Students Perception on the Level of Classroom
Engagement at a Korean University

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v14i20.11469

Shaneil R. Dipasupil 9, Hyun Jung Lee, Joung-Hyun Ham
Hanseo University, Seosan-si, South Korea
roshaneilal@gmail.com

Abstract—This research aims to provide valuable information to the profes-
sors and school officials among the higher education institutions in South Korea
on the level of classroom engagement among undergraduate students. Ques-
tionnaires based on the literature review were administered to 500 students at a
university in South Korea. Descriptive statistics, t-test, and ANOVA were used
to analyze the data gathered. It was found out that student engagement is the
highest in terms of behavioral indicators. Specifically, the responses showed
that asking relevant questions during the class is the most frequent way to show
that the students are engaged in the classroom. Furthermore, hypotheses, as re-
gards the variance of responses when grouped according to the demographic
variables of the respondents, were tested. It was found out that student engage-
ment did not differ significantly in terms of the gender of the participants and
their grade point average while the opposite is true in terms of the year level and
their department. Furthermore, the most favored engagement strategies by the
students include providing the purpose of the activity and assisting the students
in completing the activity. This set of information would benefit the teachers
and other school officials in creating a plan of action that is geared towards
promoting better classroom engagement among students. Through a higher lev-
el of engagement, not only the students are learning more effectively, but also
they are taking more ownership of their learning process, all of which positively
contribute to improved student outcomes.

Keywords—Student Engagement, Student Outcome, Active Learning, Class-
room Strategies

1 Introduction

The rising cost of education everywhere in the world has led to tremendous pres-
sure of ensuring that the students are getting the best quality that the university has to
offer. The intense worldwide competition for students has created a greater need for
higher education institutions to develop curricula and educational policies that are
geared toward improving rates of student retention and improving rates of academic
success. One of the most viable strategies to achieve these goals is the development of
student engagement strategies. Literature is replete with the strong positive correlation
between student engagement and student outcomes. Student engagement has been
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identified as a predictor of high quality learning and teaching in higher education.
Furthermore, the strong correlation between student engagement and student retention
is widely accepted. However, establishing student engagement within the classroom is
still one of the challenges that the teachers encounter. It is even more challenging to
consider the very nature of student engagement which is dynamic and multi-faceted.
There is no bulletproof approach to ensuring engagement among the students. How-
ever, the better we understand the nature and complexities of student engagement, the
better are we to provide appropriate and meaningful interventions in order to promote
student engagement.

This study is aimed to identify the levels of engagement in the classroom as per-
ceived by the students themselves and what they think are the strategies that the
teachers can do to further promote classroom engagement. The results of the study are
deemed beneficial to teachers and other academic staff in designing strategies that are
more appropriate and effective in promoting student engagement.

2 Literature Review

As stated in Ref. [1] there is an ever growing pressure to ensure more positive stu-
dent outcomes due to increased competition among higher education institutions
around the globe. These student outcomes may be in the form of higher GPAs, higher
student retention rates or higher employability rates. However, as important as these
student outcomes are the strategies and methodologies that the higher education insti-
tutions undertake in order to produce the desired results.

As indicated in Ref. [14], scholars agree that learning is greatly influenced by how
a student participates in educationally purposeful activities. Students need to devote
their time and effort to such activities that would enhance their learning experiences.
Such time and effort is defined by Ref. [2] as student engagement. Student engage-
ment has been a popular topic for research and academic discourse because of its
established positive correlation to student outcomes. As shown in Ref. [4] students
who were engaged during a class lecture performed better than those who were not
engaged. There were several theories and models presented to better understand stu-
dent engagement. One of these is the Generative Theory of Learning States which
suggested that students learn better when they are highly engaged during the class as
stated in Ref. [17]. The Theory of Involvement and the Theory on Quality of Effort
were both predicated on the concept that students will gain greater college experience
based on the time and effort they put in to their activities as discussed in Ref. [1, 15].
Still another model which sought to explain student engagement is the Application,
Response, Collaboration Model otherwise known as ARC Model. It explained that the
students should make connections, respond and reflect, and then collaborate with their
peers. Furthermore, students should think through a topic individually, and then col-
laborate with their peers through small-group discussions, and then present their out-
put to the whole class. According to Ref. [11], by using real-world examples to ex-
plain the concept that they studied would increase its meaning and impact to the learn-
ing process of the students.
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Based from the review of literature, there are four approaches to understand student
engagement. First is the behavioral approach which includes the thinking processes
and the behavior of the students. This approach also highlights the importance of
effective teaching practices. According to Ref. [10], the behavioral approach includes
elements such as a positive conduct and rule compliance, involvement in learning
such as time on task and asking questions, and wider participation in extracurricular
activities. This behavioral approach towards identifying and measuring student en-
gagement has gained greater popularity among the academia as there is a shift in fo-
cus from attitudes and student opinions in favour of student behaviors. The second
approach is the psychological one which highlights engagement as an internal indi-
vidual process. The third approach is the socio-cultural approach which emphasizes
the crucial role of the institutions of higher learning and the support activities that
they offer. The fourth and last approach is the holistic approach which acknowledges
the strengths of the other approaches and tried to bridge the approaches into an inter-
dependent whole. Furthermore, the holistic approach considers the students’ own
motivations and expectations.

In order to measure student engagement, there are three main indicators that are
widely recognized in literature. First is the behavioral engagement which is generally
indicated by behaviors considered by the institution as positive. These include attend-
ance, punctuality, compliance with assignment deadlines, and class participation. The
second one is the emotional or affective engagement which is revealed in positive
attitudes such as showing an authentic and sincere interest in the topic being dis-
cussed, generating a sense of belonging or having a general feeling of satisfaction
about class time and university life. The third is the cognitive engagement which is
about deep thinking and learning. Examples of this include the students’ desire for
more challenging tasks or the students’ request for more conversations with the teach-
ers in order to explore the topic further.

With respect to the strategies that the teachers can develop in order to promote bet-
ter student engagement, research has shown as stated in Ref. [7] that student engage-
ment can be stimulated when effective teaching methods are used. When a learner-
centered environment is created, it can promote and further sustain student engage-
ment as pointed out in Ref. [9]. According to Ref. [6], student engagement is en-
hanced when the instruction is designed in such a way that it stimulates collaboration
among the students, provides timely and relevant feedback, encourages active learn-
ing, establishes high expectations, and acknowledges different ways of learning. Fur-
thermore, teachers who use technology such as creating online assignment using web
2.0 technologies appeared to have better experiences in promoting student engage-
ment as described in Ref. [5]. In addition, Ref. [3, 8] highlighted that students are
more likely to engage if their teachers are engaged with them and with the teaching
process.
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3 Methodology / Materials

The data for this study was obtained from undergraduate students at a University in
South Korea, who belong to a range of academic majors and departments. Usable
survey responses were completed by 500 students out of the 520 distributed equiva-
lent to 96% of response rate. The survey questionnaire was adapted from Ref.
[13]behavioral. The instrument was a 40-item questionnaire designed to identify the
levels of engagement of students inside the classroom. The item questions were se-
lected based on their relevance and measurability of student engagement at the class-
room level. The survey instrument covered the demographic profile of the target re-
spondents, and the student engagement in terms of behavioral, affective and cognitive
indicators. Furthermore, questions about strategies that the teachers can do to promote
engagement were also included. The data collection was employed in the beginning of
Spring 2019 in one University in South Korea. An online survey was created and the
link was sent to the students through the professors who showed the link to the class
and advised the students to answer the survey before the class began. After the re-
sponses were collected, descriptive statistics such as frequencies and weighted means
were used to analyse the data. Furthermore, t-tests as well as MANOVA were used to
understand the differences of variables.

4 Results and Findings

4.1 Demographic profile of the respondents.

Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics of the respondents of the study.

Table 1. Demographic Profile of the Respondent

Demographic Variables | Frequency | Percentage (%)
Year Level
1% year 268 53.60
2" year 218 43.60
3" year 9 1.80
4" year 5 1.00
Sex
Male 249 49.81
Female 251 50.19
Department
|Aeronautic Studies 5 1.00
Comprehensive Aviation Studies 172 34.40
Health Science 205 41.00
Design & Media Entertainment 92 18.40
Sports 12 2.40
Liberal Arts & Interdisciplinary Studies 14 2.80
Grade Point Average
IA/A+ 97 20.58
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B/B+ 206 41.54
C/C+ 144 29.62
D/D+/F 33 8.27
Total 500 100

More than half of the respondents are freshmen, followed by the sophomores
equivalent to 43.60%. The remaining 2.80% are either juniors or seniors. There are
more females than males who participated in the study, but only by a negligible dif-
ference. In terms of the department, majority of the respondents equivalent to 41%
belong to the Health Science department followed by 34% from the Comprehensive
Aviation Studies department. In terms of the grade point average, more than half of
the respondents have at least B as their GPA while around 37% of the respondents
have C as their highest grade point average.

4.2  Perception of the respondents as to their level of engagement

Table 2 shows the student engagement in terms of the behavioral, affective and
cognitive indicators.

Table 2. Perception of the Respondents to their Level of Engagement in terms of Behavioral

Indicators
Behavioral Weighted Verbal Interpretation
Mean
|Asked relevant questions during class 2.14 Occasionally
Contributed to class discussions by giving own insights on the topic 2.52 Often
Paid full attention to the class and resist distraction 2.48 Occasionally
'Worked with classmates on assigned tasks during class time 2.75 Often
Helped the other classmates learn the topic while in class 2.45 Occasionally
Overall weighted mean 2.47 Occasionally

In terms of behavioral indicators, the highest weighted mean was attributed to the
respondents who often worked with classmates on assigned tasks during class time
followed by those who often contributed to class discussions by giving own insights
on the topic, with weighted means of 2.75 and 2.52 respectively. On the other hand,
the remaining indicators such as asking relevant questions during class, working with
classmates outside of class to complete class assignments, and helping the other
classmates learn the topic while in class on an occasional basis were done by the re-
spondents on an occasional basis and generated weighted means of 2.48, 2.45 and
2.14 respectively. With 4 as the highest point in the Likert scale, it is implied that the
students’ perception on their level of engagement is somewhat in the middle of the
continuum. This suggests that more can be done in order to elicit full engagement
among the students during their class time.
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Table 3. Perception of the Respondents to their Level of Engagement in terms of Affective

Indicators
Affective Weighted Mean Verbal Interpretation

Interested in the content being presented 2.28 Occasionally
Conscious about the grades and other performance metrics 2.26 Occasionally
Thinking analytically or critically 2.45 Occasionally
Completing the assigned tasks independently 2.58 Often

Completing the assigned tasks with other students 241 Occasionally
Overall weighted mean 2.40 Occasionally

Table 3 revealed that the respondents perceived that they often had completed the
assigned tasks independently while their responses were perceived as occasionally
engaged in terms of being interested in the content being presented, being conscious
about the grades and other performance metrics, thinking analytically or critically, and
completing the assigned tasks with other students. With an overall weighted mean of
2.40, the respondents perceived that they are occasionally engaged in terms of the
affective indicators. This goes to show that a lot has to be done in order to promote
better student engagement, particularly in terms of the affective domain.

Table 4. Perception of the Respondents to their Level of Engagement in terms of Cognitive

Indicators
Cognitive (Weighted| Verbal I.nter-

Mean pretation
Memorizing facts and ideas from the lessons 2.34 |Occasionally
|Analysing ideas, concepts and rules in depth 2.27 |Occasionally
Forming a new idea or understanding based from various sources of information | 2.22  |Occasionally
Evaluating a point of view, conclusion or information source 2.40 |Occasionally
|Applying concepts to real-world problems or to new situations 1.76  |Occasionally
Overall weighted mean 2.20 |Occasionally

The results of Table 4 revealed that the respondents perceived to be occasionally
engaged in all the cognitive indicators presented in the survey with an overall
weighted mean of 2.20. Evaluating a point of view, conclusion or information source
got the highest weighted mean of 2.40. Other indicators include memorizing facts and
ideas from the lessons, analyzing ideas, concepts and rules in depth, forming a new
idea or understanding based from various sources of information, and applying con-
cepts to real-world problems or to new situations. The occasional engagement of the
students as regards the cognitive indicators poses more challenges for the teachers in
order to create a classroom set up that would evoke greater engagement among the
students.

4.3  Teacher Strategies Perceived as Useful to Promote Engagement.

Table 5 shows the teaching strategies that the respondents perceive to be useful in
order to promote student engagement.
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Table 5. Teacher Strategies Perceived as Useful to Promote Engagement

Teacher Strategies Perceived as Useful to Promote Engagement Frequency | Rank
|Assist the students in completing the activity 495 2
Provides the purpose or goal of the activity 496 1
Creates a healthy competition among the class 461 8
Shows that there is always room for improvement 488 3
Gives the necessary materials and resources to complete the task 485 4
Sets a time limit on the activity to encourage completion of tasks 441 12
Makes student participation a part of the student grade 477 5
Sets the rules for engagement 463 6
Creates a storyline that would connect the lesson to daily life 418 14
|Asks the students how they like to participate 408 15
Creates small group discussions 313 18
Encourages teamwork among the students and allow students to answer together 461 9
|Allows the students to answer questions in their own way 463 7
[Uses games in teaching a lesson 259 20
[Uses group project-based activities 305 19
|Allows working in pairs 452 10
Gives opportunities for in-class writing 369 17
[Uses technology to evoke interest and enthusiasm among the class 398 16
[Uses a variety of teaching methods 425 13
Provides fun and interactive activities 443 11

In terms of the strategies that the teachers can adopt in order to promote engage-
ment in the classroom, the provision of the purpose or goal of the activity has been the
most frequently identified by the respondents as useful. This is parallel to the concept
of the Identified Regulation Model which suggests that teachers can increase student
engagement by providing the students with a rationale that they can identify with and
is of use to them as pointed out in Ref. [12]. The second in rank is assisting the stu-
dents in completing the activity. This is followed by the teacher showing and ensuring
the students that they can still improve. These findings run parallel with the educa-
tional concept that when the students are given the rationale why they have to do an
activity, and they take part in the goal setting, the students take ownership and are
more empowered. Empowered students are seen to be more engaged and more ac-
countable to their learning. By setting clear goals, teaching learning strategies, and
encouraging students to believe in themselves, while stressing the importance of per-
sonal obligation contributed to predicting academic engagement, which predicted
academic success.

Among the strategies presented, using games in teaching a lesson is identified by a
little over than half of the respondents and is ranked the last. This is quite surprising to
note considering that the use of games is one of the most popular methods to promote
engagement. This may be due to the nature of the students and to the applicability of
games to the lessons being taught.
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4.4  Hypotheses testing

Table 6. T-test Results

Profile Variable: Gender

P value (t-test)

Significance level

Decision

Behavioral level 0.2902 0.05 H, accepted
IAffective level 0.00243 0.05 H, rejected
Cognitive level 0.013358 0.05 H, rejected

Based from the t-test results in Table 6, the null hypothesis is accepted in terms of
the behavioral indicators of student engagement. This means that the perception of the
respondents did not vary significantly when they were grouped according to gender.
However, the reverse is true for both affective and cognitive indicators of engage-
ment. The null hypotheses were rejected which means that the responses vary signifi-
cantly when grouped according to gender.

Table 7. ANOVA Table

Profile Variable: Year Level F value Critical Value Decision
Behavioral level 0.3889 3.0556 H, accepted
IAffective level 0.4525 3.0556 H, accepted
Cognitive level 6.0849 3.0556 H, rejected

The ANOVA results presented in Table 7 showed that the perceptions of the re-
spondents did not vary significantly in terms of behavioral and affective indicators but
showed significant difference in terms of cognitive indicators when responses were
grouped according to year level.

Table 8. ANOVA Table

Profile Variable: Department F value Critical Value Decision
Behavioral level 6.1302 2.7587 H, rejected
IAffective level 0.2386 2.7587 H, accepted
Cognitive level 4.3587 2.7587 H, rejected

The ANOVA results presented in Table 8 showed that the null hypotheses were re-
jected in terms of the behavioral and cognitive levels while the opposite is true in
terms of the affective level when the responses were grouped according to the de-
partment. This means that the perception of the respondents did not vary significantly
in terms of the affective indicators of engagement regardless of the department that
they belong. However, there are significant differences in the responses in terms of
the behavioral and cognitive levels when grouped according to department.

Table 9. ANOVA Table

Profile Variable: GPA F value Critical Value Decision
Behavioral level 2.4625 3.0556 H, accepted
IAffective level 0.3797 3.0556 H, accepted
Cognitive level 1.9848 3.0556 H, accepted
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The ANOVA test on the GPA shown in Table 9 revealed that there are no signifi-
cant differences on the perceptions of the respondents to their levels of engagement in
terms of behavioral, affective and cognitive when responses were grouped according
to their grade point average. It has been noted that high levels of student engagement
positively contributed to cumulative GPA and students’ perception of their overall
academic experience as stated in Ref. [16].

5 Conclusion and Recommendations

In this study, it is claimed that the perception of the students on their behavioral
level of engagement only differ significantly when responses were grouped as to their
department. In terms of the affective engagement, the perception of the respondents
did not vary when grouped according to their profile variables except for gender.
Finally, the cognitive level of engagement did not vary significantly only when
grouped according to the grade point average.

In addition, this study suggests that there are certain strategies that the teachers can
do in order to promote better engagement among the students. Among those perceived
by the respondents as useful include giving the rationale for the activity and assisting
the students to complete the activity. Other strategies highly preferred by the respond-
ents include giving the necessary resources to complete the tasks and making partici-
pation as part of the grade. These preferred strategies by the respondents show the
desire of the respondents to be guided and led by the teachers towards the completion
of the activities during class time. Furthermore, these results evoke a typical observa-
tion about Korean students being highly conscious of their grades, and that their effort
inside the classroom should contribute to their final marks.

Based from these conclusions, it is highly recommended that the professors in Ko-
rean Universities and other universities as well take a more proactive role in engaging
their students during class time. Students in general are distracted with a lot of things
inside and outside of class work. It is a greater challenge for the professors to design a
coursework that would evoke interest and enthusiasm among the student to participate
more and to invest more time and effort towards achieving educationally purposeful
activities. Students participate more in a classroom and also report a better under-
standing of concepts when steps are taken to actively engage them. When the teacher
is engaged, there is a greater likelihood that the students would also be engaged.
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