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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this research is to examine the relationships 
between student engagement in a higher education system and the desire to attend 
university and academic success. A causal design was used in the research. The 
research sample consisted of 3,093 undergraduate students in Turkey, selected 
using the stratified sampling method. NSSE was used as a data collection tool in 
the study. Pearson product-moment correlation analysis, simple linear regression 
analysis, and multilevel logistic regression analysis were used to analyze the data. 
Within the scope of the research, it was determined that student engagement 
statistically significantly predicted academic success and the desire to attend 
university. As students' level of engagement increases, their academic success and 
desire to attend their universities also increase. In this context, universities should 
establish institutional policies to enhance student engagement and regularly 
evaluate their progress by measuring the level of student engagement within their 
institutions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Student engagement has recently emerged as one of the most important topics in 
educational research (Cinches et al., 2017). Student engagement has become 
increasingly prominent in higher education policy debates, scientific research 
literature and popular media (Kuh, 2009b). Since the concept of student 
engagement first entered the literature, it has been central to efforts to understand 
and improve student learning and higher education (Groccia, 2018). Shulman 
(2005) stated that learning begins with student engagement, which leads to 
knowledge acquisition and understanding. The quality of the student experience 
is significantly impacted by the concept of student engagement, which is a 
multifaceted and dynamic concept (Dangeni, 2023). 

The term "student engagement" is defined in many ways (Darmody et al., 
2022). Kuh (2009a) defines student engagement as the time and effort students 
spend on activities related to the university's desired outcomes and everything the 
university does to encourage students to participate in these activities. Student 
engagement is a concept related to the interaction between the time, effort and 
other relevant resources spent by both students and universities to improve the 
student experience, enrich learning outcomes, and increase the performance and 
reputation of universities (Trowler, 2010). Coates (2007) defined student 
engagement as a broad structure that encompasses both academic and non-
academic aspects of the student experience, including active learning, 
participation in challenging educational activities, developing communication 
with academic staff, engaging in enriching educational experiences, and feeling 
supported by university communities. 

Student engagement refers to the degree to which students are interested and 
involved in the learning process, as well as their connection to their classes, 
universities, and peers (Axelson & Flick, 2010). Student engagement refers to the 
behaviors of students who indicate a greater interest in the university than their 
friends do. Student engagement is defined as the time, energy and resources that 
students devote to activities designed to increase learning at the university. These 
activities generally range from a short period of time spent on campus or during 
the education process to students' long-term learning experiences in and out of the 
classroom (Krause, 2005). Students' active participation in classroom lessons, 
reading course resources, studying for their lessons, answering the questions 
asked to them, completing their homework and maintaining good communication 
with their teachers in the lessons are activities related to student engagement. 
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Students' performance in the classroom is a direct result of student engagement 
(Finn, 1989). 

Student engagement varies significantly among individuals from diverse 
backgrounds (Wang & BrckaLorenz, 2018). According to Kuh (2009a), students 
with high levels of engagement strive not only to pass the course but also to learn 
more than what they have learned in the course. These students not only strive to 
obtain a good grade but also try to understand what they learn in class, incorporate 
it into their lives, and internalize it (Newmann, 1989). According to Saeed and 
Zyngier (2012), students with high levels of engagement have the skills to work 
with others and know how to transfer knowledge to solve problems creatively. 
Students with low levels of engagement cannot pass their classes and cannot 
complete their homework. They do not show interest in their lessons and have 
little excitement for learning (Newmann, 1989). As a result of the decrease in 
student engagement in higher education, negative situations such as students not 
attending classes, failing in their courses, and terminating their university 
education are observed (Archambault et al., 2009; Finn, 1989; Harris, 2008; 
Newmann et al., 1992; Tinto, 1975; Willms, 2003). 

Vibert and Shields (2003) stated that students' ability to conduct independent 
research in line with their own interests at universities, research the subjects they 
want to learn, and take part in projects on the subjects they are interested in 
increases student engagement. Students' participation in these educational 
activities at their universities also increases their academic success and desire to 
attend university (Kuh et al., 2006). For this reason, it is extremely important for 
universities to strengthen student engagement, develop positive attitudes toward 
their universities, increase the academic success of students and ensure that they 
continue attending their universities. In this context, this study aimed to determine 
the contributions of student engagement to academic success and university 
attendance by examining the relationships between student engagement and 
students' academic success and their desire to attend university. To achieve this 
aim, the following questions were sought: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between students’ NSSE scores and 
their academic success? 

2. Do students’ scores on the NSSE predict academic success? 
3. Do the scores students receive from the higher education student 

engagement scale and engagement indicators predict their desire to 
attend university? 

 
METHOD 

A causal design, a quantitative research approach, was used in this study. The 
reason for using causal design in this study is the researcher's desire to determine 
the contribution of student engagement to the variables of desire to attend 
university and academic success. 

Research has shown that student engagement has a positive effect on 
students’ attendance at university (Astin, 1985; Cox, 2013; Gordon et al., 2008; 
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Jones, 2013; Kuh et al., 2007; Kuh et al., 2008; Peck, 2017; Shinde, 2008; Shinde, 
2010; Smith, 2019) and academic success (Carini et al., 2006; Cox, 2013; 
Fredricks et al., 2004; Fuller et al., 2011; Gordon et al., 2008; Heng, 2014; 
Korobova, 2012; Kuh et al., 2008; Ladd & Dinella, 2009; LaNasa et al., 2007; 
Osagie, 2016; Park et al., 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Peck, 2017; 
Phillips, 2013; Pike et al., 2008; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Rice, 2017; Sarwar & 
Ashrafi, 2014; Snyder, 2008; Wang & Holcombe, 2010; Ward et al., 2012). 

Population and Sample  

The population of this study consists of 1969844 undergraduate students at 
129 state universities in Turkey. The sample of the study consists of 3093 
undergraduate students at 11 state universities, as determined via the stratified 
sampling method. The sample of the study was determined via the six-stratified 
sampling method according to the Turkey University Satisfaction Survey 2018 
grades of the universities in the universe (universities with A+, A, B, C, D and F 
grades). Among the 161 respondents, 5.2% were international students. 

National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 

The NSSE, the most well-known theoretical scale for measuring student 
engagement in the literature, was used to assess student engagement in higher 
education within the scope of this research. The scale used as a data collection 
tool in the study was adapted by the researcher. To start the adaptation study of 
the scale, the necessary permission was first obtained. In this context, a scale 
usage agreement was signed between Indiana University and the researcher for 
the adaptation of the scale and its application to the sample determined within the 
scope of the research after adaptation. After the contract was signed, adaptation 
and application studies of the scale were carried out on the dates that permission 
was obtained. 

CFA was applied to the data collected from the students in the sample to test 
the construct validity of the NSSE. The goodness-of-fit values obtained via CFA 
showed that the model proposed for the scale was appropriate. In addition, all t 
values obtained for 47 items were significant at the 0.01 level. As a result, the 
original factor structure of the scale was confirmed within the scope of the values 
obtained in terms of goodness-of-fit indexes. The results of the confirmatory 
factor analysis applied to determine the construct validity of the NSSE are shown 
in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Goodness-of-Fit Indexes Related to the CFA Results Applied to 
Determine the Construct Validity of the NSSE 

Goodness-of-Fit Indexes Goodness of Fit Values 
𝑥! 2427.67 
𝑑𝑓 1024 
𝑥!/	𝑑𝑓 2.37 
RMSEA .05 
GFI .81 
AGFI .80 
CFI .97 
IFI .97 
NFI .94 
NNFI .97 

 
As a result of the reliability analysis of NSSE, the Cronbach’s alpha internal 

consistency coefficient was found to be .92. The Cronbach’s alpha internal 
consistency coefficients of the engagement indicators were .90 for higher-order 
learning, .84 for reflective & integrative learning, .84 for learning strategies, .82 
for quantitative reasoning, .77 for collaborative learning, .84 for discussions with 
diverse others, .88 for student‒faculty interaction, .87 for effective teaching 
practices, .88 for quality of interactions and .94 for supportive environments. 

Data collection and analysis 

The data obtained from the data collection tool were analyzed via transfer to 
the IBM SPSS Statistics 21 program. First, the z score was calculated for each 
item in the dataset, and whether there were outliers was examined. According to 
the computed z scores, there were no outliers in the dataset. Skewness and kurtosis 
values were analyzed to determine whether the data in the dataset exhibited a 
normal distribution. In this context, the skewness and kurtosis values of the items 
were calculated, and it was determined that these values ranged between -1.5 and 
+1.5, indicating that the data exhibited a normal distribution. While multilevel 
logistic regression analysis was applied, the "no" category of the predicted 
variable was taken as the reference category. The significance level was set at 
p≤.05 in the statistical analysis of the study.  

RESULTS 

Relationships between Scores on Student Engagement and Engagement 
Indicators and Academic Success 

According to Table 2, there is a positive and low-level significant relationship 
between university students' NSSE scores and their academic success (r=.29*). 
Similarly, there are positive and low-level significant relationships between 
university students' scores on engagement indicators and their academic success 
(r=.18*, r=.19*, r=.18*, r=.20*, r=.14*, r=.14*, r=.23*, r=.20*, r=.07*, r=.22*). 
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Table 2: Pearson product moment correlation analysis results for the 
relationships between student engagement and engagement indicator scores 
and academic success 

Engagement 
Indicators 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.Higher-order 
Learning 

1 .57* .51* .44* .40* .18* .43* .42* .22* .35* .71* .18* 

2.Reflective & 
Integrative 
Learning 

 1 .49* .41* .49* .30* .41* .34* .20* .23* .70* .19* 

3.Learning 
Strategies 

  1 .40* .34* .15* .39* .37* .17* .32* .63* .18* 

4.Quantitative 
Reasoning 

   1 .30* .28* .40* .29* .13* .26* .59* .20* 

5.Collaborative 
Learning 

    1 .21* .30* .25* .16* .19* .55* .14* 

6.Discussions 
with diverse 
others 

     1 .23* .09* .03 .09* .40* .14* 

7.Student‒
Faculty 
Interaction 

      1 .39* .28* .32* .67* .23* 

8.Effective 
Teaching 
Practices 

       1 .31* .50* .68* .20* 

9.Quality of 
Interactions 

        1 .31* .49* .07* 

10.Supportive 
Environment 

         1 .67* .22* 

11.Student Engagement         1 .29* 
12.Academic Success          1 

Note. n=3093, *p<.01 

The level of prediction of student engagement and engagement indicator 
scores for academic success 

Table 3: Simple linear regression analysis results between student 
engagement and engagement indicator scores and academic success 

Academic success B. SHB β t R. 𝑅! F p 
Constant 2.25 .04  57.61    .00* 
Higher-Order Learning .15 .01 .18 10.00 .18 .03 100.00 .00* 
Constant 2.08 .05  38.27    .00* 
Reflective & Integrative Learning .19 .02 .19 10.22 .19 .04 104.50 .00* 
Constant 2.27 .04  60.00    .00* 
Learning Strategies .14 .01 .18 9.83 .18 .03 96.52 .00* 
Constant 2.28 .03  68.86    .00* 
Quantitative Reasoning .15 .01 .20 10.91 .20 .04 119.09 .00* 
Constant 2.26 .05  45.90    .00* 
Collaborative Learning .13 .02 .14 7.59 .14 .02 57.67 .00* 
Constant 2.41 .03  77.52    .00* 
Discussions with Diverse Others .10 .01 .14 7.26 .14 .02 52.63 .00* 
Constant 2.28 .03  77.61    .00* 
Student‒Faculty Interaction .17 .01 .23 12.82 .23 .06 164.31 .00* 
Constant 2.22 .04  56.80    .00* 
Effective Teaching Practices .16 .02 .20 10.81 .20 .04 116.86 .00* 
Constant 2.49 .04  64.97    .00* 
Quality of Interactions .05 .02 .07 3.53 .07 .004 12.47 .00* 
Constant 2.26 .03  69.34    .00* 
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Supportive Environment .18 .02 .22 12.04 .22 .05 145.05 .00* 
Constant 1.71 .06  29.31    .00* 
Student Engagement .38 .02 .29 15.87 .29 .08 251.69 .00* 

Note. n=3093, *p<.001 

According to Table 3, the higher-order learning engagement indicator 
significantly predicts academic success. The higher-order learning engagement 
indicator explained 3% of the change in academic success (F(1, 2850)=100.00, 
p<.001, R=.18, R2=.03). 

 
The reflective & integrative learning engagement indicator predicts academic 

success in a statistically significant way. It has been found that the reflective & 
integrative learning engagement indicator can explain 4% of the change in 
academic success (F(1, 2850)=104.50, p<.001, R=.19, R2=.04). 

 
The learning strategies engagement indicator predicts academic success in a 

statistically significant way. It has been determined that the learning strategies 
engagement indicator can explain 3% of the change in academic success (F(1, 

2850)=96.52, p<.001, R=.18, R2=.03). 
 
The quantitative reasoning engagement indicator predicts academic success 

in a statistically significant way. It has been found that the quantitative reasoning 
engagement indicator can explain 4% of the change in academic success (F(1, 

2850)=119.09, p<.001, R=.20, R2=.04). 
 
The collaborative learning engagement indicator predicts academic success 

in a statistically significant way. It has been determined that the collaborative 
learning engagement indicator can explain 2% of the change in academic success 
(F(1, 2850)=57.67, p<.001, R=.14, R2=.02). 

 
Discussions with diverse others engagement indicator predicts academic 

success in a statistically significant way. It has been found that discussions with 
diverse others engagement indicator can explain 2% of the change in academic 
success (F(1, 2850)=52.63, p<.001, R=.14, R2=.02). 

 
The student‒faculty interaction engagement indicator predicts academic 

success in a statistically significant way. It has been determined that the student‒
faculty interaction engagement indicator can explain 6% of the change in 
academic success (F(1, 2850)=164.31, p<.001, R=.23, R2=.06). 

 
Effective teaching practices engagement indicator predicts academic success 

in a statistically significant way. It has been found that effective teaching practices 
engagement indicator can explain 4% of the change in academic success (F(1, 

2850)=116.86, p<.001, R=.20, R2=.04). 
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The quality of interactions engagement indicator predicts academic success 
in a statistically significant way. It has been determined that the quality of 
interactions engagement indicator can explain 0.4% of the change in academic 
success (F(1, 2850)=12.47, p<.001, R=.07, R2=.004). 

 
The supportive environment engagement indicator predicts academic success 

in a statistically significant way. It has been found that the supportive environment 
engagement indicator can explain 5% of the change in academic success (F(1, 

2850)=145.05, p<.001, R=.22, R2=.05). 
 
Student engagement predicts academic success in a statistically significant way. 
It has been determined that student engagement can explain 8% of the change in 
academic success (F(1, 2850)=251.69, p<.001, R=.29, R2=.08). 

The level of prediction of student engagement and engagement indicators 
scores on the desire to attend university 

Table 4: Multilevel logistic regression analysis results between student 
engagement scores and desire to attend university 

Categories  B. SHB df p Exp(β) 
Yes Constant -4.27 .29 1 .00*  
 Student Engagement 2.26 .13 1 .00* 9.62 
I am not sure Constant -2.20 .33 1 .00*  
 Student Engagement .91 .14 1 .00* 2.40 

Note. X2(2)=441.05, p<.001, R2=.16 (Nagelkerke), *p<.001 Reference Category: 
No 

According to Table 4, student engagement significantly predicts the desire to 
attend university. It has been determined that student engagement can explain 
16% of the change in the desire to attend university (R2 =.16 (Nagelkerke), 
X2(2)=441.05, p<.001). Student engagement had a 9.62-fold (OR=9.62) increase 
in university students’ ability to answer yes to their desire to attend university. 
Student engagement has a 2.40-fold (OR=2.40) greater effect on university 
students’ desire to attend university as "not sure". 

According to Table 5, the engagement indicators significantly predict the 
desire to attend university. The engagement indicators explained 17% of the 
change in the desire to attend university (R2=.17 (Nagelkerke), X2(20)=459.68, 
p<.001). 

When the data belonging to the “yes” category are examined, the higher-
order learning engagement indicator is 1.25-fold (OR=1.25), the reflective and 
integrative learning engagement indicator is 1.56-fold (OR=1.56), the 
quantitative reasoning engagement indicator is 1.22-fold (OR=1.22), the 
discussions with diverse others engagement indicator is 1.27-fold (OR=1.27), the 
effective teaching practices engagement indicator is 1.21-fold (OR=1.21), the 
quality of interactions engagement indicator is 1.43-fold (OR=1.43), and the 
supportive environment engagement indicator is 1.46-fold (OR=1.46) greater 
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effect on university students' willingness to attend university. Other engagement 
indicators do not significantly predict university students' desire to attend 
university (p>.05). 

Table 5: Multilevel logistic regression analysis results between scores on 
engagement indicators and desire to attend university 

Categories  B. SHB df p Exp(β) 
Yes Constant -4.40 .32 1 .00*  
 Higher-Order Learning .22 .09 1 .01*** 1.25 
 Reflective & Integrative Learning .45 .12 1 .00* 1.56 
 Learning Strategies .13 .08 1 .11th 1.14 
 Quantitative Reasoning ,20 .08 1 .01*** 1.22 
 Collaborative Learning .09 .08 1 .27 1.10 
 Discussions with Diverse Others .24 .07 1 .00* 1.27 
 Student‒Faculty Interaction .04 .08 1 .58 1.04 
 Effective Teaching Practices .19 .08 1 .03** 1.21 
 Quality of Interactions .36 .07 1 .00* 1.43 
 Supportive Environment .38 .08 1 .00* 1.46 
I am not sure Constant -2.30 .36 1 .00*  
 Higher-Order Learning .17 .10 1 .10 1.18 
 Reflective & Integrative Learning .44 .14 1 .00** 1.56 
 Learning Strategies -.02 .09 1 .83 .98 
 Quantitative Reasoning .04 .09 1 .64 1.04 
 Collaborative Learning -.04 .10 1 .65 .96 
 Discussions with Diverse Others 1.0 .08 1 .23 1.10 
 Student‒Faculty Interaction -.00 .09 1 .99 1.00 
 Effective Teaching Practices .06 .10 1 .54 1.06 
 Quality of Interactions .08 .09 1 .35 1.09 
 Supportive Environment .08 .10 1 .44 1.08 

Note. X2(20)=459.68, p<.001, R2=.17 (Nagelkerke), *p<.001, **p<.01, 
***p<.05, Reference Category: No 

When the data belonging to the “I’m not sure” category are examined, the 
reflective & integrative learning engagement indicator has a 1.56-fold (OR=1.56) 
increasing effect on university students' responses of "not sure" about their desire 
to attend university. Other engagement indicators do not significantly predict 
university students' desire to attend university (p>.05). 

DISCUSSION 

When the relationships between the scores received by university students from 
the student engagement and engagement indicators and their academic success 
were examined, positive and low-level significant relationships were found 
between the scores they received from the NSSE and all the engagement 
indicators and their academic success. Within the framework of these results, 
student engagement and engagement indicators positively contribute to the 
academic success of students. 

The results of the studies conducted by Osagie (2016), Snyder (2008), Carini 
et al. (2006), Cox (2013), Sarwar and Ashrafi (2014) and Ward et al. (2012) are 
in line with the results of this study. In his research, Osagie (2016) reported 
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positive and weakly significant relationships between the scores of university 
students on the engagement indicators of higher-order learning, reflective & 
integrative learning and student‒faculty interaction and their academic 
achievement. Snyder (2008) reported a positive and low-level significant 
relationship between the scores of university students on the active and 
collaborative learning criteria, one of the main criteria of student engagement, and 
their academic achievement. In their research, Carini et al. (2006) reported 
positive and low-level significant relationships between students' scores in active 
and collaborative learning, student‒faculty interaction and higher-order thinking 
dimensions and their academic achievement. In his study, Cox (2013) reported 
that there was a positive and low-level significant relationship between the scores 
of students in the dimension of student‒faculty interactions and their academic 
success. In their research, Sarwar and Ashrafi (2014) reported that there was a 
positive and moderately significant relationship between students' engagement 
and academic success. Similarly, in their study, Ward et al. (2012) reported that 
there was a positive and low-level relationship between the scores of business 
students on the dimension of the integration of diversity into courses and their 
field exam scores. 

When the independent prediction levels of university students' scores from 
the NSSE and each of the engagement indicators were examined, it was 
determined that student engagement and each of the engagement indicators 
independently predicted academic success in a statistically significant way. 
Within the framework of these results, student engagement contributes positively 
to academic success. As students' engagement levels and scores on engagement 
indicators increase, their academic success also increases. 

The results of Korobova (2012), Rice (2017), LaNasa et al. (2007), Pike et 
al. (2008), Peck (2017), Ward et al. (2012), Phillips (2013), Sarwar and Ashrafi 
(2014), Fuller et al. (2011), Heng (2014), Kuh et al. (2008) and Gordon et al. 
(2008) are in line with the results of this study. In his research, Korobova (2012) 
reported that all the main criteria of student engagement statistically significantly 
predict academic success. In his research, Rice (2017) reported that the level of 
academic challenge and active and collaborative learning criteria significantly 
predict students' success. In their research, LaNasa et al. (2007) reported that 
learning strategies, academic interactions, a variety of interactions, effort and all 
relationship dimensions of student engagement significantly predict academic 
success. Pike et al. (2008) reported that all the main criteria of student engagement 
significantly predict students' success. In his research, Peck (2017) reported that 
the engagement indicators of higher-order learning, learning strategies, 
quantitative reasoning, and quality of interactions significantly predict academic 
success. In their study, Ward et al. (2012) reported that the integration of diversity 
into the course dimension of student engagement significantly predicts the success 
of business students on field exams. 

Similarly, Phillips (2013) reported that the level of the academic challenge 
criterion significantly predicts the academic success of first- and final-year 
international students, the enriching educational experience criterion predicts the 
academic success of final-year international students, and the student‒faculty 
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interaction criterion predicts the academic success of first-year international 
students. In their research, Sarwar and Ashrafi (2014) reported that student 
engagement significantly predicts academic success. In their research, Fuller et 
al. (2011) reported that the level of the academic challenge criterion statistically 
significantly predicts the academic success of first-year students and that the 
active and collaborative learning criteria statistically significantly predict the 
academic success of senior students. In his research, Heng (2014) reported that 
dimensions of student engagement, such as time spent on course-related tasks, 
homework, active participation in class, and time spent on extensive reading, 
significantly predict academic success. In their research, Kuh et al. (2008) 
reported that student engagement significantly predicts academic success. Finally, 
in their research, Gordon et al. (2008) reported that the level of academic 
challenge, active and collaborative learning, and enriched educational experience 
criteria significantly predict the academic success of first-year students and that 
the supportive campus environment criterion significantly predicts the academic 
success of senior students. 

When the scores obtained by university students from the NSSE were 
examined to independently predict their desire to attend university, student 
engagement was shown to independently predict their desire to attend university 
in a statistically significant way. Student engagement increases the probability that 
university students will answer yes to their desire to attend university compared 
with the probability of answering no. Similarly, student engagement increases the 
probability that university students will answer not sure of their desire to attend 
university compared with the probability of answering no. 

When the degree to which university students' scores from engagement 
indicators together predict their desire to attend university, the commitment 
indicators predict their desire to attend university in a statistically significant way. 
When the data in the yes category were examined, it was found that higher-order 
learning, reflective & integrative learning, quantitative reasoning, discussions 
with diverse others, effective teaching practices, quality of interactions and 
supportive environment engagement indicators increased the probability that 
university students would answer yes to their desire to attend university compared 
with the probability of answering no, whereas other engagement indicators did 
not significantly predict university students' desire to attend university. When the 
data in the "I'm not sure" category are examined, the reflective & integrative 
learning engagement indicator increases the probability that university students 
are not sure of their desire to attend university compared with the probability of 
answering no, whereas other engagement indicators do not significantly predict 
university students' desire to attend university. Within the framework of these 
results, student engagement positively contributes to the desire to attend 
university. As students' engagement levels and scores on engagement indicators 
increase, their desire to attend university also increases. 

The results of the studies conducted by Cox (2013), Peck (2017), Shinde 
(2010), Jones (2013), Kuh et al. (2008), Gordon et al. (2008) and Shinde (2008) 
are in line with the results of this study. In his study, Cox (2013) reported that the 
dimensions of student engagement, such as interactions with faculty and 
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institutional importance, significantly predict students’ desire to attend university. 
Peck (2017) reported that effective teaching practices and the quality of 
interactions significantly predict students’ desire to attend university. Shinde 
(2010) reported that the social engagement and general satisfaction dimensions 
of student engagement significantly predict students’ desire to attend university. 
Jones (2013) reported that the supportive campus environment criterion 
significantly predicts students’ desire to attend university. In their research, Kuh 
et al. (2008) reported that student engagement significantly predicts students’ 
desire to attend university. In their study, Gordon et al. (2008) reported that the 
supportive campus environment criterion significantly predicted students’ desire 
to attend university. Similarly, Shinde (2008) reported that the social engagement 
and general satisfaction dimensions of student engagement significantly predict 
students’ desire to attend university. 

In line with the results of the present research, as students' engagement 
increases, their academic success and desire to attend university increase. In this 
context, universities should establish institutional policies to increase the level of 
student engagement, effectively implement all engagement indicators, and 
regularly measure the level of student engagement in their institutions to evaluate 
themselves and identify their shortcomings. They should also examine the student 
engagement results of other universities, compare them with their own results, 
and examine universities that are successful in areas where they are lacking and 
take them as an example. 
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