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Abstract of thesis presented to the Senate of Universiti Putra Malaysia in fulfilment 
of the requirement for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 
 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHING AND LEARNING APPROACHES AND 
STUDENT ENGAGEMENT AT A SELECTED MALAYSIAN RESEARCH 

UNIVERSITY  
 

 By 
 

 TEOH HEE CHONG 
 

August 2015 
 
 
Chair:     Maria Chong Abdullah, PhD 
Faculty:  Educational Studies 
 
 
Student Engagement is significantly associated with the personal development of 
undergraduates, as well as the institutional development of tertiary education. The 
scenario of disengagement will affect students‟ performance during their collegiate 
life and their career advancement after they graduate. Therefore, this study 
investigates Approaches to Teaching and Student Approaches to Learning of 
university students towards predicting Student Engagement and Academic 
Achievement in their university experience. In addition, this study explores the level 
of Student Engagement, Academic Achievement, Approaches to Teaching and 
Student Approaches to Learning among undergraduates. 
 
A correlational research design was used in this study. The respondents comprised 
350 second year students from a local public university. The data for this study were 
collected by utilizing three instruments, namely Student‟s Perception on Approaches 
to Teaching Inventory (to measure the Approaches to Teaching), Study Process 
Questionnaire – 2 Factors (Malaysia) (to measure Student Approaches to Learning) 
and Student Engagement Questionnaire (to measure Student Engagement). Data 
were analysed using descriptive and inferential statistics. 
 
The study found that the majority of students demonstrated a moderate level of 
engagement in their university experience. Among the five constructs of Student 
Engagement, students showed a high level of Life-long Learning interest, followed 
by a moderate level of Cooperative Learning, Active Learning, Student-faculty 
Interaction and Experience with Diversity. The findings of this study did not show 
any significant difference for the engagement level of male and female students, or 
in respect of the five constructs of Student Engagement. The findings also revealed 
that students possessed a high level of Academic Achievement in their study. 
Students in this study perceived that their lecturers applied a moderate level of 
Teacher-focused teaching approach. Meanwhile, students perceived their lecturers 
applied a high level of Student-focused teaching approach. This study further 
identified that students adopted a moderate level of Surface and Deep Approaches 
in their study. All the variables involved in this study were found to have significant 
correlation with each other. 
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The results of path analysis confirmed the fit of the proposed Teaching and 
Learning Engagement model. This model was also suitable for use with male and 
female students. The model indicated that the Teacher-focused teaching approach 
has a significant direct effect on the Surface Approach and Academic Achievement. 
The student-focused teaching approach was also found to have a significant direct 
effect on the Surface Approach, Deep Approach and Student Engagement. In 
addition, the Deep Approach was also found to have a significant effect on Student 
Engagement. The Deep Approach also partially mediated the relationship between 
the Student-focused teaching approach and Student Engagement. No significant 
differences were found for the direct and indirect effects among variables across 
gender. 
 
In conclusion, this study found that the proposed Teaching and Learning 
Engagement model fitted the sample data well. The data analysis also found that 
Approaches to Teaching (Student-focused and Teacher-focused) and Student 
Approaches to Learning (Deep and Surface Approaches) had a different degree of 
direct and indirect effects on Student Engagement and Academic Achievement.  
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pembelajaran mereka. Semua pembolehubah yang terlibat dalam kajian ini didapati 
mempunyai hubungan signifikan antara satu sama lain. 
 
Keputusan analisis laluan mengesahkan model penglibatan pengajaran dan 
pembelajaran yang dicadangkan adalah menepati kesesuaian model. Model ini 
adalah sesuai untuk pelajar lelaki dan perempuan. Model ini menunjukkan 
pendekatan pengajaran berpusatkan guru mempunyai kesan langsung yang 
signifikan terhadap pendekatan permukaan dan pencapaian akademik. Pendekatan 
pengajaran berpusatkan pelajar juga didapati mempunyai kesan langsung yang 
signifikan ke atas pendekatan permukaan, pendekatan mendalam dan penglibatan 
pelajar. Di samping itu, pendekatan mendalam juga didapati mempunyai kesan 
signifikan ke atas penglibatan pelajar. Pendekatan mendalam merupakan 
pengantara separa bagi hubungan antara pendekatan pengajaran berpusatkan 
guru dan penglibatan pelajar. Tidak ada perbezaan yang signifikan didapati dari 
segi jantina bagi kesan langsung dan tidak langsung antara pembolehubah. 
 
Sebagai kesimpulan, kajian ini telah menyokong cadangan model penglibatan 
pengajaran dan pembelajaran adalah bersesuaian dengan data sampel. Analisis 
data juga mendapati pendekatan pengajaran (berpusatkan pelajar dan berpusatkan 
guru) dan pendekatan pembelajaran pelajar (pendekatan permukaan dan 
mendalam) mempunyai kesan langsung dan tidak langsung yang berlainan darjah 
terhadap penglibatan pelajar dan pencapaian akademik. 
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 CHAPTER 1 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 Introduction 
 
 
The discussion in this chapter focuses on the concept, importance and 
application of Student Engagement (SE), in relation to Malaysia‟s tertiary 
education. This study examines two important issues associated with the 
problems of higher learning institutions in Malaysia: 1) disengagement in 
educational activities and 2) approaches to teaching and learning as 
determinant factors for Student Engagement (SE). These two issues shape 
the objectives, research questions and hypotheses of the current study. 
Lastly, the significance of study, limitations and operational definition were 
discussed. 
 
 
1.2 Background 
 
1.2.1 The Concept and Importance of Student Engagement in Higher 

Education 
 
 
The concept of Student Engagement (SE) has been addressed in the 
literature for more than 70 years according to Kuh (2009). It appears in 
different terminology but refers to the same concept – “students learn from 
what they do in college” (Pike & Kuh, 2005a, p. 186). Pace was the one who 
promoted the idea of “quality of student effort” in the 1980s (Astin & 
Schroeder, 2003). He believes that the quality of education is determined by 
the engagement of students in the learning process and the enriching 
educational experience in higher learning institutions. His findings laid the 
foundation for later research work (Pace, 1990). 
 
This concept has growing importance in serving two higher education 
objectives: institutional and individual development. At the institutional level, 
there are certain positive policies and practices that are highly associated 
with Student Engagement (SE), which directly increase institutional 
productivity (Kuh & Hu, 2001). Perhaps a well-known set of principles in 
highlighting the good practices in higher education institutions is the “Seven 
Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education” (Chickering & 
Gamson, 1987). These identified principles are (1) encourage contact 
between students and faculty; (2) develop reciprocity and cooperation among 
students; (3) active learning techniques; (4) prompt feedback; (5) time on 
task; (6) communicate high expectations; and (7) respect diverse talents and 
ways of learning. These principles play a profound role in underpinning the 
development of the concept for Student Engagement (SE). 



© C
OPYRIG

HT U
PM

2 
 

 

 

 
In addition, students, if fully engaged with the facilities and opportunities 
provided by higher institutions, will maximize their learning, grade and 
personal development (Carini, Kuh & Klein, 2006; Kuh, Chen & Nelson Laird, 
2007). The concept of Student Engagement (SE) has also been treated as 
the solution to the lower graduation rate of low income and first-generation 
college students (Engle & Tinto, 2008). Many studies have examined the 
relationship between Student Engagement (SE) and persistence (Pascarella 
& Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 2000). Others conclude that engaging in various 
educational activities will affect the quality of life after college in a positive 
way (Kuh, 2009; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  
 
Four specific reasons – administrative, economic, social, and educational – 
increase the interest of academicians in Student Engagement (SE). For 
administrative reasons, academicians believe that the effectiveness of higher 
educational institutional policies and practices should be measured by 
Student Engagement (SE). Higher educational institutions are always 
subjected to criticism when their graduates are not competitive in the job 
market. Student Engagement (SE) is evidence that students are also 
accountable for the investment in their own learning and development (Pace, 
1984). As Pace stated in his report, “what account most is not who you are or 
where you are but what you do” (1998, p. 28), and he consistently proved 
that students were also responsible for their own success with his research 
findings in the 1980s and 1990s.  
 
For economic reasons, Student Engagement (SE) can help universities to 
allocate resources and organize learning activities, which can maximize 
learning productivity (Nelson Laird, Chen & Kuh, 2008). Kuh and Hu (2001) 
defined learning productivity as the combination of Student Engagement (SE) 
in educational activities and the gains students make through their college 
experiences. By not increasing the costs of administration, the effort to 
improve learning productivity by boosting the engagement of students is 
necessary (Kuh, Pace & Vesper, 1997).  
 
For social reasons, Student Engagement (SE) is also very useful in 
identifying the connection between various social groups and their 
involvement in educational purposeful activities. The social issues involved in 
this aspect in terms of their level of engagement have been studied in some 
of the earlier research. These issues include students working part time while 
attending class (Pike, Kuh & Massa-Mckinley, 2008), parent‟s education 
background (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Pike & Kuh, 2005b), and residents on 
campus and commuters to colleges (Astin, 1999). In addition, the relation 
between low-income students (Engle & Tinto, 2008), gender and racial 
groups‟ and Student Engagement (SE) in higher education (Hu & Kuh, 2002) 
has consistently been a focus of past research. The issue of educational 
performance between local and international students can also be identified 
through their engagement in their studies (Zhao, Kuh & Carini, 2005).   
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Besides the above-mentioned reasons, Student Engagement (SE) has also 
been proven to be positively linked with student learning in universities 
(Carini et al., 2006; Pace, 1990; Tinto, 1997). The premise is simple, as 
according to Carini, Kuh and Klein, “the more students learn and practice a 
subject, and they will gain more from it” (2006, p. 2). This idea is in line with 
the concept promoted by Pace around 1980 with the term “quality of student 
effort” (Astin & Schroeder, 2003). He consistently reported a relationship 
between Student Engagement (SE) and student achievement (Pace, 1982, 
1984 & 1990). Since then, higher education institutions have chosen Student 
Engagement (SE) as an alternative to examine the effectiveness of 
educationally productive activities. Student Engagement (SE) has functioned 
as a proxy for the desired outcomes of universities (Kuh, Nelson Laird & 
Umbach, 2004). In other words, educational activities that can strengthen 
Student Engagement (SE) are said to be able to increase general academic 
abilities, critical thinking, grades and persistence rates (Pike & Kuh, 2005a).  
 
Hence, studies have been conducted to identify the relationship between 
various educational activities with Student Engagement (SE), such as 
inquiry-oriented activities (Hu, Kuh & Li, 2008), student‟s experience with 
information technologies (Nelson Laird & Kuh, 2005), learning communities 
(Tinto, 2000; Zhao & Kuh, 2004), and freshman interest group (Tinto & 
Goodsell, 1993). All these activities have been proven to link positively with 
Student Engagement (SE) either conditionally or unconditionally.  
 
 
1.2.2 Student Engagement as Alternative Assessment Approach on 

Students’ Performance 
 
 
Student Engagement (SE) reflects students‟ participation and involvement in 
educational practices inside and outside the classroom throughout their 
studies in university (NSSE, 2007). Involvement can be implied from physical 
and psychological participation in learning experiences (Astin, 1999).  
 
A common scenario among students in university is that they are more 
concerned about their results or grade but care little about the mastery of the 
subject matter. They can also register for courses they are not interested in, 
as long as, to their understanding, the courses are easy to score. They are 
willing to take a shortcut (an easy way), or even to cheat when they are 
actually capable of learning well.  Why do students emphasize the grade 
more than knowledge? Why is it so difficult to get students to reflect, to 
concern, and to engage? These questions constitute national or even 
international issues pertaining to Student Engagement (SE) (Barkley, 2010).  
 
Student Engagement (SE) works more as a process indicator rather than a 
product indicator. Pace mentioned in his earlier research that “education is 
both a process and product” (1982, p. 4). This statement is supported by 
Astin, who explained that education is not about producing a product, but 
adding value to students (1985). The idea of process indicators is best 
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described in “Seven Principles of Good Practice in Undergraduate 
Education” (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). Therefore, process-oriented is 
better than outcome-oriented in analysing the aim of education (Coates, 
2006). As Shulman wrote, “Engagement in this sense is not just a proxy for 
learning but a fundamental purpose of education” (2002, p. 40). 
 
There are several reasons to support the development of process indicators, 
such as Student Engagement (SE), instead of product indicators being used 
in higher education. Firstly, Student Engagement (SE), as a process 
indicator, provides a valuable and holistic perspective on the student 
experience in higher education. Secondly, according to Shulman (2002), 
“being engaged” is intrinsically important in itself. Engagement represents 
individuals who are “living the life of the university student” (Coates, 2006, p. 
32). Students are exposing themselves to people, engaging in various 
activities, and taking advantage of different facilities, which are important 
agents of personal and professional growth. Lastly, process indicators can 
overcome many limitations of product indicators, which include, for example, 
the difficulty in determining which outcomes to consider, the difficulty in 
measuring, the limited capacity and localization, and being difficult to 
interpret. Conversely, process data are easier to assess, proximal, tangible, 
ready to use, easier to interpret, and easier to apply to improve the quality of 
education (Coates, 2006; Kuh et al., 1997).  
 
In addition, the teaching and learning process are deemed to be the main 
activities provided by universities and also practiced by students. Student 
Engagement (SE) will increase when the teacher makes sense and meaning 
of the subjects being taught. Jones (2009) supported this argument by 
indicating that the teacher has to create a safe learning environment that 
motivates students to face challenges and apply higher order skills. These 
findings are also supported by Noor Mala Ibrahim and Nor Hidayah Ramli 
(2010) who reiterated that the teaching and learning process plays an 
important role in determining the learners‟ understanding and their motivation 
to learn the subject.  
 
 
1.2.3 The Role of Teaching in Engaging Students 
 
 
Educationists believe that good practices in undergraduate teaching 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Kuh et al., 1997) will directly affect Student 
Engagement (SE) in the classroom and in activities outside the classroom 
(Kuh & Hu, 2001). Lecturers who manage to implement good practices will 
not just involve their students in classroom activities but also encourage 
better student-faculty interaction beyond the classroom (Engle & Tinto, 2008). 
The rationale behind this argument is simply because lecturers are the key 
players who have frequent interaction with students and serve to notify 
students about the availability of opportunities and facilities outside the 
classroom (Pace, 1990; Tinto, 1990). In other words, it means that the 
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classroom-learning environment and teaching practices are crucial and place 
high expectations on the job of the lecturers (Nelson Laird et al., 2008).  
 
Various teaching and learning models have been proposed in psychological 
education and practised by students in universities. In this study, the 
approaches of teaching based on Fox (1983), Leung, Lu, X.H., Chen, & Lu, 
M. (2008a), Trigwell and Prosser (2004), and Prosser and Trigwell (2006) 
have been chosen, which differentiate teaching approaches into simple 
theories or Teacher-focused (TF) and developed theories or Student-focused 
(SF). According to Fox (1983), the simple theories or Teacher-focused (TF) 
teaching approach considers the simple relationship between teaching and 
learning. Knowledge is simply transferred to and received by students. This 
is a one-way process, and the learning outcome is predetermined. Prosser 
and Trigwell (2006) also stated that the simple theories approach in the 
teaching process focuses on facts and skills without an in-depth 
understanding of their relationship.  
 
In contrast, the developed theories or Student-focused (SF) teaching 
approach argue that the student is a fellow traveller who has his/her own 
experiences, abilities, motives, and objectives in the learning process. The 
student is an active learner in gaining knowledge and the teacher is merely 
playing the role of a facilitator. Teachers just need to focus and care about 
the internal personal growth of students. Their duty is to guide and lead 
students, and emphasize what the student is doing and learning rather than 
what the teacher is teaching and covering (Leung, Ng, & Li, 2004; Trigwell, 
Prosser, & Taylor, 1994). In addition, lecturers must listen attentively to their 
students, interact effectively with them and support them to achieve a high 
level of academic performance (Nelson Laird et al., 2008).  
 
 
1.2.4 Engaging students with learning approaches 
 
 
According to Marton and Saljo (1976), there are two different approaches in 
which students go about learning, called “Surface” (SA) and “Deep” (DA). 
Students adopting the Surface Approach (SA) just aim to achieve the 
minimum requirement, whereas deep learners will study the content 
precisely, learn in detail and aim for complete comprehension of the meaning 
(Dasari, 2009). 
 
Various factors influence students to adopt a particular approach to learning, 
such as course content, assessment method, workload, teaching method, 
students‟ perception of the relevance and interest in a course, studying year, 
and age of students (Gibbs, 1992; Kember, 1997; Ramsden, 1987). This 
study focuses on the teaching approaches as many findings indicate that 
they have a significant relationship with student approaches to learning 
(Trigwell, Prosser & Waterhouse, 1999). In relation to that, student 
approaches to learning should be given special attention as research in 
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higher education has repeatedly shown that approaches to and conceptions 
of learning are related to the quality of learning outcomes (Goh, 2008).  
 
 
1.3 Problem Statement 
 
 
Recent investigations show that higher institutions are facing more signs of 
disengagement or lack of commitment rather than engagement among 
undergraduate students (Astin, Parrot, Korn, & Sax, 1997; Kazmi, 2010; Kuh, 
2003; McInnis, 2001). Studies in Australia and the United States showed that 
the level of engagement in higher education is declining, and that 
undergraduates are becoming less involved with the university, or are not as 
excellent as previous generations. Similarly, students also find that they are 
not motivated to study and unable to manage the study workload. In addition, 
students spend less time seeking teachers‟ advice, there are more cases of 
“oversleeping” and “missing class”, becoming materialistic and expecting the 
university to assist them in achieving instrumental goals. In other words, 
there are more students who graduate with higher grades but are doing less 
(Astin et. Al.,1997; Kuh, 1998; McInnis, 2001).  
 
Despite the growing use of Student Engagement (SE) as an indicator of 
engagement in countries, such as the US, Canada and Australia, the 
research dealing directly with Student Engagement (SE) in Malaysian public 
universities is still scanty. The studies about Student Engagement (SE) in 
Malaysia revealed that most of the students scored below average for 
student-faculty interaction, active and collaborative learning, and effective 
educational practices (Fauziah Md. Jaafar, Rosna Awang Hashim & Tengku 
Faekah Tengku Ariffin, 2012; Norzaini Azman, Manisah Mohd Ali, Abdul 
Halim Tamuri, & Zalizan Mohd Jelas, 2005). 
 
Furthermore, based on the constructs of Student Engagement (SE), such as 
student-faculty interaction and active learning, the same scenario of 
disengagement can be observed in the Malaysian context. Previous studies 
found that the majority of students in public and private universities of 
Malaysia were teacher-centred and lacked personal autonomy (Thang, 2005; 
Thang, 2009; Thang & Azarina Alias, 2007). The findings are in line with the 
research results saying that Asian students have a low level of in-class 
participation (Dasari, 2009; Tani, 2005). There are studies revealed that less 
than 20% of students asked the lecturers questions during class. 
Furthermore, the lecturers and learners both agreed that students were 
passive in classroom participation (Liew, 2009; Zainal Abidin Sayadi, 2007). 
Negatively passive participation is defined as being quiet in class, not 
concerned about class activities, not interested in the lessons and remaining 
in their own world (Siti Maziha & Nik Suryani, 2011). However, without a 
straightforward measurement for Student Engagement (SE), no actual or 
definite description can be made concerning the level of engagement of the 
students. This study will perhaps give a better idea about Student 
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Engagement (SE) in public higher institutions and bridge the gap with the 
current research studies.  
 
The different in level of Student Engagement (SE) across gender is another 
interesting issue studied in this research. There are studies reported that, on 
average, females scored higher than males or, females socialise slightly 
more than males regarding course-related problems or when they need to 
borrow course materials (Krause, McInnis & Welle, 2003; Kuh, 2003). In 
Malaysia, females were found score significantly higher than males in the 
active and collaborative learning (Norzaini Azman et. al., 2005). Thus, this 
study will examine how gender may affect the level of Student Engagement 
(SE) among students. 
 
The outcomes of disengagement will affect the performance of the students 
during their collegiate life and also their career advancement after they 
graduate from university. When the students are not committed to their 
collegiate life, they tend to spend fewer days participating in activities on 
campus. They lack cooperation with other students in areas of their courses, 
and are not consistent with their studying throughout the semester. Thus, 
these students are anticipated to perform poorly in the examination, and, 
most likely, to experience deferring, retention or drop out from their studies 
(McInnis, 2001; Tinto, 2000). Furthermore, previous study also determined 
that the disengaged group made much less progress in their capacity for 
critical thinking and inquiry. Subsequently, they have lower vocational 
readiness compared with engaged students (Pace, 1990). 
 
Therefore, a better description and understanding pertaining to Student 
Engagement (SE) is necessary for policymakers, administrators, lecturers, 
and students. In addition, the factors of engagement need to be identified to 
provide insights into the possible solutions for the issues raised. In this study, 
the researcher has chosen to examine Approaches to Teaching (AT) 
together with Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) as among the factors 
that will affect Student Engagement (SE).  
 
Concisely, a better approach to the teaching and learning process is needed 
to overcome the challenges faced. An effective teaching method will help 
instructors to deliver their lessons clearly and precisely, in which a smart 
learner can fully utilize his time and talent to master the knowledge for future 
application. Hence, in this study, it is intended to formulate an effective 
teaching and learning model that can maximize Student Engagement (SE) of 
higher learning institutions. The researcher names this hypothesized model 
as the Teaching and Learning Engagement Model or TL Engagement 
Model, which will be explored in detail in Chapter 2. 
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1.4 Research Objective 
 
 
This study investigates the Approaches to Teaching (AT) and Student 
Approaches to Learning (SAL) of university students towards predicting 
Student Engagement (SE) and Academic Achievement (AA) in their 
university experience. 
 
The specific objectives of this study are: 
1. To identify the level of Student Engagement (SE), Academic 

Achievement (AA), Approaches to Teaching (AT) and Student 
Approaches to Learning (SAL) among undergraduates. 

2. To differentiate the level of Student Engagement (SE) based on gender. 
3. To investigate the direct effects of Approaches to Teaching (AT) and 

Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) of university students on Student 
Engagement (SE) and Academic Achievement (AA) in the Teaching and 
Learning Engagement Model. 

4. To determine the mediating effect of Student Approaches to Learning 
(SAL) on the relationship between Approaches to Teaching (AT) and 
Student Engagement (SE). 

5. To determine the mediating effect of Student Engagement (SE) on the 
relationship between Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) and 
Academic Achievement (AA). 

6. To investigate the moderating role of gender in the contributions of 
Approaches to Teaching (AT) and Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) 
of university students towards predicting Student Engagement (SE) and 
Academic Achievement (AA) in their university experience. 

 
Derived from the specific objectives, the research questions (RQ) and 
Hypotheses (H) for this research are stated as follows: 
 
Research Objective 1 
RQ1: What is the level of Student Engagement (SE) and its constructs 

among undergraduates? 
RQ2: What is the level of Academic Achievement (AA) among 

undergraduates? 
RQ3: What is the level of the Teacher-focused (TF) and Student-focused 

(SF) teaching approach, as perceived by undergraduates? 
RQ4: What is the level of the Surface Approach (SA) and Deep Approach 

(DA) adopted by undergraduates? 
Research Objective 2 
H1: There is significant difference in Student Engagement (SE) across 

gender. 
H2: There are significant differences in the constructs of Student 

Engagement (SE) based on gender. 
 
Research Objective 3 
H3: Teacher-focused (TF) is negatively related to Student Engagement 

(SE). 
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H4: Student-focused (SF) is positively related to Student Engagement 
(SE). 

H5: Surface Approach (SA) is negatively related to Student Engagement 
(SE). 

H6: Deep Approach (DA) is positively related to Student Engagement (SE). 
H7: Teacher-focused (TF) is positively related to Surface Approach (SA). 
H8: Student-focused (SF) is negatively related to Surface Approach (SA). 
H9: Teacher-focused (TF) is negatively related to Deep Approach (DA). 
H10: Student-focused (SF) is positively related to Deep Approach (DA). 
H11: Surface Approach (SA) is negatively related to Academic 

Achievement (AA). 
H12: Deep Approach (DA) is positively related to Academic Achievement 

(AA). 
H13: Student Engagement (SE) is positively related to Academic 

Achievement (AA). 
 
Research Objective 4 
H14: Deep Approach (DA) mediates the relationship between Student-

focused (SF) teaching approach and Student Engagement (SE). 
H15: Deep Approach (DA) mediates the relationship between Teacher-

focused (TF) teaching approach and Student Engagement (SE). 
H16: Surface Approach (SA) mediates the relationship between Student-

focused (SF) teaching approach and Student Engagement (SE). 
H17: Surface Approach (SA) mediates the relationship between Teacher-

focused (TF) teaching approach and Student Engagement (SE). 
 
Research Objective 5 
H18: Student Engagement (SE) mediates the relationship between Surface 

Approach (SA) and Academic Achievement (AA). 
H19: Student Engagement (SE) mediates the relationship between Deep 

Approach (DA) and Academic Achievement (AA). 
 
Research Objective 6 
H20: Gender moderate the relationships between Approaches to Teaching 

(AT) and Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) in predicting Student 
Engagement (SE) and Academic Achievement (AA). 

 
 
1.5 Significance of Study 
 
 
A better Teaching and Learning model (TL Engagement Model) for higher 
learning can enhance the literature on Student Engagement (SE), teaching 
and learning approaches in higher learning institutions. The exploration of 
teaching and learning approaches combined together with Student 
Engagement (SE) provides a better understanding of the relationships 
among the variables. Furthermore, the direct and indirect effects of teaching 
and learning approaches on Student Engagement (SE) explored in this study 
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provide useful information for the implementation of practices or policies in 
higher learning institutions.  
 
The findings from this study will either support or contradict the early results 
pertaining to the issues concerning the relationships among teaching and 
learning approaches and Student Engagement (SE). The investigation of the 
relationship among these variables may also provide insights, new 
knowledge or new approaches to students, lecturers, administrators and 
policymakers. 
 
Furthermore, this study attempts to provide a new approach in measuring 
Approaches to Teaching (AT) and Student Engagement (SE). Prior to this 
study, the measurement of approaches to teaching were normally based on 
the lecturer‟s self-report (Trigwell et al., 1999). Leung, Wang and David Chan 
(2007) suggested the idea of measuring Approaches to Teaching (AT) 
through the perception of students. This study expands on the idea of Leung 
et al. (2007) by developing a suitable tool to measure the Approaches to 
Teaching (AT) through student‟s perception. This attempt further strengthens 
the measurement of Approaches to Teaching (AT) based on student‟s 
perception. The established tool may simplify future studies on teaching and 
learning processes in higher learning institutions. 
 
The concept of Student Engagement (SE) as a learning process indicator 
has not been fully tested in Malaysian higher educational institutions. The 
effectiveness and applicability of this concept to assess the performance of 
Malaysian undergraduates has not been studied widely. This study will help 
us to identify a proper construct that is better suited to the local context. The 
possibility that Student Engagement (SE) functions as an alternative in 
measuring learning outcomes will also be discussed. Subsequently, the 
current study will enhance the knowledge in understanding this learning 
process indicator. 
 
This study will raise awareness concerning engaging students in the 
teaching and learning process among the relevant parties in the ministry, 
universities and faculties, as well as the undergraduates themselves. A 
Teaching and Learning Engagement model (TL Engagement model) for 
higher learning will be developed in an attempt to provide a full picture and 
explanation of the questions raised. The model will provide insights and an 
overview to guide and assist lecturers in designing teaching approaches. The 
research findings can provide a basis for designing training programmes for 
lecturers in higher institutions. Undeniably, many educators in Malaysia have 
been well trained and equipped to deliver their knowledge to the learner. 
However, the issue of Student Engagement (SE) in the learning process is 
less emphasized and has become the cause of ineffective teaching. As 
Angelo and Cross pointed out, “learning can – and often does – occur 
without teaching, but teaching cannot occur without learning; teaching 
without learning is just talking” (1993, p. 3).  Hence, the awareness to 
engage students‟ needs to become part of the lesson planning to ensure 
better learning quality. 
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version and used to measure the constructs of Teacher-focused (TF) and 
Student-focused (SF).  
 
 
1.7.4 Student Approaches to Learning 
 
 
In this study, Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) was measured using 
the modified version of Revised Study Process Questionnaire – 2 factors (R-
SPQ-2F) (Biggs, Kember, & Leung, 2001). Student Approaches to Learning 
(SAL) reflects the interaction between a student‟s current motivation and the 
teaching context and is modifiable (Biggs & Moore, 1993). Current research 
employs the “two-factor SAL”, which consists of the Surface Approach (SA) 
and Deep Approach (DA). 
 
 
1.7.5 Research University (RU) 
 
 
The term research university was introduced into Malaysia through the 
National Higher Education Strategic Plan: Laying the Foundation Beyond 
2020 (The Plan) in year 2007. The characteristics of RUs introduced in this 
Plan included the field of studies, which focus on research, competitive 
enrolment, which ensures the quality of students and lecturers, and the ratio 
of undergraduate and postgraduate, which is 50:50.  
 
Currently, there are five RUs in Malaysia – Universiti Malaya (UM), Universiti 
Sains Malaysia (USM), Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), Universiti 
Putra Malaysia (UPM), and Universiti Technology Malaysia (UTM). The 
selected Research University (RU) in this study was Universiti Putra 
Malaysia (UPM). 
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1.8 Summary 
 
 
This chapter provided the background information about why the issue of 
Student Engagement (SE) is of growing importance in higher learning 
education. Notably, as in other parts of the world, problems of learner 
disengagement have worried and alarmed the Malaysian society. 
 
A brief introduction of the research design, together with the teaching and 
learning approaches as determinant factors towards Student Engagement 
(SE), highlighted the full picture of this research. The main aim, specific 
objectives, research questions and hypotheses have been stated clearly and 
precisely to guide the following discussion. The significance of contribution 
comes from the exploration, understanding and application of individual 
concepts, and the correlational relationships of the constructs and path 
model, which depicted the teaching and learning phenomenon in higher 
learning education. Lastly, the operational definitions of the main variables 
were explained. 
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