institutional level.
Chalmers, 20073, identified four key dimensions of teaching that had an impact on the quality of student learning
and student and staff experience: Institutional climate and systems, Diversity and inclusivity, Assessment and
feedback and Engagement and learning community. McCabe (2000) pointed out that creating the conditions that
foster student success in college has never been more important. As many as four-fifths of high school graduates
need some form of postsecondary education to prepare them to live a economically self-sufficient life and to deal
with the increasingly complex social, political, and cultural issues they will face. Earning a bachelor’s degree was
the most important rung in the economic ladder (Bowen 1978; Bowen and Bok 1998; Boyer and Hechinger 1981;
Nunez 1998; Nunez and Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Pascarella and Terenzini 2005; Trow 2001). As college graduates
on average earn almost a million dollars more over the course of their working lives than those with only a high
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school diploma (Pennington 2004). Yet, if current trends continue in the production of bachelor’s degrees, a 14
million shortfall of college-educated working adults was predicted by the year 2020 (Carnevale and Desrochers
2003). Moquin (2015) examined how student affairs professionals, primarily those working in student involvement,
utilized various social media technologies to increase their engagement with undergraduate college students.
Constructed a social media rubric that used to score the institutions based on how well their social media accounts
fulfilled four major categories. Those categories, Content, Consistency, Engagement, and Ease of Access.
Recommended for best practice for using social media to engage with students through an office of student
involvement include trainings and sometimes speakers. The possibilities of improving social media engagement in
higher education could vary depending on institutional and office needs. If used effectively, social media provides a
familiar outlet where students and professionals feel comfortable developing relationships that foster increased
dialogue and quality engagement within a healthy, digital community. Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement,
as well as a collection of literature surrounding the impact of social media on college students and their engagement
in order to understand the influence social media can have when engaging with students. Social media, a digital
technology, has become part of our lives whether we want it to be or not. To give an idea of how much social media
was in our lives; Duggan, et al. (2015) reported that in 2014, 52% of online adults used two or more social media
sites, which was 10% increase from the same statistic reported from 2013. Social media’s influence in higher
education, a study done by the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University in 2011 showed that over 90%
of college students have profiles on Facebook alone (Davis, et al., 2012). But is higher education keeping up? A
study done by Barnes and Lescault in 2011 which included a national sample of 456 four-year accredited U.S.
institutions, 100% of the schools reported using social media in some form (as cited in Davis et al. (2012). Junco
(2012) described engagement as encompassing various factors such as investment in the academic experience,
interactions with faculty, and involvement in co-curricular activities. He believed in the strong need to examine
social media use and student engagement because of sites like Facebook that provide a student engagement platform
and influenced by real-world engagement. The findings conflicted with previous studies that resulted in positive
correlations between Facebook use and real world engagement. Heiberger and Harper (2008) who found that
students who spend more time on social networks seem to also spend more time engaging in real-life social
activities and participating in clubs or groups on campus. According to Hottell, et al. (2014) social media had the
potential to increase the impact of practices and programs that positively related to student success and engagement,
without increasing costs to the college. One of the methods used was creating a Facebook group page that only
allowed the summer bridge program, instructors and the students who were a part of it to participate. They also
noted that first generation students could benefit more from engagement with peers, faculty, and student affairs
professionals, than actually attending a summer bridge program. These methods could work in the sense that it
would save colleges money and provide them with the chance to approach college students of all ages in a way they
are already familiar with. Social media was not a way for them to meet ‘strangers’ but to keep in touch and
connected with people they already knew. Creighton et al., 2013 sought out a better understand how traditionally
aged college students perceive social media use and how it contributes to their academic success concluded that the
participants agreed that social media brought a lot of benefits with it in terms of academic success and engagement.
The findings reported that the students who participated in their study felt that without the use of social media, their
relationships would not be as strong and without it, they would not be able to maintain relationships or engage
faculty or staff at the college. Haegeret al., 2014 also pointed out that social media sites provided students with
greater access to a broader network of social support and could close the distance between students and their
relationships with faculty and staff. Relationship building was an essential driving force behind the level of success
a student will have in college. According to Leece and Campbell (2011), social media delivers action and a
connectedness to a community of peers and aids to link the student to others involved with similar activities and
like-minded interests.Gray et al. (2013) suggested that a students’ ability to develop strong, meaningful social
connections, affects their successful adaptation to college as social media use, Facebook in particular, positively
linked to the student’s social adjustment to college. Gil de Zuniga, et al. (2012), state that social capital important
because it can have a positive effect on social development. Studies such as one have shown that Facebook seems to
be the most efficient social media site for student affairs professionals to engage students on. Mertens (2015) also
states that pragmatic research grounded on the fact that there was only one reality but that individuals can have
different views on how they perceive that reality. Implementing Merten’s (2015) definition of what pragmatic
research entail, one could identify individual interpretations of the reality of social media in addition to gathering a
plethora of data focused on its place in higher education. According to Sarah Lawrence College 2012, Proactive
students can volunteer with an existing initiative helping it to remain sustainable or grow, or start new relationships
with community partners that address a particular challenge. Helferty and Clarke’s research (2009) into student-led
campus, climate change initiatives in Canada showed that the most common type of student-led initiatives focused
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on raising awareness. They were usually a project in itself or combined with other types of programming with the
aim of facilitating behavioral change on campus and providing campus community members with concrete options
for taking personal action to reduce their impact on the climate. Hustinx, et al. (2010) conducted a study on a sample
of 5,794 university students from six countries, including Belgium, Canada, China, Finland, Japan, and the United
States. These countries selected on the basis that they represent distinct institutional and socio-political contexts,
allowing researchers, to accurately determine the nature of how societal characteristics may influence student
motivations to volunteer (MTV). Results support the premise of the study, illustrating that MTV amongst student
volunteers vary according to the differences in socio-political regimes within their respective countries, and that the
greater the governmental involvement in social service delivery, the less likely MTV will be altruistic in nature.
Belgium, China, and Japan were among the countries that fell into the low-altruistic MTV category given their
corporatist, statist, and statist/liberal regimes, respectively. These results applied to the study conducted by
Hustinxet al. (2012), whereby although Chinese university students reported a higher overall rate of volunteering
than their Canadian counterparts, the MTV may not be entirely altruistic due to the heavy governmental and state-
run influence. Conversely, in the present study, Hustinx, et al. (2010) hypothesized that altruistic MTV would garner
strongest support from the liberal regime of the United States, moderate support from the liberal/corporatist regime
of Canada, and weak support in the social-democratic regime of Finland. Interestingly however, results determined
that Finnish students were in fact most likely to report greater altruistic MTV, followed by students from the United
States and Canada who rated altruistic MTV as equally important. And suggested that the Finnish results may be
due, in part, to students possessing the need to view their volunteer contributions as more altruistic, to maintain the
socialist nature of society in response to the economic depression of the 1990’s.Kuh (2009) argues that:engagement
has compensatory effects on grades and persistence for students who most need a boost to performance because they
were not adequately prepared academically when they start college. ..

Objectives of the Study:-

The following are the objectives of this study

1. To Identify the degree of student involvement in academics at the institutional level.

2. To assesses the extent to which students engage in educational practices.

3. Toassess the challenging nature of coursework and the perceptions of the college environment.

Research Methodology:-

This exploratory study provides a research of students enrolled in graduate and postgraduate courses at a Saudi
Electronic University. An online survey was sent to 300 graduate and postgraduate students currently enrolled in a
SEU. But the actual sample taken for consideration is 287. The analysis using SPSS 19.An introductory e-mail was
sent to potential participants explaining the objectives of the study, the procedure, confidentiality, anonymity, their
right to withdraw at any stage. A follow up e-mail was sent reiterating the purpose of the study, and an explanation
of the research procedure together with a link to the questionnaire using Survey Monkey. Non-respondents were
followed up at two weeks.

Data Analysis and Discussions:-

Student Involvement in Academics at the Institutional Level:-

Table 4.1 identifies students’ involvement in academics at the institutional level according to their demographic
traits who have been classified for the purposes of this study into four categories: higher-order learning, reflective &
integrative learning, learning strategies and quantitative reasoning. Statistical analysis identifies higher-order
learning as the mostimportant factor, with an overall average of 3.40 and a standard deviation of 0.42. Higher-order
learning includes the applying facts, theories, or methods to practical problems or new situations, analyzing an idea,
experience, or line of reasoning by examining its parts, evaluation a point of view, decision, or information source
and so on. This is followed by thefactors related to reflective learning which are related to combined ideas from
different courses completing assignments, connected learning to societal problems or issues, included diverse
perspectives (political, religious, racial/ethnic, gender, etc.), examined the strengths and weaknesses of own views
on a topic, and so on with an overall average of 3.29 and a standard deviation of 0.45. Learning strategies came into
third factor related to strategies, which are Identified key information from reading assignments, reviewed your
notes after class, summarized what you learned in class from course materials with overall average is 3.19 with a
standard deviation of 0.50. Quantitative reasoning rank fourth in importance This factor includes | and they includes
reached conclusions based on your own analysis of numerical information, used numerical information to examine a
real-world problem or issue and evaluated what you learned in class or from course materials with an average of
2.79 and a standard deviation of 0.56.
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Table 4.1:-Student Involvement in Academics at the Institutional Level

Involvement Items Mean | Standard Overall
deviation
Academic Higher-order learning 3.40 0.50 Mean, 3.40;
Factors standard
deviation, 0.42
Applying facts, theories, or methods to practical 3.29 0.77
problems or new situations
Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of reasoning by | 3.33 0.68
examining its parts
Evaluation a point of view, decision, or information 3.48 0.69
source
Forming a new idea or understanding from various 341 0.77
pieces of information.
Reflective & Integrative Learning 3.21 0.76 Mean, 3.29;
standard
deviation, 0.45
Combined ideas from different courses when 3.12 0.70
completing assignments
Connected your learning to societal problems or issues | 3.54 0.70
Included diverse perspectives (political, religious, 3.01 0.60
racial/ethnic, gender, etc.).
Examined the strengths and weaknesses of your own 3.15 0.79
views on a topic.
Tried to better understand someone else’s views by 3.14 0.61

imagining how an issue looks from his or her
perspective

Learned something that changed the way you 3.33 0.62

understand the concept

Connected ideas from your courses to your prior 3.12 0.88

experiences

Learning Strategies 3.45 0.70 Mean, 3.19;
standard
deviation, 0.50

Identified key information from reading assignments 3.24 0.73

Reviewed your notes after class 3.55 0.60

Summarized what you learned in class from course 3.02 0.61

materials

Quantitative Reasoning 3.01 0.54 Mean, 2.79;
standard
deviation, 0.56

Reached conclusions based on your own analysis of 3.10 0.68

numerical information

Used numerical information to examine a real-world 3.23 0.69

problem or issue

Evaluated what you learned in class or from course 3.11 0.77

materials.

Students Engagement in Educational Practices:-

Table 4.2 indicated that maximum Beta value in case of dependence on academic factors was obtained as 0.191 that
means variable was the most capable of explaining variance of collaborative learning. The Beta values for learning
and quantitative reasoning were 0.165 and 0.129 respectively. Hence, variances of these two variables were
explained by dependence on academic engagement. However, amount of variance of autonomy was explained by
dependence on academic engagement was higher than amount of explanation of student-faculty interaction and
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effective teaching practices. The maximum Beta value in case of experience with faculty explanation of student-
faculty interaction and effective teaching practices was obtained as 0.128 and 0.122 which means that variable has
the most capable explaining variance of experience with faculty. In addition. Beta values for quality of interaction
and supportive environment were respectively 0.105 and 0.103. Therefore, majority of variances of these three
variables were explained by academic engagement, learning with peers and experience with faculties.

Table 4.2:-The regression coefficient of independent variables to dependent variables of assesses the students
engagement in educational practices

Items Variables Non-Standard Standardized
Coefficient coefficient
Higher-order learning Academic engagement B SE Beta T p-
value
Reflective & Integrative -0.031 0.052 -0.058 0.530 0.530
Learning
Learning Strategies 0.081 0.055 0.165 0.553 0.553
Quantitative Reasoning 0.012 0.050 0.129 0.231 0.231
Collaborative Learning Learning with Peers 0.040 0.034 0.191 0.560 0.560
Discussions with Diverse -0.010 0.047 -0.100 0.021 0.021
Others
Student-Faculty Interaction Experiences with Faculty 0.111 0.044 0.128 0.000 0.000
Effective Teaching 0.133 0.056 0.122 0.000 0.000
Practices
Quality of Interactions Campus Environment 0.127 0.041 0.105 0.000 0.000
Supportive Environment 0.155 0.050 0.103 0.022 0.022

Major Challenges of Coursework and the Perceptions of the College Environment:-

In practice, most of the students face problems that are of different dimensions and magnitudes. These problems,
generally, prevent these students from realizing their potential. A complex web of academic, learning with peers,
experience with faculty and campus environment challenges were revealed as key challenges to students. Table 4.3
showing the scoring of scale components. Table 4.4 presents views regarding challenges facing students. Statistical
analysis identifies academic challenges as the most important. Academic challenges includes the higher-order
learning, reflective & integrative learning, learning stogies, and quantitative reasoning.

Table 4.3:- The scoring of scale components.

Component

Items

Academic Challenges

Higher-order learning

3-8-11-14-28-31-43

Reflective & Integrative Learning

4-9-21-29-32-36-38

Learning Strategies

1-5-12-15-23-27-37

Quantitative Reasoning

2-6-13-20-33-47

Learning with Peers | Collaborative Learning 7-16-25-34-39
Challenges
Discussions with Diverse Others 10-17-24-35
Experiences with Faculty | Student-Faculty Interaction 18-22-26-42
Challenges
Effective Teaching Practices 19-30-45
Campus Environment | Quality of Interactions 41-46
Challenges
Supportive Environment 40-44
Table 4.4:-The results of Cronbach’s alpha for variables
Components p-value Correlation R’ B-value T-test
(Pearson)
Academic Challenges 0.3301 0.8871 0.7967 13.8 0.81
Learning with Peers 0.2086 0.7706 0.4655 8.0 0.15
Challenges
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Experiences with  Faculty 0.0169 0.9565 0.8584 8.5 0.18
Challenges
Campus Environment 0.2061 0.7806 0.4655 8.0 0.15
Challenges

Academic learning was significantly (P<0.3301) and positively correlated (0.8871) to target group. The co-efficient
of determination therefore expressed that 79.67% of the support higher-order learning, reflective & integrative
learning, learning stogies, and quantitative reasoning. The regression co-efficient (B value) expressed that each
strategies in measures resulted in 13.8%. The T-test expressed significant association between academic challenges
and learning. The positive correlation depicts that as learning with peers includes collaborative learning and
discussions with diverse. The learning with peers was significant (P<0.2086) with a coefficient of determination of
77.06%. Experience with faculty was significant at even (P<0.0169) respectively. They co-efficient of determination
(95.65%) shows that target deposit was responsible for 85.84% of poor support of faculties and supportive
environment. These challenges include student-faculty interaction and effective teaching practices to prepare
students. Campus environment challenges rank fourth in importance was significantly (P<0.2061) and positively
correlated (0.7806). The co-efficient of determination therefore expressed that 46.55% of the variables incases the
challenges. The regression co-efficient (B value) expressed that each frustration in target deposit resulted in 8%
cases of hypertension for each failed attempt. The T-test expressed significant association between poor quality of
interaction and supportive environment. Supportive environment challenges refer to the providing support to help
students succeed academically, using learning support services (tutoring services, writing center, etc.). Using
learning support services (tutoring services, writing center, etc.) and so on.

Conclusion and Recommendations:-

The paper provided insights on how Saudi Electronic University students involvement in academic at the
institutional level. Firstly, it was found that students have a variety of experiences with E-learning in university.
These include the use of tools such as Twitter, Facebook, YouTube and wikis, etc. Secondly, it was found that the e-
learning environment provides a good way for Saudi students to ease into the education setting. Through the
affordances provided by e-learning resources, such as the ability to communicate to classmates and teachers without
any face to face interaction, Saudi students feel more comfortable with engaging in online interaction, and become
better prepared to do so in face to face classes. Students expressed that E-learning gave them the opportunity to learn
from their classmates, and made them appreciate the value of peer knowledge. On the other hand, when we look at
emerged factors through the discussion of other segregation and language barriers. While e-learning led to students
participating in a neutral environment, the prevalence of their enculturation on segregation hindered some of the
students from interacting as actively as they could. The language barrier was also found to be an extra, initial barrier
that Saudi students needed to break through first before they could utilize e-learning opportunities to their utmost
potential to gain a deeper and wider understanding of their studies. This paper identified, the most engaging teaching
methods as well as the least engaging. The application of established measures of engagement is novel and provides
insights into specific teaching methods for enhancing the engagement of particular groups of students at the course
level.

This leads to a few recommendations for future research:

1. Comparative studies to develop a national picture of student engagement in the KSA,

2. Finer-grained studies on student engagement in structures and practices, including

3. Student governance, student voices in curriculum-shaping and the perennial problem of ‘closing the feedback
loop’;

4. Exploration of the concept of ‘student engagement’ from the student perspective, including the changing
contexts such as part-time students, students who return to interrupted studies, working students and students
with family responsibilities;

5. A locally grounded but internationally validated conceptualization of student engagement, which can be tested
and improved in classrooms and student societies;

6. The development of a robust body of evidence built up through local studies to confirm, challenge or redefine
other studies.
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