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This research explored the relationship between the pre-service teachers’ quality of university life and students’ engagement
with classroom activities. The sample of the study consisted of 789 students enrolling teacher education programmes in 7
different Turkish state universities in 7 different regions in Turkey. To investigate student level of engagement with classroom
activities, the Student Classroom Engagement Scale (SCES) developed by Nayir (2015) was used. To explore students’ Quality
of School life, scale of Quality of School life developed by Yilmaz and Çokluk-Bökeoğlu (2006) was used. Canonic correlation
analysis was run through Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 21 programme by writing syntax to analyse data.
It was found that there was a correlation between the quality of the school life of the students participating in the research, and
their classroom engagement levels. It was found that the sub-dimensions of satisfaction with faculty, satisfaction with
instructors and class atmosphere, and satisfaction with relations to student, which are available in the school life data set of the
students, had a positive correlation with the sub-dimensions of rebellion engagement and ritual engagement available in the
classroom engagement data set; whereas the sub-dimension of authentic engagement had a negative correlation.
Keywords: canonic correlation analysis; qualities of school life; student classroom engagement
Introduction

Competition, which has gained broader significance in recent years, has affected universities as well, and the
indicators for the quality of the life in university have started to influence student preferences. Expectations of
students regarding university life are related to their opinions about the learning environment. The most important
learning environment for the students is the classroom environment. At this point it can be stated that the level of
student engagement with classroom learning environment is related to the quality of the university life. Students’
perceptions about university life generally refer to the school context. Student-teacher relationships, academic
activities, and attitudes towards the school are influential in this context. In other words, positive perception of a
student regarding university context reflects the quality of the academic activities and student-teacher
relationships. Considering that academic activities and student-teacher relationships mainly take place in
classroom environments, the level of student engagement with classroom activities can be believed to be related
to the quality of the university life. In this sense, it is important to reveal out the views of students regarding the
quality of the university life and the correlation between these views and the level of classroom engagement for
the determination of the quality of education and academic success of the students. In parallel with this, the
concepts of ‘school’ and ‘efficient school’ are discussed in the study first. The reason is that in many studies
effective school factors are measured with academic success (Botha, 2010; Creemers & Kyriakides, 2009). The
basic duty of schools is to offer a high quality education service for all students. Above all other things, schools
must be efficient in order to achieve this (Balcı, 2014; Botha, 2010; Creemers, 1994; Muijs, 2006).
Qualities of School Life

Students’ perception of the quality of the university life can be considered to be one of the factors that influence
their academic success and behaviours. The quality of university life is defined as the “well-being provided in the
process of student engagement with the school life and in their relationship with the school environment”
(Karatzias, Power & Swanson, 2001:91). According to another definition, quality of the school life indicates a
school context support classroom engagement school security, learning and students’ attachment to school (Thien
& Razak, 2013). Çokluk-Bökeoğlu and Yilmaz (2007) define the quality of school life as the synthesis of positive
and negative experiences about school and the special cases regarding the other feelings about school life and its
results. Many writers consider the quality of school life to be an important aspect of school education (Ainley,
1999; Ainley, Foreman & Sheret, 1991; Anderson & Bourke, 2000; Flynn, 1993; Thien & Razak, 2013). In this
study, student-teacher and student-student relationships are introduced as the key elements in school well-being
(Pietarinen, Soini & Pyhälto, 2014; Thien & Razak, 2013; Van Maele & Van Houtte, 2011; Yoon & Järvinen,
2016).
A literature review has shown that, studies about school life are conducted for different grades, such as the
primary school (Yılmaz, 2005, 2007; Yoon & Järvinen, 2016), secondary school (Ereş & Bilasa, 2017; Kang,
Moon, Jang, Lim & Kim, 2016; Sari, Ötünç & Erceylan, 2007), and higher education (Çokluk-Bökeoğlu &
Yilmaz, 2007; Doğanay & Sarı, 2006; Milbrath & Doyno, 1987; Özdemir, M 2012; Roberts & Clifton, 1992).
General results of these studies show that, students’ perceptions about the qualities of school life depend on several
variables such as their expectations from school, classroom activities, their attitudes towards the teachers (Yoon
& Järvinen, 2016), classroom discipline, and demographic variables such as socio-economic condition and gender
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(Çokluk-Bökeoğlu & Yilmaz, 2007; Doğanay &
Sarı, 2006; Özdemir, M 2012; Özdemir, S, Kılınç,
Öğdem & Er, 2013).
Considering the quality of school life through
the perspective for universities one can see that,
besides the university’s duty of information generation and knowledge transfer, quality of school life
is also significant for the students being inducted
into the academic community (Milbrath & Doyno,
1987). One of the most important reasons for this is
the fact that universities ought to fulfil the needs and
expectations of students, and provide them with
necessary experiences to help them in their future
jobs. These expectations are important for teacher
education, because teaching practices are an
important experience for pre-service teacher
(Mutemeri & Chetty, 2011). A review of the studies
conducted about the quality of university life has
revealed the importance of the determination of
student expectations and experiences about
university life for the improvement of the quality
and service standards of the university (Özdemir, M
2012; Özdemir, S et al., 2013). In parallel with this
view, Poindexter (2006) emphasises the necessity
for universities to improve the quality of university
life perceived by the students in order to gain a
competitive advantage for becoming more
successful.
It is vital to deeply analyse the concept of
school life quality in order to better comprehend the
concept of faculty/school life quality. This concept
is “life quality.” Life quality is defined as the
individual’s perceptions of his/her own physical and
mental well-being (Wong, Cronin, Griffith, Irvine &
Guyatt, 2001). According to Taylor and Bogdan
(1990), life quality refers to individual situations
including different individual experiences under the
same conditions. Life quality means that individuals
generate different results from the same experiences
(Borthwick-Duffy, 1992; Butterworth, Steere &
Whitney-Thomas, 1997; Yoon & Järvinen, 2016).
Borthwick-Duffy
(1992)
offer
three
perspectives for life quality, viz.: (a) quality of the
life conditions of the individual; (b) individual’s
contentment with the life conditions; and
(c) combination of the life conditions of individual
and the individual’s contentment with these
conditions. Quality of life at school is significant for
students who spend most of their lifetime at schools
(Leonard, Bourke & Schofield, 2001). Quality of
school life addresses to the personal and general
experiential happiness of the students at schools and
reflects the individual contentment levels of
students. Therefore, the quality of school life
perceived by the student can be different in different
types of schools (private college, secondary school,
higher education institution etc.) (Ainley, 1999;
Flynn, 1993; Ghotra, McIsaac, Kirk & Kuhle, 2016).
Epstein and McPartland (1976b) claim that quality
of school life is affected by the formal and informal

aspects of a school. Williams and Roey (1996) state
that quality of school life can be assessed across five
dimensions, viz.: general effect, negative effect,
opportunities, teacher identity, and status. Similarly,
Linnakylä (1996:70) defines the quality of school
life as school welfare, and general satisfaction of the
students about the school regarding negative and
positive experiences in typical school activities.
Linnakylä (1996:70) categorises the quality of
school life as contentment with the school, teacherstudent relationships, and conditions in the
classroom, identity in the classroom, success,
opportunities, and negative effect. Epstein and
McPartland (1976a, 1976b) on the other hand,
construct the concept of the quality of school life
according to three basic dimensions: (a) student
contentment; (b) students’ commitment to
classroom activities; and (c) reactions of students to
their teachers. Contentment with school involves the
attitudes of students towards the school; the level of
commitment to classroom activities involves the
students’ engagement with such classroom
activities; and the reaction towards teachers involves
the evaluation of teacher-student relationships by the
student (Schmidt, 1992).
Relationship between Quality of School Life and
Classroom Engagement

Considering the factors related to the quality of
school life, the level of commitment to classroom
activities is observed to be significantly influential
on the student perception of the quality of school life
(Firestone, Rosenblum & Webb, 1987; Joseph,
1997). As can be inferred from these studies, the
concept of the quality of school life is also the shared
result of student attitudes towards the school,
lessons, and teachers, respectively (Schmidt, 1992).
In other words, commitment to classroom activities
is related to the student’s level of engagement to a
lesson (Nayir, 2015; Thien & Razak, 2013). Most
recent research shows that student engagement is
related to psychological, economic, and behavioural
components (Fredricks, Blumenfeld & Paris, 2004;
Thien & Razak, 2013). This can be understood to
influence the school life quality of the student.
Student engagement is important key of educational
outputs. It is grounded in the premise that the more
time and effort students devote to purposeful
learning experiences, the more they benefit.
Learning experiences and participation in learning
activities are also related to educational processes
and experiences, which are important indicators of
quality of education (Kinzie, McCormick &
Gonyea, 2016). In other words, student engagement
is related to quality of school life. Most of the
literature on quality of school life and classroom
engagement in research stems from studies
conducted in westernised contexts (e.g. Ainley et al.,
1991; Chapman, 2003; Chase, Hilliard, Geldhof,
Warren & Lerner, 2014). The possibilities of the
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universities in these countries increases the quality
of both faculties and academics. Developing
countries, such as Turkey, South Africa, and Latin
America have implemented educational reforms so
as to become active players in the global world and
to sustain their economic growth (Kasa & Ersöz,
2016) since education is an important factor
determining economic, social and political
development (Oztürk, 2005). But even with these
reforms, universities have not reached the desired
quality.
A review of literature on student engagement
reveals two different perspectives. The first of these
is the student’s engagement with the learning
process, with sincere enthusiasm and motivation
(Bomia, Beluzo, Demeester, Elander, Johnson &
Sheldon, 1997); or student’s desire to attend school,
do homework, and follow the instructions of the
teacher in the classroom (Chapman, 2003). This
perspective is also known as multi-dimensional
engagement stages (Wang, Eccles, Willet & Peck,
2011). In the second perspective, student
engagement is defined as participation to the
learning process (Chapman, 2003). According to
Nayir (2015:51), despite certain differences, these
two perspectives also have certain commonalities. In
this respect, it is possible to say that a student’s
enthusiasm and authentic motivation increases with
the activities at school. Consequently, the behavioural dimension of student engagement is available
in both perspectives. At this point, student
engagement can be stated to be based on behavioural
engagement, and it can be concluded that
behavioural engagement is followed by emotional
and cognitive engagement.
Schlechty (2002) analyses the level of student
engagement with classroom activities in five
dimensions as: authentic engagement, ritual engagement, compliance, withdrawal, and rebellion.
Authentic engagement refers to the student engaging
with activities by attributing a meaning to such
activities; ritual engagement refers to the student
engaging with activities as it is his/her duty to do so;
compliance refers to the student becoming engaged
with activities in order to save the situation;
withdrawal refers to the student withdrawing
himself/herself from the learning environment; and
rebellion refers to the student setting new objectives
for himself/herself in the learning environment.
Though in the literature the level of engagement
with classroom activities is discussed according to
five dimensions, in a study conducted by Nayir
(2015) in Turkey, the concept was discussed
according to three dimensions, namely: “rebellion
engagement”; “authentic engagement”; and “ritual
engagement.” This study is based on the
classifications of Nayir (2015).
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Aim and Importance of the Study

As well as, all stages of education, especially
universities, should not be structured as educational
institutions where students only enter and exit
classes. In universities, some activities (like social,
cultural and sportive activities) must be organised so
as to prepare students for the future. In this way, by
taking advantage of these experiences, students can
be more positive employees after the start of a work
(Arslan & Akkas, 2014; Çokluk-Bökeoğlu &
Yilmaz, 2007; Özdemir, M 2012). Many teachers
are not successful in work life, where there are
numerous psychological, institutional, social, and
university background variables that influence their
educational achievement. University education
gives basic information to pre-service teaching
students about teacher education so as to prepare
them for work life and their career. The experiences
that people have at university have a lasting impact
on their careers (Kleinberg, 1976). Universities are
far more than just teaching institutions. Today’s
societies are in need of individuals who are welldeveloped in both personal and professional
domains. For this reason, researching pre-service
teaching students’ quality of school life in
universities is about what kind of teachers they will
be in both their academic and working lives. The aim
of this study is based on this perspective. It is
expected that prospective pre-service teaching
students who are attending to their lecture and are
satisfied with their school life will be influenced by
their future careers and will become role models for
their students.
According to the indicators of the literature
review (e.g. Ainley et al., 1991; Bourke & Smith,
1989; Mok & Flynn, 1997), the quality of school life
is directly related to the academic success of the
students. Besides this, many studies also reveal that
classroom engagement is related to academic
success (e.g. Ainley et al., 1991; Chase et al., 2014;
Dotterer & Lowe, 2011). For this reason, it can be
concluded that successful students become engaged
with classroom activities voluntarily, which in
return, affects the quality of their school life.
Students who are content with their faculty and their
lecturers will also become more engaged with
classroom activities, especially in the classes of the
lecturers they love and respect the most. A review of
extant literature indicates a relationship between the
level of student engagement with classroom
activities and their school life (Karatzias et al., 2001;
Tangen, 2009; Thien & Razak, 2013). On the other
hand, it is also observed that although studies about
the quality of school life and classroom engagement
are conducted individually, the number of studies
analysing the correlation between these two
concepts is not sufficient. In parallel with all these
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aspects, this study aims to reveal the correlation
between the quality of university life and students’
engagement with classroom activities.
Based on the literature mentioned above, the
research questions of this study are posed as follows:
1. Is there a statistically significant correlation between
classroom engagement set and quality of school life
set?
2. What is the relationship classroom engagement
(rebellion engagement, authentic engagement and
ritual engagement) quality of school life (satisfaction
with instructors, class atmosphere and satisfaction
with relations to students, satisfaction with faculty)?
Method
Research Method

A correlational research model is used in the study
in parallel with the purpose of the research.
Correlative research investigates patterns that aim to
determine whether there is a correlation between
two or multiple variables (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2006). Canonical correlation follows a correlational
research model. Canonical correlation analysis is the
most general of the multivariate techniques
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The relationship
between classroom engagement levels and the
quality of school life is examined through canonical
correlation analysis.

gathered from seven universities in Turkey. All of
the universities involved in the study were public
universities that followed the same teacher
education program, offered by the Higher Education
Council. Pre-service teachers who participated in the
study were 3rd Grade and 4th Grade students. Four
hundred and fifty of the participants in the study
group (57%) are 3rd Grade and 399 of them are 4th
Grade students (43%) between the ages of 20 and 32,
but the majority of them were at the age of 21 and
23.
Two hundred and fourty six of the participants
in the study group (31.17%) are males, and 534 of
them are females (67.68%). Participant distribution
is as follows: Hacettepe University n = 138 (17.5%),
Yıldız Technical University n = 136 (17.2%), Mugla
Sıtkı Kocman University n = 212 (21.9%),
Gaziosmanpaşa University n = 149 (8.1%), Giresun
University n = 64 (8.1%), Mersin University n = 30
(3.8%) and Yüzüncü Yıl University n = 60 (7.6%).
One hundred and fifty one math pre-service
teachers, n = 142 Pre-Service Primary Teachers,
n = 70 German language pre-service teachers, n = 73
pre-service English as a second language teachers
(ESL) teachers; n = 94 psychological counselling
and guidance pre-service teachers; where 123
science pre-service teachers have participated in the
study.

Study Group

The convenient case sampling among the purposeful
sampling methods is used in the determination of the
study group. Eight hundred and fifty attitude scales
were administered and 789 of them returned
(response rate 93%). The study group here consists
of 789 pre-service teaching students enrolling
teacher education programmes in total, which are

Data Collection Tools
Student classroom engagement scale

The SCES used in the research is developed by
Nayir (2015). SCES consists of 28 items. Table 1
presents the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients estimated through sub-dimensional
sample items and reliability study.

Table 1 Reliability coefficients of the SCES
Sub-scales
Rebellion engagement (ReE)
Authentic engagement (AE)
Ritual engagement (RiE)

Cronbach alpha
(Original scale)
0.86
0.83
0.81

Cronbach alpha
(This scale)
0.85
0.88
0.83

Scale of quality of school life. The scale of
quality of school life is developed by Yilmaz and
Çokluk-Bökeoğlu (2006) and there are 15 items in

the scale. Table 2 presents the Cronbach’s Alpha
reliability coefficients estimated through sub-scale
sample items and reliability study.

Table 2 Reliability coefficients of the quality of school life sub-scales
Sub-scale
Satisfaction with Instructors (SI)
Class Atmosphere and Satisfaction with Relations to Students (CASRS)
Satisfaction with Faculty (SF)

In order to provide validity evidence for the
interpretations of the results of the present study,
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted
with the data obtained from administration of each
of the questionnaires, Student Classroom
Engagement Scale and Quality of School Life as

Cronbach’s Alpha
(Original scale)
0.83
0.67
0.75

Cronbach’s Alpha
(This scale)
0.75
0.80
0.72

shown in Table 3. Of the six fit statistics reported,
all of them were calculated, in the optimal range
(Goodness of Fit Index [GFI] > 0,90 and
Standardised Root Mean Square Residuals [SRMR]
< 0,10, Comparative fit index [CFI] > 0,90; χ2/df
< 3]).
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Table 3 Fit statistics for the instruments
Scale
SCES
Quality of school life

χ2
699.94
718

χ2/df
2.01
1.96

Fit statistics
p
GFI
0.00 0.86
0.00 0.91

SRMR
0.059
0.055

Data Analysis

The relationship between classroom engagement
levels and the quality of school life is studied
through canonical correlation analysis, whereas
multiple regression analysis is the examination of
the correlation between one variable (Y) and two or
more variables (X1, X2, … Xp). Canonical
correlation can be defined as the concurrent
examination of the correlation between several Y
variables and several X variables, as shown in
Figure 1 (Bordens & Abbott, 2011; Manly, 2005).
As is seen in Table 4 and Figure 1, there are six
variables in total in the data set used in the study.
Three of these are the variables of rebellion,
authentic engagement and ritual engagement under
classroom engagement dimension; and the remaining three are the variables of class atmosphere

CFI
0.96
0.94

and satisfaction with relation to student classroom
environment and the relationship between students,
satisfaction with instructors, and satisfaction with
faculty. In order to ensure the reliability of the
findings of the canonical correlation analysis, the
study groups are advised to have an amount of
participants that are 20 times more than the total
amount of variables available in the data sets
(Stevens, 2012). Accordingly, there must be minimum of 120 participants in the study group in order
to ensure the reliability of the study findings. A
study sample group of 789 participants is
determined to be sufficient for the reliability of the
study. Consequently, it can be stated that the number
of participants in the study group is sufficient for the
reliability of the study findings.

Table 4 Data set variables
Student classroom engagement scale
Rebellion engagement (ReE)
Authentic engagement (AE)
Ritual engagement (RiE)

Scale of quality of faculty life
Satisfaction with instructors (SI)
Class atmosphere and satisfaction with relations to students (CASRS)
Satisfaction with faculty (SF)

Before conducting the canonical correlation
analysis, the datasets were studied and hypotheses
were tested. Twenty-five students were excluded
from the study as they failed to answer more than
5% of the assessment items. Two of the surveys
were excluded from the study as their z-values were
outside the critical values (z = ±3.26). Mahalanobis
Distance Coefficients were calculated, and no
outlier was found according to Mahalanobis Distance Coefficients. Levene’s Test and Box’s M
analysis were conducted in order to test the
covariance hypothesis, and the variables were found

to have homogeneous variance. Correlation
coefficients between the variables and variance
inflation factors (VIFs) and Tolerance values were
studied in order to test the multicollinearity
hypothesis, and no multi-collinearity was found.
Kurtosis and skewness coefficients and the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the data
presented a normal distribution. The level of
significance of the canonical correlation analysis
was estimated to be 0.05 and was realised through
syntax text.

Figure 1 Illustration of the first function in a canonical correlation analysis with three predictors and three
criterion variables
Findings

Table 5 presents the descriptive values and
correlation analysis of the correlation between the

quality of the school life of the research participant
students and their level of classroom engagement.
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Table 5 Relationships between quality of school life and student classroom engagement
Variables
RE(1)
AE(2)
RE(3)
CASRS(4)
SI(5)
SF(6)

M
21.5
27.7
16.7
44.9
36.3
20.5

SD
7.07
5.9
6.3
8.9
6.4
4.2

1

2

3

4

5

-0.39
0.56
-0.35
-0.34
-0.33

-0.42
0.19
0.26
0.22

-0.28
-0.28
-0.34

0.57
0.52

0.58

As is seen in Table 5, correlations between the
variables of rebellion engagement, authentic
engagement and ritual engagement in the first data
variable set of the canonical correlation change
between 0.39 and 0.56. Analysis of the correlations
between the variables of the class atmosphere and
satisfaction with relations to student, satisfaction
with instructors and satisfaction with faculty, which
are available in the second data set, shows
correlation coefficients between the variables
change between 0.52 and 0.582. Correlation
coefficients between the first variable set and the
second variable set are found to change between
0.19–0.57.

In canonical correlation analysis, the multivariable significance test was used first in order to
determine whether the canonical model obtained
was statistically significant or not. These significance tests consist of four individual tests called
Pillais, Hotellings, Wilks and Roys. Each of these
tests can also be turned into a statistically more
recognised F test in order to determine the
significance of the canonical model that emerges at
the end of the analysis. As the theoretical basis of all
these four tests is different, the F-value estimated for
each test is different, too. Yet, due to its convenience
for implementation in research, the interpretations
are mostly based on the Wilks ƛ test (Stevens, 2012).

Table 6 Multivariate test of significance
Value Approximate F
Pillais
0.22
16.80
Hotellings
0.27
19.02
Wilks
0.78
18.05
Roys
0.20
Note. S = 3, M = -1/2, N = 315 1/2.

Hypothesis df
9
9
9
9

The findings presented in Table 6 show that the
canonical method of the study is statistically
significant [Wilks’s λ= .78346, F (9.154) = 18.05,
p < .001]. On the other hand, the significance of
these studies does not reveal any information about
the strength of the correlation. Considering the fact
that in research where the number of participants in
the study group is high, even the smallest F values
that are not significant in practice can appear to be
statistically significant, and it is vital to make an
assessment regarding the size of effect besides the
significance of the model achieved in the canonical
correlation analysis. Wilks’ λ value, which is the
adverse effect size, is used here. Wilks λ refers to the
unexplained variance between the canonical
variables of the model obtained at the end of the
analysis. Thus; “1-λ” value indicates the amount of
covariance in canonical variables, and it can be
interpreted as the r2 value in regression analysis. For
the Wilks λ value in the table, “1 λ” value is
estimated as 0.2165. According to this, it can be
stated that the covariance between the data sets of
the quality of the school life of students and
classroom engagement is 21.6 percent. In canonical
correlation analysis, it is necessary to individually
analyse the significance of each canonical function

Error df
190
189
154

Significant of F
0.00
0.00
0.00

of the model, as well as the general statistical
significance of the canonical model. When the significance of the canonical model obtained through
canonical correlation is tested, the operation is made
with the cumulative values of the canonical
functions that are obtained at the end of the analysis.
Therefore, whereas some of the canonical functions
are statistically significant in a canonical model,
where the cumulative values of canonical functions
are statistically significant, the correlations between
canonical variables can be rather low in some other
canonical models and the correlation can be
considered to be statistically insignificant.
Consequently, it is necessary to individually analyse
the significance of each canonical function aside
from the entire canonical model, when interpreting
the results of the canonical correlation analysis. Core
values and canonical correlation values of canonical
functions are studied in order to determine which
canonical functions are significant. In this research,
three canonical functions are obtained at the end of
the canonical correlation analysis, which is
conducted to determine the correlation between the
data sets of the quality of school life and classroom
engagement. Core values and canonical correlation
values of these functions are presented in Table 6.
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Table 7 Canonical correlation analysis results between quality of school life and student classroom engagement
Roods
1
2
3

Eigenvalue
0.25
0.10
0.00

%
92.37
5.33
2.29

Cumulative %
92.37
97.70
100

rc
0.44
0.11
0.07

According to the findings shown in Table 7 and
Figure 2, the canonical correlation value of the first
canonical function is 0.44. This means that the data
sets of classroom engagement and the quality of
school have a 20% covariance in the first canonical
function. The second canonical correlation estimates
the canonical correlation value revealing out the
maximum correlation between the two canonical
variables, which is ignored in the first canonical
function. This value is estimated to be 0.11 for the
second canonical function. This means that the data
sets of the quality of school life, and study skills,
respectively, have a 14% covariance in the second
canonical function. When in the first two canonical
functions the covariance of the data sets of
classroom engagement and the quality of school life
is deducted, the canonical correlation value of the
third canonical function is found, 0.07. This means
that the data sets of the quality of school life and
classroom engagement only have a 0.6% covariance
in the third canonical function. Individual analysis
of the significance of each canonical function in the
canonical correlation analysis also makes it possible
to determine which functions that emerge at the end
of the canonical correlation analysis ought to be
interpreted. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) state that,
only the statistically significant canonical functions
that are available in the canonical correlation
analysis ought to be interpreted. According to Sherry
and Henson (2005), the canonical value estimated
for each function must be compared in order to
determine which canonical functions must be
interpreted. The amount of the functions to be
interpreted must correspond to the amount of
functions at which rank the sum of the squares of the
values equals to “1-λ” or exceeds this value.
According to these estimations, suggested by Sherry
and Henson (2005), the covariance of the canonical
models in the entire model can be of lower value
than the total value of the covariance obtained from
all canonical functions. This is due to the nature of
the orthogonal functions. In canonical correlation

rc2
0.20
0.14
0.00

analysis, the second canonical variable couple
reveals out the maximum correlation between the
two canonical variables that are ignored when
estimating the correlation between the first
canonical variable couple and the second canonical
function must be orthogonal to the first canonical
function. Similarly, each canonical function estimated must be orthogonal to the functions
preceding it. Therefore, the sum of the squares of the
canonical correlations obtained for all functions can
be greater than the amount of covariance of the
canonical variables for the canonical model. Size
reduction analysis can also be used in order to
determine to what extent each canonical function
can explain the covariance of the data sets in the
canonical correlation analysis. In size reduction
analysis, canonical functions are sequenced in
hierarchical order according to the correlation value
between the canonical variables. It is possible to
look at the first line of the size reduction analysis
table to determine whether the canonical model is
statistically significant or not, as well as to
determine the degree of covariance between the data
sets. It is possible to examine the second line of the
size reduction analysis table to determine whether
there is a significant correlation between the data
sets in the canonical functions remaining once
deducting the first function, where the correlation
between canonical variables is the highest, and to
determine the amount of covariance between the
data sets. When one comes to the final line of the
size reduction analysis table by following these
steps, it is possible to determine the amount of the
covariance of the data sets for the canonical function
where the correlation between canonical variables is
the lowest. Generally, the correlation value between
the canonical variables for this final canonical
function is statistically insignificant (Sherry &
Henson, 2005). The results of the size reduction
analysis for the data sets of the classroom
engagement and quality of the school life of students
are presented in Table 7.

Table 8 Dimension reduction analysis
Roods
1 to 3
2 to 3
3 to 3

Wilks L.
0.78
0.97
0.99

F
18.05
3.27
3.94

Hypothesis df
9
4
1

Error df
1540.71
1268.00
635

According to the findings shown in Table 8, the
canonical model (function 1 to 3) consisting of the
cumulative values of the three canonical functions
obtained at the end of the analysis, is statistically
significant [Wilks’s λ = .78, F(9,1540,71) = 18.05,
p < .001]. There is a statistically significant

Significant of F
0.00
0.01
0.5

correlation between the data sets of classroom
engagement and the quality of school life for the two
canonical functions (function 2 to 3) remaining after
the deduction of the first canonical function, where
the correlation between canonical variables is at its
highest [Wilks’s λ = .97, F(4,1268,0) = 3.27,
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p < .05]. According to the Wilks λ value of this
correlation, which consists of the cumulative values
of the second and third functions, there is a 3%
covariance between the data sets of classroom
engagement and the quality of school life [“1λ” = .030]. For the third function remaining after the
deduction of the first two functions (function 3 to 3),
the correlation between the canonical variables is
statistically insignificant [Wilks’s λ = 0.99, F
(1,635) = 3.94, p > .05]. In this function, where the
correlation between canonical variables is the
weakest, there is only an 0.11% covariance between
the data sets of classroom engagement and the
quality of school life [“1-λ” = .0011]. According to
this, it is observable that the answers given to the
scales by the pre-service teachers participating in the
study are related to the first canonical models
between quality of school life and classroom
engagement.
Another question related to the canonical
correlation analysis aims to determine how the
variables available in the data sets contribute to the
correlations between canonical variables. Standardised coefficients and structural coefficients
belonging to canonical functions are used to answer
this question. In this research, standardised
coefficients and structural coefficients of the first
and second canonical functions between canonical
variables were studied in order to determine how
much the rebellion engagement, authentic engagement, and ritual engagement variables available in
the classroom engagement data set and classroom

environment and the relationship between students,
satisfaction with instructors and satisfaction with
school variables available in the quality of the school
life data set, contribute to the correlation between
the canonical variables. The findings are presented
in Table 8. In this presentation, standardised
coefficients of canonical functions are shown as
“Sek,” and structural coefficients are shown as “rc.”
The covariance of rebellion engagement, authentic
engagement and ritual engagement variables shared
with classroom engagement data set and shared with
the quality of school life data set is shown as “rc2.”
Additionally, of the rc2 values of the first and second
functions belonging to rebellion engagement,
authentic engagement and ritual engagement
variables available in classroom engagement data set
and class atmosphere and satisfaction with relations
to students, satisfaction with instructors and
satisfaction with school variables available in the
quality of school life data set helps in determining
the extent of the canonical model’s covariance
shared by these variables with the data sets in which
they are available. This value is shown as “H2.”
Value 0.45 is taken as a basis for determining
whether the covariance between the variables and
the data sets they are in, is significant or not.
Accordingly, it can be stated that variables with rs
and H2 values at or above 0.45 contribute greatly to
the data sets in which they are available. This
measure was determined based on the view that
items with a factor load of 0.45 or above are deemed
to be positive value (Sherry & Henson, 2005).

Table 9 Canonical solution for quality of school life and student classroom engagement for functions 1 and 2
Function 1
Function 2
Variables Coef.
rc
rc2(%) Coef.
rc
rc2(%)
ReE
0.61 0.914
0.83
0.394
0.12
0.015
AE
-0.19 -0.60
0.36
-0.829 -0.53
0.28
RiE
0.38
0.81
0.67
-1.05 -0.47
0.22
rc2
0.44
0.11
SF
-0.38
0.82
0.67
0.140 -0.01
0.00
SI
-0.35
0.83
0.70
-1.17 -0.50
0.25
CASRS
-0.45
0.85
0.73
0.0
0.40
0.16
Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined; Coef = standardised canonical function coefficient; rs =
structure coefficient.

According to the findings presented in Table 9,
the contribution of rebellion engagement, authentic
engagement and ritual engagement variables in the
first canonical function to the data set of classroom
engagement was above value .45. In parallel with
this, it can be stated for the first canonical function
that the contribution of rebellion and ritual
engagement variables to the classroom engagement
data set is more significant than the contribution of
authentic engagement variable to the classroom
engagement data set. Again, according to the
findings of Table 8 in the first canonical function,
the contribution of classroom environment and the
relationship between students, satisfaction with
instructors and satisfaction with school variables to

the quality of school life data set was above value
.45. Thus, it can be concluded that in the first
canonical function, the contribution of rebellion and
authentic engagement variables to the quality of
school life data set is more significant than the
contribution of the coefficient of the authentic
engagement variable. In canonical functions
obtained from canonical correlation analysis, one
can examine the marks of the variables (with
structural coefficients of .45 or above) that
significantly contribute to their data sets in order to
determine the direction of the correlation between
these variables. In the first canonical function, where
the structural coefficients of rebellion and authentic
engagement variables is significant, the marks of
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both rebellion and ritual engagement variables are
positive. Therefore, it can be stated that the direction
of the correlation between rebellion and authentic
variables is the same. Whereas, the structural
coefficient in the authentic engagement variable is
above .45, and its effect is not as great as that of the
other two variables. The mark of authentic
engagement is negative. Accordingly, while the
correlation between rebellion and ritual engagement
variables is in the same direction, they have an
opposite correlation with authentic engagement.
Examination of the variables available in the school
life quality data set in the first canonical function
reveals out a positive mark for all variables. These
findings show that, as the rebellion and ritual
engagement of the students increase in classroom
engagement, their authentic engagement decreases.

This reveals that as the authentic engagement of
students increases, classroom environment and the
relationship between students, satisfaction with
school, and satisfaction with instructors decrease.
According to Table 7, rc2 value for the first canonical
function is estimated as 20.00. This value shows that
there is a 20% covariance between classroom
engagement and school life quality data sets in the
first canonical function.
It was concluded that there is a positive and
significant canonical relationship between classroom engagement and quality of school life evident
in this study. It is thus concluded that pre-service
teaching students with ReE, AE, and RiE, were
those with a greater quality of school life, which in
other words, means that student engagement is
related to quality of school life.

SI

ReE
.82

1
.9

AE

RiE

S9

-.60

Classroom
Engagement

Quality of
School Life

.44

CASRS
.83
.85

1
.8

SF

Figure 2 Canonical correlation results
The covariance between classroom engagement and school life quality data sets is 20%. Basedon the findings of the canonical correlation analysis,
it can be concluded that the correlation between
classroom engagement and school life quality is as
shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3.
Eigenvalue was calculated as .19 (λi = r2ci)
between classroom engagement set and quality of
school life set. The Rc coefficient, which can take on
any positive value between 0–1 along with the multiway regression analysis R coefficient of r2c can be
considered to be the ratio of the variance shared

Set 1

between the two canonical sets (Sherry & Henson,
2005). It is determined as a result of the canonical
correlation analysis that pre-service teachers with
high rebellion engagement, authentic engagement
and ritual engagement and quality of school life have
higher satisfaction with instructors, class
atmosphere, and satisfaction with relations to
students, and satisfaction with faculty; and that the
increase of 1 in the standard deviation of their
classroom engagement levels will cause an increase
of .19 standard deviation in their quality of school
life fields.

%20

Set 2

Figure 3 Common variance between two data sets
Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to explore
whether pre-service teaching students’ quality of
university life and students’ engagement with
classroom activities reveal out the correlation. In this

way, this study points out that there is a positive
correlation between classroom engagement and
school life qualities of pre-service teaching students.
Such knowledge is important because positive
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classroom atmosphere contributed significantly to
students’ quality of school life, where school life is
relevant to their future lives, and creates career
opportunities for the student (Mok, 2002). This
study aims to reveal the correlation between the
school life quality and classroom engagement of
university students. Two canonical functions
belonging to the correlation between school life
quality of the participants and their classroom
engagement were obtained at the end of the analysis
and one of these two canonical functions was found
to be statistically significant.
The first canonical function was estimated in
such a way that there would be a maximum
correlation between classroom engagement and
school life quality data sets and a 20% covariance
was found between classroom engagement and
school life quality data sets available in the first
canonical function. A literature review shows that
this finding is also supported by the findings of the
study conducted by Thien and Razak (2013) in
Malaysia, and by Mok (2002) in Australia.
Furthermore, the significant correlation between the
quality of school life and classroom engagement is
also supported, with the judgement that classroom
engagement is correlated with several cognitive and
sensory variables that are influential on the students’
behaviours in the learning-teaching process
(Pintrich & Schrauben, 1992; Skinner & Belmont,
2003; Wang et al., 2011). Furthermore, a positive
correlation was found between rebellion, ritual
engagement, and authentic engagement variables
available in the classroom engagement data set in the
first canonic function; and class atmosphere and
satisfaction with relations to students; satisfaction
with instructors; and satisfaction with school
variables available in the school life quality data set.
In parallel with these, it can be concluded that there
is a positive correlation between classroom
engagement and school life qualities of the
participants.
It was also found at the end of the canonical
correlation analysis that, there is a negative correlation between authentic engagement in the
classroom engagement data set and the variables of
satisfaction with instructors and class atmosphere
and satisfaction with relations to students, which are
available in the school contentment data set. A
positive correlation was found between the rebellion engagement and ritual engagement variables
available in the classroom engagement data set; the
variables of classroom environment; and the
relationship between students, which are available in
the school contentment data set. It can be stated that
the variables of satisfaction with faculty, satisfaction
with instructors; and class atmosphere and
satisfaction with relations to student; combine
together to form the quality of the school life, and
that students who are authentically engaged with the
classroom activities are not content with the school

life. This can be due to the fact that students have
expectations from the school related to the old
buildings, insufficient internet infrastructure, few
cultural activities, and an insufficient amount of
lecturers. Evaluations of university students regarding education services include both the studentlecturer relationships in the classroom and the
conditions and behaviours facilitating learning
(Ekinci & Burgaz, 2007). Research about the student
contentment regarding education process have
revealed that learning is significantly correlated with
the students’ contentment with the lesson (Clark,
Walker & Keith, 2002; Guolla, 1999). This research
finding conforms with the judgment that, when
students get authentically engaged with the
classroom, their expectations from the school
increase; and when such expectations are not
fulfilled, then the students develop negative attitudes
about the school life.
Conclusion

A correlation was found in this way between the
quality of the school life of the students participating
in the research and their classroom engagement
levels. Accordingly, it was concluded that the subdimensions of satisfaction with faculty, satisfaction
with instructors, and class atmosphere and
satisfaction with relations to students, which are
available in the school life data set of the students
had a positive correlation with the sub-dimensions
of rebellion engagement and ritual engagement,
which are available in the classroom engagement
data set; whereas the sub-dimension of authentic
engagement had a negative correlation. Further
studies can be suggested to focus on the factors such
as gender and socio-economic levels of students,
which are influential on the perceptions and attitudes
of students in different classes at different
universities. Qualitative studies can be conducted in
order to deeply analyse the correlations obtained in
this research. Besides this, analysis can be made in
order to determine whether classroom engagement
is greater in particular lessons or not, the reasons for
this and how these perceptions of the students differ.
Note
i.

Published under a Creative Commons Attribution Licence.
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