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Background: Learning engagement, motivation and academic achievement are vital grow-
ing areas in academic research. Evidence suggests that students’ engagement and motivation
are positively linked to improved quality of learning. However, limited number of research
studies have been conducted within this scope. Therefore, the present study was conducted to
investigate the relationship of learning engagement, motivation and academic performance
among university nursing students.

Participants and Methods: A descriptive design, with a comparative correlational
approach for data analysis, was used to describe and compare study outcomes. Data was
collected from 425 students at King Saud bin Abdul-Aziz University for Health Sciences
campuses in Riyadh, Jeddah and Alhasa. Study instruments included background data sheet,
students’ engagement in schools (SESQ-ENG), engagement facilitators (SEI), academic
motivation (AMS), and academic achievement as measured by cumulative and last semester
grade point average (cGPA, sGPA).

Results: Overall, level of engagement was moderate (mean = 3.70+0.63) with significant
differences among campuses (F = 18.88, p<001). Students’ perceptions of engagement facil-
itators and academic motivation were high (mean= 2.98 +0.49, 4.89 +£1.03, respectively), and
both varied by campus (F=6.35, p=0.002, F=9.85, p<.001, respectively). Engagement, motiva-
tion, and academic achievement showed medium to large correlations (i.e., between 0.20 and
0.63). Multiple regression equation including age, academic progress, academic engagement,
motivation and engagement facilitators significantly explained 24% of variance in cGPA (F (5,
226) =14.209, p < 0.001) and 22% of the variance in sGPA (F (5, 214) = 12.202, p < 0.001).
Conclusion: This study showed significant associations of students’ engagement, facil-
itating conditions (e.g., engagement-fostering aspects), and students’ motivation with
significant effect on academic achievement. It is hoped that findings of this study could
be used as quality indicators to direct school efforts towards achieving excellence in
nursing education.
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Background

Educational experiences are only as effective as students’ engagement with them;
because it is students who choose how effortful to engage in the learning process
and, certainly learn. Crookes, Crookes and Walsh (2013)' stated that nursing
educators are often urged to make the theoretical material they cover meaningful
and engaging in a way that enables students to establish a link between the content
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of the course and its practical application. Students who
engage efficiently in their learning will not only be beating
toward their academic success, but will also be confident
problem solver, self-assured, forthright and resilient when
facing future responsibility for heightened levels of patient
care.”” Student’s engagement and motivation are consid-
ered effective learning component for improving the qual-
ity of nursing education.*

Thus the purpose of this multisite study was to exam-
ine the association of nursing students’ engagement with
motivation for leaning and the relative roles of these two
factors in predicting academic performance outcome
among nursing students. The study, therefore, has focused
on different conceptually distinct aspects of engagement:
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive.5 These are well-
defined, highly studied, areas that represent the range of
educationally important engagement constructs.” ' Efforts
are also directed towards clarifying not only indicators of
students’ engagement but also some specific engagement
facilitating conditions (e.g., engagement-fostering aspects
of the classroom environment, students’ motivation).
Contextual variables that influence students’ engagement
and motivation are complex and uncertain, therefore the
study also seeks to answer the question of whether the
characteristics of students have any impact on studied
outcomes.

This article is significant as there is a lack of knowl-
edge as regards to Saudi nursing students’ engagement
levels and motivations in the local research. It is hoped
that the findings of the current study are used as a quality
indicator to direct existing efforts in renovating nursing
programs and the achievement of excellence in nursing
education.

Literature Review

Academic success is one of the most widely studied out-
comes in educational research and assessment. Nursing
education is a substantial personal investment of time
and efforts for the student and a major investment of
governmental in many countries, it is therefore important
to support students’ success in their academic education.
Equally important is the need to identify predictors of
academic success to ensure quality education and high
completion rates.

Mthimunye and Daniels (2020)° defined successful
academic performance as the student’s achievement of
the college minimum academic prerequisites to effectively
and successfully complete a module or year of study. York,

Gibson and Rankin (2015)° indicated that grades and
particularly college grade point average (GPA) being the
most convenient and readily accessible assessments, are
the ultimate widely used measure of academic achieve-
ment that captures the quality of students’ academic
achievement. Truly, York, Gibson and Rankin (2015)°
contend that studies concerned with the identification of
various conditions that facilitate academic performance are
proliferating. In different circumstances of both the online
learning and traditional classroom settings, various com-
plex factors affecting academic performance have been
considered among nursing students. Moreover, conditions
studied are numerous, among which are standards for
academic learning, meaningful and engaging instruction,
learning environments and motivation.

Learning engagement and its association to academic
performance is one of the latest rising fields of academic
research that seeks to enhance the quality of learning for
students. Engagement has been widely recognized as an
essential component of nursing education with an impor-
tant influence on academic achievement and learning
among university students.'®'? Theorists conceptualize
engagement as a multidimensional construct.® The con-
temporary construct of engagement includes behavioural,
emotional and cognitive dimensions. Behavioral engage-
ment comprises academic and social participation, emo-
tional engagement involves both positive and negative
interaction with instructors, students, educators and
schools, while cognitive engagement draws on idea of
investment, integrates thoughtfulness and willingness to
comprehend complex ideas and acquiring difficult
skills."® Based on the literature, the concept of learning
engagement describes “the level of students’ active invol-
vement in classroom learning activities or other different
learning activities.”” Generally, Exetera et al (2010)'
reported that student engagement refers to the amount of
time, energy and resources expended on activities
designed to enhance university learning.

It is widely assumed that higher rates of engagement
provide more knowledge and deeper understanding which,
in effect, would prepare for graduates who are capable of
providing higher standards of care.* Moreover, institutions
that engage their students entirely shall be deemed of
higher quality. The level of commitment of a nursing
student has a crucial impact on their learning, experiences
in clinical care and, eventually, continuing success within
the nursing profession. Engagement can assist shaping
students into more independent thinkers and creative
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problem solvers, which could promote their necessary
career transition.'® Exetera et al (2010)'* explained that
“engaged” student is one who strives to improve his/her
knowledge, focuses on the facts and details related to their
own experiences. In fact, evidence shows that student’s
engagement during college is positively associated with
post-graduation labor market earnings.'” Student educa-
tion must therefore facilitate engagement by being relevant
and evidence-based."

Knowing that, engagement is a vital component of the
nursing education, the teacher who aims to create an active
learning environment should encourage students to be
active during class and encourage critical thinking activ-
ities. In addition, instructors can maintain student’s
engagement level by delivering various topics is extremely
challenging to these groups. The learning style and teach-
ing modalities employed seem to provide the learners with
incentive to stay engaged with their learning.'® Since some
students learn best through hearing and others through
doing, so a variety of teaching methods is needed to
facilitate learning.'”

Teaching modalities that promote active learning styles
can lead to greater engagement and learning.'® Cooper and
Carter (2012)"® however identified few problems with this
style of learning as student’ reported issue of “not being
able to know what the most important things were,” and
“not knowing if they studied the right thing.” The chal-
lenges of these various delivery systems can be minimized
with close monitoring, more reflective practice and timely
guidance during student learning. It is worth noting that
nursing students should be educated and empowered
within a dual role, both in the school environment and in
the clinical training sites. Students active engagement in
both the academic and clinical hemisphere are essential for
ensuring quality education with effective, current, and
knowledgeable graduates.'* Crookes et al (2013)! empha-
sized that nursing educators are often forced to develop
theoretical material that are meaningful and engaging so
that students are able to easily figure the connection
between theoretical course content and its application in
a clinical setting.

Disengagement found as a leading cause of major
educational problems among learners, including boredom,
increased dropout rates, and unsatisfactory
achievement.'®?° Li and Lerner (2013)*' indicated that
academic engagement has a significant role affecting stu-
dent characteristics and their success. Dotterer and Lowe
(2011)** found that engagement is a significant mediator

between academic outcomes and classroom context.
Mthimunye and Daniels (2020)® in a qualitative study
exploring the challenges and efforts implemented to
improve the academic performance and success among
50 university nursing students, their findings revealed
that nursing students resort to active academic engagement
as one of main approaches to face challenges hindering
their academic achievement including inadequate aca-
demic and clinical support, and unfavourable physical
educational environment. Casuso-Holgado et al (2013)*
examined associations between engagement and achieve-
ment and found that GPA seems to be the variable most
associated with engagement dimensions which explained
between 18.9% and 23.9% of the variance in academic
achievement (p < 0.05) among university students.

On the contrary, Abdul Sattar, Kouar and Gillani
(2018)24 in a cross sectional study among 135 undergrad-
uate students reported no significant relationship between
student engagement and self-reported cumulative GPA.
Abdul Sattar et al (2018)** study favored that student
who hold low GPA try to engage more in their learning
environment to get better results in future. On same vein,
Ghiyasvandian, Shahsavari, Kazemnejad, Goodarzi and
Razavi (2019)*° found that there was also a significant,
but weak, relationship between the engagement to learning
and academic achievement in the interactive classroom
management. On same line, Abid and Akhtar (2020)*¢ in
a quantitative correlational investigation inspected the
relationship of academic engagement and achievement of
randomly chosen 800 of tenth grade students from 20
secondary schools, their outcomes surprisingly showed
a weak negative correlation in students’ academic engage-
ment and their achievement (r = —.088, p>0.01). These
results are in contrast with previous research findings.
Previous studies therefore did not hold a consensus on
the role of engagement on nursing students’ academic
performance.

On the other hand, it is worth noting that active learn-
ing indicates that the students are self-motivated to learn.
Engagement should therefore have considered as a vital
element dependent upon student’s motivation to learn.
Even if they are pretty poor in their knowledge or clinical
skills, active learners should be concerned with finding the
proper guidance of their academic and clinical educators.?’
Maenpaa, Pyhalto, Jarvenoja and Peltonen (2018)°®
recommended that nursing students who experience ele-
vated levels of engagement are less likely to encounter an
absence of vitality and to show a negative demeanor
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toward their studies. Engaged learners generatively inter-
act with classmates and teachers in collaborative teaching
learning activities with the aim of acquiring new
knowledge.” In a study investigated the link between
engagement and motivation, Oga-Baldwin and Nakata
(2017)*° indicated that engagement significantly predicted
more intrinsically controlled adaptive motives and
adversely predicted more extrinsic motives. In addition,
Leong and Clutter (2015)* contended that knowing that
active engagement will help them receive a better overall
grade, students would be encouraged to look for learning
opportunities and to demonstrate their sound knowledge
and clinical nursing competencies. Student engagement is
therefore commonly associated with clear and identifiable
purposes or motives.

Numeral studies have been conducted to evaluate the
role of student’s motivation toward academic performance.
Nursing education do not always provide an optimal learn-
ing environment for students. Regardless of the learning
environment, however, it can be argued that nursing stu-
dents benefit from well-developed motivation-regulation
skills students’
engagement.”® Motivation is frequently cited in the litera-

that can support learning and
ture as being significant predictor of academic perfor-
mance among nursing students contributing to study
success.

Sturges, Maurer, Allen, Gatch and Shankar (2015)3 !
results obtained from 1,210 students enrolled in under-
graduate human anatomy and physiology (HAP) classes
over a 2-year period indicated that there was a significant
relationship between students’ GPA, how many hours
studying they reported, their overall self-reported motiva-
tion, and their academic performance. Maenpaa et al
(2018)® contended that self-regulated motivation, engage-
ment and students’ well-being are critical components
facilitating nursing students skillful self-regulated learn-
ing. Sharififard, Asayesh, Hosseini and Sepahvandi
(2020)*? conducted a descriptive-analytic study on 264
nursing and paramedical undergraduate students, based
on the results of this study, internal motivation (IM), no
motivation, and family/work and university management
were identified as the most important moderating factors in
academic burnout. They further added that IM increases
the feelings of pleasure at the time of doing the work, and
it is the basis of success among individuals. Sturges et al
(2015)*' defined IM toward accomplishments occurs when
an individual engages in a behavior for the pleasure
experienced while trying to accomplish a task or create

something while external motivation (EM) represents
actions taken to achieve a goal or reward beyond the
activity itself.

Students who are intrinsically motivated see learning
as opportunities to fulfill their own inquisitiveness and
eagerness to learn. In contrast, students with an extrinsic
motive aim to please others.*> Moreover, identifying what
kind of motivation students use to assist them in their
nursing education may be helpful to educators in guiding
the student navigate their nursing education. Students need
constructive and positive reinforcement from the teacher
in the classroom to become verbally engaged in the
classroom.** In fact, both students’ motivation to succeed
and the support of the faculty to overcome difficulties
during their studies, create resilience. Though, some
research studies have demonstrated positive associations
between intrinsic motivation and student’s grades and
a negative relationship between extrinsic motivation and
academic outcomes.>'*>> In turn, students should identify
their goals of study and be motivated to commit and
engage in this process.’® Leong and Clutter (2015)*’
emphasized that what motivates student performance
toward successful academic performance is an area of
concern and controversy to educators.

Additionally, it is worth noting that academic perfor-
mance among nursing students is subject to influence of
numerous factors.>” Besides engagement and motivation,
several studies have explored sociodemographic factors
influencing academic achievement.*®*’ It is expected that
students have a degree of motivation to reach this goal,
their varied backgrounds often mean nursing faculty
should use every opportunity required to understand what
motivate them to engage with the learning process for the
purpose of maximizing their academic performance.*®

Taken together, it worth noting that student engage-
ment has attracted substantial empirical interest of
researchers, ascribable to the claims that engagement is
associated with enhanced student’s academic performance.
However, the association between engagement, motivation
and academic achievement is still unclear. Moreover,
a scarce amount of research work has been conducted
within this scope in the Arab region in general. It is there-
fore important to note first that the clearer our understand-
ing of student achievement and the influences on it, the
better positioned we will be to meet the needs of students,
to enhance the student experience, and to improve the
educational outcomes. It would be valuable to conduct
further research to understand the complex interplay
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between engagement and motivation on academic achieve-
ment, also what factors affect engagement, motivation and
achievement specially with the deficient local and interna-
tional research in this area.

Second, although previous studies have relied princi-
pally on a single measure of engagement, the current study
was based on a multi trait-multimethod design in which
multiple engagement traits were measured through the use
of battery of measures focusing on indicators and facil-
itators of student’s college engagement. This method
allowed for capturing the multidimensionality of the con-
struct which add comprehensiveness and credibility to the
evaluation of various aspects of the measurement model.

Finally, the current investigation acknowledges stu-
dents’ achievement, engagement and motivation can be
influenced by a variety of demographic contextual factors
which were therefore taken into consideration during study
design. It is hoped that the findings of the current study
could be used to assess opportunities for curricular devel-
opment and design adjustments which could impact stu-
dents’ learning.

Materials and Methods
Aim of the Study

The current study aimed to explore the relationship of
learning engagement and motivation and their impact on
academic performance of nursing students.

Research Questions
The three specific research questions of the study were to
examine whether:

Research Questionl: student perceptions of school
engagement, motivation and performance are related dif-
ferentially to the university campuses; Research Question
2: students’ school engagement and motivation are asso-
ciated with and have an influence on academic perfor-

mance; and Research Question 3: the strength of
associations among school engagement, motivation
and achievement differ by students’ background
characteristics.

Research Hypotheses

For the first research question, it is hypothesized that each
aspect of school engagement, motivation and the students’
academic performance differs significantly among the
(Hypothesis 1).
the second research question, the researchers hypothesized

three university’s campuses For

that students’ level of school engagement and academic
motivation predict their level of academic performance
(Hypothesis 2). Finally, in the absence of a strong empiri-
cal basis for making predictions about whether the asso-
ciations between perceived school engagement,
motivation, academic performance will function differ-
ently for campus, authors treated the age, academic level,
family income, number of children, siblings and academic
progress analyses as exploratory (Hypothesis 3).

The research conceptual model is shown in Figure 1.
The basis for this conceptual framework, are the findings
in earlier research suggesting that student engagement,
motivation, and students’ background are precursors for

academic achievement.***!

Study Design and Setting

A descriptive survey design, with a comparative correla-
tional approach for data analysis was utilized to describe
and compare engagement among undergraduate nursing
students at King Saud bin Abdul-Aziz University for
Health Sciences. The multisite, multilevel nature of stu-
dents was considered through careful sampling to ensure
satisfactory recruitment from each academic level and
academic year in each campus, increase access to subjects
and richness of the data and to improve research results
generalizability. Data was therefore collected from nursing
colleges in the three campuses of King Saud bin Abdul-
Aziz University for Health Sciences (Riyadh, Jeddah and
Alhasa). The associations among the study variables were
explored. Moreover, factors related to academic engage-
ment, motivation, and performance of students enrolled in
the baccalaureate-nursing program, were examined.

Population and Sample Size
Students enrolled in Baccalaureate program in the nursing
colleges at Riyadh, Jeddah and Alhasa constituted the
study subjects. This is a four-year program with a total
of 136 credit hours that offers a baccalaureate of science in
nursing designated for secondary school graduates. The
baccalaureate program starts with two pre-professional
years (level 1 to level 4) for building students’ foundation
in humanities, social/behavioral, biological and health
sciences, health informatics sciences as well as general
basic nursing fundamental concepts. The last two profes-
sional years (level 5 to level 8) focus on building profes-
sional nursing knowledge and clinical practice.

Inclusion criteria for participants were: enrollment in
professional years of the nursing program (level 5 to
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Figure | Proposed Research Model Predicting Student’s Academic Achievement.

level 8); willingness to participate and signing the written
informed consent. An estimated total number of accessible
population of 634 students were enrolled at spring seme-
ster in the different professional nursing levels at the three
campuses: (200, 201, 233; respectively in Riyadh, Jeddah,
and Alhasa). A priori estimation of the sample size was
made using an alpha set at 0.05 with a power of 0.9 to
anticipate a medium effect size of 0.3. A projected sample
of at least ~300 participants was desired. Giving the pos-
sibilities for both having some missing data as well as
some expected non-response rate, all accessible sample
per campus were invited for participation in the study.
A total of 425 who met the inclusion criteria were
recruited for participation in the study using a convenient
sampling technique. To ensure satisfactory recruitment
from each academic level and academic year in each
campus, researchers made sure that =30 or more students
were recruited from each level/campus. Convenience sam-
pling technique is an easy and cheap method of sampling
for recruiting subjects for the data collection in each stra-
tum (level in the nursing program/campus).

Data Collection and Procedure

Study instruments that were utilized for data collection,
included the sociodemographic and education-background
sheet, college engagement, engagement facilitators, moti-
and academic achievement

vation questionnaires.

Demographic and education-related background character-
istics sheet was developed by the investigators. It has
several items collecting information related to student’s
age, marital status, income, number of children, number
of siblings, year of study, and academic level (i.e., level is
same as semester of study, so the four-year academic
program consists of eight levels of study). Academic pro-
gress status was also measured where students were
requested to indicate whether they dropped a semester or
more (score 1), dropped a course or more (score 2),
repeated a course or more (score 3), or are regular
(score 4).

A variety of measures of students’ engagement were
utilized because of the multidimensionality of the con-
struct. For purposes of this study, the researchers utilized
two scales focusing on indicators and facilitators of stu-
dent’s college engagement. These Student
Engagement in Schools Questionnaire (SESQ-ENG) that
capture affective, behavioral and cognitive indicators of

were

engagement and Student Engagement Instrument (SEI)
which measure facilitators among study subjects. The
SESQ is developed by scholars from more than 19 coun-
tries. Items were drawn from existing research, increasing
the content validity of the measure.** SESQ contains four
composites (i.e., student engagement in the schools, moti-
vational beliefs, social-relatedness contexts, student out-
comes). For the purposes of this study, only the composite
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of Student Engagement in Schools (SESQ-ENG; 33 items)
was utilized to measure indicators of engagement (i.e.,
affective, behavioral, and cognitive). It is composed of
five factors (affective engagement: liking for learning;
affective engagement: liking for school; behavioral
engagement: effort and persistence; behavioral engage-
ment: extracurricular activities; and cognitive engage-
ment). SESQ item response choices are based upon
a S-point Likert-type scale (i.e., “1” indicates “never,”
“2” indicates “rarely,” “3” indicates “sometimes,” “4”
indicates “often,” “5” indicates “always”). Estimates of
internal consistency for the SESQ domains range from
0.65 < a < 0.95. Additionally, this scale has a good
reported overall internal consistency (o > 0.70)** and the
score for validity is 0.45.%

The SEI was developed by Appleton, Christenson, Kim
and Reschly (2006).** It is a well validated 35-item Likert-
type self-report measure the cognitive and psychological
components of student engagement. This instrument mea-
sures student’s engagement by considering how different
contexts (e.g., family, peers, schools) may influence stu-
dents. This include (the quality of the teacher—student
relationship, control and relevance of school work, peer
support to learning, future goals and aspirations, family
support for learning). The SEI survey item response
choices are based upon a 4-point Likert-type scale (i.e.,
“1” indicates “strongly disagree,” “2” indicates “disagree,”
“3” indicates “agree,” “4” indicates “strongly agree”).
Coefficient alphas as evidence of internal consistency
are: teacher—student relationships (o = 0.88), control and
relevance of school work (o = 0.80), peer support for
learning (ra = 0.82), future aspirations and goals (o =
0.78), family support for learning (a = 0.76). Scale scores
correlated positively with academic variables including
students” GPA.**

In addition, student’s motivation for learning was mea-
sured using the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS) devel-
oped by Vallerand et al (1992).*° It measures motivation,
external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regu-
lation, and intrinsic motivation. Response for each item
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (does not
correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly). Alivernini
and Lucidi (2008)*° provided adequate support for the
factorial validity and reliability of the AMS use in educa-
tional research on motivation. Moreover, test-retest corre-
lations of AMS were found between 0.79 and 0.91 by
Haslofcala and Korkmaz (2016).*

Finally, student’s academic achievement being vital
indicator of academic success and one of the main out-
comes of current study, was measured using students’ self-
report of their cumulative grade point average (cGPA) (i.
e., a calculation used to determine overall academic per-
formance) and last semester grade point average (sGPA).

Ethical Considerations

The research proposal was submitted for scientific
ethical King Abdullah

Medical (KAIMRC).

A cover letter and a copy of the approval were sent to

approval and review to

International Research Center
the nursing dean of each sister nursing colleges in Riyadh
(CON-R), Jeddah (CON-J) and Alhasa (CON-A) with
requests to get their administrative approval of data collec-
tion process. Nursing students from the three sister col-
leges were then approached to explain the purpose and
procedure of the research study. They were assured that
participation was on a voluntary basis and they could
withdraw from the study at any time. They were also
assured that neither rejection of participation nor with-
drawal at any point would have any impact on their
studies.

Students were informed that their responses to study
questionnaire are kept private, confidential and anonymous
throughout the data collection, management, and the pub-
lication process. They were further informed that no iden-
tifier is required in their questionnaire, and no one would
access their data except the research investigators and that
dissemination of study findings are done using aggregate
score to ensure their rights for privacy, confidentiality and
anonymity. Once students voluntarily signed the informed
consent, they were requested to fill the study question-
naires. Instructions regarding the questionnaires were pro-
vided in writing along the study questionnaire to
volunteering students.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS Version
20. Data was first screened for missing data, normality,
and outliers. Descriptive information reported by way of
mean and standard deviation for quantitative normally
distributed variables while frequencies and percentages
were used for describing qualitative type of data.
included (ANOVA,
Pearson correlation and regression analysis). Significance

Parametric inferential statistics

level was set at p < 0.05.
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Results

The average age for study subjects was 21.52 years
(SD=1.12). Concerning marital status, 86.4% were singles
and this constituted 29.9% from Jeddah, 29.6% from
Alhasa compared to 26.8% from Riyadh. Most of married
students were from Alhasa campus (8.7%). Students’
sGPA was slightly higher than average cumulative cGPA
(3.61 £0.65, 3.59 £0.59, respectively). However, students’
semester and cumulative GPA did not vary by campus
(F=0.23, p=0.79, F=2.92, p= 0.06; respectively). Overall,
level five students constituted majority of the sample
(40.0%), but the academic level distribution varied by
campus (x’=34.84, p < 0.001). Students were recruited
from year three (60.2%) and year four (39.8%), no recruit-
ment made from year one and two as students there are
still in their pre-professional years that prepare them for

the rest of their coming advanced nursing program.
Although the majority of the sample were regular students
(76.0%), most of them (31.3%) were from the Alhasa
campus (x*=36.37, p < 0.001; Table 1).

Are There Any Differences in
Engagement Perceptions, Engagement
Facilitators and Academic Motivation
Among Nursing Students in the Three
University Campuses?

Overall, respondents reported moderate levels of engage-
ment in school as shown by their SESQ total mean score
of 3.70 (SD=0.63) out of a total of 5 points. There were
statistically significant differences between the three cam-
puses as determined by one-way ANOVA (F = 18.88, p <

Table | Demographic and Educational Background for Study Participants (N=425)

Variable Campus Total F P
. Mean(SD)
Riyadh Jeddah Alhasa
Mean(SD) Mean(SD) Mean(SD)
Age Min=20.0 21.77(1.07) 21.74(1.12) 21.08(1.05) 21.52(1.12) 6.54 0.002
Max=27.0
sGPA Min=2.0 3.62(0.85) 3.64(0.55) 3.57(0.59) 3.61(0.65) 0.23 0.79
Max=5.0
cGPA Min=2.0 3.46(0.71) 3.59(0.56) 3.69(0.55) 3.59(0.59) 292 0.06
Max=4.9
Variable Riyadh Jeddah Alhasa Total N(%) Ve p
Marital Single 114(26.8) 127(29.9) 126(29.6) 367(86.4) 2481 0.000
Married 8(1.9) 11(2.6) 37(8.7) 56(13.2)
Divorced 1(0.2) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.2)
Widow 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(0.2) 1(0.2)
N(%) 123(28.9) 138(32.5) 164(38.6) 425(100.0)
Academic year Three 72(16.9) 66(15.5) 118(27.8) 256(60.2) 18.42 0.000
Four 51(12.0) 72(16.9) 46(10.8) 169(39.8)
N(%) 123(28.9) 138(32.5) 164(38.6) 425(100.0)
Education level Five 46(10.8) 33(7.8) 91(21.4) 170(40.0) 34.84 0.000
Six 26(6.1) 33(7.8) 29(6.8) 88(20.7)
Seven 21(4.9) 38(8.9) 23(5.4) 82(19.3)
Eight 30(7.1) 34(8.0) 21(4.9) 85(20.0)
N(%) 123(28.9) 138(32.5) 164(38.6) 425(100.0)
Academic progress Regular study 71(16.7) 119(28.0) 133(31.3) 323(76.0) 36.37 0.000
Dropped semester 11(2.6) 3(0.7) 5(1.2) 19(4.5)
Dropped course/s 11(2.6) 6(1.4) 3(0.7) 20(4.7)
Repeated course/s 30(7.1) 10(2.4) 23(5.4) 63(14.8)
N(%) 123(28.9) 138(32.5) 164(38.6) 425(100.0)
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001). A Tukey post hoc test revealed that the levels of
engagement in school was statistically significantly higher
in Alhasa campus (Mean=3.87+0.48, p<.001) and Riyadh
campus (Mean=3.76+0.68, p<.001) compared to Jeddah
campus (Mean=3.4440.67) with no statistically significant
difference between the Riyadh and Alhasa campuses on
levels of engagement in school (p =0.286). Total mean
scores on all six SESQ indicators were relatively high
(Mean range=3.22-3.97, SD range=0.54—1.14) and all var-
ied by campus. Results show that interest in learning was
ranked the first (Mean =3.97+1.08), followed by cognitive
engagement (Mean = 3.90+0.91) and affective liking for
school (Mean = 3.78+1.03), respectively.

The assessment of students’ engagement as measured
by SEI reveals that students had a high level for facilitators
of engagement with a mean score of 2.98 (SD=0.49) out of
a total of 4 points, but it did vary by campus (F=6.35,
p=0.002). A Tukey post hoc test further revealed that the
level of engagement facilitators was statistically signifi-
cantly higher in Riyadh campus (Mean=3.02 +0.60,
p=0.024) and Alhasa campus (Mean=3.05+0.39,
p=0.002) compared to Jeddah campus (Mean=2.86+0.45).
Again, there was no statistically significant difference
between the Riyadh and Alhasa campuses on levels of
total engagement in school, both similarly rated high (p
=0.824). With regard to SEI five facilitators of engage-
ment, the findings indicate the factor with the highest
mean score was the future goals and aspirations
(Mean=3.48+0.47), followed by family support for learn-
ing (Mean=3.33+0.52), and control and relevance of
schoolwork (Mean=3.18+0.41), respectively. A Tukey
post hoc test revealed that all but the two domains of
control and relevance of schoolwork and peer support for
learning, showed no difference between Riyadh and
Jeddah but Alhasa was significantly higher. So research
hypothesis 1 is supported. Table 2.

As shown in Table 3, study participants reported high
levels of academic motivation (Mean=4.89 out of a total of
7 points, SD=1.03), and it did vary by campus (F=9.85,
p<.001). A Tukey post hoc test revealed that the levels of
academic motivations among students was statistically
significantly higher in Alhasa campus (Mean=5.11+1.00,
p<.001), followed by Riyadh campus (Mean=4.94+1.00,
p=0.018) compared to Jeddah (Mean=4.60+1.03) which
showed the lowest total mean score. These findings lend
additional support for research hypothesis 1.

The mean scores on all five-perceived academic moti-
indicators moderate to high (Mean

vation were

range=4.49-5.16, SD; range=1.03—1.77). The differences
between students of the three campuses, in the different
components of academic motivation were all statistically
significant. Moreover, intrinsic regulation was ranked first
(Mean =5.16), followed by identified regulation (Mean =
5.09) 5.04),
respectively.

and introjected regulation (Mean =

Are There Any Associations Between
Students’ School Engagement, Motivation,
Academic Achievement and Their

Background Characteristics?

Correlational analyses were used to examine the relation-
ships between students’ learning engagement, motivation,
academic performance scores and background variables.
The correlations matrix using Pearson r, showed that there
was wide range of values from trivial-to-large (r = 0.00—
0.92). The correlations between the study factors of
engagement, motivation, and academic performance
scores indicated medium to large correlations (i.e.,
between 0.20-0.63). The majority of the correlations
were significant at p < 0.01.

Results further indicated that academic performance as
measured by sGPA and cGPA was positively correlated
with SESQ total score (r = 0.34, r = 0.30, at p < 0.01),
AMS total score (r =0.26, r = 0.21 at p < 0.01) and SEI
total score (r = 0.20, r = 0.22, p < 0.01). This infers that
students, who have higher level of school engagement and
engagement facilitation are more likely to have higher
academic performance. There was a high correlation
between academic motivation and engagement. Total
AMS score was positively correlated with SESQ total
score (r = 0.54, p < 0.01) and SEI total score (r = 0.44,
p < 0.01). Further, SESQ total score was also positively
correlated with SEI total score (r = 0.63, p < 0.01).

Academic level correlated with many of the research
variables and composite scores, including SESQ beha-
vioral efforts and persistence (r = —.12, p < 0.05), SESQ
cognitive (r = —.14, p < 0.01), SESQ total score (r = —.13,
p <0.01), AMS introjected regulation (r = —.12, p < 0.05),
AMS identified regulation (r = —.12, p < 0.05), AMS
intrinsic regulation (r = —.12, p < 0.05), AMS total score
(r=-.13, p < 0.01), SEI teacher—student relationship (r =
0.10, p < 0.05), SEI future goals and aspirations (r = —.18,
p <0.01) and SEI family support for learning and SEI total
score (r = —.13, p < 0.01). Academic progress had few
significant correlations with SESQ behavioral efforts and
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Table 2 Engagement Indicators and Facilitators Among Study Participants (N=425)

Variables

Campus

Riyadh
N= 123

Jeddah
N=138

Alhasa
N=164

Mean(SD)

Mean(SD)

Mean(SD)

Total
Mean(SD)

Student Engagement in Schools Questionnaire (SESQ)

Interest in learning

Min=1.00
Max=5.00
SE=0.05

4.15(1.07)

3.81(1.09)

3.98(1.05)

3.97(1.08)

3.189

0.042

Affective liking for learning

Min=1.25
Max=5.00
SE=0.04

3.74(0.76)

3.44(0.75)

3.73(0.77)

3.64(0.77)

6.68

0.001

Affective liking for school

Min=1.00
Max=5.00
SE=0.05

3.79(1.01)

3.59(1.11)

3.94(0.94)

3.78(1.03)

4.49

0.012

Behavioral efforts and persistence

Min=2.00
Max=5.00
SE=0.03

3.62(0.56)

3.35(0.54)

3.65(0.47)

3.55(0.54)

14.69

0.000

Behavioral extracurricular

Min=1.00
Max=5.00
SE=0.06

3.34(1.19)

2.84(1.08)

3.44(1.07)

3.22(1.14)

14.69

0.000

Cognitive

Min=1.00
Max=5.00
SE=0.04

3.92(0.98)

3.59(1.00)

4.15(0.67)

3.90(0.91)

14.99

0.000

SESQ Total

Min=1.48
Max=4.76
SE=0.03

3.76(0.68)

3.44(0.67)

3.87(0.48)

3.70(0.63)

18.88

0.000

Student Engagement Instrument (SEI)

Teacher—Student Relationship

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.03

2.94(0.62)

2.78(0.52)

2.76(0.60)

2.82(0.58)

3.92

0.021

Control and Relevance of Schoolwork

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.03

3.10(0.62)

2.92(0.50)

3.18(0.41)

3.07(0.52)

9.92

0.000

Peer Support for Learning

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.03

3.05(0.67)

2.85(0.57)

3.12(0.53)

3.01(0.60)

8.46

0.000

Future Goals and Aspirations

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.03

3.19(0.69)

3.09(0.59)

3.48(0.47)

3.27(0.60)

18.37

0.000

Family Support for Learning

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.03

3.07(0.71)

2.92(0.59)

3.33(0.52)

3.12(0.62)

17.881

0.000

SEl Total

Min=1.00
Max=4.00
SE=0.02

3.02(0.60)

2.86(0.45)

3.05(0.39)

2.98(0.49)

6.35

0.002
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Table 3 Academic Motivation Among Study Respondents (N=425)

Variables Campus Total F p
. Mean(SD)
Riyadh Jeddah Alhasa
N=123 N=138 N=164
Mean(SD) Mean(SD) Mean(SD)
Amotivation Min=1.00 4.22(1.95) 4.78(1.50) 4.47(1.82) 4.49(1.77) 3.23 0.041
Max=7.00
SE=0.09
External Regulation Min=1.00 4.77(1.61) 4.25(1.35) 5.04(1.41) 4.70(1.48) 1.12 0.000
Max=7.00
SE=0.07
Introjected Regulation Min=1.00 5.12(1.54) 4.49(1.55) 5.44(1.43) 5.04(1.55) 14.90 0.000
Max=7.00
SE=0.08
Identified Regulation Min=1.00 5.27(1.50) 4.69(1.42) 5.29(1.46) 5.09(1.48) 7.68 0.001
Max=7.00
SE=0.07
Intrinsic Regulation Min=1.00 5.35(1.55) 4.80(1.65) 5.32(1.37) 5.16(1.53) 5.69 0.004
Max=7.00
SE=0.08
AMS Total Min=2.10 4.94(1.00) 4.60(1.03) 5.11(1.00) 4.89(1.03) 9.85 0.000
Max=7.00
SE=0.05

persistence (r = —.14, p < 0.01), SESQ behavioral extra-
curricular (r = 0.10, p < 0.05), AMS amotivation (r = —.13,
p < 0.05) and SEI teacher—student relationship (r = 0.11,
p < 0.05). No significant correlations were found between
age, family income, number of children, and number of
siblings with other research variables. The results from the
correlation analyses of the research variables are presented
in Table 4.

What is the Effect of School Engagement,
Motivation and Background
Characteristics on Nursing Students’

Academic Performance!

Multiple regression analysis was used to identify whether
students’ significant background characteristics, engage-
ment and motivation predict academic performance var-
iance. It is worth noting that in all the regressions, all
predictors are examined as overall scales. Two separate
multiple regression were performed to predict student’s
academic performance (cGPA, sGPA), using five indepen-
dent variables (i.e., students’ background characteristics,

learning engagement and motivation) as the predictors.
The summary of regression analyses is presented in
Table 5. For each regression, the beta-coefficient (b), stan-
dardized beta-coefficient (B), the adjusted coefficient of
determination (R2) and the significance (p) are displayed
in Table 5.

The overall regression equation including all five sets
of variables of age, academic progress, academic engage-
ment, motivation and engagement facilitators on cGPA
score was statistically significant (F (5, 226) =14.209,
p < 0.001, R? = 0.239, Adjusted R* =0.222). Taken
together these five sets of variables explained almost
24% of the variance in ¢cGPA scores. Comparison of the
relative magnitudes of the standardized regression coeffi-
cients for ¢cGPA indicated that academic progress (p =
0.32) was the most important predictor of students’
c¢GPA, hypothesis 3 is supported. SESQ Total (f = 0.18,
supporting hypothesis 2) was the second most important
predictor, followed by age (B = —.12, supporting hypoth-
esis 3). While it is worth noting that while the p values are
not very strong, coefficients for SEI Total (B =. 0.09,
p=0.240, not supporting hypothesis 2), and AMS Total (§
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Table 5 Multiple Linear Regression Model to Predict Academic Performance Among Nursing Students (N=425)

cGPA sGPA
b SEB B t p VIF b SEB B t P VIF

Constant 3.83 0.75 - 5.14 0.000 2.46 0.88 - 2.79 0.006

Age -.06 0.03 -12 -1.93 0.047 1.08 -0l 0.04 -0l -19 0.85 .12

Academic Progress 0.11 0.02 0.32 5.32 0.000 1.08 0.10 0.02 0.28 4.45 0.000 I.11

SESQ Total 0.17 0.08 0.18 2.24 0.026 1.83 0.24 0.10 0.22 2.48 0.014 2.18

SEI Total 0.12 0.10 0.09 1.18 0.240 1.58 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.30 0.76 1.65

AMS Total 0.06 0.04 0.11 1.55 0.122 1.38 0.11 0.047 0.17 2.28 0.024 1.6l

R? 0.239 0.222

Adjusted R? 0.222 0.204

F 14.209 12.202

p-value 0.000 0.000

=0.11, p=0.122, not supporting hypothesis 2) have notice-
able positive contribution to the cGPA scores; indicating
higher SEI and AMS scores, warrants further exploration
of their individual main effects on cGPA.

As regard, model for sGPA including same sets of
predictors was significant (F (5, 214) = 12.202, p <
0.001, R? = 0.222, Adjusted R* = 0.204). The results
showed that the model predictors have explained 22% of
the variance in sGPA. More specifically, beta coefficients
revealed academic progress (B = 0.28, p < 0.001), SESQ
total (B = 0.22, p =0.014, supporting hypothesis 2) and
AMS Total (B = 0.17, p =0.024, supporting hypothesis 2)
as unique predictors in semester GPA achievement,
whereas age (B = —.01, p =0.85, not supporting hypoth-
esis 3) and SEI Total (B = 0.02, p =0.76, not supporting
hypothesis 3) did not strongly predict semester academic
achievement), thus partially supporting the expectation
that age and SEI will matter and warranting further
exploration of the relationship between sGPA and stu-
dents’ engagement facilitation.

Based on the summary of regression analysis, Figure 2
illustrates the positive and negative predictors of students’
performance.

Discussion

The present study explored learning engagement, motiva-
tion and academic achievement among nursing students in
a multisite study. Further we examined the state of the
relationship between engagement, and motivation and
their impact on students’ achievement. A number of find-
ings were illuminating. Study findings have implications
for research on what always heighten students’ academic
achievement.

First, the findings of the current study have shown
moderate levels of engagement among students with
significant variations among the studied campuses. This
study focused on three aspects of engagement (beha-
vioural, emotional, and cognitive) as they are highly
studied, theoretically distinct student classroom experi-
ences that exemplify the array of educationally essential
engagement constructs. Students reported highest levels
of school engagement in the benchmarks of: interest in
learning, cognitive engagement and affective liking for
school. Promoting culture of connectedness with school
is therefore at the core of school engagement, particu-
larly emotional engagement.*® Reasons for the overall
engagement and the higher mean scores for those bench-
marks therefore are multifactorial and could possibly be
attributed to university-maintained small faculty to stu-
dent ratio, educational climate encompassing culture of
learning and the quality of learning experiences that are
provided. This was maintained by Abd El-Magsood and
Taha (2018)* who emphasized that subjects engaged
positively because the educational environment offer
a diversity of learning opportunities that augment their
engagement. Similarly, Reinke (2019)°° added that stu-
dents’ perceptions of the classroom environment have
been shown to influence their learning behaviors and the
learning outcomes. Konold et al (2018);*® Hudson and
Carrasco (2015)? reported that school climate that sus-
tain key features of creativity, collaboration, active
learning, and integrative thinking are associated with
higher student engagement in schools. Consistent with
previous literature, Courtner (2014)°' further added that
student-faculty interaction, supportive campus environ-
ment, and enriching educational experiences was the
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(SEI)

Achievement

sGPA

Academic Progress

Figure 2 Standardized regression coefficients for the final study model.

highest benchmarks of the student engagement process
for traditional students. Despite the fact that the inde-
pendent role of teacher—student relationship was insuffi-
ciently perceived by student as important engagement
facilitator, role of teacher in enhancing the teaching—
learning environment cannot be ignored.

Second, study found that Riyadh and Alhasa had simi-
larly maintained high level of students’ engagement com-
pared to Jeddah campus. This finding could first be
explained in light of Jeddah students’ lower engagement
indicators in areas of perceived behavioral efforts and
persistence, behavioral extracurricular as well as affective
liking for learning. Ladd and Dinella (2009)** found that
students displaying a higher behavioral and affective
engagement exhibited higher achievement. Interestingly,
study data have further showed significantly lower percep-
tion of two main engagement facilitators, which are peer
support for learning and relevance of schoolwork which
might had influential impact on their overall engagement
at school in same campus. The same result has been
observed in the study of Hudson and Carrasco (2015)°
who reported lower score for students’ interactions with
peers and this was identified as an area to be focused on

Achievement

cGPA

future endeavors. It is worth mentioning that students have
markedly different roles on school conditions that might
influence the overall learning experience and associated
outcomes. Literature shows that quality of relationships
with peers has an important critical role for peer academic
support that can foster students sense of belonging, aca-
demic achievement and learning engagement.>>' With
regard to students’ perceived relevance and control of
school work, Wang and Eccles (2013)> reported that
greater learning is more common when the curriculum
includes meaningful topics that reflect students’ personal
goals and interests. Wood (2020)>* reported that students
who viewed themselves as having control over opportu-
nities to show their competencies are more likely to self-
report as engaged. Similarly, Abd El-Magsood and Taha
(2018)* emphasized that the breadth and quality of learn-
ing opportunities promotes students’ engagement but
workload limits their engagement in both classroom and
clinical experience. Finally, Schlenker et al (2013),*' with
234 American college students, emphasized that engage-
ment is a direct result of perceiving a specific set of
priorities and goals and personal control over performance.

This emphasizes the fundamental role of school and the
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responsibility of the teachers in ensuring relevance of
planned activities so that students’ engagement could be
enhanced.

Moreover, data have shown that, students have
reported high levels of academic motivation scores.
Interestingly, this was consistent with students’ high rating
of future goals and aspirations as the most importantly
perceived engagement facilitators. Similar findings were
reported by El Nilsson and Stomberg (2008),>> and
Mienpad, Jarvenoja, Peltonen and Pyhilts (2019).¢
Mienpii et al (2019)°¢ attributed their undergraduate nur-
sing students’ display of high to moderate levels of moti-
vation regulation to the positive student’s perception of
school. In fact, institutions have a significant influence on
students’ motivation through provision of supportive ser-
vices for achieving desired goals and meeting needs. Many
studies highlighted the role of curriculum content and
pedagogical practices (e.g., instructional design and teach-
ing strategies) on motivation. El Nilsson and Stomberg's
(2008)°° study demonstrated that extrinsic motivators,
such as teachers’ involvement, program organization,
study contents relevant to the profession, are more com-
monly used as explanation to the motivation score than are
intrinsic factors such as attitude to the study and study
result.

Regarding differences in perceived academic motiva-
tion among the three campuses, Alhasa campus showed
the highest level in all academic motivation indicators
while Jeddah campus was significantly low in the external
regulation and introjected regulation compared to others.
To explain this, it is important to consider the differences
in the sociological factors (social, cultural, and economic)
between the three regions. Riyadh and Jeddah both are big
cities with large number of population, both are classified
as industrial modern cities, and people have relatively high
income,”” while Alhasa is classified as an agricultural
environment and most of the people have a lower financial
income.”® According to the governmental statistics in
Saudi Arabia, the percentage of international scholars
from Alhasa region is relatively high specially in vital
specialties such as; medicine, technology and petrochem-
ical sciences.’”” A large number of Alhasa’s residents
to obtain high self-
development and for income improvement. Therefore,

aspire education levels for
they tend to be more enthusiastic, motivated, and compe-
titive to prove their merit. This claim is consistent with
many studies that proved the importance of learner back-

ground characteristics for his/her motivation, academic

performance and achievement.®*®' It is equally important
to consider pedagogical practices factor and learning cul-
ture which are distinct features for each campus which
have been thought to additionally contribute to the differ-
ences found between campuses.

Concerning student achievement, findings revealed
satisfactory results in the three campuses. This could be
explained by the university unified bachelor program and
courses syllabi, and university annual formative progress
testing for assessment of students’ achievement in the
three campuses. Another antecedent explain findings in
this study is the institutional support provided with the
endless opportunities for students to learn and to develop
their competence. It is worth noting that study findings
have also shown that students’ reported engagement and
motivation are linked to their academic achievement as per
the findings of the regression analyses. Based on the
above, the current study supports other similar previous

27,30,36,37,39

findings claiming that highly motivated and
engaged students are more likely to have higher achieve-
ment in their study. Taken together, we should emphasize
that it is the combined influence of engagement and moti-
vation together that affected students’ achievement than
the main effect of motivation alone as demonstrated by the
research data. However, in the following section we would
discuss main effect of engagement and motivation on
achievement for more understanding of the relationships.

Regarding effect of engagement on achievement,
examination of standardized coefficients revealed stu-
dents’ cGPA and sGPA can be determined by engagement.
The positive relationship between learning engagement
and academic achievement, has already been confirmed
by Wu, Li, Zheng and Guo (2020)°* on a group of 1930
medical students. This finding is supported by other
studies.’*#1:48:63°66  A]_Bahadli (2020)*® study among
forty students from the Department of English reported
a positive correlation between students’ cognitive, affec-
tive, and behavioral engagement and their academic
achievement. Similarly, Reinke (2019)°° found a positive
relationship between high academic achievement in phy-
siology and both the number of hours dedicated to private
study and total cognitive engagement with learning
resources. The following studies believe that school
engagement is related to a number of positive academic
and personal outcomes.®”*® Hudson and Carrasco (2015)*
reported that student’s level of engagement is extremely
vital for their sense of learning and effective progression
within the profession. Lee (2014)* verified that student
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engagement at school significantly predicted their aca-
demic performance and that effect of emotional engage-
ment on reading performance was partially mediated
through behavioral engagement.

Data also showed high correlation between motivation and
academic achievement. In addition, the study findings indi-
cated that academic motivation do predict sGPA with no main
effect on cGPA. The studies investigating the relationships
between academic performance and students’ motivation
have produced similar results to our study. Mienpéd et al
(2019)® found a relationship between an overall high level
of motivation regulation and academic performance (GPA).
Wu et al (2020)* results from SEM showed that intrinsic
motivation was significantly and positively associated with
learning engagement and academic performance while extrin-
sic motivation was positively related to learning engagement
but not with students’ academic performance. Reinke (2019)° 0
reported that academic self-regulatory skills must be consid-
ered when attempting to heighten student levels of involve-
ment and achievement. Therefore, Wu et al (2020)%
recommended that motivation-related interventions have
a higher probability of enabling higher academic performance.

Another finding is the significant association of moti-
vation with students’ engagement. This result is in line
with earlier studies, which indicated that highly motivated
high
engagement.”%>’"  Entwistle and Peterson (2004);"'
Ghasemi, Moonaghi and Heydari (2008)”> emphasized
the role of learning attitudes and learning motivations, as

students can  simultaneously = demonstrate

being crucial student-related factors affecting students’
academic engagement in learning process. Wang and
Eccles (2013)°® revealed that understanding student
engagement in school requires consideration of the inter-
action of the psychological, developmental and contextual
factors in their life. Moreover, Martin, Ginns, and
Papworth (2017)°7 suggested a cyclical process controlling
the relationship between motivation and engagement,
claiming that prior motivation is a drive for subsequent
engagement; while prior engagement exerts significant
role in predicting subsequent motivation. Similarly,
Cazan (2015)” emphasized that students’ success in
achieving their goals can post their motivation and engage-
ment in learning activities, and that engagement also do
determine students’ motivation for learning.

Finally, it is not possible to generalize that existence of
motivations for learning and presence of learning engage-

ment can always lead to high academic success without

considering the differences in background capabilities
between students. This claim was supported by study
findings of the role of age in predicting students’ academic
achievement. Among interesting finding is the moderate
negative relationship between students’ age, engagement
and their academic achievement. This implies a positive
impact of younger students’ age on learning process. This
is contrary to the literature declaring that student’s matur-
ity level contributes to improve learning experience as
students tend to be more responsible about their learning
and this makes them become more engaged in their
study.®® A possible explanation to this would probably be
the increased study load and the increased complexity of
nursing courses in advanced years of study. Factors such
as bearing the academic burden, perseverance in studying,
and the mental abilities of students might provide further
possible explanation. It is also possible that students’
engagement played a role in mediating the relationship
between background variables and students’ academic
achievement as contended by Ribeiro et al (2019).%¢

Limitations

One of the most important limitations was the use of the
students’ self-report measures for academic achievement
(GPA), engagement and motivation. These might lead to
social desirability bias and memory inaccuracies which can
data
a consequence of using a cross-sectional design included

influence the collected. Restrictions imposed
the inability to track trends of interacting relationship of

student engagement, motivation and achievement over time.

Conclusion
The present study examined the relationship of nursing
students’ engagement, motivation for leaning and their
academic achievement. This article is significant as there
is a lack of knowledge as regards impact of nursing stu-
dents’ engagement levels and motivations on semester and
cumulative academic achievement. The study has identi-
fied reliable correlates of active engagement and motiva-
tion, and highlighted some issues that need improvement
in order to promote student learning and achievement. The
study findings should be used to assess the potential for
curricular development and design adjustments.

Data was collected from three campuses and 425 stu-
dents with an average age of 21.52+1.12 years. Overall,
respondents reported moderate levels of engagement in

school with significant difference among the three
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campuses. Interest in learning ranked first, followed by
cognitive engagement and affective liking for school.
Students reported high level for facilitators of engagement.
Respondents showed high academic motivation with
a score of 4.89 £1.03. Correlational analysis between the
study factors of engagement, motivation, and academic
performance indicated medium to large associations. The
overall regression equation including variables of age,
academic progress, academic engagement, motivation
and engagement facilitators significantly explained 24%
of the variance in ¢cGPA and 22% of the variance in
sGPA scores.

One positive conclusion that can be inferred is that
engagement and motivation are factors that must be con-
sidered when endeavoring to increase student academic
performance. The findings of this research show that the
creation of a supportive and motivating learning environ-
ment is an important factor in promoting student engage-
ment and learning achievement. An educational institution
with its faculty and staff need to understand what moti-
vates the students to learn and to actively engage in school
activities.

Recommendations

Because of the multidimensionality of the constructs, it is
recommended that future studies use a variety of measures
of student engagement for use both by students and faculty
to better
Universities have a responsibility to society to make edu-

explore students’ engagement situation.
cation a successful experience, current study therefore can
be a benchmark for achieving that. Findings could be used
to determine the levels of engagement of nursing students,
and to identify specific areas for improvement in the
studied outcomes variables of engagement, motivation
and achievement. Moreover, future attempts to determine
levels of student engagement could be improved by
including teachers’ assessment of their students’ engage-
ment rather than solely depending on students’ self-
reports. Lastly, conducting a longitudinal study might be
required to study trend in change in the interaction
between engagement, motivation and achievement over
time.
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