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ABSTRACT

The marketplace dynamics in global arena have fbidigher Education Institutions, to prepare andhttae
graduates, to deal with more demanding, challengind competitive business environment. In India,ndgement
Institutions also face the challenge of producin@ldgy graduates, for the corporate world. One h& major reasons
includes low quality of higher education as a restibnreasonable focus towards the increasingtimeber of admissions
rather than improving the quality in delivery ofograms. To resolve these issues, Student Engagesnfmind to be a
promising tool as it has been suggested throughiqure researches that Student Engagement is acatodiof quality
education in any educational settings. Many reseascfound Academic Self Efficacy and Institutio@diimate predicted
Student Engagement. Also, Student Engagement wasl fto predict Student Satisfaction which is a fpasioutcome of
any educational program. However, these factorsnatemuch studied in India, especially in contektManagement
Institutions. Thus, this paper investigates fewdes which predict Student Engagement in an irtsitu The researcher

has tried to develop a theoretical model whichdiStudent Engagement with Student Satisfaction.
KEYWORDS: Student Engagement, Predictors of Student Engage®iriient Satisfaction, Management Education
INTRODUCTION

The education sector in India has grew with a fi@ste in the last two decades. This growth is wieddy the
remarkable increase in the number of enrolmentd$ witlucational institutions. After liberalizatiorhet influx of
multinational companies in all major sectors mautdidn market quite competitive. This changed thgirimss scenario in
the country and the demand for graduates with goadagerial skills increased to a substantial leMewever, this
increase did not promised quality education as mbghe graduates are found unemployable. One itapbreason
behind this poor employability is poor learning iastitutions focus more on improving the gradedge réearning,
examinations and traditional teaching learningvétadis. The institutions fail to engage the studeahd they are less
empowered mentally and educationally. The studargsnot fully developed with the required emplojigbiand other

management skills.

The higher institutions providing professional csrg or programmes exclusively failed to meet thisreled
demand for employable graduates. This indicatesatdsvthe inefficiency of these institutions in itdBming the key
factors contributing for active learning. The pauterface between corporate and these instituiiofact widened the gap
between what the corporate demand and what thesg¢uiions are providing. The colleges are not tpdavith the

current skill demands for any profession.
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The quality is compromised for quantity and thauheis that employability is falling.

Over the last few decades, the environment in whigher educational institutions operate has beitmegsing a
dramatic change. This change has been there feralereasons like technology upgardation, in teaglind learning
tools leading to high cost to institution, increas®eolments and improvement in program qualityoider to face the
challenges that lie ahead, these institutions aréess than a marketplace, where students shoulgivee a place of a
customer, whose needs and wants are taken cafeutiip( 1971). However, the customer-oriented uolohy has been
underemphasized. Kotler and Fox (1995) stated thatjnstitutions who treat students as customedstegy to focus on

fulfilling their needs and, wants would achieveitlubjectives effectively.

In today’s era, higher education is no less thaeraice provided to the customers i.e., studerts. ilistitutions
are the service provider and should satisfy thegt@amers who in this case are the students. h fadt, different from
other services because of the fact that otheraswiork from a commercial perspective and educaovice incorporate
intellectual and social perspective. In case ofcatlan service, a student is more than mere a estas he rather, is a
participant (Flutter & Rudduck, 2004) and activeator (Key et al, 2010) of the services. Studetisfsation is a major

concern among the higher education institutiorisda.

The present study is focused primarily on invesiigathe variables influencing student engagemeadtsiudent
satisfaction in Indian B-schools. This paper is atempt to find out the predictors of student emgagnt. The
multidimensionality of student engagement makesndre important to find out the favourable factonedicting
engagement among the students. Also, the resedrabdried to explore the insights on the impadtofient engagement

on student satisfaction.
Review of Literature

Along with corporate sector, the concept of engam@nhas marked its significance in education seasowell.
Employee engagement has been studied in detaylefars but student engagement gained popularitpdst decade all
over the world. In India also, several studies hbgen done on employee engagement. Student engaigbase been

understudied in the country so far yet its sigaifice has been acknowledged in western countries.

The variables which are used in the present stueydascribed in the below section on the basiswakw of
existing literature regarding student engagemedtinpredictors and also its impact on studerisfgation. The section

describes the basis for the variables which weed by the researcher in the study.
Student Engagement

The term student engagement has its existenceeiditdrature for more than 70 years, although #ventin
particular emerged significantly in late 90s orlg&wenties (Astin,1999; Kuh, 2007, 2009). Astiredsthe term student
involvement initially, where he observed the impattfactors like attendance on college studentofding to Astin
(1984), student involvement can be defined as afmeunt of physical and psychological energy the,dtudent devotes
to the academic experience”. A student who is ightolved in his studies, usually spend more tonecampus, put a lot
of time and energy in his studies and interact muith teachers and other classmates. Kuh contdhutd engagement

literature had been remarkable, in studying engagefnom education perspective, both at schoolcatigge level.
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It was found that, when the institutions focus monegood educational practices, support the tegcstaff and
administration department, along with the studémtsoncentrate more on learning activities, it @sdand promote high
engagement levels (Astin, 1984; Kuh et al., 2006hK2003; Pace, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 200s}itutions

having high level of student engagement, achiewsirable college outcomes.
Dimensions of Student Engagement

Different researchers have studied student engageinoen different dimensions. Accoding to HarperQaye
(2009), student engagement is not limited to acthwmlvement and participation of students in dertactivities. It
encompasses feelings and sense making along wthtias. Fredricks, Blumfeld & Paris (2004) studie@ngagement
along three dimensions as Behavioral, Emotional &ugjnitive engagement. Schaufeli (2002) measuredest
engagement against vigor, dedication and absorpN@SE (2002) developed a scale, to measure stuhgyagement
along five benchmarks, as level of academic chg#erstudent-faculty interactions, active and calfakive learning,
enriching educational experiences and supportivepcs environment. The topic has been studied imdédmce, in
western countries, still there has been no comnmns/regarding the dimensions of student engagertterg making it a

multidimensional construct, rather than a unidini@mes construct.

PREDICTORS OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
Self Efficacy

According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy can ledibd as “the judgement one makes on his/her déyab
exhibit a series of specific behaviours for thepmse of reaching a certain level of achievementivide-ranging body of
research revealed that self efficacy has a posiélagion with grades in a college (Bong, 2001; t.&rown and Larkin,
1984; Multon, Brown and Lent, 1991). It is a pemloattribute of a studenburan et al. (2006) conducted a survey in a
college in Spain over undergraduate students amddféhat perceived emotional intelligence and s#itacy is strong

predictors of student engagement.
Institutional Climate

The role of situational factors like institutiongimate as potential predictor of engagement han tstudied
though but not much. According to Fullarton (200&ho conducted a study on school children, fourat the school
climate positively predicts student engagementinAdt984) stated that, institutional charactersti@ave high impact on
the engagement level of students than any othdprfavailable. Engagement is a concept which is amf one
departments’ responsibility. In fact, the institutias a whole, with the contribution of faculty niesrs, academic
administrators and other officials create and eimmgagnvironment which make students believe thatitistitutions not
only value scholarship but also promote intellectaetivities (HU & Kuh, 2002). Pike & Kuh (2005)rsstsed that,
institutions which create engagement environmenstadents very firmly, adhere to student learriighlighted in their

mission as well.

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) enipddighat, the quality of education in an instibot
depend upon the ways that institution utilize #saurces, plan its curriculum and other learningoofunities, which
increase student participation in learning acegt{Kuh et al., 2007). Markwell (2007) emphasiz®at,tinstitutions which

create engagement environment is both wise antl thgtg.
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Student Engagement and Student Satisfaction

In order to assess the quality of an instituticatjsfaction has been considered as a significanahia (Kuh,
Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges and Hayek, (2007)). Selstadies documented the positive relation betwesgagement and
satisfaction (Astin, 1993; Pike,1993) and studefagement was found to predict satisfaction (NSBB5) as Supportive
Campus Environment benchmark was found to be tls¢ jpedictor. This can be taken in the sense thstudent
satisfaction level is highly dependent on the esvinent of that college or institution and less aelesit on other factors
like gender or the education level of their pargiish et al., 2006). Talking about Indian higheueational institutions
offering professional courses, student satisfadtias not been studied much. Thus, consideringattetiiat satisfaction is
a key factor for quality education, the researcimetuded student satisfaction in this study. Theasptual model

developed for the study to identify the factors emstudy has been shown in the figure 1 below.

Self Efficacy Student Student
\ Engagement Satisfaction

Institutional

Climate

Figure 1: Research Model on Student Engagement arfhtisfaction

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted on B-Schools in Delhi. Téspondents were second year students of postaeadu
program in Business administration. The sampleHisrstudy consisted of 200 students. The instrusnesed in the study
were developed by referring different studies whiare related to the study factors. The model e ldeveloped by
taking help from several prior studies as Lee & wtharaman (2015), NSSE (2002), Sharma, Khandelwal a
Ninghoujam (2012) and Korobova (2012). The questiasked in survey were constructed and modifiefl{ tbe current
context. A 23-item questionnaire was specially dmved by the researcher and, related responses reeoeded and

analysed, using The Statistical Package for ThéaB8ciences software i.e. SPSS (version 19).

Data Analysis

In order to identify the study items, in differamriables affecting student engagement and stugdgistfaction in
the present study, the researcher has applied rexpiy factor analysis i.e. EFA. Janssen et al08Gtated that each item
should have a factor loading value of 0.50 in otdeassign it to a construct. In order to apply B sample size should
be equals to or more than 100 and as the sam@daizhe present paper was 200, hence factor sisadgn be applied.
As the factor loading of each item under study fudfilling the minimum criteria of EFA, all the itas were considered
for the study. Principal Component Method i.e. P@#s used in this study to perform EFA. The respitRCA extracted
four factors with varimax rotation and having Eigealue greater than one. The total variance exgthioy all the five
variables under study is 73.24% and, Eigen valeatgr than one. In order to check the reliabilityhe questionnaire in
the study, the researcher applied Cronbach’s prwreedising SPSS version 19. According to Nunnaflgl Bernstein

(1994), the variables should have Cronbach’s algthae more than 0.6, in order to retain them indbestionnaire. The
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Cronbach’s alpha value of each variable has beewrsin Table 1.

Table 1: Factor Reliability

Factor Name Scale items| Cronbach’s Alpha i.e.a
Self Efficacy 6 .787
Institutional Climate 8 .709
Student Engagement 6 .883
Student Satisfaction 3 .818
Overall 23 0.894

Sample Sufficiency Test

Bartlett’s test for Sphericity and Kaiser-Meyer-®lke., KMO tests are applied in the study by tbgearcher in
order to find out, whether the sample is adequatk saitable, for applying the factor analysis. KO value should
range between 0 to 1, in order to apply factor ysiglin a study, it is required that, the factogkested for a particular
study should have sufficient correlation betweetheather as KMO and Bartlett's tests, help in ustierding the degree
of correlation between the factors (Janssen et2808). Here, in this study, the value of KMO andrtiett's test is

significant enough to apply EFA over the data. Témults of both the tests are depicted in the Talelow.

Table 2: KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.| .880
Approx. Chi-Square 6318.07]7
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity | Df 303
Sig. .000

Factor analysis usually serves as a factor redudtol and in this study, the researcher appliaimax factor
rotation, to find out the variables impacting thedent engagement level, among post graduate gsidenthe study, a
total of 23-items were considered, which were eglab four factors and these factors were idewtidising PCA (principal
component analysis) method. The initial factor astiion yielded four factors having eigen value,atge than one as

shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Total Variance Explained

Initial Eigen values Extraction SI].II-IS of Squared Rotation Sum? of Squared
Component s Loadings s Loadings 5
Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative Total % of Cumulative
Variance % Variance % Variance %

1 7.718 34.077 34.077 7.778 34.077 34.077 5.740 19.689 19.689

2 3.043 11.353 46.430 5.043 11.3533 46.430 4.343 15.639 34.147

3 2354 6.746 53.275 2.354 6.746 33.275 3.825 12.009 51.157

4 1.490 5.023 69.358 1.490 5.023 69.358 2.602 10.336 69.358
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

Table 4, shows the Rotated component matrix forfdletors and their measuring items with factor logd. It
helps in deciding if a variable relate to more tbae factor. Self efficacy construct comprisedirfrseasuring items with
factor loading ranging between 0.762 and 0.651hasvs in Table 4. Institutional Climate was deteraetdnwith eight
measuring items with factor loadings ranging betw8e736 and 0.879. Student engagement was detatrith six
measuring items ranging from 0.793 and 0.664 andledit Satisfaction comprised of three measuringsteanging

between 0.721 and 0.651.
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Hence, the researcher identified four factors f&8robserved variables as shown in the Table 4 below

Table 4: Rotated Component Matrix

Rotated Component Matrix®
Component
1 2 3 4
SEF1 762
SEF2 .758
SEF3 713
SEF4 .788
SEF5 .554
SEF6 .651
IC1 .736
IC2 .843
IC3 .867
IC4 .812
IC5 .854
IC6 .692
IC7 .795
IC8 .879
SE1 .793
SE2 .818
SE3 742
SE4 .618
SE5S .653
SE6 .664
SS1 721
SS2 72
SS3 .651

DISCUSSIONS AND SUGGESTION

In the sphere of Indian higher education, a sigaiit growth in educational opportunities has bemonded,
especially in the recent two decades. The econgnuwth and increasing demand for professional gaseuin certain
fields have prompted this enormous growth. Howetrer,declining level of quality in management ingtons in country
and poor output produced are pointing out that lgotfernment and researchers’ community did notrpagh attention to
evaluate the quality of the output. The country lhesn shouldered with the responsibility to fogteality in the education
system to lead the world in terms of preparing cetitipe graduates. This cannot be achieved withiet wilful
engagement of students towards their institutiod studies. The management institutions in India rfeeps on few

factors to bring student engagement as discusdedrbe
» The institutions have to bring in and promote emrgagnt activities in the campus.

* To increase engagement level of students, ingtitathave to identify the factors that best predigagement as

institution type varies and so does the predictors.

* Engagement is a multidimensional construct, so or@as engagement from different dimensions woubega
better picture of the existing engagement levelstoflents and institutions can find out which disien works

best for their students.

e Government bodies dealing with higher educationatitutions have to come up with policies and glings
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related to student engagement in the campus whiehdwboost quality in the system.

* The stakeholders of institutions are like teacheos-teaching staff, administrators, parents andesits, all are
important and their opinions and suggestions mastaken into account while planning and decidingrutghe

policies and programs for the students.

» A teacher is a key element in bringing positiverdes in the students’ academic and non-academivimh

and thus, teachers must be trained on regular tzasishance the level of quality in the system.

 An engaged student has been found more satisfidd thve system rather than a low engaged studentaand
satisfied student is high on retention and penscgteHence, in order to raise the level of sattgfacinstitutions

must invest in regular surveys and research to ptesatisfaction.
CONCLUSIONS

The key objective of this study was to find thetéas which influence student engagement and satisfaand a
model was developed with the help of the factors findings revealed that Self Efficacy and Insitmal Climate are the
factors which influence student engagement. Theyshas also revealed that student engagement fustkdicts student
satisfaction. The researcher conducted this sta#ing post graduate students as respondents amdl fovo factors
influencing the student engagement. The futurearebecan focus on identifying factors like motieati stress and their
influence on student engagement. Also, future rebeean study the influence of self efficacy anstitntional climate
taking different dimensions of student engagemalsio, student satisfaction can be studied longitallly to find out the
satisfaction level difference between undergradaatepost graduate students in an institutionrtd fiut the difference in
factors and work on improving the satisfaction leskstudents. The model developed by the reseaichéhis study
would help the management institutions to find rillevance of student engagement and how it inflegrice satisfaction
level among the students. Thus, management instigitan use this model as a basis to promote rstetgagement and

bring quality in the system.
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