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ABSTRACT

The lack of engagement among students has soardahdividual cost. One of the cost is a failusesticceed in
academic work. The purpose of the present study tevasvestigate the status of university studestsjagement in
relation to sex, college and year level. Accordynghe difference in engagement dimensions acesscslleges and year
level among students at the three public univessitof Ethiopia were investigated. To arrive at 8tated objective,
causal- correlation design was employed.Multi-stagenpling was used to select a sample of 530 stei@scriptive
statistics such as mean and standard deviationraotfivariate analysis of variances (MANOVA) weredi$or analysis.
The study found that mean score of emotional agaitee engagement were found to be below the aeeréhe present
result also indicated that significance differerietween males and females were found on the meama stbehavioral
engagement measures. On the other hand, behadochkmotional engagement of students significalitfgrent across
all colleges).And, significant difference was fduretween third and second-year university studfamtenly emotional

engagement measures. Conclusions were drawn basta dinding of the study.
KEYWORDS:University, Students’ Engagement, and AcademiceAement

INTRODUCTION

Based on the “quality of effort” model, Astin (198developed his theory called “theory of involvertien
This theory assumes that the more students ardvet/én both academic and social aspects of thalege experience,
the more they learn. It can be called as studergldpment theory based on student involvemeneférs to the amount of
physical and psychological energy that the studenbtes to the academic experience. A highly ireglstudent is one
who “devotes considerable energy studying, spendashrtime on campus, participates actively in sttdeganizations,
and interacts frequently with faculty members atfteo students. Astin (1999) involvement theory basisumptions are

outlined

Astin’s (1984) input-environment-outcome (I-E-O) ded of student involvement and learning states that

quality and quantity of student interactions dikgatfluences student levels of learning and depsient.

Scholars indicated that students engagementfor kb&ining is now days getting deteriorating. Seeté€2012)

indicated thatone in four students are classifetlaving a low sense of belonging/affective engage)nand about one in
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five students have very low participation/behavicegagagement).This lack of engagement among stsdess both
societal and individual cost. Among these are higtieks of misbehavior, criminal activity (Catalamb al., 2004),
drop out (Alexander et al., 1997 cited in Rhode€)7)0

Therefore, active engagement in terms of behawvognition, and sense of belongingness are key tspéc
students’ engagement as they determine not onlgpmsition towards learning at school or univeesitbut also lifelong

learning.

University education is considered as an instruniemiringing society to have deep knowledge, positralue
and adaptive skill that make every citizen earnepdife intems of stability, democracy, and soemmsnomic development.
In line with this premises, Ethiopia has expendaiteges and universities. Ethiopia has realizetharease in the number
of universities in the last decade (Molla, 2014n e other hand, Ethiopian higher education systerfaced by

challenges in bringing quality education to student

Students’ engagement, which is key for quality edioo was not studied at all and hence the staidgrand of
university students’ engagement in relation to aoaid achievement remains unknown. There are fedieguelated to
methods of teaching at universities and these etudie about the general practice of teachers’ adetifi teaching.
It does not address the method of teaching at ¢ilege level, academic rank, and experience thakease students’
engagement during university education. In addjtibis difficult to get a research paper, governtn@ non-government

report that indicate students’ engagement as ditumof sex, colleges and year level.

Having the above-mentioned issues as justificatitme present study aimed to study universitystuglent

engagement as a function of students’ sex, yeat,land college.
METHODS

Causal —correlation /ex-post facto/ research des@gused to achieve the objectives of the prestedy.Ex-post
facto was chosen as design because it is appredoatstudying to determine cause and effect @tatiips between

events that have already occurred.
Population and Sample

The target population of this study consisted cbsé and third-year undergraduate students atgubliersities
of Ethiopia. Three universities were selected usimgple random sampling technique. These were Gondalo and
Debretabour University. For the purpose of selgctime sample, the list of all colleges and depamts@vere obtained.
Using two-stage sampling, the researcher first samy selected three colleges in each universitypels natural science
and engineering, social science and arts,and hgeithce. Next, four departments were randomlycsedein each college.
Thus, a total of 12 departments, from three unitiesswere part of the study. The second stagewipéing consisted of

randomly selecting 15 students from 12 departmiarggch college.This resulted in a total sample 6iz530 students.
Measures

The main measure of the study was undergraduatendeand third-year university students’ self-report

guestionnaire of engagement,which was measuremipgrsity students engagement scale (USES).
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Generally, the self-report questionnaire consisfetivo parts. These are
1. Demographic Variables

The first part of the questionnaire consisted ofe¢hitem for both students and teachers background

characteristics (demographic) variables. The deapgc variables for students were sex, year laral,college.
2. University Students’ Engagement

Newoman (1992) define students engagement as tlkerdgs’ psychological investment and effort dirdcte
toward learning, understanding and mastering kndgde a skill that academic work intends to promdw#ost
contemporary engagement theorists highlight belalvengagement, emotional engagement, and cogmeitigagement as
central engagement indicators (Christenson, ReséhWylie, 2012; Fredricks et al, 2004). In additjanost instruments

employed for assessing students’ engagement dnepelt rating questionnaires (Veigaetal, 2014)

University students’ engagement consisted of iténas assess the level of engagement that is pieslifdr
university students’ success. This study examiredet categories of students’ engagement with UsityeiStudent
Engagement Inventory (USEI), consisting of 32 ite(Maroco J et al, 2016). The three dimensions oflents
engagement were behavioral (11 items), emotior@itéims), and cognitive (11 items) engagement. Wese rated on a
‘1=never’, 2=on occasions, 3= sometimes, 4=mostthef time and ‘5=always’ on the response scale oflesits
engagement inventory. The reliability coefficienfghe instrument were found to be.74 for the iral engagement.88
for emotional engagement and.82 for cognitive eagaant. (Maroco J et al, 2016). Higher scores indineensions of
university engagement demonstrate high engagementdisengagement and lower scores demonstratedlow o
poorengagement /high disengagement. The explasatibtne three dimensions of university studentgjagement were

described as follows.

» Behavioral engagement: _ university students’ eagemnt that indicated students’ involvement whichges

from effort and persistence to prosocial classreomduct.(Veiga F. et al,2014)

« Emotional engagement;emotional engagement consisted of higher intenedtenthusiasm with low anxiety and

boredom towards learning experience.(Veiga F.201)

« Cognitive engagement:_cognitive engagement istalliaconcentration, strategic thinking,sophistidd&arning

strategy and self-regulation in their learning mes:(Veiga F. et al 2014)

RESULTS

University Students’ Engagement Difference acrosst&dents’ Sex, Year Level andCollege

The objective of the present study was to investiiae mean score difference of university studentmgement
across sex, college and year level of studentscdropute all those statistics, preliminary analyfisasssumptions for
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) were ched. Accordingly, the assumptions of homogeneftgavariance
were checked by computing Box’s test of equalitywas found that the significance level was to #8, vhich did not
violate the assumption. Hence, the assumption assuhat the significance level to be greater th&1 (Tabachnick
and Fidell,2001, p. 80). The other assumption oftiwariate analysis of variance was equality ofi@ace, which was

checked by Leven'’s test of equality of error vacmnit assumes that the significance level in #iret of Leven’s test has
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to be greater than 0.05.when there were conditioatsviolated the assumption, it needs to set eeroonservative alpha

level for determining significance for the varialblehe F test. So this assumption was not vidlée the present study.

Next, mean, standard deviation and number of stedgnsex, year level and college for behaviorglagement,

emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement ceenputed and analyzed.
Behavioral Engagement of University students bySefollege andYear Level

This part investigated the behavioral engagementirofersity students across sex, collegeand yeesl.le

Accordingly, mean, and standard deviation was adeth

Table 1: Mean, Standard Deviation and Number of Stdents of Behavioral Engagement by

Sex, Year Level and College

Variables Sub Variable Mean | Std. | N
Male 40.77| 9.24| 334
Sex Female 4259 8.44 196
Total 41.44| 8.99| 530
Natural science &engineering 40.11 9.10 203
College Social sci_ence &commerce 40.98 9.28 ] 51
Health science 4338 8.20 176
Total 41.44| 8.99| 530
Second year 42.2Y 9.10 278
Year level| Third year 41.64) 8.87 25P
Total 41.44| 8.99| 530

Table 1 displayed that the mean score of females4@b9, SD=8.44) tended to be higher than theirafem
counterparts (M=40.77, SD=9.24). This indicated feanales tended to be with better in behaviorglagement aspects

such as attending class regularly, respecting andsregulations when compared to males for thes&p Study.

Table 1 also displayed that students from the gellef health science tend to have a highest meare sif
behavioral engagement (M=43.38, SD=8.29) when coedpto students from social science and human(s40.98
SD=9.28) and natural science and engineering (ME4®D=9.10). This indicated that students fromabiege of health
science were found to bebetter in behavioral engagé aspects such as regularly attending classjittity assignments

and projects on time and they are better in knowimgj obeying the rules and regulations of the ugitye

Finally, the above table indicated that second-yeaversity students tended to have a higher meanesof
behavioral engagement (M=42.27, SD=9.10) than 4@ students (M=41.44, SD=8.87). This indicatext second-year
students were found to be ina better condition efiavioral engagement measures such as persistiijng to

class,timely doing and submitting their assignmesgsinars and project works than third-year stteden
Emotional Engagement of University students by Sex;ollege and Year Level

The specific objective of the present study waistestigate the status of the emotional engagewnfamiversity

students across sex,college and year level. Assthdt mean and standard deviation were computed.
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Table 2: Mean, Standard Deviation and Number of Stdents of Emotional Engagement by Sex,

Year Level andCollege

Variables | Sub Variable Mean | Std. | N
Male 23.31| 6.33] 334
Sex Female 23.38 6.22 196
Total 23.34| 6.28] 530
Natural science &engineering 246 6.93 203
College Social scignce &commerce 21.33 5.42 1_51
Health science 23.72 5.78 176
Total 23.34| 6.28| 530
Second year 2196 5.5 278
Year level | Third year 24.85 6.66 25p
Total 23.34| 6.28] 530

Table 2 depicted that the mean score of female2@vB5, SD=6.22) tended to be very similar with theales
counterparts (M=23.31, SD=6.33) on emotional engege dimension. This indicated that both femalesaatkes tended
to have similar emotional engagement levels, wiscbelow the expectedmean (27), such asdevelopidgcansidering
theirlearning as good and valuable which can hanstipe influence in their life and feeling of balgingness and

participatinginextracurricular activitieswithin andt ofclassroom or University.

Table2 also indicated that students from the cellefjnatural science and engineering tended to havighest
mean score on emotional engagement dimensions(M;:814=6.93) when compared to students from the geltd# health
science(M=23.72,SD=5.78) and college of socialremeand commerce(M=21.33,SD=5.42).This indicated $tudents
from natural science and engineering were fountetdetter in participating in extra-curricular iaittes,valuing their
learning tasks and experiencing less anxiety amddaon in their learning tasks. Last but not letdile 2 displayed that
third-year students relatively scored better meaores (M=24.85, SD=6.66) than second-year studekts2{.96,
SD=5.59) on emotional engagement dimension. Thikated that third-year students tended to scotterbnan second-

year students.
Cognitive Engagement of University Students by SeGollege and Year Level

One of the specific objectives of the present stwdg to study the status of cognitive engagemenhnfersity
students across sex, colleges and year level.Tdrerdfe mean and standard deviation of emotiongd@sment measures

were computed and analyzed.

Table 3: Mean, Standard Deviation and Number of Stdents of Cognitive Engagement by Sex,

Year Level and College

Variables | Sub Variable Mean | Std. | N
Male 34.08| 6.66| 334
Sex Female 31.91 6.18 196
Total 33.28| 6.56| 530
Natural science &engineering 32.66 6.96 203
College Social sci_ence &commerce 33.68 6.13 ] 51
Health science 33.64 6.43 176
Total 33.28| 6.56| 530
Second year 3292 6.73 278
Year level| Third year 33.67] 6.37 25p
Total 33.28| 6.56| 530
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Table 3 depicted that the mean score of males (Mx&346D=6.66) tended to be higher than females VBB
SD=6.18) on cognitive engagement dimension. Thiécated that the cognitive engagement of male usityestudents
was better than their female counterparts on civgningagement measures such as concentratiotegstrahinking,
sophisticated learning strategy and self-regulatiotheir learning process.However, The table abdepicted that the
mean score ofstudents from natural science (M=3266-6.99),social science and commerce (M=33.68;658)and
health science(M=33.64,SD=6.43)tended to be vemjla with each other on cognitive engagement diiean This
indicated that students from all colleges havetiradly similar engagement on cognitive measure$ g concentration,
strategic thinking, sophisticated learning strategyl self-regulation in their learning process tlois Specific Study.
Furthermore, the above table displayed that stedéoim third-year scored relatively higher meanrsec@=33.67
SD=6.37)thansecond-year students (M=32.92, SD=6.73)

Generally, it was indicated that the mean scorerobersity students’ engagement was highest forabienal
engagement than any other dimensions of univestitgents’ engagement. And the lowest mean sconeniversity

students’ engagement was observed for emotionamsian.
Multivariate Tests of All Engagement Dimensions aarss Sex, College and Year Level

The other objective of the present study was t@stigate whether there existeda significant diffeesin all

engagement dimensions of university students asmsscollege and year level.

Accordingly, the multivariate tests were computedrtvestigate the significance difference for ativersity students’
engagement dimensions (behavioral,emotional anditteg) across sex, college and year leviis set of multivariate
tests of significance indicated whether there wstaistically significant differences among the e on a linear

combination of university students’ engagement.

Table 4: Multi -Variate Test of University Students Engagement by Sex, College and Year Level
(Wilks' Lambda, Wilks’ )

Effect Value F Hypothesis Df | Error Df Sig Partial Eta square
Sex 0.96 7.351 3.00 526 0.000 0.04
College 0.921 7.30 6.00 1050 0.00p 0.04
Year level | 0.947 9.79 3.00 526 0.00¢ 0.05

The set of multivariate tests of significance irdéxon table 4 abovedisplayed whether there wateststally
significant differences among sex/males and femaldege/natural science and engineering and kacignce and
commerce/ and year levelof students on a lineatbawation of the threedimensions of university eregagnt(behavioral,

emotional and cognitive).

On table 4 above, the value of wliks’ lambda wamfibto be 0.96 with the level of significance 0.0@8ich was
less than 0.05.Therefore, there was a statisticidigificant difference between males and femateteims of university

students engagement: F (3.526) =7.35105; Wilk's A =.960 with partial eta square 0.040.

Analysis of MANOVA also revealed a significant difence between three colleges (natural science
&engineering, social science &Commerce, and hesdibnce), Wilk'sA =.0.921,F (6, 1050) = 7.30, p <. 000, partial eta
squared = 0.04.
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Finally, table 4 indicated that there was significdifference in university students engagemenssyear level
with Wilks’ A =.947,F (3, 526) = 9.79p =0.00, partial eta squared =.0.053.

Generally a significant difference exists in unaigr students’ engagement among sex, colleges eadlgvel of students.
The Effect Size of Sex, College and Year Level oraEh Engagement Dimensions

As significance result was observed on the muliatartest of significance, further investigationtloé size effect
of sex, college and year level on each dimensiomndfersity students’ engagement were computedagiatlyzed. As the
result, analysis of the effect size of each indelpehvariable (sex, college and year level) on efetension of university

students’ engagement level (behavioral, emotiondlagnitive) were computed and analyzed.

Table 5: Test of Between Subject Effects/ UniversitStudents’ Engagement by Sex, College andYear Ldve

Source Types of Type Il Sum of Df Mean = Sig Partial Eta

Engagement Square Square Square

Behavioral 406.12 1 406.17 5.063 0.025** 0.009

sex Emotional 0.526 1 0.526 0.018 0.90B 0.000
Cognitive 581.933 1 581.93 13.81 0.00( 0.025

Behavioral 1048.494 2 524.247 6.623 0.601 0.025

College | Emotional 911.646 2 455.823 12.016 0.000** 0.044

Cognitive 127.035 2 63.517 1.474  0.230 0.006

vear Behayioral 18.044 1 18.044 0.223  0.637 0.000

level Emot!qnal 1103.621 1 1103.621 29.431 0.000** 0.053

Cognitive 75.888 1 75.888 1.7601  0.185 0.003

As it was displayed on table 5, significance défare existed between males and females on the ibeddav
engagement of university students’ (1,528) =5.0830.025 and partial Eta Square =0.09. It was atsmd that the
significance difference existed between males @mlafes in the cognitive engagement of universitgets.F (1.528)
=13.810, p=0.000 and Partial Eta Square=0.025.mpaét of sex on university student engagement wakiated by
effect size, which was explained by Partial Eta &¢quhat represents the portion of the varianceninersity student
engagement which was explained by sex. Hence fablove indicated thatthe partial Eta Square vakerse found to be
0.009(.9%) and 0.025(2.5%) for behavioral and dbgnengagements respectively.Sex explained offyfor Behavioral
engagement and 2.5 % for cognitive engagement. raupto generally accepted criteria, the contitrutvas considered

a small effect.(Cohen, 1988).

Table 5 also displayed that Significant univariatain effects for college were obtained for behaalior
engagement (2, 527) = 6.23p<.0.001, partial eta square =.0.025, and emotiengagement: (2,527) = 12.01p<.000,

partial eta square =.044.

This indicated that behavioral and emotional engese of university students were found to be sigaiftly
different among natural & engineering, social &coeroe, and health science colleges.The effect ¢égolis significant
for behavioral and emotional engagement of uniteistiudents. The partial eta square values wergs50i@r behavioral
engagement and 0.044 for emotional engagement.ridédss College explained 2.5% unique contributarbghavioral
and 4.4% unique contribution for emotional engaganed university student. Here, it was observed tha effect and
contribution of college (4.4%) was more for emotibengagement than behavioral engagement (2, 5%@.cbllege

where students were placed had a significant effie@motional and behavioral engagement with varargree of effect.
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Finally, table 5 indicated that Significant uniatg main effects for year level were obtained datyemotional

engagement; (2, 527) = 6.23p<.0.001, partial eta square =.0.053

This indicated that only emotional engagement df/ensity students was found to be significantl§fetient
between the second and third-year. The partiadqtare values were 0.053. This means year levédiagp 5.3% unique

contribution for emotional engagement of universitydent in this specific study.

DISCUSSIONS

The present study found that there was a differémdbe level of students’ engagement across salege and
year level. In confirming the present study, OKam13) indicated that males and females wererdiffein terms of their
engagement during high school. More recent resedocias (2016) found that girls tended to reporhérigevels of
engagement during early gradesand boys reportathsitiecline rates on the three domains of engagénhgring higher

grades

Previous studies indicated that there is variaitiothe level of engagement across sex, the fielstudy and year
level. Sbrocco (2009) found that female studentd higher scores for both behavioral engagement endtional

engagement.

The study conducted in New Zealand’s found thadestis from Education College reported the highestllof
engagement, while information technology, natuciérsce, and physical science have reported that weee having a
high level of engagement on few areas of learnythe other hand students from health-relateddiéédnd to be more
engaged as they were working in the integrated fofrtearning and many enriching educational adésitand active
forms of behavioral engagement than students ierdiblds. However, students from health-relatett have a low level
of engagement on academically challenging acta/itiegnitive engagement/ that require creativity aritical thinking.
Social science, humanities, and commerce studentsto be more highly engaged in academically ehglhg activities
which require cognitive engagement than other stisdédowever, they show a low level of engagemeittehavioral and
emotional engagement.Policy issues could also taffee engagement of students across colleges. thspkan
government adoptsto implement 70/30 approach -whktands that university education has to give narphasis to
science and engineering(about 70% of universitglestts should be from science and engineering )ghaial science and
commerce,(only 30% of university students are alldwto attenddepartments related to social sciemcé a
commerce).Furthermore, less emphasis is givenefimning tasks that can facilitate emotional aspeftsarning and the
courses given in high school and universitiesinetutlttle contents such as moral and religious atioe which help
students develop positive feeling and value thearding. Finally, Jonas (2016) studied and fourat the level of

engagement across year level is remaining similawig similar trend overall year levels.

CONCLUSIONS
Depending on the findings of the study the follogvtoncluding notes were made:

As a group, females tended to be with better inakigal engagement aspects when compared to matks a
students from the college of health science arebit behavioral engagement than students of aligge in this specific
study. The present study also revealed that segeadstudents are better than third-year studentsrims of behavioral

engagement.This indicated that students who aralésmncame from health Science College and thendegear are
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relative with higher behavioral engagement suchatiending class regularly, respecting rules andilatigns and

submitting assignments and projects on time fa 8pecific Study. This could be because as studeatgoing from the
first year to the second year and to the third yhare could be academic burn out. It could alssdid that students
develop overconfidence and a sense of self-effidacgeveloping the assumption that they can know manage even

though they are regularly absent from class.

The present study indicated that the mean scofenwdiles tended to be very similar with their maleanterparts
on emotional engagement dimension. Furthermorepthsent study revealed that students from theegelbf natural
science and engineering tended to have a highesh meore on emotional engagement dimensions whepared to
students from the college of health science antegelof social science and commerce.Last but remt,ehird-year
students were relatively scored better mean stare second-year students on emotional engagemedisiension. This
implied that students who are females, who camm ftollege of natural science and who are third-yesme found to be
relatively better in measures of emotional engageike participating of extra-curricular activiievaluing their learning
tasks and experiencing less anxiety and boreddimein learning tasks, considering their learningdask to do for bring

long-lasting effect to their life and society.

The present study found that the mean score ofsmateled to be higher than females on cognitivageament
dimension. Male university students were relativbketter than their female counterparts on cogmitangagement
measures such as concentration, strategic thinlsoghisticated learning strategy and self-regutatio their learning
process

On the other hand, the mean score of students fratural science, social science and commerce, aatihh
science tended to be very similar to each othecagnitive engagement dimension. This implied statdents from alll
colleges have relatively similar engagement on timgnmeasures such as concentration, strategikitid, sophisticated

learning strategy and self-regulation in their féag process for this Specific Study.
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