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Abstract: This study investigated the relationship between the student-centred pedagogical approach and student engagement at a 

private university in Western Uganda. The student-centred approach was studied in terms of active learning, contextual learning, 

motivation of learners and collaborative learning. On the other hand, student engagement was conceptualised in terms of behavioural, 

affective, cognitive and agentic engagements. The study adopted the cross-sectional research design on a sample of 264 

undergraduate students. Data were collected using a self-ad mistered questionnaire and analysed quantitatively. Descriptive analysis 

showed that students rated their levels of engagement and lecturers use of the student-centred approach as high on all aspects. 

Regression analysis revealed that the student-centred approaches of active learning, contextual learning, motivation of students and 

collaborative learning had a positive significant relationship with student engagement. It was concluded that the teacher-centred 

pedagogical approaches namely; active learning, contextual learning, motivation of students and collaborative learning are imperative 

for promotion of student engagement. Therefore, it was recommended that university lecturers should promote the use of those 

approaches when conducting teaching in universities. 

 
 
Keywords: Active, Affective, Agentic, Behavioural, Cognitive, Contextual, Collaborative, Motivation, Student-Centred, 

Student Engagement  
 
 
 

1. Introduction 
 

Student engagement refers to the energy and effort that 

students employ within their learning community [9]. This 

means that student engagement is about the amount of time 

and effort that a student spends on academically-related 

activities [16]. The concept was conceived as a multi-

dimensional concept covering behavioural, affective, 

cognitive and agentic engagements of students [41]. 

Behavioural engagement concerns matters regarding to the 

learners conduct in class, student participation in school-

related activities, and student interest in their academic tasks  
[45]. Behavioural engagement comprises several distinct 
behaviours including participation, compliance [46], task 

 

 
completion, effort and attendance [27]. With affective 

engagement, the learner exhibits a level of interest in 

learning that results in improved motivation and enjoyment 

establishing a level of commitment [21]. Affective 

engagement relates to positive reactions to the learning 

environment, peers and teachers, as well as their sense of 

belonging and interest [9]. In other words, affective 

engagement includes sense of belonging, identification with 

schools, and interest in learning [27].  
Cognitive engagement is the learners’ investment of 

thought, mental effort or learning achievement strategies  
[30]. Cognitive engagement is about the inner psychological 

qualities of the learners or their nonvisible traits that promote 

effort in learning, understanding, and mastering the 

knowledge or skills that are promoted in their academic work 
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[45]. Affective engagement is characterised by the learners’ 

feelings of belonging or value to their teachers, their 

classroom, and school such as interest or boredom, 

happiness, sadness, anxiety [73]. Agentic engagement is the 

learner’s constructive contributions to their own learning 

process as well as the transactional and reciprocal processes 

learners go through with teachers and peers. In other words, 

agentic engagement explains the proactive contributions 

initiated by the learners [41]. In all, student engagement 

encompasses salient academic as well as certain non-

academic aspects of the student experience including active 

learning, participation in challenging academic activities, 

formative communication with academic staff, involvement 

in enriching educational experiences, and feeling legitimated 

and supported by university learning community [21]. 

Student engagement explains the students’ active 

involvement in their learning tasks and activities [32].  
Student engagement is important as far as students 

learning and achievement are concerned. Educators 

emphasise that student engagement is the key to addressing 

problems of low achievement, high levels of student 

boredom, alienation and high dropout rates [8]. Student 

engagement has emerged as one on those mechanisms that 

can act as an antidote to the problems of high dropout and 

poor academic achievement [18]. This is because student 

engagement increases student satisfaction, enhances student 

motivation to learn and reduces the sense of isolation [36]. 

Engaged students persist in effortful attempts to master the 

knowledge and skills they encounter and exhibit a preference 

for and enjoyment of studies [6]. The strength of student 

engagement lies in its ability to address numerous critical 

factors impacting learning such as promoting student success 

through creating a sense of belonging, leading to positive 

academic outcomes, transforming students from consumers 

to co-producers of knowledge and developing active student 

citizenship and participation [75]. According to Olivier et al. 

[46], more than prerequisites for educational attainment, 

student engagement is a gateway to professional well-being, 

life satisfaction, and social success.  
Due to the importance of student engagement, a number of 

scholars [2, 43, 48, 58, 72, 74] have investigated factors 

relating to it. The studies reveal that factors relating to 

student engagement include pedagogical approaches, school 

infrastructure, classroom size, quality of faculty, learning 

mechanisms and administrative services among others. 

Nonetheless, this study examined the relationship between 

the pedagogical approaches particularly the student centred 

approach. This was because while Sikoyo [57] recommended 

that institutions in Uganda should adopt learner-centred 

pedagogies in teaching, literature search revealed lack of 

empirical evidence on the implementation of the same. Still, 

Muganga and Ssenkusu [42] in a study at Makerere 

University the Prime University in Uganda indicted that 

several students were being exposed to student-centred 

practices. This thus attracted this study to investigate the use 

of the student (learner) centred approach at a university in 

Uganda and how it related to student engagement. 

 

 

2. Literature Review 
 
2.1. Theoretical Review 
 

The Cognitive Constructivist Theory propounded by Jean 

Piaget in 1936 provided the theoretical underpinnings for this 

analysis. The Cognitive Constructivist Theory posits that 

knowledge is a result of a mechanism of self-construction by 

processing existing mental representations to obtain 

equilibrium between the existing mental representations and 

new environment [40]. Apparently, exposing the learner to 

new experiences creates a perturbation or forms of mental 

disquiet that challenge the learner to understand and make 

sense of the new information generated by the new 

experience. Thus, cognitive development occurs when the 

learner is compelled to use prior experiences and knowledge 

to comprehend and digest the new information, resulting in 

the acquisition of new knowledge. Each learner is uniquely 

active in the creation, interpretation and reorganisation of the 

new knowledge. The learner has to think through the new 

information, leading to a deeper understanding of that 

information [56]. The Cognitive constructivist Theory 

assumes that learners have to construct their own knowledge 

individually and collectively in an active process in which 

they construct meaning by linking new ideas with their 

existing knowledge [13]. Therefore, knowledge can be 

acquired through personal actions. The Constructivist Theory 

proposes that there is no objective reality; rather all reality is 

created by individuals. In the classroom setting, this 

translates into the need for including and involving students 

in developing and maintaining their own positive learning 

environment. The constructivist learning approach 

emphasises a student centred approach by which learners 

construct their reality [63]. The general set of constructivist 

learning principles is that learning is an active process, 

involves considering contexts of learners, motivating of 

learners and collaborative learning [11, 47]. Therefore, this 

study related the constructivist (student centred) learning 

approaches of active learning, contextual learning, 

motivation of learners and collaborative learning to student 

engagement. 
 
2.2. Student-Centred Pedagogical Approach 
 

The student-centred pedagogical approach is a teaching 

strategy that encourages students to have more responsibility 

for their learning. The process relies largely on professional 

confidence of the teacher to let-go of the traditional teaching 

responsibilities [38]. The student-centred pedagogical 

approach is about ways of thinking and learning that 

emphasise student responsibility and activity in learning 

rather than what the teachers are doing. Essentially student-

centred learning has student responsibility and activity at its 

heart, in contrast to a strong emphasis on teacher control and 

coverage of academic content in much conventional didactic 

teaching [59]. With the student-centred pedagogical 

approach, learners are not passive recipients of teacher 

knowledge but co-producers of meaning [71]. The student- 
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centred pedagogical approach emphasises equipping students 

with core generic skills and transversal competencies such as 

critical thinking, problem-solving and independent learning. 

The student-centred pedagogical approach encompasses four 

fundamental features that are active responsibility for 

learning, proactive management of learning experience, 

independent knowledge construction and teachers as 

facilitators [38]. The Cognitive Constructivist Theory 

indicates that the student centred pedagogical approach 

strategy includes active learning, contextual learning, 

motivation of learners and group learning [11, 47]. 

Therefore, the study related active learning, contextual 

learning, motivation of learners and collaborative learning to 

student engagement. 
 
2.2.1. Active Learning and Student Engagement  

Active learning is a learning approach by which there is 

students’ active impact on learning with students involved in 

the learning process which allows them to focus on creating 

knowledge with emphasis on skills such as analytical 

thinking, problem-solving and meta-cognitive activities that 

develop students’ thinking [15]. With active teaching, the 

students are engaged and are active participants in the 

learning process. The students themselves are agents of the 

learning process, and the teacher facilitates this process. The 

use of active learning involves letting the learners to structure 

their knowledge actively, making their approach to learning 

and knowledge critical and having learners reflect on and 

control their learning process [66]. Active learning includes 

different forms of activation such as increased physical 

activity, interaction, social collaboration, deeper processing, 

elaboration and exploration of the material [22]. There are 

scholars that have related active learning and student 

engagement. For instance, Arjomandi et al. [2] sought to 

highlight the role of active teaching strategies played in 

engagement of students using Bachelor of Commerce 

students at the University of Wollongong in Australia. The 

study established existence of a strong connection between 

active teaching strategies and engagement for traditional 

students but the link was weak for non-traditional students.  
Bevans, Fitzpatrick, Sanchez and Forrest [6] studied 

student characteristics and instructional factors that impacted 

on student engagement using Students in schools in 

Maryland and West Virginia in the USA. The findings 

indicated that skill practice was positively associated with 

student engagement and inactive instruction was negatively 

associated with student engagement. Fitzsimons [20] 

explored how to engage students’ learning through active 

learning using Bachelor of Science in Business and 

Management students at Dublin Institute of Technology in 

Ireland. The findings showed that the active learning strategy 

made students to be more engaged in learning. Khan, Egbue, 

Palkie and Madden [24] in a review explored various 

strategies that could be incorporated into the design of online 

learning courses to foster a high level of student engagement 

based on multiple pedagogies. The review revealed that use 

of active learning methods such as debates and 

 

 

interdisciplinary collaboration actively engaged students in 

the courses and improved learning. However, as the studies 

suggest, they were all done in the western world context. 

This thus attracted this study in the context of a university in 

a developing country to test the hypothesis to the effect that;  
H1: There is a relationship between active learning and 

student engagement. 
 
2.2.2. Contextual Learning and Student Engagement  

Contextual Learning is a learning system that matches the 

performance of the brain to construct patterns that embody 

meaning by linking the academic content with the context of 

everyday life of the learners. Contextual learning involves 

involving active students in the learning process to discover 

the concepts learned by linking the material with the 

knowledge they possess and the students experience in daily 

life [61]. With contextual learning, teachers relate learning 

materials taught to the real-world situations of students and 

encourage students to make connections between their 

knowledge and application in their daily lives [14]. With 

contextual learning, students are invited actively to be able to 

connect the content of the material to the context of everyday 

life to bring understanding and intact meaning [61]. 

Contextual learning involves constructivism, inquiry, 

questioning, learning community or groups in learning 

activities in which students exchange ideas, modelling by 

which there is a model that can be observed and imitated by 

every student, reflection that is thinking back or activity flash 

back and authentic assessment based on the learning process  
[54]. Thus, learning becomes an enjoyable activity which 
most likely promotes students engagement.  

Some scholars have examined the relationship between 

contextual learning and student engagement. For example, 

Marini [34] sought to find out how contextual teaching and 

learning enhanced student learning outcomes using students 

of the State University of Jakarta in Indonesia. The study 

found out that student learning outcomes were enhanced 

through the use of contextual teaching and learning. Qudsyi, 

Wijaya, Widiasmara and Nurtjahjo [49] in an experimental 

study investigated whether contextual teaching-learning 

improved student engagement. The study was carried out on 

college students doing a cognitive psychology course at 

Universitas Islam Indonesia. The results indicated that 

contextual learning had no significant effect in improving 

student engagement. Köse and Tosun [26] sought to 

determine the effect of context based learning approach on 

student’s attitudes using education students at Bayburt 

University in Turkey. Their findings revealed meaningful 

differences between context-based learning approach and 

traditional learning on student’s attitudes. Lam, Wong, Yang 

and Liu [28] investigated the association between the 

contextual model of learning and student engagement using 

Chinese junior secondary school students. The results 

showed that the contextual model of learning was highly 

related to student engagement. Nevertheless, while the above 

studies give a hint on the existence of a relationship between 

contextual learning and student engagement, literature search 
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revealed that limited empirical studies had been carried out 

on the variables and non in the context of developing 

countries of Africa such as Uganda. This thus attracted this 

study to test whether:  
H2: There is a relationship between contextual learning 

and student engagement. 
 
2.2.3. Motivation of Learners and Student Engagement  

Motivation is the cognitive and affective force that 

initiates, sustains and directs engagement behaviours as an 

internalised process of formation drawn from the individual’s 

experiences, perceptions and interpretations [70]. Motivation 

is that complex part of human behaviour that influences how 

individuals choose to invest their time, how much energy 

they exert in any given task, how they think and feel about 

the task, and how long they persist at the task [5]. Motivation 

entails an inner psychological drive that leads to an action or 

engagement behaviours [70]. Motivation explains the 

students’ energy and drive to learn, work hard, and achieve at 

school [35]. Motivation is either intrinsic or extrinsic. 

Intrinsic motivation is engagement in an activity because it is 

inherently satisfying or enjoyable [31]. Intrinsic motivation is 

doing something for its own sake while extrinsic motivation 

refers to the pursuit of an instrumental goal or reward [51]. 

Extrinsically motivated students do something only because 

it leads to separable desired outcomes. Intrinsically 

motivated behaviours are performed out of interest, do not 

require a reward other than the spontaneous experience of 

interest and enjoyment in doing a task and they result in 

high-quality learning [64].  
Motivation of students is reflected in students’ choice of 

learning tasks, in the time and effort they devote to tasks, in 

their persistence on learning tasks, in their coping with the 

obstacles they encounter in the learning process [5]. Teachers 

have the ability to influence student motivation through 

providing students accurate, timely, and stimulating and 

content pertinent to the student’s current and future needs 

(Williams & Williams, 2011). Therefore, motivation of 

students might influence student engagement. Scholars have 

related motivation and students engagement. For instance, 

Ferreira, Cardoso and Abrantesc [19] analysed the influence 

of motivation on students’ perceived learning using high 

school students from the central region of Portugal. The 

study found out that motivational variables had a potentiating 

effect on student learning. Nayir [44] examined the 

relationship between class engagement and motivation levels 

among high school students in Ankara in Turkey. The study 

findings showed that motivation level was related to class 

engagement. The study indicated that motivational variables 

had a potentiating effect on student learning. Saeed and 

Zyngier [55] sought to understand the variation between 

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation with student engagement 

using pupils in a co-education state primary school in 

Melbourne in Australia. The study found out that intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivation had a relationship with student 

engagement. Subramaniam [60] in reviewed the motivational 

effect of interest on student engagement and learning. The 

 
 

 

review revealed that motivation of students through teaching 

strategies, task presentation, and structuring of learning 

experiences can motivate the unmotivated and disengaged 

learners to learn. The literature above suggests that there is a 

relationship between motivation and students engagement. 

However, the studies above also raise contextual gap with 

not study carried out in the context of a developing country 

in Africa. Thus, this study in the context of Uganda tested the 

relationship to the effect that:  
H3: There is a relationship between motivation of learners 

and student engagement. 
 
2.2.4. Collaborative Learning and Student Engagement  

Collaborative learning refers to a set of teaching and 

learning strategies promoting student collaboration in small 

groups of two to five students in order to optimise their own 

and each other’s learning [29]. Collaborative learning 

involves small groups of students sharing responsibility, 

taking collective decisions and acting together in order to 

learn something together. The emphasis of the collaborative 

learning is on working together in the teaching and learning 

process [23]. Collaborative learning is not only about 

working together but requires team-work with defined roles, 

team-building activities, frequent meetings, and the value 

that individuals place on the process of learning (goal 

orientation). This importance of collaborative learning is 

developing students into autonomous learners [23]. 

Collaborative learning promotes critical thinking in students 

[33], offer them tools to improve their confidence and 

increase interest in harder subjects, make them more likely to 

participate in learning, develop positive attitudes toward 

others and content, to exert more effort, and improve their 

genuine engagement in the content [4]. Therefore, 

collaborative learning leads to student engagement.  
There are scholars that have related collaborative learning 

and engagement of students. For example, Backer et al. [4] 

investigated the impact of collaborative grouping on 

students’ engagement of middle/ high school students in 

Minnesota schools in the USA. The findings indicated that 

collaborative grouping had a positive impact on student 

learning and fostered student engagement. Bharucha [7] 

examined the relationship between the collaborative 

approach and student engagement of Bachelor of 

Management students at Mumbai College in India. Statistical 

analysis showed that students who were the beneficiaries of 

the collaborative approach had significantly higher levels of 

satisfaction than students who had studied under the 

traditional approach hence higher levels of engagement. 

Hernández [23] studied the relationship between 

collaborative learning and student engagement at University 

College Dublin in Ireland. The findings showed that 

collaborative learning promoted student engagement. 

McGarrigle [39] explored the relationship between 

collaborative learning and student engagement using fine art 

students and lecturers at the Institute of Technology Carlow 

in Ireland. Qualitative analysis revealed that collaborative 

group learning through project and problem based learning 
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enhanced student engagement. The literature above suggests 

that collaborative teaching has a relationship with student 

engagement. However, there is lack of studies interrogating 

the same in the context of a university in Uganda. Thus, this 

study tested the hypothesis to the effect that:  
H4: There is a relationship between collaborative learning 

and student engagement. 

 

3. Methodology 
 
3.1. Research Procedure 
 

The study was quantitative based on a questionnaire 

survey on undergraduate students of the Western Campus of 

Kampala International University. Quantitative data collected 

was analysed using statistical procedures to enable 

generalisation of findings. The study adopted the cross-

sectional research design which helped the researcher to 

collect data on the part of the population about the study 

problem on what was going on at the particular time. The 

design enabled obtaining useful data in a relatively short 

period of time. Research ethics were strictly observed in 

carrying out the study. The research ethics emphasised were 

obtaining of informed consent, ensuring anonymity and 

confidentiality, and respecting privacy of the students. 
 
3.2. Participants 
 

The participants in the study were 264 students (52.3% 

male, 47.7% female) in the age categories (1.5% below 20 

years, 93.9% 20-25 years, 4.5% above 25 years). The 

students were from different faculties (28.8% Education, 

21.2% Business and Management, 27.3% Allied Health 

Sciences, 9.1% Science and Technology, and 13.6% Clinical 

Medicine and Dentistry). The students were also from 

different years of study (1.5% year one, 15.2% year two, 

79.9% year three and 3.4% year four). The participants were 

selected using simple random sampling with the students 

selected at random and entirely by chance. This helped in 

ensuring that each student had equal chances of participating 

in the study producing results that can be generalised. Data 

were collected with the help of class coordinators because 

they possessed students’ lists and had easy access to them. 
 
3.3. Instrument 
 

The study used a self-administered questionnaire (SAQ) 

with sections A through C. Section A comprised question 

items on demographic characteristics of the students. Section 

B on student engagement the dependent variable (DV) 

covering four aspects that are affective engagement, 

 

 

behavioural engagement and cognitive engagement adopted 

from Lam et al. [27], and agentic engagement from Reeve 

(2013). The question items in section C were on the student 

centred pedagogical approach the independent variable (IV) 

comprising aspects of active learning and contextual learning 

from Wilke [68], motivation of learners from Cardoso et al.  
[10] and Utvær and Haugan [65] and collaborative learning 

from Atxurra, Villardón-Gallego and Calvete [3] and 

Rodríguez, Hinojosa & Páez [52]. The scaling of the question 

items in the instrument was based on a five-point Likert 

Scale (Where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 

undecided, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree). The validity of 

the instrument was attained using Exploratory Factor 

Analysis (EFA), Varimax rotation method provided by SPSS 

to confirm correlation among factors [53]. Items that loaded 

highly at 0.50 and above were considered valid [67]. 

Reliability of the instrument for the various constructs was 

tested using Cronbach’s Alpha (α). Reliabilities for the items 

for the different constructs were attained at α = 0.70 above 

which is the ideal level [62]. The validity and reliability 

results are presented in section of results. 
 
3.4. Data Analysis 
 

Data analysis involved quantitative methods that were 

descriptive and inferential analyses. The descriptive analysis 

used the means while correlation and regression analyses 

were the inferential analyses. Correlation analysis was used 

at preliminary level to establish if a linear relationship 

existed between student approaches that were namely; active 

learning, contextual learning, motivation of learners and 

collaborative learning with student engagement. At 

confirmatory level, a regression model was run by regressing 

the four student centred approaches on the dependent 

variable. Data analysis was facilitated by the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 

 

4. Results 
 
4.1. Student Engagement 
 

Student engagement was considered as a multi-

dimensional factor comprising affective, behavioural, 

cognitive and agentic engagement. The results for student 

engagement that were the means, and validity and reliability 

results that were factor loadings and Cronbach’s alpha (α) are 

presented. These validity and reliability results show the 

accuracy and interrelatedness of the items measuring the 

factor of student engagement. The descriptive results, 

validity and reliability results were as presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. Descriptive Results for Student engagement. 
 
 Affective Engagement (overall mean =4.10) Means Factors α 

 I enjoy learning new things during lectures 4.33 0.866 0.843 

 Learning is interesting to me 4.26 0.858  

 I am very interested in learning 4.50 0.802  

 I like what I am learning in this University 4.00 0.784  

 I think what we are learning in University is interesting 3.89 0.746  

 Most mornings, I look forward to going to University 3.88 0.519  
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 Affective Engagement (overall mean =4.10) Means Factors  α  

 I am happy to be at this University 3.88  0.878   

 I am proud to be at this University 4.05  0.865   

 I like my University 3.98  0.814   

 Behavioural Engagement (overall mean =3.93) Means Factors  0.871  

 I try hard to do well in University 4.36 0.861    

 I work as hard as I can while on my studies 4.21 0.837    

 I pay attention during lectures 4.33 0.830    

 When I am in lectures, I fully participate in lectures activities 4.27 0.778    

 When I run into a difficult study problem, I keep working at it until I think I have solved it 4.20 0.640    

 If I have trouble understanding a problem, I go over it again until I understand it 4.09 0.572    

 When I am in lectures, my mind concentrates 4.09 - -   

 I take an active role in extra-curricular activities in my University 3.09  0.873   

 I am an active participant of University activities such as sports day 3.38  0.864   

 I volunteer to help with University activities such as sports day 3.27  0.836   

 Cognitive Engagement (overall mean =3.86) Means Factors  0.832  

 When I study, I try to understand the material better by relating it to things I already know 4.24 0.900    

 When learning new information, I try to put the ideas in my own words 4.38 0.845    

 I make up my own examples to help me understand the important concepts I learn from University 4.30 0.834    

 When studying my university work, I try to see how they fit together with other things I already know 4.12 0.775    

 When I study, I figure out how the information might be useful in the real world 4.15 0.652    

 When I study, I try to connect what I am learning with my own experiences 4.44  0.864   

 When I learning new things, I often try to associate them with what I learnt in other lectures about the same or similar thin gs 4.27  0.764   

 Agentic Engagement (Overall mean = 3.93) Means Factors  0.852  

 During this lectures, I express my preferences and opinions 3.82 0.850    

 When I need something in this lectures, I will ask the lecturers for it 3.83 0.824    

 I adjust to whatever we are learning so I can learn as much as possible 4.25 0.762    

 I let my lecturers know what I need and want 3.64 0.736    

 I let my lecturers know what I am interested in 3.73 0.736    

 I try to make whatever we are learning as interesting as possible 4.05 0.670    

 During lectures, I ask questions to help me learn 4.14 0.511    

 

Table 1 shows that the students rated their engagement as 

high (overall means for affective engagement = 4.10, 

behavioural engagement =3.93, cognitive engagement = 3.86 

and agentic engagement = 3.93 all corresponding to agreed). 

With all the means close to code 4 which on the five point 

Likert used corresponded to agree, the results implied that 

the students rated their engagement as high or good. Factor 

Analysis showed that the components of affective, 

behavioural and cognitive engagement could be reduced to 

two factors each while agentic engagement could be reduced 

to one factor. However, since each of the factors loaded once 

on each component at 0.5 and above, the items for each 

component were considered valid. However, for the 

component of behavioural engagement, item seven did not 

load hence was considered weak and was thus dropped from 

use in subsequent analyses [12]. The Cronbach’s alphas = 

0.843, 0.871, 0.832 and 0.852 for the respective components 

 

of student engagement were above the acceptable level = 

0.70 [25]. This meant that the items for the four student 

engagement constructs were reliable measures. 
 
4.2. Student Centred Pedagogical Approach 
 

Student centred pedagogical approach was considered as a 

multi-dimensional factor comprising active learning, 

contextual learning, motivation of students and collaborative 

learning. The results for the student centred pedagogical 

approach include frequencies, percentages, and means. 

Validity and reliability tests that are factor loadings and 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) are also presented. These validity and 

reliability results show the accuracy and interrelatedness of 

the items measuring the factor of student engagement. The 

descriptive, validity and reliability results were as presented 

in Table 2. 

 
Table 2. Descriptive Results for Student Centred Pedagogical Approach. 

 
 

Active learning (overall mean =3.84) 
 

Means 
 

Factors 
 

Α     

 Lecturers involve us in learning practical activities or make us do self-guided learning in lectures 3.65 0.755 0.808 

 Lecturers involve us in discussions while in lectures 3.89 0.676   

 Lecturers provide questions to answer at the end of every lecture  3.55 0.671   

 Lecturers allow us to consult one another in lectures as we learn  3.78  0.669   

 Lecturers avail us materials and sources to help us understand the material in lectures  3.54  0.652   

 We are given regular course works by lecturers  4.15  0.642   

 Sometimes lecturers make us do some practical activities or discussions while learning  3.76  0.634   

 During lectures, most lecturers make us very active contributing ideas  4.07  0.550   

 Contextual learning (overall mean =3.76)  Means  Factors 0.852 

 My lecturers ensure self-directed learning 3.80 0.817   

 My lecturers stimulate thinking, analysis and reasoning  3.88 0.779   

 My lecturers activate my prior knowledge  3.78  0.777   
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Active learning (overall mean =3.84) 
 

Means 
 

Factors 
 

Α     

 My lecturers teach from the known to the unknown 4.72  0.745   

 The knowledge taught in lectures is realistic  4.02  0.698   

 My lecturers are equal to my level of knowledge helping me to understand   3.29  0.685   

 The knowledge taught in lectures is relevant to my needs   3.71   0.590   

 My lecturers arouse my curiosity during learning   3.65   0.568   

 Motivation of students (overall mean =3.92)   Means   Factors  0.875
* 

 The lecturers are receptive to new ideas from students   4.18  0.839  0.871
** 

 The lecturers generally try to stimulate lecture discussion   4.25   0.832   

 The lecturers encourage me to express my opinions   4.33   0.828   

 I have the opportunity to ask questions   4.25   0.770   

 The lecturers teach in a manner that broadens my knowledge   4.17   0.695   

 Lecturers make me feel satisfaction while learning new things   4.06   0.622   

 Lecturers make me experience pleasure while learning new things   4.04   0.574   

 Lecturers make learning become fun   3.12    0.862  

 Lecturers guide me to learn about many things that interest me   3.44    0.860  

 Lecturers make feel pleasure in discussions in the lecturer room   3.34    0.840  

 Collaborative learning (Overall mean = 4.11)   Means   Factors  0.857 

 My lecturers have encouraged me to join study groups   4.34  0.890   

 The sizes of study groups are appropriate to stimulate group discussion   4.22   0.876   

 The sizes of the study groups are appropriate to encourage my active participation   4.33   0.850   

 The learning groups set up have a positive atmosphere (i.e. non-threatening)   4.25   0.706   

 Interaction with other students is an important learning component of this course   4.10    0.764  

 I and all other students are encouraged to contribute to lectures learning.   3.38    0.762  

 The course provides an opportunity to learn from other students   4.10    0.636  

 Learning has been structured in a manner that I have sufficient opportunity to interact with other   
4.19 

     
 

students on this course 
       

         

 

Table 2 revealed that the students rated the lecturers use of 

the student centred pedagogical approach as good (overall 

means for active learning = 3.84, contextual learning = 3.76, 

motivation of students = 3.92 and collaborative learning = 

4.11 all corresponding to agreed). All the means were close 

to code 4 which on the five point Likert used corresponded to 

agree or good. Factor Analysis showed that the components 

of active learning and contextual learning could be reduced 

to one factor while the components of motivation of students 

and collaborative learning could be reduced to two factors. 

However, with the items for each of the factors loading once 

on each component at 0.5 and above, the items for each 

component were considered valid. The Cronbach’s alphas = 

0.808, 0.852, 0.871 and 0.857 for the respective components 

of student centred pedagogical approach were above the 

acceptable level = 0.70. However, while the initial 

 

Cronbach’s alpha for motivation of students was α = 0.875
*
, 

after removing item seven which did not load, the new 

Cronbach’s alpha was lower at α = 0.871. Nevertheless, the 

items remained reliable. This meant that the items for the 

four components of students’ engagement were reliable 

measures. 
 
4.3. Correlation of Student-Centred Pedagogical 

Approach and Student Engagement 
 

To establish the relationship between the student-centred 

pedagogical approach and student engagement that is to test the 

four hypotheses (H1-H4) in this study, correlation analysis was 

done. The four student-centred approaches were active learning, 

contextual learning, motivation of students and collaborative 

learning. The results were given as in Table 3. 

 
Table 3. Correlation between Student-Centred Pedagogical Approach and Student Engagement. 

 
    

Student Engagement 
 

Active learning 
 

Contextual learning 
 

Motivation of students 
 

Collaborative learning         

 
Student Engagement 

 1 0.519
** 

 0.492
** 

 0.826
** 

 0.831
** 

 
    

0.000 
 

0.000 
 

0.000 
 

0.000 
 

         

 
Active learning 

    1  0.536
** 

 0.469
** 

 0.409
** 

 
        

0.000 
 

0.000 
 

0.000 
 

            

 
Contextual learning 

       1   0.453
** 

 0.432
** 

 
           

0.000 
  

0.000 
 

               

 
Motivation of students 

          1   0.894
** 

 
              

0.000 
 

                

 Collaborative learning             1  

 

The results in Table 3 indicate that there is a positive 

significant relationship between the student-centred 

pedagogical approach and student engagement. The results 

revealed that active learning (r = 0.519, p = 0.000 < 0.05), 

contextual learning (r = 0.492, p = 0.000 < 0.05), motivation 

of students (r = 0.826, p = 0.000 < 0.05) and collaborative 

 

learning (r = 0.831, p = 0.000 < 0.005) had a positive 

significant relationship with student engagement. These 

preliminary results revealed that collaborative learning had a 

more significant relationship with student engagement 

followed by motivation of students, active learning and 

contextual learning respectively. 
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4.4. Regression of Student Engagement on the 

Student Centred Pedagogical Approach 
 

At the confirmatory level, to find out whether student 

engagement was determined by the student centred approach 

in terms of active learning, contextual learning, motivation of 

students and collaborative learning, regression analysis was 

carried out. The results were as in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. Regression of Student Engagement on Student-Centred 
Pedagogical Approach. 

 
  

Student-Centred 
  

Standardized Coefficients 
 

Significance      

  Pedagogical Approach   Beta (β)  P 

  Active learning 0.158 0.000 

  Contextual learning  0.123 0.002 

  Motivation of students   0.314 0.000 

  Collaborative learning   0.468  0.000 
 
Adjusted R

2
 = 0.801. 

F = 194.742, p =0.000. 

 
The results in Table 4 show that the student-centred approach 

in terms of active learning, contextual learning, motivation of 

students and collaborative learning explained 80.1% of the 

variation in student engagement (adjusted R
2
 = 0.801). This 

means that 19.9% was accounted for by other factors not 

considered in this model. The regression model was significant 

(F = 194.742, p = 0.000 < 0.05). The four student centred 

pedagogical approaches namely active learning (β = 0.158, p = 

0.000 < 0.05), contextual learning (β = 0.123, p = 0.002 < 0.05), 

motivation of students (β = 0.314, p = 0.000 < 0.05) and 

collaborative learning (β = 0.468, p = 0.000 > 0.05) had a 

positive significant relationship with student engagement. This 

means that all the hypotheses were supported. However, the 

magnitudes of the respective betas suggested that collaborative 

learning had the most significant relationship with student 

engagement followed by motivation of students, active learning 

and contextual learning respectively. 

 

5. Discussion 
 

The results for the first hypothesis (H1) to the effect that there 

is a relationship between active learning and student engagement 

indicated that the relationship was positive and significant. This 

finding was consistent with the findings of previous scholars. 

For example, Arjomandi et al. [2] established the existence of a 

strong connection between active teaching strategies and 

engagement for traditional students. Relatedly, Bevans et al. [6] 

indicated that skill practice (active learning) was positively 

associated with student engagement and inactive instruction was 

negatively associated with student engagement. Similarly, 

Fitzsimons [20] reported that the active learning strategy made 

students be more engaged in learning. Also, Khan et al. [24] 

revealed that use of active learning methods such as debates and 

interdisciplinary collaboration actively engaged students in the 

courses and improved learning. With respect to the second 

hypothesis (H2) stating that there is a relationship between 

contextual learning and student engagement, the results 

indicated that the relationship 

 
 

 
was positive and significant. This finding was supported by the 

findings of previous scholars. For instance, Marini [34] found 

out that student learning outcomes were enhanced through the 

use of contextual teaching and learning. Also, Köse and Tosun  
[26] revealed meaningful differences between context-based 

learning approach and traditional learning on student’s attitudes. 

Likewise, Lam et al. [28] reported that the contextual model of 

learning was highly related to student engagement. However, the 

finding was not supported by Qudsyi et al. [49] who found out 

that contextual learning had no significant effect in improving 

student engagement. However, with the larger number of 

previous scholars supporting the finding of the study, it can be 

inferred that contextual learning had a positive significant 

relationship with student engagement.  

The results for the third hypothesis (H3) to the effect that 

there is a relationship between motivation of learners and 

student engagement also revealed that the relationship was 

positive and significant. This finding concurred with the 

findings of previous scholars. For example, Ferreira et al. (2011) 

reported that motivation level was related to class engagement. 

The study indicated that motivational variables had a 

potentiating effect on student learning. Also, Saeed and Zyngier 

[55] found out that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation had a 

relationship with student engagement. Similarly, Subramaniam 

[60] revealed that motivation of students through teaching 

strategies, task presentation, and structuring of learning 

experiences can motivate the unmotivated and disengaged 

learners to learn. Lastly, the results for the fourth hypothesis 

(H4) testing the relationship between collaborative learning and 

student engagement also indicated that the relationship was 

positive and significant. This finding agreed with previous 

scholars such as Backer et al. [4] who found out that 

collaborative grouping had a positive impact on student learning 

and fostered student engagement. Bharucha [7] revealed that 

students who were the beneficiaries of the collaborative 

approach had significantly higher levels of satisfaction than 

students who had studied under the traditional approach hence 

higher levels of engagement. Also, Hernández 
 
[23] established that collaborative learning promoted student 

engagement. Likewise, McGarrigle [39] revealed that 

collaborative group learning through project and problem based 

learning enhanced student engagement. Therefore, with the 

findings of the study agreeing with the findings of previous 

scholars, it can be surmised that collaborative learning has a 

positive significant relationship with student engagement. 

 

6. Conclusions 
 

The discussion above led to the conclusion that all the 

student-teacher centred approaches namely; active learning, 

contextual learning, motivation of students and collaborative 

learning are imperative for promotion of student engagement. 

Therefore, it is recommended that university lecturers should 

promote the use of those approaches when conducting teaching. 

In promoting active teaching, the lecturers should involve 

students in practical activities, discussions, provide questions to 

answer at the end of every lecture, allow students 
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to consult one another, avail students’ materials and sources 

of materials, give them regular course works and make 

students very active by contributing ideas. Implementing 

contextual learning should involve ensuring students self-

directed learning, stimulate thinking, analysis and reasoning, 

activate prior knowledge of students, teach from the known 

to the unknown, teach knowledge relevant to students’ needs, 

lower down to the level of students, and arouse curiosity of 

students during learning. To carry out motivation of learners, 

the lecturers should be receptive to new ideas from students, 

stimulate lecture discussion, encourage students to express 

their opinions, give them opportunity to ask questions, teach 

in a manner that broadens students’ knowledge, make 

learning fun, and make students feel satisfaction.  
To promote collaborative learning, the lecturers should 

encourage students to join study groups of appropriate size 

operating in a positive atmosphere, enhance student interaction, 

and enable every student to contribute during study groups. The 

limitations of the current study are that it considered one 

pedagogical approach namely, the student-centred approach. 

Therefore, future studies should cover other evident pedagogical 

approaches namely, teacher-centred approach in terms of 

immediate feedback, continuous practice/ revision and 

reinforcement [1, 17], and teacher-student interaction approach 

in terms of making expectations clear, provide clear feedback 

and inspires students [37]. Considering the different pedagogical 

approaches will help in establishing the interaction relationship 

of pedagogical approaches in predicting student engagement. 

The practical contribution of this study is that it develops a 

model indicating that the student centred approach comprises of 

active learning, contextual learning, motivation of students and 

collaborative learning as approaches for promoting student 

engagement.  
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