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Abstract

This chapter describes the history and evolu-
tion of the student engagement construct, with
origins in time-on-task, high school dropout,
and school reform to its current status as a
meta-construct and framework for interven-
tions to promote positive outcomes among
youth. We review and compare three integra-
tive models of student engagement: the Check
& Connect Model of Student Engagement, the
Development-in-Sociocultural-Context
Model, and the Study Demands Resources
Model of Student Engagement and Burnout.
We reflect on the status of prominent issues in
the field—jingle-jangle; motivation and
engagement; and, the continuum vs. continua
of engagement and disengagement/disaffec-
tion—and identify enduring themes and direc-
tions for the study of student engagement.
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What Is Student Engagement?

We are often struck by the overwhelming
acknowledgment/agreement/understanding ~ of
the importance of student engagement to learning
and the everyday experience of schooling—we
know when students are engaged or disengaged at
school and with learning. Yet, when asked about
what student engagement is, beyond, I know it
when I see it, answers often center on student
behavior, typically in terms of participation (e.g.,
showing up at school, paying attention), and
include something about how students feel or
think (e.g., we perceive that the student wants to
be there, enjoys learning). It is here, from the uni-
versality of student engagement to the operation-
alization of the construct, that things get messy.

The first comprehensive review of the student
engagement literature was published almost
40 years ago (i.e., Mosher & McGowan, 1985).
The authors concluded, “What is meant by stu-
dent engagement was (and continues to be) less
than clear” (p. 12). They found little in terms of
definitions or even published work on the topic
and yet, the impetus to conduct such a review is
evidence then, as now, of the clear importance of
student engagement to those who work with stu-
dents and its role in accomplishing the goals of
schooling.

The question, what is student engagement?, is
one that we and other scholars sought to address
in the first edition of this Handbook (Christenson
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et al., 2012; Reschly & Christenson, 2012). After
careful consideration of the work in that volume,
we offered the following definition:

Student engagement refers to the student’s active
participation in academic and co-curricular or
school-related activities and commitment to edu-
cational goals and learning. Engaged students find
learning meaningful and are invested in their learn-
ing and future. It is a multidimensional construct
that consists of behavioral (including academic),
cognitive, and affective subtypes. Student engage-
ment drives learning; requires energy and effort; is
affected by multiple contextual influences; and can
be achieved for all learners (pp. 816-817).

Most scholars endorse the three dimensions or
subtypes of student engagement proposed by
Fredricks, Blumfeld, and Paris (2004) in their
seminal review of the literature: emotion (affec-
tive), cognition (cognitive), and behavior (behav-
ioral). What was clear in the first edition of this
Handbook is that across these three dimensions,
which constructs and indicators are included and
how they are classified vary greatly. We previously
used the jingle-jangle! terminology to describe this
definitional melee wherein the same term is some-
times used for different indicators of student
engagement and different terms may be used for
the same indicator (Reschly & Christenson, 2012).
The jingle-jangle issue is naggingly persistent in
this second edition of the Handbook, not only in
the definitions and indicators offered by authors
but also in the extensive reviews of the literature
included herein. Throughout this volume, we
asked authors to provide detailed information
about how student engagement was measured and
the strength of results, where appropriate—one of
our recommendations from the first edition for
advancing the study of student engagement. This
greater precision in the reporting of how student
engagement is conceptualized and measured helps
address the barrier of the lack of a common lan-
guage and difficulty integrating results that has
plagued the literature. Thus, the exactitude in con-
ceptualization and reporting of results remains a
key recommendation in this edition of the
Handbook as well (Epilogue, Reschly &

!Jingle/JTangle distinction was used to describe personality
psychology by Block (2000).

Christenson, chapter “Advances in Student
Engagement: Conceptual, Empirical, and Applied
Considerations”, this volume), a particularly
important step in light of the proliferation of addi-
tional subtypes of student engagement in the last
10 years (e.g., social, social-behavioral, agentic).

However, discussion of a lack of consensus
regarding the subtypes and indicators of student
engagement may be misleading in terms of the
state of the field. There has been considerable
progress in the study of student engagement in the
last 10 years. This progress spans countries, cul-
tures, and languages (Jimerson & Chen, 2022), as
well as measurement (See Fredricks, 2022a, b)
and intervention (e.g., Fredricks, Reschly, &
Christenson, 2019a; Reschly, Pohl, & Christenson,
2020). Notably, there has been an increase in lon-
gitudinal studies, long considered necessary for
understanding student engagement and develop-
ment (Mosher & McGowan, 1985; Christenson
et al,, 2012), an expansion of person-centered
studies of student engagement (e.g., Fredricks
et al., 2019b; Lawson & Masyn, 2015; Salmela-
Aro et al., 2016) to better understand engagement
and disengagement and more efficiently link stu-
dents to intervention, and further elaboration of the
many and varied associations between indicators
of student engagement and the development of
children and adolescents across academic, social-
emotional, and behavioral domains. As ever, stu-
dent engagement is widely agreed and shown to be
essential to student success and well-being.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a his-
tory of the study of student engagement with the
premise that understanding the current status of
the field requires attention to the historical ori-
gins. We review the origins of the student engage-
ment construct, present three integrated models
of student engagement, and revisit past and cur-
rent debates in the field.

Origins of Student Engagement

On-Task/Engaged Time

One underpinning of contemporary work in stu-
dent engagement is drawn from models of learn-
ing and research on time and achievement. One
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of the first and most important of such models is
John Carroll’s Model of School Learning (1963).
Carroll delineated five classes of variables that
accounted for student achievement: aptitude
(amount of time needed to learn), opportunity to
learn (amount of time allocated for learning),
perseverance (time a student is willing to devote
to learning; motivation), quality of instruction,
and ability to understand instruction (1989). The
latter two variables—quality of instruction and
ability to understand—have an inverse associa-
tion with time wherein poorer quality of instruc-
tion or lower ability to understand instruction
results in more time required to learn. Similarly,
higher quality instruction or a student with higher
ability requires less time needed to learn.

Carroll noted, “It has always been a matter of
some astonishment to me that I am credited with
directing attention to time in learning, an exceed-
ingly obvious variable that must have been in the
minds of educators over the centuries and that
has figured heavily in the work of theorists and
experimenters on learning” (p. 27, 1989). Perhaps
what was novel about Carroll’s model is that it
drew attention to characteristics of individual
learners (aptitude, ability to understand, motiva-
tion), the instructional context in terms of how
time is allocated for learning and the quality of
instruction provided to students, and the interac-
tion between student and context in producing
learning. These concepts (context, existence of
individual differences, and interaction/fit between
the two) endure in the current, broader conceptu-
alizations of student engagement as a meta-
construct and are well suited to intervention.
Notably, Carroll (1989) also defined motivation
in terms of time (i.e., the amount that a student is
willing to invest or spend in learning). From this
view, motivation leads to engagement (defined
here as academic engaged time (AET) or time-
on-task; Gettinger & Walther, 2012).

Carroll’s model was influential in others’ sub-
sequent work and conceptualizations of learning
(see Carroll, 1989, and Gettinger & Walther,
2012 for a review). In particular, Carroll’s model
advanced study in two areas: Bloom’s work in
mastery learning (e.g., students who do not pass
an instructional unit are provided additional time

and support to reach mastery; Carroll, 1989;
Rosenshine, 1986) and the study of time-on-task
(Rosenshine, 1986). Of course, it had long been
understood that the more time students spend
engaged with learning, the greater their achieve-
ment. Uncovering the nuances of the associations
between time and accomplishment, however,
requires the delineation of several time-related
concepts.

Academic time and learning may be concep-
tualized on a continuum (Gettinger & Walther,
2012). At the broadest level is the time that is
available for learning, such as the number of
hours in a school day or the number of days in an
academic year. Policies or efforts that seek to
lengthen the school day or year to increase stu-
dents’ opportunities to learn target available
time. Next is the time that is scheduled or allo-
cated for learning. The extent to which scheduled
time is used productively depends on educators’
instruction and management practices, as well as
student characteristics (Gettinger & Walther,
2012). Effective instruction increases students’
academic engagement and decreases the likeli-
hood of misbehavior. Further, productive instruc-
tional time is often lost in transitions between
activities and to the management of students’
behavior. There are also numerous external inter-
ruptions to instruction that undermine instruc-
tional time and students’ academic engagement
and learning. For example, Kraft and Monti-
Nussbaum (2021) estimated that a typical
classroom is interrupted 2000 times each year,
resulting in a loss between 10 and 20 days of
instruction. Thus, several current interventions
and instructional models target maximizing the
amount of productive instructional time by
improving (a) individual and classroom behavior
management (e.g., reducing disruptions, time in
transition and managing misbehavior), (b) the
quality of instruction, and (c) climate and rela-
tionships to enhance students’ academic engage-
ment and, in turn, their achievement (see Burns
et al.,, 2022; Hofkens & Pianta, 2022; Martin,
2022; Reinke et al., 2022).

One additional distinction remains: engaged
time/time-on-task and academic engaged time
(AET; Gettinger & Walther, 2012). According to
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Rosenshine (1986), interest in time-on-task first
emerged in educational research in the 1920s and
re-emerged in the 1970s with Wiley and
Harnischfeger’s work examining the amount of
allocated/scheduled time as a source of achieve-
ment differences between socioeconomic and
demographic groups and the subsequent work of
Berliner and Fisher on the Beginning Teacher
Evaluation Study.

Engagement in academic activities—typically
coded as being on-task or as passive (e.g., look-
ing at the teacher) or active (e.g., asking a ques-
tion) engagement in various educational
observational systems—is central to understand-
ing how time is translated into learning. It is also
a universal target in the field of education, with
observations of individual and classroom-level
data of students’ on-task academic engagement
collected frequently by educators and school psy-
chologists to evaluate the effectiveness of aca-
demic and behavioral interventions or document
the need for additional support for students and/
or educators (Fredricks, 2022a, b; Reschly &
O’Donnell, in press). On-task behavior or aca-
demic engagement is also a common outcome
variable of many school, classroom, small group,
and individual academic and behavioral interven-
tions, including the Good Behavior Game (e.g.,
Fallon et al., 2020; Ford et al., 2020), Peer-
Assisted Learning Strategies (e.g., Barton-
Arwood, Wehby, & Falk, 2005; Sinclair, Gesel,
& Lemons, 2019), SSIS Classwide Intervention
Program (e.g., Diperna, Lei, Bellinger, & Cheng,
2016), Positive Greetings at the Door (Cook
et al., 2018), Check, Connect, and Expect (e.g.,
McDaniel, Houchins, & Robinson, 2016).

However, not all engaged time is created
equal: the quality of academic engagement mat-
ters as well. It should be noted that students’
characteristics or individual differences, such as
their current skill in a particular area, age, or their
ability to sustain attention, influence both aca-
demic engagement and AET. AET is a particular
subset of academic engagement and time-on-task
in which students are undertaking relevant
academic activities that are appropriate for their
level with a moderate to high level of success
(Gettinger & Walther, 2012). With respect to relevance

and level, students could be engaged in academic
activities that are not appropriately difficult (too
easy, too hard) or perhaps not related to the con-
tent area under study, thus, appearing engaged or
on-task, but such activities are unlikely to result
in gains in student achievement.

In sum, there are levels to the connection
between time and learning—time available to
learn, how time is allocated, the conversion of
allocated time to instructional and non-
instructional time, maximizing instructional time
for optimal active student engagement, and
engaged time/time-on-task and its subset, AET.
Policy and intervention efforts may target any
part of this learning-time continuum (e.g., extend-
ing the school year, maximizing how allocated
time is used, limiting interruptions to the class-
room, engaging students actively in relevant
activities). In the current, broader student engage-
ment framework, academic engagement, defined
as paying attention, following directions, or par-
ticipating in instruction and instructional activi-
ties, is typically embedded within the behavioral
engagement subtype (e.g., Fredricks et al., 2004)
or kept as a separate subtype of academic engage-
ment that also includes homework completion,
grades, and credits earned (Appleton,
Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006; Christenson
& Anderson, 2002; Reschly & Christenson,
2006, 2012). The work conducted with time-on-
task/academic engagement is an important his-
torical underpinning to the current student
engagement conceptualizations, in particular: (a)
that time and how it is used is alterable, (b) the
role of how contexts influence students’ engage-
ment, individual differences, and the interaction
between student and context, and (c¢) linking stu-
dents’ involvement and participation in academic
tasks and activities to their achievement and
long-term outcomes. However, we have long
noted that academic engagement or academic
engaged time is not enough to accomplish the
broader goals of schooling or to re-engage those
students who are at greatest risk of dropping out
(Reschly & Christenson, 2006, 2012, 2019).
Thus, we shift now to the expanded views of stu-
dent engagement that emerged from the dropout
prevention and school reform literatures.
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Dropout Prevention and Intervention
Student engagement, and disengagement in par-
ticular, has long been central to conceptualizing
and addressing both high school (see Reschly &
Christenson, 2006, 2012, 2019) and college non-
completion (Tinto, 1975, 1982, 2022). Our focus
here is on the high school literature; however,
there are notable similarities across the two liter-
atures, including the importance of relationships
with teachers and peers, perceived relevance and
significance of schoolwork, attendance, and work
completion (in other words, behavioral, affective,
and cognitive subtypes), as well as the view that
dropout is a process of disengagement that occurs
over time (Fraysier et al., 2020; Waldrop et al.,
2019).

In the earliest descriptions of student engage-
ment and dropout in the K12 literature, the focus
was largely on disengagement as the underlying
explanatory mechanism of dropping out, with
engagement, then, conceptualized primarily as its
opposite (e.g., lack of participation in school vs.
participation in school; Mosher & McGowan,
1985). In what may be the first published defini-
tions of engagement and disengagement in this
literature, Natriello (1982) defined engagement
and disengagement as mirror images in three
domains: those activities associated with aca-
demics, those that could be described as citizen-
ship or scholarship behaviors needed for a
well-functioning school, and participation in
extracurricular activities. Disengagement
occurred when active engagement in any of those
three areas was low (i.e., low levels of effort in
school, participation in delinquent activities,
withdrawal from or non-participation in school
activities, absenteeism). According to Natriello,
scholarly interest in disengagement from school
could be linked to earlier work on concepts of
alienation and organizational estrangement. As
Newmann et al. (1992) noted, “[the] Alienation
literature does not identify a single term to char-
acterize its opposite, but if one term were chosen,
engagement seems to capture many of these
missing qualities in relation to people, work or
the physical environment” (pp. 16-17).

Although Natriello’s work focused on the role
of student evaluation and feedback practices as a

factor in students’ disengagement, it was recog-
nized that student engagement and disengage-
ment had multiple, interactive determinants (e.g.,
individual, family, and school) and was interme-
diary to educational outcomes (Mosher &
McGowan, 1985). Other enduring premises of
student engagement in the dropout literature
include: (a) dropout is a long-term process of dis-
engagement (Mosher & McGowan, 1985), (b)
school policies and practices affect the likelihood
of student disengagement (Natriello, 1982), (c)
disengagement can be task specific in that stu-
dents may be engaged or disengaged from some
tasks or classes and not in others (Natriello,
1982), and (d) there were no simple or easy fixes
for dropout but rather, addressing it requires
“multiple and systemic” processes (Mosher &
McGowan, 1985). Then, as now, it was also
thought that student engagement was both a
“state of mind and a way of being/behaving”
(p- 12) and that students’ perceptual data were a
clear indicator of their engagement (Mosher &
McGowan, 1985).

In 1989, Jeremy Finn proposed the influential
Participation-Identification Model that conceptu-
alized both the processes of engagement and dis-
engagement/withdrawal that result in school
completion or dropout, respectively. The basic
engagement processes included participation in
school and activities, the experience of success,
and subsequent identification with school and
learning, which then facilitated students’ ongo-
ing participation. The participation-success-
identification cycle sustains most students
through to graduation, despite occasional set-
backs (Finn, 1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Consistent with the academic engagement lit-
erature described previously, Finn and Zimmer
(2012) noted the importance of the quality of
instruction for students’ participation and suc-
cess, as well as the contribution of student ability
to students’ successful performance. Thus, as
with the academic engagement literature, there
was recognition of individual characteristics and
the interaction with context. They also called
attention to the developmental period prior to
school entry, with some students having experi-
ences (e.g., preschool, support and encourage-
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ment from home) that better equip them with
attitudes, behaviors, and skills necessary to suc-
cessfully participate at entry to schooling, thereby
facilitating the participation-success-
identification cycle (Reschly & Christenson,
2012).

Finn and Zimmer (2012) opined that both the
requirements for successful participation and
opportunities for involvement become greater as
students progress in school. With this as back-
ground information, the disengagement-
withdrawal cycle may best be explained: students
who do not have the requisite attitudes, skills, or
behaviors to successfully participate are less
likely to establish or sustain the participation-
success-identification cycle as the demands and
opportunities afforded by schooling increase,
instead falling into a cycle of non-participation,
poor school performance, and emotional with-
drawal (dropout). Even with an established
participation-success-identification cycle, indi-
vidual students’ family or work experiences or
other obstacles may lead to early school depar-
ture (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Notably, in this model, student engagement
and disengagement are also described as oppo-
sites of a single continuum and that engagement
is comprised of behavioral and affective dimen-
sions. One of the most novel aspects of the
Participation-Identification Model is that student
engagement and disengagement were situated
within a developmental cycle (Finn & Zimmer,
2012). In addition, the model not only reflected
the shift in linking disengagement to dropping
out but also explicated the processes of engage-
ment that result in the positive outcome of high
school completion. However, the Participation-
Identification Model does not address how
schools influence participation and identification
(Rumberger & Larson, 1998) or the broader con-
texts—families, schools, peers, or communi-
ties—that serve as targets of intervention
(Reschly & Christenson, 2012).

The  Participation-Identification =~ Model
remains prominent in current discussions of high
school dropout and efforts to promote school
completion  (Archambault et al, 2022,
Reschly, 2020; Reschly & Christenson, 2019).

Furthermore, it is apparent in models and theo-
ries of dropout (see Archambault et al., 2022) that
student engagement and disengagement are fea-
tured in frameworks for both conceptualizing
processes and prevention and intervention efforts.
Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, and Fernandez
(1989), for example, proposed a dropout preven-
tion model focused on the school’s role in
addressing student engagement in terms of edu-
cational engagement and school membership,
which seem to align with behavioral and affective
engagement, respectively (Archambault et al.,
2022). Similarly, Rumberger and Larson (1998)
described student engagement in terms of aca-
demic engagement in learning (e.g., expecta-
tions, class preparation) and engagement with
social aspects of school (e.g., attendance, misbe-
havior, school activities) that would be reflected
in both students’ attitudes and behaviors, in line
with earlier postulation by Mosher and McGowan
(1985) and Finn (1989).

Connecting Predictive Studies to an
Engagement Framework As interest in drop-
out grew, studies identified dozens of variables
that were predictive of dropout or completion.
Christenson et al. (2001) argued for shifting
focus from the prediction of a negative outcome,
dropout, to the promotion of school completion
with competence. The authors underscored the
importance of a systemic approach, linking with
schools, families, and community resources to
provide personalized interventions in support of
school completion.

In this vein, scholars began to offer distinc-
tions or categorizations of predictive variables,
such as those that were demographic or status-
oriented in nature (e.g., socioeconomic status)
and those that were alterable (e.g., attendance,
homework completion, participation). Of those
that were alterable or non-demographic, vari-
ables were further categorized in terms of prox-
imity of the indicator relative to the event of
dropping out (proximal vs. distal; Rumberger,
1995). In addition, the terms push and pull were
used to describe how schools and outside factors
influence a student’s decision to leave prema-
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turely (Jordan et al., 1999). We offered a catego-
rization of whether the indicator was a risk or
protective factor at the student, family, and school
levels (Reschly & Christenson, 2006), and so
forth (see also Archambault et al., 2022, and
Rosenthal, 1998). Many of the alterable variables
reflected students’ engagement at school and
with learning and aspects of developmental con-
texts that were appropriate targets of intervention
(Reschly & Christenson, 2012; Reschly, 2020).

Building on this and the intervention litera-
tures, Christenson (2008) offered a critical dis-
tinction for linking this research to intervention:
that is, a distinction between what she termed
demographic and functional risk. This distinction
built upon research that demonstrated certain
sociodemographic groups were less likely to suc-
cessfully complete high school (e.g., those of low
socioeconomic status, students from Black or
Latinx racial-ethnic groups in the United States);
however, within any of these subgroups, many
students did successfully complete. Thus, using
demographic risk to identify those in need of
additional support would lead to wasted and
unnecessary resources (e.g., 74% of American
Indian/Alaska Native students who completed
high school on-time in the 2018-2019 school
year; NCES, 2021). Rather, it is students’ engage-
ment that is directly associated with current and
future school performance, including comple-
tion, within various sociodemographic groups
(Reschly & Christenson, 2012).

In the next section, we describe a National
Academies Panel report (National Research
Council & Institute of Medicine [NRC], 2004) as
a major impetus for linking student engagement
with school reform and the increasing popularity
of student engagement; however, it would be
misleading to ignore the roots of dropout research
and connection to whole-school strategies here as
well. It is a logical progression from noting that
school policies and practices influence student
engagement and disengagement to studies of
school-level variables that predict dropout or pro-
mote school completion and discussion of efforts
to promote engagement for all students. As stated
by Wehlage and Rutter (1986),

Certainly public schooling in a democratic society
is obligated to respond constructively to children
[from all backgrounds and social conditions. It may
be that some kinds of children are more difficult to
teach than others, but the school has no less of a
mandate to do its best to provide all the schooling
such children can profitably use. (p. 381).

...while most of the literature on dropouts is
directed only at the deficiencies found in the mar-
ginal student, we see those same characteristics as
a reflection on the institution. (p. 389).

Wehlage and Rutter (1986) based their policy
recommendations on students’ perceptions of the
lack of teacher interest and the ineffectiveness
and unfairness of school discipline and wide-
spread truancy. They described their findings as,
“grounds for recommending general policy and
practice reforms that would make school more
responsive not only to those who drop out, but
also to a large body of students who now stay in
school reluctantly” (p. 389).

Student engagement clearly provided a frame-
work for intervention to re-engage students at
risk of dropping out or who had dropped out of
school, a pathway away from predictive studies
of dropout, which dominated the field
(Christenson et al., 2001), and a bridge from
assessment to intervention (e.g., McPartland,
1994). It was understood by scholars that schools
could either positively or negatively influence
student engagement and disengagement, which
undergirds the reasoning for the necessity of
school-wide strategies. Furthermore, the many
and varied associations between aspects of stu-
dent engagement provide a direct link to perfor-
mance for all students. Together, this sets the
stage for the expansion of student engagement to
a meta-construct and basis of school reform.

Meta-Construct and School Reform

Dominant concerns in the educational reform
movement have neglected one of the problems most
critical to the improvement of high schools: how to
engage students in academic work. (p. 33,
Newmann et al., 1992).
Learning and succeeding in school requires active
engagement — whether students are rich or poor,
black, brown, or white. The core principles that
underlie engagement are applicable to all
schools — whether they are in urban, suburban, or
rural communities. (p. 1, NRC, 2004).
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In the early 2000s, interest in student engagement
was spilling over into other areas of study. Two
seminal publications in this time period signaled
growing interest in student engagement and were
harbingers of what would be explosive awareness
of the construct among practitioners and educa-
tors around the world. In describing the origins of
student engagement, we have often grouped these
publications together both because of the similar
timing of publication (2004) and the shared
focused on the larger system and engagement of
all students, not just those at risk of dropping out
of high school (e.g., Christenson et al., 2008;
Reschly & Christenson, 2012).

An esteemed group of educators and scholars,
with expertise in motivation, child development,
school reform, high school dropout, school cli-
mate, and social inequities, comprised the panel
that was convened by the National Academies to
offer solutions for the declining academic moti-
vation and disengagement from school that
occurs as students progress from elementary to
high school (NRC, 2004). The Panel’s recom-
mendations encompassed curriculum, instruc-
tion, and organization of schools from the
perspective of meeting students’ needs for auton-
omy, competence, and relatedness (Self-
Determination Theory, “I can, I want to, and I
belong”). Their recommendations are well sum-
marized in the following excerpt:

A common theme among effective practices is that

they address underlying psychological variables

related to motivation, such as competence and con-

trol, beliefs about the value of education, and a

sense of belonging. In brief, engaging schools and

teachers promote students’ confidence in their
ability to learn and succeed in school by providing
challenging instruction and support for meeting
high standards, and they clearly convey their own
high expectations for their students’ success. They
provide choices for students and they make cur-
riculum and instruction relevant to adolescents’
experiences, cultures, and long-term goals, so that

students see some value in the high school curricu-
lum (pp. 2-3).

The Panel described how learning requires stu-
dents’ engagement, the relevance of student
engagement for all students, including those of
different racial-ethnic and socioeconomic groups
and schools (e.g., suburban, urban, rural), and

suggested that promoting or maintaining stu-
dents’ engagement is particularly important for
those students who are at greater risk for poor
educational outcomes, consistent with the prem-
ise that student engagement is a protective factor
for those placed at higher risk for poor educa-
tional outcomes (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Masten
et al., 2022). Their work centered on motivation
and student engagement within the context of
social relationships that are critical to student
success, a consistent theme in these literatures.
Their purpose was arguably action- or
intervention-oriented. Interestingly, the seem-
ingly interchangeable use of the terms motivation
and engagement portends what continues to be a
point of confusion, and sometimes contention,
among scholars. That is: what is the association
between the two constructs and the relative
importance, or lack thereof, of differentiating the
two in theory- vs. more applied-work (Christenson
et al., 2012).

Another seminal work in student engagement,
“Student Engagement: Potential of the Concept,
State of the Evidence,” was authored by Fredricks,
Blumenfeld, and Paris and published the same
year as the NRC volume. The authors described
student engagement as comprised of three dimen-
sions: behavior, emotion, and cognition.
Behavioral engagement was defined in terms of
participation in academic, social, and extracur-
ricular activities, which were recognized as nec-
essary for academic success and dropout
prevention. Emotional engagement referred to,
“positive and negative reactions to teachers,
classmates, academics, and school” (p. 60),
which promotes students’ willingness to com-
plete academic tasks. Lastly, cognitive engage-
ment, drawing from work in motivation, was
described in terms of investment and related to
students’ “willingness to exert the effort neces-
sary to comprehend complex ideas and master
difficult skills” (p. 60). These three dimensions or
subtypes of student engagement were the pri-
mary categorization endorsed by scholars in the
first edition of this Handbook and remain so in
this edition (see Epilogue, this volume).

The authors observed the inherent appeal of
student engagement to educators, thereby under-
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scoring its applied nature. Here, too, was the
alterability of student engagement, influence of
contexts on students’ engagement, and ties to
important academic outcomes, as well as the
notion that student engagement across these
dimensions may vary in terms of intensity and
duration wherein it may be short-term or situa-
tion specific (e.g., a novel task, a method of les-
son delivery the student finds interesting) or
long-term and stable. The authors noted that a
foundation of student engagement is additive in
nature (e.g., engagement begets engagement;
Reschly, 2010).

Another enduring and especially novel contri-
bution of this work was to propose that student
engagement could be viewed as a meta-construct,
merging typically independent or separate areas
of study under the broad construct of student
engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004). Viewing stu-
dent engagement in this way allowed for a more
nuanced understanding of students and their
experiences at school, accepting the complexity
and interrelated nature of thoughts, emotions,
and behavior. However, the student engagement
as a meta-construct idea further exacerbated ten-
sions and questions about the associations
between engagement and motivation, particularly
due to the overlap between cognitive engagement
and traditional study of academic motivation.

Models of Student Engagement

In this section, we review three integrated or
comprehensive models of student engagement to
highlight commonalities and distinctions among
scholars that relate to the current and future study
of the construct. We refer the reader to Skinner &
Raine (2022) for a comprehensive list of
models.

Check & Connect Model of Student
Engagement We have written extensively about
our work with Check & Connect for promoting
student engagement and school completion (e.g.,
Christenson & Pohl, 2020; Christenson &
Reschly, 2010; Reschly & Christenson, 2006,
2012), the model of student engagement based on
our work with Check & Connect (e.g., Christenson
et al., 2008, Reschly, Pohl, Christenson, &

Appleton, 2017; Reschly & Christenson, 2012;
Fig. 1), and the self-report measure, the Student
Engagement Instrument (SEI), we developed to
supplement the observable engagement data
(e.g., attendance, behavior, homework comple-
tion rate) readily available to Check & Connect
intervention staff and educators (e.g., Appleton
et al., 2006; Betts et al., 2010; Lovelace et al.,
2014, 2017; Reschly, Betts, & Appleton, 2014).

Initially developed as a dropout prevention
program for middle school students with learning
and emotional and behavior disorders, Check &
Connect quickly shifted to a focus on student
engagement and the promotion of competence
for school completion, a necessary shift to ensure
students have more promising career and employ-
ment opportunities. In designing Check &
Connect, developers drew broadly from both
theory and research in development, dropout,
resilience, motivation, and cognitive-behavior
therapy. The intervention model consists of four
main components: (1) a mentor who works with
students and their families over an extended
period of time; (2) regular monitoring or “check-
ing” of alterable, observable indicators of stu-
dents’ connection and engagement with school
(e.g., attendance, behavior, grades); (3) the
implementation of timely interventions at the
earliest signs of disengagement and more general
promotion of social, behavioral, and academic
competence; and (4) work with families to foster
positive relationships between home and school
and to connect families with resources facilitat-
ing the home-school relationship and connection
of families with resources (Christenson & Pohl,
2020). Check & Connect is one of only a handful
of interventions rated by the What Works
Clearinghouse as having potentially positive or
positive effects in any of the three areas related to
school completion (staying in school, progress-
ing in school, completing school; Reschly, 2020).

In the almost 30 years since Check & Connect
began, we learned several lessons relative to
intervention design and implementation and the
promotion of student engagement. We highlight a
few of these lessons here but refer the reader to
Christenson and Pohl (2020) for more compre-
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Fig. 1 Model of associations between context, engagement, and student outcomes. (Source: Figure from Reschly &

Christenson et al. 2012)

hensive coverage. First, in our work with students
at high risk of dropping out, we realized that
meeting academic and behavioral standards was
not enough to re-engage students for school
completion (Christenson & Reschly, 2010;
Reschly & Christenson, 2012). Instead, we
needed to connect with students and through the
mentor—student relationship, we could work to
foster interest in the relevance of education to
students’ futures, their motivation, and self-
regulation—or in other words, winning students’
hearts and minds (Reschly, 2020). In this vein,
some indicators of students’ engagement and
connection to school were readily available to
us—attendance, participation in extracurricular
activities, conduct at school, homework comple-
tion, etc.—whereas we recognized we could not
determine students’ perceptions regarding rele-
vance of education to their futures, social support
from or relationships with teachers and peers,

feelings of belonging or identification, and so
forth without querying their perspectives. Thus,
we developed the SEI to specifically measure stu-
dents’ perceptions of their cognitive and affective
engagement.

We also recognized that our efforts were at
times thwarted by school policies and practices
that undermined attempts to re-engage students
and by disjointed programs that were not inte-
grated within the broader school community. We
concluded that school completion efforts were
most effectively implemented within a system
that is geared toward the engagement, compe-
tence, and school completion of all students.
Furthermore, the developmental nature of student
engagement and disengagement requires atten-
tion and coordination across levels of schooling,
from early childhood through high school and
into college (Reschly, 2020; Reschly &
Christenson, 2019; Reschly, Pohl, & Christenson,
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2020). In this broad, developmental view, efforts
to improve school discipline and climate, more
effectively manage classrooms or provide more
interesting and effective curricula and instruc-
tion, screen and provide early intervention for
academic or mental health difficulties, and so
forth may be viewed as school completion efforts.
In fact, we argue that student engagement and
school completion is a unifying construct or
frame of reference across levels of schooling and
tiered intervention models (Reschly, 2020).

The influence of Check & Connect and the
scholarly traditions it drew from are apparent in
the model of student engagement presented in
Fig. 1. Elements from Ecological Systems Theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977) and Self-Systems
Processes (Connell & Wellborn, 1991), for exam-
ple, are evident in the conception of interactions
between important developmental contexts (fam-
ily, peers, school, and community) and individual
students, their engagement, and both proximal
and distal educational outcomes (i.e., across
development). Drawing from these traditions,
and consistent with other models of student
engagement, students’ engagement serves as a
mediator between context and outcomes and
these interactions have a Matthew effect wherein
engagement at one point begets greater engage-
ment at another (e.g., Reschly, 2010; Reschly &
Christenson, 2012). Furthermore, person—envi-
ronment fit is also a crucial element to under-
standing context—student interactions across
time. Person—environment fit is uniquely indi-
vidual: how students experience contexts differs,
what is an excellent fit for one individual may not
meet another’s needs in the same way. It also
buttresses the argument for querying students’
own perceptions of their school environment,
instruction, support for learning, etc. An applied
corollary from the school completion literature is
that students disengage for different reasons:
there is no one right intervention strategy that
works for every student, all of the time.

Our discussion of developmental processes
and school levels also draws from Finn’s
Participation-Identification Model and early
childhood research. In particular, pathways to
dropout and completion have been identified

from early childhood (e.g., Neuharth-Pritchett &
Bub, 2022; Reschly & Christenson, 2012;
Reschly, 2020). In addition, studies of early
childhood education programs demonstrate long-
term effects on students’ academic outcomes,
likely through influence on the participation-
success-identification cycle. In short, students’
early school experiences are integral to the cycles
of engagement and disengagement or pathways
that formed when students enter formal
schooling.

In line with the conceptualization of student
engagement as a meta-construct, motivational
concepts are embedded within the context (e.g.,
goal structure) and student engagement (e.g.,
self-regulation, goal setting). Similarly, dropout
prevention program strategies, such as the provi-
sion of academic and mental health support or
opportunities for participation, are also included
in the model. Perhaps the clearest illustration of
student engagement as a meta-construct is under-
scored by the interrelated nature of students’
thoughts, emotions, and behaviors and the broad
range of interventions that may be included
within this framework. An intervention that
addresses teacher—student relationships, for
example, may also affect students’ academic or
behavioral engagement and, in turn, their achieve-
ment (see Reschly, Pohl, & Christenson, 2020).

Development-in-Sociocultural-Context
Model

According to Wang et al. (2019), the
Development-in-Sociocultural-Context ~ Model
for Children’s Engagement in Learning delin-
eates five broad categories ordered in terms of
direction of effects: External Factors, Internal
Factors, Engagement, Resilience Mechanisms,
and Distal Outcomes. Similar to other models,
external factors include the family, school, and
peer contexts. The model uniquely adds the cul-
tural milieu (e.g., cultural capital, stereotypes/
prejudice), social position and family character-
istics, and the nature of academic work as exter-
nal or contextual influences. These external
factors influence students’ developmental com-
petencies (e.g., emotion regulation) and self-
appraisals (e.g., attributions), which in turn affect
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students’ behavioral, emotional-affective, and
cognitive engagement. Similar to other models,
students’ engagement is directly related to educa-
tional and developmental outcomes; however, the
authors added the influence of student engage-
ment on resilience mechanisms (i.e., coping and
appraisal, social support), which also influence
student outcomes. There are several reciprocal
effects noted in the model, such as between the
family context and both developmental compe-
tencies and self-appraisals and between educa-
tional and developmental outcomes and students’
ongoing engagement (Wang et al., 2019).

The model draws broadly and integrates theo-
ries and research from the educational and psy-
chological literatures. For example, the authors
elegantly describe the inclusion of motivational
theories in their model, such as Self-System
Processes, Expectancy-Value, and Mindset theo-
ries, as processes that influence students’ self-
appraisals and, in turn, their engagement.

Study Demands-Resources Model
of Student Engagement and Burnout
The Study Demands-Resources Model (SD-R) is
a comprehensive model of student engagement
that explicitly incorporates both the processes of
engagement and burnout, or disaffection, into
the model (Salmela-Aro et al., 2022). The SD-R
draws from the workplace engagement literature
with the premise that school is the workplace of
adolescents. Similar to other models, school
engagement is described as a multidimensional
construct. Burnout is also multidimensional with
components of exhaustion (e.g., tiredness, sleep
difficulties), cynicism (e.g., indifference toward
school), and feelings of inadequacy in school.
Research by Salmela-Aro and others demon-
strates that engagement and burnout are distinct
states such that students may be simultaneously
high or low in both; the presence or absence of
one does not indicate the same in the other (e.g.,
Salmela-Aro, Moeller, Schneider, Spicer, 2016).
In addition, burnout uniquely contributes to stu-
dents’ outcomes (Salmela-Aro et al., 2022).
Contextual and individual influences in this
model are described in terms of demands and

resources. Demands and resources emanate from
the school/classroom, family, social (teachers,
peers), or the student (personal). Demands, such
as a harsh school climate, student perceptions of
poor teacher responsiveness or task quality, the
experience of harsh parenting, or poor social
relationships, may thwart students’ engagement.
School or classroom resources may include per-
ceptions of school safety or the experience of
support from teachers. Family resources include
such elements as the affective quality of parent—
child relationships and effective parental moni-
toring and autonomy support. Social resources
include the range of positive social relationships
(e.g., positive teacher—student relationships, peer
relationships) that facilitate healthy youth devel-
opment and students’ engagement (Salmela-Aro
et al., 2022).

Students’ individual characteristics are repre-
sented in the model as personal demands and
resources and reserves. Students’ mental health
difficulties are an example of personal demands
whereas individual social skills and cognitive
resources are examples of personal resources.
Personal resources, which include motivational
constructs (e.g., self-efficacy, grit, goal orienta-
tion), serve as mediators between the context and
demands and students’ engagement. Further, it is
recognized how an individual student responds to
or appraises a situation determines the effect it has
on their engagement and burnout (Salmela-Aro
et al., 2022). In addition to the independent influ-
ence of demands and resources on student engage-
ment, these elements also interact such that as
demands increase and overcome the student’s
resources, the experience of burnout and poorer
psychological and academic outcomes increases.

Similar to other comprehensive models, SD-R
recognizes that engagement and burnout exist at
different levels and over time (e.g., in the moment,
day, week). Further, the authors describe gain and
loss spirals, similar to concepts of spiraling or
Matthew effects (Furrer et al., 2006; Reschly,
2010), wherein contexts, resources, and demands
amplify or dampen students’ resources and
reserves (e.g., greater resources may lead to more
resources and increased reserves; high demands
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diminish resources, leading to loss of reserves;
Salmela-Aro et al., 2022).

Summary There are a number of similarities
across these broad or integrated models of stu-
dent engagement. Contexts are conceptualized as
including family, school, and peer influences.
These contexts may either hinder or facilitate stu-
dents’ engagement. Student engagement, in turn,
is directly associated with outcomes of interest.
In addition, each model also draws from and
seeks to integrate several theories and domains of
research. Further, all are developmental in the
sense that each considers the interaction between
individuals and contexts over time.

There are unique features of each as well. The
Check & Connect Model is pragmatic with links
to assessment of student engagement and inter-
vention (e.g., Reschly et al., 2020). The model
also connects different developmental periods to
high school, college, and post-college outcomes.
The Wang et al. model (2019) explicitly incorpo-
rates relevant and important sociocultural factors
as influences on engagement and disengagement.
The Check & Connect and Development-in-
Sociocultural-Context Models acknowledge that
disengagement is separate from student engage-
ment but the processes of disengagement are not
well defined. In contrast, Salmela-Aro et al.
(2022) draw from a unique literature (i.e., occu-
pational literature) to define burnout and provide
the most complete description of how engage-
ment and burnout co-exist and the processes
through which contexts and individuals interact
toward engagement—competence or burnout—ill-
being over time.

Revisiting the Past and Current
Status of the Student Engagement
Construct

As editors, this second volume allows us an
opportunity to consider past issues in the field
and reflect upon current state. In this section, we
revisit the jingle-jangle phenomenon, the distinc-
tion between motivation and engagement, and the

status of the continuum—continua (engagement—
disengagement/disaffection) differentiation.

Jingle-Jangle Revisited
Engagement is the linchpin connecting energy,
purpose, and enjoyment.
(p. 1087; Wang et al., 2019)
Engagement stands for active involvement, com-
mitment, and concentrated attention, in contrast to
superficial participation, apathy, or lack of
interest.
(p. 11, Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992)

In the first edition, we noted the issue of jingle-
jangle with the terms, subtypes, and indicators
commonly used in the study of student engage-
ment. As we noted earlier, this issue is still pres-
ent in this edition; however, there is increasingly
a pattern or order to this phenomenon such that
the core of what is meant by student engagement
is more readily discerned and able to be com-
pared across scholars and studies.

School/Student/Academic Engagement One
source of jingle-jangle is the term that is used to
refer to the construct of student engagement as it
relates broadly to learning and school-related
developmental outcomes, irrespective of sub-
types. Although student engagement is currently
the most widely used term, school engagement
(e.g., Fredricks et al., 2004; Jimerson, Campos,
& Grief, 2003; Salmela-Aro et al., 2022) and aca-
demic engagement (e.g., Martin, 2022; Skinner
& Raine, 2022) are also used. We have argued
that student engagement should be the preferred
term because it is students who are engaged or
disengaged at school and with learning. Schools
may affect student engagement and disengage-
ment through policies, practices, and school cli-
mate; however, families, communities, peers
both inside and outside of school, relationships
with teachers, etc. also influence students’
engagement at school and with learning; there-
fore, students—not schools—are the appropriate
level and focus (Appleton, Christenson, &
Furlong, 2008).

The use of academic engagement as the term
for the global engagement construct is more
recent and is meant to convey the academic focus
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of students’ emotional, behavioral, or cognitive
engagement (e.g., Martin, 2022). In our view, this
is problematic in that the term academic
engagement has been used to refer to on-task
behavior or engaged time with academic tasks for
several decades. It is also used as a subtype of
student engagement (Appleton et al., 2006;
Christenson et al., 2008; Reschly & Christenson,
2012).

Subtypes and Indicators As in the first edition,
most scholars endorse the three dimensions of
student engagement proposed by Fredricks et al.
(2004): emotion, cognition, and behavior.
Indicators of each dimension or subtype continue
to vary across scholars. For example, is cognitive
engagement represented by the use of deep learn-
ing strategies, investment, effort, self-regulation,
students’ motivation, and/or perceived relevance
of education to one’s future? (Table 1). Behavioral
engagement is sometimes narrowly conceived of
as participation in class and academic tasks while
at school or broadly conceived to include tasks
outside of school, such as homework, and con-
duct while in school. Scholars also differ in terms
of the inclusion of participation in extracurricular
activities, such as band or sports, in the behav-
ioral engagement subtype. Affective engagement
may be narrowly defined as emotional state while
learning and/or in terms of more global feelings
of connectedness and belonging at school and in
students’ perceptions of their relationships and
support from teachers, peers, and their families.
Csikszentmihalyi’s concept of flow is another
example of the inclusion of independent lines of
research under the student engagement meta-
construct and is one that could be cast both as
affective and cognitive engagement. The con-
cepts utility, effort, interest, and investment are
particularly difficult to categorize.

There are several likely reasons for the con-
tinued jingle-jangle of student engagement indi-
cators. As a meta-construct, student engagement
draws from several theoretical perspectives and
sometimes disparate lines of research and schol-
ars study engagement at different levels and

times: more narrowly as the visible manifesta-
tion of motivation perhaps within a specific sub-
ject or broadly as a driver of positive youth
development and long-term academic, well-
being, and employment outcomes. A study with
a focus on learning within a subject or classroom
may tap self-regulation and learning strategy use
as indicators of cognitive engagement whereas a
study with a long-term developmental view
might instead use perceived relevance of educa-
tion to one’s future as an indicator of cognitive
engagement. Further, the premise that students’
engagement is comprised of interrelated
thoughts, feelings, and emotions indicates the
complexity of the human experience and the dif-
ficulty in separating these aspects for study. For
example, effort or investment could include vis-
ible behavior, emotion, and internal thoughts. In
addition, there is a great deal of similarity in the
elements of student engagement regardless of
the terms used. For instance, if affective engage-
ment is defined in terms of emotional states
while learning, scholars may add another sub-
type to represent the social connectedness that is
a major part of students’ school experiences and
their engagement or disengagement (e.g., Davis,
Spring, & Balfanz, 2022) that is embedded in
some conceptualizations as affective engage-
ment (e.g., Reschly & Christenson, 2012;
Jimerson & Chen, 2022).

Motivation and Engagement
In the first edition of this Handbook, we asked
authors to offer their definitions of student
engagement and motivation and how they differ-
entiated the two constructs. Many scholars
endorsed the view that motivation precedes
engagement wherein motivation is the will and
engagement is the action (Christenson et al.,
2012). As we noted then, the problem with this
distinction is the internal nature of motivation,
affective engagement, and cognitive engagement.
It is apparent in this edition that scholars continue
to wrestle with the relationship between student
engagement and motivation.

There are those that suggest motivation and
engagement are synonymous or interchangeable



Jingle-Jangle Revisited: History and Further Evolution of the Student Engagement Construct

Table 1 Representative examples of Student Engagement Subtypes and Indicators

Behavioral Emotional/affective Cognitive Other
Fredricks Involvement and Positive and negative Investment in learning;

participation in learning | reactions to teachers, includes self-

and school contexts classmates, academics, regulation and use of

(e.g., extracurriculars); or school; sense of deep learning

positive conduct; belonging; identification | strategies

absence of disruptive with school or subject

behaviors areas
Christenson, Attendance; Belonging/identification | Self-regulation; Academic
Reschly, participation (classroom, | with school; school relevance of school to | Time-on-task/
Appleton extracurricular); connectedness future; value of engaged time;
et al. behavioral incidents *measured as student learning (e.g., goal credits earned

perceptions of
relationships with
teachers and peers,
family support

setting)

toward
graduation;
homework
completion rate;
grades

Salmela-Aro
et al.

Schoolwork
engagement

Dedication

Students’ involvement
in schoolwork;
perceptions of its
meaningfulness; and
students’ sense of
significance,
enthusiasm, and
inspiration

Energy
Vigor with respect to
learning, investment of

effort

Absorption
High concentration in
learning

Jimerson and
Chen

Observable actions or
performance (e.g.,
extracurricular
activities); homework
completion; grades;
GPA; achievement test
scores

Students’ feelings about
school, teachers, and/or
peers

Student’s perceptions
and beliefs about self,
school, teachers, and
peers (e.g., self-
efficacy, motivation,
aspirations)

Reeve and
Jang

Observable action
students take to be
on-task and exerting
effort and persistence
Behavioral
disengagement: Doing
just enough to get by

Quality of affective
connections students
have with task
*measured as interest
and enjoyment
Emotional
disengagement:
Task-rejecting emotions
(e.g., boredom,
discouragement)

Actions undertaken to
enhance thinking (e.g.,
how to focus attention,
understand what one is
learning,
problem-solving)
*measured as
concentration,
attentional control,
problem-solving, use
of self-regulation
strategies and learning
strategies

Cognitive
disengagement:
Mental disorganization

Agentic
Student’s
constructive
contribution to
instruction; what
students say and
do to improve
learning

(continued)
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Table 1 (continued)

Behavioral Emotional/affective Cognitive Other
Martin Participation and Thoughtful, willing, Social-emotional
involvement and strategic to invest | Positive and
in academics; exertion | negative
of necessary effort emotional and
interpersonal
responses to
learning and
instruction
Archambault | Observable actions in Emotional state and Self-regulation and
et al. the classroom; reaction to school and deep processing while
participation in classroom contexts and | learning
activities; collaborate activities
with peers; follow
instructions; attendance
Davis, Spring, | Active participation in Physical display of Mental investment in Social
and Balfanz academic activities emotion learning Interaction with
peers about
academics

terms (e.g., NRC, 2004), which may not be
unreasonable from a school or applied interven-
tion perspective in that it underscores the idea
that both are essential to accomplish the goals of
schooling. Indeed, there likely are reciprocal
associations between engagement and motivation
such that the associations between the two con-
structs vary at the time and level each are cap-
tured (e.g., Martin et al., 2017). On the other
hand, the student engagement meta-construct
may subsume motivation as part of student
engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Christenson
et al., 2012), which is further supported by the
inclusion of several motivational concepts as
indicators of student engagement (see Table 1).
Still others suggest that engagement is more than
motivation (Newmann et al., 1992) and that
engagement begets motivation (Salmela-Aro
et al., 2022).

The nexus of this tension is understandable.
Motivation has a long, rich history with several
well-developed sub-theories. The idea that a field
such as motivation or belonging could be sub-
sumed by another, more recent construct is sure
to be met with some skepticism (e.g., Allen &
Boyle, 2022; Gladstone, Wigfield, & Eccles,
2022; Skinner & Raine, 2022). However, there
are also concerns about the fragmentation of

various motivational theories and concomitant
waning usefulness (e.g., Anderman, Patrick, &
Ha, 2022; Skinner & Raine, 2022).

As Eccles and Wang (2012) noted in the first
edition, there are issues with being too broad or
too narrow in conceptualizations of phenomena.
Broad conceptualizations work well for commu-
nicating with policymakers and other stakehold-
ers, such as educators and parents, whereas
narrower conceptualizations are more useful for
research and theory-testing. Admittedly, as stu-
dent engagement and school completion schol-
ars, we cannot underscore emphatically enough
how useful the student engagement framework is
for conceptualizing and communicating the inter-
actions among contexts and individuals that pro-
duce engagement and related outcomes, the role
of developmental processes, the rich character-
ization of students’ school experiences as com-
prising their emotions, cognitions, and behavior
inherent in the student engagement meta-
construct, and as a framework for comprehensive
interventions.

However, to paraphrase Skinner and Raine
(2022), student engagement cannot be everything
to everyone. The authors offer a comprehensive
and thoughtful review of both literatures and rec-
ommendations for integrating motivation and
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student engagement research. We agree that stu-
dent engagement and motivation are not incom-
patible, and, as others have noted, perhaps the
differences between motivation and engagement
are a matter of focus (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

Our reading of the literature and chapters in
this second edition has led us to the following
conclusions. A wuseful distinction might be
between a developmental view of student engage-
ment and a motivational view. The integrated
models of engagement described earlier in this
chapter clearly draw from developmental theo-
ries and there are examinations of student engage-
ment from early childhood through college
(Neuharth-Pritchett & Bub, 2022; Tinto, 2022).
Schooling includes a number of developmental
tasks and milestones that are important in most
cultures and societies (Masten et al., 2022).
Furthermore, dropout and completion scholars
increasingly approach the topic from a life course
perspective (Archambault et al., 2022; Rumberger
& Rotermund, 2012).

Conversely, from a motivational viewpoint,
student engagement may be conceptualized in
the way described by many motivational scholars
with motivation as intent and student engagement
as action. The motivational view on student
engagement is narrower, more amenable to the-
ory testing, and better integrated with existing
motivational theories. Thus, motivation is central
to students’ engagement but it is just one part of
the broader construct: it also exists as an indepen-
dent and worthy area of study. This distinction in
developmental and motivational views also cap-
tures another difference in the two perspectives in
that the primary outcome of academic motivation
research is achievement whereas achievement is
one of many outcomes of interest in student
engagement. Given this distinction, it is under-
standable that much motivation research is con-
ducted with high school and college students
while student engagement is more likely to cover
the range of schooling (e.g., Archambault et al.,
2022; Neuharth-Pritchett & Bub, 2022; Tinto,
2022). Finally, as Tinto (2022) noted, it may be
more appropriate to refer to student engagement
as a framework or model given its broad, interdis-
ciplinary, integrated nature whereas motivation

and sub-theories are more accurately described
as theories.

The distinction between model and theory is
just one of the areas in which we recommend stu-
dent engagement scholars consider greater preci-
sion with their language. Another is clear
reporting of scholars’ operationalization of stu-
dent engagement and indicators so that results
may be better integrated and nuances identified
across studies. Also imperative to clearer concep-
tualizations of student engagement is the recog-
nition that student engagement may be studied at
different levels, such as with learning activities,
within the classroom, with school, and with pro-
social institutions (Skinner & Raine, 2022) or at
either the classroom or school levels (Martin,
2022). Specification of level may also bring
greater organization/clarity among measures of
student engagement (e.g., engagement within a
specific class vs. a global measure of engagement
with school).

Engagement-Disengagement Versus
Engagement and Disaffection

(Continuum Versus Continua)

In the first edition of this Handbook, we noted
that one way in which models of engagement dif-
fered was in their conceptualization of engage-
ment and disengagement as existing on a single
continuum ranging from high to low or as two
separate continua (Reschly & Christenson,
2012). We agree with Wang et al. (2019) and
Salmela-Aro et al. (2022) that there is now com-
pelling evidence that these are two separate con-
tinua. However, there is little clarity as to whether
the “other” continuum is best described as disen-
gagement (Wang et al., 2019), disaffection
(Skinner et al., 2008, 2009), or burnout (Salmela-
Aro et al., 2022). Skinner et al. characterized dis-
affection as having emotional (e.g., boredom,
disinterest, frustration) and behavioral (e.g., pas-
sivity, withdrawal, distraction) components
whereas Salmela-Aro et al. use the term burnout
to refer to exhaustion, a cynical attitude toward
school, and feelings of inadequacy. Among
current indicators, how does one differentiate
low engagement from disaffection/
disengagement/burnout? Where would indicators
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such as disciplinary incidents, a low rate of work
completion, skipping classes, and absences fall?
Although the processes of disengagement and
withdrawal were described in Finn’s Participation-
Identification Model (1989), disengagement and
engagement are cast as ends of a single contin-
uum. From the continua perspective, how do dis-
affection and burnout emerge?

Past, Present, and Future

“...the promotion of student engagement should
bring benefits to quality of life that are more funda-
mental than increases in school achievement.”
(p- 17, Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn 1992)

In this chapter, we revisited the history and ori-
gins of the student engagement construct and
offered our thoughts on past and current issues in
the field. We are struck by two enduring themes
in our work with student engagement and in the
scholarship of others. The first is the importance
of student perceptions and voice. The dropout lit-
erature is clear that it is students’ perceptions of
discipline, fairness, relevance, support, etc. that
are tied to outcomes of interest. Indeed, one of
the earliest reviews of student engagement noted
students’ perceptual data were an indicator of
their engagement (Mosher & McGowan, 1985).
Tinto (2022) reaches a similar conclusion when
he noted that it is ““...not engagement per se that
matters, as it is students’ perceptions of their
engagements and the meanings they draw from
them as to their self-efficacy, sense of belonging,
and the relevance of their studies.” That is not to
say that others’ perceptions are not relevant to
school intervention and improvement efforts or
that these data should not be supplemented with
observations, the views of others, or considered
in aggregate (e.g., teacher support at the class-
room level, classroom goal students) but rather,
simply, that students cannot be overlooked.
Support for this notion could likely be garnered
from several areas, including the role of context—
individual interactions that are inherent in devel-
opmental models (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1977)
and the principle/notion of person—environment
fit. Essentially, how an individual experiences the

context is at least somewhat unique to that
individual.

The second theme is the importance of rela-
tionships to students’ development in general and
relative to student engagement and both proximal
and distal outcomes. The primacy of relation-
ships is not a new revelation in development
(Pianta & Walsh, 1996), resilience (Masten &
Reed, 2002), or school completion literatures
(e.g., Anderson, Christenson, Sinclair, & Lehr,
2004; McPartland 1994). We recently reached a
similar conclusion regarding relationships and
promising interventions to promote student
engagement and positive developmental out-
comes (Fredricks, Reschly & Christenson,
2019a), and yet, throughout this volume, we are
stuck by the extent to which relationships—
teacher—student and among students—serve as
the core of students’ experiences at school, with
influences on their motivation, self-regulation,
learning, engagement in risky health behaviors,
and overall student engagement at school and
with learning, among other things. Thus, support
for the development and sustainability of positive
relationships is a key to the developmental out-
comes that are of interest to educators and schol-
ars around the world.

It is the promise of student engagement for
promoting positive development among youth—
from early childhood through college—that was
a focus of this edition of the Handbook of
Research on Student Engagement. The student
engagement framework is essential for promot-
ing academic, social, emotional, and behavioral
learning among all youth.
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Unlocking the Positive Synergy
Between Engagement

and Motivation

Ellen A. Skinner and Kristen E. Raine

Abstract

Scholarship on engagement and motivation
presents complementary profiles. This
enables the strengths of each to help com-
pensate for the shortcomings of the other.
The strengths of work on academic motiva-
tion are its deep roots in multiple generative
traditions and its rich body of well-researched
theories; its corresponding limitations are its
overarching fragmentation and lack of coher-
ence. In contrast, the strengths of student
engagement as a field are its wholistic appre-
ciation for factors from many levels that con-
tribute to school success, combined with its
focus on a malleable observable process that
is a primary engine of academic functioning;
its corresponding limitations are its over-
arching confusion about the core construct
itself and uncertainty about its place in a full
explanatory model. We identify three ways
that conceptualizations of engagement can
support efforts to create a more integrated
and coherent account of academic motiva-
tion: (1) engagement as “energy in action”
provides a point of convergence for all theo-
ries of motivation; (2) it highlights the cen-
tral role of action in processes of motivation;

and (3) engagement as a ‘“meta-construct”
encourages a more wholistic and comprehen-
sive conceptualization of academic motiva-
tion. We also explore three insights from the
field of motivation that may help work on
engagement make progress in clarifying con-
ceptualizations and building out more com-
plete explanatory models: (1) theories of
motivation confirm the power of engagement
as “energy in action”; (2) they help differen-
tiate components within the meta-construct
of engagement and allow each to be more
fully realized; and (3) they suggest a com-
mon horizontal structure for theories of
engagement that highlight the sequential
functioning of their components as a dynamic
and recursive explanatory process. We end
by identifying three insights taken from the
intersection of motivation and engagement to
illustrate their utility in guiding efforts to
promote competence and positive youth
development. Our goal is to help unlock the
synergy between these two areas, so research-
ers in both fields have the opportunity to
learn from each other, and together to create
richer, more comprehensive, nuanced, and
coherent accounts of both motivation and
engagement.
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Engagement represents one of the most active
and fastest growing areas of research in educa-
tion and educational psychology today. From its
inception, however, questions have been raised
about its connections to academic motivation,
both specific motivational constructs and the field
as a whole. Starting with the seminal review of
engagement almost two decades ago (Fredricks
et al., 2004) and continuing with landmark hand-
books (Christenson et al., 2012; Fredricks et al.,
2019), integrative conceptualizations (Lawson &
Lawson, 2013; Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019;
Wong & Liem, 2021), special sections, and defin-
itive reviews of achievement motivation (Wentzel
& Wigfield, 2009; Wentzel & Miele, 2016;
Wigfield et al., 2015), a range of opinions have
been offered: engagement subsumes motivation;
motivation subsumes engagement; motivation is
a component of the meta-construct of engage-
ment; engagement is a behavioral manifestation
of motivation; motivation is the precursor,
engagement the outcome; motivation is the
intent, engagement the resultant action; motiva-
tion is the private inner psychological process,
engagement the publicly observable outward
behavior; motivation influences engagement;
engagement influences motivation; they recipro-
cally influence each other. Although it is accurate
to summarize these alternatives by noting that
“most scholars assume that engagement and
motivation are related, but distinct constructs”
(Fredricks et al., 2016, p. 1), we believe that
underneath this general consensus is a more
interesting and complex set of possibilities.

The central question can be found in the title
of a recent article: “Motivation and Engagement:
The Same or Different? Does it Matter?” (Martin
et al., 2017). We try to deconstruct this question
and provide one set of answers, which could be
summarized as, “Motivation and Engagement:
Not Identical, Not Distinct, and It Does Matter.”
We argue that important overlap exists between
the two areas of study (meaning they are not dis-
tinct), but that they also offer complementary
perspectives (meaning they are not identical).
Our view is that the seemingly contradictory
positions listed above are mostly correct but also
mostly incomplete. Moreover, when they are all

considered together in a serial string, they sound
confusing, at least in part because we do not
always have an integrated understanding of the
nature of motivation or a differentiated vocabu-
lary for talking about the multiple meanings of
engagement.

We argue that engagement and motivation are
inextricably intertwined. They offer complemen-
tary perspectives and this tension creates the
potential for great synergy between the two areas
of study. Each has something of value to offer the
other, so that each can shore up the other’s weak-
nesses and fill gaps in the other’s blind spots.
Working together, researchers can create richer,
more comprehensive, nuanced, and coherent
accounts of both motivation and engagement, and
so provide better foundations for future work in
both areas. In this chapter, we start by providing
an overview of each field, including their
strengths and limitations, analyze the structures
underlying each, and then suggest key places
where each can make complementary contribu-
tions to the other (summarized in Table 1). In
keeping with the focus of this Handbook, we end
by identifying three insights taken from the inter-
section of these two fields to illustrate their utility
in guiding efforts to promote competence and
positive youth development. Following in the
footsteps of previous scholars (see Christenson
et al., 2012, for multiple examples), our goal is to
help unlock the positive synergy between engage-
ment and motivation.

The Fields of Academic Motivation
and Student Engagement

The Field of Academic Motivation

The study of academic motivation is part of the
older larger field of human motivation (Ryan,
2012). From the Latin root movere, meaning “to
move,” motivation takes as its central subject
matter the processes underlying the energy, direc-
tion, and durability of action. Hence, the study of
motivation in school examines how much effort
students invest in their academic work, the emo-
tional quality and authenticity of their participa-
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Table 1 Positive synergy between work on engagement
and motivation

How insights about engagement can strengthen work

on motivation

1. Identifies “energy in action” as a core point of
convergence among all theories of motivation
Targeting motivated behavior, emotion, and
cognitive orientation

Organized by multidimensional constructs of
engagement and disaffection

Place to begin integrating current motivational
theories and studies

2. Highlights “energy in action” as a manifestation of
motivation

As a site of learning and development; as a mediator
of self and context

As an entry point for teachers’ observation and
understanding of student motivation
As messages to the developing self and academic
identity

3. Encourages a more wholistic examination of
academic motivation

Highlights involvement of multiple psychological
processes (i.e., self-appraisals)

Points to utility of umbrella constructs like
academic identity

Suggests broadening of action component to
consider motivational resilience

How insights about motivation can strengthen work on

engagement

1. Highlights core components of engagement with
learning activities as “‘energy in action”

Provides evidence that interactions with educational
activities are engines of learning and development

Offers coherent definitions of behavioral, emotional,
and cognitive dimensions of “energy in action”

Needs disaffection, which also incorporates
multiple dimensions

2. Helps differentiate components within the
meta-construct of engagement and allows each to be
more fully realized
Distinguishes action from self, context, perceived
context, and outcomes
Highlights the central role of self-appraisals and
how they can be used to derive contextual
provisions that support action

Encourages consideration of engagement as part of
arc of motivational resilience

3. Offers a common framework for models of
engagement as a “meta-construct”

Highlights the sequential functioning of their
components as a recursive causal process

Views alternative theories of engagement as nested

Suggests ways in which multiple models can be
integrated

tion in learning activities, their choices about the
interests they pursue and the courses in which
they enroll, and their tenacity in the face of obsta-
cles, setbacks, and demanding scholastic tasks.
At its core, academic motivation focuses on the
“fire” that fuels students’ choices, participation,
and persistence in the educational process. The
field’s primary strengths lie in its richness and
depth. It is home to a wide range of generative
and empirically tested theories (Brophy, 2013;
Schunk et al., 2012; Wentzel & Miele, 2016;
Wigfield et al., 2015), each of which represents
decades of careful study and refinement.
Typically grounded in larger frameworks that are
applied in multiple domains, these bodies of
work provide dense and detailed accounts of aca-
demic motivation.

However, such long traditions of separate
investigation have also produced relatively iso-
lated islands of deep understanding (Eccles,
2016). In principle, all these theories are focused
on the same target—student motivation—but not
in a way that has produced a cohesive or coherent
account. It is as if each owes its primary alle-
giance to the larger and more general motiva-
tional framework from which it was derived. To
date, as pictured in Fig. 1, these isolated islands
make the field seem more like an archipelago
than a common continuous territory. As a result,
the field of academic motivation as a whole is
often described as complex, fragmented, and
resistant to integration (Anderman, 2020; Ford &
Smith, 2009; Hattie et al., 2020; Koenka, 2020;
Pintrich, 2003; Martin, 2009; Wigfield & Koenka,
2020). This creates problems for the field and all
those who attempt to apply it. Researchers new to
the area find it difficult to identify a set of core
predictors or indicators to anchor their studies.
Alternative constructs and measures are not
examined for overlap or distinctiveness.
Investigations from different traditions often pro-
duce findings that are not comparable and so can-
not be integrated, slowing the accumulation of
empirical evidence. Interventionists find it diffi-
cult to create comprehensive programs that incor-
porate all the essential ingredients needed to
improve motivation. Parents and teachers find it
difficult to construct comprehensive mental mod-
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Fig. 1 A schematic representation of the current state of the fields of motivation and engagement, in which theories of
motivation represent multiple islands of deep understanding and theories of engagement represent a single rich land

mass

els of student motivation based on the field as a
whole, even though that is what they would need
in order to do their parts in supporting its devel-
opment. Hence, the strengths of work on aca-
demic motivation are its deep roots in multiple
generative traditions and its rich body of well-
researched theories. Its corresponding limitations
are its overarching fragmentation and lack of
integration and coherence.

The Field of Student Engagement

The field of student engagement (Eccles, 2016;
Fredricks et al., 2004; Jimerson et al., 2003; aka
school engagement, Fredricks et al., 2004) stems
from multiple traditions, most centrally the study
of school participation and dropout (i.e., Finn,
1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Mosher &

McGowan, 1985; Newmann, 1991). It is younger,
inherently domain specific, and focuses largely
on the educational arena, although arguments
have been advanced for expanding it into other
domains (e.g., Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Wang &
Hofkens, 2020). At its most general, student
engagement refers to the quality of students’ par-
ticipation, involvement, and connections to
schooling (Christenson et al., 2012; Fredricks
et al., 2004; Fredricks et al., 2019). Research in
this area has exploded over the last two decades,
based on its three interlocking strengths. First,
engagement is a strong predictor of key academic
outcomes, including student learning, perfor-
mance, and achievement, as well as retention and
graduation (e.g., Lei et al., 2018; Upadyaya &
Salmela-Aro, 2013). Second, engagement also
exerts a protective effect, buffering students from
many of the typical risks of adolescence, includ-
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ing dropout and delinquency (e.g., Li & Lerner,
2011; Virtanen et al., 2021; Wang & Fredricks,
2014). Second, unlike most of the status predic-
tors of academic outcomes (like gender, socio-
economic status, and ethnicity), engagement has
proven to be a malleable state that can be influ-
enced by many factors under the control of
schools and parents. This makes it an ideal target
for intervention efforts (Appleton et al., 2008;
Fredricks, 2014; Fredricks et al., 2019; Lawson
& Lawson, 2013). Third, some features of
engagement are visible in the classroom. In fact,
its antithesis, student disengagement or disaffec-
tion, is a major stressor for teachers (e.g.,
Fredricks, 2014). As a result, educators and
school leaders immediately understand its impor-
tance (Finn & Zimmer, 2012).

As work on the construct has progressed, how-
ever, its limitations have also become increasingly
clear. Disagreements persist about the core mean-
ing of “engagement,” as well as its dimensions, its
opposite (described with terms like withdrawal,
disengagement, disaffection, or burnout), and per-
haps, most importantly, its boundaries, that is,
specification of the features that should be consid-
ered indicators of engagement proper versus its
facilitators or consequences (Azevedo, 2015;
Boekaerts, 2016; Fredricks et al., 2016; Lawson &
Lawson, 2013; Sinatra et al., 2014; Sinclair et al.,
2003; Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang,
Fredricks, et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huber,
2019; Wong & Liem, 2021). Leaders in the field
rightly worry that haziness about central constructs
is slowing conceptual and empirical progress
(Fredricks et al., 2016; Reschly & Christenson,
2012). A thicket of different constructs and defini-
tions has grown up around the term itself. Lack of
clarity creates downstream problems for measure-
ment; results from studies using different opera-
tionalizations cannot be integrated. Ambiguity
also impedes the construction of the kinds of
multi-step process-oriented theories that are
needed to guide explanatory research and inter-
vention efforts.

If the field of motivation can be likened to an
archipelago of isolated islands of understanding,
the corresponding metaphor for the field of
engagement, also pictured in Fig. 1, is that of a

single high-value island surrounded by a fence
with a sign that says “Only engagement con-
structs beyond this point”” Many researchers
want to claim real estate on that island, so to gain
entry they are renaming all the constructs in the
neighborhood—including those studied as ante-
cedents, psychological mediators, and other
action components—as “engagement.” At this
point, the island is so crowded that the field “runs
the risk of explaining almost everything related
to students’ experiences in school, and as a result
not really explaining anything at all” (Fredricks
et al., 2016, p. 2). Educators who are attracted to
the potential inherent in the construct find it dif-
ficult to construct comprehensible mental models
of the area as a whole. In sum, the strengths of
student engagement as a field are its wholistic
appreciation for factors from many levels that
contribute to school success, combined with its
focus on a malleable observable process that is a
primary engine of academic functioning. Its cor-
responding shortcomings are its overarching con-
fusion about the core construct itself and
uncertainty about its place in a coherent explana-
tory model.

Basics of Motivational Theories
and Conceptualizations of Student
Engagement

In order to understand how work from each area
can help strengthen the other, it is useful to first
consider the underlying structure of theories in
these fields.

Theories of Academic Motivation

The field is populated by precise and well-
researched theories, nine of which are summa-
rized in Table 2 (for overviews, see Brophy, 2013;
Schunk et al., 2012; Wentzel & Miele, 2016;
Wigfield et al., 2015). This table illustrates the
richness and density of the field. Most explana-
tory theories of academic motivation, because
they provide process-oriented accounts of moti-
vated action, are horizontal and work with at least
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Table 2 Synopses of nine major theories of motivation in school (in alphabetical order)

1.

Achievement goal theory (Urdan & Kaplan, 2020): Students’ views of the purpose or reasons for engaging in
school-related tasks: whether they are focused on learning and self-improvement, or instead on demonstrating
their abilities (if they are considered high) or protecting their abilities (if they are considered low), producing
different patterns of effort, engagement, preference for challenge, and responses to failure or criticism

. Attribution theory (Graham, 2020): Explanations for the causes of academic performances (like effort, ability,

task difficulty, or chance) that differ on their internality, controllability, and stability, and that act as filters
through which the meaning of success and failure are interpreted, and so shape their effects on emotional
reactions and subsequent actions. Interpersonal version, too, involving causal explanations for other people’s
behavior that act as filters when interpreting their meaning, and so shape responses

. Effectance and intrinsic motivation (Gottfried, 1985; White, 1959): Innate inborn desire to produce effects;

underlies human curiosity, interest in novelty, desire to seek out opportunities to explore, experiment, and figure
out how to make things happen, without any expectation of reward or reinforcement; includes a joyful response
to feelings of efficacy and dejection in the face of impotence

. Expectancy-value theory (Eccles & Wigfield, 2020): Multiplicative combination of how confident an individual

is in his/her ability to succeed on a task mixed with how important, useful, or enjoyable the individual perceives
the task to be (derived from a variety of societal, familial, and interpersonal sources, individual perceptions, and
previous experiences) that together influence subsequent achievement choices, engagement, effort, persistence,
and performance on these tasks

. Learned helplessness and mastery (Seligman, 1975): Prolonged exposure to non-contingency or failure

produces motivational, emotional, and cognitive deficits, especially when explanations for the failure rely on
causes that are internal, stable, and global

. Mindsets (Dweck, 2017): Assumptions about whether the nature of one’s attributes (like ability and personality)

are stable and cannot be changed or instead can develop and improve through the application of effort, practice,
and the acquisition of effective strategies; shapes preference for challenge, willingness to exert effort, reactions
to obstacles and setbacks, and interpretations of struggles, criticism, and others’ successes

. Self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017, 2020): Strong organismic position on intrinsic human needs as

the source of energy and development, especially the need to experience oneself as the author of one’s own
actions. Integrated theories of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, showing how extrinsic motivations can be
internalized and regulated autonomously. Also incorporated a theory of the differential functions of rewards: as
controlling or as informational

. Self-efficacy (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020): Judgments of personal capacity to enact effective actions (based on

successful performances, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological reactions) that, combined
with judgments about action-outcome connections, influence motivational outcomes (task choice, effort,
persistence), learning, achievement, and self-regulation.

. Self-system model of motivational development (Connell & Wellborn, 1991): Students come with the desire to

feel connected to others, effective in their interactions, and the source of their own actions; when needs are met
at school, students are energized to participate constructively, which promotes learning and development; when
needs are not met, students become disaffected

Adapted from Skinner (2019) with permission

four basic functional steps: (1) context, (2) self,
(3) action, and (4) outcomes (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991). Theories typically posit that:
(1) social contexts, including pedagogical, inter-
personal, and curricular contexts, shape (2) stu-
dents’ motivationally relevant psychological
processes, typically referred to as self-system
processes, self-appraisals, self-perceptions, or
social cognitions. These psychological processes
underlie and fuel (3) students’ motivationally rel-
evant patterns of action, including their choice,
effort, participation, emotional reactions, and
self-regulation; which in turn provide one path-

way through which social contexts and self-
appraisals influence (4) important educational
outcomes, such as learning, academic function-
ing, achievement, and development. Both action
and academic outcomes, in turn, feed back to
influence subsequent contextual responses and
shape developing self-systems and other psycho-
logical processes. Taken together, these feedfor-
ward and feedback effects comprise a
“motivational dynamic” hypothesized to contrib-
ute to short- and long-term academic develop-
ment (Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Reeve, 2012;
Skinner & Pitzer, 2012).
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This common underlying structure can be
used to graph any explanatory motivational the-
ory. Figure 2 illustrates this notion with three
theories: expectancy-value theory (Wigfield &
Eccles, 2020), attribution theory (Graham, 2020),
and self-efficacy theory (Schunk & DiBenedetto,
2020). Each conceptualization takes a different
set of appraisals (for which theories are typically
named) as its target. To show that these self-
appraisals have motivational power, each theory
also specifies their consequences for motivated
actions, and through these for academic out-
comes. These well-documented causally effica-
cious functions qualify each as a major theory of
motivation and as directly relevant to the achieve-
ment domain. All major theories have also under-
taken a careful analysis of the antecedents of

Antecedents

their target self-appraisals, focusing on social,
contextual, and personal factors that shape the
construction and revision of self-systems. These
portions of theories have also been tested empiri-
cally and figure prominently in efforts to design
programmatic interventions and educational
reforms (e.g., Wigfield & Wentzel, 2007).

Prioritizing self-appraisals As seen in Fig. 1,
motivational theories are most centrally con-
cerned with the self-systems or self-appraisals
for which core theories are named (e.g., expec-
tancies and values, attributions, self-efficacy,
achievement goals, mindsets). These comprise
the theories’ unwavering conceptual and empiri-
cal commitments, their flags. Because many
researchers have their eyes primarily on these tar-
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Fig.2 The structure of explanatory theories of academic motivation, characterized wholistically as the study of (1) how
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patterns of motivated action; which in turn provide one

pathway through which social contexts and self-appraisals influence (4) important educational outcomes. The utility of
this schematic is illustrated by diagraming three major theories of motivation
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get self-appraisals, it is easy to see why each
theory keeps to its own island, where those cog-
nitive constructions rule. To some extent, these
divisions are also strengthened by underlying
meta-theoretical differences. Some theories (e.g.,
self-efficacy) view self-appraisals as temporary
assessments arising from local interactions and
experiences. Other theories (most notably self-
determination theory) posit that self-systems
(i.e., sense of relatedness, perceived competence,
or autonomy orientations) are much more: They
arise from, reflect, and are organized around fun-
damental organismic psychological needs (Ryan
& Deci, 2017, 2020). In sum, explanatory theo-
ries of motivation comprise process-oriented
accounts that privilege their target self-appraisals

while also including social contexts, action, and
outcomes.

Conceptualizations of Student
Engagement

The field is populated by a variety of overlapping
conceptualizations and theories of engagement,
about a dozen of which are summarized in
Table 3 (for overviews, see Appleton et al., 2008;
Christenson et al., 2012; Lawson & Lawson,
2013; Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang,
Fredricks, et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner,
2019; Wong & Liem, 2021). Theories of engage-
ment also have their own underlying structure,

Table 3 Synopses of 11 theories and conceptualizations of student engagement (in alphabetical order)

1. Check & Connect (Reschly & Christenson, 2012): Model of context, engagement, and outcomes underlying a
structured mentoring intervention designed to promote student success and engagement at school and with
learning. School, family, and peer contexts shape four aspects of engagement: (a) affective (belonging/
identification, connectedness), (b) cognitive (self-regulation, relevance, value), (c) behavioral (attendance,
participation, disciplinary incidents), and (d) academic (time-on-task, credits earned, homework, class grades),
which in turn influence proximal learning and distal outcomes (e.g., graduation, college enrollment,

employment)

2. Dual Component Framework of Student Engagement (Wong & Liem, 2021): Differentiates (a) learning

engagement (psychological state of activity during learning tasks when students exert effort, are emotionally
activated and absorbed) versus learning disengagement (state of inactivity during learning tasks when students
feel deactivated, withdraw effort, and are distracted); from (b) school engagement (students’ state of connection
with the school community, characterized by relational attachment to people at school, cooperative participation
in school activities, and psychological identification as a member of the school) versus school disengagement
(state of alienation entailing a sense of disconnection from the school community, characterized by relational
detachment, resistant participation, and psychological disidentification)

. Engagement in Academic Work (Newmann, 1991): “the student’s psychological investment in and effort directed
toward learning, understanding, or mastering the knowledge, skills, or crafts that academic work is intended to
promote,” fostered by a need for competence, a sense of school membership, and the opportunity to participate
in authentic academic work

. Integrative Development-in-Sociocultural-Context Model (Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019): A dynamic model of
engagement as energized, sustained, and directed actions toward learning (versus disengagement, that is,
withdrawal from and avoidance of learning), which is shaped by students’ developmental competencies (e.g.,
cognitive and socioemotional skills) and self-appraisals (e.g., self-efficacy, task value, and mindsets). These in
turn are influenced by external factors, including social position and family characteristics, cultural milieu,
family, school, and peer context, and the nature of academic work. Engagement influences resilience
mechanisms (coping, appraisal, and social support) as well as educational and developmental outcomes (e.g.,
achievement, educational aspirations, behavioral problems, psychological adjustment, retention, and college
enrollment)

. Motivation and Engagement Wheel (Martin, 2007): A use-inspired integrative framework comprising four
higher-order dimensions: (a) adaptive cognitions/motivation (self-efficacy, valuing, mastery orientation), (b)
adaptive behaviors/engagement (planning, task management, persistence), (c) impeding/maladaptive
cognitions/motivation (anxiety, failure avoidance, uncertain control), and (d) maladaptive behaviors/engagement
(self-handicapping, disengagement)
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Table 3 (continued)

6.

Participation-Attachment-Commitment-Membership Model (Furlong et al., 2003): Engagement as a
developmental continuum that follows the progression from (a) participation (i.e., behavioral engagement in
the classroom, extracurricular, and school environment), which facilitates the formation of (b) interpersonal
attachments with people in the school (i.e., affective engagement—bonding, attachment, belonging—toward
school, teachers, and peers), which leads students to develop (c) a sense of personal commitment to the school
community (i.e., cognitive engagement or identification with school), and ultimately incorporating (d) school
membership as part of their self-identity

. Participation-Identification (Finn, 1989): Early engagement and academic success lead students to bond with

school (develop feelings of valuing and belonging), and engage with school more deeply as they progress
through their academic careers (from simple attendance and compliance to active initiation and ownership to
participation in extracurricular and then self-governance activities)

. School/Student Engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004): Multidimensional construct tapping students’ commitment

to, or investment in, school and school activities, including three different but related forms: (a) behavioral
(i.e., participation, involvement in academic and social or extracurricular activities, positive conduct, effort,
persistence, concentration, and attention), (b) emotional (affective responses to teachers, classmates,
academics, and school), and (c) cognitive (investment in learning, thoughtfulness and willingness to exert the
effort necessary to comprehend complex ideas and master difficult skills)

. Schoolwork Engagement Versus Burnout Model (Salmela-Aro & Upadaya, 2012): Derived from the concept of

work engagement in occupational psychology, an enduring state of work-related fulfillment characterized by
energy (feelings of vigor during school-related tasks), dedication (positive cognitive attitude and sense of
significance toward schoolwork), and absorption (full attention and concentration while working); versus
burnout (i.e., exhaustion due to study demands, a cynical attitude toward school, and feelings of inadequacy as
a student)

10.

Self-Determination Model of Engagement (Reeve, 2012): Extent of a student’s active involvement in a learning
activity, comprised of four interrelated aspects: (a) behavioral (concentration, attention, and effort), (b)
emotional (task-facilitating emotions such as interest and the absence of task-withdrawing emotions such as
distress), (c) cognitive (use of strategic and sophisticated learning strategies, seeking conceptual understanding
rather than surface knowledge, and active self-regulation), and (d) agentic engagement (students’ constructive
contribution into the flow of the instruction they receive by intentionally and somewhat proactively trying to
personalize and otherwise enrich what is to be learned)

11.

Transactional View of Student Engagement (Lawson & Lawson, 2013): Engagement as a dynamic, social, and
synergistic process defined by a host of recursive elements including (a) acts of engagement (various states of
experience of individuals as they participate in discrete activities at particular moments in time, including
emotional, behavioral, cognitive, agentic as well as attentional, positional, and social-cultural features of
engagement), (b) benefits/competencies (and/or consequences) of engagement (social-cultural, cognitive,
affective, behavioral, academic, extracurricular), (c) conditions and contexts of engagement (surrounding
organizational conditions and ecologies, including population demography, organizational ecology, and social
geography), and (d) dispositions and drivers of engagement (students’ perceptions of the “will” and “skill” they
bring to activity, including social agency, interests, prior experiences, identities, motivations, attachments,
future aspirations, initiative, investment)

largely vertical to date, which can be represented
in two ways (see also Martin, 2012). The first
focuses on the objects of engagement or exactly
what students are engaged with (see also Wong
& Liem, 2021). As depicted in Fig. 3, broad defi-
nitions of engagement suggest a nested hierar-
chy. At the top would be engagement with school
as an example of participation in larger prosocial
institutions, such as extended family, church,
and community organizations (e.g., Lawson &
Lawson, 2013). This kind of multi-arena engage-
ment both marks and promotes healthy develop-

ment and wellbeing for youth, and also protects
them from risky behaviors that otherwise can
emerge during adolescence. Nested within this
broad umbrella is student engagement itself,
which encompasses participation in school as an
organization, including involvement in extracur-
ricular activities, clubs, sports teams, student
government, and so on. Student engagement
both reflects and fosters students’ retention,
graduation, and educational aspirations, and
protects adolescents from alienation and
dropout.
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Fig. 3 A hierarchical perspective on engagement with school that depicts four nested levels of conceptualizations,
starting at the highest level with engagement with school as one among many prosocial contexts, and ending with
moment-to-moment engagement with learning activities. (Adapted from Skinner & Pitzer, 2012, with permission)

At the third level, nested within the larger
school, is classroom engagement, which includes
involvement with a community of learners in a
specific class or classes. Here social partners
include teachers, friends, and other classmates, as
well as the curriculum. Finally, at the lowest level
is academic engagement with learning activities
themselves; here social partners are educational

tasks or schoolwork. High-quality engagement of
this kind promotes deep understanding and mas-
tery. (For additional levels, see Azevedo, 2015;
Lawson, 2017; or Martin, 2012.) Some confusion
in the field is the result of misspecification about
where in the hierarchy particular constructs and
measures are located (Fredricks et al., 2011,
2016; Sinatra et al., 2014; Wong & Liem, 2021).
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Prioritizing Action The second way that the
field of engagement is structured can be seen by
looking down into the construct itself and identi-
fying its subcomponents (Wong & Liem, 2021).
Scholars seem to agree that engagement is multi-
dimensional and incorporates components that
are affective/emotional, behavioral, and cognitive
(Fredricks et al., 2004). However, that seems to
be where agreement ends. One way of making
sense of the heterogeneity among conceptualiza-
tions is to divide them into two main branches,
which we label: (1) engagement as “energy in
action,” which views engagement as a multidi-
mensional action construct, and (2) engagement
as a “meta-construct,” which views engagement
as an umbrella for a variety of different constructs
(see also Wong & Liem, 2021). These branches
understand the internal structure of engagement
in two very different ways, and both can trace
their lineages back more than 30 years (e.g.,
Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Finn, 1989;
Newmann, 1991).

Engagement as energy in action For many edu-
cational and motivational theorists (e.g., Lam
etal., 2012; Reeve, 2012; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012;
Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks,
et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019), the
most important way of defining academic engage-
ment is as “energy in action” (Russell et al.,
2005)—as pictured in Fig. 3 at the lowest level in
the hierarchy. From this perspective, the core of
the construct is high-quality participation in edu-
cational activities, which is why it is also called
“engagement in learning” (Wang, Degol, &
Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019;
Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019) or “learning
engagement” (Wong & Liem, 2021). Hence,
behavioral — engagement includes  on-task
behavior, effort, exertion, attention, and hard
work (examples from survey items: “When I’'m
in class, I listen very carefully,” “In my class, this
student works as hard as he/she can”). Emotional
engagement focuses on affective states, like
enthusiasm, enjoyment, excitement, interest,
curiosity, and fun, experienced during participa-

tion in learning activities (e.g., “I am interested in
the work at school,” “When we start something
new in class, this student is enthusiastic”).
Cognitive engagement comprises ‘“heads-on”
investment, commitment, and absorption during
interactions with learning activities where stu-
dents think deeply about ideas and make meaning
of the material presented to them (Blumenfeld
et al., 2006; Greene, 2015; e.g., “If I don’t under-
stand what I read, I go back and read it over
again,” “I try to connect what we are learning
now to things I know already”).

These three dimensions—all facets of energy
in action—are inherent aspects of the learning
process (Boekaerts, 2016), which is why this
kind of engagement is considered a necessary
condition for learning and a robust predictor of
academic performance. These three dimensions
have their own internal dynamics, which helps
explain why profiles of engagement are greater
than the sum of their parts (Eccles & Wang, 2012;
Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Reeve, 2012).
Behavioral and cognitive engagement power
progress in learning. Emotional states provide
energy that activates and sustains ongoing behav-
ioral and cognitive involvement (Pekrun &
Linnenbrink-Garcia, chapter “Academic
Emotions and Student Engagement”, this vol-
ume; Skinner et al., 2008). The puzzlement, dis-
covery, and aha! experiences inherent in cognitive
engagement funnel effortful enthusiastic involve-
ment toward deep understanding and mastery. As
Wang and colleagues (2019) explain in their
recent integrative review,

[E]lngagement provides a holistic lens for under-

standing how children interact with learning activi-

ties, with distinct behavioral, emotional-affective,
and cognitive components forming a multidimen-
sional engagement profile for each child (Fredricks

et al., 2004; Wang & Degol, 2014). At its core,

engagement involves making a concerted effort

toward a goal and employing the necessary tactics

to achieve that goal. Engagement is also the linch-

pin connecting energy, purpose, and enjoyment.

Hence, children who are engaged not only are able

to recover after setbacks and accomplish their

goals but also are more likely to find these tasks to
be satisfying. (p. 1087)
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Engagement as a meta-construct The second
branch of the field entails conceptualizations of
engagement from higher up in the hierarchy, typ-
ically at the second level in Fig. 3. These formu-
lations trace their roots to concerns with dropout
as a protracted process of withdrawal from
school, interventions for at-risk students, and
school reform efforts (e.g., Finn, 1989; Finn &
Voelkl, 1993; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Fredricks
et al., 2004; Reschly & Christenson, 2012).
Scholars aimed to critique simplistic and static
notions of dropout as a one-time event that hap-
pens to at-risk students. They wanted to broaden
then current views—in terms of both time hori-
zons and intervention levers—explaining that
“engagement is more than just time-on-task” and
“school success is more than just staying in
school” (Reschly & Christenson, 2012). If
“energy in action” is described as a single multi-
dimensional construct, this branch can be
described as a “meta-construct” that includes
multiple different constructs under its umbrella.

One way to examine the alternatives formu-
lated as part of this branch is to ignore terminol-
ogy and consider the different constructs (i.e.,
theoretical concepts) that theories incorporate.
Most of them retain the behavioral subcompo-
nent of energy in action described previously,
which incorporates effortful constructive partici-
pation in educational activities. In many ways,
this dimension anchors the entire field because it
gives engagement its claim to fame as a robust
predictor of crucial academic outcomes like
learning and performance. In some formulations,
“participation” also extends to activities outside
of schoolwork (such as extracurricular sports,
clubs, or band); the quality of students’ participa-
tion is considered to unfold sequentially and sig-
nify progressively greater connection to school
(Finn, 1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012). In other for-
mulations, participation incorporates other aca-
demic markers, like grades, and credit hours
earned; and in yet others, it is distinguished from
mere attendance, compliance with classroom
norms, and lack of behavior problems (see
Table 3).

To this core, alternative conceptualizations of
engagement add different components. For
example, participation-identification models add
the construct of “identification” (Finn & Zimmer,
2012; Voelkl, 2012), defined as a positive bond
with school that includes (1) belonging or “feel-
ings of being a significant member of the school
community, having a sense of inclusion in
school...” and (2) valuing or the “recognition of
school as both a social institution and a tool for
facilitating personal development” (Voelkl, 1997,
p- 296). Some formulations include a component
focused on investment (called cognitive engage-
ment in conceptualizations of engagement as
energy in action described previously); others
also add future aspirations. However, it is also
relatively common for researchers to incorporate
self-regulated learning (e.g., Wang & Eccles,
2012) and some conceptualizations have added
students’ perceptions of close relationships with
people at school, including teachers, classmates,
and peers (e.g., Furlong et al., 2003).

Much confusion has been created because
conceptualizations and measures use a variety of
different labels to refer to all of these constructs
(Azevedo, 2015; Boekaerts, 2016; Fredricks
etal., 2016; Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Reschly &
Christenson, 2012; Sinatra et al., 2014; Sinclair
et al., 2003; Wong & Liem, 2021). For example,
effort is typically part of “behavioral engage-
ment” (Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang,
Fredricks, et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner,
2019), but some consider it “cognitive engage-
ment” (Eccles, 2016), because effort is often
mental in nature. Identification, which includes
belonging and valuing, has been called “affective
engagement” (Voelkl, 2012); but “belonging” has
also been referred to as “school membership,”
“bonding,” “school connectedness,” or “attach-
ment.” In some formulations, belonging and
value are considered “psychological engage-
ment” (since they reflect psychological pro-
cesses; Appleton et al., 2006, now renamed as
“affective engagement”) and in others, “cognitive
engagement” (because they are cognitive con-
structions or representations; Reschly &
Christenson, 2012). In some conceptualizations,
close relationships are called “bonding” or
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“attachment” (e.g., Furlong et al., 2003), and in
others “emotional engagement” or ‘“social
engagement” (e.g., Linnenbrink-Garcia et al.,
2011). In some formulations, “cognitive engage-
ment” comprises investment (e.g., Fredricks
et al.,, 2004); in others self-regulated learning
(e.g., Cleary & Zimmerman, 2012); and in yet
others, future aspirations (e.g., Appleton et al.,
2006; see Table 3).

In sum, to the core idea of high-quality partici-
pation in academic work, these higher-level more
elaborated conceptualizations of engagement as a
meta-construct use a variety of labels (i.e., stu-
dent, school, behavioral, affective, emotional,
cognitive, academic, psychological, and social
engagement) to add a range of different compo-
nents, including participation in extracurricular
activities; psychological processes like belong-
ing, membership, bonding, connectedness,
attachment, value, relevance, and educational
aspirations; strategies of self-regulated learning;
positive and negative reactions to and relation-
ships with teachers, classmates, peers, and fam-
ily; and attendance, credit hours, and grades.
Building on these ideas, the remainder of this
chapter explores ways that insights and knowl-
edge from each field can help clarify, enrich, and
fill in gaps for the other.

What the Field of Student
Engagement Offers Work
on Academic Motivation

As enumerated in Table 1, we first explore three
ways that conceptualizations of engagement can
support efforts to create a more integrated and
coherent account of academic motivation as a
whole. For this task, we focus first on the branch
that conceptualizes engagement as ‘“‘energy in
action,” arguing that it: (1) identifies a core point
of convergence for all theories of motivation; and
(2) highlights the central role of action in pro-
cesses of motivation. We then turn to conceptual-
izations of “engagement as a meta-construct” and
show how they (3) encourage a more wholistic
and comprehensive conceptualization of aca-
demic motivation.

1. Engagement as “energy in action” provides a
core point of convergence for theories of
motivation.

The limitations of the field of motivation are
visualized in Fig. 4, which lists the primary con-
structs of all the explanatory theories listed in
Table 2 according to the four process steps identi-
fied previously (i.e., context, self, action, out-
come). This figure illustrates the field’s overall
lack of coherence. This wall of constructs is what
new researchers, interventionists, and educators
face when they approach the field for the first
time, seeking guidance for their studies, pro-
grams, or classrooms. A second glance at Fig. 4,
however, also suggests much potential for inte-
gration among theories. Within each block of
constructs, both overlap and distinctiveness are
apparent. Because most motivational theories are
centered on their designated self-appraisals, it
may seem logical for integrative efforts to begin
with them. However, because these represent the
die-hard commitments of each mainland theory,
this column of constructs is where theorists are
most likely to insist upon exceedingly fine
distinctions.

A potentially less controversial starting place
might be inside the common ground staked out
by engagement as “energy in action.” Listed in
Fig. 4 under “action,” these constructs could also
be called “motivated actions” because they can
be considered the observable manifestations of
motivation (Martin, 2009; Reeve, 2012; Skinner,
Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn, 2009; Wang,
Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks, et al.,
2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019; Wigfield
et al., 2015; Wong & Liem, 2021). “Action” is
defined here as a complex construct that, follow-
ing the long European tradition of action theory
(e.g., Brandtstadter, 2006; Heckhausen &
Heckhausen, 2018), entails not only goal-directed
behavior, but also intentions, emotions, and cog-
nitions. All motivational theories target such
actions; these manifestations tie core self-
appraisals to the larger field of motivation. From
this perspective, engagement can serve as a cru-
cial point of convergence for motivational theo-
ries because they all have as one of their target
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Fig.4 A compendium of constructs utilized by major theories of academic motivation, organized according to (1) the
contextual factors that shape motivation, (2) the self-system appraisals that underlie motivation, (3) expressions of
motivated action, and (4) outcomes of motivational processes. (Adapted from Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, &

Wellborn, 2009 with permission)

outcomes the kinds of actions studied under this
conceptualization of engagement.

To illustrate this idea, Table 4 lists multiple
major motivational theories and identifies the
motivated actions targeted by each (see Skinner,
Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn, 2009;
Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009 for details;
or Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Christenson et al.,
2012, especially Part II, for multiple examples).
These motivated actions include precisely the
same behaviors (action, initiation, effort exertion,
persistence), emotions (enthusiasm, interest, dis-
couragement, boredom), and cognitive orienta-
tions (preference for challenge, flexibility of
action, absorption) that are considered hallmarks
of engagement as energy in action. Motivation is
not identical with these actions; it is underneath
them, providing the energy, desire, and passion

that galvanize them, guide their direction, and
endow them with durability and persistence
(Reeve, 2012). Sometimes motivation is enacted
(i.e., realized on the plane of action) and some-
times not, but engagement, as defined by this
branch, is a motivational process. It is not only a
motivational process, in that engagement can also
mark regulatory processes (Filsecker & Kerres,
2014; Wong & Liem, 2021), especially in the
absence of spontaneous motivation (Ryan &
Deci, 2020). However, high-quality engagement
signals motivation—its manifestation on the
plane of action (Reeve, 2012). Thus, engagement
as energy in action provides common ground for
all explanatory theories of motivation and can
serve as a starting point for their integration.

2. Engagement highlights the plane of action as

crucial for theories of motivation.
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Table 4 Motivational theories and examples of the constructs that correspond to engagement and disaffection

Motivational theory (in
alphabetical order)

Examples of behavioral
engagement

Examples of emotional
engagement

Examples of engaged
orientation

Achievement goal
orientations (Urdan &
Kaplan, 2020)

Effort, exertion,
persistence, task
involvement,
procrastination

Enthusiasm, enjoyment,
anxiety

Selection of challenging
tasks

Causal attributions
(Graham, 2020)

Effort, persistence vs.
giving up, withdrawal

Joy, anger, pride, shame,
guilt

Effectance motivation
(Harter, 1978; White,
1959)

Energized participation

Enthusiasm, joy

Preference for challenge

Expectancy-value
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2020)

Achievement strivings,
effort exertion, persistence

Intrinsic motivation
(Gottfried, 1985; Gottfried
etal., 2001)

Task involvement,
persistence

Enjoyment, interest,
curiosity

Preference for
challenging, difficult,
novel tasks

Learned helplessness
(Abramson et al. 1978;
Peterson et al., 1993;
Seligman, 1975)

Passivity, apathy,
avoidance, giving up,
failure to respond

Sadness, dejection

Hopelessness

Mastery (Dweck &
Molden, 2005)

Effort, persistence,
concentration

Determination,
enthusiasm, enjoyment

Preference for challenge,
hypothesis testing,
optimism

Self-determination (Reeve,
2012)

Participation, persistence
vs. withdrawal

Enthusiastic, joyful,
energetic vs. anxious,
angry, rote

Willing, flexible,
spontaneous vs. rigid,
pressured

Self-efficacy (Schunk &
Mullen, 2012)

Initiation of action,
expenditure of effort,
performance attempts

Anxiety, resignation

Self-system model of
motivational development
(Connell & Wellborn,
1991)

Effort, hard work,
persistence vs. withdrawal,
passivity

Enthusiasm, interest,
liking vs. boredom,
sadness, frustration

Attention, concentration,
preference for challenge,
beyond the call

Adapted from Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn, 2009 with permission

Engagement as motivated action serves many
functions in theories of motivation. As pictured in
Fig. 5, engagement and disaffection are primary
mediators between the self-appraisals privileged
in motivational theories and the achievement out-
comes that demonstrate their importance to the
academic domain. In fact, because engagement is
not only a central outcome of motivational
appraisals, but also a necessary condition for
learning (i.e., students can learn from an educa-
tional task only if they engage with it), it can be
considered a primary pathway for motivationally
relevant processes. Moreover, as shown in Fig. 5,
engagement is important to motivation because it
can serve as a gateway to other actions—Iike
choice and perseverance—that are also central to
motivational theories. That is, enthusiastic heads-

on participation in particular educational activi-
ties may lead students, when they have a choice,
to select those subjects they have found to be
engaging in the past. Or, engagement may serve
as an energetic resource when students encounter
academic challenges, providing momentum for
constructive self-regulation and adaptive coping,
so students can persist or re-engage.
Engagement and disaffection also serve social
functions. They may provide portals through
which teachers and others get a glimpse into stu-
dents’ inner motivational workings. In other
words, engagement may be an entry point for
teachers’ observation and understanding of stu-
dent motivation. If teachers and parents use
engagement to make decisions about whether
students are “motivated” or “unmotivated,” and
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Fig. 5 Six functions of engagement and disaffection in motivational processes: (1) as a necessary condition for learn-
ing; (2) as a mediator of the effects of actual contexts, students’ experiences, and views of the self on academic success;
(3) as contributors to students’ choices about contexts and activities; (4) as energetic resources for constructive coping
and self-regulation; (5) as motivational communications that evoke reactions from social partners; and (6) as ongoing
information that shapes the developing self. (Adapted from Skinner, 2016, with permission)

to diagnose and treat motivational problems, then
a deeper analysis of the actual connections
between engaged states and underlying motiva-
tional processes would be very useful. Accurate
mappings could help practitioners formulate
responses in ways that are more effective in
counteracting student disaffection and fostering
engagement (Furrer et al., 2014). Engagement
may also play an important role in shaping stu-
dents’ own self-appraisals. Motivational theories
exploring this possibility can build on
participation-identification models that examine
how the interactions between students and learn-
ing activities embodied in engagement (as well as
resultant learning and academic success) carry
messages to students about their belonging and
the value of the larger school enterprise.
Belonging/relatedness and value are two of the
self-appraisals central to motivational theories,
suggesting that high-quality engagement may
also convey messages to students about other
aspects of their academic identities, such as their

self-efficacy, autonomy, mastery goals, or mind-
sets. In fact, situative meta-theories (e.g., Nolen
et al.,, 2015), which assume that beliefs and
behaviors emerge from people’s participation in
social, cultural, and historical contexts or sys-
tems, insist that these patterns of culturally medi-
ated activity are the primary grist from which
identities are co-constructed. Identifying engage-
ment as an outcome of all motivational theories
highlights the many common pathways along
which motivational influences flow.

3. Engagement as a meta-construct encourages
a more wholistic examination of academic
motivation.

The meta-construct of engagement (see Fig. 1)
serves as an umbrella for a range of actions, psy-
chological processes, and contextual affordances
that contribute to students’ short-term investment
and commitment to school, and their long-term
retention, graduation, and readiness for second-
ary education and employment. This wholistic
quest reminds theorists that all motivational theo-
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ries (e.g., Table 2) and all motivational constructs
(e.g., Fig. 4) are parts of the same puzzle. This
insight can encourage researchers to formulate
more integrative models that extend beyond
motivated actions (i.e., engagement) to include
the self and contextual constructs. We note that
efforts at integration are not likely to be under-
taken by leaders in the field, nor should they be
expected to. Many of them are leaders by virtue
of their pursuit of the application of their chosen
theories in the educational domain. It is for others
(e.g., those who wish to design comprehensive
interventions or help teachers construct compre-
hensible working models) to grapple with the
task of integrating the field as a whole (e.g.,
Anderman, 2020; Dweck, 2017; Ford, 1992;
Martin, 2009, 2012; Pintrich, 2003; Skinner, in
press; Wigfield & Koenka, 2020).

Once it is ready, the field can turn its attention
to the block of constructs in Fig. 4 under the head-
ing of “Self,” and begin to identify themes or fami-
lies of constructs and then sort motivationally
relevant psychological processes into these cate-
gories. Even if distinctions among these family
members are initially sharpened (e.g., theorists
may highlight subtle differences between “expec-
tancies of success,” “self-efficacy,” and “perceived
competence”), the broader families or themes,
while at a coarser grain size, may provide suffi-
cient resolution for educators, parents, or interven-
tionists to make sense of their general tenor and
function in students’ motivation (Anderman, 2020;
Martin, 2009; Skinner, in press).

Theoreticians can then work backward from
these themes to locate the range of contextual
attributes and practices that communicate mes-
sages to students about each of them
(e.g., Lin-Siegler et al., 2016; Wentzel & Skinner,
in press). A good example of how to do this can
be found in work on mindsets, where researchers
have located the communiques about fixed versus
growth mindsets embodied by a variety of peda-
gogical, management, and interpersonal prac-
tices (Dweck & Yeager, 2019). An important
lesson learned from this research is that students
are influenced less by what teachers and parents

think (i.e., their own mindsets) and more by what
they do (i.e., practices and behaviors; Haimovitz
& Dweck, 2017), a lesson relevant to achieve-
ment goal theorists who tend to prioritize the
achievement goals held by social partners rather
than their behaviors.

Finally, the centrality of engagement in moti-
vational theories also encourages researchers to
begin to distinguish and organize other facets of
“action.” It is possible to highlight categories of
motivationally relevant action that are not parts
of academic engagement—Ilike choice, initiation,
self-regulation, coping, tenacity, and persistence.
As these constructs are teased out from multiple
motivational theories (and the blocks of con-
structs in Fig. 4), and with the help of action the-
ory, it is possible to view these actions as
representing a series of steps through which stu-
dents seek out, encounter, engage, manage, and
deal with learning activities over time. One pos-
sible sequence has been described as motiva-
tional resilience and vulnerability (e.g., Skinner
et al., 2020): Students’ (1) choices and prefer-
ence for challenging activities and coursework
place them in settings with affordances for
advanced learning, which supports (2) high-
quality ongoing engagement that, when they (3)
encounter problems and setbacks in their school-
work, can minimize (4) emotional reactivity and
other negative reactions. As a result, students
have greater access to (5) constructive ways of
coping and regulating their behaviors, emotions,
and cognitions that allow them to (6) rebound
and (7) re-engage with and persist in demanding
academic work. All of these action steps, and not
just the ones focused on engagement, can be used
as points of convergence for motivational theo-
ries. Their analysis not only reveals common
constructs, but also differentiates motivational
theories according to the step(s) that each priori-
tizes. From a bird’s eye view, conceptualizations
of engagement help motivational theorists see
that the field, which we have argued looks like an
archipelago made up of isolated islands of under-
standing, is actually connected to the same solid
ground.
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What the Field of Academic
Motivation Offers Work on Student
Engagement

As summarized in Table 1, there are three ways
insights from motivational theories may be help-
ful to engagement as researchers make progress
in clarifying conceptualizations and building out
more complete explanatory models: (1) theories
of motivation confirm the power of engagement
as “energy in action”; (2) they help differentiate
components within the meta-construct of engage-
ment and allow each to be more fully realized;
and (3) they suggest a common horizontal struc-
ture for theories of engagement that highlight the

sequential functioning of their components as a

dynamic and recursive explanatory process.

Many of these ideas have been articulated already

by other engagement researchers (e.g., Wong &

Liem, 2021), especially those who, like us, are

working at the intersection of motivation and

engagement (e.g., Connell & Wellborn, 1991;

Eccles, 2016; Reeve, 2012; Wang, Degol, &

Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019;

Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019).

1. Theories of motivation encourage conceptu-
alizations of engagement to distinguish and
prioritize “energy in action.”

Motivational theories have a strong opinion
about where the “bang” in the student engage-
ment “buck” is located. It is centered on defini-
tions of engagement as ‘“energy in action”
(Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Reeve, 2012;
Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn,
2009; Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009
Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks,
et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019), also
referred to as “academic engagement” to specify
that the objects are curricular or academic tasks.
From a motivational perspective, these emotion-
ally charged heads-on participatory actions rep-
resent a force powerful enough to fuel learning
and counteract dropout and other risky adoles-
cent behaviors (e.g., Reeve, 2012; Skinner &
Pitzer, 2012). This suggests that engagement
researchers can begin to clarify core definitions
by wading into the pile of constructs surrounding
their meta-construct and extract those that target

the plane of action, that is, the quality of students’
participation in educational activities (Finn &
Zimmer, 2012; Newmann, 1991; Reeve, 2012).
Two recent integrative reviews target exactly this
component, which researchers label “engage-
ment in learning” (Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019;
Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, &
Huebner, 2019) and “learning engagement”
(Wong & Liem, 2021). As made clear by defini-
tions that use phrases such as “participation,”
“interact with learning activities,” and “‘state of
activity/inactivity,” these are action constructs:
They represent students’ actual interactions with
educational tasks and activities on the plane of
action.

Motivational theories help draw lines around
this component because it represents “patterns of
motivated action.” Moreover, the empirical base
accumulated by motivational researchers pro-
vides robust evidence that this component of
engagement serves the important functions enu-
merated in Fig. 5. They are: (1) necessary
conditions for learning; (2) mediators of the
effects of actual and perceived contexts and stu-
dents’ views of the self on their academic suc-
cess; (3) contributors to students’ choices about
contexts and activities; (4) resources for adaptive
coping and self-regulation; (5) motivational com-
munications that evoke reactions from social
partners; and (6) ongoing information that shapes
the developing self.

Antithesis of engagement Motivational theo-
ries also encourage conceptualizations to incor-
porate the opposite of engagement, variously
labeled as withdrawal, disengagement, burnout,
alienation, switching off, or disaffection (Connell
& Wellborn, 1991; Fredricks, 2014; Hascher &
Hadjar, 2018; Martin, 2012; Wong & Liem,
2021). Perhaps because the field arose as a reac-
tion to researchers’ narrow focus on risk and
dropout, conceptualizations of engagement seem
uncertain about whether to include a “dark side”
(Salmela-Aro et al., 2016). The field of motiva-
tion, which has always considered lack or loss of
motivation as prime material for its theories,
highlights the benefits of conceptualizations that
extend into this territory. Theoretically, they are
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richer. Disaffection is more than lack of engage-
ment. Measures that incorporate both have shown
that the two are distinguishable but closely
related and that each adds predictive power over
and above the other (e.g., Martin et al., 2011;
Salmela-Aro et al., 2016; Skinner, Kindermann,
Connell, & Wellborn, 2009; Skinner, Kindermann,
& Furrer, 2009; Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019).
Such conceptualizations give researchers and
interventionists the flexibility to consider them
separately or in combination, and to be explicit
about whether contextual and psychological fac-
tors are hypothesized to foster engagement,
counteract disaffection, or both. Concepts and
measures that capture both encourage explicit
consideration of how to reach both goals, as well
as providing information about the location of
problems should interventions fall short in bol-
stering engagement or in reducing disaffection.
These broader views also suggest that there are
multiple profiles that combine different features
of engagement and disaffection (e.g., Wang &
Peck, 2013), and these alternatives can be used to
diagnose targeted remedies that may not be the
same for all students (Furrer et al., 2014). For
example, students whose academic engagement
is faltering due to boredom need different kinds
of supports than students who are cognitively
overwhelmed by task demands or those experi-
encing anxiety or academic burnout. Hence,
assessments of disaffection may be useful in
designing multi-pronged programs that create
differentiated pathways back to engagement.

If the field heeds this advice, conceptualiza-
tions of disaffection would mirror the internal
structure of engagement as energy in action
(Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn,
2009; Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009;
Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks,
et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019; Wong
& Liem, 2021). Behavioral disaffection entails
passivity and lack of effort or exertion as well as
more active off-task or disruptive behavior; emo-
tional disaffection ranges from the most common
deactivating academic emotion, boredom, to
worry, sadness, discouragement, irritation, and
frustration while working on academic tasks; and

cognitive disaffection includes inattention, mind-
wandering, lack of concentration, and thoughts
of escape. All three dimensions of disaffection
are active parts of internal causal dynamics.
Deactivating emotions can exert a downward
pressure on behavioral participation, sapping
energy and will, and, if they occupy working
memory, can interfere with cognitive engage-
ment. Cognitive disaffection potentially under-
mines behavioral participation and aggravates
negative emotions. Together these create a multi-
dimensional profile of disaffection that can add
depth, scope, and power to engagement, and
enable more well-rounded and nuanced accounts
of patterns of action.

2. Motivational theories help differentiate com-
ponents within the meta-construct of engage-
ment, and suggest ways individual components
can be enriched with insights from work on
motivation and regulation
Motivational theories can help conceptualiza-

tions of engagement find a useful place for all the

components that have been nominated to date as
part of the meta-construct. Using the horizontal
structure underlying theories of motivation (see

Fig. 2), constructs can be sorted according to

whether they correspond to “context,” “self,”

“action,” or “outcomes.” First, constructs relevant

to the behavioral, emotional, and cognitive

dimensions of “energy in action” can be grouped

as parts of a component labeled “action.” Then a

second set, including constructs like valuing,

belonging, identification, and self-efficacy, can
be grouped as parts of a component relevant to

“self.” Motivational theories insist that these self-

appraisals (aka self-perceptions, self-system pro-

cesses, self-relevant representations, or internal
working models) should be distinguished from
actions. They represent internal psychological
processes or social cognitions that influence
action readiness or actions themselves. As docu-
mented by motivational research over many
decades, individuals use these appraisals to inter-
pret past exchanges and guide future action

(Brophy, 2013; Schunk et al., 2012; Wentzel &

Miele, 2016; Wigfield et al., 2015).

Constructs within this component could also
collectively be called “identification” or “aca-
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demic identity.” As described by participation-
identification models, also over many decades,
these are the psychological processes whose
development is influenced by academic success
and patterns of action. In conceptualizations of
engagement as “‘energy in action,” action compo-
nents are indicators of engagement, whereas con-
structs in the self-component are facilitators (e.g.,
Skinner, 2016; Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019;
Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019; Wang, Tian, &
Huebner, 2019). In conceptualizations of engage-
ment as a meta-construct, both action and self-
constructs fall under the umbrella of engagement.
They are both indicators; contexts are the facilita-
tors (e.g., Reschly & Christenson, 2012). Whether
or not self-appraisals are considered parts of
engagement, however, conceptualizations must
distinguish between self and action if studies are
to examine whether and how these two processes
are (reciprocally) causally related.

Those aspects of the meta-construct of engage-
ment that reflect actual external conditions can be
grouped together as parts of a third component
labeled “Context.” Sometimes called “engage-
ment contexts” (e.g., Furlong et al., 2003), inter-
personal contexts are marked by the quality of
students’ actual relationships with teachers,
classmates, friends, and other social partners at
school. Contexts also include pedagogical, disci-
plinary, climate, and even discriminatory prac-
tices. Aspects of “Context” are observable, since
they reflect what is actually going on in the class-
room or other relevant settings, and can be
assessed via observations in the classroom (e.g.,
Pianta & Hamre, 2009) or other settings where
engagement takes place. A component labeled
“Perceived Context” can hold constructs that
reflect students’ subjective take on these objec-
tive contextual affordances, messages, and inter-
actions. This component would include, for
example, students’ perceptions of whether their
teachers and peers like and care about them.
These can be contrasted with actual contextual
conditions (i.e., whether teachers or peers really
do like a specific student) and self-appraisals
(i.e., whether a student feels she belongs and is
worthy of love). Compared to actual contextual
conditions that can be mapped with observations,

these experiential constructs can be captured
only via self-reports because they reflect the
cumulative meaning students make out of their
actual experiences in particular social and physi-
cal environments.

Finally, the proximal and distal consequences
of engagement can be included as parts of the
component labeled “Outcomes,” ranging from
actual learning, grades, and achievement to
development of competencies and attitudes,
retention, graduation, enrollment in college,
employment, and productive citizenry; as well as
all the risks averted, such as dropout, delin-
quency, and gang involvement. Differentiating
the components of engagement allows research-
ers to consider each one more carefully or to call
on motivational and volitional research that has
already done so.

Central role of self Motivational theories pri-
oritize self-appraisals, since these psychological
processes are at the heart of their theories. Hence,
the field encourages work on engagement to take
seriously the task of determining the social cog-
nitions that are most important in influencing the
action components of engagement, rather than
just declaring them a priori as parts of the meta-
construct of engagement. As shown in Table 3,
current conceptualizations already include some
important psychological processes—Ilike belong-
ing and valuing. Explanatory theories of engage-
ment can test and build out on these, or scrutinize
research on motivation, which has accumulated
relatively detailed bodies of evidence about such
appraisal processes.

These are some of the most powerful predic-
tors of student engagement as energy in action,
but for theories of engagement, they represent
something more—they can help researchers sys-
tematically derive the causally efficacious con-
textual factors that will serve as levers in
successful interventions designed to promote
engagement. As explained by Lin-Siegler and
colleagues, this step is part of “a promising but
underexplored approach to improving students’
motivation and learning in schools: the design
and implementation of psychologically informed
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instructional activities to change students’ atti-
tudes and beliefs” (Lin-Siegler et al., 2016,
p- 295). Just as engagement serves as a portal
through which teachers can view student motiva-
tion, so too can the motivational messages con-
tained in self-appraisals act as diagnostic tools
for interventionists (and teachers and parents) in
formulating strategies to bolster engagement.
Without a full understanding of these media-
tional processes, engagement researchers are left
to search for direct contextual effects or to rely on
generically “good” contexts characterized by
high-quality relationships and best pedagogical
and management practices. It is always a good
idea to promote generically positive contextual
conditions, of course, but a focus on specific self-
appraisals allows educators and interventionists
to think more broadly and deeply. For example,
the focus on a sense of belonging has galvanized
educators from pre-Kindergarten to college to
think about the messages their institutional prac-
tices send, especially to students from underrep-
resented and minoritized backgrounds, where the
default implicit communication is “You are not
welcome here” (see Galindo, Brown, & Lee,
chapter “Expanding an Equity Understanding of
Student Engagement: The Macro (Social) and
Micro (School) Contexts”, this volume). Coming
to grips with the thousands of ways these mes-
sages are transmitted, ranging from enrollment
processes, to the languages of signs in the hall, to
the contents of curricula and discipline practices,
has enabled schools to begin a culture shift
guided by the goal of reversing those default
messages for all students. At this point, motiva-
tional theories can provide a menu of options for
self-appraisals that could be relevant to explana-
tory theories of engagement; a list of examples is
included in the “Self” block in Fig. 4. As motiva-
tional theorists identify core families of self-
appraisals (e.g., Dweck, 2017; Ford, 1992,
Martin, 2009: Skinner, in press), this menu of
options should become clearer and more focused.

Richer views of the action components of
engagement The field of motivation has found
it productive to incorporate insights from work
on regulation, deepening its understanding, for

example, of what happens when the “fire” of
intrinsic motivation dims (e.g., Reeve, 2012;
Ryan & Deci, 2020) or academic tasks become
too demanding (e.g., Skinner & Saxton, 2019,
2020). Motivational theories have returned the
favor, showing, for example, how normative
losses in motivation can help explain why the use
of certain self-regulatory strategies declines
across adolescence even though cognitive and
meta-cognitive capacities are advancing (e.g.,
Karabenick & Newman, 2013; Van der Veen &
Peetsma, 2009). The two areas share a common
interest in targets on the plane of action (i.e., par-
ticipation in activities for which there is no intrin-
sic motivation, self-regulated learning, adaptive
help-seeking, academic coping) and both under-
stand that these processes all have underpinnings
that are both motivational and regulatory.

Such cross-area fertilization suggests that
research on regulation may also hold keys to
understanding the roots of engagement (Cleary &
Liu, chapter “Using Self-Regulated Learning
(SRL) Assessment Data to Promote Regulatory
Engagement in Learning and Performance
Contexts”, this volume; Cleary & Zimmerman,
2012; Filsecker & Kerres, 2014; Fredricks et al.,
2004; Schunk & Mullen, 2012). These examples
also indicate where in episodes of engagement
such regulatory processes are likely to matter
most: when motivational processes falter or when
the actions of engagement need to be managed
intentionally (Boekaerts, 2016). Following this
train of thought, processes of self-regulation are
likely to be activated when students are con-
fronted by uncertainty (e.g., key choice points),
lack of motivation (e.g., boredom), or demands
that overwhelm their automatic responses (e.g.,
challenges, setbacks, problems). If self-regulatory
capacities and autonomous motivation are avail-
able, students should show tenacity (i.e., durabil-
ity in engagement) as well as strategies of
adaptive coping that allow them to re-engage
constructively. To explore these possibilities,
however, conceptualizations of engagement will
first have to extract self-regulated learning from
inside the meta-construct itself (Boekaerts,
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2016), where it has often been considered part of
cognitive engagement.

From this perspective, as mentioned previ-
ously, engagement would be considered both a
motivational and a regulatory process (Boekaerts,
2016; Cleary & Zimmerman, 2012; Filsecker &
Kerres, 2014; Schunk & Mullen, 2012), with the
idea that these two subprocesses are continuously
in play, and it is the balance between the two that
gives engagement its vigor, quality, and tenacity.
Just as with research on motivation, conceptual-
izations of engagement may wish to consider its
role in the arc of motivational resilience (e.g.,
Skinner et al., 2020), where motivated actions
like choice may create differential opportunities
for high-quality engagement; and regulatory
strategies (e.g., self-regulated learning, help-

Antecedents

seeking, coping) may help explain how engage-
ment can be sustained during demanding
academic activities. Moreover, when engagement
falters, this umbrella construct also focuses on
how it can be regained through processes both
regulatory and motivational, called buoyancy,
bounce back, or re-engagement.

3. Motivational theories offer a view of meta-
constructs of engagement that highlight the
sequential functioning of their components as
a dynamic recursive causal process
The structure that underlines explanatory the-

ories of motivation can also be used to map meta-

constructs of engagement. This notion is
illustrated in Fig. 6 with three prominent models:
the Participation-Identification model (Finn,

1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Finn & Voelkl,

Outcomes
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Fig. 6 The structure of explanatory theories of engagement, characterized wholistically as the study of (1) how the
social contexts of engagement, including pedagogical, interpersonal, and curricular contexts, shape (2) students’
engagement-relevant appraisal processes, which underlie and fuel (3) their patterns of learning engagement, which
influence (4) important educational outcomes. Learning engagement and school success in turn feedback to shape sub-
sequent self-appraisals. The utility of this schematic is illustrated by diagraming three major theories of engagement
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1993; Voelkl, 2012), the Check & Connect model
(Reschly & Christenson, 2012), and the
Participation-Attachment-Commitment-
Membership model (Furlong et al., 2003).
However, these components could be used to
map any of the models of engagement summa-
rized in Table 3. Of special note are the many
direct and indirect feedforward and feedback
arrows that connect components in these models.
These arrows indicate that such connections are
not “part-whole” relationships (as implied by the
term ‘“meta-construct”), but instead reflect
“cause-effect” relationships that indicate explan-
atory processes. Such differentiation allows
engagement researchers to think through whether
their models can best be described as “conceptu-
alizations” of engagement—which refer to defi-
nitions and dimensions of a single construct (like
academic or learning engagement)—or as full-
blown “theories” of engagement, which not only

Context

specify target phenomena, but also antecedents,
consequences, and mediators. Many “meta-
constructs,” when unpacked, likely represent
explanatory theories in their own right.

Mapping meta-constructs of engagement This
underlying framework might also provide a basis
for beginning to integrate different perspectives
on engagement. A general model of multi-
component theories of engagement—what Wong
and Liem (2021) referred to as “mixed models”
because they include both learning and school
engagement—is depicted in Fig. 7 (see also
Wang, Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks,
etal., 2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019). It has
as its core “engagement in action,” also called
academic engagement (Connell & Wellborn,
1991), engagement in learning (Wang, Degol, &
Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks, et al., 2019;
Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019), or learning
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Fig. 7 A visual representation of how the structure underlying motivational theories can help differentiate components
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engagement (Wong & Liem, 2021). Although we
hesitate to state anything definitive about how
engagement terms have been parsed (based on
widespread inconsistencies), it might be possible
to speculate that some theories that incorporate
self-appraisals refer to their meta-constructs as
“student engagement” (e.g., Reschly &
Christenson, 2012), whereas theories that also
incorporate contextual conditions, like the qual-
ity of interpersonal relationships with people at
school, refer to their meta-constructs as “school
engagement” (e.g., Wong & Liem, 2021).

Nested models From a bird’s eye view, motiva-
tional theories can help the field of engagement see
more clearly that, living on their island are two
camps with competing proposals for how to build
out that high-value real estate (Wong & Liem,
2021). On the one hand, engagement can be viewed
as “energy in action,” that is, defined as a pattern of
action during learning activities, complemented by
disaffection, where both have behavioral, emo-
tional, and cognitive facets. This multidimensional
construct has its own internal dynamics among
these subcomponents (e.g., the effects of emotional
disaffection on behavioral engagement), and also
calls on underlying motivational and regulatory
processes to explain its emergence, quality, direc-
tion, and durability on the plane of action. This kind
of engagement is one component of a larger explan-
atory theory, which could be called the external
dynamics of engagement, because it contains ele-
ments outside of engagement proper, specifically,
self-appraisals, experienced and actual contextual
conditions, and learning outcomes (see Fig. 6 for
similar mappings of other theories, such as Reschly
& Christenson, 2012). These internal and external
dynamics explain the recursive processes that influ-
ence its functioning and development (e.g., Finn &
Zimmer, 2012; Green et al., 2012; Martin et al.,
2017; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019). Consistent
with other scholars (e.g., Connell & Wellborn,
1991; Lam et al., 2012; Reeve, 2012; Wang,
Degol, & Henry, 2019; Wang, Fredricks, et al.,
2019; Wang, Tian, & Huebner, 2019), that is the
perspective we use in our own research.

On the other hand, there is a larger and more
wholistic understanding of engagement as a
meta-construct (Christenson et al., 2012;
Fredricks et al., 2004), of which students’ enthu-
siastic participation in learning activities is only a
narrow and visible slice. From this perspective,
psychological processes, like sense of belonging,
valuing school, and identifying with its goals, are
not predictors; they are additional slices, as are
close and caring relationships with members of
the school community. These are all considered
parts of the infernal dynamics of engagement.
Engagement at all these levels is a cumulative
process, and without this “glue” (Lawson &
Lawson, 2013) at multiple levels of school, a stu-
dent’s future can be considered at risk. Here,
external dynamics are the contexts, both institu-
tional (e.g., teacher working conditions, principal
leadership, school district supports) and societal
(e.g., teaching training, parental involvement),
that promote or impede the task of creating a
school culture where this kind of engagement is
the right of every student.

Motivational theories suggest that some of the
confusion in the area of engagement, while cur-
rently causing real problems, may reflect rela-
tively superficial disagreements. On the one
hand, scholars are using the term engagement for
the more complex multifaceted whole (i.e., the
entire engagement system) as well as for some or
all of its parts. On the other, scholars are attempt-
ing to find labels that involve the term “engage-
ment” (i.e., behavioral, affective, emotional,
cognitive, academic, psychological, or social
engagement) for constructs that refer to “con-
text,” “perceived context,” “self,” and “action.” It
would be possible to conceptualize engagement
in a way that allows for both, as long as research-
ers use terminology that clarifies the differences
between them. This would allow conceptualiza-
tions of engagement as energy in action to be
fully nested within larger explanatory theories of
engagement as a meta-construct, in ways that
would also allow a seamless integration with
motivational theories.

99 ¢
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Promoting Youth Competence

and Positive Development: Three
Lessons Located at the Intersection
of Engagement and Motivation

To contribute to the focus of this Handbook and
to highlight the potential synergy between
engagement and motivation, we close by select-
ing three insights taken from the intersection
between these fields, and show how they can con-
tribute to efforts to promote youth competence
and positive development. These synergistic
ideas entail: (1) a focus on motivational resil-
ience as a protective factor and powerful develop-
mental force for youth; (2) the notion of academic
identity as a lever for strengthening competence
and resilience; and (3) a broader consideration of
contexts as complex social ecologies that include
multiple microsystems and social partners (e.g.,
parents, teachers, and peers) as well as the peda-
gogical practices, management strategies, and
community connections at school.

Motivational resilience as a target of interven-
tion Efforts The organizational construct of
motivational resilience, defined broadly as “pat-
terns of action that allow students to construc-
tively deal with, overcome, recover, and learn
from encounters with academic challenges,
obstacles, and failures” (Skinner et al., 2020,
p- 290), brings together work from the areas of
engagement, motivation, and regulation (e.g.,
self-regulated learning, academic coping) within
a frame of everyday academic resilience and
buoyancy (Martin & Marsh, 2009; Skinner &
Pitzer, 2012; Yeager & Dweck, 2012). As
described previously, motivational resilience rep-
resents students’ desire to choose and undertake
challenging tasks, to fully engage, and, when
they encounter difficulties, to cope thoughtfully
and strategically (e.g., via problem-solving or
seeking help), allowing them to rebound, recover,
and re-engage. Such competencies can be con-
trasted with the state of motivational vulnerabil-
ity, when students avoid challenge, become
disaffected, and so are more likely to encounter
difficulties and react to them with negative emo-
tions, contributing to reliance on maladaptive

ways of coping or dysregulation (e.g., conceal-
ment or blaming others), and so making it more
likely they will give up or disengage.

A focus on motivational resilience allows
interventions to target these patterns of action as
important protective factors, while drawing on
explanatory research from the many areas that
share an interest in motivational resilience (e.g.,
mindsets, engagement, self-regulation, help-
seeking, academic coping, and buoyancy). These
areas of work have all identified social contextual
factors and practices that support students’ deal-
ings with problems and setbacks, and the
umbrella construct encourages interventionists
and practitioners to bring them all together in one
place in order to design learning contexts that
promote resilience (e.g., Fredricks et al., 2019;
Wigfield & Wentzel, 2007). Such supports may
be especially important during the years of late
childhood and the run up to the transition to mid-
dle school, which some students experience as
challenging and stressful. Motivational resilience
can set students up with the tools they will need
to deal effectively with these new demands, while
strengthening their competencies in multiple
areas, both academic and non-academic.
Moreover, motivational resilience (like its sub-
component engagement) unfolds on the plane of
action, which means that it is visible to parents
and practitioners—if they know what they are
looking for. Such access allows them to monitor
their efforts to support students, and to fine tune
or pull back their own actions or task characteris-
tics (e.g., difficulty level) based on whether they
are enabling resilience (e.g., engagement or help-
seeking) or pushing students toward responses
that indicate more vulnerability (e.g., self-
deprecation or desistance).

Academic identity as a Lever for Promoting
Competence and Resilience While constructs
of motivational resilience underscore the impor-
tant role of actions on the ground, theories of
both engagement and motivation highlight the
internal working models students are construct-
ing based on these interactions and encounters,
which engagement researchers sometimes con-
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sider as parts of engagement and which motiva-
tional researchers prioritize as their target
self-appraisals. As shown in Figs. 1 and 4, moti-
vational theories offer a menu of such appraisals,
and as seen in Figs. 6 and 7, theories of engage-
ment encourage interventionists to consider these
processes wholistically instead of in isolation.
Both areas suggest that these self-appraisals
reflect students’ “academic identities,” which are
central to youth because they are part of the larger
identity project early adolescents undertake dur-
ing this developmental period (Erikson, 1950).
Both motivation and engagement can nominate
themes around which to organize the many self-
appraisals at play in their theories. For example,
engagement theories highlight the theme of
“belonging” (e.g., attachment, bonding, related-
ness, connectedness) while motivation theories
suggest “mastery” (e.g., self-efficacy, perceived
competence, mastery learning orientations,
mindsets). Self-determination theory incorpo-
rates both of these self-appraisals while high-
lighting the theme of “autonomy” (authenticity,
authorship, purpose, relevance). Taken together,
these themes suggest that interventions will pro-
mote positive youth development to the extent
they support all students in constructing views of
themselves as competent, authentic, well-
respected, and valued members of a purpose-
driven learning community.

Such appraisals and identities are key to inter-
vention efforts because they represent the mean-
ing students make of their experiences at home
and at school (Spencer, 2006). As a result, they
are crucial phenomenological mediators between
external environmental events and the actions
students take. They also provide essential infor-
mation to practitioners and interventionists as
they try to transform environments to become
more supportive. No matter how well intentioned,
it is students’ interpretations of their experiences
that will have the last word about the effects of
interventions. But they can be hard to access:
Such indicators of the student experience are
largely internal and so invisible unless social
contexts ask students directly or bring out their
views in honest conversation. The questions that

underlie these themes (e.g., “Am I welcome
here?” “Do I have what it takes to do well?”
“What is our purpose here?”’) can be used to eval-
uate (current or future) programs, practices, and
contextual features for the messages they com-
municate to students about these core aspects of
their identities. Especially important is the design
of social contexts that send positive messages
about all these questions at the same time, and do
not create trade-offs between, for example, mas-
tery and belonging to a specific (ethnic, gender,
or peer) group. Such appraisals are key levers in
promoting competence, resilience, and positive
development. Some theories also posit that these
self-appraisals are more than cognitive construc-
tions—they derive their energetic power because
they represent the extent to which students’ fun-
damental psychological needs are being met in
the school or classroom context (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991; Reeve, 2012; Ryan & Deci,
2017).

Complex social ecologies of positive youth
development Theories of engagement and moti-
vation concur that the social contexts that support
students’ development are multi-level, nested,
and embedded in higher-order societal systems
of social hierarchy, resources, and constraints
(e.g., Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). These
can be called the complex social ecologies of
engagement and motivation (e.g., Lawson &
Lawson, 2013; Skinner et al., in press). From
such conceptualizations of the context, theories
from both fields prioritize interpersonal relation-
ships—the social contexts provided by families
and parents, teachers and school personnel, peers,
classmates, and friends. All have been implicated
in the development of engagement (e.g.,
Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013) and motivation
(Wentzel & Ramani, 2016; Wigfield et al., 2015),
and these relationships seem to provide both the
glue and the “proximal processes” (or repeated
daily social interactions; Bronfenbrenner &
Morris, 2006) that shape all aspects of function-
ing and development.

Pattern-centered approaches suggest that the
relationships and interactions with these many
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kinds of social partners can be considered
together to create wholistic ecologies, niches,
“lifespaces” (Roeser & Peck, 2003), or “worlds”
(Phelan et al., 1998) that differ among students in
the supports, resources, and affordances they pro-
vide. There are many different ways in which
these microsystems (e.g., family, schools, neigh-
borhoods) and the social partners and relation-
ships they contain (e.g., parents, teachers, peers)
can be organized and work together (Skinner
et al., in press). The concept of “niche” may be
especially important in describing the social
ecologies to which many students from minori-
tized and racialized groups are relegated (Spencer,
2006). Macrosystem factors that create poverty
and marginalization divert resources and force
risk into all the microsystems youth inhabit, and
so must be transformed together to create social
ecologies that support the positive development
of competence and resilience of all youth (see
Galindo, Brown, & Lee, chapter “Expanding an
Equity Understanding of Student Engagement:
The Macro (Social) and Micro (School)
Contexts”, this volume).

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter is to help unlock the pos-
itive synergy between engagement and motiva-
tion. Our read of both fields is that what is
currently holding them back from this goal is the
same thing: their successes. The field of motiva-
tion has been wildly successful in creating pre-
cise and exquisite theories and research on
academic motivation; so generative, in fact, that
each of these theories has created its own isolated
local climate and ecology. Hence, the current
archipelago, and the field’s next task: integration.
The field of engagement, in contrast, has gotten
its arms around a wildly powerful idea, so power-
ful, in fact, that it is now overrun with an abun-
dance of constructs, definitions, and measures; in
this exuberance; however, the roots of these ideas
are no longer clear or even visible. Hence, the
current overcrowded island, and the field’s next
task: differentiation.

We believe that the solutions to both fields’
biggest problems are also the same: a sober
reconsideration of their own gaps, blind spots,
and areas for improvement. These reflections call
for a bird’s eye view, some aerial reconnaissance
that will reveal that the isolated islands of moti-
vational theories are all connected to the territory
encompassed by engagement as well as other
core action constructs. In addition, some of these
islands are closer to each other than motivational
theories seem to realize; they may even share
common territory. Moreover, the crowd on the
high-value real estate claimed by engagement
can be thinned by moving some occupants, spe-
cifically those that refer to sets of self-relevant
beliefs, qualities of interpersonal relationships
and contexts, and strategies of self-regulated
learning. However, they should not be moved
far—just to neighboring territory, so they can be
connected by hypothesized causal bridges tested
for their efficacy in leading to and from engage-
ment as energy in action. Some of these occu-
pants will find themselves on islands already
inhabited by theories of motivation and self-
regulation. Taken together, we envision a thriving
interdisciplinary domain, encouraging rich cross-
border cooperation, migration, and deep mutual
learning. As part of these reflections and recon-
naissance, we think that each field will naturally
come to see the other as a friendly and helpful
neighbor—an ally, advocate, and trusted source
of insights and advice. We believe that together,
work at the intersection of these fields has much
to offer future conceptual, empirical, and applied
efforts, as illustrated by the joint insights they
provide about the study and promotion of compe-
tence and positive youth development. We hope
that the respect and admiration we hold for both
fields are evident in our attempts to aid in this
forward movement.
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Abstract

In this chapter, we examine the relations
between constructs found within expectancy-
value theory (EVT), now called situated
expectancy-value theory (SEVT), and engage-
ment dimensions. We first discuss the various
definitions of the five proposed dimensions of
engagement and discuss how some of these
definitions share overlap with how constructs
in SEVT are defined. We then provide an over-
view of EVT, the constructs that are central to
predicting achievement-related outcomes, and
the reason and implications of renaming it
SEVT. After reflecting on the comments and
issues raised by Eccles and Wang (2012) in
the first edition of this Handbook, we summa-
rize work that has examined the relations
between students’ expectancies, values, and
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engagement. Our summary of this research
allowed the first author to provide a formal
proposal for where the various dimensions of
engagement and disaffection might fit within
the SEVT model. We follow this with a dis-
cussion of how the various dimensions of
engagement can promote positive student out-
comes, such as achievement, course inten-
tions, and well-being. Finally, we provide
several important future directions for
researchers to consider to further progress the
study of student engagement.

As illustrated by the various chapters of this
Handbook, over the last 30 years many research-
ers have studied student engagement. This surge
of interest in the study of student engagement has
been accompanied by researchers varying in their
conceptualizations and operationalizations of
what it means for a student to be engaged. At the
same time, there also has been much work on the
nature and development of students’ motivation.
Additionally, some researchers have connected
these two research areas and discuss how engage-
ment and motivation relate to each other and vari-
ous outcomes (Fredricks et al., 2018; Gladstone,
2020).

One theoretical model that has connected stu-
dents’ motivation and engagement is Eccles and
colleagues’ expectancy-value theory (EVT), now
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called situated expectancy-value theory (SEVT).
This model has been an influential one in the
field, guiding much work on the development of
motivation and how individuals’ motivation
impacts their performance on and engagement
with different tasks, activities, or domains along
with choices of which activities to continue
(Eccles, 1993, 2005; Eccles (Parsons) et al.,
1983; Eccles & Wigfield, 2020; Wigfield &
Eccles, 2020). SEVT posits that individuals’
expectancies for success, or how well they think
they will do on an upcoming activity, and valuing
of it, the purposes or incentives for engaging in it,
are the strongest proximal predictors of both per-
formance and choice. Individuals’ expectancies
and values are influenced by various other self-
beliefs, affective reactions to achievement out-
comes, and a host of social, socialization, and
cultural factors. As discussed in more detail later,
Eccles and Wigfield changed the name of the
theory to SEVT to emphasize the central role the
particular situations individuals are in have in
their choices and their performance.

In the first edition of this Handbook, Eccles
and Wang (2012) provided a commentary on the
set of chapters discussing “what is student
engagement.” In their commentary, they pro-
vided a brief overview of EVT before comment-
ing on the different chapters. However, in that
edition, there was not a chapter on EVT in the
set of chapters linking engagement and motiva-
tion. In this chapter, we provide a more detailed
discussion of SEVT and provide proposals for
how engagement “fits” into the theoretical
model.

Purpose of this Chapter

We begin this chapter by discussing definitions of
the major proposed dimensions of engagement:
behavioral, cognitive, emotional or affective,
agentic, and social. We then present an overview
of EVT and the implications of renaming it
SEVT. From there, we turn to a consideration of
issues Eccles and Wang (2012) raised in their
discussion of how motivation and engagement
relate, and summarize the work examining how
students’ expectancies and values relate to their

engagement. The next section presents a formal
proposal for placing the different dimensions of
engagement into the SEVT model, to illustrate
the complex interplay of the two constructs. We
close with a brief discussion of how (from the
perspective of this chapter) engagement relates to
positive student outcomes and recommendations
for future research.

Defining Student Engagement

At least since Fredricks et al.’s (2004) landmark
review, there is a general consensus that student
engagement is comprised of at least three dimen-
sions: behavioral, cognitive, and emotional
engagement. However, there is growing evidence
that student engagement also includes an agentic
engagement dimension (Reeve, 2012) and a
social engagement dimension (Wang et al.,
2016). In this section, we will briefly summarize
some of the most widely used definitions of the
various dimensions of student engagement. We
will then discuss how some of these definitions
and dimensions share considerable overlap with
constructs found within expectancy-value theory
(EVT).

Behavioral Engagement

Behavioral engagement is one of the most easily
observable dimensions of engagement and has
become one of the most frequently studied
dimensions of student engagement. Researchers
have defined behavioral engagement in different
ways. Finn’s (1989) interest in student engage-
ment was premised on understanding and pre-
venting student dropout and ensuring students
graduated from high school. Because Finn was
interested in understanding how engagement
may predict the likelihood of students continuing
their education, Finn’s original definition of
behavioral engagement emphasized students’
participation in various activities. Finn stated
that students’ behavioral engagement included
four separate components: (1) responding to
school requirements (e.g., teacher’s instructions);
(2) participating in and taking the initiative in
class-related activities; (3) being involved in
extracurricular activities; and (4) setting goals.
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Skinner and colleagues provide a different
definition and model of engagement that they
derived from their self-system model of moti-
vational development grounded in self-
determination theory (Connell & Wellborn,
1991; Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Skinner &
Wellborn, 1997). In this model, Skinner and
colleagues purposefully contrast engagement
and disaffection as disaffection is not necessar-
ily the absence of engagement (Skinner &
Belmont, 1993; Skinner et al., 2008; Skinner
et al., 2009). Skinner and colleagues defined
behavioral engagement as students’ positive
effort, attention, and involvement in school. In
contrast, they defined behavioral disaffection as
students giving up, being distracted, and unpre-
pared for class. Thus, behavioral disaffection is
maladaptive in terms of student development in
the classroom compared to behavioral
engagement,

Martin (2007, 2009, 2010) developed the
Motivation and Engagement Wheel to integrate
motivation and engagement. Martin developed
this model based on Pintrich’s (2003) thinking,
who emphasized the importance of creating a
model that integrates themes from multiple theo-
retical frameworks. Martin’s Motivation and
Engagement Wheel represents adaptive and mal-
adaptive behavior and cognition. Thus, Martin
conceptualized and divided behavioral engage-
ment into adaptive and maladaptive dimensions.
Martin defines adaptive behavioral engagement as
students being persistent and staying on task,
whereas maladaptive behavioral engagement
comprises students purposefully not putting forth
effort (see also Martin, chapter “The Role of
Academic Engagement in Students’ Educational
Development: Insights from Load Reduction
Instruction and the 4M Academic Engagement
Framework”, this volume).

Martin’s (2007) conceptualization of behav-
ioral engagement is very similar to Skinner and
colleagues’ (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Skinner
et al., 2008, 2009). These definitions emphasize
the importance of students participating in vari-
ous school and classroom activities as an indica-
tor that they are behaviorally engaged. Later, we
will discuss how students’ motivation, as defined

by EVT, may help lead to students being behav-
iorally engaged in the classroom.

Cognitive Engagement

There is a general consensus among researchers
studying engagement that cognitive engagement
is an important dimension of student engage-
ment. However, as discussed by Sinatra et al.
(2015), the definition of cognitive engagement is
not clear. There are two broad ways in which
researchers have defined cognitive engagement:
(a) beliefs and values about the importance of
school and learning (Appleton et al., 2006;
Martin, 2007); (b) self-regulation, strategy use,
goals, and exerting effort (Appleton et al., 2006;
Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Corno & Mandinach,
1983; Greene, 2015; Martin, 2007; Meece et al.,
1988; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1988).

To further illustrate this, Appleton et al. (2006)
define cognitive engagement in terms of students’
valuing of learning, their self-regulation, and their
goal setting. According to Appleton and colleagues,
students’ valuing of learning includes how impor-
tant and relevant a student thinks what they are
learning is to their future. As will be discussed later,
this definition overlaps considerably with some
task value constructs found within EVT. They fur-
ther describe self-regulation in terms of actions
such as whether a student checks over their home-
work and define goal setting in terms of how
important students perceive school to be to their
future goals. Similar to Appleton and colleagues,
Martin (2007) defines adaptive cognitive engage-
ment in terms of students’ valuing of academic
tasks, having a mastery goal orientation, and high
self-efficacy toward school. On the other hand,
Martin defines maladaptive cognitive engagement
as students engaging in maladaptive processes such
as self-handicapping or not studying until the last
minute to have a reason if they fail at a task.

Regarding the second conceptualization,
Greene (2015) defined cognitive engagement as
students’ use of cognitive strategies, self-
regulation, and exerting mental effort. Greene
further conceptualizes cognitive engagement by
contrasting deep versus shallow engagement.
Deep engagement involves using prior knowl-
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edge and strategies to learn new material, and
shallow engagement involves rote processing and
more simple strategies, such as memorization.
Greene’s definition of cognitive engagement is
similar to the construct of self-regulation because
Greene derived her definition from Pintrich and
De Groot’s (1990) conceptualization of cognitive
engagement, which was called self-regulated
learning strategies, and from Zimmerman and
Martinez-Pons’ (1988) work on self-regulation
and goal setting.

We agree with Sinatra et al. (2015) about the
lack of definitional clarity of cognitive engage-
ment. Further adding to this confusion is that
some of these definitions overlap with definitions
of constructs found within EVT, and some share
similarities with definitions of behavioral engage-
ment (i.e., emphasizing effort). We discuss below
how some also share similarities with definitions
of emotional engagement.

Emotional Engagement

Emotional engagement, or sometimes referred to
as affective engagement, is generally conceptual-
ized as comprised of positive and negative feel-
ings toward school, teachers, and peers (Fredricks
etal., 2004). Skinner and colleagues (2008, 2009;
Skinner and Wellborn (1997)) include positive
and negative dimensions of emotional engage-
ment. They describe emotional engagement as
students’ enthusiasm, pride, interest, and enjoy-
ment in school and emotional disaffection as stu-
dents’ boredom, frustration, anxiety, and
disinterest in school.

However, other researchers define emotional
engagement in terms of students’ identification
with school, teachers, peers, and/or academics
(Appleton et al., 2006; Finn, 1989). Finn (1989,
2006) has further suggested that identification is
an appropriate way to capture student’s emo-
tional engagement because if students feel they
belong in the school and value it, they are much
more likely to remain engaged when things do
not go as planned. The emphasis on the perceived
value of school does share similarities with how
Appleton et al. (2006) and Martin (2007) define
cognitive engagement and as mentioned
previously, share a clear overlap with task value
constructs found within SEVT. As we will dis-

cuss in later sections, the definition used for emo-
tional engagement can have implications for how
it relates to and is predicted by constructs found
within SEVT.

Agentic Engagement

Reeve and his colleagues have proposed agentic
engagement as another important dimension of
student engagement and define it as individuals
trying to actively enrich their learning experi-
ences and taking responsibility for them (Reeve,
2012; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Reeve & Jang,
chapter “Agentic Engagement”, this volume).
Example activities include students expressing
their opinions in class and letting the teacher
know when something is interesting to them.
Reeve (2012) argued for the inclusion of agentic
engagement as a core dimension of student
engagement because students who are engaged
do not only react to the learning activity but also
are proactive with the learning activity, meaning
they take agency over their learning.

Reeve (2013) demonstrated that agentic
engagement is conceptually distinct from behav-
ioral, cognitive, and emotional engagement
through confirmatory factor analysis. Patall et al.
(2019) extended Reeve’s work on agentic engage-
ment by examining agentic engagement and
motivation (i.e., need satisfaction) in science
among US high school students. They found evi-
dence that agentic engagement can be a powerful
pathway for enhancing students’ motivation but
that it is also important to take into account teach-
ers’ support for motivation. However, compared
to the other three dimensions, the work on agen-
tic engagement is limited and little is still known
about how agentic engagement relates to impor-
tant outcomes in students outside of Korea.
Further, there is limited work on how prominent
motivation constructs, such as those found within
EVT, predict agentic engagement. Interestingly,
Eccles and Wang (2012) discussed the impor-
tance of agency for motivation in their commen-
tary in the first edition of this Handbook. They
mentioned that they believed motivation would
be highest when the demands of the task fit well
with students’ sense of agency, in this case their
expectancies of success and their values.
Therefore, it is possible that agentic engagement
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and students’ expectancies for success are related.
In later sections, we will discuss how agentic
engagement may be related to constructs found
within EVT.

Social Engagement

Social engagement is another proposed dimen-
sion of engagement, but less research has been
done on this dimension, so it is not as established
as behavioral, cognitive, and emotional engage-
ment. Finn and Zimmer (2012) provided the first
definition of social engagement, and it shared
considerable overlap with behavioral engage-
ment. They defined social engagement in terms
of the extent to which students follow classroom
rules or the social norms of the classroom. Due
to this overlap with behavioral engagement,
Pekrun and Linnenbrink-Garcia (2012) refer to
social engagement as social-behavioral engage-
ment. Their definition of social-behavioral
engagement includes students having high-
quality social relationships with their peers; such
relationships can positively impact students’
learning. These high-quality relationships
include students working cohesively together
and supporting one another.

Fredricks et al. (2016) interviewed students
and teachers to determine how they conceptual-
ize engagement in math and science courses, and
one theme that emerged was a social component.
Thus, they developed a definition of social
engagement that emphasizes the quality of stu-
dents’ social interactions with their peers and
teachers. These interactions include students
working with their peers and whether they
enjoyed working with their peers.

Now that we have discussed the various defini-
tions of the proposed dimensions of engagement,
we will turn to an overview of expectancy-value
theory.

From Expectancy-Value Theory
to Situated Expectancy-Value Theory

In this section, we present a detailed overview of
expectancy-value theory and Eccles and
Wigfield’s (2020) recent renaming of it to SEVT.

We define key constructs in the model and then
discuss the implications of changing its name
from EVT to SEVT. Figure 1 presents the most
recent version of the model.

Eccles (Parsons) et al.'s Expectancy-

Value Theory of Performance

and Choice

In expectancy-value models, individuals® expec-
tancies for success and valuing of the activities
they do are key predictors of performance and
choice. Eccles (Parsons) et al. (1983) initially
developed their expectancy-value model to help
explain gender differences in adolescents’
achievement choices, such as why girls do not
take as many advanced high school math courses
or pursue math and science careers. Researchers
basing their work in this model have shown that
students’ expectancies and values indeed do pre-
dict their choices in a variety of domains.
Researchers using this model have also looked at
the developmental course of individuals’ expec-
tancies and values and other constructs in the
model (e.g., Durik et al., 2006; Gaspard et al.,
2020; Jacobs et al., 2002). We focus here on the
right side of the model (Fig. 1), beginning with
the box containing affective memories, because
that is where engagement constructs can be
located. For discussion of the left (socialization)
side of the model, see Eccles (1993) and Simpkins
etal. (2015). We start by defining key terms in the
boxes on the right side of the model.

Definitions of Key Terms in the Model

Expectancies for Success and Self-Concept of
Ability Building on earlier work by Atkinson
(1957), Bandura (1977), Lewin (1938), and
Tolman (1932), Eccles (Parsons) et al. (1983)
defined expectancies for success as children’s
beliefs about how well they will do on an
upcoming task (e.g., how well do you think you
will do in math next year?). They distinguished
expectancies for success from the individual’s
self-concept of abilities (SCAs). These latter
beliefs refer to children’s domain-specific
assessment of their current competence or abil-
ity, both in terms of their assessments of their
own ability and how they think they compare to



62 J.R. Gladstone et al.
— Perception of...
Cultural Milieu 1. Social beliets Goals and General
. Socializer's beliefs Self-Schemata i
1. Gender and other |—» | _ and behaviors | Expectation of Success
social role systems 2. Gander and other 1. Self-concept of one's
2. Stereotypes of social roles
- Stereo typ 3. Activity characteristics abilities
and the and demands 2. Self-schemata
nature of abilities 4. Possible activities 3. Personal and social
3. Family . identities +
Demographics 4. Short-term goals
5. Long-term goals
Achievement-Related =1
Y Choices and Performance 1
' 1
1
Socializer's Beliefs and 1
Behaviors 1
1
- I
L— 1
-
r"'w" Characterisics  —""| N\ 1
. 1
1. Aptitudes Ao gt : .
2. Temperaments factive Reactions [e—s St Task Value !
3. Sex 1
. 1. Interest -enjoyment value
4. Ethnic group r 2. Aftainment value 1
. . 3. Utili | 1
* Interpretation of Experience 4 R;Ig;: ::st 1
e > 1
by | Previous Achievement- 1
Related Experiences 1
1
1
T 1
e .

Fig. 1 Eccles and Wigfield’s (2020) situated expectancy-value model of achievement choices

other students and other achievement domains.
Although SCAs and expectations for success
are theoretically distinct, they strongly overlap
empirically and thus are often treated as a single
construct in statistical analyses (Eccles &
Wigfield, 1995).

Subjective Task Values Eccles and her col-
leagues defined values with respect to the quali-
ties of different achievement tasks and how those
qualities influence the individual’s desire to do
the tasks (Eccles, 2005; Eccles (Parsons) et al.,
1983; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992, 2020). Further, in
EVT, task values are subjective because various
individuals assign different values to the same
activity; math achievement is valuable to some
students but not to others. We, therefore, use the
label subjective task values (STVs) in discussing
them throughout this article.

Eccles (Parsons) et al. (1983) initially pro-
posed three components of task value—attain-
ment value, intrinsic or interest value, and utility
value—and described perceived cost as an impor-

tant influence on overall task value. They defined
attainment value as the personal importance of
doing well on a given task. More recently, Eccles
(2005, 2009) has discussed attainment value in
relation to different activities to individuals’
social and personal identities and the extent to
which tasks allow or do not allow them to express
or confirm important aspects of self.

Intrinsic value is the enjoyment one gains
from doing the task. This component is similar in
certain respects to notions of intrinsic motivation
and interest (see Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Ryan
& Deci, 2009, 2016; Schiefele, 2009), but it is
more specific because of its focus on tasks or
domains (see Eccles, 2005, and Wigfield et al.,
2017, for discussion of distinctions among these
constructs). When children intrinsically value an
activity, they often become deeply engaged in it
and can persist at it for a long time. This charac-
teristic of engagement also typifies engagement
in tasks with a high positive attainment value.

Utility value or usefulness refers to how a task
fits into an individual’s present or future plans,
such as taking a math class to fulfill a require-
ment for a science degree. In certain respects,
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utility value is similar to extrinsic motivation
because when doing an activity out of utility
value, the activity is a means to an end rather than
an end in itself (see Ryan & Deci, 2017).
However, the activity also can reflect important
goals that the person holds deeply, such as attain-
ing a certain occupation, which means it can con-
nect closely to attainment value. Gaspard et al.
(2015) expanded the attainment and utility value
constructs initially defined by Eccles (Parsons)
et al. by proposing subcomponents of it (e.g.,
utility for future life, utility for job).

Eccles (Parsons) et al. (1983) conceptual-
ized cost as what is lost or given up or suffered
when doing any particular task. Engaging in
any specific task or activity has costs as well as
benefits. If an activity “costs” too much, the
individual likely will not do it (see also Eccles,
1984, 2005; Wigfield & Eccles, 2020). Eccles
(Parsons) et al. initially described different
kinds or types of costs: Individuals’ perceptions
of how much effort they would need to exert to
complete a task and whether it is worth doing
so (effort cost), how much engaging in one
activity means that other valued activities can-
not be done (e.g., Do I do my math homework
or check Instagram?), and the emotional or psy-
chological costs of pursuing the task, particu-
larly the cost of failure (e.g., Will taking this
advanced course make me feel emotionally
drained?). Research on cost has burgeoned in
the last several years, and researchers have both
proposed new dimensions of cost and devel-
oped new measures of it. Wigfield and Eccles
(2020) and Wigfield et al. (2017) provide
detailed reviews of this work, including discus-
sion of a proposal made by Barron and
Hulleman (2015) that the theory be renamed
expectancy-value-cost theory.

Eccles and Wang (2012) stated that task val-
ues both lead to engagement and are influenced
by the kinds of activities in which one engages;
we return to this point below.

Affective Memories Eccles (Parsons) et al.
(1983) primarily focused on three aspects of
affective memories. First were basic conditioning
effects; when people succeed on something, they

have positive emotional/affective reactions to
that activity; when they fail, their emotional reac-
tions are negative (see also Pekrun, 2009; Weiner,
1985). These affective memories can accumulate,
leading individuals to value or de-value different
activities. Second, negative affective reactions
can produce anxiety, which also dissuades indi-
viduals from engaging in the tasks or activities
causing anxiety. As we will see, these affective
reactions can connect quite directly to emotional
engagement and the other aspects of engagement
as well. Third, individuals’ interpretations of the
outcomes they experience are key to the affective
reactions they have. Eccles (Parsons) et al. (1983)
connected these “objective” experiences to the
kinds of attributions individuals make about the
reasons why they did well or poorly (Weiner,
1985). When individuals attribute success to abil-
ity and effort, they have positive affective reac-
tions. When they attribute failure to lack of
ability, however, affective reactions can be nega-
tive and debilitating.

From EVT to SEVT: Rationale
and Implications

There are some key reasons why Eccles and
Wigfield (2020) decided to change the name of
the theory and implications that emerge from this
change. First and most importantly, they wanted
to emphasize that the processes in the model are
dynamic, and the relations among the constructs
in the model are both developmental (that is, they
change over time) and situationally sensitive
(that is, influenced by the immediate situation).
With respect to the “situative” aspect, they stated,
“In the EVT model we have always considered
the situation’s impact on children’s developing
motivation to be an important aspect of the
model... further, we believe all aspects of the
model are situative, even if the model (in Fig. 1)
does not fully capture that” (p. 101859). Second,
concerning decisions individuals make, they
stated, “Each person will arrive at each decision
point with their own set of available options that
operate either in the moment or over longer time
frames. They will only be familiar with a very
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limited subset of all possible behaviors and
options. They will only have a small subset of the
skills and resources that could be drawn on in
enacting whatever decision they make. Both their
own view and the view of those around them of
what is going on and the available options will be
limited” (p. 101859). Third, the dynamic aspect
of the model is illustrated by the connections
between performance and choice shown at the far
right in the model, back to beliefs and processes
at the far left. Relations among the constructs in
different parts of the model are recursive rather
than unidirectional and linear. These implications
all impact how expectancies and values relate to
engagement—the topic we turn to next.

Connecting SEVT to Engagement:
Issues, Findings, and a Formal
Proposal

We begin this section with a discussion of some
of the points Eccles and Wang (2012) raised in
their commentary on several chapters on engage-
ment in the first edition of this Handbook: (a)
challenges for the field regarding definitions of
engagement and its relation to motivation; (b)
specific ways in which constructs from EVT link
to engagement; and (c) how the “fit” between stu-
dents’ developing needs and the educational cir-
cumstances that they are in can impact their
motivation and engagement.

Eccles and Wang (2012) pointed out that the
first challenge for the field is defining engage-
ment clearly and indicating its different levels
(the individual, the classroom, the school). The
second challenge they noted is how broadly or
narrowly engagement is defined; in making this
comment, they noted that the authors of the chap-
ters they discussed took different approaches to
this issue. Third and what we will elaborate on in
this section, they discussed the relations of moti-
vation and engagement, beginning by stating that
in the motivation literature, researchers have dis-
cussed how children’s motivation is comprised of
a variety of components or aspects and that these
components of motivation influence students’
achievement in different ways. These motivation

components are influenced by a variety of
personal, social, and cultural factors, and the
components of children’s motivation show differ-
ent patterns of change across childhood and
adolescence.

From there, Eccles and Wang (2012) linked
motivation to engagement, initially stating that
(apparently) at the general level, the links are
clear and straightforward: motivation leads to
behavior (or engagement), which leads to
learning/performance. But then they pointed out
that if affective engagement is substituted for
behavioral engagement, then the links get harder
to keep distinct, with engagement preceding
motivation in some models (see in particular Finn
& Zimmer, 2012). This challenge is compounded
further when one takes developmental, iterative
approaches to both motivation and engagement,
with motivation leading to some forms of engage-
ment, which enhances performance, which can
then boost subsequent motivation. Further, and
again as we noted in our discussion of the defini-
tions of the different engagement components, as
researchers define different aspects of motivation
and different types and subtypes of engagement
then questions can arise regarding which con-
structs might fit better under the engagement
umbrella, and which in motivation. Clarifying
this has important implications not just for our
understanding of motivation and engagement but
also for our understanding of whether interven-
tions designed to increase engagement (or moti-
vation) indeed do so and pinpoint the reasons for
the effects, or the lack thereof.

Eccles and Wang (2012) then moved to a dis-
cussion of how engagement relates to the con-
structs in EVT, now SEVT, that we discussed in
the previous section. They first discussed how
Eccles and colleagues’ purpose in developing
the model, “to explain individual and group dif-
ferences in individuals’ decisions to engage in,
and the extent of their engagement in, various
achievement-related activities” (p. 141), relates
to the engagement literature. They first noted
that the EVT (now SEVT) model always
included notions of engagement given its focus
on activity (e.g., in which activities I should
engage in), persistence, and performance. That
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is, they see these forms of engagement as out-
comes of children’s developing expectancies for
success and subjective task values. They further
stated (or Eccles, 2012, stated) that she sees
emotional engagement either as a precursor to
cognitive and behavioral engagement or as emo-
tional reactions to doing different tasks/being
engaged in different tasks.

Building further on this latter point, Eccles
and Wang (2012) noted that they believe that the
role of affective reactions and memories, which
are also determinants of subjective task value,
may be one aspect of EVT that overlaps the most
with engagement. In Eccles (Parsons) et al.’s
(1983) chapter that initially described the model
and in subsequent writings, Eccles and col-
leagues described how children’s successes or
failures/challenges at different achievement
activities produce affective reactions (see also
Weiner, 1985). Depending upon their consis-
tency, these can grow into relatively positive or
negative affect toward those activities (e.g., “I
HATE history”). As depicted in the model in
Fig. 1, these affective reactions impact children’s
developing task values—their interest in the
activity, its importance to them, and utility, as
well as the activity’s perceived cost. Ultimately,
the extent to which these affective reactions and
values are incorporated into individuals’ broader
sense of themselves can lead students to identify
with the settings in which the activities occur
(such as schools), or disidentify, in ways Finn
(1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012) describes. We
would add that given the bidirectional links of an
individual’s task values and expectancies for suc-
cess, affective memories also can impact chil-
dren’s developing expectancies. Finally, because
the model has recursive paths back to the left side
of the model, engagement leads to the boxes at
the left side of the model, and after more perfor-
mance outcomes, to new affective memories
about different school tasks, activities, and even
broader outcomes like beliefs about and identifi-
cation with schooling.

Eccles and Wang (2012) also discussed how
Eccles and Midgley’s (1989) extension of the EVT
model in their stage-environment fit theory could

impact how we think about students’ engagement.
Eccles and Midgley discussed that the “fit”
between students’ developing motivational beliefs,
values, goals, and needs and the school environ-
ments they face could strongly impact their moti-
vation and engagement. Eccles and Midgley
discussed how many junior high schools/middle
schools do not meet students’ developing needs
for autonomy and control, among other things.
The broader point here is that researchers need to
consider not only individuals’ own motivation and
engagement but also how the situations they are in
either facilitate or debilitate both.

Relations of Students’ Competence-
Related Beliefs and Values to Their
Engagement

There is a growing body of work examining how
students’ competence-related beliefs and subjec-
tive task values and student engagement relate.
Wang and Eccles (2013) examined how middle
school students’ perceptions of the school envi-
ronment, motivation, and engagement (behav-
ioral, emotional, and cognitive) related over
time. They used adapted versions of Finn and
Voelkl’s (1993) measure, Pintrich’s (2000) mea-
sure, and Skinner and Wellborn’s (1994) mea-
sures to assess students’ behavioral engagement
with five items (e.g., “How often do you partici-
pate in class discussion actively?”’), emotional
engagement with six items (e.g., “I find school-
work interesting.”), and cognitive engagement
with five items (e.g., “How often do you make
academic plans for solving problems?”). They
found that adolescents who highly valued school
(comprised of attainment and intrinsic value)
also reported being behaviorally, cognitively,
and emotionally engaged in school. Further, they
found that students’ self-concept of ability
beliefs were stronger predictors of behavioral
and cognitive engagement in school than their
subjective task value of school. However, stu-
dents’ subjective task value was a stronger pre-
dictor of their emotional engagement than their
self-concept of ability beliefs in school.
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Marchand and Gutierrez (2016) examined
how graduate students’ attainment, intrinsic, and
utility value for their introductory research meth-
ods course predicted their self-reported perceived
cognitive and behavioral engagement for the
course. They measured cognitive engagement
using Greene and colleagues’ (2004) measure of
meaningful strategy use (e.g., “Before a quiz or
exam, | plan out how I will study.”) and measured
behavioral engagement using an adapted version
of Skinner et al.’s (2008) behavioral engagement
scale (e.g., “I work as hard as I can in my research
methods course.”). They found each of the com-
ponents of task value, measured at mid-semester
using Eccles and Wigfield’s (1995) scale, pre-
dicted their semester-end reports of behavioral
and cognitive engagement (f = 0.20— 0.23,
p < 0.05). However, they did not examine how
competence-related beliefs may have predicted
students’ behavioral and cognitive engagement in
their research methods course.

Further building upon this work, Guo et al.
(2016) examined how adolescents attainment
value, intrinsic value, utility value, cost, and self-
concept of ability beliefs predicted teacher-
reported behavioral engagement.
Teacher-reported behavioral engagement was
measured using a scale comprised of one item
measuring students classroom engagement (e.g.,
This student participates in math lessons as well
as he/she can) and one item measuring student
effort (e.g., This student works on all of his/her
tasks and homework thoroughly). Task values
and cost were measured using Gaspard et al.
(2015) wvalue facets questionnaire and self-
concept of ability beliefs were measured using
the German adaptation (Schwanzer et al., 2005)
of the Self-Description Questionnaire III (Marsh
et al., 2005). They found that students attainment
value (f = 0.23, p < 0.001), intrinsic value
(# =0.22, p < 0.001), and perceptions of low
cost! (f = 0.22, p < 0.05) positively and uniquely
predicted teacher-reported behavioral engage-

'Low cost was measured by reverse coding items from
Perez and colleagues (2014) and Wigfield and Eccles
(2002) that measured opportunity cost, effort required,
and emotional cost.

ment, but utility value did not (4=0.01, p <0.05).
Students self-concept of ability beliefs predicted
their behavioral engagement when subjective
task value was controlled for in the analyses
(=029, p<0.001).

In another study, Fredricks et al. (2018), using
a mixed-methods design, examined how attain-
ment value, utility value, and expectancies for
success predicted 7th—12th graders’ engagement
in math and science. They assessed students’
behavioral (e.g., “I put effort into math/science”),
emotional (e.g., “I look forward to math/science
class”), cognitive (e.g., “I think about different
ways to solve a problem”), and social engage-
ment (e.g., “I build on others’ ideas”) using the
Math and Science Engagement Scales (see Wang
etal., 2016, for more information). Students’ task
values and expectancies for success were mea-
sured using Trautwein et al.’s (2012) scales of
students” value and expectancy beliefs. They
found that students’ attainment value predicted
their behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and social
engagement in math and science classes
($ =0.18 — 0.35, p < 0.001). Their utility value
predicted math (f = 0.13, p < 0.001) and science
behavioral engagement (= 0.12, p < 0.001), sci-
ence cognitive engagement (f=0.11, p <0.001),
and science social engagement (f = 0.08,
p <0.05). Students’ expectancies for success pre-
dicted their math (f = 0.20, p < 0.001) and sci-
ence behavioral engagement (4=0.21, p <0.001),
math (= 0.30, p <0.001) and science emotional
engagement (f = 0.31, p < 0.001), and science
cognitive engagement (f = 0.23, p < 0.001).
Through qualitative interviews, they found that
participants reported feeling more engaged when
they saw the relevance of what they were doing in
their math and science class and how it could be
applied to their lives outside of class, when they
were able to demonstrate their ability to their
teachers, when they perceived they had the skills
to solve challenging problems, and when they
felt they could be successful in their math and
science classes.

In summary, these studies show that different-
aged individuals’ expectancies for success, self-
concept of ability, and the different aspects of
their subjective task value relate to different types



Situated Expectancy-Value Theory, Dimensions of Engagement, and Academic Outcomes 67

of engagement. In general, the correlations/pre-
dictive relations of self-concept of ability or
expectancies to engagement appear somewhat
stronger than those of the different aspects of
subjective task value, although the researchers in
the studies just described did not test for the sig-
nificance of these differences. For the most part
the various aspects of subjective task value relate
to engagement in about the same way, except for
utility value in Guo et al.’s (2016) study.

To date, research examining the links between
EVT constructs and student engagement is lim-
ited in that researchers have (for the most part)
only examined certain aspects of students’ values
and certain aspects of engagement and have not
included all subjective task values and proposed
engagement dimensions. This is particularly true
for perceived cost, which remains understudied
in terms of its relationship with the various
engagement dimensions. Further, researchers
have predominately examined how competence-
related beliefs and subjective task values are
associated with and predict dimensions of
engagement and have not examined in much
detail how these constructs relate over time.

Gladstone (2020) conducted a study to begin
to fill these gaps. She examined how undergradu-
ate students’ competence-related beliefs and
multiple facets of students’ subjective task values
(i.e., attainment, intrinsic, utility, utility for
future, task effort cost, outside effort cost, loss of
valued alternatives, and emotional costs) are
associated with and predict all five proposed
dimensions of student engagement and behav-
ioral and emotional disaffection in math and sci-
ence courses. Undergraduate students’ behavioral
(eight items; e.g., “I stay focused.”), cognitive
(eight items; e.g., “I think about different ways to
solve a problem.”), emotional (ten items; e.g., “I
look forward to science/math class.”), and social
engagement (seven items; e.g., “I try to work
with others who can help me in science/math.”)
were measured using Wang et al.’s (2016) Math
and Science Engagement Scales. Agentic engage-
ment was measured with five items using an
adapted version of Reeve’s (2013) Agentic
Engagement Scale (e.g., “During class, I ask
questions.” [see Reeve & Jang, chapter “Agentic

Engagement”, this volume]). Behavioral (e.g.,
“When I’'m in class, I just act like I’'m working.”)
and emotional disaffection (e.g., “When I'm in
class, I feel worried.”) were measured with five
items each using an adapted version of Skinner
et al.’s (2009) Engagement versus Disaffection
with Learning Scale. Gladstone further examined
whether these constructs related reciprocally or
not and whether engagement dimensions might
mediate the relationship between motivational
beliefs, values, and domain-specific achievement
as measured by students’ final grade in the math
or science course they reported on.

Gladstone (2020) found that undergraduate
students’ competence-related beliefs, attainment
value, utility value, utility for future life, and
intrinsic value were positively associated with
behavioral, cognitive, and emotional engagement
(* B =0.22-0.56,p < 0.001); cost perceptions
(measured as task, effort, emotional, and loss of
valued alternative) were negatively associated
with them and ranged from
*B=-0.17to f =-0.69(p <0.001) . Students’
competence-related beliefs, attainment value,
utility value, utility for future, and intrinsic value
were negatively associated with behavioral and
emotional disaffection and ranged from
#B=-0.12tof = —0.71(p < 0.01); cost percep-
tions were positively associated with them
(*B=0.12-0.85, p < 0.001).

Gladstone (2020) also examined how different
demographic variables related to engagement
dimensions. She found that students who self-
identified as Asian or Asian American perceived
themselves to be more agentic
(* B =0.10, p =0.032 ). Much of the work done
on agentic engagement, including scale develop-
ment and validity, was conducted in Asian coun-
tries (Reeve, 2013; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; see
Patall et al., 2019, for an exception). Thus, agen-
tic engagement may be particularly relevant to
students who identify as Asian or identify as
someone from an Eastern culture. Clearly, more
work is needed on agentic engagement in other
groups.

Another important issue Gladstone (2020)
investigated is where the different engagement
dimensions might fit within the SEVT model. To
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do so she first examined, using cross-lagged
panel analyses, how students’ competence-
related beliefs and subjective task values predict
engagement dimensions and vice versa over time.
Gladstone (2020) found several significant unidi-
rectional paths from motivation constructs to
engagement dimensions and vice versa, indicat-
ing that motivation is not always the driving force
of engagement, and that engagement can some-
times be the driving force of motivation among
older students. To illustrate this, Gladstone found
that emotional engagement (i.e., students’ posi-
tive emotional reactions to teachers, peers, and
classroom activities as well as their valuing of
learning and interest in their math/science class)
was more predictive of SEVT constructs than
vice versa. This suggests, at least among college
students in STEM classes, that emotional engage-
ment may be one driving force of students’ moti-
vational beliefs and subjective task values rather
than the other way around. She also found a num-
ber of reciprocal effects, in which both SEVT
variables and engagement dimension at time one
were significant predictors of the other at time
two, for the following pairs of variables: stu-
dents’ intrinsic value and behavioral disaffection,
utility value and behavioral disaffection, utility
for future life and emotional disaffection, and
finally for utility for future life and social engage-
ment. These findings illustrate the complex inter-
play between different aspects of motivation and
engagement. Future research should continue to
examine the complexities of these relationships
and whether this finding remains among younger
students who may not have as much autonomy to
choose in which courses to enroll.

Gladstone (2020) also began to address where
the different engagement dimensions might fit
within the SEVT model by examining whether
the dimensions of engagement mediate the rela-
tions of student’s motivational beliefs and subjec-
tive task values to achievement. Examining
whether engagement could be a mediator was
important because researchers have treated
engagement dimensions as both an outcome and
a predictor of academic achievement (Reschly &
Christenson, 2012). Therefore, when examining
the SEVT model, it is important to consider

whether engagement dimensions should go into
the  “Achievement-Related  Choices  and
Performance” box (as Eccles has suggested in
personal communications with the first author
and in her commentary with Wang in the first edi-
tion of this Handbook), or if engagement may
mediate the relationship between students’ moti-
vational beliefs, subjective task values, and
achievement.

Interestingly, Gladstone (2020) found that stu-
dents’ behavioral (i.e., students’ involvement in
math/science class-based activities) and cogni-
tive engagement (i.e., students’ use of deep cog-
nitive strategies in order to understand what is
being taught in their math/science class) medi-
ated the relations of all the SEVT constructs to
domain-specific grades, except for that between
competence-related beliefs and grades. Much
previous work shows that competence-related
beliefs directly predict students’ achievement
outcomes (such as test scores and GPA; Durik
et al., 2006; Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983; Guo
et al., 2016; Meece et al., 1990; Tonks et al.,
2017; Wigfield et al., 2015). Gladstone’s findings
illustrate a mechanism by which their subjective
task values impact grades: they foster behavioral
and emotional engagement.

Gladstone (2020) also found that students’
emotional engagement was a significant mediator
of many of the relations between students’ sub-
jective task values and their grades. She argued
that because in Eccles (Parsons) et al.’s (1983)
model affect is included in the “Individual’s
Affective Reactions and Memories” box, which
precedes subjective task value, emotional engage-
ment should be considered a precursor rather
than as a consequence of motivational beliefs and
values.

Social engagement, agentic engagement, and
behavioral disaffection were not significant
mediators of the relations between students’
competence beliefs and subjective task values to
their grades. These results suggest that (at least
among college students) these variables may not
be strong predictors of achievement (although
see Wang et al., 2016, who showed that social
engagement was a significant negative predictor
of math and science achievement among high
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school students). There is limited evidence that
agentic engagement relates to achievement.
Reeve (2013) found that agentic engagement is
uniquely predictive of course achievement among
college students enrolled in an education course
in Seoul, South Korea. The differences in the
results of these studies could be due to subject
area differences and the population used for each
study (US sample compared to South Korean
sample; undergraduates compared to middle and
high school students).

A Proposal for Placing Engagement
and Disaffection into SEVT

So, given these results, where might we position
the various dimensions of engagement into the
SEVT model? As noted above, in recent conver-
sations, Eccles stated that she has always con-
sidered engagement to be an outcome that
belongs in the achievement-related choices box
(see Fig. 1). There also is consensus in the moti-
vational literature that in general engagement
should be considered an outcome of motivation.
However, results from more recent work dis-
cussed in this chapter suggest that there might be
an alternative and more nuanced model that con-
siders the unique dimensions that make up stu-
dent engagement, as these different dimensions
have been found to be predictors and mediators
of various other achievement-related outcomes.
Therefore, in Fig. 2, we provide a version of the
SEVT model that includes suggested placements
for the various dimensions of engagement. Given
that research has found that individuals’ subjec-
tive task values consistently predict their behav-
ioral and cognitive engagement and mediate the
relations of subjective task value and STEM
achievement, the first author suggests placing
behavioral and cognitive engagement in their
own box in between the ‘“Subjective Task
Values” box and the ‘“Achievement-Related
Choices and Performance” box. Because emo-
tional engagement predicts the motivational
beliefs and subjective task values in SEVT, it
could be placed in the “Affective Reactions and
Memories” box, along with a double-headed

across-time arrow from that box to the “Subjective
Task Value” box to account for the mediation
effects.

Gladstone also proposes that the limited
research on social engagement in relation to the
SEVT constructs suggests it should be placed
in its own box with arrows coming from
“Expectation of Success” and “Subjective Task
Value” but not an arrow from its own box to the
“Achievement-Related Choices and
Performance” box. Finally, we are uncertain
whether agentic engagement should be incor-
porated into the model given its self-
determination theory roots. However, if it were
to be, Gladstone suggests that agentic engage-
ment should be placed in its own box with an
arrow coming from the “Expectation of
Success” box but not an arrow from its own box
to the “Achievement-Related Choices and
Performance” box as agentic engagement was
not a significant mediator of the relationships
between competence-related beliefs, subjec-
tive task values, and domain-specific grades.

Turning to Skinner and colleagues’ (Skinner
& Pitzer, 2012) behavioral and emotional disaf-
fection constructs, both conceivably could be put
into the SEVT model. Behavioral disaffection
might be best placed within its own box with
arrows leading to it from the “Expectation of
Success” box and the “Subjective Task Value”
box. Given the overlap of emotional disaffection,
Gladstone (2020) found, we propose that emo-
tional disaffection and emotional cost are essen-
tially the same things, and therefore we would
include emotional disaffection in the “Subjective
Task Value” box.

The authors all agree that further empirical
work is needed to test these suggestions. The
studies’ designs need to be longitudinal and
include students varying in age, cultural back-
ground, and school domain.

Engagement and Positive
Developmental Outcomes

A major reason student engagement has become
such a popular construct to study is that it relates
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Fig. 2 Gladstone proposal for placing engagement and disaffection dimensions into the SEVT model

to various positive outcomes. Because we are
most interested in achievement motivation from
the perspective of SEVT, we have focused pri-
marily on the outcomes of achievement and
choice to continue taking different school sub-
jects. Students who are engaged in their school-
work are more likely to have high achievement
and continue pursuing an education (Finn &
Zimmer, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Wang &
Eccles, 2013). Of course, there are other positive
developmental outcomes associated with
engagement; we briefly discuss how the various
dimensions of engagement relate to positive
outcomes.

Wang et al. (2016) examined how different
aspects of math and science engagement related
to STEM achievement and career aspirations.
They found that general engagement was the
strongest positive predictor of math and science
achievement and career aspirations. However,
each of the four engagement factors differentially
predicted math and science achievement and
career aspirations. They found that behavioral
engagement was the strongest predictor of math
and science achievement. Interestingly, it was a
statistically significant negative predictor of math
and science career aspirations. Emotional
engagement was the only dimension that was a
significant positive predictor of math and science
career aspirations. Cognitive engagement did not

predict either math or science achievement and
cognitive engagement was surprisingly a statisti-
cally significant negative predictor of students’
math career aspirations. Students’ social engage-
ment was a statistically significant negative pre-
dictor of their math and science achievement and
a non-significant negative predictor of their math
and science career aspirations.

The research examining the relationship
between agentic engagement and positive out-
comes continues to grow, although still limited
(Reeve & Jang, chapter “Agentic Engagement”,
this volume). Reeve (2013) tested the predictive
validity of agentic engagement. To do this, Reeve
included five items from the Engagement versus
Disaffection with Learning measure (Skinner
et al., 2009) to measure behavioral engagement
(e.g., “I pay attention in this class.”) and five
items from this scale to measure emotional
engagement (e.g., “This class is fun.”). Reeve
also measured cognitive engagement using four
items from the Metacognitive Strategies
Questionnaire (Wolters, 2004; e.g., “When I
study for this class, I try to connect what I am
learning with my own experiences.”). Reeve
found that Korean college students’ agentic
engagement predicted their course-specific
grades when controlling for students’ behavioral,
cognitive, and emotional engagement. These
results provide some evidence that agentic
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engagement can be a unique predictor of stu-
dents’ academic achievement.

More recently, Patall et al. (2019) built upon
Reeve’s (2013) work and conducted a study using
the same measures as above and found that agen-
tic engagement predicts positive outcomes in sci-
ence for US high school students. Their
longitudinal analyses showed that agentic
engagement predicted an increase in perceived
teacher autonomy support, need satisfaction, and
behavioral, cognitive, and emotional engage-
ment. They further found through mediation
analyses that agentic engagement can dynami-
cally shape the classroom environment by emerg-
ing from an autonomy-supportive context to
predict subsequent motivation in the course.

Because behavioral and emotional disaffec-
tion each represent negative dimensions of
engagement, one would expect that the presence
of either of these dimensions would result in neg-
ative academic outcomes. In their chapter in the
first edition of this Handbook, Skinner and Pitzer
(2012) discussed how behavioral and emotional
disaffection could lead to negative achievement
outcomes, which then have implications for their
developing motivation (see also Martin, 2012, for
discussion of this point). Gladstone (2020) found
some evidence of this when she examined the
reciprocal relationships between motivational
beliefs, values, and disaffection. Gladstone found
that behavioral and emotional disaffection at the
start of the semester was a negative predictor of
some of the subjective task values at the end of
the semester. These results demonstrate the
importance of how interventions at the beginning
of the semester could help promote the develop-
ment of positive engagement rather than
disaffection.

More broadly, researchers have found that
engagement predicts students’ well-being.
Salmela-Aro and Read (2017) found that engaged
students reported the most positive well-being,
whereas students experiencing burnout, which
can be considered disengagement, had the lowest
reported well-being. Salmela-Aro and Read mea-
sured engagement using the schoolwork engage-
ment scale (e.g., “I am enthusiastic about my
studies”; Salmela-Aro & Upadaya, 2012), which

was adapted from the Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Further, Watt et al.
(2019) examined how different motivational pro-
files among adolescents in mathematics and sci-
ence were related to academic outcomes,
including well-being. They identified three dif-
ferent profiles among tenth grade students’
expectancies, values, and perceived costs for
mathematics and science. They found that stu-
dents in what they called the “Positively Engaged”
profile (i.e., high perceived talent, intrinsic and
utility values, and low costs) had more pro-
nounced positive well-being compared to stu-
dents in the “Struggling Ambitious” (i.e., high
perceived talent, intrinsic and utility values, and
costs) and “Disengaged” (i.e., low perceived tal-
ent, intrinsic and utility values, and high costs)
profiles.

Although this work shows important links
between engagement and different outcomes,
more work is needed to examine which aspects
of engagement relate to which developmental
outcomes. We close this chapter with some sug-
gestions for future research in this and other
areas.

Future Directions

We have made suggestions for future research
throughout this chapter; in this section, we high-
light what we think are the most crucial next
steps in research in this area.

First, given the conceptual/definitional and, in
some cases, empirical overlap of motivation and
engagement, more work is needed to continue to
examine how distinct they are as constructs. This
is particularly true for certain of the proposed
dimensions of engagement and some of the vari-
ables in SEVT, such as cost and emotional disaf-
fection, but it can be extended to other constructs
as well. Looking at relations over time in these
constructs and subconstructs will help clarify
how they relate to each other, and which may
take “causal priority.”

More specifically, longitudinal research is
needed to understand better the dynamic and
reciprocal relationship between motivational



72

J.R. Gladstone et al.

beliefs, values, and dimensions of engagement.
Although Gladstone (2020) found some evidence
of a dynamic relationship between motivational
beliefs, subjective task values, and dimensions of
engagement and disaffection among college stu-
dents, these relationships were examined over
two time points. Additional time points would
have allowed for stronger conclusions about their
reciprocal relations. Future research should
examine the relationship between motivational
beliefs, subjective task values, and engagement
dimensions across multiple age groups and time
points to better understand when motivation is
the driving force of engagement and when
engagement may lead to subsequent motivation.
This will also help clarify whether engagement,
or dimensions of engagement, fully mediates the
relationship between motivation and
achievement-related outcomes.

We also think it is important for future
research to examine the relationships between
motivational beliefs, subjective task values, and
dimensions of engagement developmentally. We
know there are declines in many students’ moti-
vational beliefs and values as students move
through school (see Wigfield et al., 2015, for
review). To date there is little research on how
these declines relate to or impact changes in
engagement. Mahatmya et al. (2012) discussed
in the first edition of this Handbook how there
are opportunities and challenges that are unique
to different developmental periods, and these
differences can lead to nuanced differences in
the development of engagement and its relations
to outcomes. Important developmental questions
to explore include: Are there important differ-
ences in the relationship between motivation and
engagement in different grades? What do these
relationships look like during major transition
periods, such as middle school to high school?
Will motivation interventions aimed at slowing
down the typical decline we see in motivation
across the school years have implications for
developing engagement?

As in many areas of research, we still do not
know a great deal about possible gender, race,
and ethnic differences in the relations of motiva-
tion and engagement. Relatedly, we know little
about factors in the school environment that

inhibit and support the development of motiva-
tion and engagement among students from
different gender, racial, and ethnic backgrounds
(Bingham & Okagaki, 2012). We suggest that it
is particularly important to examine the factors
that promote or reduce the positive development
of student motivation and engagement among
students from marginalized groups that may
experience discrimination (See Galindo et al.,
chapter “Expanding an Equity Understanding of
Student Engagement: The Macro (Social) and
Micro (School) Contexts”, this volume).

Much of the research examining the relation-
ships between motivational beliefs, values, and
engagement dimensions we discussed here has
focused on science and mathematics domains.
Future research is needed to know how these
relationships may be similar or different in other
domains, such as History or Language Arts.
Science and mathematics domains are highly ste-
reotyped domains, and so one might expect that
females and students from typically marginalized
groups who are more likely to experience nega-
tive stereotypes in these courses may have differ-
ing levels of motivation and engagement in other
domains. This could have implications for where
engagement dimensions should be placed within
the SEVT model given that constructs found
within SEVT focus on the level of the task.

Finally, future work should continue to exam-
ine the relationships between motivational
beliefs, subjective task values, and agentic and
social engagement because there is much less
research examining how motivation is related to
and predicts these more recently proposed
dimensions.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we reviewed work on the relations
between students’ expectancies, subjective
task values, and the five proposed dimensions of
engagement. As is clear from our chapter and the
other chapters in this Handbook, students’
engagement is an important precursor for aca-
demic outcomes and many other outcomes as
well. Finding ways to promote the positive devel-
opment of engagement will be important to
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ensure the success of all students. We want to end
this chapter by suggesting that one way to help
ensure success for all of our students is by con-
tinuing collaborative efforts among motivation
and engagement researchers. This Handbook is
an excellent step toward convergence and sharing
of ideas among motivation and engagement
researchers, which will eventually develop more
fruitful interventions to help our students achieve.
The next step will be for engagement and motiva-
tion researchers to seek out opportunities to work
in tandem so that more progress can be made
across the two fields of study rather than working
in separate camps.
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Abstract

To piece empirical studies on student engage-
ment together, this chapter uses the framework
presented in the Study Demands-Resources
(SD-R) model. The SD-R model offers a com-
prehensive view on engagement, demands,
resources, and outcomes, and on the interplay
of various antecedents. Unlike previous frame-
works, the SD-R model endorses the duality
of the contextual, personal, and social features
(i.e., demands and resources), and the follow-
ing processes leading from engagement to
high motivation, performance, and well-being
(i.e., motivational process) or from student
burnout and exhaustion to decreased well-
being (i.e., energy-depleting process), and
thus highlights the synergistic relationships
among the different features of the model. In
addition, this chapter sheds light on the role of
socio-emotional skills as resources of student
engagement. Moreover, some future direc-
tions in the field of engagement research using
the SD-R framework will be addressed.
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Introduction

Engagement in the academic domain, particu-
larly student engagement, has been described as
academic engagement (Furrer & Skinner, 2003),
agentic engagement (Reeve & Tseng, 2011), stu-
dent engagement (Christenson et al., 2012),
school engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004), and
schoolwork engagement (Salmela-Aro &
Upadyaya, 2012). Researchers have been inter-
ested in how and why students focus at school,
invest in their studies, how students behave and
interact with peers and other people around them
while learning, and how students learn in diverse
educational activities and settings over time.
Because engagement is a core mechanism of
knowledge building in and out of educational
contexts (Howard-Jones et al., 2018), engage-
ment has been called the “holy grail of learning”
(Sinatra et al., 2015).

Conceptualization of Engagement

Student engagement has mostly been conceptual-
ized as a multidimensional construct (Christenson
et al., 2012; Schmidt et al., 2018; Wang et al.,
2015, 2019a). The main dimensions of engage-
ment have included emotional engagement (feel-
ings about school, learning, and/or a task;
Fredricks et al., 2004), cognitive engagement
(mental effort and strategies employed while
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learning; Wang et al., 2019b), behavioral engage-
ment (observable participation in activities; Wang
et al., 2019b), social engagement (cooperation
with others; Wang & Hofkens, 2019; Tuovinen
et al., 2020), and agentic engagement (students’
active contribution in shaping their academic
activities; Reeve & Tseng, 2011). During the past
decade, the most dominant perspective on
engagement has been the concept of multidimen-
sional engagement, aspects of which include
emotions, cognitions, and behaviors (Fredricks
et al., 2004; for an overview, see Salmela-Aro
et al., 2021a). This multidimensional perspective
has advanced our understanding of the complex
nature of engagement.

Emotional engagement encompasses the posi-
tive affective reactions attributed to school activi-
ties, such as flow experiences, enjoyment, and
happiness (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Salmela-Aro
etal., 2016; Wang et al., 2015). Cognitive engage-
ment refers to the degree to which students invest
in their learning, exert the effort needed to under-
stand complex ideas and master difficult skills,
and show a desire to go beyond the requirements,
including willingness to expend the effort
required to do high-quality work (Fredricks et al.,
2004; Wang et al., 2019a).

Behavioral engagement refers to productive
and proactive participation in academic activi-
ties, whereas behavioral disengagement is mani-
fested in giving up schoolwork (Fredricks et al.,
2004; Wang et al., 2019a). Behavioral engage-
ment refers to the degree to which students par-
ticipate in academic, social, and extracurricular
activities at school. Students with high behav-
ioral engagement do their best in their classwork
and homework, turn in assignments on time,
show positive school and classroom behavior,
and maintain good attendance.

Agentic engagement refers to engagement
that includes agency. In agentic engagement, stu-
dents are involved in shaping their experience of
a task, acting either independently or as co-agents
(Salmela-Aro, 2009) with their peers and other
people involved in the learning process (see
Reeve & Jang, chapter “Agentic Engagement”,
this volume). For individual students, agency can
influence the internal dynamics of engagement,

for example self-regulating the co-actions
between emotion, motivation, and action (Schunk
& Zimmerman, 2012). In addition, new literature
is emerging on social engagement (Tuovinen
et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2019b), which refers to
students’ engagement in social processes at
school.

In line with the work engagement literature,
student engagement has also been conceptualized
as energy, dedication, and absorption in
studies/school (i.e., schoolwork engagement,
Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2012). In general,
energy is characterized by high levels of vigor in
the learning process, and a willingness to invest
effort in learning. Dedication, in turn, refers to
being strongly involved in schoolwork and per-
ceiving it as meaningful, and experiencing a sense
of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, and chal-
lenge. Absorption is characterized by high con-
centration on learning, whereby time passes
quickly. Recent research has also described
energy, dedication, and absorption as correspon-
dents of widely used emotional, cognitive, and
behavioral components of engagement (Upadyaya
& Salmela-Aro, 2013a; Wong & Liem, 2021; see
also Salmela-Aro et al., 2016). However, the most
significant feature of this conceptual approach is
that it emphasizes students’ deep engagement in
an activity; for example, instead of classroom
participation, the approach examines students
being deeply engrossed in an activity.

The Role of School Burnout

In addition to school engagement, the SD-R
framework takes into account students’ experi-
ences of exhaustion, cynicism, and feelings of
inadequacy in their studies, defined as symptoms
of school burnout (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya,
2014). School is a central context in adolescents’
lives. In fact, school can be seen as the primary
workplace of adolescents, characterized as it is
by features similar to those in adult workplaces,
such as standard tasks and activities, deadlines,
work responsibility, and feedback routines
(Eccles & Roeser, 2011; Salmela-Aro, 2009). As
in adult workplaces, adolescents contend with
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experiences that induce anxiety or stress, thereby
impairing their well-being. Recently, based on
the rationale that school is a place where students
work (Salmela-Aro & Tynkkynen, 2012), the
concept of burnout has been extended to the
school and education contexts (Salmela-Aro,
2017; Walburg, 2014). School burnout as a new
research topic has quickly gained international
attention during the last decade, testifying to its
perceived relevance across countries (e.g.,
Herrmann et al., 2019; May et al., 2015; Yang &
Chen, 2016). School burnout can be observed
among students in countries with different educa-
tional systems and academic policies, indicating
that it is neither a culturally nor geographically
restricted phenomenon (Walburg, 2014).

School burnout can be defined as a school-
related syndrome with three components: exhaus-
tion, negative cynical attitude toward school, and
feelings of inadequacy as a student, referring,
respectively, to the emotional, cognitive, and
behavioral components of school burnout
(Salmela-Aro et al., 2009, 2017). Exhaustion
refers to being tired, ruminating on school-related
issues, and experiencing sleep problems; cyni-
cism refers to an indifferent or distal attitude
toward studying in general, a loss of interest in
studying, and not seeing studying as meaningful;
and sense of inadequacy as a student refers to a
diminished feeling of academic competence,
achievement, and accomplishment. A recent
study revealed that about two-thirds of high
school students suffer from school-related stress
or even burnout (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya,
2020).

Whereas some studies have approached
engagement as the opposite of burnout, a large
number of studies have suggested that burnout
should be perceived as a separate and distinct
psychological process that makes a unique con-
tribution to academic learning (Salmela-Aro,
2017). Research using person-oriented approach
has challenged the assumption of engagement
and burnout as opposite poles of the same con-
struct by showing that engagement co-exists with
high exhaustion and amotivation (Salmela-Aro
et al., 2016, 2018; Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-
Aro, 2014). For example, 30% of higher educa-

tion students simultaneously experience high
engagement and exhaustion especially during the
first 2 years of their studies (Salmela-Aro et al.,
2018). Even engaged-exhausted students often
have resources and do well in their studies; they
feel more stressed with possible failures
(Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014). Latest
research using growth modeling also showed that
engagement increases, rather than reduces, the
likelihood of being exhausted (Junker et al.,
2021). These findings imply that burnout is not
simply the opposite of engagement, but it is a dis-
tinct psychological factor that contributes inde-
pendently to academic and psychological
outcomes: a student can be engaged and burned-
out at the same time.

Study Demands-Resources Model

Originally, the conceptualization of demands-
resources stems from the literature on occupa-
tional psychology and work engagement (Bakker
et al.,, 2003; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017;
Demerouti et al., 2001), and has successfully
been used to describe students’ engagement
while learning (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014;
Schaufeli et al., 2002; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro,
2013a). Study Demands-Resources (SD-R)
model conceptualizes engagement and burnout
as positive and negative aspects of students’
school-related well-being and psychological
functioning (Klusmann et al., 2008). However,
absence of one aspect does not necessarily indi-
cate the presence of other, that is, students with-
out burnout symptoms do not necessarily
experience high engagement (see also Klusmann
et al.,, 2008), and different combinations of
engagement and burnout indicate more complex-
ity related to students’ well-being and socio-
emotional skills (Salmela-Aro et al., 2021b). In
addition, the SD-R model proposes a motiva-
tional process, which leads from resources to
engagement and well-being, and an energetic
process originating from high demands and lead-
ing to wearing out and burnout. As mentioned
above, school can be seen as the main environ-
ment for students’ achievements, performing
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daily tasks and assignments, and collaborating
with peers; and thus the school demands-
resources model can integrate the energetic and
motivational processes by combining simultane-
ous engagement and burnout among students
(Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014).

Although there are a few contextual models of
engagement in the literature (Lam et al., 2012;
Skinner & Pitzer, 2012; Wang et al., 2019a), the
SD-R model has several unique contributions and
offers a more comprehensive framework on the
contextual, personal, and social influences. The
first unique feature of the SD-R model lies on the
understanding of the duality of the pathways
between various demands, resources, and student
engagement, unlike previous models that mostly
focus on the promotive factors (Lam et al., 2012;
Wang et al., 2019a). The SD-R model describes
various psychological, social, and environmental
demands and resources that can either hinder or
promote engagement. Demands are factors that
often challenge students to learn and to engage in
school (e.g., difficult assignments) or factors that
may hinder learning and engagement (e.g., study-
related stress), while resources are factors that
typically support students’ learning and engage-
ment (e.g., teacher support; Salmela-Aro &
Upadyaya, 2014). Both demands and resources
encompass factors that are present at multiple
levels such as situational (e.g., demands and
resources related to the learning situation or char-
acteristics of a task), intra-individual (e.g., psy-
chological demands and resources), and
interindividual levels (e.g., social demands and
resources), and at the school level (e.g., environ-
mental demands and resources). Concerning the
various types of demands and resources, SD-R
model uniquely posits that, apart from the inde-
pendent effects of demands and resources, inter-
action between them plays an influential role in
engagement and study-related burnout. When
demands overtake resources, it is more likely to
lead to the energy-depleting process of wearing
out to occur leading to burnout and decreases in
well-being, even if the level of resources is rela-
tively high (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Also, in
highly demanding situations, a strong support
from the environment can promote students to

engage in learning (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).
In some complicated situations, high demands
and wealthy resources may lead to increases or
decreases in engagement in the long run (Salmela-
Aro, 2017; Salmela-Aro et al., 2016). Therefore,
SD-R model does not only cover different levels
of antecedents but also suggests synergistic rela-
tionships between them that further determine
engagement and burnout.

In this chapter, we propose an expanded SD-R
model on the basis of the previous SD-R model
(presented by Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014).
According to the expanded model (see Fig. 1),
high levels of school, family, social, and personal
demands are often positively related to school
burnout, whereas high levels of school, family,
social, and personal resources are associated with
student engagement (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya,
2014).

In the following section, using the SD-R
model, we will review demands and resources
presented in previous literature in association
with student engagement. First, school, family,
social (teachers and peers), and personal demands
are reviewed, followed by school, family, social
(teachers and peers), and personal resources and
reserves.

Demands

School Demands Numerous school-related fac-
tors, such as harsh school climate or large school
size, can act as demands and hinder engagement.
In addition, during challenging periods, such as
school transitions, engagement often decreases
drastically, which may be due to various demands
related to the school environment (Wang &
Eccles, 2012). For example, high school has been
described as more rigid, structured, and less
mastery-oriented compared to middle school,
and after the transition to high school students’
engagement has been found to decline (Wang &
Eccles, 2012). Another significant school demand
that affects adolescents’ engagement in learning
is the lack of safety students may experience in
the school environment. In schools where victim-
ization behaviors and violence are high, adoles-
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Fig. 1 Study Demands-Resources model

cent students’ classroom engagement (i.e.,
teacher-reported schoolwork behaviors) is often
low (r = —0.24; Coté-Lussier & Fitzpatrick,
2016), and the proportion of low performers is
high (Herrero Romero et al., 2019). Moreover,
among ethnic minority students, experiences of
racial discrimination at school impede their aca-
demic engagement (e.g., academic curiosity and
persistence; f = —0.07 to —0.30; Leath et al.,
2019; see also Galindo et al., chapter “Expanding
an Equity Understanding of Student Engagement:
The Macro (Social) and Micro (School)
Contexts”, this volume).

Classroom Demands In the classrooms,
demands related to schoolwork and teachers’
instruction may prevent adolescents from engag-
ing in learning. For example, students’ percep-
tions concerning the general level of challenge in
their assignments and obstructive behaviors by
teachers (e.g., failing to respond to students, poor
lesson plans) reduce students’ engagement (i.e.,
situational cognitive and emotional engagement)
in the classroom (ff = —0.11 to —0.14 under emo-
tional obstruction; Strati et al., 2017). Some class-
room activities may also manifest as demands in
learning situations. A cross-national study among

Time scale: Momentary->Daily->Weekly->Long-term Development >

Finnish and US adolescents demonstrated that,
compared to other classroom activities, students
in science classrooms reported lower levels of
engagement (i.e., report of being interested,
skilled, and challenged) when they were writing,
being tested, or listening (Inkinen et al., 2019).
Moreover, engagement may vary by academic
domains and the level of challenge they present to
each student. For example, in highly demanding
domains such as mathematics, students report less
behavioral/cognitive and emotional engagement
than in less demanding domains such as physical
education (Poysi et al., 2018).

Family Demands Families are embedded
within larger structural contexts that influence
engagement directly and indirectly through
parental beliefs and expectations concerning
their children (Reschly & Christenson, 2019).
Several parental behaviors, such as parental mon-
itoring and involvement, often serve as resources
for students’ engagement (Upadyaya & Salmela-
Aro, 2013b; Wilder, 2014). However, some
parental behaviors may manifest as demands. For
example, adolescents who experience harsh par-
enting behaviors often report low self-control
capabilities, manifested as difficulties in engag-
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ing in learning (i.e., behavioral/cognitive/emo-
tional/agentic engagement; r = —0.15 to —0.24;
Wang et al., 2018b). High pressure placed by par-
ents on their children is associated with low emo-
tional and behavioral engagement (r = —0.06 to
—0.18; Raufelder et al., 2015).

Some family demographic factors may also
present as demands for engagement. Immigrant
status, low achievement, and social adversity
have been found to be risk factors for engage-
ment (Motti-Stefanidi et al., 2015), suggesting
that young immigrants may disengage from
school to protect themselves from academic fail-
ure. For example, immigrant students were found
to disengage from their studies more often than
their nonimmigrant/native peers (Motti-Stefanidi
& Masten, 2013). In Finland, a cynical attitude
toward school (i.e., cynicism), often similar to
disengagement, has become more common
toward the end of comprehensive education, and
among recently immigrated boys (Salmela-Aro
etal., 2018). Li and Lerner (2011) also found that
immigrant and minority students followed prob-
lematic behavioral and emotional engagement
paths. Moreover, family social-economic status
(SES) can also influence adolescents’ engage-
ment. Studies have consistently found that ado-
lescents from low SES families are less likely
engaged in schoolwork (Park et al., 2012; Tang
et al., 2019).

Social Demands Social demands at school
include poor relationships and difficult social
situations, and may involve multiple players such
as teachers and peers.

Teachers as Social Demands Teachers are influ-
ential actors in determining students’ engage-
ment. Apart from the instructional and
management demands mentioned above, socio-
emotional demands related to teachers are
another factor affecting academic engagement.
Hughes and Cao (2018) followed the same group
of adolescents and teachers for 7 years, including
during the transition to middle school. They
found that, in general, teachers reported a decline
in affective behaviors and an increase in conflicts

with students. Moreover, the slope of the changes
mattered. A positive growth in conflict predicted
lower behavioral engagement (f = —0.13 to
—0.77). Thus, this study implied that to keep stu-
dents engaged it is not enough to consider the
initial levels of warmth and conflict but also their
rate of change.

Peers as Social Demands Recent research has
sought to understand how peer contexts influence
engagement through selection and socialization
processes, social acceptance, and peer rejection
processes. Students tend to adjust their engage-
ment to the levels of their peer group (Wang
et al., 2018b; see also Knifsend et al., chapter
“The Role of Peer Relationships on Academic
and Extracurricular Engagement in School”, this
volume). Moreover, adolescents often select
peers who share similar levels of behavioral
engagement (Kindermann, 2016). Peer interac-
tions among adolescents are complex and multi-
dimensional and can take many forms from best
friend dyads to large friendship groups (e.g., Seo
& Huang, 2012). Peer similarity extends to learn-
ing, well-being, school engagement, and aca-
demic achievement (Kindermann, 2016; Li et al.,
2011). A recent study showed how a student’s
position in his/her ego network was associated
with indicators of disengagement: adolescents
who experienced social exclusion or, in some
cases, rejection were at increased risk for school
burnout (Rimpeli et al., 2020).

Contrary to a common belief, friendships do
not always protect adolescents. Friendships also
induce stress, and friend-related stress is signifi-
cantly associated with low level of cognitive and
behavioral engagement in schoolwork (r = —0.04
to —0.21, except one case at 0.04) and high-risk
behaviors (Benner et al., 2020). Moreover, insta-
bility of adolescent friendship creates tensions
between peers, thus hampering students’
cognitive/behavioral engagement in schoolwork
(f =—0.17), and finally impairing their academic
achievement (Lessard & Juvonen, 2018).
Furthermore, victimization behaviors by peers,
such as kicking/pushing/hitting, name calling,
teasing, socially isolating others, are detrimental
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to adolescents’ engagement (i.e., an aggregated
score of behavioral, cognitive, and emotional
engagement; r = —0.06, f = —0.16; Totura et al.,
2014), particularly for emotional engagement
(Forster et al., 2019).

Personal Demands Personal demands are indi-
vidual factors that create difficulties for adoles-
cents’ learning and engagement at school. Those
factors may include cognitive/learning difficul-
ties, mental health problems, misconduct, or
challenging personality traits. For example, stu-
dents with attention/deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD) have been found to be less engaged in
school (i.e., less school and peer connectedness,
lower motivation) and more likely to be sus-
pended from school than those without ADHD
(Zendarski et al., 2017). For regular students
without learning difficulties, they are also likely
to have low levels of school engagement (i.e.,
behavioral and emotional engagement), when
suffering from internalizing symptoms such as
depression ( = —0.08 to —0.09; Stiles & Gudifio,
2018), externalizing symptoms (f = —0.11 to
—0.13; Stiles & Gudifio, 2018), and problem
behaviors (f = —0.03 to —0.12; particularly for
behavioral engagement, f = —0.10 to —0.12;
Archambault et al., 2017).

Notes on Demands As we have emphasized in
this chapter, the relationships between demands
and engagement/burnout are not always
straightforward. Idiosyncratic appraisal pro-
cesses can also play an important role in deciding
whether a demand is beneficial or detrimental.
For example, Putwain et al. (2017) studied stu-
dents’ reactions toward a stressful event, passing
an important course. Their study showed that stu-
dents are more likely to learn when a demanding
event was appraised as an opportunity than when
it was appraised as a threat. In addition, Verkuyten
et al. (2019) theorized that ethnic/racial minority
students may, in certain situations, pursue aca-
demic engagement as an instrumental way to
escape a discriminatory environment. For those
students, being exposed to discrimination may,
unexpectedly, promote academic engagement.

These studies remind us that attention should
also be paid to individuals’ perceptions and eval-
uations of specific demanding factors.

Resources

Resources are factors that generally facilitate stu-
dent engagement and include multilayered fac-
tors that range from the school level to personal
level.

School and Classroom Resources Resources at
the school level mostly refer to structural factors
such as facilities and infrastructure, or to school
services, instructional and management factors,
and the psychological atmosphere. Most recent
studies have focused on the latter group. A few
studies have tapped into the structural aspects.
School safety has been a prominent topic: two
studies unanimously showed that perceived
school safety helped students to engage in school-
work (r=0.24; Coté-Lussier & Fitzpatrick, 2016)
and generally in school (i.e., behavioral, emo-
tional, and cognitive engagement; r = 0.18-0.35;
Storlie & Toomey, 2020). In the school context,
students’ behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
engagement are associated with school emotional
atmosphere (r = 0.33-0.44; Datu & Park, 2019),
and teachers’ academic and emotional support
(r = 0.31-0.38; Liu et al., 2018). In addition,
teachers who provide clear instructions, con-
structive feedback, and strong guidance have
often engaged students in terms of behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive engagement (r = 0.30—
0.36; Jang et al., 2010). High-quality pedagogy,
and learning tasks that incorporate hands-on
activities and real-world applications also tend to
keep students engaged (i.e., being momentarily
engaged in schoolwork; Maestrales et al., 2021;
Shernoff et al., 2016).

Family Resources Family is an environment
that can provide ample resources, including
financial, cultural, social, emotional, and educa-
tional resources. Adolescents from wealthy or
high SES families are more likely to have good
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academic, cultural, and recreational environ-
ments thus rendering them less likely to burnout
at school (r = —0.18 to —0.26; Luo et al., 2016).
Parents also have a role in shaping student
engagement. Several studies have shown that
parental involvement, affection, monitoring, and
support all promote student engagement with
school (Im et al., 2016; Upadyaya & Salmela-
Aro, 2013b; Wang & Eccles, 2012; Wilder,
2014). Parental involvement, whether in the form
of parents’ knowledge of school activities
(f = 0.21-0.32 for behavioral engagement; Im
et al,, 2016) or parent-teacher communication
and autonomy support (r = 0.45-0.50 for three
engagement components; Li et al., 2019), has
been found to be a significant factor increasing
student engagement. Close and supportive rela-
tionships, including parental affection in general
(i.e., affective support and warmth from one’s
parents), typically increase adolescents’ engage-
ment (i.e., energy, dedication, absorption) in
schoolwork (r = 0.15-0.27; Upadyaya &
Salmela-Aro, 2013b) and behavioral, emotional,
and cognitive engagement (r = 0.29-0.31; Sun
et al., 2020). Parental autonomy support may
serve as an environmental protective factor, while
the more sources of autonomy support one has,
the lower one’s school burnout particularly at the
high school (f = —0.12 to —0.13; Duineveld
et al., 2017). Multiple sources of support may
serve adolescent students as ecological assets
that, together with high student engagement, pro-
mote positive youth development and a successful
school-to-work transition, which in turn is a pre-
cursor of successful career development (Lerner
et al., 20195).

Social Resources Social connections and relat-
edness with parents, teachers, peers, and supervi-
sors serve as sources of support for students/
young adults by promoting high engagement,
adjustment to transitions, and positive educa-
tional and vocational success (King, 2015;
Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013a; Wang &
Eccles, 2012). In fact, this has been one of most
studied themes during the past decade. Wang and
Eccles (2012) found that social support provided

by teachers, parents, and peers all contributed to
students’ engagement measured by school com-
pliance, school identification, participation in
extracurricular activities, and perceived value of
learning. More specifically, the study demon-
strated that the effects of social support on school
engagement differed by the sources of social sup-
port and domain of engagement. For example,
teachers’ social support had greater impact on
school identification and the perceived value of
learning, whereas peer social support was stron-
ger in determining participation in extracurricu-
lar activities. King (2015) further demonstrated
that perceived peer relatedness, in comparison to
perceived parent and teacher relatedness, was the
strongest factor predicting behavioral and emo-
tional engagement (r = 0.23-0.43) and disaffec-
tion (r = —0.22 to —0.46). However, only
perceived parent relatedness contributed to the
development of disaffection (f = —0.11). These
results indicate that the complex relationships
between multidimensional engagement and the
ecological-social support systems that adoles-
cents have in their life merit further study.

Teachers as Social Resources Social resources
provided by teachers can refer to the relation-
ships between teachers and adolescents (Martin
& Collie, 2019; Roorda et al., 2017), the support
adolescents receive from teachers (Quin et al.,
2018), teacher characteristics such as enthusiasm
or affection (Keller et al., 2014), or to emotional
support and transmission embedded in knowl-
edge instruction in classroom practices (Poysi
etal., 2019; Reyes et al., 2012). In one large-scale
longitudinal study, Martin and Collie (2019)
focused on the relative balance of positive and
negative teacher-student relationships and their
effects on students’ behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive engagement. They found that a positive
teacher-student relationship was beneficial for
three types of engagement. When positive rela-
tionships outweighed negative relationships,
engagement increased significantly (f = 0.13—
0.16). These effects also held for curvilinear
associations. Thus, the results showed that there
is no point along the curve that counteracts the
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beneficial effect of a positive relationship. The
message is straightforward: the better the rela-
tionship between teachers and students, the better
their students’ engagement (i.e., behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive engagement). Other
studies have unanimously supported these find-
ings on the important role of teachers’ social and
emotional support in adolescent students’ behav-
ioral, cognitive, and emotional engagement (Liu
etal., 2018; Poysid et al., 2019; Quin et al., 2018).

Peers as Social Resources One of the most
researched topics in recent engagement literature
has been peer influence (Salmela-Aro et al.,
2021a). Many studies have examined the role of
peer influence on student engagement and shown
that such influences become more prominent dur-
ing adolescence. In general, good peer relation-
ships (r=0.11-0.32; Mikami et al., 2017), quality
friendships (r = 0.23-0.43; King, 2015), high
peer-nominated popularity (r=0.07-0.11; Zhang
et al., 2019), and a high amount of peer support
(r = 0.09-0.12; Wang & Eccles, 2012) promote
students’ behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
engagement in school and in learning. Studies
using social-network analysis also found that
socially active and popular students were more
engaged (i.e., energy, dedication, absorption) in
schoolwork and were at lower risk for burnout
than less active and less popular students
(Rimpeli et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2018a). Two
adolescents were more likely to become friends if
both were engaged in learning; this, in turn, rein-
forced their engagement in studying. This study
thus indicates a feedback loop of peer influence
on engagement. It may also remind us of the neg-
ative feedback loop in which adolescents whose
friends are disengaged are also likely to disen-
gage from school, thus making it hard to escape a
disadvantaged environment (Schwartz et al.,
2016; see more discussions in the Demands
section).

Personal Resources Personal resources are
individual factors that promote student engage-
ment and hinder burnout. Such factors include

cognitive  resources, emotional/motivational
resources, socio-emotional skills, and personality
traits. Many studies have focused on these factors
during the past decade (Salmela-Aro et al.,
2021a). For example, socio-cognitive factors
such as achievement goal orientations (Tuominen
et al., 2020) have been found to increase student
engagement (i.e., energy, dedication, absorption;
0.34-0.48) and reduce school burnout
(r = —0.03 to —0.44). Even general well-being,
for example, life satisfaction (Heffner &
Antaramian, 2016) as personal affective
resources, has been found to increase behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive student engagement
( = 0.24-0.28). Personal resources can also act
as mediators on the pathways between contextual
and social demands-resources and student
engagement, including, for example, self-efficacy
(r =0.49; Sun et al., 2020) and grit/perseverance
(r = 0.44-0.46; Tang et al., 2019). One recent
large-scale study (over 60,000 secondary school
students) also demonstrated growth goal as a per-
sonal resource can act as a mediator and a mod-
erator (Martin et al., 2021). The study showed
that, first, teacher’s instructional support as a
classroom resource affects the development of
engagement directly (i.e., behavioral and cogni-
tive engagement; Martin et al., 2021). Second,
students” growth goal mediates the pathways
between instructional support and engagement
(indirect effect = 0.08-0.24, except for organiza-
tion and clarity; Martin et al., 2021). The same
study further showed that growth goal can moti-
vate the students who are from low socio-
economic status families (i.e., high family
demands) to have better engagement than those
from high SES families (Martin et al., 2021).

r =

Socio-emotional Skills The OECD (2021) has
identified key socio-emotional skills, which
serve as personal resources of students’ well-
being and engagement (Salmela-Aro &
Upadyaya, 2020; Guo et al.,, 2022). Socio-
emotional skills can be described within five
broader clusters or “Big Five” domains, each of
them referring to a set of underlying socio-emo-
tional skills. These five domains include task
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performance (e.g., persistence, self-control,
grit), emotional regulation (e.g., optimism, stress
resistance, academic buoyancy), engaging with
others (e.g., social engagement, belongingness,
lack of loneliness), collaboration (e.g., coopera-
tion, trust), and open-mindedness (e.g., curios-
ity, creativity; Kankara$ et al., 2019; OECD,
2021). Relying on self-report measures, recent
research has shown that socio-emotional skills
support engagement in schoolwork (i.e., energy,
dedication, absorption; r = 0.20-0.36) and pro-
tect against burnout (r = —0.03 to —0.56) among
high school students (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya,
2020). In addition, changes in schoolwork
engagement (i.e., energy, dedication, absorption)
and school burnout during COVID-19 were
associated with changes in socio-emotional
skills (Salmela-Aro et al., 2021b). Especially,
increases in schoolwork engagement are associ-
ated with increases in curiosity, grit, and aca-
demic buoyancy, whereas decreases in school
burnout are associated with decreases in social
engagement and belongingness, and increases in
loneliness (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2020;
Salmela-Aro et al., 2021b). Moreover, besides
serving as important personal resources, the role
of socio-emotional skills is especially high-
lighted during school transitions when demands
related to socio-emotional regulation increase
and students need to navigate through changing
school environments (Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya,
2020), as well as during challenging societal
times, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, which
drastically changed the educational environment
of millions of students worldwide (Salmela-Aro
et al., 2021b).

Interaction and Accumulation
of Demands and Resources

As we described earlier, one of the strengths of
the SD-R model is its contribution to theorizing
on the multiplicative effects of demands and
resources in affecting engagement. These effects,
however, have largely been neglected in other
models (Lam et al., 2012; Wang et al., 2019a).
Recent research has witnessed a broad range of

studies in search of synergistic effects between
demands and resources. For example, students’
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement
were better in classrooms where teachers pro-
vided more structure (e.g., imposing high expec-
tation, providing strong guidance) and more
autonomy support (r = 0.33-0.44; Hospel &
Galand, 2016). These results illustrate a boosting
effect that often occurs between two resources,
when one resource boosts the effect of the other
resource (here structure and autonomy support)
leading to high engagement. Similarly, buffering
effects often occur when one resource buffers
against the negative impact of demands on aca-
demic well-being. For instance, a study with high
school students found that both emotional intel-
ligence and teachers’ emotional support can
reduce the level of burnout (r = —0.36 to —0.40;
Romano et al., 2020). However, when students
simultaneously experienced academic anxiety,
the protective role of resources was significantly
weakened (Romano et al., 2020).
Demands-resources interaction has often been
found in the social domain. For instance, Moses
and Villodas (2017) studied adversity among
adolescents (e.g., living in poverty, being mal-
treated by caregivers) and found that high-quality
peer relationships reduced the negative effects of
adversities on student engagement in prosocial
activities. Similarly, among adolescents who are
victims of bullying, the better their school cli-
mate (operationalized as good teacher-student
relationships, student-student relationships, fair-
ness of rules, clarity of expectations, school
safety, and respect for diversity), the more likely
they are to have high emotional and cognitive-
behavioral engagement compared to counterparts
in a negative school climate (Yang et al., 2018).
In addition, parents’ racial socialization protects
ethnic/racial minority adolescents who experi-
ence discrimination from low achievement and
low educational aspirations (Wang & Huguley,
2012). The aforementioned studies highlight the
importance of further examining the multiplica-
tive effects of demands and resources. Demands-
resources interaction may occur in the same
environment (e.g., school demands X school
resources) or spillover to different contexts (e.g.,
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family demands x personal resources; personal
resources X school demands).

When examining demands and resources it is
important to note that demands and resources do
not occur in vacuum but interact with each other
and accumulate over time (Bakker & Demerouti,
2017). Building on the conservation of resources
(COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll et al.,
2018), students with high initial resources tend to
gain more resources later on (often called gain
spirals), whereas constant high demands may
lead to losses of one’s finite personal resources
leading to loss spirals. Accumulation of resources
(gain spirals) helps in building one’s resource
reserves that serve for confronting future
demands, whereas loss spirals may weaken exist-
ing resource reserves (Bakker & Demerouti,
2017). Thus, people do not employ key resources
solely as a response to demands but also in order
to build reserves of resources for future use
(Hobfoll et al., 2018). For example, students who
have multiple sources of support (teachers, par-
ents, peers) show high motivation and behavioral
engagement in science (Simpkins et al., 2020).
Further, students have an active role in building
their own resources and confronting demands,
and just as employees craft their jobs, students
can make their studies more manageable by craft-
ing the demands and resources they have. For
example, whenever possible, university students
can make decisions about the amount and peri-
odic timing of their study courses, and whether
and how much they choose to work and have
other extracurricular activities simultaneously
with their studies. In order to support students
with such decisions, universities could provide
introductory lectures on time management and
self-care. Among younger students, parents can
help in building a sustainable study schedule and
environment.

Outcomes of Engagement
and Burnout

Both engagement and burnout have notable
interconnections with academic and psychologi-
cal functioning (Lam et al., 2012; Madigan &

Curran, 2020; Wang et al., 2019a). Experiencing
a high level of engagement (e.g., schoolwork
engagement) is beneficial for students’ academic
performance, well-being, and future success in
life (Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013a). Students
scoring higher on schoolwork engagement are
more likely to have higher GPA (e.g., r = 0.20—
0.26, Tang et al., 2019; r = 0.19-0.46, Wang
et al, 2015) and educational aspirations
(r = 0.26-0.32, Tang et al., 2019), and fewer
depressive symptoms (r = —0.03 to —0.24; Wang
et al., 2015). Students who experience positive
trajectories of behavioral and emotional engage-
ment are less depressed (r = —0.12 to —0.29) and
less likely to be involved in delinquency and
substance abuse (r = —0.07 to —0.33), and have
better academic outcomes (r = 0.09-0.41; Li &
Lerner, 2011). In turn, school burnout is linked
to negative indicators, such as high rates of sub-
stance use and problem behaviors (f = 0.03—
0.22; Henry et al,, 2012) and psychological
symptoms (r = 0.28-0.51; Tang et al., 2021). A
recent meta-analysis (Madigan & Curran, 2020),
with more than 100,000 students, showed that
academic burnout was negatively associated
with academic achievement (r = —0.24). In par-
ticular, feelings of inadequacy and academic
attainment  were  negatively  associated
(r=-0.39).

In support of the SD-R model, longitudinal
studies have shown that engagement spills over
from the domain-specific school context to gen-
eral ill- and well-being (Salmela-Aro &
Upadyaya, 2014). Student burnout predicts later
depressive symptoms, whereas student engage-
ment predicts later life satisfaction (see also
Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2017). Moreover,
student burnout and engagement not only spill-
over to well-being but also to further educational
choices,  achievements, and  pathways.
Longitudinal studies show that student engage-
ment predicts higher grades (Kiuru et al., 2020),
a successful transition from high school to ter-
tiary studies (Vasalampi et al., 2018) and onward
(Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013b), and later
satisfaction with choice of career and educa-
tional pathways (Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro,
2015). Student burnout, in turn, predicts involun-
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tary gap years after high school, decreases in
educational aspirations, and a fourfold greater
likelihood of dropping out (Bask & Salmela-
Aro, 2013). In line with the stage-environment
fit theory (Eccles & Roeser, 2009), the risk for
school burnout is greater when the school con-
text does not support student’s psychological
needs.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we propose a new framework, the
Study Demands-Resources model, to integrate
what we have found in the literature and to indi-
cate new directions for the field. The SD-R model
highlights the interplay of demands and resources
in determining engagement and burnout. This is
important as more studies move into momentary-
level and digital/online research. In these situa-
tions, there is a need to examine the dynamic
process of engagement and the dynamic interplay
between environmental and individual factors.
As we write this chapter, the world is experienc-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic that has forced mil-
lions of students to study online or at a distance.
Remote learning will inevitably set new demands
but will also provide new resources to support
adolescents’ engagement. It is foreseeable that
remote learning will be further integrated into the
regular school day and thus have profound impli-
cations for engagement research in the future.
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Abstract

Agentic engagement is one type of engage-
ment, but it may be the most important type
for students of the twenty-first century.
Agentic engagement is what students say and
do to create a more supportive learning envi-
ronment for themselves (e.g., offer their input,
express a preference, find interesting things to
do). Through their agency and initiative, stu-
dents personalize and upgrade the quality of
their surrounding learning environment. This
upgrade (e.g., teachers become more support-
ive, activities become more interesting,
resources surface) catalyzes students’ motiva-
tional satisfactions, positive development, and
academic progress. Given these benefits, we
consider the possible design and implementa-
tion of student-focused agentic engagement
interventions. We outline what a possible
intervention might look like, and we offer our
recommendations for how to design and
implement such future intervention work.
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To be truly educated means to be in a position to
inquire and create on the basis of the resources
available to you, to know where to look, to know
how to formulate serious questions, to question
standard doctrine, to find your own way, to shape
the questions that are worth pursuing, and to
develop the path to pursue them.

That means knowing and understanding many
things, but also much more importantly than what
you have stored in your mind, to know where to
look, how to look, how to question, how to chal-
lenge, how to proceed independently to deal with
the challenges that the world presents to you and
that you develop in the course of your self-
education and inquiry and investigations in coop-
eration and in solidarity with others—that’s what
an educational system should cultivate from kin-
dergarten to graduate school.

— Noam Chomsky

For 100 years—from Dewey to Bloom—educa-
tors have contrasted two visions for an educa-
tional system. The traditional system is
curricular- and teacher-centric in which an expert
presents information for students to digest, while
a progressive system encourages students to
question everything and think through things for
themselves. To date, engagement scholars have
nicely explained how to promote student engage-
ment within a traditional system. Essentially, the
teacher presents a valued learning activity and
then encourages students to behaviorally, emo-
tionally, and cognitively engage in that activity.
Then, through their effort (behavioral engage-
ment), interest (emotional engagement), and
deep information processing (cognitive engage-
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ment), students profit from that learning experi-
ence (e.g., they learn, develop skill, improve their
performance). However, engagement scholars
have not yet explained how to promote student
engagement within a progressive system.

This is a major omission, as the engagement
literature too much treats students as recipients of
education and less as agents who, in the words of
Chomsky, know how “to inquire and create on
the basis of the resources available to you, to
know where to look, to know how to formulate
serious questions, to question standard doctrine,
to find your own way, to shape the questions that
are worth pursuing, and to develop the path to
pursue them.” In this chapter, we turn our atten-
tion toward twenty-first century youth and
twenty-first century instruction to help educators
appreciate agentic engagement and understand
how to catalyze and support it.

Before turning to student engagement in the
twenty-first century, it is helpful to pause and
assess where we see the engagement research lit-
erature today. In the first edition of this Handbook
(Christenson et al., 2012), we defined engage-
ment as “the extent of student’s active involve-
ment in a learning activity” (Reeve, 2012, p. 150).
We further suggested that students displayed this
“active involvement” in three interconnected
ways—behaviorally (effort, persistence), emo-
tionally (interest, enjoyment), and cognitively
(elaboration, critical thinking). Behavioral
engagement refers to the observable action stu-
dents take to be on-task and exerting effort. It is
typically conceptualized and measured in terms
of students’ on-task attention, effort, and persis-
tence (Skinner et al., 2009b). Emotional engage-
ment refers to the quality of the affective
connection students have with the task at hand. It
is typically conceptualized and measured in
terms of students’ interest and enjoyment
(Skinner et al., 2009a). Cognitive engagement
refers to action taken to optimize one’s thinking
processes—usually to focus one’s attention,
understand what one is trying to learn, or to
problem-solve through an obstacle. It is typically
conceptualized and measured in terms of concen-
tration, attentional control, problem-solving,

critical thinking, the use of self-regulatory strate-
gies, and the use of sophisticated and strategic
learning strategies (e.g., elaboration; Senko &
Miles, 2008).

Since that publication, we expanded our think-
ing to focus on engagement’s dark side—namely,
disengagement (Jang et al., 2016). Like others
(Skinner et al.,, 2009b), we conceptualized
engagement and disengagement as two distinct
classroom phenomena with behavioral disen-
gagement reflecting doing just enough to get by
(but no more), emotional disengagement reflect-
ing task-rejecting emotions such as boredom and
discouragement, and cognitive disengagement
capturing mental disorganization (e.g., “I don’t
know what to study or where to start” (Elliot
et al., 1999, p. 563). This dual-process model is
warranted because engagement best predicts stu-
dents’ extent of academic flourishing (e.g., learn-
ing, performance, skill development), while
disengagement best predicts students’ extent of
academic floundering (e.g., absenteeism, drop-
out, defiance; Jang et al., 2016).

Today, students not only react to the learning
activities their teachers and textbooks provide
with varying levels of behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive engagement and disengagement.
Students of the twenty-first century are much
more likely to proact—to create, enrich, and pur-
sue their own learning goals and their own learn-
ing activities. Learning and developing in the
twenty-first century take place in the age of infor-
mation. Students still have their teachers and text-
books, but they further seek out information and
resources of their own (e.g., Duolingo app), as
well as their own teachers and role models (e.g.,
YouTube videos). The twenty-first century is not
only the age of information; it is the age of agency.
Empowered with a sense of agency, students iden-
tify for themselves what matters, they explore and
influence the world around them, and they become
authors of their own learning, development, and
life. Because of this, we suggest that engagement
researchers need to expand and extend their exist-
ing conceptualization of engagement and disen-
gagement as rooted not just in behavior, emotion,
and cognition but also in agency.
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Agent, Agency, and Agentic
Engagement

An agent is someone who takes action to improve
his or her circumstances and surroundings
(Bandura, 2006, 2018). An agent initiates a
causal, intentional change in the surrounding
environment. In the context of education, an
agent is someone who takes action to improve
their learning conditions.

Agency is motivation—the motivation to
intentionally influence and produce desired
effects on the environment. Agency as motivation
includes desire, intention, and a sense of purpose
to produce intentional and strategic changes in
the environment. This motivation is multisourced,
as it arises from the students’ self-efficacy beliefs,
psychological needs (autonomy, competence,
and relatedness), intrinsic motivation, personal
goals, and personal growth strivings (Reeve &
Shin, 2020). For a student, agency means want-
ing and desiring to go beyond just passively
receiving the instruction one is exposed to and,
instead, contributing constructively into that
instruction to improve it in some important way,
such as by rendering it more interesting and more
personally relevant. Agency motivation fuels
agentic engagement.

Agentic engagement is action and behavior.
Agentic engagement represents all those behav-
iors the student initiates to change their circum-
stances for the better (Reeve, 2013). Formally
defined, agentic engagement is the student’s con-
structive contribution into the flow of instruction
they receive; it is what students say and do to cre-
ate a more motivationally supportive learning
environment for themselves (Matos et al., 2018;
Reeve, 2013). Less formally, it is simply what
students say and do from one moment to the next
to improve their learning conditions. Its opposite
is passivity (or “agentic disengagement”; Reeve
etal., 2020b). The passive student simply receives
and accepts “as is” whatever instruction, activi-
ties, resources, assigned goals, learning opportu-
nities, learning partners, mentors, events, and
circumstances happen to come his or her way. In
contrast, the agentically engaged learner is full of
personal initiative (agency motivation) and action

(agentic engagement) to optimize those same
learning conditions—or to make sure that better
conditions come his or her way.

Agentic engagement (one type of engage-
ment) is the proactive, reciprocal, and education-
ally constructive action students initiate to
catalyze their own learning and personal devel-
opment (Bandura, 2006; Reeve, 2013). It is pro-
active in the sense the student takes action before,
and during, a learning experience begins (e.g.,
make a suggestion, offer some input, express a
preference) in the hope that the provider of the
learning environment (the teacher) will adjust the
lesson so that it more aligns with the student’s
interests and goals. The agentically engaged stu-
dent speaks up to “make a difference” in the flow
of instruction they receive, often by making a
choice (selecting a book or YouTube video) or
expressing a preference (“I'm interested in Mars!
Can we talk about that?”).

It is reciprocal in that the student seeks a pat-
tern of teacher—student interaction in which the
student’s input and suggestions affect and trans-
form what the teacher says, does, and provides
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2018), just as what the teacher
says and does affects and transforms what the
student says and does (Sameroff, 2009). The
agentically engaged student sees the teacher as an
interpersonal resource and source of support to
create highly favorable and motivationally sup-
portive learning conditions.

It is educationally constructive in that the pur-
pose of agentic engagement is to make academic
progress (e.g., learn, develop skill, improve per-
formance; Reeve, 2013; Reeve et al., 2020a;
Reeve & Tseng, 2011). If the student’s input,
suggestions, and preferences are off topic (i.e.,
not constructive toward academic progress), then
such activity is something other than agentic
engagement (e.g., distraction, avoidance, com-
plaining, disruption, entertainment, defiance).

To communicate the essence of agentic
engagement and disengagement, Table 1 pro-
vides the five items to assess agentic engagement
and the five items to assess agentic disengage-
ment from the Agentic Engagement Questionnaire
(AEQ; Jang et al., 2016; Reeve, 2013). When the
AEQ has been used in classroom-based research
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Table 1 The 10-item, 2-scale Agentic Engagement

Questionnaire (AEQ)

Table 2 TIllustrative examples of students’

engagement

agentic

AEQ

Instructions. Please respond to each of the following

statements by indicating the degree to which you agree

or disagree with the statement as it applies to your
experience in this particular class.

Act of agentic
engagement

Illustrative student quotation

Let the teacher know
what you want.

“I want to learn about life on
Mars.”

Let the teacher know

“Creativity—I am interested

Strongly Agree Strongly what you are in creativity.”
disagree and agree interested in.
disagree Express a preference. | “Reading Shakespeare is
equally nice, but I would prefer to
Agentic engagement items watch the movie version.
1. Tlet my 1 2 |3 |4 6 7 May we do that?”
teacher know Offer input. “Could we practice this
what I need language in a real setting, and
and want. not just memorize note
2. Tlet my 1 2 |3 4 6 7 cards?”
teacher know Make a suggestion. “A trip to the computer lab
what I am would be helpful; could we
interested in. do that?”
3. During this 1 2 3 |4 6 7 Make a “Can we start with a
class, I recommendation. demonstration?”’
express my Ask for a say in what | “May we work with a
preferences to do and how to do partner?”
and opinions. it.
4. During class, I |1 |2 |3 |4 6 7 Generate options. “I would like to add a
ask questions drawing to my essay; may I
to help me do that?”
learn. Ask “why?” “Why do we need to wear
5. When I need 1 2 |3 |4 6 7 questions. these safety goggles?”
sqmethmg mn Ask a question to help | “I don’t get it; why is the
this class, I'll you learn. periodic table arranged in
ask_the teacher these columns and rows?”
for it Ask for support and “Could you show me how to
Agentic disengagement items guidance. do this?”
1. Most of the 1 2 3 4 6 7 “Could you give an
time in this example?”’
Class., Tam Ask the teacher for “Could we have a little more
passive. needed resources. time?”
2. Most of the L2 3 14 6 7 Recommend a goal to | “I want to learn all 12 cranial
time in this pursue. nerves.”
class, am Personalize the “Learning about the economy
silent and learning experience is interestin,
. g exp . 8.
Unresponsive. Can I do a special project on
3. During this L2 13 4 6 7 the stock market?”
class, I hide Communicate likes “What I like most about
from the and dislikes. painting is mixing the olors.”
teacher what I
am thinking
about. (most often with Korean adolescents), it has
4. Inthisclass, I |1 2 3 4 6 7 . . .
avoid asking shown strong psychometric properties (internal
any questions. consistency [as > 0.80], discriminant validity vs.
5. Inthisclass,I |1 |2 |3 |4 6 7 measures of behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
do only what I engagement), and a reliable capacity to predict
am told to important student outcomes (e.g., achievement,
do—mnothing . .
more. teacher-provided autonomy support; Jang et al.,

2016; Reeve et al., 2020a). In addition, Table 2
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provides 15 specific examples of what agenti-
cally engaged K-12 students say and do during
classroom instruction. Each example is paired
with an illustrative student quotation (adapted
from Reeve & Shin, 2020).

Essentially, what agentically engaged students
do in a classroom setting is speak up to give voice
to their interests, preferences, priorities, and
goals. They do this not only to change their learn-
ing conditions for the better but also to “take
ownership over their own learning” (Mynard &
Shelton-Strong, 2022). What this looks like out-
side of the classroom (e.g., trying to learn a for-
eign language on one’s own) involves selecting a
preferred environment, finding peers with similar
interests and goals, securing helpful resources,
setting and pursuing intrinsic goals, choosing
which activities and materials to spend time with,
exploring one’s surroundings for new opportuni-
ties, asking competent others for guidance and
support, finding expert role models to observe
and emulate, developing personal standards of
what constitutes progress, finding new technolo-
gies, prioritizing one’s time to do one thing rather
than another, and basically taking ownership over
one’s own learning and developing.

Agentic Engagement Within
the Larger Engagement Framework

Engagement has a special place in educational
practice because of its close predictive relation to
important educational outcomes, such as achieve-
ment and graduation (Abbott-Chapman et al.,
2014; Ladd & Dinella, 2009). And, among the
antecedent conditions that predict these impor-
tant educational outcomes, engagement warrants
a special status because it is a malleable, even a
highly malleable, predictor. For instance, when
students experience a spike in their confidence or
interest, a corresponding spike in engagement
typically follows (Tsai et al., 2008), and when
teachers more support students’ autonomy and
self-determination, greater engagement typically
follows in kind (Patall et al., 2019). This means
that engagement can rise and fall in a moment’s
time (i.e., highly malleable), and that it is respon-

sive to gains in motivation (e.g., efficacy, interest)
and interpersonal support (e.g., autonomy
support).

Behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engage-
ment predict various indicators of academic
progress, such as learning, skill, talent, grades,
standardized test scores, and educational and
occupational attainment (Abbott-Chapman et al.,
2014; Alexander et al., 1993; Jang et al., 2016;
Ladd & Dinella, 2009; Skinner et al., 2016). But
even after considering the contribution from
these three engagement components, the further
consideration of how agentically engaged the stu-
dent is adds additional predictive power to these
positive student outcomes (Reeve et al., 2020a;
Reeve & Tseng, 2011). This is because, over the
course of a semester, agentically engaged Korean
adolescents (grades 7—12) take the action neces-
sary (see Table 2) to develop their skills and
achievements (Reeve, 2013; Reeve et al., 2020a).
Longitudinal studies with middle schoolers and
high schoolers further confirm that, through their
acts of agentic engagement, students find, create,
or discover their own student-initiated pathway
to academic progress, as Korean students (grades
7-12) who are agentically engaged at the begin-
ning of the semester subsequently show increased
end-of-semester achievement outcomes, such as
course grades and course-specific skill develop-
ment (Reeve et al., 2020a, 2020b)—even after
controlling for how behaviorally, emotionally,
and cognitively engaged they were throughout
the semester.

When agentic engagement is added as a fourth
dimension, the explanatory capacity of engage-
ment to predict important educational outcomes
increases (Patall et al., 2019; Reeve, 2013; Reeve
et al., 2020a, 2020b); Reeve & Tseng, 2011). For
instance, in two longitudinally designed
classroom-based studies, secondary-grade Korean
students self-reported their course-specific behav-
ioral, emotional, cognitive, and agentic engage-
ment, and these scores were used to predict their
objectively scored course achievement (i.e.,
grades; Study 1) and end-of-semester gains in
perceived academic progress (Study 2). In both
studies, after accounting for the positive effects of
students’ behavioral, emotional, and cognitive
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engagement, students’ agentic engagement was
able to predict and explain a significantly higher
proportion of the variance in these two student
outcomes (F-change and R? change, p < 0.001;
Reeve et al., 2020a, 2020b)). So, agentic engage-
ment adds explanatory power to the traditional
three-component notion of engagement.

To illustrate the (a) additive and (b) unique role
of agentic engagement in the larger engagement
construct, we provide Fig. 1, which is based on
Skinner’s (2016) “Context =>» Self => Action =>
Outcomes” self-system model. The “a” path shows
engagement’s capacity to catalyze various indica-
tors of academic progress. But the figure adds an
important new element to this “Social context =
Motivation =» Engagement =>» Achievement”
model—namely, agentic engagement. Agentic
engagement is more important than “just another
dimension of engagement.” Unlike behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive engagement, agentic
engagement catalyzes two additional important
educational processes. These two additional effects
(discussed next) are that agentically engaged stu-
dents recruit a more supportive learning environ-
ment for themselves (path “b”) and experienced
greater motivational satisfactions (path “c”).

Agentic Engagement Produces
a More Supportive Learning
Environment (Path “b” in Fig. 1)

The more agentically engaged students are,
the greater longitudinal gains they report in

how autonomy-supportive their teachers
become (e.g., greater perspective-taking, offer
students more interesting and personally rele-
vant learning activities; Matos et al., 2018;
Patall et al., 2018, 2019; Reeve, 2013; Reeve
et al., 2020a). When Peruvian university stu-
dents speak up to express their interests and
preferences, they change how their teacher
interacts with them (Matos et al., 2018). When
students offer constructive input, then teachers
become increasingly aware of what students
want, need, and are interested in doing and
therefore are better positioned to bend (i.e.,
adjust, calibrate) their lessons in those direc-
tions that are increasingly relevant to and sup-
portive of their students’ expressed interests,
preferences, and goals. In this way, agentically
engaged students become architects of their
own learning environments.

In contrast, when students are quiet and
passive during instruction—even if they are
working hard (behaviorally), enthusiastically
(emotionally), and smart (cognitively)—
teachers lose an important means to come to
know and appreciate what their students want,
are interested in, and prefer to do (or not to
do). The more silent students are, the less
likely it becomes that their teachers will
become autonomy-supportive toward them.
Thus, among Korean middle and high school
students, student passivity (i.e., agentic disen-
gagement) begets minimal, longitudinally
lesser autonomy-supportive teaching (Reeve
et al., 2020b).

Context Self Action Outcomes
Teacher-Provided Students’ Students’” Engagement Students’
Learning Motivational a Academic
Environment Satisfaction Agentic Behavioral Emotional Cognitive Progress
Engagement | Engagement | Engagement | Engagement

C

b

Fig. 1 Three hypothesized functions of agentic engagement: Create a supportive learning environment (path “b”);
generate motivational satisfaction (path “c”); and increase effective functioning (path “a”)
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Agentic Engagement Produces
Motivational Satisfactions (Path “c”
in Fig. 1)

The more agentically engaged students are, the
greater longitudinal gains they report in their
course-related interest, need satisfactions (e.g.,
autonomy), and self-efficacy (Patall et al., 2019;
Patall et al., 2022; Reeve et al., 2020a; Reeve &
Lee, 2014). Agentically engaged students are
more likely than their nonagentically engaged
counterparts to take the action necessary to sat-
isfy their curiosity (e.g., ask the teacher a ques-
tion, search on the computer), develop their
interests (e.g., volunteer for the school play,
explore school resources), build their sense of
competence and efficacy (e.g., search for an
online video of a skilled performance), and attain
their personal goals (e.g., spend their free time
pursuing that personal goal; Jang et al., 2016). In
this way, agentically engaged students contribute
to their own motivational satisfactions.

Sitting passively, on the other hand, students
do little to interact with the environment in ways
that might otherwise yield interesting, need-
satisfying, and efficacy-building experiences.
Being quiet, silent, and passive tends to create
deprivation-like ~ conditions  (motivationally
speaking) in which students become susceptible
to experiences of autonomy dissatisfaction (e.g.,
“I don’t have a say in what I do,” “I am not pursu-
ing goals that are my own,” “I don’t feel free to be
myself”’; Bhavsar et al., 2020). Passive students
go home at the end of the day to realize that they
did little or nothing at school that was interesting
or worthwhile.

Agentic disengagement does not have to be a
chronic condition (i.e., it too is malleable). When
teachers learn how to teach in more autonomy-
supportive ways, they become increasingly able
to nudge agentically disengaged students out of
their classroom passivity (Reeve et al., 2020b).
When agentically disengaged students (measured
at the beginning of the academic year) are placed
into a classroom with a highly autonomy-
supportive teacher, these students become
increasingly able during the academic year to
create need-satisfying learning experiences for

themselves. These autonomy-supportive teachers
provide learning activities in autonomy-satisfying
ways that awaken or vitalize their Korean sec-
ondary grade level students’ need for autonomy.
Once students experience autonomy satisfaction,
they then begin to leave behind their passivity to
instead speak up and show some personal initia-
tive (i.e., agentic engagement; Reeve et al.,
2020a, 2020b).

Implications

Recruiting greater autonomy support (path “b” in
Fig. 1) and generating motivational satisfactions
for oneself (path “c” in Fig. 1) are particularly
important functions of agentic engagement. By
recruiting support and by generating motivational
satisfactions, agentically engaged students are
able to create the very conditions that promote
their own future (a) classroom engagement (and
prevent their own future classroom disengage-
ment) and (b) agentic engagement in particular
(and prevent their own future agentic disengage-
ment). That is, agentic engagement begets the
very conditions for its future development and
growth.

What We Learned About
Engagement Interventions by
Conducting Autonomy-Supportive
Teaching Interventions

We have conducted and published 20 teacher-
focused autonomy-supportive teaching interven-
tions (for the full list, see Reeve & Cheon, 2021a,
b). What we have learned from 20 years of help-
ing K-12 teachers in several different nations
improve their classroom motivating style offers
some unique insights for helping students
improve their classroom agentic engagement.

A teacher’s motivating style includes every-
thing the teacher says and does to motivate the
students’ classroom engagement. In conducting
these workshop-based interventions, we help
teachers develop the skill they need to support
students’ engagement in two core ways. The first
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is to offer students an engagement invitation.
Here, we help K-12 teachers learn how to provide
instruction in a way that supports students’ intrin-
sic motivation. To do this, teachers in an experi-
mental condition develop and refine the two
instructional behaviors: “invite students to pursue
their personal interests” and “present learning
activities in need-satisfying ways.” When teach-
ers learn how to do this, their students report
greater intrinsic motivation and show greater
classroom engagement. Teachers who offer their
students interesting, need-satisfying things to do,
essentially provide their students with an engage-
ment invitation (e.g., “What are you interested
in? What would you like to do?”).

The second is to make an engagement request.
Here, we help K-12 teachers learn how to provide
instruction in a way that supports students’ inter-
nalization of teacher-valued behaviors, activities,
and requirements. To do this, teachers in an
experimental condition develop and refine the
four instructional behaviors: “provide explana-
tory rationales for teacher requests” (e.g., “Doing
this activity is useful because...”), “acknowledge
and accept negative feelings” (e.g., “Okay, I
understand...”), “rely on invitational language”
(e.g., “You might want to consider this alterna-
tive...”), and “display patience” (i.e., listening
and understanding, rather than directing and
rushing in to solve the problem). When teachers
learn how to do this, their students report greater
value (internalization) for learning activities and
show greater classroom engagement. Teachers
who help students work through the internaliza-
tion process—even during relatively uninterest-
ing activities and requirements—essentially learn
how to make an effective engagement request
(e.g., “I am going to ask you to revise your essay.
Why? Because...”).

Greater  autonomy-supportive  teaching
enhances students’ behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive engagement (Cheon et al., 2019, 2020),
but it also enhances students’ agentic engage-
ment in particular (Reeve et al., 2020b). When
students receive autonomy support day-after-day,
agentic engagement begins to take on a life of its

own, as students become fully capable of engag-
ing themselves in classroom learning activities—
by regulating their own attention and generating
their own effort and persistence (behavioral
engagement), by generating task-facilitating
emotions such as interest and curiosity (emo-
tional engagement), by deeply processing task-
and  goal-related  information, as by
problem-solving, mental simulations, and critical
thinking (cognitive engagement), and by speak-
ing up, showing initiative, and taking ownership
over their own learning (agentic engagement;
Reeve et al., 2020b). In this way, promoting
student-initiated agentic engagement becomes a
third way that K-12 teachers can support their
students’ classroom engagement (in addition to

engagement invitations and  engagement
requests).
After conducting all these autonomy-

supportive teaching interventions, a key insight
is that it is best for teachers to focus on students’
motivation, rather than on students’ engagement
per se. When teachers focus directly on stu-
dents’ engagement (e.g., “read the book, revise
your paper”’), two problems typically occur.
First, with a direct focus on students’ engage-
ment, teachers are at risk of slipping into a
counterproductive controlling motivating style
(e.g., uttering directives, offering means—end
incentives, displaying impatience, and focusing
only on the teacher’s priorities). Second,
engagement is the behavioral manifestation of
students’ underlying motivational states. So,
teachers need to focus more on the horse (moti-
vation) and less on the cart (engagement).
Moving the cart is what matters, but the cart
does not move until the horse moves first. So,
what we have learned after conducting all these
teacher-focused interventions is that agentic
engagement arises out of autonomous motiva-
tion, and autonomous motivation arises out of
autonomy-supportive teaching. This suggests to
us that engagement interventions probably work
best by starting (intervening) on the left side of
Fig. 1, rather than by directly targeting anything
on the right side of Fig. 1.
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Interventions

Successful student engagement interventions are
surprisingly rare. There have been several suc-
cessful engagement interventions published in
the literature, but a close inspection of many of
these interventions reveals that they typically
focus on “improve the social context” (e.g., pro-
vide greater teacher, school, or family support) or
“improve student motivation” (e.g., boost stu-
dents’ efficacy, interest, goal setting) rather than
on “improve student engagement” per se (e.g.,
Fredricks et al., 2019). In other words, student
engagement is often treated as a dependent mea-
sure, rather than as an independent variable that
can be manipulated, changed, and strengthened
(e.g., a cart, rather than a horse). This raises the
question of the causal status of engagement. Can
manipulated agentic engagement produce a
causal beneficial effect? It also raises the ques-
tion of what “manipulated agentic engagement”
might look like in the context of an intervention
study. If one were to try to intervene to change
(i.e., increase, enhance) students’ agentic engage-
ment, what would one do? If one were to do this,
would such an intervention work? We discuss
these questions next.

Causal Status of Agentic Engagement

A prerequisite to the conduct of an intervention is
an initial experimental study to confirm that
manipulated agentic engagement does indeed
produce causal benefits. The hope for a possible,
future, student-focused agentic engagement
intervention would be that, if students could be
taught how to express their interests and prefer-
ences and let the teacher know what they needed,
then they could become proactive, constructive
“agents” (Bandura, 2006) or “origins” (deCharms,
1976) who could enrich their own learning
experiences.

We conducted such an experimental investiga-
tion by randomly assigning Korean university
students to receive a brief (12-min) tutorial to
encourage them to display agentically engaged
behaviors during an upcoming learning activity.

Compared to students randomly assigned to
receive a neutral tutorial, students in the experi-
mental group did display more agentic engage-
ment during that learning activity, as scored by
objective raters and as self-reported by the stu-
dents themselves (Reeve et al., 2021). This means
that greater agentic engagement can be experi-
mentally manipulated (i.e., it is malleable).
Importantly, these agentically engaged students
recruited greater support from their teacher (i.e.,
as scored by objective raters and as self-reported
by students), and they experienced greater moti-
vational satisfactions (i.e., autonomy satisfaction,
task interest). Overall, what these findings mean
is that level of agentic engagement can be manip-
ulated, and greater agentic engagement has a
direct, causal effect on (a) creating a more (auton-
omy) supportive learning environment (path “b”
in Fig. 1) and (b) boosting personal motivation
(path “c” in Fig. 1).

Unfortunately, however, this brief experi-
mental manipulation did not significantly
increase these students’ task performance (e.g.,
performance on that same task during a follow-
up assessment). This means that manipulated
agentic engagement did not increase path “a” in
Fig. 1. This is a major limitation because much
of the excitement and promise of an enga-
gement intervention is the idea that greater
engagement should boost
performance/achievement. In the only other
experimental manipulation of agentic engage-
ment that we are aware of, Patall et al., (2022)
conducted an experimental study in which uni-
versity students in the USA were provided with
an online session to teach an “agentic mindset”
(i.e., think of their motivation and the teacher’s
motivational support as malleable and as
responsive to agentic engagement strategies).
The intervention did boost an agentic mindset
(i.e., motivation) but it did not boost perfor-
mance (i.e., grades).

Apparently, what is needed in a successful
agentic engagement intervention is to help stu-
dents learn both agency motivation and agentic
engagement behaviors (i.e., the will and the way).
That is, it is insufficient to teach students how to
offer their input and make suggestions unless
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they also have the motivation (interest, efficacy,
goals) to energize these behaviors in the first
place. Similarly, it is insufficient to teach students
agency motivation unless they also have the
behavioral repertoire capable of translating that
motivation into effective functioning and positive
outcomes. Thus, we suggest that a successful
future intervention needs to help students develop
both agentically engaged behaviors and the
motivation to energize it (i.e., the cart and the
horse working together).

What Would Students Be Taught
to Do in an Agentic Engagement
Intervention?

The primary purpose of an agentic engagement
intervention should be to teach students how to
recruit a more supportive learning environment
for themselves (path “c” in Fig. 1). That is, the
essence of an agentic engagement intervention
would be to encourage students to act on,
improve, and negotiate with their learning envi-
ronment to render its interpersonal and task-
related elements more motivationally supportive.
This recommendation is rooted not only in the
findings from the earlier-mentioned experimental
investigation, but also in the consistent track
record showing that students who receive instruc-
tion from an autonomy-supportive teacher thrive
in multiple ways, including greater motivation
(i.e., need satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and
internalization of school values; Reeve & Cheon,
2021a). So, even if an agentic engagement inter-
vention “only” helped students learn how to
recruit greater autonomy-supportive teaching,
this benefit would also help students become
motivationally enriched “agents” and “origins,”
because that is what greater autonomy-supportive
teaching does so well (Reeve & Cheon, 2021a).

Would Such an Agentic Engagement
Intervention Work?

For any engagement intervention to work (i.e., pro-
duce educationally important benefits), we suggest

that engagement should not be separated from the
motivation that produces it. This is true for behav-
ioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement, and it
is similarly true to agentic engagement. We suspect
that agentic engagement needs to be closely aligned
with and emanate out of an energizing motivational
catalyst (e.g., autonomy need satisfaction, self-effi-
cacy, or a mastery goal orientation) to yield its
gains. If students experienced gains in both their
agency motivation and their capacity to enact agen-
tically engaged behaviors, then such an interven-
tion would likely produce educational benefits. We
have already seen that it is not enough to promote
agentically engaged behaviors only (Reeve et al.,
2021) or agentically engaged motivation only
(Patall et al., 2022).

What Do We Recommend?

We suggest that a successful agentic engagement
intervention requires two essential components.
First, students need help in becoming agents or
origins in terms of their course-related motiva-
tion. That is, to energize students’ agentic
engagement, students first need to build a motiva-
tion catalyst such as a personal goal to pursue,
interest in the course, or an agentic mindset.
Second, students need skill-based training in how
to initiate agentically engaged behaviors. That is,
students need modeling, guidance, scaffolding,
practice, and feedback to the sort of agentic
behaviors listed in Table 2. The order of these
two accomplishments is probably important as
well—first the horse, then the cart. Overall, we
suggest a successful student-focused agentic
engagement intervention needs to consist of two
parts: (1) enhance students’ motivation (e.g.,
agentic mindset, need satisfaction, self-efficacy,
personal goals), and (2) provide the skill-based
training students will need to translate their
agency into behaviors that actually produce aca-
demic progress.

There is a possibility that a successful agentic
engagement intervention needs a third critical
ingredient as well—namely, exposure to an
autonomy-supportive teacher. Once students
learn how to act in a highly agentically engaged
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way, there is every reason to expect that they
would successfully “pull” greater autonomy-
supportive teaching out of their teacher. But it is
also possible that expressions of students’ class-
room agentic engagement might “backfire” (as
suggested by Patall et al., 2022). When teachers
adopt a controlling motivating style or are resis-
tant to students’ attempts to introduce agentically
engaged behaviors into the classroom, such
efforts may not only not support such agency but
may actually suppress such behaviors—thereby
producing more harm than benefits. A controlling
teacher might take a hardline stance to suppress
such student-initiated agency. So, while we do
not believe that a priori access to an autonomy-
supportive teacher is necessary (because agentic
engagement itself brings out greater autonomy-
supportive teaching), we acknowledge that access
to an autonomy-supportive teacher is helpful—
an interaction partner who will accept, value, and
be responsive to one’s voice, initiative, and per-
sonal strivings.

The Role of Agentic Engagement
in Youth Development

For every individual, development is a story wait-
ing to be told. If youth want to be the author of
their own development and life course, it serves
them well to become active agents who are will-
ing and able to agentically engage with all those
environmental events that impact their develop-
ment. In the classroom, such authorship comes as
youth speak up, express their interests and prefer-
ences, and engineer constructive changes in the
circumstances that surround them. In doing so,
the environment in which one develops becomes
more interesting and supportive. During that
developmental journey, such agency puts the
wind at one’s back.

Conclusion

Academic progress does not just happen. To
make progress (e.g., learn a foreign language,
become a better writer), students need to leave

behind their passivity (i.e., agentic disengage-
ment) to take on the personal initiative needed to
learn and develop skill. When students show a
little initiative, they become constructive causal
agents in their own learning. Because this is so,
educators now have a proverbial green light to
create and implement student-focused agentic
engagement interventions.

But just as academic progress does not just
happen, neither do successful, theoretically
sound,  methodologically  rigorous, and
classroom-applicable interventions. To spark
such future research, we explained why we find
existing engagement interventions a bit lacking,
and we provided our thoughts on the causal sta-
tus of agentic engagement, what students in an
agentic engagement would be taught to do,
whether (and why) such an intervention would
work to produce important student benefits, and,
finally, what we recommend overall for the
researcher who is considering the design and
implementation of a future agentic engagement
intervention.

References

Abbott-Chapman, J., Martin, K., Ollington, N., Venn, A.,
Dwyer, T., & Gall, S. (2014). The longitudinal asso-
ciation of childhood school engagement with adult
educational and occupational achievement: Findings
from an Australian national study. British Educational
Research  Journal, 40(1), 102-120. https://doi.
org/10.1002/berj.3031

Alexander, K. L., Entwisle, D. R., & Dauber, S. L.
(1993). First-grade classroom behavior: Its short
and long-term consequences for school perfor-
mance. Child Development, 64, 801-814. https://doi.
org/10.1111/§.1467-8624.1993.tb02944 .x

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human
agency. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 1,
164-180.

Bandura, A. (2018). Toward a psychology of human
agency: Pathways and reflections. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 13(2), 130-136.

Bhavsar, N., Bartholomew, K. J., Quested, E., Gucciardi,
D. F.,, Thggersen-Ntoumani, C., Reeve, J., Sarrazin,
P., & Ntoumanis, N. (2020). Measuring psychologi-
cal need states in sport: Theoretical considerations
and a new measure. Psychology of Sport and Exercise,
Article 101617.

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., Lee, Y., Ntoumanis, N., Gillet, N.,
Kim, B. R., & Song, Y.-G. (2019). Expanding auton-


https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3031
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3031
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1993.tb02944.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1993.tb02944.x

106

J. Reeve and H. Jang

omy psychological need states from two (satisfaction,
frustration) to three (dissatisfaction): A classroom-
based intervention study. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 111(4), 685-702. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000306

Cheon, S. H., Reeve, J., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2020).
Expanding a traditional autonomy-supportive inter-
vention into a multiple motivating styles intervention
for PE teachers: Benefits to students, benefits to teach-
ers. Teaching and Teacher Education.

Christenson, S. L., Reschly, A., & Wylie, C. (Eds.).
(2012). Handbook of research on student engagement.
Springer.

deCharms, R. (1976). Enhancing motivation: Change in
the classroom. Irvington.

Elliot, A. J., McGregor, H. A., & Gable, S. (1999).
Achievement goals, study strategies, and exam perfor-
mance: A mediation analysis. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 91(3), 549-563.

Fitzpatrick, J., O’Grady, E., & O’Reilly, J. (2018).
Promoting student agentic engagement through curric-
ulum: Exploring the negotiated integrated curriculum
initiative. Irish Educational Studies, 37(4), 453-473.

Fredricks, J. A., Christenson, S. L., & Reschly, A. L.
(Eds.). (2019). Handbook of student engagement inter-
ventions: Working with disengaged youth. Elsevier.

Jang, H., Kim, E.-J., & Reeve, J. (2016). Why students
become more engaged or more disengaged during the
semester: A self-determination theory dual-process
model. Learning and Instruction, 43, 27-38.

Ladd, G. W.,, & Dinella, L. M. (2009). Continuity and
change in early school engagement: Predictive of
children’s achievement trajectories from first to eighth
grade? Journal of Educational Psychology, 101, 190—
206. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013153

Matos, L., Reeve, J., Herrera, D., & Claux, M. (2018).
Students’ agentic engagement predicts longitudinal
increases in perceived autonomy-supportive teach-
ing: The squeaky wheel gets the grease. Journal of
Experimental Education, 86(4), 592-609.

Mynard, J., & Shelton-Strong, S. (Eds.). (2022). Autonomy
support beyond the language learning classroom: A
self-determination theory perspective. Multilingual
Matters.

Patall, E. A., Zambrano, J., Kennedy, A. A. U., Yates,
N., & Vallin, J. A. (2022). Promoting an agentic ori-
entation: An intervention in university psychology
and physical science courses. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 114(2), 368-392. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000614

Patall, E. A., Steingut, R. R., Vasquez, A. C., Trimble,
S. S., Pituch, K. A., & Freeman, J. L. (2018). Daily
autonomy supporting or thwarting and students’
motivation and engagement in the high school sci-
ence classroom. Journal of Educational Psychology,
110(2), 269-288.

Patall, E. A., Pituch, K. A., Steingut, R. R., Vasquez,
A. C., Yates, N., & Kennedy, A. A. U. (2019). Agency
and high school science students’ motivation, engage-

ment, and classroom experiences. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 62(1), 77-92.

Reeve, J. (2012). A self-determination theory perspective on
student engagement. In S. L. Christenson, A. Reschly,
& C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on student
engagement. (Chapter 7) (pp. 149—172). Springer.

Reeve, J. (2013). How students create motivationally
supportive learning environments for themselves:
The concept of agentic engagement. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 105, 579-595.

Reeve, J., & Cheon, S. H. (2021a). Autonomy-supportive
teaching: Its malleability, benefits, and poten-
tial to improve educational practice. Educational
Psychologist, 56, 54-717.

Reeve, J., & Cheon, S. H. (2021b). Sociocultural influ-
ences on teachers’ reactions to an intervention to help
them become more autonomy supportive. In G. A.
D. Liem & D. M. Mclnerney (Eds.), Promoting moti-
vation and learning in contexts: Sociocultural per-
spectives on educational interventions (pp. 13-36).
Information Age Publishing.

Reeve, J., & Lee, W. (2014). Students’ classroom engage-
ment produces longitudinal changes in classroom
motivation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106,
527-540.

Reeve, J., & Shin, S. H. (2020). How teachers can support
students’ agentic engagement. Theory Into Practice,
59(2), 150-161.

Reeve, J., & Tseng, C.-M. (2011). Agency as a fourth
aspect of students’ engagement during learning activi-
ties. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36,
257-2617.

Reeve, J., Cheon, S. H., & Jang, H. (2020a). How and why
students make academic progress: Reconceptualizing
the student engagement construct to increase its
explanatory power. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, Article 101899. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cedpsych.2020.101899

Reeve, J., Cheon, S. H., & Yu, T. H. (2020b). An autonomy-
supportive intervention to develop students’ resil-
ience by boosting agentic engagement. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 44(4), 325-338.

Reeve, J., Jang, H.-R., Ahn, S., Shin, S., Matos, L., &
Gargurevich, R. (2021). When students show some ini-
tiative: Two experiments on the benefits of increased
agentic engagement.. Manuscript under review.

Sameroff, A. (Ed.). (2009). The transactional model of
development: How children and contexts shape each
other. American Psychological Association.

Senko, C., & Miles, K. M. (2008). Pursuing their own
learning agenda: How mastery-oriented students
jeopardize their class performance. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 33, 561-583. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.12.001

Skinner, E. A. (2016). Engagement and disaffection as
central to processes of motivational resilience and
development. In K. R. Wentzel & D. B. Miele (Eds.),
Handbook of motivation at school (pp. 145-168).
Routledge. (Chapter 8).


https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000306
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000306
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013153
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000614
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2020.101899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2007.12.001

Agentic Engagement

107

Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., Connell, J. P, &
Wellborn, J. G. (2009a). Engagement as an organi-
zational construct in the dynamics of motivational
development. In K. Wentzel & A. Wigfield (Eds.),
Handbook of motivation in school (pp. 223-245).
Erlbaum.

Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C.
(2009b). A motivational perspective on engagement
and disaffection: Conceptualization and assessment
of children’s behavioral and emotional participation
in  academic activities in the classroom.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69,
493-525.

Skinner, E. A., Pitzer, J. R., & Steele, J. S. (2016). Can stu-

dent engagement serve as a motivational resource for
academic coping, persistence, and learning during late
elementary and early middle school? Developmental
Psychology, 52, 2099-2117. https://doi.org/10.1037/
dev0000232

Tsai, Y.-M., Kunter, M., Ludtke, O., Trautwein, U., &

Ryan, R. M. (2008). What makes lessons interesting?
The role of situational and individual factors in three
school subjects. Journal of Educational Psychology,
100(2), 460-472.


https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000232
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000232

®

Check for
updates

Academic Emotions and Student

Engagement

Reinhard Pekrun and Lisa Linnenbrink-Garcia

Abstract

Emotions are ubiquitous in academic settings,
and they profoundly affect students’ academic
engagement and performance. In this chapter,
we summarize the extant research on aca-
demic emotions and their linkages with stu-
dents’ engagement. First, we outline relevant
concepts of academic emotion, including
achievement, epistemic, topic, and social
emotions. Second, we discuss the impact of
these emotions on students’ cognitive, motiva-
tional, behavioral, cognitive-behavioral, and
social-behavioral engagement, and on their
academic performance. Next, we examine the
origins of students’ academic emotions in
terms of individual and contextual variables.
Finally, we highlight the complexity of stu-
dents’ emotions, focusing on reciprocal causa-
tion as well as regulation and treatment of
these emotions. In conclusion, we discuss
directions for future research, with a special
emphasis on the need for educational design
and intervention research targeting emotions.
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Emotions are ubiquitous in academic settings.
Remember the last time you studied some learn-
ing material? Depending on your goals and the
contents of the material, you may have enjoyed
learning or been bored, experienced flow forget-
ting time or been frustrated about never-ending
obstacles, felt proud of your progress or ashamed
of lack of accomplishment. Furthermore, these
emotions affected your effort, motivation to per-
sist, and strategies for learning—even if you were
unaware of these effects. Similarly, think of the
last time you took an important exam. You may
have hoped for success, been afraid of failure, or
felt desperate because you were unprepared, but
you likely did not feel indifferent about it. Again,
these emotions likely had profound effects on
your motivation, concentration, and strategies
used when taking the exam.

Empirical findings corroborate that students
experience a wide variety of emotions when
attending class, doing homework, and taking
tests and exams. For example, in exploratory
research on emotions experienced by university
students, emotions reported frequently included
enjoyment, hope, pride, anger, anxiety, frustra-
tion, and boredom in academic settings (Pekrun
etal., 2002). Traditionally, these emotions did not
receive much attention by researchers, except for
studies on test anxiety (Zeidner, 1998) and on
causal attributions of success and failure as ante-
cedents of emotions (Weiner, 1985). During the
past 25 years, however, there has been growing

109

A. L. Reschly, S. L. Christenson (eds.), Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-07853-8_6


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-031-07853-8_6&domain=pdf
mailto:pekrun@lmu.de
mailto:llgarcia@msu.edu
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-07853-8_6

110

R. Pekrun and L. Linnenbrink-Garcia

recognition that emotions are central to human
achievement strivings. Emotions are no longer
regarded as epiphenomena that may occur in aca-
demic settings but lack any instrumental rele-
vance. Increasingly, affect and emotions are
recognized as being of critical importance for
students’ academic learning, achievement, per-
sonality development, and health (Linnenbrink,
2006; Linnenbrink-Garcia & Pekrun, 2011;
Camacho-Morles et al., 2021; Loderer et al.,
2020a; Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2014).

In this chapter, we consider academic emo-
tions and their functions for students’ engage-
ment. As noted by Fredricks et al. (2004), student
engagement is multifaceted. In line with this
view, we define student engagement as a multi-
component construct, the common denominator
being that all the components (i.e., types of
engagement) comprise active, energetic,
approach-oriented involvement with academic
tasks. We distinguish the following types of
engagement: cognitive (attention and memory
processes), motivational (intrinsic/extrinsic moti-
vation, achievement goals), behavioral-effort
investment (effort and persistence), cognitive-
behavioral (strategy use and self-regulation), and
social-behavioral (social on-task behavior).
Given our focus on emotions as precursors to
these forms of engagement, emotional engage-
ment (e.g., enjoyment of learning) is considered
as an antecedent of other components of engage-
ment in this chapter.

These five categories of engagement overlap
with the three broad categories of cognitive,
behavioral, and emotional engagement tradition-
ally considered (Fredricks et al., 2004); however,
we have expanded this framework to clarify the
unique ways in which emotions relate to engage-
ment. Specifically, within Fredricks et al.’s cate-
gory of cognitive engagement, we differentiate
between cognitive and cognitive-behavioral
engagement. Our conceptualization of behavioral
engagement is similar to that proposed by
Fredricks et al. However, we take a more specific
view focusing on effort and persistence.
Regarding the broad category of affective or
emotional engagement originally proposed by
Fredricks and her colleagues, we differentiate

between emotions and motivational engagement.
Finally, we extend the Fredricks et al. framework
to include social-behavioral engagement to better
capture forms of engagement related to peer-to-
peer learning.

We begin by outlining different concepts
describing students’ emotions, including affect,
mood, achievement emotions, epistemic emo-
tions, topic emotions, and social emotions. Next,
the impact of emotions on the five types of stu-
dent engagement and resulting academic achieve-
ment are addressed. In the third section, we
discuss the individual and social origins of stu-
dents’ emotions, including a brief discussion of
the relative universality of mechanisms of emo-
tions and engagement across contexts. We con-
clude by considering principles of reciprocal
causation of emotion and engagement and their
implications for emotion regulation, treatment of
emotions, and the design of learning
environments.

Concepts of Academic Emotions
Emotion, Mood, and Affect

Emotions are defined as multifaceted phenomena
involving sets of coordinated psychological pro-
cesses, including affective, cognitive, physiologi-
cal, motivational, and expressive components
(Scherer & Moors, 2019). For example, a stu-
dent’s anxiety before an exam can be comprised
of nervous, uneasy feelings (affective); worries
about failing the exam (cognitive); increased
heart rate or sweating (physiological); impulses
to escape the situation (motivation); and an anx-
ious facial expression (expressive). As compared
to intense emotions, moods are of lower intensity
and lack a specific referent. Different emotions
and moods are often compiled in more general
constructs of affect. In the educational literature,
the term “affect” is often used to denote a broad
variety of noncognitive constructs including
emotion, but also including self-concept, beliefs,
and motivation (e.g., Alsop & Watts, 2003). In
contrast, in emotion research, “affect” refers to
emotions and moods more specifically. In this
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research, the term is often used to denote omni-
bus variables of positive versus negative emotions
or moods, with positive affect being compiled of
various positive states (e.g., enjoyment, pride,
satisfaction) and negative affect consisting of
negative states (e.g., anger, anxiety, frustration).

Valence and Arousal

Two important dimensions describing emotions,
moods, and affect are valence and arousal. In
terms of valence, positive (i.e., pleasant) states,
such as enjoyment and happiness, can be differ-
entiated from negative (i.e., unpleasant) states,
such as anger, anxiety, or boredom. In terms of
arousal, physiologically activating states can be
distinguished from deactivating states, such as
activating excitement versus deactivating relax-
ation. These two dimensions are orthogonal,
making it possible to organize affective states in
a two-dimensional space. In circumplex models
of affect, affective states are grouped along the
dimensions of valence and arousal (e.g., Barrett
& Russell, 1998; see Fig. 1). By classifying
affective states as positive or negative, and as
activating or deactivating, the circumplex can be
transformed into a 2 x 2 taxonomy including four
broad categories of emotions and moods (posi-
tive activating: e.g., enjoyment, hope, pride; pos-
itive deactivating: relief, relaxation; negative

Fig. 1 Affective
circumplex. (Model
adapted from Barrett

and Russell (1998)) Activated Negative

NEGATIVE

activating: anger, anxiety, shame; negative deac-
tivating: hopelessness, boredom; Pekrun, 2006).

Academic Emotions

In addition to valence and activation, emotions
can be grouped according to their object focus
(Pekrun, 2006, 2021). For explaining the psycho-
logical functions of emotions, this dimension is
no less important than valence and activation.
Specifically, regarding the functions of emotions
for students’” academic engagement, object focus
is critical because it determines if emotions per-
tain to the academic task at hand or not. In terms
of object focus, the following broad groups of
emotions may be most important in the academic
domain.

Achievement Emotions We define achievement
emotions as emotions that relate to activities or
outcomes that are judged according to
competence-based standards of quality. In the
academic domain, achievement emotions can
relate to activities like studying or taking exams,
and to the success and failure outcomes of these
activities. Accordingly, two groups of achieve-
ment emotions are activity-related emotions,
such as enjoyment or boredom during learning,
and outcome-related emotions, such as hope and
pride related to success, or anxiety and shame

HIGH ACTIVATION

Activated Positive

Deactivated Negative

POSITIVE

Exhausted . cer
Deactivated Positive

LOW ACTIVATION



112

R. Pekrun and L. Linnenbrink-Garcia

related to failure. Within the latter category, an
important distinction is between prospective
emotions related to future success and failure,
such as hope and anxiety, and retrospective emo-
tions related to success and failure that already
occurred, such as pride, shame, relief, and
disappointment. Combining the valence, activa-
tion, and object focus (activity vs. outcome)
dimensions renders a three-dimensional taxon-
omy of achievement emotions (Pekrun, 2006; see
Table 1).

Epistemic Emotions Emotions related to the
generation of knowledge are referred to as epis-
temic. These emotions are caused by cognitive
qualities of task information, such as cognitive
incongruity triggering surprise and curiosity. As
suggested by Pekrun and Stephens (2012), these
emotions are considered epistemic because they
pertain to the epistemic aspects of learning and
cognitive activities. A typical sequence of epis-
temic emotions induced by a cognitive problem
may involve (1) surprise; (2) curiosity if the sur-
prise is not dissolved; (3) anxiety in case of
severe incongruity and information that deeply
disturbs existing cognitive schemas; (4) enjoy-
ment and delight experienced when recombining
information such that the problem gets solved; or
(5) frustration when this seems not possible.

Topic Emotions Emotions can be triggered by
the contents covered by learning material.
Examples are the empathetic emotions pertaining

to a protagonist’s fate when reading a novel, the
emotions triggered by political events dealt with
in political lessons, or the emotions related to
topics in science class, such as the frustration
experienced by American children when they
were informed by their teachers that Pluto was
reclassified as a dwarf planet (Broughton et al.,
2013). In contrast to achievement and epistemic
emotions, topic emotions do not directly pertain
to learning and problem solving. However, they
can strongly influence students’ engagement by
affecting their interest and motivation in an aca-
demic domain.

Social Emotions Academic learning is situated
in social contexts. Even when learning alone, stu-
dents do not act in a social vacuum; rather, the
goals, contents, and outcomes of learning are
socially constructed. By implication, academic
settings induce a multitude of emotions related to
other persons. These emotions include social
achievement emotions, such as admiration, envy,
contempt, or empathy related to the success and
failure of others, as well as nonachievement emo-
tions, such as love or hate in the relationships
with classmates and teachers. Social emotions
can directly influence students’ engagement with
academic tasks, especially so when learning is
situated in teacher—student or student—student
interactions. They can also indirectly influence
learning by motivating students to engage or dis-
engage in task-related interactions with teachers
and classmates (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2011).

Table 1 A three-dimensional taxonomy of achievement emotions

Positive? Negative®
Object focus Activating Deactivating Activating Deactivating
Activity Enjoyment Relaxation Anger Boredom
Frustration
Outcome/prospective Hopeloy* Relief* Anxiety Hopelessness
Outcome/retrospective Joy Contentment Shame Sadness
Pride Relief Anger Disappointment
Gratitude

*Positive = pleasant emotion
"Negative = unpleasant emotion
“Anticipatory joy/relief
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Functions for Students’
Engagement and Achievement

Cognitive and neuroscientific research has shown
that emotions are fundamentally important for
human learning and development. Specifically,
experimental mood studies have found that affect
influences a broad variety of cognitive processes
that contribute to learning, such as perception,
attention, social judgment, cognitive problem
solving, decision making, and memory processes
(Barrett et al., 2016). However, one fundamental
problem with much of this research is that it used
global constructs of positive versus negative
affect or mood, but did not attend to the specific
qualities of different kinds of affects. This implies
that it may be difficult and potentially misleading
to use the findings for explaining students’ emo-
tions and learning in real-world academic con-
texts. Specifically, as argued both in Pekrun’s
(1992a, 2006) cognitive/motivational model of
emotion effects and in Linnenbrink-Garcia’s
research on affect and engagement (Linnenbrink,
2007; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2004; Linnenbrink-
Garcia et al., 2011; Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall,
et al., 2016; Linnenbrink, Wormington, et al.,
2016), it is not sufficient to differentiate positive
from negative affective states, but imperative to
also attend to the degree of arousal implied.

As such, the minimum necessary is to distin-
guish between the four groups of emotions out-
lined earlier (positive activating, positive
deactivating, negative activating, and negative
deactivating). For example, both anxiety and
hopelessness are negative (unpleasant) emotions;
however, their effects on students’ engagement
can differ dramatically, as anxiety can motivate a
student to invest effort in order to avoid failure,
whereas hopelessness undermines any kind of
engagement. Even within each of the four catego-
ries, it may be necessary to further distinguish
between distinct emotions. For example, both
anxiety and anger are activating negative emo-
tions; however, paradoxically, whereas anxiety is
associated with avoidance, anger is related to
approach motivation (Carver & Harmon-Jones,
2009).

Emotions can influence students’ engage-
ment, which in turn impacts their academic learn-
ing and achievement. By implication, we regard
engagement as a mediator between students’
emotions and their achievement. In the following
sections, we first summarize research on the rela-
tion of emotions to the five types of engagement
outlined at the outset. This research comprises
both experimental studies and correlational field
research. In experimental studies, emotions were
typically induced via mood induction proce-
dures; in field studies, self-report scales such as
Pekrun et al.’s (2011) Achievement Emotions
Questionnaire (AEQ) were used. We then outline
implications for the effects of different emotions
on students’ achievement.

Cognitive Engagement

In our discussion of cognitive engagement, we
focus on cognitive processes of attention, mood-
congruent memory recall, and memory storage
and retrieval that imply active involvement with
academic tasks. Specifically, cognitive engage-
ment refers to the way in which emotions shape
cognitive resources and memory processes that
are activated automatically (for intentional cogni-
tive processes, see the section on cognitive-
behavioral engagement).

Attention and Flow Emotions consume cogni-
tive resources (i.e., resources of the working
memory) by focusing attention on the object of
emotion. This effect was first addressed in inter-
ference models of test anxiety, which posited that
anxiety reduces performance on complex and
difficult tasks; this occurs because anxiety
involves worries and produces task-irrelevant
thoughts that interfere with task completion (e.g.,
Wine, 1971). For example, while preparing for an
exam, a student may fear failure and worry about
the consequences of failure, which in turn may
distract their attention away from the task.
Interference models of anxiety were expanded by
resource allocation models, which postulated that
any negative and positive emotions can consume
cognitive resources and reduce task-related atten-
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tion (Meinhardt & Pekrun, 2003; Mikels &
Reuter-Lorenz, 2019).

However, the resource consumption effect
likely is bound to emotions that have task-
extraneous objects and generate task-irrelevant
thinking, such as affective pictures in experi-
mental mood research, or worries about
impending failure on an exam in test anxiety. In
contrast, in positive task-related emotions such
as curiosity and enjoyment of learning, the task
is the object of emotion. In these emotions,
attention is focused on the task, and working
memory resources can be used for task comple-
tion. However, it is possible that some positive
task-related emotions, such as pride or overex-
citement, may also distract attention away from
the task.

Corroborating these expectations, empirical
evidence from correlational studies with K-12
and university students shows that negative aca-
demic emotions, such as anger, anxiety, shame,
boredom, and hopelessness, were associated with
task-irrelevant thinking and reduced flow,
whereas enjoyment related negatively to irrele-
vant thinking and positively to flow (Pekrun
et al., 2010, 2011; Zeidner, 1998). A similar pat-
tern was observed with more global measures of
positive and negative affect (Linnenbrink &
Pintrich, 2002a; Linnenbrink et al., 1999) and
those using a circumplex approach (Ranellucci
etal., 2021). These findings suggest that students’
emotions have profound effects on their atten-
tional engagement with academic tasks.

Mood-Congruent Memory Recall Memory
research has shown that emotions influence
storage and retrieval of information. Mood-
congruent retrieval (Parrott & Spackman, 2000)
implies that mood facilitates the retrieval of
like-valenced material, with positive mood
facilitating the retrieval of positive self- and
task-related information, and negative mood
facilitating the retrieval of negative information.
Mood-congruent recall can impact students’
motivation. For example, positive mood can fos-
ter positive self-appraisals and thus benefit

motivation to learn and performance; in con-
trast, negative mood can promote negative-self
appraisals and thus hamper motivation and
performance.

Retrieval-Induced Forgetting and
Facilitation Retrieval-induced forgetting implies
that practicing some learning material impedes later
retrieval of related material that was not practiced,
presumably so because of inhibitory processes in
memory networks. In contrast, retrieval-induced
facilitation implies that practicing enhances mem-
ory for related, but unpracticed material
(Kuhbandner & Pekrun, 2013). With learning mate-
rial consisting of disconnected elements, such as
single words, retrieval-induced forgetting has been
found to occur. For example, after learning a list of
words, practicing half of the list can impede mem-
ory for the other half. In contrast, facilitation has
been shown to occur for connected materials con-
sisting of elements that show strong interrelations.
For example, after learning coherent text material,
practicing half of the material leads to better mem-
ory for the nonpracticed half.

Emotions have been shown to influence
retrieval-induced forgetting. Specifically, nega-
tive mood can undo forgetting, likely because it
can inhibit spreading activation in memory net-
works which underlies retrieval-induced forget-
ting. Conversely, positive emotions activate
associative memory networks (Madan et al.,
2019). As such, they can facilitate retrieval-
induced facilitation since they promote the rela-
tional processing of information underlying
such facilitation (Kuhbandner & Pekrun, 2013).
These findings suggest that negative emotions
might be helpful for learning lists of unrelated
material (such as lists of foreign language
vocabulary), whereas positive emotions should
promote learning of coherent material. However,
caution should be taken when interpreting these
mechanisms of retrieval-induced forgetting and
facilitation observed in the psychological labo-
ratory. Studies are needed to explore if these
mechanisms operate under natural conditions as
well.
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Motivational Engagement

Motivation refers to processes shaping goal
direction, intensity, and persistence of behavior
(see Pekrun, in press). Given the active, ener-
getic, and approach-oriented role of these pro-
cesses in initiating and sustaining academic
effort, it is important to consider motivation
directed toward task involvement as a form of
engagement. Furthermore, motivational engage-
ment can shape other forms of engagement (e.g.,
behavioral engagement). As such, it is important
to consider how emotions shape motivational
engagement.

As compared to cognitive effects, the influ-
ence of emotions on motivational engagement
has been less well studied. However, it is gener-
ally acknowledged that specific emotions func-
tion to trigger impulses for specific action and
thus play a role in initiating behaviors.
Specifically, each of the major negative emotions
is associated with distinct action impulses and
serves to prepare the organism for action (or non-
action), such as fight, flight, and behavioral with-
drawal in anger, anxiety, and hopelessness,
respectively. For positive emotions, motivational
consequences are less specific. Likely, one of the
functions of positive emotions such as enjoyment
is to motivate exploratory behavior and an
enlargement of one’s action repertoire, as
addressed in Fredrickson’s (2001) broaden-and-
build model of positive emotions.

In the academic domain, emotions can pro-
foundly influence students’ motivational
engagement. The available evidence suggests
that affect influences students’ adoption of
achievement goals, as addressed in Linnenbrink
and Pintrich’s (2002b) bidirectional model of
affect and achievement goals. Specifically, it has
been shown that pleasant emotions can have posi-
tive effects, and unpleasant emotions negative
effects, on undergraduate students’ adoption of
mastery-approach goals (Linnenbrink & Pintrich,
2002b). In line with this evidence, positive
achievement emotions such as enjoyment of
learning, hope, and pride have been shown to
relate positively to K-12 and university students’
interest and intrinsic motivation, whereas nega-

tive emotions like anger, anxiety, shame, hope-
lessness, and boredom related negatively to these
variables (Pekrun et al., 2010, 2011; Zeidner,
1998).

However, as addressed in Pekrun’s (1992a,
2006) cognitive/motivational model of emotion
and performance, motivational effects may be
different for activating versus deactivating emo-
tions. This model posits that activating positive
emotions (e.g., joy, hope, and pride) promote
motivational engagement, whereas deactivating
emotions (e.g., hopelessness and boredom)
undermine motivational engagement. In contrast,
effects are posited to be more complex for deacti-
vating positive emotions (e.g., relief and relax-
ation) and activating negative emotions (e.g.,
anger, anxiety, and shame). For example, relaxed
contentment following success can be expected
to reduce immediate motivation to reengage with
learning contents, but strengthen long-term moti-
vation to do so. Regarding activating negative
emotions, anger, anxiety, and shame have been
found to reduce intrinsic motivation, but
strengthen extrinsic motivation to invest effort in
order to avoid failure, especially so when expec-
tations to prevent failure and attain success are
favorable (Turner & Schallert, 2001; von der
Embse et al., 2018). Due to these variable effects
on different kinds of motivation, the effects of
these emotions on students’ overall motivation to
learn can be variable as well.

Behavioral Engagement: Investment
of Effort

Behavioral engagement includes effort and per-
sistence (Fredricks et al., 2004). Several psycho-
logical models suggest that positive affect leads
to behavioral disengagement in terms of reduced
effort, either because one is progressing at a suf-
ficient rate toward one’s goals (Carver et al.,
1996), or because it signals that all is well and
there is no need to engage (Schwartz, 2012). For
example, when academic tasks are easy, students
may enjoy success and infer that there is no need
to put forth more effort. Other models question
this perspective and instead suggest that positive
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affect frees resources away from a threat, allow-
ing more expansive task-related action
(Fredrickson, 2001). Negative emotions such as
sadness (for approach goals) and anxiety (for
avoidance goals) may signal that one is not mak-
ing sufficient progress toward one’s goals or that
there is a threat in the environment, suggesting
that they may also contribute to intensified effort
(Carver et al., 1996).

However, these perspectives do not consider
the interplay between valence and arousal and
thus may not fully capture the way in which emo-
tions shape behavioral engagement. As noted,
activating versus deactivating emotions can exert
different effects on students’ motivation. By
implication, the effects on resulting effort and
persistence can differ as well. From studies with
K-12 and university students, there is general
support that positive activating emotions such as
enjoyment of learning are positively associated
with effort, and that negative deactivating emo-
tions such as hopelessness and boredom are neg-
atively associated with effort (e.g., Linnenbrink,
2007; Pekrun et al., 2010, 2011).

In contrast, effects have been shown to be
more variable for negative activating emotions
such as anger, anxiety, and shame. These emo-
tions often show negative overall correlations
with effort, but in some cases, they may support
behavioral engagement as they can serve to ener-
gize students (Linnenbrink, 2007; Turner &
Schallert, 2001). Furthermore, when studying
emotion profiles (i.e., patterns of multiple
emotions), Robinson et al. (2017) found that stu-
dents who experienced negative deactivating
affect (e.g., feeling tired and exhausted) had
either lower or high behavioral disengagement
depending on whether they also experienced pos-
itive activating affect (e.g., excited) or negative
activating affect (e.g., angry and irritated),
respectively.

Cognitive-Behavioral Engagement
Cognitive-behavioral engagement refers to

complex cognitive processes that are intention-
ally instigated by the learner, including cogni-

tive problem solving, use of cognitive and
metacognitive learning strategies, and self-
regulation of learning. These processes are sim-
ilar to what Fredricks et al. (2004) referred to as
cognitive engagement. We use the term
cognitive-behavioral engagement to differenti-
ate these processes both from automatic cogni-
tive processes described earlier and from pure
quantity of effort as reflected by behavioral
engagement.

Problem Solving Experimental evidence from
laboratory research with university students sug-
gests that positive mood promotes flexible, cre-
ative, and holistic ways of solving problems and
a reliance on generalized, heuristic knowledge
structures (Fredrickson, 2001; Fiedler & Beier,
2014; Bohn-Gettler, 2019). Conversely, negative
mood has been found to promote focused, detail-
oriented, and analytical ways of thinking (Forgas,
2017). To explain these findings, mood-as-
information approaches assume that positive
affective states signal that all is well (e.g., suffi-
cient goal progress), whereas negative states sig-
nal that something is wrong (e.g., insufficient
goal progress; Schwartz, 2012). “All is well”
conditions imply safety and the discretion to cre-
atively explore the environment, broaden one’s
cognitive horizon, and build new actions. In con-
trast, “all is not well” conditions may imply a
threat to well-being, thus making it necessary to
focus on these problems in analytical, cognitively
cautious ways.

Learning Strategies Judging from the experi-
mental evidence on problem solving, positive
activating emotions such as enjoyment of learn-
ing should facilitate use of flexible, holistic learn-
ing strategies like elaboration and organization of
learning material or critical thinking. Negative
emotions, on the other hand, should sustain more
rigid, detail-oriented learning, like simple
rehearsal of learning material. Correlational evi-
dence from studies with university students gen-
erally supports this view (Linnenbrink & Pintrich,
2002a; Pekrun et al., 2011). However, for deacti-
vating positive and negative emotions, these
effects may be less pronounced. Deactivating
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emotions, like relaxation or boredom, may pro-
duce shallow information processing rather than
any more intensive use of learning strategies.

Meta-Strategies and Self-Regulation Self-
regulation of learning includes the use of meta-
cognitive, meta-motivational, and
meta-emotional strategies (Miele & Scholer,
2018; Wolters, 2003) making it possible to adopt
goals, monitor and regulate learning activities,
and evaluate their results in flexible ways, such
that learning activities can be adapted to task
demands. An application of these strategies pre-
supposes cognitive flexibility. Therefore, it can
be assumed that positive emotions foster self-
regulated learning and use of meta-strategies,
whereas negative emotions can motivate the stu-
dent to rely on external guidance. Correlational
evidence from studies with university students is
in line with these propositions (Linnenbrink &
Pintrich, 2002a; Pekrun et al., 2011). However,
the reverse causal direction may also play a
role—self-regulated learning may be enjoyable,
and external directions for learning may trigger
anxiety.

Social-Behavioral Engagement

With the growing emphasis on constructivist
forms of learning, student—student interactions
have become increasingly important in shaping
students’ learning and achievement. Socially
engaging with one’s peers includes behavioral
engagement, such as participating in discussion
or listening to other students (Fredricks et al.,
2004), but it can also include higher-order quality
forms of social participation such as working
cohesively and supporting other students’ learn-
ing. Thus, we use the term social-behavioral
engagement to refer to a range of social forms of
engagement with academic tasks, including
actively participating with peers on academic
tasks as well as affective and motivational inter-
actions geared toward supporting positive social
dynamics within the group and peers’ participa-
tion in academic tasks (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al.,
2011). Instructional settings that require interac-

tions with peers may present unique emotional
challenges and evoke strong emotional responses
(Jarvenoja & Jarvela, 2009; Rogat & Linnenbrink-
Garcia, 2011). This is not surprising, especially
given the key role that social agents play in shap-
ing emotions across time (Frenzel et al., 2018).
As such, we consider the interplay between emo-
tions and social-behavioral engagement, in terms
of both direct peer-to-peer interactions and online
peer interactions.

Direct Interaction There is growing evidence
that emotions relate to social-behavioral engage-
ment in direct peer interaction, in both laboratory
and field-based research involving small groups
and class discussion. Research conducted with
upper elementary-aged children participating in
small group work during mathematics instruction
found that positive emotions, such as feeling
happy or calm, helped to support social-behavioral
engagement including active listening, supporting
one’s peers, and general group cohesion, while
negative deactivating states such as feeling tired
undermined it (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2011).
Linnenbrink-Garcia et al. (2011) also found that
both activated (tense) and deactivated (tired) neg-
ative affective states were associated with
decreased social-behavioral engagement in the
form of social loafing, or allowing the other stu-
dents during small group work to do all the work.
Moreover, within small group settings, negative
emotions seemed to sustain negative cycles of
interactions such as disrespecting others and dis-
couraging their participation. However, this
research also suggests that the interplay between
emotions and social-behavioral engagement is
complex, such that negative emotions can at times
support rather than undermine engagement (Do &
Schallert, 2004; Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2011;
Rogat & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2011). For instance,
in their study of college students engaged in dis-
cussion during a weekly seminar course, Do and
Schallert (2004) found that while positive emo-
tions were associated with engagement, negative
emotions were associated with both engagement
and disengagement, as negative emotions could
spur students to dive into the discussion to express
their views.
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Online Interaction Studies analyzing online
discussions and group work also suggest that
emotions and social engagement are related
(Bakhtiar et al.,, 2018; Nummenmaa &
Nummenmaa, 2008; Wosnitza & Volet, 2005).
For example, in a study of undergraduates work-
ing in an asynchronous web-environment (e.g.,
students post comments and discuss ideas but are
not required to interact in real-time), social inter-
actions were more likely than other aspects of the
learning environment to evoke emotional
responses (Vuorela & Nummenmaa, 2004).
There was no relation between mean levels of
emotion with social-behavioral engagement;
however, students who had more variability in
experienced emotions were found to engage
more in the online exchange.

In sum, there is growing evidence that emo-
tions emerge from, and likely strongly contribute
to social-behavioral engagement when students
work with their peers on academic tasks, at both
the upper elementary and postsecondary levels.
Broadly speaking, positive emotions seem to
support social-behavioral engagement, while
negative emotions can undermine it. However,
with social-behavioral engagement as well, it is
important to note that the nature of these relations
is complex, suggesting the need to consider vari-
able effects of emotions as well as reciprocal and
cyclical relations between emotions and engage-
ment. Moreover, additional research is needed
among a broader range of students from different
age groups to better understand the connection
between emotions and social-behavioral engage-
ment across development.

Academic Achievement

Since many different mechanisms of engagement
can contribute to the influence of emotions, the
overall effects on students’ achievement are inev-
itably complex and may depend on the interplay
between different mechanisms, as well as
between these mechanisms and task demands.
Nevertheless, it is possible to derive inferences
from theory and the existing evidence.

Positive Emotions Traditionally it was assumed
that positive emotions, notwithstanding their
potential to foster creativity, are often maladap-
tive for performance as a result of inducing unre-
alistically positive appraisals triggered by
mood-congruent retrieval, fostering nonanalyti-
cal information processing, and making effort
expenditure seem unnecessary by signaling that
everything is going well. From this perspective,
“our primary goal is to feel good, and feeling
good makes us lazy thinkers who are oblivious to
potentially useful negative information and unre-
sponsive to meaningful variations in information
and situation” (Aspinwall, 1998, p. 7).

However, as noted, positive mood has typi-
cally been regarded as a unitary construct in
experimental research. As argued above, such a
view is inadequate because it fails to distinguish
between activating and deactivating emotions.
Deactivating positive emotions, like relief or
relaxation, may well have the negative perfor-
mance effects described for positive mood,
whereas activating positive emotions, such as
task-related enjoyment or pride, should have pos-
itive effects. The evidence cited above suggests
that enjoyment focuses attention on the task; pro-
motes relational processing of information;
induces intrinsic motivation; and facilitates use
of flexible learning strategies and self-regulation,
thus likely exerting positive effects on overall
performance under many task conditions. In con-
trast, deactivating positive emotions, such as
relief and relaxation, can reduce task attention,
can have variable motivational effects, and can
lead to superficial information processing, thus
making effects on overall achievement more
variable.

Empirical evidence confirms that activating
positive emotions can enhance achievement.
Specifically, enjoyment of learning correlates
positively with K-12 and college students’ aca-
demic performance. In a recent meta-analysis
of 57 studies, the average correlation of enjoy-
ment and academic achievement, as measured
by grades or test scores, was p =0.27 (Camacho-
Morles et al., 2021; see also Loderer et al.,
2020a), representing a moderately strong asso-
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ciation (based on the benchmarks of p = 0.15,
0.25, and 35 as small, moderate, and strong for
latent correlations, Gignac & Szodorai, 2016).
Furthermore, students’ enjoyment, hope, and
pride correlated positively with college stu-
dents’ interest, effort invested in studying, elab-
oration of learning material, and self-regulation
of learning, in line with the view that these acti-
vating positive emotions can be beneficial for
students’ academic agency (Pekrun et al.,
2011).

Consistent with this evidence, general posi-
tive affect has been found to correlate positively
with students’ cognitive engagement
(Linnenbrink, 2007). Interestingly, Robinson
et al. (2017) found that students who reported
high positive deactivating emotions (coupled
either with positive activating emotions or nega-
tive deactivating emotions) during an undergrad-
uate anatomy class also had high behavioral
engagement and subsequent achievement, sug-
gesting that positive deactivating emotions may
also support engagement and learning, at least
when coupled with other forms of emotions.

In explaining correlations with measures of
achievement, reciprocal causation of emotion
and achievement has to be considered. Linkages
between emotions and achievement may be
caused by effects of emotion on achievement, but
also by reverse effects of success and failure on
the development of emotions. Longitudinal stud-
ies with secondary school students in the domain
of mathematics have confirmed that the correla-
tions for positive emotions are due to effects of
these emotions on achievement, in addition to
effects of achievement on these emotions
(Forsblom et al., 2022; Pekrun, Lichtenfeld,
et al., 2017; Pekrun et al., in press).

Negative Activating Emotions As noted, emo-
tions such as anger, anxiety, and shame produce
task-irrelevant thinking and undermine intrinsic
motivation. On the other hand, these emotions
can induce motivation to avoid failure and facili-
tate the use of more rigid learning strategies. By
implication, the effects on resulting academic
performance depend on task conditions and may
well be variable, similar to the proposed effects

of positive deactivating emotions. The available
evidence supports this position. Specifically, it
has been shown that anxiety impairs performance
on complex or difficult tasks that demand cogni-
tive resources, such as difficult intelligence test
items, whereas performance on easy, less com-
plex, and repetitive tasks may not suffer or is
even enhanced (Zeidner, 1998). In line with
experimental findings, field studies have docu-
mented that anxiety shows moderate to strong
negative correlations with students’ academic
achievement across age groups (e.g., average
r = —0.28 for students’ anxiety and achievement
in mathematics, Barroso et al., 2021; see also
Hembree, 1988; Loderer et al., 2020a; von der
Embse et al., 2018). Again, in explaining the evi-
dence, reciprocal causation has to be considered.
Evidence from studies with upper elementary
and secondary school students suggests that anxi-
ety and students’ achievement are in fact linked
by reciprocal causation across school years (e.g.,
Meece et al., 1990; Pekrun, Lichtenfeld,
et al., 2017; Pekrun, Muis, et al., 2017).

Few studies have addressed the effects of neg-
ative activating emotions other than anxiety.
Similar to anxiety, self-reported shame related to
failure showed negative overall correlations with
university students’ academic achievement and
negatively predicted their exam performance
(Pekrun et al., 2009, 2011). However, as with
anxiety, shame likely exerts variable effects
(Turner & Schallert, 2001). Similarly, while
achievement-related anger correlated negatively
with academic performance (strong negative cor-
relation of p = —0.35 across studies; Camacho-
Morles et al., 2021), the underlying mechanisms
may be complex and imply more than just nega-
tive effects. In a study by Lane et al. (2005),
depressed mood interacted with anger experi-
enced before an academic exam, such that anger
was related to improved performance in under-
graduates who reported no depressive mood
symptoms—presumably because they were able
to maintain motivation. In the study by Robinson
et al. (2017) cited earlier, composite variables
assessing multiple forms of negative activating
emotions (annoyed, irritated, agitated, and angry)
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were used. The results showed that undergradu-
ates who experienced high negative activating
(along with high negative deactivating) emotions
had low levels of achievement. In sum, the find-
ings for anxiety, shame, and anger support the
notion that performance effects of negative acti-
vating emotions are complex, although relation-
ships with overall performance are negative for
many task conditions and students.

Negative Deactivating Emotions Negative
deactivating emotions, such as boredom and
hopelessness, are posited to uniformly impair
performance by reducing cognitive resources,
undermining both intrinsic and extrinsic motiva-
tion, and promoting superficial information pro-
cessing (Pekrun, 2006). Supporting this view,
there is cumulative evidence that self-reported
boredom correlates negatively with K-12 and
undergraduate students’ achievement (average
correlation p = —0.25; Camacho-Morles et al.,
2021). Evidence for hopelessness is scarce, but
also shows negative correlations with achieve-
ment (e.g., Pekrun et al., 2011). Again, longitudi-
nal evidence suggests that these correlations are
due to reciprocal effects linking emotion and
achievement, including effects of boredom and
hopelessness on students’ achievement over the
school years as well as reverse effects of achieve-
ment on these emotions (Forsblom et al., 2022;
Pekrun, Lichtenfeld, et al., 2017).

In sum, theoretical expectations, experimental
evidence, and findings from field studies suggest
that students’ emotions have profound effects on
their engagement and academic achievement.
Engagement and achievement, in turn, shape stu-
dents’ personality development, educational
careers, and future prospects, implying that emo-
tions also affect students’ development more
broadly. As such, administrators and educators
should pay attention to the emotions experienced
by students. According to the available evidence,
the effects of enjoyment of learning are benefi-
cial, whereas hopelessness and boredom are det-
rimental for engagement. The effects of emotions
like anger, anxiety, or shame are more complex,

but for the average student, these emotions also
have negative overall effects.

Origins of Academic Emotions

Given the relevance of students’ emotions for
their engagement, it is important to consider their
origins as well. While a more detailed review is
beyond the scope of this chapter, we provide a
short overview of current research (for more
comprehensive treatments, see Pekrun &
Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2014; Pekrun, 2018;
Pekrun, Muis, et al.,, 2017). We first address
appraisals and achievement goals as individual
antecedents of students’ emotions, and subse-
quently the role of learning tasks and social
environments.

Appraisals as Proximal Antecedents

Emotions can be caused and modulated by
numerous individual factors, such as situational
perceptions, cognitive appraisals, neurohormonal
processes, and sensory feedback from expressive
behavior (Barrett et al., 2016). However, the
emotions experienced in an academic context
pertain to culturally defined demands in settings
that are a recent product of civilization. In these
settings, the individual has to learn how to adapt
to situational demands while preserving individ-
ual autonomy—inevitably a process guided by
appraisals. As such, cognitive appraisals of task
demands, personal competences, the probability
of success and failure, and the value of these out-
comes likely play a major role in the arousal of
academic emotions, and research on the determi-
nants of academic emotions from early on has
focused on such appraisals.

Research on Achievement Anxiety Studies on
test anxiety and other types of achievement anxi-
ety (e.g., math anxiety) were the first to address
the appraisal antecedents of students’ emotions.
In these studies, appraisals concerning threat of
failure have been addressed as causing anxiety. In
terms of R. S. Lazarus’ transactional stress model
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(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), threat in a given
achievement setting is evaluated in terms of the
likelihood and subjective importance of failure
(“primary appraisal”) and possibilities to cope
with this threat (“secondary appraisal”). Students
may experience anxiety when their primary
appraisal indicates that failure on an important
exam is likely, and when their secondary appraisal
indicates that this threat is not sufficiently con-
trollable. Empirical research confirms that
achievement anxiety is closely related to per-
ceived lack of control over performance.
Specifically, numerous studies have shown that
K-12 and postsecondary students’ academic self-
concepts, control beliefs, and self-efficacy expec-
tations correlate negatively with their test and
math anxiety (von der Embse et al., 2018;
Zeidner, 1998; e.g., correlations around r = —0.50
between secondary school students’ self-concept
and anxiety in mathematics in Pekrun et al.,
2019).

Attributional Theory In attributional theories
explaining emotions following success and fail-
ure, perceived control plays a central role as well.
In B. Weiner’s (1985, 2018) approach, attribu-
tions of success and failure to various causes are
held to be primary determinants of these emo-
tions. Pride is assumed to be aroused by attribu-
tions of success to internal causes (i.e., causes
located within the person, such as ability and
effort). Shame is seen to be instigated by failure
attributed to internal causes that are uncontrolla-
ble (like lack of ability), and gratitude and anger
by attributions of success and failure, respec-
tively, to external causes that are under control by
others. The stability of perceived causes is posited
to be important for hopefulness and hopelessness
regarding future performance. Findings from sce-
nario studies asking students how they, or others,
might react to success and failure were largely in
line with Weiner’s propositions, as were findings
from field studies investigating links between
university students’ achievement attributions and
their emotions (Pekrun & Marsh, 2018; Weiner,
1985, 2018).

Control-Value Theory While test anxiety theo-
ries and attributional theories have addressed out-
come emotions pertaining to success and failure,
they have neglected activity-related emotions. In
Pekrun’s (2006, 2018, 2021) control-value theory
(CVT), core propositions of the transactional
stress model and attributional theories are revised
and expanded to explain a broader variety of
emotions. CVT originally focused on achieve-
ment emotions (Pekrun, 2006). The current, gen-
eralized version of the theory also considers
epistemic and social emotions (Pekrun, 2021).
CVT posits that emotions are induced when the
individual feels in control of, or out of control of,
activities and outcomes that are subjectively
important—implying that appraisals of control
and value are important proximal determinants of
emotions (e.g., Forsblom et al., 2022; Shao et al.,
2020). Control appraisals pertain to the perceived
controllability of actions and outcomes, as
implied by causal expectations (self-efficacy
expectations and outcome expectations), causal
attributions, and competence appraisals. Value
appraisals relate to the subjective importance of
these activities and outcomes.

Different combinations of control and value
appraisals are proposed to instigate different
emotions (Table 1). In terms of outcome-related
achievement emotions, prospective, anticipatory
joy and hopelessness are expected to be triggered
when there is high perceived control (joy) or a
complete lack of perceived control (hopeless-
ness). For example, students who believe they
have the necessary resources to get an A+ on an
important exam may feel joyous about the pros-
pect of receiving such a grade. Conversely, if they
believe they are incapable of preventing failure
on an exam, they may experience hopelessness.
Prospective hope and anxiety are instigated when
there is uncertainty about control, the attentional
focus being on anticipated success in the case of
hope, and on anticipated failure in the case of
anxiety. For example, a student who is unsure
about being able to master an important exam
may hope for success, fear failure, or both.
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Similarly, retrospective pride, shame, gratitude,
and anger are also induced by appraisals of con-
trol and value.

Regarding activity emotions, enjoyment of
achievement activities is proposed to depend on a
combination of positive competence appraisals
and positive appraisals of the intrinsic value of
the action (e.g., studying) and its reference object
(e.g., learning material). For example, students
are expected to enjoy learning if they feel compe-
tent to meet the demands of the task and value the
learning material. If they feel incompetent, or are
disinterested in the material, studying is not
enjoyable. Anger and frustration are aroused
when the intrinsic value of the activity is negative
(e.g., when working on a difficult project is per-
ceived as taking too much effort which is experi-
enced as aversive). Finally, boredom is
experienced when the activity lacks any intrinsic
incentive value (Pekrun et al., 2010).

For epistemic and social emotions, additional
appraisals play a role as well. For example, epis-
temic emotions are prompted by appraisals of
cognitive incongruity. CVT considers three types
of incongruity: Current information can be incon-
sistent with prior information (e.g., prior expecta-
tions and beliefs); it can differ from desired
knowledge that is not yet available; and it can be
contradictory in itself (e.g., when reading contra-
dictory texts). The first type of incongruity is pos-
ited to prompt surprise, the second type curiosity,
and the third one confusion. All three types of
incongruity can lead to frustration if the incon-
gruity is not resolved. Appraisals of control and
value modulate the intensity of these emotions
(except for surprise which is an immediate
response to violations of expectations; Reisenzein
et al., 2019). For example, students will be more
curious about learning materials they are inter-
ested in.

Nonreflective  Induction of Emotions
Recurring appraisal-based induction of emo-
tions can become automatic and nonreflective
over time. When academic activities are repeated
over and over again, appraisals and the induc-
tion of emotions can become routinized to the
extent that there is no longer any conscious

mediation of emotions (Reisenzein, 2001). In
the procedural emotion schemata established by
routinization, situation perception and emotion
are directly linked such that perceptions can
automatically induce the emotion (e.g., the mere
smell of a chemistry lab inducing joy). However,
when the situation changes or attempts are made
to change the emotion (as in psychotherapy),
appraisals come into play again.

The Role of Achievement-Related
Goals and Orientations

To the extent that cognitive appraisals are proxi-
mal determinants of emotions, more distal ante-
cedents should affect emotions by first
influencing appraisals (Fig. 2; Pekrun, 2006). An
example is achievement-related goals and goal
orientations, which direct attentional focus in the
course of achievement activities. Specifically,
these goals and orientations provide a lens
through which individuals interpret achieve-
ment-related settings. Achievement goals are
defined as the competence-relevant aims that
individuals strive for in achievement settings
(Elliot & McGregor, 2001), with different goals
being related to different definitions of achieve-
ment. In mastery goals, achievement is judged
by intraindividual standards or absolute criteria;
in performance goals, achievement is judged by
normative standards comparing performance
across individuals. Achievement goal orienta-
tions are broader cognitive schemas that com-
prise achievement goals as well as reasons to
pursue these goals (Pintrich, 2000). Mastery
goal orientations focus on developing compe-
tence, whereas performance goal orientations
focus on demonstrating competence. These pri-
mary goals and orientations can be further dif-
ferentiated into approach and avoidance
dimensions (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Pintrich,
2000). Students can strive toward success or
away from failure, resulting in four possible
goals and goal orientations (mastery-approach,
mastery-avoidance, performance-approach,
performance-avoidance; for further differentia-
tion, see Elliot et al., 2011).
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Fig. 2

Different goals and orientations focus attention
on different aspects of current academic activities,
thus promoting different kinds of appraisals and
emotions. Specifically, goals can promote apprais-
als of the controllability and value of achieve-
ment, and of the rate of progress toward goal
attainment. Furthermore, they can differentially
focus the individual on the task versus the self. In
terms of controllability and value, CVT suggests
that mastery goals should focus attention on the
controllability and positive value of task activi-

Reciprocal causation of academic emotions, engagement, and their antecedents and outcomes

ties, thus promoting positive activity emotions
such as enjoyment of learning, and reducing nega-
tive activity emotions such as boredom (Pekrun
et al., 2009). Performance-approach goals should
focus attention on the controllability and positive
value of success, thus facilitating positive out-
come emotions such as hope and pride, and per-
formance-avoidance goals focus attention on the
uncontrollability and negative value of failure,
thus inducing negative outcome emotions such as
anxiety, shame, and hopelessness.
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In terms of the rate of progress, Linnenbrink
and Pintrich’s bidirectional model of goals and
affect (Linnenbrink and Pintrich’s 2002b;
Linnenbrink, 2007; Linnenbrink-Garcia &
Barger, 2014) proposes that mastery goals pro-
mote perceptions of progress toward success
since progress is judged relative to one’s own
improvement, thus facilitating emotions such as
elation and happiness. Performance-approach
goals promote emotions such as sadness for the
many individuals who perceive insufficient prog-
ress toward success due to competition with oth-
ers, and happiness for those who do perceive
sufficient progress. Performance-avoidance goals
promote perceptions of moving away from or
toward failure, thus facilitating relief or anxiety,
respectively. Both performance-approach and
avoidance goals are proposed to prompt anxiety,
due to the heightened focus on the self. As such,
performance-approach goal orientations in par-
ticular should be associated with a range of both
positive and negative emotions including elation,
happiness, sadness, and anxiety, depending both
on perceived progress and the salience of the self.

The predictions from the two models are com-
plementary and largely consistent, with few
exceptions such as differences in the proposed
links for hopelessness and sadness (Tyson et al.,
2009; Pekrun & Stephens, 2009). Empirical evi-
dence from samples across schooling levels sup-
ports these predictions (see Linnenbrink-Garcia
& Barger, 2014, for a review). The relation
between performance-avoidance goals and
achievement anxiety is best documented, but
research also shows clear relations for mastery
goals and activity emotions (positive for enjoy-
ment and negative for boredom), and for
performance goals and outcome emotions other
than anxiety, such as pride, shame, and hopeless-
ness (e.g., Linnenbrink, 2007; Linnenbrink &
Pintrich, 2002b; Pekrun et al., 2009). The relation
between achievement goals and emotions also
implies that emotions can function as mediators
in the effects of achievement goals on engage-
ment and achievement. For example, in a labora-
tory study by Linnenbrink et al. (1999), general
negative affect was a mediator of mastery goal
effects on task performance among undergradu-
ates completing a working memory task.

Similarly, in the study by Pekrun et al. (2009),
students’ performance-avoidance goals in a uni-
versity course predicted their self-reported anxi-
ety before the mid-term exam which, in turn, was
a negative predictor of exam performance, sug-
gesting that anxiety mediated the effects of these
goals on performance.

The Influence of Tasks
and Environments

The impact of task design and learning environ-
ments primarily has been investigated for stu-
dents’ test anxiety (Zeidner, 1998; Putwain
et al., 2017). Lack of structure and clarity,
excessively high task demands, competitive
goal structures in the classroom, negative feed-
back after performance, and negative conse-
quences of poor performance (e.g., public
humiliation) relate positively to students’ anxi-
ety, likely because these factors reduce expec-
tancies for success and increase the importance
of avoiding failure (Pekrun, 1992b). Open-
ended formats of tasks (e.g., essay questions)
may induce more anxiety than multiple-choice
formats, likely due to higher working memory
demands which are difficult to meet when mem-
ory capacity is used for worrying about failure.
In contrast, giving individuals the choice
between tasks, relaxing time constraints, and
giving second chances in terms of retaking tests
can reduce anxiety, presumably because per-
ceived control is enhanced under these condi-
tions (Zeidner, 1998).

Recent research has expanded the perspective
by considering other emotions as well. For exam-
ple, Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall, et al. (2016)
identified five instructional design principles that
help to promote positive emotions (as well as
motivation): support students’ feelings of compe-
tence, enhance autonomy, use personally relevant
and active tasks, emphasize learning and de-
emphasize social comparison, and encourage
feelings of belonging. Studies on the design of
multimedia learning environments have shown
that emotions conveyed in these environment
(e.g., through human-like agents), the provision
of autonomy, standards for achievement, and
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feedback about achievement influence learners’
emotions and engagement (Loderer et al., 2020b;
Plass & Kaplan, 2016). The following factors in
traditional as well as online learning environ-
ments may be most relevant for a broad variety of
academic emotions (see Fig. 2).

Cognitive Quality The cognitive quality of
instruction and tasks as defined by their structure,
clarity, and potential for cognitive stimulation
likely has a positive influence on perceived com-
petence and the perceived value of tasks, thus
positively influencing students’ emotions and
engagement. Specifically, inducing appropriate
levels of cognitive incongruity may be of primary
importance for the arousal of epistemic emotions
such as surprise and curiosity. In addition, the
relative difficulty of tasks can influence perceived
control, and the match between task demands and
competences can influence subjective task value,
thus also influencing emotions. If demands are
too high or too low, the incentive value of tasks
may be reduced to the extent that boredom is
experienced (Pekrun et al., 2010; see Martin,
chapter “The Role of Academic Engagement in
Students’ Educational Development: Insights
from Load Reduction Instruction and the 4M
Academic Engagement Framework™, this vol-
ume, for a discussion of instruction, cognitive
load, and student engagement).

Motivational and Emotional Quality Teachers
and peers, as well as virtual agents in multimedia
learning deliver direct and indirect messages con-
veying academic values. Two ways of inducing
emotionally relevant values may be most impor-
tant. First, if tasks and environments are shaped
such that they meet students’ needs, positive
activity-related emotions should be fostered. For
example, learning environments that support
cooperation should help students fulfill their
needs for social relatedness, thus making working
on academic tasks more enjoyable and promoting
their social engagement as discussed earlier.
Second, teachers’ own enthusiasm in dealing with
tasks can facilitate the adoption of achievement
values and related emotions (Frenzel et al., 2018).
We assume that observational learning and emo-
tional contagion are prime mechanisms mediating
these effects (Hatfield et al., 1994).

Autonomy Support Tasks and environments
supporting autonomy can increase perceived
control and, by meeting needs for autonomy, the
value of related achievement activities (for
empirical evidence, see Tsai et al., 2008; Loderer
et al., 2020b). However, these beneficial effects
likely depend on the match between individual
competences and needs for academic autonomy,
on the one hand, and the affordances of these
environments, on the other. In case of a mis-
match, loss of control and negative emotions
could result.

Goal Structures and Social Expectations
Different standards for defining achievement can
imply individualistic (mastery), competitive
(normative performance), or cooperative goal
structures (Johnson & Johnson, 1974). The goal
structures provided in academic settings conceiv-
ably influence emotions in two ways. First, they
can influence the achievement goals adopted by
the individual student and any emotions mediated
by these goals as outlined earlier. Second, goal
structures determine opportunities for experienc-
ing success and perceiving control, thus influenc-
ing control-dependent emotions. Specifically,
competitive goal structures imply, by definition,
that some students have to experience failure,
thus inducing negative outcome emotions such as
anxiety and hopelessness in these students.
Similarly, the demands implied by an important
other’s unrealistic expectancies for achievement
can lead to negative emotions resulting from
reduced subjective control.

Feedback and Consequences of Achievement
Cumulative success can strengthen perceived
control, and cumulative failure can undermine
control. In environments involving frequent
assessments, performance feedback is likely of
primary importance for the development of aca-
demic emotions (for empirical evidence, see
Forsblom et al., 2022; Pekrun, Lichtenfeld, et al.,
2017; Pekrun et al., in press). In addition, the per-
ceived consequences of success and failure are
important, since these consequences affect the
instrumental value of achievement outcomes.
Positive outcome emotions (e.g., hope for
success) can be increased if success produces
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beneficial long-term outcomes (e.g., future career
opportunities). Negative consequences of failure
(e.g., unemployment), on the other hand, may
increase achievement-related anxiety and hope-
lessness (Pekrun, 1992b).

Composition of Student Groups It follows
from CVT that the composition of student groups
is also critically important. The ability level of
the classroom determines the likelihood of per-
forming well relative to one’s classmates. All else
being equal, chances for performing well relative
to others are reduced when being in a high-
achieving class, thus students’ perceived control
and competence also tend to be reduced. In con-
trast, being in a low-achieving class offers more
chances to be successful, enabling a sense of con-
trol. Due to these effects on perceived control,
positive emotions such as enjoyment can be
reduced, and negative emotions such as anxiety
exacerbated, when a student is in a high-achieving
class (“happy-fish-little-pond effect”; Pekrun
et al., 2019).

In sum, individual antecedents as well as
learning environments can shape students’ aca-
demic emotions and, consequently, any emotion-
dependent engagement with learning.
Environments, goals, and appraisals can induce,
prevent, and modulate students’ emotions, and
they can shape their objects and contents.
Depending on individual goals and the learning
environment, students’ academic life can be
infused with positive affect and joyful task
engagement, or with anxiety, frustration, and
boredom. However, the strong impact of the envi-
ronment does not imply that basic mechanisms
linking students’ emotions with their engagement
vary as a function of social context. Rather, these
mechanisms seem to be stable across contexts
(see Loderer et al., 2020b; Pekrun et al., 2009;
Pekrun, 2018).

For example, in a cross-cultural comparison
of Chinese and German high school students’
emotions in mathematics, Frenzel et al. (2007)
found that mean levels of emotions differed
between cultures, with Chinese students report-
ing more achievement-related enjoyment, pride,

anxiety, and shame, and less anger in mathemat-
ics. However, the functional linkages of these
emotions with perceived control, important oth-
ers’ expectations, and academic achievement in
mathematics were equivalent across cultures.
Similarly, in the OECD’s Programme of
International Student Assessment (PISA) 2015
cycle, students’ schoolwork-related anxiety
showed negative correlations with their science
performance in 52 of 55 countries participating
in the assessment of anxiety, and the relation
between students’ enjoyment and performance in
science was positive in all of the 68 countries for
which this relation was examined (OECD, 2016).
Most likely, the general functions of emotions for
students’ engagement and achievement described
earlier are universal across different learning
environments and cultural contexts.

Reciprocal Causation, Emotion
Regulation, and Treatment
Interventions

Academic emotions influence students’ engage-
ment and achievement, but achievement out-
comes can reciprocally influence appraisals,
emotions, and the environment (Pekrun, 2006,
2021; see Fig. 2). As such, academic emotions,
their antecedents, and their effects can be linked
by reciprocal causation over time. Reciprocal
causation may involve a number of feedback
loops, including the following three that may be
especially important. First, learning environ-
ments shape students’ appraisals and emotions,
but these emotions reciprocally affect students’
learning environments and the behavior of teach-
ers and classmates. For example, teachers’ and
students’ enjoyment of classroom instruction are
likely linked in reciprocal ways (see Frenzel
et al., 2018). Second, emotions impact students’
engagement, and engagement affects students’
emotions. For example, enjoyment of learning
can facilitate students’ self-regulation and use of
creative learning strategies, and self-directed
involvement with tasks can, in turn, promote stu-
dents’ enjoyment. Similarly, emotions influence
students” motivational engagement in terms of
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adopting various achievement goals, but these
goals reciprocally influence students’ emotions
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002b). Third, by
impacting engagement, students’ emotions have
an influence on their achievement. Academic
achievement outcomes and feedback on these
outcomes, however, are primary forces shaping
students’ emotions, again suggesting reciprocal
causation.

In line with perspectives of dynamic sys-
tems theory (Turner & Waugh, 2007), we
assume that such reciprocal causation can take
different forms and can extend over fractions
of seconds (e.g., in linkages between apprais-
als and emotions), days, weeks, months, or
years. Positive feedback loops likely are com-
monplace. To explain, positive feedback loops
are defined by effects in both directions having
the same sign—either positive as in reciprocal
linkages between teachers’ and students’
enjoyment as cited earlier, or negative as in
reciprocal effects linking hopelessness or bore-
dom and achievement. However, negative feed-
back loops can also be important. In negative
feedback loops, effects in the two directions
bear opposite signs; for example, when failure
on an exam induces anxiety in a student, and
anxiety motivates the student to successfully
avoid failure on the next exam.

Reciprocal causation has implications for the
regulation of academic emotions, for the treat-
ment of excessively negative emotions, and for
the design of learning environments. Since emo-
tions, their antecedents, and their effects can be
reciprocally linked over time, emotions can be
regulated and changed by addressing any of the
elements involved in these cyclic feedback pro-
cesses (Ben-Eliyahu, 2019; Harley et al., 2019;
Lobczowski, 2020; Pekrun & Stephens, 2009).
Regulation and treatment can target (a) the emo-
tion itself (emotion-oriented regulation and treat-
ment, such as using drugs and relaxation
techniques to cope with anxiety or employing
interest-enhancing strategies to reduce boredom);
(b) the control and value appraisals underlying
emotions (appraisal-oriented regulation and
treatment); (c) the competences determining
individual agency (competence-oriented regula-

tion and treatment; e.g., training of learning
skills); and (d) tasks and learning environments
(design of tasks and environments).

Emotion regulation and ways to treat exces-
sive negative academic emotions have mainly
been studied for test anxiety (e.g., Davis et al.,
2008). Specifically, test anxiety treatment is
among the most successful psychological thera-
pies available, effect sizes in randomized con-
trolled trials often being around d = 1 (von der
Embse et al., 2013; Zeidner, 1998). However,
evidence on motivational treatment interventions
suggests that interventions promoting students’
adaptive control and value beliefs can have a pos-
itive influence on other emotions as well (e.g.,
attributional retraining, Perry et al., 2014).

Moreover, Ben-Eliyahu and Linnenbrink-
Garcia (2015) examined how high school and
college students’ self-reported emotion regula-
tion strategies, including reappraisal (e.g., cogni-
tively reframing the situation to regulate
emotions) and suppression (e.g., inhibiting emo-
tional expression), related to their self-reported
cognitive learning strategies (e.g., deep self-
regulatory learning strategies, organizational
self-regulated strategy use) and behavioral
engagement in students’ favorite and least favor-
ite classes. While results varied across contexts,
reappraisal was generally positively related to
learning strategies for high school students.
Suppression was negatively associated with
learning strategies across favorite and least favor-
ite classes for high school students and favorite
classes for college students.

Conclusion

As argued in this chapter, emotions are critically
important for students’ engagement with aca-
demic tasks and resulting learning outcomes.
Engagement and achievement, in turn, are drivers
for students’ personality development, career tra-
jectories, and psychological health. As such, due
to their influence on engagement, academic emo-
tions are also critically important for positive
development in youth more broadly. Emotions
likely influence all major types of cognitive,
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motivational, and behavioral engagement con-
tributing to students’ academic success. Much of
the initial research supporting this conclusion
was conducted by cognitive psychologists and
neuroscientists in laboratory studies, far removed
from the reality of academic contexts. Research
on students’ emotions in real-world academic
settings has grown substantially during the past
25 years but is clearly still in a nascent stage.

To better understand the role of emotions for
students’ engagement, we suggest several areas
for future research. First, researchers should
investigate a variety of forms of emotions
(achievement, epistemic, topic, and social) that
may be relevant in educational contexts. There is
a growing body of research on achievement emo-
tions, but relatively little research on epistemic
emotions or social emotions. We still know little
about how emotions emerge in response to spe-
cific task elements or in relation to social interac-
tions in classroom. Given the close proximity of
epistemic and social emotions to the learning
activity itself, studying emotions at this level may
be especially fruitful for understanding how emo-
tions shape engagement in school.

Second, the diversity of theoretical defini-
tions has plagued emotion research in other
fields. Thus, we urge researchers conducting
research on emotions in educational settings to
be clear about how they define emotions within
the context of education, and to carefully match
the theoretical conceptualization of emotions
with their assessment instruments. Third, within
affective neuroscience, great strides have been
made in understanding the neurological bases
for emotions and their link to other aspects of
psychological functioning (e.g., Immordino-
Yang et al., 2009). Researchers studying emo-
tions in the classroom should be aware of the
implications of this research, especially with
respect to the implicit aspects of emotions and
the way in which emotions shape cognitive
processing.

Furthermore, the reciprocal aspects of emo-
tions are often neglected. Yet the models we dis-
cussed highlight the dynamic quality of emotions
and engagement. Future research needs to

develop better methods for unpacking these
dynamic relations across time, including inten-
sive longitudinal studies and use of within-person
analytic designs (Murayama et al., 2017). Finally,
if we are to truly understand the role of emotions
in classroom settings, we need to design learning
environments that are emotionally adaptive for
students and test the effectiveness of these envi-
ronments. Instructional design researchers have
made a promising start in creating virtual learn-
ing environments that help to reach this aim (see
Lajoie et al., 2020; Loderer et al., 2020b). Further,
we have also made recommendations for instruc-
tional design principles to be used in the class-
room (Linnenbrink-Garcia, Patall, et al., 2016),
but these have yet to be more widely tested with
respect to emotions.

References

Alsop, S., & Watts, M. (2003). Science educa-
tion and affect. International Journal of Science
Education, 2509), 1043-1047. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0950069032000052180

Aspinwall, L. (1998). Rethinking the role of positive
affect in self-regulation. Motivation and Emotion,
22(1), 1-32.

Bakhtiar, A., Webster, E. A., & Hadwin, A. E. (2018).
Regulation and socio-emotional interactions in a
positive and negative group climate. Metacognition
and Learning, 13(1), 57-90. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11409-017-9178-x

Barrett, F. L., Lewis, M., & Haviland-Jones, J. M. (Eds.).
(2016). Handbook of emotions (4th ed.). Guilford.

Barrett, L. E., & Russell, J. A. (1998). Independence and
bipolarity in the structure of current affect. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 74(4), 967-984.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.967

Barroso, C., Ganley, C. M., McGraw, A. L., Geer, E. A.,
Hart, S. A., & Daucourt, M. C. (2021). A meta-
analysis of the relation between math anxiety and
math achievement. Psychological Bulletin, 147(2),
134-168. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul000030

Ben-Eliyahu, A. (2019). Academic emotional learning:
A critical component of self-regulated learning in the
emotional learning cycle. Educational Psychologist,
54(2), 84-105. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.201
9.1582345

Ben-Eliyahu, A., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2015).
Integrating the regulation of affect, behavior, and cog-
nition into self-regulated learning paradigms among
secondary and post-secondary students. Metacognition


https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069032000052180
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069032000052180
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-017-9178-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-017-9178-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.4.967
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul000030
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1582345
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1582345

Academic Emotions and Student Engagement

129

and Learning, 10(1), 15—42. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11409-014-9129-8

Bohn-Gettler, C. M. (2019). Getting a grip: The PET
framework for studying how reader emotions influence
comprehension. Discourse Processes, 56(5-6), 386—
401. https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853x.2019.1611174

Broughton, S. H., Sinatra, G. M., & Nussbaum, E. M.
(2013). “Pluto has been a planet my whole life!”
Emotions, attitudes, and conceptual change in ele-
mentary students learning about Pluto’s reclassifica-
tion. Research in Science Education, 43(2), 529-550.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-011-9274-x

Camacho-Morles, J., Slemp, G. R., Pekrun, R., Loderer, K.,
Hou, H., & Oades, L. G. (2021). Activity achievement
emotions and academic performance: A meta-analysis.
Educational Psychology Review, 33(3), 1051-1095.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-020-09585-3

Carver, C. S., & Harmon-Jones, E. (2009). Anger is an
approach-related affect: Evidence and implications.
Psychological Bulletin, 135(2), 183-204. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0013965

Carver, C. S., Lawrence, J. W., & Scheier, M. F. (1996). A
control-process perspective on the origins of affect. In
L. L. Martin & A. Tesser (Eds.), Striving and feeling:
Interactions among goals, affect, and self-regulation
(pp. 11-52). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Davis, H. A., DiStefano, C., & Schutz, P. A. (2008).
Identifying patterns of appraising tests in first-year
college students: Implications for anxiety and emotion
regulation during test taking. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 100(4), 942-960. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0013096

Do, S. L., & Schallert, D. L. (2004). Emotions and class-
room talk: Toward a model of the role of affect in stu-
dents’ experiences of classroom discussions. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 96(4), 619-634. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.619

Elliot, A. J., & McGregor, H. A. (2001). A 2 x 2 achieve-
ment goal framework. Journal of Personality and
Social  Psychology, 80(3), 501-519. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501

Elliot, A. J., Murayama, K., & Pekrun, R. (2011). A 3 x
2 achievement goal model. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 103(3), 632—648. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20023952

Fiedler, K., & Beier, S. (2014). Affect and cognitive
processes in educational contexts. In R. Pekrun &
L. Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.), International handbook
of emotions in education (pp. 36-55). Taylor &
Francis.

Forgas, J. P. (2017). Can sadness be good for you?
Australian Psychologist, 52(1), 3-13. https://doi.
org/10.1111/ap.12232

Forsblom, L., Pekrun, R., Peixoto, F., & Loderer, K.
(2022). Cognitive appraisals, achievement emotions,
and students’ math achievement: A longitudinal analy-
sis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 114(2), 346.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004).
School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of

the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1),
59-109. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059

Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions
in positive psychology: The broaden-and-build theory
of positive emotions. American Psychologist, 56(3),
218-226. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.56.3.218

Frenzel, A. C., Becker-Kurz, B., Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., &
Liidtke, O. (2018). Emotion transmission in the class-
room revisited: A reciprocal effects model of teacher
and student enjoyment. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 110(5), 628-639. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000228

Frenzel, A. C., Thrash, T. M., Pekrun, R., & Goetz, T.
(2007). Achievement emotions in Germany and China:
A cross-cultural validation of the Academic Emotions
Questionnaire-Mathematics (AEQ-M). Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 38(3), 302-309. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0022022107300276

Gignac, G. E., & Szodorai, E. T. (2016). Effect size
guidelines for individual differences researchers.
Personality and Individual Differences, 102, 74-78,
S0191886916308194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2016.06.069

Harley, J. M., Pekrun, R., Taxer, J. L., & Gross, J. J.
(2019). Emotion regulation in achievement situations:
An integrated model. Educational Psychologist, 54(2),
106-126. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.15
87297

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Rapson, R. L. (1994).
Emotional contagion. Cambridge University Press.

Hembree, R. (1988). Correlates, causes, effects,
and treatment of test anxiety. Review of
Educational Research, 58(1), 47-77. https://doi.
org/10.3102/00346543058001047

Immordino-Yang, M., McColl, A., Damasio, H., &
Damasio, A. (2009). Neural correlates of admira-
tion and compassion. Proceedings of the National
Academic of Sciences, 106(19), 8021-8026. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0810363106

Jarvenoja, H., & Jarvela, S. (2009). Emotion control in
collaborative learning situations: Do students regulate
emotions evoked by social challenges? British Journal
of Educational Psychology, 79(3), 463-481. https://
doi.org/10.1348/000709909x402811

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1974). Instructional
goal structure: Cooperative, competitive or individu-
alistic. Review of Educational Research, 44(2), 213—
240. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213

Kuhbandner, C., & Pekrun, R. (2013). Affective state
influences retrieval-induced forgetting for integrated
knowledge. PLoS One, 8(2), e56617. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0056617

Lajoie, S. P, Azevedo, R., Pekrun, R., & Leighton, J.
(2020). Emotions in technology-based learning envi-
ronments [Special issue]. Learning and Instruction,
70(6), 101272.

Lane, A. M., Whyte, G. P, Terry, P. C., & Nevill, A. M.
(2005). Mood, self-set goals and examination per-
formance: The moderating effect of depressed mood.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-014-9129-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11409-014-9129-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853x.2019.1611174
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-011-9274-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-020-09585-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013965
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013096
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013096
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.619
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.619
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.3.501
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023952
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023952
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12232
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12232
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000228
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000228
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107300276
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107300276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.069
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1587297
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1587297
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543058001047
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543058001047
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0810363106
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0810363106
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909x402811
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909x402811
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543044002213
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0056617
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0056617

130

R. Pekrun and L. Linnenbrink-Garcia

Personality and Individual Differences, 39(1), 143—
153. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.12.015

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal,
and coping. Springer.

Linnenbrink, E. A. (2006). Emotion research in educa-
tion: Theoretical and methodological perspectives
on the integration of affect, motivation, and cogni-
tion [Special issue]. Educational Psychology Review,
18(4), 307-314.

Linnenbrink, E. A. (2007). The role of affect in student
learning: A multi-dimensional approach to consider-
ing the interaction of affect, motivation, and engage-
ment. In P. A. Schutz & R. Pekrun (Eds.), Emotion in
education (pp. 107-124). Academic Press.

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2002a). The role
of motivational beliefs in conceptual change. In
M. Limon & L. Mason (Eds.), Reconsidering concep-
tual change: Issues in theory and practice (pp. 115—
135). Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2002b). Achievement
goal theory and affect: An asymmetrical bidirectional
model. Educational Psychologist, 37(2), 69-78.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3702_2

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2004). Role of
affect in cognitive processing in academic contexts.
In D. Dai & R. Sternberg (Eds.), Motivation, emotion,
and cognition: Integrative perspectives on intellectual
functioning and development (pp. 57-87). Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Linnenbrink, E. A., Ryan, A. M., & Pintrich, P. R.
(1999). The role of goals and affect in work-
ing memory functioning. Learning and Individual
Differences, 11(2), 213-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/
$1041-6080(00)80006-0

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., & Barger, M. M. (2014).
Achievement goals and emotions. In R. Pekrun &
L. Linnenbrink-Garcia (Eds.), International hand-
book of emotions in education (pp. 142-161). Taylor
& Francis.

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Patall, E. A., & Pekrun, R.
(2016). Adaptive motivation and emotion in education:
Research and principles for instructional design. Policy
Insights from Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 3(2),
228-236. https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732216644450

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., & Pekrun, R. (2011). Students’
emotions and academic engagement [special issue].
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36(1), 1-3.

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Rogat, T. M., & Koskey, K. L.
(2011). Affect during small group interaction:
Implications for students’ engagement. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 36(1), 13-24. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.09.001

Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Wormington, S. V., & Ranellucci,
J. (2016). Measuring affect in educational contexts: A
circumplex approach. In M. Zembylas & P. A. Schutz
(Eds.), Methodological advances in research on emo-
tion and education (pp. 165-178). Springer.

Lobczowski, N. G. (2020). Bridging gaps and moving
forward: Building a new model for socioemotional
formation and regulation. Educational Psychologist,

55(2), 53-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019
1670064

Loderer, K., Pekrun, R., & Lester, J. C. (2020a). Beyond
cold technology: A systematic review and meta-
analysis on emotions in technology-based learning
environments. Learning and Instruction, 70, 101162.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.08.002

Loderer, K., Pekrun, R., & Plass, J. L. (2020b). Emotional
foundations of game-based learning. In J. L. Plass,
B. D. Homer, & R. E. Mayer (Eds.), Handbook of
game-based learning (pp. 111-151). MIT Press.

Madan, C. R., Scott, S. M., & Kensinger, E. A. (2019).
Positive emotion enhances association-memory.
Emotion, 19(4), 733-740. https://doi.org/10.1037/
emo0000465

Meece,J. L., Wigfield, A., & Eccles, J. S. (1990). Predictors
of math anxiety and its influence on young adolescents’
course enrolment intentions and performance in math-
ematics. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82(1),
60-70. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.60

Meinhardt, J., & Pekrun, R. (2003). Attentional resource
allocation to emotional events: An ERP study.
Cognition and Emotion, 17(3), 477-500. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02699930244000039

Miele, D. B., & Scholer, A. A. (2018). The role of meta-
motivational monitoring in motivation regulation.
Educational Psychologist, 53(1), 1-21. https://doi.org
/10.1080/00461520.2017.1371601

Mikels, J. A., & Reuter-Lorenz, P. A. (2019). Affective
working memory: An integrative psychological con-
struct. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 14(4),
543-559. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619837597

Murayama, K., Goetz, T., Malmberg, L.-E., Pekrun, R.,
Tanaka, A., & Martin, A. J. (2017). Within-person
analysis in educational psychology: Importance and
illustrations. In D. W. Putwain & K. Smart (Eds.),
British journal of educational psychology monograph
series II: Psychological aspects of education — Current
trends: The role of competence beliefs in teaching and
learning (pp. 71-87). Wiley.

Nummenmaa, M., & Nummenmaa, L. (2008). University
students’ emotions, interest and activities in a web-
based learning environment. British Journal of
Educational Psychology, 78(1), 163—178. https://doi.
org/10.1348/000709907x203733

Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and
Development. (2016). PISA 2015 results (volume 1):
Excellence and equity in education. Author.

Parrott, W. G., & Spackman, M. P. (2000). Emotion
and memory. In M. Lewis & J. M. Haviland-Jones
(Eds.), Handbook of emotions (2nd ed., pp. 476—490).
Guilford.

Pekrun, R. (1992a). The impact of emotions on learn-
ing and achievement: Towards a theory of cognitive/
motivational mediators. Applied Psychology, 41(4),
359-376. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1992.
tb00712.x

Pekrun, R. (1992b). Expectancy-value theory of anxi-
ety: Overview and implications. In D. G. Forgays,
T. Sosnowski, & K. Wrzesniewski (Eds.), Anxiety:


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3702_2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1041-6080(00)80006-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1041-6080(00)80006-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732216644450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1670064
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1670064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000465
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000465
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930244000039
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930244000039
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2017.1371601
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2017.1371601
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619837597
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709907x203733
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709907x203733
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1992.tb00712.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1992.tb00712.x

Academic Emotions and Student Engagement

131

Recent developments in self-appraisal, psychophysio-
logical and health research (pp. 23—41). Hemisphere.
Pekrun, R. (2006). The control-value theory of achieve-
ment emotions: Assumptions, corollaries, and
implications for educational research and practice.
Educational Psychology Review, 18(4), 315-341.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9029-9

Pekrun, R. (2018). Control-value theory: A social-
cognitive approach to achievement emotions. In G. A.
D. Liem & D. M. Mclnerney (Eds.), Big theories
revisited 2: A volume of research on sociocultural
influences on motivation and learning (pp. 162—190).
Information Age Publishing.

Pekrun, R. (2021). Self-appraisals and emotions: A gen-
eralized control-value approach. In T. Dicke, F. Guay,
H. W. Marsh, R. G. Craven, & D. M. Mclnerney
(Eds.), Self — A multidisciplinary concept (pp. 1-30).
Information Age Publishing.

Pekrun, R. (in press). Jingle-jangle fallacies in motivation
science: Towards a definition of core motivation. In
M. Bong, S. Kim, & J. Reeve (Eds.), Motivation sci-
ence: Controversies and insights. Oxford University
Press.

Pekrun, R., Elliot, A. J., & Maier, M. A. (2009).
Achievement goals and achievement emotions:
Testing a model of their joint relations with academic
performance. Journal of Educational Psychology,
101(1), 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013383

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Daniels, L. M., Stupnisky, R. H.,
& Perry, R. P. (2010). Boredom in achievement set-
tings: Control-value antecedents and performance out-
comes of a neglected emotion. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 102(3), 531-549. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20019243

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Frenzel, A. C., Barchfeld, P., &
Perry, R. P. (2011). Measuring emotions in students’
learning and performance: The Achievement Emotions
Questionnaire (AEQ). Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 36(1), 36-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cedpsych.2010.10.002

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Titz, W., & Perry, R. P. (2002).
Academic emotions in students’ self-regulated learn-
ing and achievement: A program of quantitative and
qualitative research. Educational Psychologist, 37(2),
91-106. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3702_4

Pekrun, R., Lichtenfeld, S., Marsh, H. W., Murayama, K.,
& Goetz, T. (2017). Achievement emotions and aca-
demic performance: Longitudinal models of reciprocal
effects. Child Development, 88(5), 1653—1670. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12704

Pekrun, R., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (Eds.). (2014).
International handbook of emotions in education.
Francis & Taylor/Routledge.

Pekrun, R., & Marsh, H. W. (2018). Weiner’s attribu-
tion theory: Indispensable — But is it immune to cri-
sis? Motivation Science, 4(1), 19-20. https://doi.
org/10.1037/mot0000096

Pekrun, R., Marsh, H. W., Suessenbach, F., Frenzel, A. C.,
& Goetz, T. (in press). School grades and students’

emotions: Longitudinal models of within-person
reciprocal effects. Learning and Instruction.

Pekrun, R., Muis, K. R., Frenzel, A. C., & Goetz, T. (2017).
Emotions at school. Taylor & Francis/Routledge.

Pekrun, R., Murayama, K., Marsh, H. W., Goetz, T.,
& Frenzel, A. C. (2019). Happy fish in little ponds:
Testing a reference group model of achievement
and emotion. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 117(1), 166—185. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspp0000230

Pekrun, R., & Stephens, E. J. (2009). Goals, emotions, and
emotion regulation: Perspectives of the control-value
theory of achievement emotions. Human Development,
52(6), 357-365. https://doi.org/10.1159/000242349

Pekrun, R., & Stephens, E. J. (2012). Academic emotions.
In K. R. Harris, S. Graham, T. Urdan, J. M. Royer,
& M. Zeidner (Eds.), APA educational psychology
handbook (Vol. 2, pp. 3-31). American Psychological
Association.

Perry, R. P., Chipperfield, J. G., Hladkyj, S., Pekrun,
R., & Hamm, J. M. (2014). Attribution-based treat-
ment interventions in some achievement settings. In
S. Karabenick & T. C. Urdan (Eds.), Advances in moti-
vation and achievement (Vol. 18, pp. 1-35). Emerald.

Pintrich, P. R. (2000). The role of goal orientation in self-
regulated learning. In M. Boekarts, P. R. Pintrich,
& M. Zeidner (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation:
Theory, research and applications (pp. 451-502).
Academic Press.

Plass, J. L., & Kaplan, U. (2016). Emotional design
in digital media for learning. In S. Y. Tettegah &
M. Gartmeier (Eds.), Emotions, technology, design,
and learning (pp. 131-161). Elsevier.

Putwain, D. W., Symes, W., & Wilkinson, H. M. (2017).
Fear appeals, engagement, and examination perfor-
mance: The role of challenge and threat appraisals.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 87(1),
16-31. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12132

Ranellucci, J., Robinson, K. A., Rosenberg, J. M., Lee,
Y.-k., Roseth, C. J., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2021).
Comparing the roles and correlates of emotions in
class and during online video lectures in a flipped
anatomy classroom. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 65, 101966.

Reisenzein, R. (2001). Appraisal processes conceptualized
from a schema-theoretic perspective. In K. R. Scherer,
A. Schorr, & T. Johnstone (Eds.), Appraisal processes
in emotion (pp. 187-201). Oxford University Press.

Reisenzein, R., Horstmann, G., & Schiitzwohl, A. (2019).
The cognitive-evolutionary model of surprise: A
review of the evidence. Topics in Cognitive Science,
11(1), 50-74. https://doi.org/10.1111/tops.12292

Robinson, K. A., Ranellucci, J., Lee, Y.-K., Wormington,
S. V., Roseth, C. J., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2017).
Affective profiles and academic success in a col-
lege science course. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 51, 209-221. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cedpsych.2017.08.004

Rogat, T. K., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2011). Socially
shared regulation in collaborative groups: An analysis


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-006-9029-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013383
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019243
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3702_4
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12704
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12704
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000096
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000096
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000230
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000230
https://doi.org/10.1159/000242349
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12132
https://doi.org/10.1111/tops.12292
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2017.08.004

132

R. Pekrun and L. Linnenbrink-Garcia

of the interplay between quality of social regulation
and group processes. Cognition & Instruction, 29(4),
375-415. https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2011.60
7930

Scherer, K. R., & Moors, A. (2019). The emotion pro-
cess: Event appraisal and component differentiation.
Annual Review of Psychology, 70(1), 719-745. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011854

Schwartz, N. (2012). Feelings-as-information theory. In
P. A. M. Van Lange, A. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins
(Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology
(pp- 289-308). Sage.

Shao, K., Pekrun, R., Marsh, H. W., & Loderer, K. (2020).
Control-value appraisals, achievement emotions,
and foreign language performance: A latent interac-
tion analysis. Learning and Instruction, 69, 101356.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2020.101356

Tsai, Y.-M., Kunter, M., Liidtke, O., & Trautwein, U.
(2008). What makes lessons interesting? The role of
situational and individual factors in three school sub-
jects. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100(2),460—
472. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.2.460

Turner, J. E., & Schallert, D. L. (2001). Expectancy-value
relationships of shame reactions and shame resiliency.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 93(2), 320-329.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.2.320

Turner, J. E., & Waugh, R. M. (2007). A dynamical systems
perspective regarding students’ learning processes:
Shame reactions and emergent self-organizations. In
P. A. Schutz & R. Pekrun (Eds.), Emotions in educa-
tion (pp. 125—145). Academic Press.

Tyson, D. F., Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., & Hill, N. E.
(2009). Regulating debilitating emotions in the con-
text of performance: Achievement goal orientations,
achievement-elicited emotions, and socialization con-
texts. Human Development, 52(6), 329-356. https://
doi.org/10.1159/000242348

von der Embse, N., Barterian, J., & Segool, N. (2013).
Test anxiety interventions for children and adoles-
cents: A systematic review of treatment studies from
2000-2010. Psychology in the Schools, 50(1), 57-71.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21660

von der Embse, N., Jester, D., Roy, D., & Post, J. (2018).
Test anxiety effects, predictors, and correlates: A
30-year meta-analytic review. Journal of Affective
Disorders, 227, 483-493. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jad.2017.11.048

Vuorela, M., & Nummenmaa, L. (2004). Experienced
emotions, emotion regulation and student activity in a
web-based learning environment. European Journal of
Psychology of Education, 19(4), 423-436. https://doi.
org/10.1007/bf03173219

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement
motivation and emotion. Psychological Review, 92(4),
548-573. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.92.4.548

Weiner, B. (2018). The legacy of an attribution approach to
motivation and emotion: A no-crisis zone. Motivation
Science, 4(1), 4-14. https://doi.org/10.1037/
mot0000082

Wine, J. D. (1971). Test anxiety and the direction of atten-
tion. Psychological Bulletin, 76(2), 92—104. https://
doi.org/10.1037/h0031332

Wolters, C. A. (2003). Regulation of motivation:
Evaluating an underemphasized aspect of self-
regulated learning. Educational — Psychologist,
38(4), 189-205. https://doi.org/10.1207/
$15326985ep3804_1

Wosnitza, M., & Volet, S. (2005). Origin, direction
and impact of emotions in social online learning.
Learning and Instruction, 15(5), 449—464. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2005.07.009

Zeidner, M. (1998). Test anxiety: The state of the art.
Plenum.


https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2011.607930
https://doi.org/10.1080/07370008.2011.607930
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011854
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011854
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2020.101356
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.100.2.460
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.93.2.320
https://doi.org/10.1159/000242348
https://doi.org/10.1159/000242348
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2017.11.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2017.11.048
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03173219
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03173219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.92.4.548
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000082
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000082
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031332
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0031332
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3804_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3804_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2005.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2005.07.009

®

Check for
updates

School Belonging and Student
Engagement: The Critical
Overlaps, Similarities,

and Implications for Student

Outcomes

Kelly-Ann Allen @ and Christopher Boyle @

Abstract

The theoretical and empirical literature has
long included belonging as central to student
engagement. Some conceptualizations and
approaches have suggested that a student’s
sense of belonging is a central and founda-
tional principle underpinning engagement.
Engagement also contributes to a sense of
belonging. Two distinct literatures have devel-
oped insights around the importance of, path-
ways to, and outcomes associated with each
construct. This chapter narratively explores
similarities and differences between belong-
ing and student engagement, identifying areas
of overlap as well as helpful distinctions, with
implications for research and educational
practice. Although the two are closely con-
nected, these two friends are more effectively
treated as complementary constructs, both of
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which are essential components for positive
development in young people.

School Belonging and Student
Engagement: The Critical Overlaps,
Similarities, and Implications

for Student Outcomes

The controversial “Two Pretty Best Friends”
meme began when Jordan Scott (also known as
@jayrscottyy) recorded a video post and posted it
on the social media platform TikTok (www.tik-
tok.com). The well-connected Scott shared a
cryptic phrase: “I ain’t ever seen 2 pretty best
friends, always one of em gotta [sic.] be ugly.”
The words quickly became a meme that went
viral, spreading across various social media plat-
forms. The saying could imply that two things of
equal beauty rarely work together side by side.

Although the meme was met with significant
backlash, to some degree, this modern saying
resonates with psychological research around
assets and deficits. To justify relevance, posi-
tive psychological assets are often contrasted
with negative psychological deficits. For
instance, engagement in learning is contrasted
with boredom. Happiness is contrasted with
mental illness. Belonging and prosociality are
contrasted with loneliness and antisocial behav-
ior. But can two pretty best friends walk
hand-in-hand?
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This chapter highlights one example of two
pretty best friends: belonging and engagement.
At times these are viewed as the same construct;
at other times one is seen as critical to the other, or
they are competing priorities for the limited time
and resources within schools. Extensive research
indicates that student engagement and school
belonging matter (e.g., Korpershoek et al., 2019;
Li, 2011; St-Amand et al., 2017). Voelkl (2012), in
the first edition of the Handbook of Research on
Student Engagement, reviewed the role of school
identification in influencing the social and learn-
ing behaviors of students. The assumptions were
that school identification mainly involves emo-
tions rather than cognitions, consists of a specific
set of attitudes which ultimately define student
behavior at school, and takes time. It is worth not-
ing that the focus of Voelkl’s (2012) perspective
drew from Finn’s participation-identification
model (Finn, 1989). Despite the model being rep-
resented as a relatively simple two-component
model, it afforded engagement dimensions to be
grouped into either those which involve behavior
(participation component) or those which relate to
emotions (identification component). According
to Voelkl, student identification was likely to influ-
ence social as well as learning behaviors in a way
that was yet to be clarified.

In the framework proposed by Voelkl (2012),
two main components of identification in Finn’s
model, namely belonging and valuing, were first
introduced. With belonging set to be defined later
in this chapter, here it suffices to mention that this
first component has been recognized as a basic
human necessity which needs to be fulfilled. As
students strive to fulfill their need to belong, they
form relationships with teachers and peers and
may even become active participants in school
activities, including academic work. When stu-
dents succeed, their achievements not only
become a source of motivation but also encour-
age positive behavior which, in turn, can further
improve academic performance. Similarly, peo-
ple have a need to feel that they are of value.
Within the school context, valuing, the second
component of Finn’s model, can be either of per-
sonal importance, where students show interest
and enjoyment from school tasks or satisfaction

at good grades, or of practical importance (i.e.,
recognizing that schools are important to obtain
good qualifications or to secure a good job). In
this case, by building on well-established theo-
ries as well as empirical data, Voelkl pointed out
that efforts, engagement, and persistence in
learning were more likely to be observed when
students value school work, with academic suc-
cess also more likely to follow. Hence, giving
high importance to certain tasks can be a major
source of motivation.

Considering the assumptions of the proposed
framework by Voelkl (2012) in the previous edi-
tion of the Handbook, it was assumed that once
school identification was achieved (i.e., the need
for belonging and valuing were fulfilled), stu-
dents would be more engaged and have more
positive attitudes toward school, with the latter
eventually shaping student behavior in a positive
manner. Voelkl’s (2012) framework, therefore,
seeks to make clear that school identification is
“an intrinsic form of achievement motivation that
encourages students to engage in appropriate
learning behaviors” (Voelkl, 2012, p. 194),
however, it was also recognize that positive
behavior was not a spontaneous process. That
is, when students enter schools, they already have
certain feelings toward school as well as some
early forms of behavior. But as they progress
through different grades, the action of external
motivators, such as specific behaviors being
imposed or encouraged by parents and teachers
(e.g., learning, doing homework), may reinforce
certain attitudes. Eventually these students, espe-
cially those with an increased sense of belonging
and those who give value to academic activities,
adopt these externally motivated behaviors as
their own, which turn into a form of intrinsic moti-
vation. In fact, this whole process may be encour-
aged by certain school conditions such as a safe
environment or a supportive classroom, which
are referred to as “contextual facilitating condi-
tions.” Taken together, it can be said that the main
concept behind Voelkl’s proposed framework was
to consider school identification and student
engagement mainly in terms of emotions gener-
ated through school experiences (i.e., emotions
produced by a feeling of connectedness with the
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school, or felt when successfully completing tasks
which are believed to be important).

In this chapter, a different approach is used
where school belonging and student engagement
will be viewed as distinct and independent con-
structs that intertwine and complement one
another. As such, this chapter narratively synthe-
sizes theory and research on belonging and
engagement, including historical considerations,
examination of terminology, definitions, theories,
and frameworks appearing in the literature in
order to identify areas of similarity and distinc-
tion. As a whole, our review illustrates that
belonging is very much needed for engagement
and vice versa. For the sake of educational out-
comes, the two constructs of belonging and
engagement are indeed best friends that together
should be emphasized in schools, not viewed as
competing. We conclude with implications for
research and educational practice.

Beginning with Belonging

The need to belong is considered to be a universal
need which is innate and common to most human
beings (Allen, 2020a; Allen, Kern et al., 2021).
Although a sense of belonging is, in a general
way, important to the social lives of people, it is
particularly valuable within a school setting
(Allen & Kern, 2017, 2019). School belonging
has been recognized by many researchers as
being associated with academic motivation and
positive school outcomes such as participation in
extracurricular activities and school attendance
(Anderman & Freeman, 2004; Irvin et al., 2011;
Shochet et al., 2011). Interestingly, such positive
associations can even be found for students
across different grades, thereby further indicating
that school belonging is an important component
of students’ school lives (Korpershoek et al.,
2019). Despite its importance in education,
school belonging has been studied and defined in
numerous ways (Allen & Bowles, 2012; Libbey,
2004; O’Brien & Bowles, 2013). Allen and
Bowles (2012) described the field of school
belonging as “unsystematic and diluted” (p. 108)
due to disparities in definition and terminology.

Despite the absence of a universal definition
for school belonging, St-Amand et al. (2017)
identified three key attributes of school belong-
ing. First, it is a major factor which contributes to
the psychological development of an individual
in a positive way. This has also been recognized
by other researchers who have pointed to findings
that school belonging is essential for personal
identification and a social identity—which are
key development processes of adolescence (Allen
& Bowles, 2012; Verhoeven et al., 2019). The
second key attribute of a sense of belonging is
that it is a basic need that leads to social bonding
between people as well as affiliations with mem-
bers of a group (Hagerty et al., 1996). This
attribute, explained in the specific context of
school settings by Langevin (1999), emphasises
the importance of social relationships in both the
formal and informal aspects of school life.
Similarly, while suggesting that friendships are
important components of belonging, Williams
and Downing (1998, p. 103) state:

Students thought that being a part of the class
meant that they had a place in the classroom, felt
welcomed, wanted, and respected by their class-
mates and teachers. Being familiar with their class-
mates and having friends who understood them
made the student feel as if he or she belonged to a
group and/or to a class as a whole.

The final defining attribute involves four key
terms or characteristics which clearly differenti-
ate school belonging from other concepts: posi-
tive emotions, positive social relations,
involvement, and harmonization (i.e., “individu-
als must adapt and adjust by changing personal
aspects to align with any situations or people”
St-Amand et al., 2017, p. 109). Altogether, these
defining features and characteristics not only
help to better define school belonging but also to
identify its main components so as to develop
more accurate means of measuring the concept.

School or Student Engagement
School engagement and student engagement are

terms that have become widely used in educa-
tional settings. Before proceeding, it is worth not-
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ing that although the two terms are often used
interchangeably, they may actually refer to two
distinct concepts. In this context, Appleton et al.
(2008) noted that the former places emphasis
on the importance of school contexts, hence the
name school engagement. On the other hand,
since the focus of student engagement is on an
individual, it takes into account the psychology,
behavior, and academic achievement as well as
the influence of families and friends on the stu-
dents. However, for the purpose of this work,
despite prior distinctions, the two terms will be
used interchangeably or referred to as the general
term “engagement.” The concept of engagement
is intricately linked to that of school belonging. It
refers to “students’ expression of opinions or atti-
tudes and behaviors” (Wonglorsaichon et al.,
2014, p. 1749). However, Bakadorova and
Raufelder (2017), basing their definition on the
work of previous researchers, have provided a
more comprehensive definition of school engage-
ment as being that of a complex and multidimen-
sional construct consisting of two or three
components, namely:

* Behavioral engagement—involves active par-
ticipation in school-related activities (both
curricular and extracurricular), good conduct
and absence of disobedience to school regula-
tions (Engels et al., 2016; Finn, 1993; Skinner
& Belmont, 1993).

e Emotional engagement—refers to students’
relationships and emotions toward their peers,
academics, and the school in general (Skinner,
Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009), thereby allow-
ing students to identify themselves with their
schools (Finn, 1989; Skinner & Belmont,
1993).

e Cognitive engagement—I|also referred to as
“psychological investment”] where students
display learning motivation and are willing to
put in the required efforts to learn or develop
their own learning process, especially when
new or complex ideas are concerned (Fredricks
et al., 2004; Newmann et al., 1992).

More recently, the inclusion of a fourth compo-
nent known as agentic engagement was proposed

(Dincer et al., 2019; see also Reeve & Jang,
chapter “Agentic Engagement”, this volume).
According to Reeve (2013), it refers to the active
and constructive contributions demonstrated by
students during the learning process. However, it
is also recognized that more research is needed in
order to determine whether it is, indeed, a distinct
concept, which has different predictive value
when compared to the three components of
engagement (i.e., behavioral, emotional, cogni-
tive) (Eccles, 2016). From this definition, it is clear
that engagement can play an important role in
influencing students’ achievement. Indeed, as
pointed out by Lippman and Rivers (2008) who
described similar components, school engagement
can improve academic performance and promote
attendance in school while inhibiting risky or neg-
ative youth behaviors. However, it would be remiss
not to point out that this concept was not always
recognized as a valuable part of youth develop-
ment. This is described by Li (2011) who stated
that although it was known that children’s enthusi-
asm for learning deteriorated as they went through
the school system—elementary to middle to high
school (Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, &
Wellborn, 2009; Wigfield et al., 2006)—this
reduced motivation was mostly attributed to unde-
sirable behaviors such as smoking, drinking, drug
use, unsafe sex, teenage pregnancy, and violence
among young people. As such, a great deal
of research focused on preventing these negative
behaviors from manifesting so as to ensure a
smoother transition through students’ lives.
Eventually, it became clear that this simplistic
view was limited and not cognizant of the wider
issues of school belonging and engagement. Active
school contributions through school engagement
is now a widely accepted possible solution to
decreasing academic motivation and achievement
(Bosnjak et al., 2017; Chodkiewicz & Boyle,
2016; Fredricks et al., 2004).

A Definitional Overlap
Although the two terms of school belonging and

student engagement are clearly distinguished,
they are intricately linked to each other. Indeed,



School Belonging and Student Engagement: The Critical Overlaps, Similarities, and Implications...

137

the two concepts often overlap at different levels
whether in terms of definitions, constructs or the
measures used. For instance, some definitions of
school engagement are still akin to descriptions
of school belonging and, therefore, it is not sur-
prising to note that the two terms have been used
interchangeably in some research (O’Brennan &
Furlong, 2010), with disengagement being used
to describe not belonging to school (Willms,
2000). Moreover, in The Organisation for
Economic Co-operative Development (OECD)‘s
Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA) report, Willms referred to school belong-
ing as:
A psychological component pertaining to students’
sense of belonging at school and acceptance of
school values, and a behavioral component per-
taining to participation in school activities . . . the
term disengaged from school is used to character-
ize students who do not feel they belong at school

and have withdrawn from school activities in a sig-
nificant way (Willms, 2000, p. 8).

Similarly, when considering the individual com-
ponents of engagement, it will be noted that the
concept of emotional engagement, as defined
before, encompasses students’ relationships and
emotions toward their peers and teachers and,
therefore, it is concerned with feelings toward the
school or school characteristics in general
(Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer, 2009).
According to Sciarra and Seirup (2008), this feel-
ing represents a form of care for the school and
can be translated into a feeling of belongingness.
As such, it is not surprising that this has led
Korpershoek et al. (2019) to consider both terms
(school belonging and emotional engagement) to
be similar, at least in the way in which they have
been conceptualized. In fact, as it will be noted
later, it is this similarity between belongingness
and emotional engagement which is often high-
lighted when considering how the two terms
overlap, although to some extent, similarities
with behavioral or cognitive forms of engage-
ment may also be observed.

Furlong et al. (2013) tried to disentangle the
overlap between school belonging (and its regu-
lar synonyms of school connectedness, school
bonding, sense of school membership) and school

engagement. In their research, they present the
notion that there are two types of engagement
that explains why sometimes school belonging
and school engagement are used to mean the
same construct. Furlong et al. (2013) proposed
that the first type of engagement used by research-
ers relates to academic outcomes and the second
type relates more to the affective state and rela-
tionships which a student experiences—the latter
being more akin to school belonging.

Furlong et al. (2013) also focused on the
behavioral aspect of school belonging and
engagement by considering a gratitude compo-
nent as being highly influential in affecting the
cognitive component such as self-esteem.
Gratitude is a crucial aspect of belonging where
both teachers and students can appreciate the
roles that others play in the school environment,
thereby understanding that engagement can be
seen in the effort of others. This can increase
social cohesion and “...teachers can encourage
appreciative responding in students by emphasiz-
ing and reinforcing kind acts in the classroom,
and teachers and staff can model reciprocity and
thankfulness in coordinated activities with stu-
dents” (Furlongetal., 2013, p. 71). Understanding
the roles that school staff plays in the school and
how much commitment is invested is crucial to
being able to appreciate the gratitude component.
If gratitude is used well, it could facilitate a place
where young people feel valued leading to a
greater sense of belonging benefiting all mem-
bers of the school community. Furlong et al.
(2003) are straightforward and suggest that
engagement is over a long rather than short period
and if used appropriately it is about “...inoculat-
ing students against the consequences of poor
school bonding” (p. 111).

Theories and Frameworks

Models and Frameworks of School
Engagement

School engagement is undoubtedly an important
factor that influences a student’s academic
achievements, thereby exerting a direct influence
on his or her school career (Appleton et al., 2008;
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Fredricks et al., 2004). As such, this concept has
been widely investigated by different researchers
who eventually came up with different models or
theoretical frameworks in order to gain a better
understanding of school engagement as well as
ways through which it could be fostered.
However, through these frameworks, school
engagement is not only regarded as the final
objective but also as a means of promoting or
predicting positive outcomes (e.g., high academic
achievement) or preventing negative ones (e.g.,
school dropout) (Frydenberg et al., 2005; Ryan &
Deci, 2009). Li (2011) identified four key frame-
works of engagement which can be applied
within the school setting. An overview of these
models indicates that they are often derived from
general theories but each focuses on constructs
which attempt to explain how certain variables
influence school engagement in general or its
individual components (i.e., behavioral, emo-
tional, or cognitive engagement). Hence, a com-
mon feature of engagement models is that they
consider school engagement as malleable and
that, by identifying its predictors, engagement
can be promoted.

School Reform and Motivational

Models

According to Finn and Zimmer (2012), one of the
earliest models recognizes that school engage-
ment is influenced by the school setting. Based
on this, Newmann (1981) suggested that only
important reforms to those settings could lead to
an increase in school engagement and for this
purpose, six possible changes or guiding princi-
ples were proposed. This concept was later taken
up by Wehlage et al. (1989) who also advocated
the need for school reforms, but instead of pro-
moting engagement, these reforms were viewed
as a means of preventing dropouts. However, it
should be noted that in order to implement
reforms, prior knowledge of the type of school
settings which influence engagement is required.
In this context, Fredricks et al. (2004) noted that
the school settings being referred to in this model
can be of two types. First, they can occur at the
school-level which basically represents certain
school characteristics that can alter school

engagement. For instance, in one historical study,
it was found that schools of small sizes provided
students with more opportunities to participate in
extracurricular activities while developing social
relationships (Barker & Gump, 1964). Similarly,
in terms of school practices, it was assumed,
despite conflicting results, that adopting fair and
flexible rules could decrease risks of disengage-
ment (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Natriello, 1984).
Therefore, educational reforms should occur
beyond the classroom and school leadership
should have a central role.

The classroom context, itself, is a multidimen-
sional construct involving different components
which can broadly be classified as being organi-
zational, instructional, or social (Dotterer &
Lowe, 2011). In the case of classroom structure,
this refers to the expectations which teachers
have regarding the social and academic behavior
of students, the extent to which these expecta-
tions are made clear and the establishment of
rules or norms which are applied when these
expectations are not met (Connell, 1990;
Fredricks et al., 2004). Although not many stud-
ies examine the link between classroom structure
and engagement, evidence has shown that clearer
expectations and work rules were positively asso-
ciated with higher cognitive, emotional and
behavioral engagement, with the latter being
especially visible in the form of less disciplinary
issues (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Doyle, 1986;
Fredricks et al., 2002).

The concepts of autonomy support and task
characteristics are identified as potentially
increasing engagement in the classroom environ-
ment. According to researchers, autonomy is sup-
ported when students are offered the opportunity
to choose and participate in decision-making pro-
cesses while not being pressured into doing
schoolwork or displaying good behavior by con-
trol measures such as rewards and punishments
(Connell, 1990; Deci & Ryan, 1985). Although
such conditions are believed to enhance engage-
ment, only limited research has examined this
link (Connell, 1990). For instance, it was
observed that students from elementary schools
showed higher levels of cognitive engagement
when provided with the opportunity to choose the
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type of tasks which they wished to do as well as
the place and time to perform them (Perry, 1998;
Turner, 1995). However, in a different study, the
same link between autonomy support and
engagement was not visible for junior high school
students. However, it should be noted that in that
study the authors identified the lack of more
opportunities and the presence of more control
measures as possible reasons for these observa-
tions (Midgley & Feldlaufer, 1987; Moos, 1979).

As far as task characteristics are concerned, it
is worth noting that, within the classroom con-
text, repetitive tasks or those based on memoriza-
tion strategies are considered to be common, but
they are ineffective in developing cognitive
engagement as they involve less effort or learning
commitments from the students (Newmann et al.,
1992). As a result, Newmann proposed changes
by suggesting five characteristics which were
needed for tasks to be engaging (e.g., authentic
tasks, tasks which allow students to be autono-
mous in terms of conceptualization, execution,
and evaluation, tasks which allow students to col-
laborate, tasks which allow students to express
different types of talents, and tasks which provide
opportunities for fun) (Newmann, 1991;
Newmann et al., 1992). Some of these features
were investigated, with one study showing that
students who collaborated with their peers on
new but personally meaningful tasks were more
likely to use certain gestures, expressions, and
behaviors which were indicative (linguistic and
behavioral indicators) of higher cognitive engage-
ment (Helme & Clarke, 2001). Similarly, higher
cognitive engagement was observed when stu-
dents received teachers’ support and encourage-
ment after being given complex tasks to complete
(Blumenfeld & Meece, 1988). Although the last
two characteristics are not often the subject of
studies, the results clearly show which type of
tasks are likely to sustain student engagement
and, in doing so, they not only support the
hypothesis regarding the importance of task char-
acteristics but also highlight the value of relation-
ships (with peers and teachers). This leads us to
the third component of the classroom context
which is its social aspect.

As evidenced by the large body of literature,
social relationships in classrooms are arguably
one of the most studied concepts as far as engage-
ment is concerned. These studies also include the
influence of peers in shaping the engagement lev-
els of students. Research, in this case, has been
focused on the predictive effects of peer accep-
tance, with results demonstrating both higher
emotional (e.g., satisfaction at school) and behav-
ioral engagements (e.g., prosocial behaviors, pur-
suing academic goals) for students who felt
accepted by their peers (Berndt & Keefe, 1995;
Wentzel, 1994). This was especially evident if the
group already involved highly engaged individu-
als (Kindermann, 1993). However, peer rejection
is also a reality, and it is not surprising that it was
shown to lead to opposite effects in the form of
reduced levels of both types of engagement as
well as higher risks of dropout (Buhs & Ladd,
2001; DeRosier et al., 1994; French & Conrad,
2001). After peers, the influence of teachers in
the form of teacher support is another factor
which shapes student engagement within class-
rooms. The effects of supportive teachers have
been positively associated with all forms of
engagement, namely, behavioral, emotional, as
well as cognitive (Battistich et al., 1997,
Blumenfeld & Meece, 1988; Croninger & Lee,
2001; Skinner & Belmont, 1993) and the fact that
these results were consistent not only for students
from elementary up to high schools but also
across different ethnic groups further shows the
importance of this factor (Marks, 2000).
Furthermore, in addition to creating a socially
supportive environment, it will be recalled from
earlier descriptions, that teachers play a central
role in supporting students’ autonomy, creating
appropriate task characteristics as well as provid-
ing clear classroom structures. Hence, they are
arguably the most important component of all the
previously described factors within the classroom
context. Overall, it can be said that there is
enough evidence to show that school characteris-
tics influence student engagement, thereby sup-
porting the reform model.

Closely related to the reform model is that of
Connell’s self-system theory (Connell, 1990;
Connell & Wellborn, 1991). According to this
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model, children have three basic psychological
requirements, namely, the need for competence,
the need for autonomy, and the need for related-
ness, with the level of school engagement being
dependent on the extent to which students feel
that those needs are being fulfilled. This direct
link between students’ needs and engagement
levels is widely accepted by researchers but inter-
estingly, as pointed out by Fredricks et al. (2004),
the self-system model also takes into account the
continuous influence of contextual factors, that
is, the social environment within which students
evolve and which was described in the previous
model. Therefore, while acknowledging the
influence of those social factors on school
engagement, this model also stipulates that the
fulfillment of students’ needs act as the link
between the two. For instance, in one study it was
found that teachers considered students to be
more engaged when they thought they shared a
high-quality emotional relationship (a measure of
high relatedness) (Connell & Wellborn, 1991)
and this relatedness was itself more likely to
occur when a supportive and caring environment
was provided both by the teachers as well as
peers.

Similarly, in another study, relatedness was
found to be linked to emotional engagement
(Furrer & Skinner, 2003), with Ryan et al. (1994)
suggesting that the behavioral component of
engagement could also be involved. In terms of
the second need, that of autonomy, Ryan and
Connell (1989) described it as students’ “desire
to do things for personal reasons, rather than
doing things because their actions are controlled
by others” (p. 81) and it is believed that in cases
where students can contribute to decision-making
processes or have the freedom to make choices,
this need for autonomy is fulfilled, hence leading
to a higher level of school engagement (Connell
& Wellborn, 1991). As an example, many studies
have reported that performing activities out of
pleasure or interest (considered to be autono-
mous reasons) was positively linked with both
emotional (e.g., happiness) and behavioral (e.g.,
higher participation) engagement (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991; Patrick et al., 1993). However,
unlike the need for relatedness, there are no stud-

ies which examine the above assumption that
social contexts can contribute to engagement by
supporting autonomy (Fredricks et al., 2004).

A similar observation can be made regarding
the need for competence which is met when stu-
dents start to believe that they control their own
success while believing in their own abilities to
succeed and understanding the means to attain it.
Again, despite evidence of the link between per-
ceived competence and engagement (Rudolph
et al., 2001; Skinner et al., 1990), no studies have
examined the involvement of factors such as
school structure in fulfilling that need for compe-
tence. There is no doubt that further research is,
therefore, required in order to find more evidence
which  supports the self-system model.
Nevertheless, it can be concluded that, through
the conceptualization of needs, this model has the
merit of explaining why engagement is promoted
under certain social contexts.

It is worth noting that the concept of needs is
not necessarily exclusive to the self-system
model. Similar constructs can be found within
the motivational model (Li, 2011), itself based on
the Self-Determination Theory of Ryan and Deci
(2000). As the name suggests, compared to the
previous model, the only difference is the inclu-
sion of the concept of motivation. Hence, in this
case, the model stipulates that the fulfillment of
the psychological need determines the quality of
motivation which eventually influences the level
of school engagement (Eccles, 2004). Motivation,
in this case, is regarded as an important interme-
diate requirement for engagement (Saeced &
Zyngier, 2012) and this is observed not only in
the fact that highly motivated students tend to
perform better at schools (Pintrich, 2003), but
also that it is considered to be one of the most
important factors which need to be targeted by
teachers in order to improve learning (Williams
& Williams, 2011). While motivation is clearly a
useful way of measuring engagement levels, it is
not considered in the self-system model. In the
same way, the motivation model excludes the
influence of social contexts. As such, it is not sur-
prising to note the proposal of a more general
one, the self-system model of motivational devel-
opment (SSMMD), in an attempt to reconcile the
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two (Nouwen & Clycq, 2020), as through this
integrated model, engagement can be visualized
both in terms of the motivation processes and the
continuous interactions with social contexts

(Fig. 1).

Participation-Ildentification Model

A second model which is commonly applied in
the engagement literature is Finn’s participation—
identification model (Finn, 1989). According to
this theory, the first step in building success is
when a willing student starts to participate in
school activities which basically are classified
into four main types, namely, social tasks, class-
related initiatives, extracurricular activities, and
responsive behaviors (Archambault et al., 2009;
Finn & Zimmer, 2012). Participation in any of
these activities are considered to reflect different
levels of a student’s engagement, thereby
suggesting that, based on this model, the devel-
opment of behavioral engagement is the first
requirement for success. While continuous par-
ticipation is believed to lead to some form of aca-
demic success, it may also subsequently lead to a
form of school bonding, that is the identification
part of the model which actually reflects a stu-
dent’s emotional engagement (Finn & Zimmer,
2012). Eventually, being cyclic in nature, these
types of interactions can encourage further par-
ticipation, success, and bonding. However, the
converse is also true and, therefore, Finn’s par-
ticipation—identification model explains school
dropouts as being due to a lack of encouragement
in the early participation in school activities
which will gradually lead to disengagement. This
model is depicted in Fig. 2.

Models and Frameworks of School
Belonging

Despite the importance of school belonging for
healthy psychological development of students,
very few models or frameworks provide guidance
on the best ways to support or encourage school
belonging (Allen et al., 2019; Allen, Vella-
Brodrick et al., 2016; Libbey, 2004). Allen, Vella-
Brodrick and colleagues (2016) found that some
frameworks had been previously developed (e.g.,
Brendtro et al., 2002; Connell & Wellborn, 1991;
Malti & Noam, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2000) but
these were of limited focus. Thus, they ignored
the contribution of certain factors or did not con-
sider the concept as a multidimensional construct
based on empirical evidence (e.g., Rowe et al.,
2007; Waters et al., 2009). Hence a new frame-
work was proposed based on Bronfenbrenner’s
(1979) ecological framework for human develop-
ment, whereby school belonging was viewed as a
“multilayered socio-ecological phenomenon”
(Allen, Vella-Brodrick et al., 2016), not dissimi-
lar to Anderson et al’s (2014) adaptation for
inclusive education. In Allen and colleagues’
approach, children are considered to be at the
center of a broader system, surrounded by multi-
ple layers of influence (the microsystem, meso-
system, exosystem, and macrosystem), which
interact to shape development and psychosocial
adjustment (Allen, Kern et al., 2016; Allen, Vella-
Brodrick et al., 2016), as depicted in Fig. 3. This
framework, unlike others which are only based
on constructs involving an individual, is not only
concerned with the importance of social relation-
ships but it also takes into account other variables
such as ecological, environmental, or even physi-
cal factors which are likely to influence a student.

Fig. 1 The self-system

model of motivational [ TEACHER ] [
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development (SSMMD)
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Fig.2 The
participation—
identification model as
conceptualized by Finn.
(Source: Finn &
Zimmer, 2012)
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Fig.3 The socio-
ecological model
proposed by Allen et al.
2016 for school
belonging (Source:
Allen, Vella-Brodrick
etal., 2016)

Such a multilayered framework, therefore, pro-
vides different levels at which decision-makers
such as educators, school leaders, and school
psychologists can choose to intervene in order to
improve school belonging. Additionally, this
framework provides a means of organizing and
categorizing research results according to the lev-
els to which they apply in order to determine
those which deserve more focus.

uoneysibal

Exosystem

Macrosystem

Closely related to the above framework is the
rainbow model of school belonging (see Allen,
2020b). This model visually captures seven sys-
tems concerned with school belonging: a stu-
dent’s individual characteristics, primary social
groups, the school climate, the local village, the
environment, the culture, and the ecosystem.
These systems clearly resemble the different lev-
els of the socio-ecological framework. However,
this model also possesses some unique features
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which make it particularly useful for portraying
the concept of school belonging. For instance, the
rainbow is a spectrum of colors which reflects the
spectrum of belonging. The different layers might
be brighter or lighter, depending on how much
influence that layer has. On some days, the feel-
ing of belongingness can be intense and this can
be visualized by the rainbow range moving from
the rainclouds (low sense of belonging) to bright
sunshine (high sense of belonging). Experiences
of belonging to school are unique to the individ-
ual—just like each rainbow is unique (e.g., dif-
ferent sizes, times, and places). Among its other
features, the rainbow model also reflects the bi-
directional nature of the influences exerted by
each layer. Finally, the final outcome of belong-
ing can also be conceived in the form of the pot of
gold under the rainbow as school belonging is
positively associated with a range of good out-
comes for students who last well into adulthood.
At the same time, since it is not possible to have
rainbows without rain, challenges and stressors
which can hinder belongingness are appropri-
ately represented by the clouds.

Overlaps and Similarities of School
Belonging and Engagement

Apart from their definitions, the two concepts are
related at the framework level in that they both
attempt to achieve the same result of academic
success. Unlike previous theories where school
belonging and engagement were viewed as
empirical constructs (i.e., as measurable or
dependent/mediating variables which would
explain observations or theories), they are now
considered as outcomes in their own right (i.e.,
they are themselves a product of the interaction
of different factors). Hence, they are both recog-
nized as objectives which need to be targeted in
order to attain that result (Bouchard & Berg,
2017; Fredricks et al., 2004). Furthermore, the
different models used for each concept take into
account the continuous influence of several exter-
nal variables to explain the dynamic nature of
school belonging and engagement. In this case,
overlap of the two terms is obvious not only in

similarities in terms of the variables but also in
the constructs used to define the relationships
between those variables and the two concepts.

For instance, let us consider the socio-
ecological framework for school belonging. A
closer view of the different layers described by
Allen, Vella-Brodrick et al. (2016) suggests that
the proposed framework is based on constructs
which can also be found in the concept of school
engagement. This is especially obvious for the
innermost layer—the individual, which basically
focuses on the factors which are specifically
related to a student and which are likely to influ-
ence his or her sense of belonging. At this level,
three major individual factors can be identified
although it is noted that the contribution of
“demographic characteristics” as a fourth factor,
also have been mentioned (Allen, Kern et al.,
2016). This may be due to the fact that character-
istics such as gender, race, or even ethnicity have
been reported to influence a sense of school
belonging (Bonny et al., 2000; Sénchez et al.,
2005). However, for this chapter, the focus will
be mainly on the main three factors as they repre-
sent those which are most related to the concept
of school engagement.

One of the attributes which is influenced by a
sense of school belonging is academic motivation
which Libbey (2004) describes as the “extent to
which students are motivated to learn and do well
in school” (p. 278). The importance of this factor
was reflected in the study by Neel and Fuligni
(2013) who found that the feeling of being con-
nected to the school was positively associated
with higher levels of academic motivation.
Interestingly, as previously discussed, this con-
cept of motivation is also often associated with
school engagement, especially in the motiva-
tional model or its most recent alternative the
self-system model of motivational development
(SSMMD) (Nouwen &  Clycq, 2020).
Furthermore, the earlier definition of school
engagement in this chapter is that one of its com-
ponents is cognitive engagement whereby young
people display a willingness to learn which is
referred to as “psychological investment.” Many
authors, in their definitions of school engage-
ment, have recognized this investment as being
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important to learn, master, and understand the
knowledge and skills taught at schools (Newmann
et al., 1992; Wehlage et al., 1989). Based on the
descriptions of these authors, Fredricks et al.
(2004) rightly pointed out that the psychological
investment had similarities with the concept of
motivation, especially with specific constructs
such as motivation to learn as it is this which
allows students to value learning and inspires
them to make the necessary efforts for this pur-
pose. This similarity was further highlighted in a
report where the terms engagement and motiva-
tion were used interchangeably (National
Research Council and Institute of Medicine,
2004), with some researchers even suggesting
that engagement was a form of motivation
(Wigfield et al., 2006). Hence, while school
belonging is considered to be one of the greatest
sources of motivation (Fiske, 2004), the latter can
itself be a measure of school engagement levels,
thereby acting as a common link between the two
concepts. Moreover, it is worth pointing out that
motivation, as conceptualized in the different
models of engagement, is believed to be an inter-
mediate psychological state which will not only
determine the level of engagement but which is
itself dependent on a number of external vari-
ables such as contextual factors (Dincer et al.,
2019). As such, it is not unlikely that those same
factors or models could also be applied to explain
school  belonging  through  motivational
constructs.

The other two factors which influence school
belonging at an individual level are personal
characteristics and emotional stability (Allen,
Vella-Brodrick et al., 2016), with the latter also
referred to as negative personal factors in a differ-
ent review (Allen, Kern et al., 2016). The first one
is concerned with the specific nature of students
such as their personal qualities (e.g., coping and
problem-solving skills) or social and emotional
characteristics (e.g., ability to control behavior
and emotions when faced with stresses or being
friendly and getting along with peers and teach-
ers). On the other hand, emotional stability
mostly involves the absence of mental illness or
other negative factors such as persistent anxiety,

depression and negative emotions (e.g., sadness
and gloomy) as in many studies, these were found
to be linked to a low sense of school belonging
(McMahon et al., 2008; Shochet et al., 2007;
Shochet et al., 2011). Again, these two factors,
despite being considered in the context of school
belonging, also show some degree of overlap
with school engagement. More specifically, the
similarity occurs with reference to the emotional
engagement component which has been described
as “students’ affective reactions in the class-
room” (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Skinner &
Belmont, 1993). As such, emotional engagement
involves a wide range of emotions which, in the
context of school belonging, is considered as part
of a student’s emotional stability. This is proba-
bly why authors such as Finn (1989), in describ-
ing emotional engagement as identification with
school, also defined belonging as one of its
dimensions. To a lesser extent, some overlap also
occurs with the behavioral component of school
engagement since one of the three definitions
provided by Fredricks et al. (2004) involves posi-
tive behavior as well as the absence of disruptive
conduct and both of these, being a student’s per-
sonal characteristics, are recognized as important
variables within the socio-ecological framework
of school belonging.

Similarity with emotional engagement can
also be observed for the second layer of the
framework. For this level, referred to as the
microsystem (Fig. 3), the focus is basically on
relationships and according to Brophy’s system-
atic review (Brophy, 2004), this layer is closely
linked to the previous one because the building of
positive personal characteristics can, in turn,
improve the relational skills of students, thereby
allowing them to strengthen their relationships,
whether with parents, peers or teachers. The
importance of this concept is clearly evident from
the number of studies which sought to determine
how relationships influenced school belonging
(Anderman, 2003; Garcia-Reid, 2007; Hamm &
Faircloth, 2005; Johnson, 2009; Reschly et al.,
2008; Wang & Eccles, 2012). However, it should
be noted that the importance of relationships is
not limited to school belonging but is also
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included within the concept of school engage-
ment (Appleton et al., 2008). In engagement the-
ories, the value of relationships is mentioned as
part of the classroom environment where connec-
tions with peers and teachers have been reported
to exert a strong influence on engagement levels
(Battistich et al., 1997).

The mesosystem represents the third layer of
the socio-ecological framework for which some
of the elements overlap with constructs of school
engagement. Broadly speaking, this level
involves the school environment and its associ-
ated features such as the organizational structure,
school policies or school practices which together
are known to affect school belonging (Loukas
et al., 2010; Waters et al., 2010). This description
of the mesosystem clearly bears similarities with
the contextual factors mentioned in the engage-
ment literature, especially those which outline
the influence of school-level factors (e.g.,
Fredricks et al., 2004). More specifically, at the
mesosystem level, multiple group memberships
and participation in extracurricular activities
have been shown to influence school belonging
in a positive way (Dotterer et al., 2007; Drolet &
Arcand, 2013). Interestingly, these same features
are also recognized as promoting behavioral and
emotional engagement (Finn, 1993; Finn et al.,
1995; Wehlage & Smith, 1992), hence these may
be considered as a common measure for both
school belonging and school engagement. In
addition, engagement theories also distinguish
between school-level factors and classroom con-
texts and even though the same distinction is not
made in belonging models, the same features
such as task characteristics or even autonomy
support are also accepted as being important for
fostering school belonging (Vaz et al., 2015). It
can be concluded, therefore, that the
environmental context acts as a common variable
for both engagement, and school belonging
concepts.

It will be observed that as we move away from
the outermost circle depicted in Fig. 1, the simi-
larity or overlap with other constructs is reduced,
and this is particularly obvious with the exo- and
the macrosystem of the socio-ecological frame-

work. The former involves surrounding commu-
nities such as local businesses and community
groups while the latter consists of wider legal and
public policies (e.g., government-driven initia-
tives and regulations) (Saab, 2009). Therefore, a
common aspect of these two levels is that they
are not directly associated with students (Allen,
Vella-Brodrick et al., 2016) but instead, they
affect school belonging by influencing school
activities, policies, and objectives. This could be
the main reason for the absence of overlapping
constructs as school engagement is more specifi-
cally focused on students. Nevertheless, the exo-
system and mesosystem remain two important
levels at which decision- or policy-makers may
intervene in an attempt to foster school
belonging.

In a similar way, in the two-dimensional
model of student engagement described by Finn,
two components of engagement were identified,
namely, participation and identification (Finn,
1989, 1993; Finn & Rock, 1997). These compo-
nents were related to those suggested by Brewster
and Bowen (2004), with the participation compo-
nent referring to the behavioral dimension and
the identification part involving the affective side,
which eventually relates to a student’s sense of
belonging to school, thereby showing some
degree of overlap of the two terms.

Another way of viewing this overlap is through
the measures used for school belonging. In this
case, when investigating school connectedness
based on these measures, Libbey (2004) identi-
fied common constructs such as academic
engagement, discipline and fairness, students’
liking of school, student voice, involvement in
extracurricular activities, peer relations, safety,
and teacher support which altogether represent
important themes in a large number of measures
and terms used to describe school belonging. As
noted earlier, some of these constructs are also
common in defining school engagement and
hence further highlights how this concept is
closely related to that of school belonging.
Nevertheless, it should be remembered that both
represent clearly defined terms and should there-
fore be used appropriately.
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Outcomes of School Belonging
and Engagement

From a historical perspective, it has been gener-
ally observed that students tend to show less
enthusiasm as they progress through the school
system, with increasing numbers either leaving
or being almost uninterested by the time they
reach higher schools (Skinner, Kindermann,
Connell et al., 2009; Steinberg et al., 1996). The
concepts of school belonging and engagement
were, therefore, developed as a means of under-
standing this declining process, with the main
outcome being to achieve academic success. This
outcome was considered to be the primary objec-
tive which had to be attained but over time, the
concepts evolved such that each concept now has
a defined set of outcomes which, in a general
way, can be classified as either positive or nega-
tive. For instance, based on the results of previ-
ous studies, Fredricks et al. (2004), like other
researchers (Dotterer & Lowe, 2011; Finn &
Zimmer, 2012), describe the positives under the
broad category of academic achievement and
found that they were positively related with both
emotional and behavioral engagement (Connell
& Wellborn, 1991; Skinner et al., 1990).
Conversely, school dropout is considered as the
main negative outcome which occurs as a result
of low engagement levels. In fact, preventing
school dropouts may be considered to be the
main objective behind the different theoretical
frameworks of engagement (Reschly &
Christenson, 2012), particularly the one devel-
oped by Finn (1989). However, other authors
took a different approach although the ultimate
outcome remains of promoting academic success
or avoiding dropouts, a number of intermediate
objectives have also been recognized, depending
on which component of engagement was
encouraged. One example is behavioral engage-
ment where three types of targeted results can be
identified. These include following school regu-
lations while avoiding repeated absences or late-
ness as well as trouble-making (Finn, 1993; Finn
& Rock, 1997), being involved in academic
learning in the form of efforts, showing attention
or completion of homework (Birch & Ladd,

1997; Finn et al., 1995) and finally, participation
in activities, both academic and nonacademic
ones (Finn et al., 1995). Similarly, results of emo-
tional engagement could take the form of positive
emotions or showing interest (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991) while developing good relation-
ships with peers and teachers (Lee & Smith,
1995). On the other hand, being conceptualized
as a student’s psychological investment, the out-
come of cognitive engagement may be more dif-
ficult to assess. However, some researchers
consider visible markers such as the ability to
solve problems, a particular preference for hard
work as well as work commitments as indicative
of successful cognitively engaged students
(Connell & Wellborn, 1991).

As previously discussed, academic success is
also a major outcome which is shared by school
belonging, and achieving this has been the main
focus of many studies (e.g., Mai et al., 2015).
Similarly, the main negative outcome due to the
absence of belongingness is school dropout
(Hascher & Hagenauer, 2010) but at the same
time, a number of intermediate outcomes are also
targeted. For instance, as explained by the socio-
ecological framework, school belonging is highly
influenced by individual characteristics, relation-
ships, and school factors. Hence, positive out-
comes often involve improved self-characteristics
such as higher self-esteem or self-discipline
(Dotterer & Wehrspann, 2016; Mai et al., 2015).
Furthermore, better relationships with teachers
and peers promote higher social skills (Mai et al.,
2015) while encouraging higher school participa-
tion (Finn, 1989). More importantly though,
school belonging also helps to promote high lev-
els of engagement (Lam et al., 2012; Roorda
etal., 2011) and therefore, being connected to the
school promotes positive student well-being.

Interventions for School Belonging
and Student Engagement

Since school belonging and student engagement
are clearly important within the educational con-
text, it is, therefore, not surprising that a genuine
attempt has been made to identify and apply



School Belonging and Student Engagement: The Critical Overlaps, Similarities, and Implications...

147

interventions to foster both of them. In this
respect, through randomized control trials as well
as systematic reviews, many researchers have
assessed the suitability of interventions which are
often guided by well-established theories to iden-
tify ideal points of intervention (Allen, Jamshidi
et al., 2021a, 2021b; Christenson & Pohl, 2020;
Fredricks et al., 2019; Greenwood & Kelly,
2019). For instance, Finn’s participation—identifi-
cation model (1989) helps to understand the pro-
cess which causes students to leave school early;
this was applied in the design and implementa-
tion of the Check & Connect projects (C & C)
that sought to increase school completion
(Christenson & Pohl, 2020). In this case, engage-
ment was promoted in a number of ways by, for
example, recognizing early warning signs of dis-
engagement, monitoring students’ attendance,
academic performances and progress, and even
involving parents in order to strengthen family—
school relationships. In fact, the multidimen-
sional nature of engagement makes it possible to
identify different types of interventions which
may be aimed at promoting specific components
of engagement (i.e., behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive) (Fredricks et al., 2019). Similarly,
based on other models (e.g., the self-system
motivational model), some interventions have
considered contextual factors as a means of fos-
tering engagement, while others (e.g., the
Positive-Activity Model or the Synergistic
Change Model) have, instead, focused on posi-
tive psychology interventions to foster well-being
(Fredricks et al., 2019; Lyubomirsky & Layous,
2013; Rusk et al., 2018).

As far as belonging is concerned, Greenwood
and Kelly’s (2019) systematic review pointed out
the different ways in which belonging could be
fostered. They identified providing support,
whether academic or personal, the school culture
and classroom practices as those features which
were most likely to encourage connectedness.
While these features are often part of normal
practice within schools, they may also be imple-
mented as part of intervention programs. In a
similar way to engagement interventions, empiri-
cally supported theories form the basis of belong-
ing interventions. These may be focused on the

positive development of young people as well as
the enhancement of their social skills, especially
by establishing positive relationships with teach-
ers and peers while encouraging teacher—student
communication (Chapman et al., 2013). By
building on the results of previous studies, Allen,
Jamshidi et al. (2021a, 2021b) also identified
other types of school interventions, such as those
targeting social skills, problem-solving, and goal
planning which were aimed at improving stu-
dents’ behavior for better connectedness.
Similarly, interventions involving the regulation
of students’ emotions and those displayed toward
teachers or peers were also found to be effective
at promoting well-being, with positive effects
even observed in the cases of disabled students,
those who need mental health support as well as
those who are likely to have low academic per-
formance. Although the above-mentioned mea-
sures are by no means exhaustive, they do
represent examples where theoretical knowledge
was successfully translated into practice.

Future Research and Practice

There is no doubt that, since their conceptualiza-
tion, we have now come a long way in our under-
standing of belonging and engagement. However,
the avenues for further research are as numerous
as before, as we seek to improve our current
knowledge regarding these concepts. One key
issue is that there are many discrepancies and
inconsistencies in the way belonging and engage-
ment have been described and defined in litera-
ture (Allen, Jamshidi et al., 2021a, 2021b; Slaten
et al., 2016), leading to the overlap and differ-
ences mentioned previously. Furthermore, this
can be particularly problematic when devising
measurement scales aimed at providing empirical
data in support of a theoretical framework, as
results may not be easily comparable. More
recently, Wong and Liem (2021) have elaborated
on the risks associated with overgeneralization of
terms such as student engagement. Hence work-
ing toward the standardization of constructs
might help in overcoming such issues in the
future. More precise measurements and careful
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use of terminology are needed to clearly distin-
guish terms like belonging and engagement
(Allen et al., 2021).

Future research may also be directed toward
the implementation of new interventions as
despite the positive outcomes, there have been a
number of shortcomings. One key issue is that of
implementation, which refers to how success-
fully a particular program is applied within a con-
text. The implementation of school measures to
foster belonging and engagement is dependent on
a number of factors (Sanetti & Luh, 2020), but as
noted by Fredricks et al. (2019), such informa-
tion is often absent despite its importance for
interpreting results. In fact, many reported inter-
ventions may also not be of high quality, thereby
preventing researchers from drawing appropriate
conclusions from available data (Allen, Jamshidi
et al., 2021a, 2021b). Fredricks et al. (2019) fur-
ther identified a number of other issues with
reported measures but one which deserves men-
tion is that of variability among students.
Although a multitiered approach (from general to
specific subgroups of students) for belonging and
engagement interventions can be used, they are
often uniformly applied, albeit to specific class
levels or age groups. As such, they often do not
consider that the levels of belonging and engage-
ment can be highly variable among students.
However, since individualized approaches might
also not be a plausible option, having measures
targeted at specific groups (e.g., socio-economic

background, special needs, family issues) might,
in the future, provide alternative options for reli-
ably assessing the suitability of measures aimed
at fostering school belonging and student
engagement.

Conclusion

This chapter has presented a narrative synthesis
that has explored the similarities and differences
between school engagement and belonging. Our
review reveals that the two concepts are often
confused or used interchangeably despite being
distinct terms which examine the different psy-
chological needs of students. However, they
show unmistakable similarities in terms of their
constructs, especially when considering the vari-
ous models which explain how they are influ-
enced by surrounding factors (see Table 1). The
differences and similarities identified in this
review are presented in Table 1.

Based on our review, it can be concluded that
school belonging and engagement are intricately
linked and may even be considered to be symbi-
otic, requiring each other to exist. However, it is
also widely accepted that even though there is
enough empirical evidence to show how they
encourage positive outcomes and reduce negative
ones, further research is still required to build on
the available knowledge. In short, the concepts of
belonging and student engagement can be con-

Table 1 Similarities and differences of school belonging and engagement

Features and themes School belonging

School engagement

As a mediator of academic

Less evidence for grade improvement

Highly associated with improved

outcomes and more evidence for academic related | academic performance and emotional
outcomes like hardiness and motivation | well -being
Interventions Limited interventions that specifically Higher number of interventions aimed at
aim to increase school belonging improving behavioral, emotional and
cognitive engagement
Feature Manifested at an emotional level Can be of different subtypes (i.e.,

behavioral, emotional, and cognitive)
and hence, not limited to emotional traits

As an outcome

Influenced by a number of factors
grouped at different levels

Influenced by various factors identified
through different theoretical models

Influential factors

Can be fostered through positive
emotions and building relationships

Positive emotions and relationships are
particularly important for emotional
engagement
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sidered two best friends—needed for one another
and essential for students in educational
contexts.
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Abstract

Student engagement bears an important rela-
tion to motivation and other positive out-
comes. Engagement refers to how learners’
cognitions, behaviors, and affects are ener-
gized, directed, and sustained during aca-
demic activities. According to Bandura’s
social cognitive theory, self-efficacy (per-
ceived capabilities for learning or performing
actions at designated levels) is a key cognitive
variable influencing motivation and engage-
ment. The conceptual framework of social
cognitive theory is described to include the
roles played by vicarious, symbolic, and self-
regulatory processes. We discuss how self-
efficacy affects motivation through goals and
self-evaluations of progress and how various
contextual factors may influence self-efficacy.
Research is described that relates self-efficacy
to motivation and engagement. This chapter
concludes with educational implications and
recommendations for future research.
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Self-Efficacy and Engaged Learners

Since the publication of the first edition of this
handbook (Christenson et al., 2012), research and
applied interest in student engagement has
increased dramatically. Although historically
many researchers and practitioners were inter-
ested in the topic as a means of lessening nega-
tive outcomes (e.g., school dropout), today there
is growing interest in engagement as a means of
promoting students’ positive outcomes such as
motivation, learning, interest, and enjoyment
(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2014).

As used in this chapter, student engagement
refers to the manifestation of students’ motiva-
tion, or how their cognitions, behaviors, and
affects are energized, directed, and sustained dur-
ing learning and other academic activities
(Reschly & Christenson, 2012; Skinner et al.,
2009). Motivation refers to internal processes
that energize, direct, and sustain goal-directed
activities (Schunk et al., 2014). This emphasis on
engagement is well founded, with increasing evi-
dence showing its positive influence on myriad
student outcomes including learning, achieve-
ment, and adjustment (Christenson et al., 2012).

Our thesis is that motivation is a key driving
force behind engagement and that motivation and
engagement can be enhanced. Although various
theoretical principles can explain student motiva-
tion and engagement, we utilize Bandura’s
(1977b, 1986, 1997, 2001) social cognitive the-
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ory, which emphasizes that much human learning
and behavior occur in social environments. By
interacting with others live or virtually, people
learn knowledge, skills, strategies, beliefs, norms,
and attitudes. Students act in accordance with
their beliefs about their capabilities and the
expected outcomes of their actions. Social cogni-
tive researchers have explored the operation and
outcomes of cognitive and affective processes
hypothesized to underlie motivation (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016, 2020).

We focus particularly on the key social cogni-
tive motivational variable of self-efficacy, defined
as one’s perceived capabilities for learning or
performing actions at designated levels (Bandura,
1977a, 1997). Researchers have shown that a
higher sense of self-efficacy can positively affect
learning, achievement, self-regulation, and moti-
vational outcomes such as individuals’ choices of
activities, effort, persistence, and interests
(Bandura, 1997; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016;
Schunk & Usher, 2019). Self-efficacious students
are motivated and engaged in learning, which
promotes their competence as learners. Thus,
self-efficacy influences motivation, which affects
engagement. As students are engaged in learning,
they see that they are making progress, which
helps sustain their self-efficacy and motivation
(Fig. 1). Teachers who help students experience
success by fostering their development of skills,
learning strategies, and a positive outlook on
their capabilities and future, can positively impact
self-efficacy in their classrooms (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016).

We next describe the conceptual framework of
social cognitive theory including vicarious, sym-

Fig. 1 The inter-
relation of self-efficacy,
motivation, and
engagement

bolic, and self-regulatory processes. We then dis-
cuss self-efficacy and the process whereby
self-efficacy affects motivation through goals and
self-evaluations of progress, as well as how self-
efficacy can affect student engagement and how
contextual factors may influence self-efficacy.
The research evidence presented relates self-
efficacy to student success. We conclude with
recommendations for future research and impli-
cations for educational practice.

Conceptual Framework

Bandura’s social cognitive theory is based on a
model of reciprocal interactions and vicarious,
symbolic, and self-regulatory processes.

Reciprocal Interactions

Bandura (1977b, 1986, 1997, 2001) postulated
that human activity operates within a framework
of reciprocal interactions involving personal
(e.g., cognitions, beliefs, skills, affects), behav-
ioral, and social/environmental factors. For
example, self-efficacy can influence achievement
behaviors such as task choice, effort, persistence,
and self-regulatory strategies (person — behav-
ior; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016). These behav-
iors also affect self-efficacy. As students work on
tasks and observe their learning progress, self-
efficacy for continued learning is enhanced
(behavior — person). The links between self-
efficacy, motivation, and engagement demon-
strate this reciprocality.

Self-Efficacy

Engagement

Motivation
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The connection between personal and social/
environmental factors is often seen with students
with learning disabilities who often hold low
self-efficacy for performing well (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2020). Persons may react to these
students based on attributes typically associated
with them (e.g., low skills) rather than based on
their actual capabilities (person — social/envi-
ronment). Environmental feedback can affect
self-efficacy, as when teachers encourage stu-
dents by communicating, “I know you can do
this” (social/environment — person).

The influence between behavioral and social/
environmental factors is evident in many instruc-
tional sequences. For example, when teachers
point to a display and say, “Look here,” students
may do that with little conscious attention (social/
environment — behavior). Behaviors can alter
learners’ instructional environments. When stu-
dents give incorrect answers, teachers may stop
the lesson and reteach the material (behavior —
social/environment).

Social cognitive theory contends that individ-
uals strive to develop a sense of agency, or the
belief that they can exert a large degree of control
over important events in their lives (Schunk &
Usher, 2019). They hold beliefs that allow them
to exert control over their thoughts, feelings, and
actions. In reciprocal fashion, people influence
and are influenced by their actions and environ-
ments. The scope of this reciprocal influence is
broader than individuals because they live in
social environments. Collective agency refers to
people’s shared beliefs about what they are capa-
ble of accomplishing as a group. Groups affect
and are affected by their actions and environ-
ments as well.

Vicarious, Symbolic, and Self-
Regulatory Processes

Vicarious, symbolic, and self-regulatory pro-
cesses influence people’s desire to attain a sense
of agency.

Vicarious processes Much human learning
occurs vicariously through observing others

(e.g., live, filmed, virtual; Bandura, 1977b).
This capability allows individuals to acquire
beliefs, cognitions, affects, skills, strategies, and
behaviors from their social environments,
media, the Internet, and the like, which saves
time because learning is not demonstrated when
it occurs. This capability also allows people to
select environmental features (e.g., individuals,
materials) to which they want to attend. Learners
who strive to become musicians enroll in music
lessons and classes and put themselves in situa-
tions where they can learn vicariously, such as
by observing and working with musicians.

Symbolic  processes Symbolic  processes
involve language, mathematical and scientific
notation, iconography, and cognition. These pro-
cesses help people adapt to and alter their envi-
ronments (Bandura, 1986). They use symbolic
processes when they formulate thoughts to guide
their actions. People do not just react to events.
Rather, they plan, solve problems, and alter their
self-regulatory strategies as needed. Symbolic
processes also foster verbal and written commu-
nications and thereby promote learning.

Self-regulatory processes Self-regulation
refers to the processes people use to activate and
sustain their behaviors, cognitions, and affects
to attain goals (Zimmerman, 2000). People reg-
ulate their behaviors to conform to their internal
standards and goals. Before they begin a task,
individuals determine their goals and which
strategies to use, and they feel self-efficacious
about performing well. As they engage in tasks,
they monitor their performances, assess their
goal progress, and decide whether their strategy
needs adjusting. During breaks in learning and
when tasks are completed, they reflect, make
modifications, and determine next steps.
Believing they have learned and made progress
strengthens their self-efficacy and motivates
learning. Highly engaged learners also are apt to
be self-regulated (Usher & Schunk, 2018;
Zimmerman & Cleary, 2009).
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Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is a key personal factor and motiva-
tional variable in Bandura’s (1986, 1997) social
cognitive theory (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020).
Self-efficacy can affect choice of activities,
effort, persistence, and achievement. Research in
academic settings shows that students who feel
efficacious about learning tend to be engaged and
set learning goals, use effective learning strate-
gies, monitor learning, evaluate goal progress,
and create supportive environments (Usher &
Schunk, 2018). In turn, self-efficacy is influenced
by behavioral outcomes (e.g., goal progress,
achievement) and environmental inputs (e.g.,
teacher feedback, comparisons with peers). Self-
efficacy impacts motivation and learning, as well
as decisions and events that affect one’s life
(Schunk & Usher, 2019).

Sources of Self-Efficacy Information

Information for assessing one’s self-efficacy is
acquired from actual performances, vicarious
experiences, forms of persuasion, and physiolog-
ical indexes (e.g., anxiety, stress; Bandura, 1997).
Because performances are tangible indicators of
individuals’ capabilities, they are the most reli-
able source (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).
Interpretations of one’s performances as success-
ful raise self-efficacy whereas perceived failures
may lower it, although an occasional failure or
success may not have much impact. Self-
efficacious learners are apt to view difficulties as
challenges that they can overcome, whereas
lower-efficacy learners may believe that they lack
the capabilities to succeed (Bandura, 1997).
Individuals acquire much information about
their capabilities through social comparisons
with others (Bandura, 1997). Similarity to others is
a cue for gauging self-efficacy (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016). Observing others succeed can
raise observers’ self-efficacy and motivate them
to try the task because they are apt to believe that if
others can succeed, they can as well. But a vicari-
ous increase in self-efficacy can be negated by sub-
sequent difficulties. Persons who observe peers

fail may believe they lack competence, which can
dissuade them from attempting the task.

People also assess self-efficacy based on per-
suasive information from others (e.g., “T know
you can do this”; Bandura, 1997); however, such
persuasion must be credible for people to believe
that success is attainable. Although positive feed-
back can raise individuals® self-efficacy, the
effects will not endure if they subsequently per-
form poorly (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).

Physiological and emotional reactions such as
anxiety and stress provide input about self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Strong emotional reac-
tions can signal anticipated success or failure.
When people experience negative thoughts and
fears about their capabilities (e.g., feeling ner-
vous when thinking about taking a test), those
affective reactions can lower self-efficacy
(Zajacova et al., 2005). Conversely, when people
feel less stressful (e.g., anxiety subsides while
taking a test), they may experience higher
self-efficacy.

These sources do not operate automatically
(Bandura, 1997). Individuals interpret the results
of events and use these interpretations to gauge
self-efficacy (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).
Some ways that research has shown to effectively
build students’ self-efficacy are to have students
set difficult but attainable goals and assess their
own goal progress (mastery experiences), allow
students to observe models similar to themselves
learning skills (vicarious experiences), and pro-
vide students with feedback that links their learn-
ing progress to their diligently applying a learning
strategy (social persuasion; Schunk & Usher,
2019).

Although important, self-efficacy is not the
only influence on behavior. Self-efficacy will not
produce competent performances when requisite
skills are absent. Also important are outcome
expectations (beliefs about the likely conse-
quences of actions; Bandura, 1997), and values
(perceptions of the importance and utility of
learning and acting in given ways (Wigfield et al.,
2016). Even students who feel efficacious about
performing well in school may not be academi-
cally engaged if they do not value it or believe
that negative outcomes may result, such as rejec-
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tion by peers. Assuming requisite skills and posi-
tive values and outcome expectations,
self-efficacy is a key determinant of motivation,
learning, self-regulation, and achievement
(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).

Consequences of Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy can affect various motivational out-
comes relevant to student engagement, including
task choice, effort, and persistence (Bandura,
1997; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). Individuals
typically choose to engage in tasks at which they
feel competent. Self-efficacy also can affect how
much cognitive and physical effort they expend
on task, how long they persist when they encoun-
ter difficulties, and how well they learn and
achieve. Students with high self-efficacy tend to
set challenging goals, work diligently, persist in
the face of difficulty, and recover their sense of
self-efficacy after setbacks. Those with low self-
efficacy may set easier goals, expend minimal
effort, quit when they encounter difficulties, and
feel dejected by failure, all of which negatively
affect engagement and learning (Bandura, 1997).

Goals and Self-Evaluations
of Progress

Social cognitive theory highlights the importance
of various symbolic processes for motivation. In
addition to self-efficacy, goals and self-
evaluations of goal progress are critical.

Goals can instigate and sustain actions,
assuming that learners make a commitment to
attempt to attain the goals (Locke & Latham,
2015). As learners work on a task, they compare
their performances with their goals. Self-
evaluations of progress strengthen self-efficacy
and sustain motivation. A perceived discrepancy
between present performance and the goal may
create dissatisfaction, which can increase effort.
Goals motivate learners to expend the effort nec-
essary and persist at the task (Locke & Latham,
2015), resulting in enhanced engagement and
performance (Zimmerman et al., 2015).

Goals are important, but their motivational
effects depend on the properties of specificity,
proximity, and difficulty. Goals that denote spe-
cific performance standards (e.g., “Work 20 math
problems.”) are more likely to lead to self-
evaluations of progress and enhance self-efficacy
and motivation than are general goals (e.g.,
“Work some math problems”; Bandura, 1986).
Goals also are distinguished by how far they proj-
ect into the future. Because it is easier to deter-
mine progress toward goals that are closer at
hand (e.g., “Study math tonight.”), proximal
(short-term) goals enhance self-efficacy and
motivation better than do distant (long-term)
goals (e.g., “Study math by the end of the week.”;
Zimmerman et al., 2015).

Goal difficulty refers to the level of task
proficiency required. People tend to work
harder to attain challenging goals, although
people may not be motivated to attempt to
attain very difficult goals because they hold
low self-efficacy for attaining them. Learners
are apt to feel self-efficacious when they per-
ceive as goals as challenging but attainable
(Zimmerman et al., 2015).

Goals also can be distinguished on the basis of
intended outcome. A learning goal refers to
which knowledge, behavior, skill, or strategy stu-
dents hope to acquire, whereas a performance
goal refers to which task is to be completed.
These goals can have differential effects on moti-
vation and achievement (Anderman & Wolters,
2006). Learning goals motivate by focusing and
sustaining attention on processes and strategies
that help learners acquire competence and skills.
Self-efficacy is substantiated as learners work on
the task and assess their progress (Zimmerman
et al., 2015).

In contrast, performance goals focus attention
on completing tasks. They may not highlight the
value of the processes and strategies underlying
task completion or raise self-efficacy for learn-
ing. As they engage in tasks, learners may not
compare their present and past performances to
determine progress. Performance goals can lead
to social comparisons with others to determine
progress. These comparisons can lower self-
efficacy when students experience learning diffi-
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culties, which adversely affects motivation and
engagement.

Research supports these hypothesized effects.
Schunk and Ertmer (1999) conducted two studies
with teacher education college undergraduates as
they worked on computer projects. Students
received the goal of learning computer applica-
tions or the goal of performing them. In the first
study, half of the students in each goal condition
evaluated their learning progress midway through
the instructional program. The learning goal led
to higher self-efficacy, self-judged progress, and
self-regulatory competence and strategy use. The
opportunity to self-evaluate progress promoted
self-efficacy. In the second study, self-evaluation
students assessed their progress after each
instructional session. Frequent self-evaluation
produced comparable results when linked with a
learning or performance goal. These results sug-
gest that multiple self-evaluations of progress can
raise motivation, engagement, and achievement.

Self-Efficacy and Student
Engagement

Characteristics of Engaged Learners

Student engagement in learning reflects cogni-
tive, behavioral, and affective variables that
include motivation and self-regulation (Schunk
& Usher, 2019; Zimmerman, 2000). Among cog-
nitive variables, students engaged in learning
hold a sense of self-efficacy that they are capable
of learning. They also value the learning and
believe that positive outcomes will result from
learning. They set goals and decide to use strate-
gies that they believe will help them learn.
Engaged learners also display productive
achievement behaviors. They create physical and
social environments conducive to learning that
include necessary materials and equipment.
While engaged in tasks, they focus their atten-
tion, expend effort, persist when they encounter
difficulties, and evaluate their progress. They
seek help from teachers, parents, peers, the
Internet, and so on, when they are unsure of what
to do. Engaged learners self-monitor their use of

time. They may keep records of what they have
done and what remains to be done (e.g., by using
a planner).

Affective variables include creating and main-
taining a positive attitude toward learning.
Engaged learners value learning; by succeeding,
they experience a sense of pride. They are strate-
gic about learning and know how to keep them-
selves from becoming discouraged. For example,
if they cannot answer the first few questions on a
test, they answer other questions to gain a sense
of progress. If they become stuck on difficult
content, they seek help (e.g., from teachers)
rather than sit idly and become anxious.

Self-efficacy comes into play at all points in
engaged learning. Prior to beginning a task, stu-
dents hold a sense of self-efficacy for learning
(Schunk & Usher, 2019). Their self-efficacy is
substantiated as they work on tasks and observe
their goal progress. Self-efficacy helps to keep
students motivated and engaged in learning activ-
ities. Similar to how they handle difficulties, stu-
dents who feel efficacious about learning but
perceive that their progress is inadequate make
adjustments to improve their learning (e.g.,
change strategy, seek help, enhance one’s envi-
ronment). Such modifications promote continued
engagement.

Contextual Influences

Contextual variables affect self-efficacy, motiva-
tion, and engagement. Some of the most promi-
nent are familial, sociocultural, and educational
variables (Table 1).

Familial variables Families influence self-
efficacy through their capital, which includes
resources and assets (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002).
Resources may be material (e.g., income), human
(e.g., education), and social/cultural (e.g., net-
works). These resources include knowledge and
skills that are valued in school settings (e.g., tech-
nological resources such as computers in the
home; Yosso, 2005). Children are motivated to
learn when the home has activities and materials
that arouse and hold their interest and that pro-
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Table 1 Contextual variables affecting self-efficacy,
motivation, and engagement

Contextual variables Examples

Family capital

Familial

Family environment

Role models

Sociocultural Socioeconomic status

Possible selves

Peers

Culture related stress

Methods of instruction
Modeling
Social feedback

Educational

vide attainable challenges (Schunk & Usher,
2019). Parents who are better educated and have
social connections are apt to stress education and
enroll their children in school and extramural
programs that foster self-efficacy, engagement,
and learning.

Families that foster a responsive and support-
ive environment, encourage exploration and
stimulate interest, and facilitate learning experi-
ences, accelerate their children’s intellectual
development. Because mastery experiences con-
stitute a powerful source of self-efficacy informa-
tion, parents who arrange for their children to
experience mastery in their interests (e.g., music,
sports) are apt to develop efficacious youngsters
(Schunk & Usher, 2019). In contrast, parents may
negatively affect their children’s academic moti-
vation, engagement, and achievement through
various practices. For example, providing extrin-
sic rewards that are not tied to learning progress
may decrease motivation when rewards are not
given. Parents who make unrealistic demands
may create anxiety in learners. Those who do not
encourage self-regulated learning may not pre-
pare students to meet academic challenges.

Another means of influence is vicariously
through role models. Family members who
model ways to cope with difficulties, persistence,
and effort, strengthen their children’s self-
efficacy. Family members also provide persua-
sive information. Parents who encourage their
children to try different activities facilitate their
capability for addressing challenges.

Families also are influential with adult chil-
dren. Western societies are characterized by a
longer transition to adulthood and a prolonged
time to finish school, become employed, and start
families (Settersten & Ray, 2010). Children from
impoverished backgrounds may not attain these
points at the same rate as their more privileged
peers. Modern families can experience undue
stress where children remain semi-dependent for
different types of assistance. Those from low-
income families receive approximately 70% less
material assistance than those in the top quarter
of the income distribution (Settersten & Ray,
2010).

Sociocultural variables Socioeconomic status
(SES) is positively related to self-efficacy and
achievement. Borkowski and Thorpe (1994)
reviewed empirical studies and found that lower-
SES students often lack positive visions of and
long-term goals for themselves in school, career,
and life.

Learners who view school subjects in light of
who they want to become (e.g., lawyer, teacher)
improve their capabilities, motivation, and
engagement (Shell & Husman, 2001). Based on
their study involving almost 200 primarily White
undergraduate students, Shell and Husman
(2001) found that students’ future time beliefs
(i.e., relative importance of attaining immediate
versus long-term future outcomes) were associ-
ated with higher self-efficacy, achievement, and
study time and effort.

Children can be guided to develop future-
oriented conceptions (possible selves; (Borkowski
& Thorpe, 1994). Short- and long-range goals are
critical for their development (Borkowski &
Thorpe, 1994; Oyserman & James, 2009).
Teachers who have a future time perspective can
influence engagement and motivate students by
explaining the importance of present behavior on
future actions and identity (Simons et al., 2004).
Although short-term and specific goals are strong
motivators, long-term goals also are important
(Bandura, 1986).

Teachers engage their students by taking into
account their capacities to think about the future
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(Husman & Lens, 1999). Teachers exert socio-
cultural influence as role models when they help
students understand what possibilities can be
acted upon in their environment and when they
assist with problem solving and goal setting for
achieving future goals (Miller & Brickman,
2004). Teachers can exert a positive influence by
changing the classroom environment, modifying
their instructional and interpersonal strategies,
and addressing students’ individual goals (Miller
& Brickman, 2004).

In a 5-year study of the motivational levels of
Native Americans and White Americans,
Mclnerney et al. (1998) found that middle school-
ers experienced difficulty in imagining the future
(e.g., employability and other long-term goals).
Students may need to be encouraged to connect
their present and future goals by determining an
instrumental route to the future (Mclnerney,
2004). Developmental changes may make a dif-
ference. Mclnerney et al. (1998) found that when
they reached high school, middle schoolers often
became more receptive to imagining their futures
and projecting themselves into colleges and jobs.
Adolescents are better able to do this than
younger children.

Peers constitute another sociocultural influ-
ence. With development, peers become important
influences on self-efficacy (Schunk et al., 2014).
Parents who steer their children toward effica-
cious peers provide opportunities for vicarious
increases in self-efficacy. When children observe
their peers succeed, they are likely to experience
higher self-efficacy and motivation.

Peer influence also operates through networks,
or groups of friends and others with whom
students associate. Students who belong to net-
works tend to be similar (Cairns et al., 1989),
which enhances the likelihood of influence by
modeling. Networks help define students’ oppor-
tunities for interactions and observations of oth-
ers’ interactions, as well as their access to
activities. Over time, network members tend to
become even more similar. Arroyo and Zigler
(1995) studied African American and White peer
groups in urban high schools and found that
racial identification can affect achievement when
members believe that others hold a negative per-

ception of their group. The African American
participants reported lower identification with
their racial group, instead being concerned about
jeopardizing the approval of nonmembers.

Peer groups promote motivational socializa-
tion. Changes in children’s motivation across the
school year are predicted by their peer group
membership (Kindermann et al., 1996). Children
affiliated with highly motivated groups change
positively, whereas those in less motivated groups
change negatively. Steinberg et al. (1996) tracked
students throughout their high school years, find-
ing that those with similar grades but affiliated
with academically oriented crowds achieved
more than those affiliated with less academically
inclined peers. Peer group academic socialization
can influence academic self-efficacy (Schunk &
Usher, 2019).

Another influence on academic self-efficacy is
perceived stress and anxiety. Stress has the poten-
tial to depress students’ self-efficacy, especially
among disadvantaged college populations (e.g.,
nontraditional, immigrant, and minority;
Zajacova et al., 2005) and urban high school stu-
dents (Gillock & Reyes, 1999). Pajares and
Kranzler (1995) found that mathematics anxiety
exerted a weaker influence than self-efficacy on
high school students’ mathematical perfor-
mances. Zajacova et al. (2005) assessed self-
efficacy and stress among freshmen immigrant
and minority college students and found that aca-
demic self-efficacy and stress were negatively
correlated.

Minority and immigrant students experience
culture-related stress, making them more suscep-
tible to social stress than native-born and White
students (Zajacova et al., 2005). Despite increas-
ing diversity within classrooms, many African
American and Hispanic students feel disengaged
and culturally segregated.

Educational variables The role of self-efficacy
in student engagement has been explored by
researchers in diverse educational domains with
students differing in age, developmental level,
and cultural background. Researchers have estab-
lished that self-efficacy influences individuals’
motivation, achievement, and self-regulation in
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both correlational and empirical studies (Bandura,
1997; Pajares, 1997; Schunk & DiBenedetto,
2016; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). A recent study
with 881 urban, primarily minority and low
income, first-to-third graders, identified by teach-
ers as at-risk for reading, examined the role of
self-efficacy in predicting achievement (Lee &
Jonson-Reid, 2016). Students’ reading skills
were tested at both the beginning and the end of
the school year and students, parents, and teach-
ers were administered surveys assessing stu-
dents’ reading, self-efficacy, behavior, and
global-reading self-concept. Surveys were devel-
oped by obtaining questions from previously
established assessment scales of self-efficacy and
self-concept and then modified to be more appro-
priate for this sample’s age. Findings revealed
that young students were able to differentiate
between self-efficacy and self-concept and that
self-efficacy predicted students’ motivation and
performance. Reading self-efficacy had a signifi-
cant and positive impact on standardized reading
achievement measures whereas the effect of
reading self-concept on reading achievement was
not significant.

The relationship between self-efficacy,
engagement, and performance has also been
shown in high school and college students. In a
study with 220 suburban high school students,
researchers examined the impact of self-efficacy
and other variables on cognitive engagement and
achievement (Greene et al., 2004). A series of
questionnaires were distributed over a three-
month period. Results showed that self-efficacy
and meaningful strategy use were the strongest
predictors of academic achievement. Percentage
grade was significantly and positively predicted
by self-efficacy (B = :38, t = 5:29) and strategy
use (B = :15, t+ = 2:08). DiBenedetto and
Bembenutty (2013) examined changes in science
self-efficacy over a semester for 113 college stu-
dents enrolled in intermediate level science
courses. Findings revealed self-efficacy beliefs at
the end of the semester declined and yet were
more closely related to final term averages than
they were at the start of the semester (pre-
assessment M = 6.30, SD = 0.78 and postassess-

ment M =6.02, SD 0.94, t = —3.68). These results
suggest that students’ beliefs about their perfor-
mance became better calibrated as the semester
progressed.

Experimental research also has shown that
instructional and social practices that convey to
students that they are making progress and
becoming competent learners raise self-efficacy,
motivation, and achievement (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016). Some beneficial practices
are having students pursue proximal and specific
goals, using social models in instruction, provid-
ing feedback indicating competence, having stu-
dents self-monitor and evaluate their learning
progress, and teaching students to use metacogni-
tive strategies while learning (Coutinho, 2008;
Schunk & Ertmer, 1999; Schunk & DiBenedetto,
2016). Other benefits on students’ self-efficacy
occur from role models who provide encourage-
ment and high expectations for achievement, a
feeling of control over and empowerment within
one’s environment, and rewards for doing well in
school (Jonson-Reid et al.,, 2005; Miller &
Brickman, 2004).

Falco and Summers (2019) conducted an
intervention study incorporating the four sources
of self-efficacy on high school girls” STEM (sci-
ence, technology, engineering, mathematics)
career self-efficacy beliefs. Ethnically diverse
high school girls received nine 50-minute coun-
seling sessions targeted at building students’ self-
efficacy for making intentional career decisions
and for building self-efficacy for careers in
STEM. The four sources to build self-efficacy
included focusing on performance accomplish-
ments, modeling, strategies for controlling anxi-
ety, and verbal persuasions and encouragement.
Results showed positive moderate-to-large effect
sizes for the impact of the intervention on both
students’ career decision making self-efficacy
and self-efficacy for careers in STEM.

Ramdass and Zimmerman (2011) examined
the influence of modeling and social feedback on
76 sixth- and seventh-grade students’ self-
efficacy and mathematical achievement. Students
observed coping models with or without social
feedback, or mastery models with or without
social feedback. Mastery models demonstrate
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faultless performance from the outset; coping
models initially experience difficulties but gradu-
ally improve and eventually perform as well as
mastery models. Findings revealed that students
in the coping model conditions surpassed those
in the mastery model conditions on the posttests
mathematics performance (F(1, 71) = 14.83,
p <0.001), and on self-efficacy (F(1, 71) = 5.04,
p < 0.05). Thus, the sources of self-efficacy can
be used to foster competency beliefs, motivation,
and engagement in learners.

Self-Efficacy and Positive
Development and Outcomes

The role of self-efficacy in engagement has been
studied extensively in underachievement and drop-
out (Alexander et al., 2001; Christenson et al.,
2012; Hardre & Reeve, 2003; Lee & Burkam,
2003; Rumberger & Thomas, 2000). Factors con-
tributing to underachievement and dropout include
under-developed academic and social skills, little
interest in school subjects, classrooms that stress
competition and ability social comparisons, low
perceived value of school learning, little sense of
belonging or relatedness to the school environ-
ment, and inadequate vision of the future
(Alexander et al., 2001; McInerney, 2004; Meece
et al., 2006; Wentzel, 2005).

In recent years, researchers have increasingly
turned their attention toward how self-efficacy
may promote positive student development,
adjustment, and other outcomes (Furlong et al.,
2014). The latter depend heavily on students’
involvement and participation in school; in par-
ticular, how much the environment promotes
their perceptions of autonomy and relatedness
(Suldo et al., 2014), which in turn can influence
self-efficacy and achievement. Students who feel
a sense of belonging at school are more apt to be
engaged academically, socially, and physically in
school activities (Ryan & Deci, 2016). Parents,
teachers, and peers affect students’ feelings of
belongingness, and peer groups exert increasing
influence during adolescence (Kindermann,
2007; Steinberg et al., 1996).

High self-efficacy can promote student
engagement, but by itself does not guarantee
motivation and engagement. It is possible to feel
efficacious about learning but show little interest
if students place little value on school learning or
show low interest in it. It is important that teach-
ers, parents, and peers build self-efficacy in learn-
ers through the sources mentioned earlier:
performance accomplishments, vicarious experi-
ences, social persuasions, and physiological
indexes. The perception of progress in learning is
a reliable indicator of capabilities because prog-
ress conveys to students that they are capable of
learning. Such self-referential feedback that oth-
ers might provide can raise students’ self-efficacy
and motivation for school (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016). Especially for learners who
have disadvantaged backgrounds it is critical that
they receive positive information in school that
they can be successful.

Interventions can be simple such as class-
based programs, but they also can involve school
district policies and entire schools. Social poli-
cies and second-chance programs have been in
effect for years; however, many of these are
restrictive in scope and problem-based, not devel-
opmental (Bloom, 2010). They often have not
assessed students’ self-efficacy, but this is neces-
sary. Increased research is needed on such pro-
grams and a focus on ethnic identity and
prevention at the high school level or earlier
(Bloom, 2010). Engagement strategies for assist-
ing high-risk dropout populations (e.g., immi-
grants, disabled, young mothers, foster care
youth, youth offenders) include identity develop-
ment, paid work, internships, job training, com-
munity service, and life skills. Research shows
that these types of experiences can promote aca-
demic self-efficacy of diverse first-generation
students (Majer, 2009).

Future Research Directions

The principles of social cognitive theory add
value to understanding student engagement.
There are several self-efficacy research areas that
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should be addressed. Among these are contextual
influences, cross-cultural relevance, collective
self-efficacy, and integration with technology.

Contextual Influences

Self-efficacy can affect and be influenced by
social/environmental variables that often are con-
text specific. Enhancing students’ self-efficacy,
motivation, and engagement requires an under-
standing of how contextual variables operate.

For example, an area needing to be addressed
is the role of school transitions (e.g., middle
school to high school) because these produce
many contextual changes that can affect self-
efficacy. It is not unusual for students’ self-
efficacy to decline after a transition (Wigfield &
Cambria, 2010). Material to be learned typically
becomes more difficult and students’ comparison
groups shift membership. Researchers should
address how students perceive these changes and
how they might affect self-efficacy. A key ques-
tion is how social/environmental variables might
be structured to not only prevent a decline but
also provide efficacy-strengthening experiences.

Another research emphasis should be on how
self-efficacy interacts with students’ perceptions
of school climate and sense of belonging—vari-
ables that are key predictors of school engage-
ment (Ryan & Deci, 2016; Suldo et al., 2014).
Learners who experience positive emotions in
school and feel a sense of belonging in a positive
environment are less at risk for underachieving
and dropping out (Suldo et al., 2014). Research
on students’ perceptions will suggest ways to
improve their self-efficacy and engagement in
learning. For example, imaging a future goal and
how school might contribute to that can enhance
self-efficacy and engagement (Borkowski &
Thorpe, 1994; Jonson-Reid et al., 2005).
Knowing how classroom factors contribute to
perceptions of climate can lead to improvements
in environmental factors. Research also can
investigate self-conceptions and possible selves,
as well as experiences of academic identification
(Kerpelman et al., 2008).

Cross-Cultural Relevance

Most social cognitive research has been con-
ducted in Western societies, but this situation is
changing as researchers are testing principles of
social cognitive theory globally. The topics of self-
efficacy and self-regulation have much interna-
tional appeal. And cross-cultural research has
yielded differences (Mclnerney, 2008). For
example, Klassen (2004) found that individuals in
individualistic (Western) cultures tend to judge
self-efficacy higher than do learners in collectivist
cultures. The correspondence between self-
efficacy and skills is better for those in collectivist
cultures.

These are important findings because people
who overestimate their self-efficacy may attempt
tasks beyond their means and perform poorly,
whereas those who underestimate may be reluc-
tant to engage in tasks and thereby preclude
opportunities  for learning (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2020). These results suggest that
collectivist cultures may promote modest self-
efficacy judgments and that in some cultures col-
lective self-efficacy (self-efficacy of what a group
can accomplish; discussed next) may predict
learning outcomes better than individual
self-efficacy.

Although social cognitive theory has been
found to be cross-culturally relevant, more needs
to be known about students from different cul-
tures and countries. Most educational self-
efficacy studies have focused on students from
the United States without sufficient attention on
issues of diversity, especially as related to learn-
ing and engagement. This is especially important
today as schools become more diverse including
within cultures. Cross-cultural studies will
expand understanding of the operation and gen-
erality of self-efficacy.

Research that focuses on culturally ethnic stu-
dents’ experiences at different types of institu-
tions is also needed. Hand in hand with this focus
is that of social policies and programs that can
address in a specific way not only the lower
achievement and higher attrition for African
American college students but also what types of
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interventions and resources foster ethnic stu-
dents’ self-efficacy and success. Given that
research on self-efficacy has mostly focused on
White students at predominately White institu-
tions, we need a better understanding of African
American youths’ sense of self-efficacy, in addi-
tion to strategies that foster a belief in the value
of education (Jonson-Reid et al., 2005).

Collective Self-Efficacy

As noted previously, cultural dimensions such as
individualism and collectivism may influence the
relation of self-efficacy to academic outcomes
(Oettingen & Zosuls, 2006). Kim and Park (2006)
argued that theories that emphasize individualis-
tic values—such as self-efficacy—cannot explain
the high achievement of East Asian students.
Instead, the Confucian-based socialization prac-
tices that promote close parent—child relation-
ships seem responsible for high levels of
self-regulatory, relational, and social efficacy. In
these cultures, relational efficacy (i.e., perceived
competence in family and social relations), as
well as social support from parents, may influ-
ence students’ academic performances. Self-
efficacy may be more other-oriented in some
non-Western (particularly Asian) cultures than in
Western cultures (Klassen, 2004), a point that
needs further research.

Many educational contexts are structured for
group work. It makes sense to ask how to create
and sustain engaged groups. These groups dis-
play the same features as engaged individuals.
Collective self-efficacy (perceived capabilities of
the group, team, or larger social entity) is not the
average of individuals’ self-efficacy but rather
members’ perceived capabilities to attain a com-
mon goal by working together (Bandura, 1997).

As noted earlier in this chapter, collective self-
efficacy may predict group performance better
than individual self-efficacy and especially
among persons in collectivist cultures. But even
in more individualistic cultures, working in
groups is considered important and
outside-of-school.

in-

In a similar vein, collective teacher self-
efficacy is the belief of a group of teachers that
they can enhance students’ achievement and
well-being (Bandura, 1997). Collective self-
efficacy and collective teacher self-efficacy are
influenced by the same sources as is individual
self-efficacy. Collective efficacy can be devel-
oped when group members work together to
achieve common goals (performance accom-
plishments), learn from one another and from
mentors (vicarious experiences), receive encour-
agement and support from others (forms of per-
suasion), and work together to cope with
difficulties and alleviate stress (physiological
indexes). Cantrell and Hughes (2008), for exam-
ple, found that sixth- and ninth-grade teachers’
collective self-efficacy improved after a year-
long professional development program involv-
ing a team approach to teaching literacy.

Relative to individual self-efficacy, there is far
less research on collective efficacy. But research-
ers have shown that collective self-efficacy is
positively related to teacher job satisfaction and
retention (Caprara et al., 2003). Teachers and stu-
dents who remain engaged are less likely to drop
out of teaching or school. We recommend
enhanced research on collective self-efficacy
both to clarify its operation within groups and
suggest implications for educational practices.

Integration with Technology

Social cognitive theory was largely developed
prior to technological advances. Most research
has been face-to-face. The theory does not need
major revisions because the principles are
intended to be generic and apply across different
contexts. But the role of technology requires
some theoretical adaptations.

Social cognitive research is needed with social
media. These media offer ways for learners to be
engaged with others, and we know little about
how such engaged interactions may influence
self-efficacy and other variables. Learning from
others is a source of self-efficacy information,
and this should be true regardless of whether the
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interactions are live or virtual. Social media fit
well with a social cognitive theory.

Such research has implications for teaching
and learning. There are many educational uses
for technologies such as Facebook and Zoom.
How might these and other forms of media be
used to help students set goals, monitor progress,
assess self-efficacy for learning, and the like?
How might instruction be designed to incorpo-
rate social media that take self-efficacy of learn-
ers and teachers into account? Research is needed
to expand the generality of the theory beyond its
original formulation.

Educational Applications

There are several applications of self-efficacy
theory and research for student engagement,
especially using the four sources of self-efficacy
information. Mastery experiences are powerful
influences on self-efficacy, especially when
learners set challenging but attainable goals and
practice and refine skills. As they observe their
goal and learning progress, their self-efficacy for
continued learning is strengthened. Teachers also
can provide vicarious experiences by indicating
how other similar students have mastered skills,
as well as persuasive information through realis-
tic encouragement. Encouraging students to
attempt very difficult tasks may prove demoral-
izing and lower self-efficacy. Teachers can use
physiological indicators, such as when they tell
students that they are reacting in a less-stressful
way to completing assignments.

Teachers want students to be successful and
may be tempted to assist them. Assistance often
is necessary in the early stages of learning. But
success with help does not build strong self-
efficacy because students may attribute the suc-
cess to the teacher’s help. Allowing learners to
succeed on their own strengthens self-efficacy
better.

Another idea is to use an appropriate instruc-
tional model that allows for differentiation.
Students do not learn at the same rate or in the
same way. Nonindividualized assignments mean
some will succeed but others will not. The latter

students, when they compare their performances
to those of students who have done well, may
doubt their capabilities. Individualized instruc-
tion minimizes social comparisons. Teachers can
provide individualized feedback, such as by tell-
ing them, “See how much better you’re doing on
these now?”

Students can be encouraged to evaluate their
learning and gauge their progress. For example,
teachers could give students a scale ranging from
1 (low) to 10 and ask them to assess their prog-
ress in solving different types of mathematical
problems. Such assessments are good indicators
of where students may need additional instruc-
tion and practice.

A key goal is for learners to have a sense of
realistic optimism about what they can learn or
accomplish, which can motivate them to improve
(Bandura, 1997). A sense of realistic optimism
gives learners goals to strive for and makes for
enjoyable environments in which to learn.

Conclusion

Research evidence supports the point that self-
efficacy is a significant influence on learners’
motivation and engagement (Schunk &
DiBenedetto, 2016, 2020). Self-efficacy helps to
create a sense of agency and contributes to learn-
ers’ positive development in- and out-of-school
(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2016).

Social cognitive theory stresses learning from
the social environment. The conceptual focus of
Bandura’s theory postulates reciprocal interac-
tions among personal, behavioral, and social/
environmental factors. Self-efficacy is a critical
personal factor that can affect motivation,
engagement, learning, and achievement. Self-
efficacy is shaped by personal, cultural, and
social factors.

Attention to ways of building students’ skills
and self-efficacy will help learners become aca-
demically motivated and stay engaged in learn-
ing. These outcomes should help diminish
underachievement and dropout, as well as pro-
vide learners with a sense of realistic optimism
about their capabilities. Important research ques-
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tions remain that will help refine the theory and
have implications for teaching and learning.
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Abstract

Applications of self-regulated learning (SRL)
processes in school contexts continue to rise
in popularity and sophistication. In addition to
intervention  programs and initiatives,
researchers have begun examining the effects
of professional development programming
and the role of SRL assessment practices in
promoting optimal functioning and develop-
ment. This chapter focuses on both SRL inter-
vention and assessment practices, with
particular emphasis on the emerging role of
various SRL measures as formative assess-
ment tools. Specifically, we review research
and illustrate how SRL microanalysis and the
Diagnostic Assessment and Achievement of
College Students (DAACS) self-report ques-
tionnaire can be used in a formative fashion by
researchers and/or practitioners to promote
optimal feedback that can enhance student
engagement and overall learning as well as
teachers’ instructional approaches or interac-
tions with students. Implications for practice
and suggested areas for future research are
also presented and discussed.
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Student engagement represents one of the most
important constructs that school-based research-
ers and educators can address in their profes-
sional roles and activities, given its strong relation
to students’ behavioral and academic outcomes
(Cleary & Kitsantas, 2017; Lovelace et al., 2017;
Reschly, 2020). Defined by Christenson et al.
(2012) as “[...] active participation in academic
and cocurricular or school-related activities, and
commitment to educational goals and learning”
(pp- 816-817), student engagement is often
viewed as a multi-dimensional construct with
multiple subtypes: academic, behavioral, cogni-
tive, and affective categories (Fredericks et al.,
2004; Reschly & Christenson et al., 2012).
Linked to each subtype are several indicators,
such as task completion, productivity, or perfor-
mance (i.e., academic engagement), class partici-
pation and attendance (i.e., behavioral
engagement), self-regulatory processes like self-
reflection or goal-setting (i.e., cognitive engage-
ment), and feelings of connectedness and
belongingness to school and peers (i.e., affective
or emotional engagement).

Many scholars assert that models of student
engagement and self-regulated learning (SRL)
overlap conceptually, at least to some degree
(Cleary et al., 2021; Cleary & Zimmerman, 2012;
Reschly & Christenson et al., 2012). From an
engagement perspective, regulatory and motiva-
tional processes (e.g., goal-setting, monitoring,
and evaluation) are subsumed within cognitive
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engagement. Pohl (2020) underscored this prem-
ise, noting that “cognitive engagement can be
defined as students’ investment in their learning,
valuing of their learning, directing effort toward
learning, and using learning strategies to under-
stand material, accomplish tasks, master skills,
and achieve goals” (p. 254). In the first edition of
this Handbook, Cleary and Zimmerman (2012)
also discussed SRL specifically with regard to
cognitive engagement. They argued that most
SRL models are discussed in terms of a cyclical
feedback loop; that is, an internal, largely cogni-
tively driven cyclical process that is central to
understanding the ways through which individu-
als optimize their overall engagement and learn-
ing in school. They also underscored additional
areas of overlap between these two constructs,
namely with respect to the role of situational
dependence or context in understanding students’
engagement or regulation.

The primary objectives of this chapter are (1)
to stretch the boundaries of current thinking
about the link between student engagement and
SRL processes and (2) to underscore recent
research focusing on innovative applications of
SRL intervention and assessment practices that
promote student engagement. To begin, we pro-
vide a general overview of the definitions and
descriptions of both student engagement and
SRL, emphasizing areas of overlap and diver-
gence. While we still concur with Cleary and
Zimmerman (2012) regarding the close corre-
spondence between cognitive engagement and
SRL, we emphasize a more expansive viewpoint
of SRL that underscores an integration of
cognitive, affective, behavioral, and contextual
factors (Cleary & Callan, 2018; Zimmerman,
2000). With respect to this comprehensive con-
ceptualization and our desire to underscore the
close connection between engagement and regu-
lation concepts, we use the term regulatory
engagement and SRL interchangeably through-
out this chapter.

We then shift our focus to recent trends in the
SRL literature, highlighting research on emerg-
ing and innovative attempts to optimize students’
achievement and regulatory engagement in learn-
ing contexts. Although we consider initiatives

from both direct (i.e., SRL interventions) and
indirect (i.e., SRL professional development with
teachers) service delivery perspectives, our pri-
mary objective is to discuss how SRL assessment
practices and tools (e.g., self-report question-
naires, SRL microanalysis) can be used in a for-
mative fashion by researchers and/or practitioners
to promote optimal feedback that can enhance
student engagement and overall learning. We end
this chapter with implications for practice and
areas for future research.

Conceptual Overview of SRL
and Student Engagement

Educators have long been interested in under-
standing the determinants of student engagement
and/or SRL processes in school contexts. From
the perspectives of various school personnel,
such as school psychologists and teachers, these
constructs are critical to student success and thus
are often the topic of professional development
initiatives (Cleary et al., 2010; Cleary &
Zimmerman, 2006; Coalition for Psychology in
Schools and Education, 2006; Wehmeyer et al.,
2000). The focus of this section involves examin-
ing the conceptual overlap (i.e., similarities and
distinctions) between models of student engage-
ment and SRL frameworks. Our goal in conduct-
ing this broad level analysis is not to draw any
conclusions regarding the relative effectiveness
or superiority of a given model, perspective, or
approach to enhancing student engagement in
school. We simply hope to provide some com-
mentary for readers to more clearly understand
the nature of SRL processes, or what we term
regulatory engagement.

In reviewing the engagement literature, it is
clear that most models depict engagement as a
mega-construct consisting of different subtypes
(i.e., academic, behavioral, cognitive, and affec-
tive), and with each subtype having associated
indicators and facilitators (Christenson et al.,
2012; Fredericks et al., 2004; Skinner et al.,
2008). Academic engagement entails one’s over-
all investment or participation in school-related
work, tasks, or classroom activities (Reschly,
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2020). When students are academically engaged,
they will often complete their classwork and
homework on time, have opportunities to respond
during class, and sustain efforts to complete
coursework. In contrast, behavioral engagement
refers to student conduct and their overall partici-
pation in school-related events or activities
(Fredericks et al., 2004). If a teacher describes
their students as behaviorally engaged, one would
likely observe these students attending school on
a regular basis and showing up on time, actively
listening during classroom instruction or taking
notes, or perhaps getting involved in extra-
curricular school activities (e.g., theatre, sports).
Christenson and colleagues’ model of student
engagement also posits that academic and behav-
ioral engagement tend to reflect observable indi-
cators, while the other two dimensions—affective
and cognitive—reflect internal processes.

Affective engagement is conceptualized as the
emotions or feelings that have a motivational
effect for engaging in an activity or task (Cook
et al., 2020). Affective engagement typically
emphasizes interpersonal factors and feelings of
connectedness or belongingness in students
(Christenson et al., 2012). Thus, students who are
affectively engaged will likely feel connected to
school, supported by teachers and peers, and
have positive, stable friendships. The fourth
dimension, cognitive engagement, has often been
equated with or described in terms of self-
regulatory and motivational processes, such as
perception of task value, goal orientation, or use
of regulatory strategies. Overall, there is much
research showing that each of these four
engagement subtypes plays a critical role in stu-
dents’ academic success, whether success is
defined in terms of grades, persistence, behav-
ioral functioning, or even dropout rates (Reschly,
2020).

Over the past few decades, several SRL theo-
retical frameworks have also been developed
(Panadero, 2017; Schunk & Greene, 2018;
Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). Collectively,
these models have provided a fertile foundation
from which to examine and understand essential
processes that promote students’ strategic think-
ing and behaviors in learning or performance sit-

uations (Panadero, 2017; Schunk & Greene,
2018). Although there are important distinctions
across models in terms of the processes that are
emphasized, sources of motivation, and the per-
ceived role of the social environment, there is
also considerable overlap among them (Puustinen
& Pulkkinen, 2001; Panadero, 2017). In fact, in a
recent review of several theoretical frameworks
frequently cited in the SRL literature, Panadero
(2017) noted that among other things, virtually
all of the models converge on the premise that
SRL is a dynamic, fluid, cyclical process consist-
ing of different phases and subprocesses.

Most contemporary SRL researchers are inter-
ested in detailing the task-specific, dynamic,
goal-directed aspects of the regulatory processes
than they are in discussing stable traits or regula-
tory dispositions of students. In other words, SRL
researchers and interventionists typically strive to
target the malleable and teachable regulatory
skills and processes that enable students to man-
age their lives in pursuit of personal goals. Cleary
and Zimmerman (2004) aptly capture this con-
textualized, dynamic aspect of SRL in terms of a
guiding regulatory question relevant for assess-
ment and intervention practices, ‘“To what extent
does this student have the knowledge of, select,
and regulate the use of these specific study and
self-regulation strategies to enhance his or her
performance on these performance outcomes in
that particular class?” (p. 541). Central to most
contemporary models of SRL is the focus on
accomplishing and adapting behaviors and strate-
gies to reach one’s goals.

It is important to note, however, that outside of
learning and academic situations, other research-
ers use the term self-regulation (SR), or in some
cases self-control (Barkley, 2016; Greene, 2018).
SR models are similar to SRL perspectives in
their focus on the management and monitoring of
cognition, behavior, and emotional arousal to
achieve goals. However, SR researchers tend to
address topics or situations outside of academic
learning, such as addictions, behavioral control,
dieting, or interpersonal interactions, and focus
on individuals’ ability to resist temptations, to
delay gratification or impulses, or to think in flex-
ible adaptable ways during problem-solving
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(Barkley, 2016; Vohs & Baumeister, 2016). We
recognize the importance of such models in a
broad sense, but focus this chapter exclusively on
SRL models and their applications in academic
or learning contexts.

Another commonality across SRL models is a
focus on the operation and structure of the cycli-
cal feedback loop (Panadero, 2017; Schunk &
Greene, 2018). Conceptually, a feedback loop
refers to a goal-directed process whereby infor-
mation or feedback about behavior or perfor-
mance is used to evaluate goal progress and to
facilitate decision-making regarding adaptations
needed to attain goals. The basic idea is that indi-
viduals will be motivated to reduce a discrepancy
between their performance and a standard (i.e.,
goal). After an initial goal is achieved, students
will stop engagement or shift their engagement
efforts toward new goals or activities. Self-
regulatory feedback loops also tend to operate in
a temporal sequence (i.e., before, during, and
after dimensions) that mirrors the temporal char-
acteristics of learning activities. For example, to
understand the regulatory engagement of stu-
dents attempting to write a persuasive essay,
researchers or practitioners would examine how
the students plan or approach the task (before),
use and monitor the effectiveness of specific
strategies while writing (during), and use internal
or external feedback to evaluate the strategy
effectiveness relative to their goals (after).
Although different labels have been used to
describe this temporal process (Schmitz & Wiese,
2006; Winne & Perry, 2000), we focus on
Zimmerman’s three-phase model of SRL, which
is grounded in social-cognitive theoretical prin-
ciples (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2000).

Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical model of SRL
is represented by three sequential, interrelated
phases—forethought, performance control, and
self-reflection. His theoretical framework is one
of the most widely cited in the SRL literature and
has been used as the theoretical foundation for
both assessment and intervention programming
(Cleary et al., 2021; Cleary et al., 2017; Panadero,
2017). It is also quite useful from a practical per-
spective in that it provides an organizational
structure for researchers and practitioners alike to

understand the operation, influence, and relation
among motivational, metacognitive, behavioral,
and affective processes as individuals engage in
learning-related activities, such as taking notes in
class, completing homework assignments, or
studying for exams.

Before engaging in a learning activity, highly
regulated learners plan and think about an appro-
priate course of action. In the SRL model, these
preparatory actions and thoughts reflect fore-
thought processes, such as identifying the
demands and expectations of a learning task (task
analysis), setting specific goals for that activity
(goal setting), and developing plans or approaches
on how best to achieve one’s goals (strategic
planning). Because SRL is an effortful process,
this model also underscores the deterministic role
of motivation beliefs, such as self-efficacy and
task values, in stimulating students to engage in
the learning process (Cleary et al., 2018).

During attempts to learn in the performance
control phase, students will purposefully and
intentionally use specific self-control strategies
to optimize their learning, behaviors, and emo-
tions. For example, when studying for a mathe-
matics test, students may use concept mapping
and self-quizzing (i.e., learning strategies), deep
breathing and mindfulness (i.e., anxiety control),
or positive self-talk to sustain high levels of moti-
vation. Regulated learners do not rigidly use the
same strategies in all situations; they tend to be
flexible and nimble in their strategic behaviors
and are willing to adapt or change their approach
based on emerging challenges or difficulties in a
given situation (Wolters, 2003; Zimmerman,
2000). In addition to deploying effective strate-
gies during learning, highly regulated learners
engage in self-observation, a process entailing
tracking one’s task performance and the condi-
tions surrounding it. From a regulatory engage-
ment perspective, self-monitoring or observation
is a hallmark feature of the cyclical feedback
loop because it facilitates error analysis and
enhances the likelihood that individuals will
make fine-grained adjustments to their strategies
when not learning effectively.

In the final phase of this cyclical feedback
loop, regulated learners will often reflect on par-
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ticular aspects of their learning or performance
including how well did I do? (i.e., self-evaluation);
why did I perform that way? (i.e., causal attribu-
tions), how do I feel about my performance? (sat-
isfaction/affect), and what do I need to do now?
(i.e., adaptive inferences). Thus, highly regulated
learners will first compare self-monitored or
externally provided feedback to their personal
goals or other standards to determine their level
of success. They then search for the most tenable
reasons for their performance, and ideally attri-
bute their performance to controllable factors,
such as the strategies used during learning. Of
particular importance from a regulatory perspec-
tive, however, are the conclusions or adaptive
inferences that individuals make about how to
improve performance or their behaviors when
they are not reaching their goals.

When comparing Christenson and colleagues’
model of student engagement and Zimmerman’s
three phase model of SRL, there are clear simi-
larities (see Table 1). Both perspectives focus on
multi-dimensional aspects of student function-
ing, specifically across academic, cognitive,
behavioral, and affective aspects of functioning.
Christenson and colleagues’ model is quite
explicit in terms of the operational definitions
and indicators for the four subtypes. SRL models
are similar in that they consider these four areas
when conceptualizing or defining the regulatory
processes, although these descriptions are nar-
rower in focus. Zimmerman (2000) aptly cap-
tured the multi-dimensional focus of SRL in
stating, “Self-regulation refers to self-generated
thoughts, feelings, and actions that are planned
and cyclically adapted to the attainment of per-

sonal goals” (italics added for emphasis, p. 14).
SRL models do not label the terms cognitive,
affective, and behaviors as distinct subtypes of
regulation; rather, they conceive of them as inter-
related domains of functioning that become inte-
grated as individuals perform specific academic
or learning activities.

Both models also recognize the importance of
the reciprocal relations between contextual influ-
ences and student engagement. For example,
Reschly and Christenson et al. (2012) highlighted
myriad contextual facilitators that play a role in
student engagement, such as family supports,
peer relations, school-based initiatives and sup-
ports, and even community impacts. These con-
textual facilitators are intertwined with
engagement-related interventions and can be
adapted or changed to best meet student needs
(Reschly et al., 2020). Zimmerman’s model is
largely grounded in Bandura’s (1986) premise of
reciprocal determinism; that is, human function-
ing can be described in terms of the reciprocal
relations among personal and environmental fac-
tors as well as behavior. Similar to engagement
models, social-cognitive theorists recognize that
contexts are dynamic entities that can directly
influence but also be influenced by students oper-
ating in that context. Similarly, both engagement
and SRL perspectives appear to support the
premise that student perceptions and perspectives
are central in understanding student functioning;
when devising interventions to enhance student
engagement, their perceptions might even serve
as a key mediator between contextual influences
and enhanced engagement (Cleary & Kitsantas,
2017; Reschly & Christenson, 2012).

Table 1 Broad comparison of student engagement and SRL frameworks

Engagement Point of comparison SRL

Yes Considers academic, behavioral cognitive, and affective | Yes
aspects of functioning

Yes Emphasizes the importance of social, contextual, or Yes
cultural milieu

Yes Emphasizes importance of student perceptions for Yes
engagement

No Described and operationalized as a task-specific Yes
process

No Defined by the goals that individuals set for themselves | Yes
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From our perspective, SRL and engagement
models can be most easily distinguished in terms
of the specificity in focus on particular academic
tasks and the explicitness of a goal-directed pro-
cess. That is, although both models clearly
address similar aspects of functioning (i.e., aca-
demic, behavioral, cognitive, affective), SRL
models are more fine-grained and narrower in
their description of these areas of functioning and
explicitly explicate particular regulatory pro-
cesses and their intersecting influences on stu-
dent learning and performance. For example, if
school psychologists are interested in optimizing
students’ regulatory engagement, they typically
will be most concerned with assessing and pro-
viding interventions that simultaneously consider
students’ cognitive (including metacognitive),
affective, and behavioral processes during
engagement in specific learning tasks or activi-
ties, such as writing an essay, studying for an
exam, or completing a science investigation. This
“in the moment” type of regulatory engagement
is not only defined by the nature of the activity in
which students engage but also the goals students
possess relative to that activity. Thus, as students’
goals shift and change within the short and long
term, so too will the nature of their regulatory
engagement.

Trends in Approaches to Optimize
SRL Engagement

There is a burgeoning literature focused on SRL
applications in school contexts. Central to these
“application innovations” are SRL-focused inter-
ventions for academically at-risk youth and the
provision of SRL professional development (PD)
for educators. Most recently, researchers have
begun to consider how SRL assessment tools can
be used in a formative manner to enhance student
functioning and/or to guide instructional efforts.
We briefly consider research on SRL and PD
innovations, but focus most directly on the use of
SRL assessment data as feedback and progress
monitoring mechanisms to promote regulatory
engagement.

Student-Focused SRL Interventions

There are myriad academic, behavioral, and
mental health interventions that incorporate SRL
processes, such as goal-setting, self-monitoring,
or self-evaluation (Briesch & Briesch, 2016;
Reddy et al., 2018; Suveg et al., 2015). For exam-
ple, a large percentage of interventions designed
to help students with ADHD utilize aspects of
self-monitoring or self-evaluation (Reddy et al.,
2018). Many academic interventions consider
SRL principles and processes as primary or cen-
tral aspects. Collectively, these academic inter-
ventions seek to optimize students’ metacognitive,
strategic, and motivational functioning as they
engage in reading texts (Tonks & Taboada, 2011),
writing essays (Graham & Harris, 2009; Graham
et al., 2012), or solving mathematics problems
(Montague et al., 2014). Other school-based SRL
interventions focus less on the development of
academic skills and more on the optimization of
students’ strategic skills in managing and over-
coming common academic, motivational, and
regulatory challenges experienced during learn-
ing or the completion of common school-related
activities. The Self-Regulation Empowerment
Program (SREP) is illustrative of these programs
(Cleary et al., 2017).

SREP is a comprehensive intervention pro-
gram designed to optimize the strategic, motiva-
tional, and metacognitive skills of academically
at-risk middle school and high school students as
they engage in learning and academic activities.
SREP sessions are typically presented in small
group formats and provide students with struc-
tured instructional supports and coaching that
enables and empowers student to think and act in
cyclical, regulatory ways during learning (Cleary
& Platten, 2013; Cleary et al., 2017). In the
beginning stages of the SREP instructional pro-
cess, students are introduced to the importance of
strategic thinking and adaptive mindsets as they
learn and evaluate success or failure. The SREP
coaches also provide modeling and guided prac-
tice experiences so that students learn new and
effective strategies to learn course content or to
more effectively manage their behaviors (e.g.,
effort, help seeking) and emotions (e.g., anxiety).
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Importantly, the SREP coaches guide students
through a highly systematic process of self-
reflection about grades for course assignments
and tests. Through the use of microanalysis ques-
tions (see assessment section; Cleary et al.,
2017), the coaches prompt students to respond to
critical questions linked to their reflective phase
processes: “how well did I do?” (self-evaluation);
“why did I perform this way?” (attributions); “am
I satisfied with my performance?” (satisfaction/
affect); and “what do I need to do to improve?”
(adaptive inferences). Both students and SREP
coaches use this microanalysis assessment infor-
mation to stimulate interactive conversations and
discussions within the SREP group.

Teacher SRL Professional
Development (PD) Experiences

Survey research in education reveals that student
SRL and motivational skills are of particular
interest to educators and other school personnel
(e.g., school psychologists) because such skills
are essential to student success and are often
raised as areas of concern for students referred
for psychoeducational evaluations (Cleary et al.,
2010). Interestingly, despite the importance of
SRL processes, most educators do not believe
they receive enough training or experiences to
effectively assess and/or enhance students’ regu-
latory engagement (Cleary et al., 2010; Kremer-
Hayon & Tillema, 1999; Lau, 2012; Pauli et al.,
2007; Spruce & Bol, 2015). This gap has stimu-
lated efforts by researchers to develop and evalu-
ate the effects of SRL PD programming.

In the literature, SRL PD initiatives can vary
in both comprehensiveness and duration. Some
PD programs are implemented over several years
(e.g., Perry et al., 2007), while others are pro-
vided on a continuous basis over the course of a
couple of months (e.g., Ganda & Boruchovitch,
2018; Kramarski & Michalsky, 2015; Peters-
Burton & Botov, 2017) or even for only one or
two sessions (Allshouse, 2016). Despite this vari-
ability in SRL PD training duration and the nature
of PD experiences, research tends to support its
overall effectiveness for both the teachers and

students (Kramarski et al., 2013; Peters-Burton
et al., 2020; Spruce & Bol, 2015). Perry et al.
(2007) implemented a long-term project empha-
sizing SRL PD with 18 preservice teachers, and
reported important shifts in teachers’ ability to
develop learning activities that promoted stu-
dents’ regulatory engagement during reading and
writing. Peters-Burton and Botov (2017) found
that immersing SRL principles within an inten-
sive PD program helped to improve the SRL
skills (i.e., goal setting, self-monitoring, learning
tactics) of elementary science teachers. Further,
Allshouse (2016) reported statistically significant
pretest-posttest changes in the knowledge and
SRL application skills of middle school and high
school teachers following one half-day SRL
workshop experience. In short, PD initiatives
represent an important SRL application innova-
tion that can better reach a broader set of students
than is possible with direct intervention services.

Overview of SRL Measures
and Formative Assessment Practices

A contemporary and important issue in educa-
tional circles involves the extent to which appro-
priate decisions regarding resource and service
allocation can be made based on assessment data
about students’ academic and behavioral func-
tioning. In the realm of assessment, there is often
a distinction made between summative (i.e.,
assessment of learning) and formative assess-
ments (assessment for learning; Stiggins, 2005).
Summative assessments are administered at the
end of a unit or course, with the purpose of mea-
suring students’ achievement, and/or mastery of
required content or skills. In contrast, formative
assessments are administered on a more frequent
and continuous basis, often throughout the
instructional or intervention process. The key
objective in this approach is to gather data that
informs and enhances both learning and teaching
processes.

As an example, when students are assigned to
write an argumentative essay for summative pur-
poses, teachers focus on reviewing and evaluat-
ing the quality of the essay and subsequently
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assigning a grade, perhaps using a rubric with
specified criteria. In this situation, students are
less likely to receive much feedback about the
writing process because the focus is on evaluat-
ing how well students have written their essays
and/or their level of learning. On the other hand,
if a teacher utilized a formative assessment
approach as part of the essay writing process,
they would be more interested in structuring the
activity to optimize student feedback or to create
opportunities for students to evaluate progress
and make strategic adaptations, as needed, to
their writing. The benefits of a formative assess-
ment framework, however, are not confined to
students. In fact, by gathering information about
student behavior, work products, or ways of
thinking, teachers can develop a deeper and more
accurate understanding of student skills and stra-
tegic processes; information that can be used to
potentially adapt their own instruction and/or
approaches when interacting with students.
Feedback is an integral part of formative
assessment given that it seeks to “reduce discrep-
ancies between students’ current
understandings/performance and a desired goal”
(Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 87). Effective feed-
back conveys information to the student and/or
teacher about the goals to be attained (Where am
I going?), goal progress (How am I going?), and
likely next steps (Where to next?). While the
nature of feedback is critical, it is equally impor-
tant that students are provided clear standards on
how to use that feedback to make appropriate
modifications and adaptations. Scholars have
argued that for formative assessments to improve
student learning: (1) the learning standards
should be clear to students, indicating where they
need to be (goals); (2) teacher, peer, or self-
feedback should reflect these standards so stu-
dents can more easily self-evaluate or monitor
progress; and (3) students and/or teachers need
opportunities to use the assessment data to reduce
discrepancies between current and expected skill
levels (e.g., Andrade, 2016; Butler & Winne,
1995; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Wiggins, 2012).
When feedback reflects these essential compo-
nents, is delivered in a supportive and timely
manner, and is communicated in a way that stu-

dents can understand, there is an increased likeli-
hood that students will value and use the feedback
in productive ways to enhance learning (Andrade,
2013; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008).
Furthermore, formative assessment, when imple-
mented effectively, would naturally engage stu-
dents in their learning process (Nichols &
Dawson, 2012).

From our perspective, there is a natural sym-
metry between formative assessment practices
and SRL assessments. We believe that using SRL
assessment data within a formative assessment
process can, when implemented effectively,
directly inform and improve students’ SRL pro-
cesses and overall learning and performance.
Increasingly, efforts have been made to explicitly
foster students’ regulatory engagement through
SRL assessments and feedback of these pro-
cesses (e.g., Cleary et al., 2017; Osborne et al.,
2020; Peters-Burton et al., 2020).

Overview of SRL assessments Broadly speak-
ing, SRL researchers have identified two broad
categories of assessment tools: aptitude and event
measures (Cleary et al., 2021; Winne & Perry,
2000). Although assessment tools within each of
these categories are similar in their overall focus
on SRL, they are actually quite distinct in format,
procedure, and overall scope and purpose (Cleary
& Callan, 2018; Cleary et al., 2021).

Briefly, event measures gather data about SRL
processes as they emerge or change in specific
moments, situations, or learning activities
(Schunk & Greene, 2018). These measures,
which include direct observations, think alouds,
and SRL microanalysis, are structured to reveal
information regarding how individuals plan,
engage in, monitor, and/or reflect on and adapt
their strategic actions during a specific activity in
a given situation at a particular moment in time
(Bernacki, 2018; Cleary et al., 2021; Greene,
2018). In most situations, event measures are
well-suited to target specific processes within the
three-phase cyclical loop as individuals learn,
solve mathematic problems, write essays, or
engage in other relevant academic tasks.
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Conversely, aptitude measures capture
broader information regarding students’ SRL
skills and tend to produce scores that reflect a
global attribute or stable trait within a person
(Cleary et al.,, 2021; Winne & Perry, 2000).
Aptitude measures, which include self-report
questionnaires, rating scales, and certain types of
interviews, typically entail having respondents
provide retrospective ratings about their general
tendencies, quality, and/or frequency of their reg-
ulatory behaviors, beliefs, and/or processes.
Although questionnaire items can reflect a gen-
eral context (e.g., school) or content area (e.g.,
mathematics), they are not designed to measure
SRL as it unfolds or evolves during specific tasks
or academic activities (i.e., as is the case with
event measures). In fact, in most instances, scores
from multiple items or questions are aggregated
into a composite score. It is from these composite
scores that inferences are made regarding indi-
viduals’ regulatory engagement. Given these fea-
tures, aptitude measures are ideal for targeting
aspects within and across the broader dimensions
of SRL (i.e., metacognition, strategy use, motiva-
tion), while event measures are more appropriate
for capturing the dynamic, fluid task-specific
processes.

Although most SRL assessments have not tra-
ditionally been used in a diagnostic or formative
sense, there has been increased interest in such
applications. In the next sections, we describe
one event measure (i.e., SRL microanalysis) and
one aptitude measure (i.e., DAACS SRL
Survey) and how they have been provide illustra-
tive examples of how they are used in a formative
manner to optimize student skill development or
learning and/or to enhance the nature of instruc-
tion provided to the students.

SRL Microanalysis The term SRL microanaly-
sis reflects a task-specific structured interview
designed to assess myriad SRL processes (e.g.,
goal-setting,  self-observation,  attributions)
within the three-phase cyclical model as individ-
uals engage in learning or performance-related
activities. Although information about this
assessment approach is described elsewhere in
much detail (see Cleary, 2011; Cleary et al.,

2021), we provide a brief summary to help read-
ers understand its potential as a formative assess-
ment tool.

One of the most important features of SRL
microanalysis is that the target questions are
directly and intimately linked with tasks or learn-
ing activities (e.g., writing an essay, studying for
an exam, completing homework) commonly used
in schools. Thus, the development of microanaly-
sis tools necessitates one to identify and under-
stand the demands, requirements, and challenges
of those activities (i.e., beginning, middle, and
end). After selecting the activity, one needs to
identify the SRL processes to assess. As revealed
in a recent systematic review of the SRL micro-
analytic literature, over 40 empirical studies uti-
lizing microanalysis procedures across various
domains (e.g., academic, sports, clinical) and
corresponding domain tasks (e.g., test prepara-
tion, basketball free throw shooting, practicing a
musical instrument) have been published (Cleary
et al., 2021). Some researchers have comprehen-
sively examined SRL processes across all three
cyclical phases, while others have adopted a
more narrow and selective approach, such as
focusing on forethought or reflection phase only.

Regardless of the scope of assessment, micro-
analysis questions should be simple, brief, and
directly linked to a specific regulatory process.
Thus, they are often phrased to represent the defi-
nitions of SRL sub-processes included within
Zimmerman'’s three-phase model (Cleary, 2011).
Further, given that microanalysis questions are
directly linked to these activities and domains,
they are phrased to reflect such activities. Thus,
to assess students’ strategic planning and adap-
tive inferences relative to solving a set of algebra
word problems, example questions might include,
“Do you have a plan in mind as you prepare to
solve this problem? Tell me about that” (strategic
planning) and “What do you need to do to sustain
or improve your performance when solving simi-
lar types of problems in the future?” (adaptive
inferences). Although free response or open-
ended formats are often emphasized in micro-
analysis assessments, the use of metric or
quantitative questions (e.g., Likert scale) can be
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utilized when assessing certain processes, such as
motivational beliefs (e.g., self-efficacy).

One of the most important aspects of SRL
microanalysis involves the sequence or order
with which the specific questions are adminis-
tered. Given that most target activities reflect
some temporal dimension (i.e., before, during,
and after the activity), microanalysis assessments
are structured so that phase-specific questions
(i.e., forethought, performance, self-reflection)
are aligned with the before, during, and after
dimensions of the activity. Specifically, fore-
thought questions (e.g., goal-setting, planning)
are administered as individuals prepare to engage
in the target activity, performance questions (e.g.,
self-observation, monitoring) during the activity,
and reflection questions following the activity or
after receiving some type of performance feed-
back. From a formative assessment perspective,
this SRL phase-task dimension alignment enables
one to draw meaningful inferences from data
regarding the nature of students’ SRL processes
in the context of critical academic activities
(Cleary & Callan, 2018).

Self-Report Questionnaires Self-report ques-
tionnaires represent one of the most common
approaches for assessing learners’ SRL skills and
processes, and the various dimensions of student
engagement. O’Donnell and Reschly (2020) noted
that self-report questionnaires and teacher rating
scales are often used to assess students’ academic,
cognitive, and affective engagement, one of which
is the Student Engagement Instrument (see
Fredericks, chapter “The Measurement of Student
Engagement: Methodological Advances and
Comparison of New Self-Report Instruments”,
this volume, for a review of measures). This mea-
sure has been used across elementary and second-
ary school populations. Some of the most common
SRL self-report measures include the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ;
Pintrich et al., 1991), Self-Regulation Strategy
Inventory (SRSI; Cleary, 2006), Metacognitive
Awareness Inventory (MAI; Schraw & Dennison,
1994), and Learning and Study Strategies
Inventory (LASSI; Weinstein et al., 2002).
Collectively, these measures generate information

regarding student perceptions of their regulatory
behaviors and strategies, metacognitive processes,
and motivational beliefs.

The self-report measure we feature in this
chapter is the SRL Survey from the Diagnostic
Assessment and Achievement of College Skills
(DAACS) assessment-to-feedback system (daacs.
net; Bryer et al., 2022). DAACS represents an
open-source diagnostic assessment tool designed
to assess the reading, writing, mathematics, and
SRL skills of newly enrolled college students. As
part of this system, students receive actionable,
individualized feedback and resources that they
can use to enhance their preparation and overall
performance in college. There are four primary
components of the DAACS system: (1) diagnostic
assessments of SRL, reading, writing, and mathe-
matics; (2) automated feedback, recommenda-
tions, and links to open educational resources
(OERs) based on scores from the diagnostic
assessments; (3) a dashboard to guide advisor—stu-
dent interactions; and (4) predictive modeling. The
first three components were designed to directly
influence student engagement, while the fourth
represents an institutional-level feature for better
understanding students’ continued matriculation
and dropout rates. For the purpose of this chapter,
we focus on the SRL survey component of DAACS
and the corresponding actionable feedback and
recommendations within the DAACS system
(Bryer et al., 2022; Lui et al., 2018).

Applications of SRL Measures
as Formative Assessment Tools

Use of SRL Microanalysis to Promote
Regulatory Engagement

SRL Microanalysis procedures have been applied
to diverse domains, settings, and learning activi-
ties. We provide an overview of recent attempts
to use this assessment approach in a formative
way to enhance learning and/or the instructional
process. We draw from research focusing on SRL
interventions with middle school students in
mathematics, SRL PD activities with high school
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science teachers, and self-directed practice ses-
sions with college musicians. For each of these
examples, we focus on two key issues: (a) the use
of microanalysis as a formative assessment tool,
and (b) the use of microanalysis data as feedback
to enhance student learning and/or the nature of
teacher instruction.

SRL Microanalysis and Academic
Interventions Cleary and colleagues have
examined the effects of the Self-Regulation
Empowerment Program (SREP) on motivation,
SRL skills, and academic achievement of middle
school and high school students (Cleary &
Platten, 2013: Cleary et al., 2017). As previously
mentioned, SREP is a comprehensive SRL pro-
gram that enables students to become more goal-
directed and strategic as they complete
assignments and study for exams across different
content area classes. Students meet in small
groups with trained SREP coaches one or two
times per week over the course of several months.
Although the majority of the coaching sessions
involve modeling and practice in using learning
and SRL strategies, the coaches engage students
in structured self-reflection activities following
each major assignment or test. To begin this
reflection activity, each student is asked to com-
plete a self-reflection microanalysis form (with
approximately 6—7 questions) and an SRL Graph.
On the SRL Graph, students plot their grades and
record the nature of the strategies they utilized to
complete or prepare for that activity. The micro-
analysis form includes questions pertaining to the
self-reflection phase of the cyclical feedback
loop: self-evaluative judgments (i.e., perceptions
of success or failure), attributions (i.e., potential
causes of grade), satisfaction or affect (i.e., affec-
tive reaction to obtained grade), and adaptive
inferences (i.e., conclusions about how to sustain
or enhance future grades on similar assignments
or activities; Cleary et al., 2017). The students
use the graph and microanalysis questions in an
integrated fashion to reflect.

As students reflect on their answer to the
microanalysis questions, the SREP coaches
encourage peer collaboration and discussion

among students to reveal strategies that worked
well, and to identify alternative ways of perceiv-
ing their performance, the potential causes of
their grade, and how best to adapt or change their
strategic behaviors, if needed. Thus, the micro-
analysis data are used in a formative way by indi-
vidual students (or as a peer group) to help
understand “what happened?” regarding the test
or assignment grade and to figure out “what
now?”; that is, to chart the best pathway forward
for enhancing future performance (Cleary et al.,
2021).

SREP coaches play a key role in this reflection
process as they structure or guide the collabora-
tive exchanges among peers while also prompt-
ing students to reflect on the effectiveness of their
learning strategies (Cleary et al., 2017). From a
formative assessment perspective, SREP coaches
will also use student responses to the microanaly-
sis questions to guide their instruction during
subsequent SREP sessions. For example, if the
coach observes that many of the students believe
that they struggle to effectively manage their time
and have not yet mastered how to use concept
maps or other strategies to learn course materials,
they will explore these issues with the students
and, if appropriate, teach them the relevant strate-
gies. In short, the data generated from the SRL
microanalysis can be directly used by students in
their reflections about how to improve but also by
the coaches in helping them make decisions
about how best to facilitate this improvement.

SRL Microanalysis and PD Activities Peters-
Burton and colleagues have conducted a couple
of studies that have embedded microanalysis in
PD activities in order to optimize teachers’ peda-
gogical skills and to enhance the overall quality
of PD sessions. Peters-Burton and Botov (2017)
implemented a 15-week (3 hours once a week)
PD course for elementary science teachers. As
part of this study, microanalysis was used forma-
tively by the PD facilitator to generate data to
guide instructional enhancements and to assist
teachers in guiding their own behaviors during
their learning of pedagogical skills in inquiry-
based teaching, and when developing inquiry-
based lesson plans. As part of the 15-week PD
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course, teachers participated in sample inquiry-
oriented lessons on earth science topics, watched
videos of modeled scientific inquiry, and devel-
oped lesson plans for earth science content.

The SRL microanalysis procedure was sepa-
rated into three parts—forethought, performance,
and reflection protocols—which were subse-
quently administered at three different timepoints
(i.e., before, during, after) of the PD process.
Thus, the forethought protocol was administered
before the start of the PD course. These questions
targeted teachers’ self-efficacy, task interest, and
goal orientation, and their skills in goal setting
and strategic planning. The performance proto-
col, which assessed teachers’ attention focusing,
self-instruction, and self-monitoring, was admin-
istered during different PD activities, but most
notably during lesson plan development. Finally,
the reflection protocol was administered at the
end of the 15-week PD course to examine teach-
ers’ self-evaluation, attributions, and
self-reactions.

Given the nature of the target activity (i.e.,
defined as the 15-week PD experience), the PD
facilitator was only able to use forethought and
performance phase microanalysis data to gener-
ate real-time feedback for the participating teach-
ers and for herself as the facilitator. Of particular
interest to the authors was examining how
microanalysis data informed the facilitator’s
decisions about how to expand, modify, or
enhance the nature of PD activities and scaffold-
ing support. Using forethought microanalysis
data, the PD facilitator came to understand that
teachers struggled to set process goals. For exam-
ple, one teacher set a vague and general goal to,
“acquire knowledge of what inquiry lessons are
and how to teach the lessons” (p. 58), while
another teacher set a goal to, “become more com-
fortable planning inquiry lessons,” (p. 61). With
this information, the PD instructor learned that
teachers needed smaller steps from which to
design the inquiry-based lessons. Therefore, the
PD instructor created a rubric in collaboration
with the teachers, detailing the key characteris-
tics of inquiry-based lessons. This rubric was
used as a monitoring tool in subsequent lessons.

The participating teachers also directly used
the microanalysis data to reflect on and adapt
their approaches to lesson plan development. The
rubric, thereafter, provided teachers with clarity
in terms of the standards to which they would
self-monitor, reflect, and set goals as they revised
existing lessons and created new ones. In addi-
tion to this evaluative criteria, the teachers’ own
responses to performance phase (i.e., self-
monitoring and self-observation) microanalysis
questions enabled them to monitor their progress
and work toward these standards. Peters-Burton
and Botov (2017) noted, “Two criteria from the
rubric [...] resonated with the group and became
the touchstones for self-monitoring.” (p. 68). As a
result, they became aware of what worked well
for them and what did not, and made adjustments
to self-instruction and improvements to subse-
quent lesson plans.

SRL Microanalysis and Music
Intervention As a final example, we discuss
recent research that used SRL microanalysis data
to guide students’ self-assessment of their regula-
tory processes during practice of a musical instru-
ment. Multiple studies have been conducted by
McPherson and colleagues in this realm
(McPherson et al., 2017; Osborne et al., 2020).
Most recently, Osborne et al. (2020) designed a
five-page microanalysis-embedded diary,
Optimal Music Practice Protocol(OMPP), for
seven students who were selected from 33 piano
students who got accepted into the Bachelor of
Music at a prestigious Australian University
music program. Unlike Peters-Burton and Botov
(2017) and Cleary et al. (2017), this study focused
specifically on the use of microanalysis data
gathered by students as they engaged in self-
directed practice sessions. A coach or teacher did
not play a role in the feedback generation or
prompting process given the self-directed nature
of the target activity.

All of the college musicians were instructed to
use the microanalytic diary during self-directed
piano practice sessions. For these practice ses-
sions, students focused on a new piece of reper-
toire to be performed for an end-of-semester
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examination recital. In alignment with the sug-
gested three-phase design of a microanalysis pro-
cedure, the diary was divided into three sections:
(1) Before starting my practice (forethought). (2)
During my practice (performance). (3) After my
practice was completed (self-reflection). The
diary consisted of open-ended prompts, Likert-
type, and forced-choice items that were designed
to target different aspects of students’ regulatory
engagement. The forethought section of the diary
was completed prior to the students initiating
their self-directed practice sessions, and targeted
their goals and strategic plans for the practice as
well as the nature of their self-motivation beliefs
(i.e., self-efficacy, outcome expectancies, task
interest, and task value). The performance sec-
tion was completed during the practice sessions
when students were able to record their engage-
ment or use of strategic processes, such as self-
control (e.g., task strategies, self-instruction,
time management, environmental structuring,
help-seeking) and self-observations (i.e., meta-
cognitive monitoring, self-recording). After com-
pleting a given practice session, the students
answered questions regarding their self-
judgments (i.e., self-evaluation on practice and
strategy effectiveness), self-reactions, and overall
satisfaction. All students were asked to complete
the diary at three specific timepoints within a
9-week semester (Weeks 4, 8, and 12).
Importantly, they were encouraged and prompted
by researchers, during a one-on-one meeting
before Week 8, to use information from each ses-
sion to guide behavior in future practice sessions
and to self-assess growth in the quality of their
regulatory processes over the semester.

Findings from this study suggested that the
OMPP provided prompts for students to become
more aware of the self-regulatory processes,
which, in turn, appeared to stimulate their meta-
cognitive thinking (planning, monitoring, and
reflection) relative to their performance or prog-
ress at the moment (Where am 1?) as well as end
of semester goals and expectations (Where do I
need to be?). Through enhanced self-awareness
and explicit documentation of these processes in
the diary, the students’ notes became a source of
formative self-feedback that could be used to

inform their goals and strategies for subsequent
practice sessions (Osborne et al., 2020). Findings
from informal interviews with these undergradu-
ate students also suggested that this notebook,
designed based on the microanalysis framework,
was easy to understand and use to self-assess
their learning processes and outcomes. It is
important to emphasize that as undergraduates
pursuing a Bachelor of Music degree and major-
ing in piano, these students were experienced in
the field of music and piano performance.
Instruction or scaffolding directly from a teacher
or mentor on how to use the OMPP for formative
purposes may be needed to enhance its effective-
ness for more novice or inexperienced learners.
This is an important area for future research.

Use of Self-Report Assessment Data
to Promote Regulatory Engagement

Self-report questionnaires are frequently used by
researchers and practitioners, in part, because
they are easy to administer and score and because
of their potential for targeting covert constructs
that might relate to student functioning in school.
Unlike SRL microanalysis, self-report question-
naires typically do not reveal task-specific infor-
mation about students’ regulatory engagement.
Rather, they produce scores that can lead to infer-
ences regarding students’ perceptions of broader
aspects of perceived regulatory engagement,
such as typical strategy use or level of motiva-
tional beliefs (e.g., self-efficacy, interest). Despite
a lack of task-specificity, questionnaire data can
be used in a formative fashion to help students
enhance their functioning; whether directly by
using that data themselves or through interac-
tions with others who share access to such
information.

DAACS SRL Survey In this section, we discuss
the SRL survey as part of DAACS and detail ini-
tial attempts to use it as a formative assessment
tool. The DAACS SRL self-report measure
focuses on three core dimensions and 11 sub-
scales of self-regulatory processes related to aca-
demic success in college: (1) motivation (i.e.,
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measures of mastery orientation, test anxiety,
self-efficacy, and mindset); (2) learning strategies
(i.e., measures of help seeking behaviors and
ability to manage their understanding, time, and
environment; and (3) metacognition (i.e., mea-
sures of planning, monitoring, and evaluation
skills; Efklides, 2011; Lui et al., 2018; Winne &
Hadwin, 1998; Zimmerman, 2000). As defined
and operationalized by the DAACS SRL Survey,
motivation is a multidimensional process that
“activates and sustains cognitions, emotions, and
actions in the interest of one’s goals” (Lui et al.,
2018, p. 2), including goal orientation, test anxi-
ety, self-efficacy, and mindset. Metacognition is
the awareness and management of one’s thoughts,
and involves planning one’s learning, monitoring
the learning progress, and reflecting on if and
how well the learning occurred. The learning
strategies scale measures the cognitions and
behaviors that learners engage in when process-
ing new knowledge and completing academic
tasks. There are three to six items per subscale,
with internal consistencies ranging between .61
and .91 (Lui et al., 2018).

Consistent with formative assessment princi-
ples, the DAACS system was developed to ensure
that all assessments (i.e., reading, math, writing,
SRL) generate scores and information that: (a)
can be used by both individual learners and their
advisors, and (b) correspond to actionable feed-
back with links to relevant open educational
resources. For the SRL survey, feedback was
generated and provided at the composite level
(motivation, strategies, metacognition; Fig. 1),
subscales within each composite score (Fig. 2),
and item levels (Fig. 3). The feedback that stu-
dents receive is based on scores across the com-
posite and subscale levels. Using a hypothetical
example, suppose Aurora completed the DAACS
survey and received feedback as illustrated in
Figs. 1,2, and 3. In Fig. 1, Aurora and her advisor
can easily see that Aurora received three stars
(maximum rating) for learning strategies and
metacognition, indicating a level of mastery or
highly frequent use of such strategies. However,
she only received two stars for motivation, indi-
cating a less than optimal level. At this composite

level analysis, Aurora would be prompted to
explore ways in which her motivation can be
improved. If she clicked on the “More Info” tab
for Motivation, Aurora would observe a more
nuanced profile of her motivational beliefs across
the four motivation subscales (i.e., self-efficacy,
managing test anxiety, mastery orientation, and
mindset). These profiles are useful because they
communicate areas of strengths and weaknesses
while concurrently offering recommendations
and actionable steps that Aurora may perceive as
valuable or helpful to improving her skills
(Fig. 2).

Suppose Aurora was particularly interested in
understanding why her self-efficacy was so low
(i.e., one star, indicating the lowest level of devel-
opment), and more importantly, why improving
her overall confidence could help her as a learner.
Within the DAACS system, she could click on
“More Info” for self-efficacy. She would then
have access to information that addresses self-
efficacy on a conceptual level (i.e., in written
form and videos) and on a practical level (i.e.,
case scenarios, her responses to individual items
on the self-efficacy subscale; see Fig. 3). She also
would be directed to use various open educational
resources, if desired, such as the SRL Lab (srl.
daacs.net), an open educational resource on self-
regulated learning.

DAACS is structured so that students and col-
lege advisors have access to the same informa-
tion about students’ SRL profiles and skills. In a
similar way that Aurora has gone through her
feedback, her advisor or instructors can do the
same, and use the same information to encourage
Aurora to become more engaged in her learning
by becoming more self-regulated (Bryer et al.,
2022).

Conclusions and Future Directions

SRL and student engagement are critical con-
structs that researchers and practitioners have
increasingly focused on over the past several
decades. In this chapter, we operationally defined
the term regulatory engagement and discussed
areas of similarity and divergence relative to
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©-O-O Motivation MORE INFO

Motivation is the desire or will to do something. When people are motivated, they invest a lot of effort in their work,
persist when challenged, and try do the best possible job they can. The SRL assessment addressed four sources of
motivation: self-efficacy, goal orientation, mindset, and test anxiety.

Your results suggest that your level of motivation was in the middle range. To learn more about how you can improve
your motivation, please click on the More Info button.

Self Efficacy
Managing Test Anxiety

Mastery Orientation

1K

Mindset

Strategies MORE INFO

Strategies are the procedures people use to enhance their learning. The SRL assessment examined the frequency with
which you reported using four of the most effective types of strategies: (1) help-seeking, (2) managing your time, (3)
managing your environment, and (4) understanding new material.

Your overall score indicates that you frequently use learning strategies. To learn more about strategies, click on the
More Info button.

Understanding

Managing Time

Managing Environment

s 1 5|8

Help Seeking

00 Metacognition MORE INFO

Metacognition is thinking about your thinking. It involves being aware of your thoughts and controlling how you
approach learning. The SRL assessment examined three key aspects of metacognition: 1) the extent to which you plan
before you learn, 2) how frequently you monitor or keep track of your learning, and 3) the extent to which you reflect on
and evaluate your learning.

Your score for metacognition was in the high range, which suggests you often do things like planning, monitoring, and
evaluating yourself. If you want to learn more about these skills, click on the More Info buttons.
Planning a-aae

Fig. 1 Sample DAACS feedback for motivation, strategies, and metacognition scales. (From Diagnostic Assessment &
Achievement of College Skills by DAACS, 2016 (https://my.daacs.net). CC BY 4.0)
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Self Efficacy

MORE INFO I

Your score for self-efficacy for online learning was low, which suggests that you doubt your ability to learn online.

Improving your self-efficacy is important because it can make you try harder, stay motivated, and persist, even when

something is hard for you.

Here are just a few of many strategies you can use to improve your self-efficacy:

1. Use positive self-talk when you encounter difficulties.

2. Feel prepared by practicing assignments and quizzing yourself when learning new information.

3. Remind yourself of all of the things that you do well in school.

Managing Test Anxiety

MORE INFO |

Your score for test anxiety was medium. This means that you might experience some uncomfortable feelings or worry

about your performance when doing your schoolwork or facing an exam. High levels of test anxiety can impair your

performance, so you might want to learn new strategies for managing it.

To lower your test anxiety, you can:

1. Use relaxation techniques to reduce uncomfortable feelings and to increase your focus.

2. Learn how to say positive things to yourself about your likelihood of success.

3. Create schedules and plan study times so you don't have to worry about getting everything done.

Fig.2 Sample DAACS feedback for self-efficacy and managing test anxiety subscales. (From Diagnostic Assessment
& Achievement of College Skills by DAACS, 2016 (https://my.daacs.net). CC BY 4.0)

other commonly used engagement constructs in
the educational literature. Of particular impor-
tance to this chapter, however, was our premise
that SRL interventions, SRL PD training initia-
tives, and SRL formative assessment practices
represent a set of potentially valuable approaches
for applying SRL principles in school contexts.
We briefly addressed the importance of each of
these innovations, but focused most heavily on
SRL formative assessment (i.e., ongoing assess-
ments of student SRL as they engage in learning
activities) and its potential for directly enhancing
students’ behavioral and academic functioning or
indirectly through the promotion of more effec-
tive instructional practices.

When reflecting on how best to implement
and apply SRL principles to academic contexts, it
is critical to understand the development process
through which students become independent and
strategic regulated learners, as well as the various
socialization processes (e.g., modeling, feed-
back, prompts) that optimize this development.

Zimmerman (2000) presented a model of strate-
gic and regulatory development consisting of
four levels: observation, emulation, self-control,
and self-regulation. This model is based on the
assumption that social and contextual influences
predominate in the early stages of learning strate-
gic skills (i.e., observation, emulation) but that
over time, students assume greater control and
responsibility over the learning process (i.e., self-
control and self-regulation; Cleary et al., 2018).
At the observational and emulation levels, stu-
dents learn from watching others (i.e., observa-
tion) and from practicing strategies and skills
within the context of guided practice sessions and
feedback developed and structured by a teacher,
parent, or other individual (i.e., emulation). A key
aspect of these two levels is the heavy role of
social agents on the structuring and organization
of “regulatory opportunities” for the students
(Cleary et al., 2018; Zimmerman, 2000). In our
chapter, this notion of guided practice sessions
was illustrated in the reflection activities that stu-
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Self-Efficacy

Self-efficacy is your confidence in your ability to do something. Self-efficacy is specific to a certain task so, for example,
you might have high self-efficacy for a math test but low self-efficacy for public speaking, or vice versa.

The SRL assessment suggests that you have low self-efficacy for online learning. This might mean that you doubt your
abilities, avoid online work, or give up quickly when you encounter challenges. The following scenario illustrates how low
self-efficacy can affect a person's thoughts, feelings, and actions.

Maria, a first year college student, was hesitant about enrolling in an online biology course. Although she has strong self-

efficacy for reading, science had never been her strongest subject and she was afraid that she wouldn't understand biology

without meeting face-to-face with an instructor. The first class module was difficult for Maria, and she had a hard time

understanding the material. "I may as well give up now;" she thought, “Maybe this was a mistake.”

Students like Maria have many self-doubts when learning, which can cause them to give up prematurely and to avoid
things. The key thing that Maria needs are opportunities to practice working online so that she can experience some
success. As students become more confident they tend to try harder, persist longer, and perform better in school.

Having low self-efficacy is not ideal-but it is not something to feel badly about. These beliefs can be changed and are
somewhat under your control. To learn more about self-efficacy and/or a few strategies to help you become more
confident working in an online environment, click on the Learn, See, and/or Do buttons below.

Your Assessment Responses

| am confident | can learn without the physical
presence of an instructor to assist me. Disagree

| am certain | can understand even the most
difficult material presented in an online

————
Strongly Disagree
course. ney &

| am confident | can do an outstanding job on
the activities in an online course. Strongly Agree

Even with distractions, | am confident | can
. % —
learn material presented online. strongly Disagree

from

8Ec0

SELF-REGULATED LEARNING

- BELIEVE IN YOURSELF AS A STUDENT -

Fig.3 Sample DAACS feedback for self-efficacy subscale and items. (From Diagnostic Assessment & Achievement of
College Skills by DAACS, 2016 (https://my.daacs.net). CC BY 4.0)
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dents experience as part of SREP. That is, the
SREP coaches intentionally and purposefully
structure reflective conversations and use micro-
analysis approaches to gather information about
students’ thoughts, behaviors, and reactions. It is
within this highly structured practice session that
students receive feedback, prompts, or recom-
mendations on how to improve their strategic
skills (Cleary et al., 2017).

As students shift to the self-control level of
strategy development, the influence of socializa-
tion processes, such as modeling and feedback,
are less emphasized or needed. At this level, stu-
dents intentionally practice skills or use strate-
gies, often in the absence of their teachers or
others who would typically provide support or
feedback. Although students at the self-control
level may still seek out help and supports from
others, they are more proactive in making their
own decisions about how best to learn and prac-
tice their skills. The methods used by Osborne
et al. (2020) to examine SRL skills of high per-
forming musicians reflect practice sessions oper-
ating at the self-control level of development.
Although the researchers devised the microana-
lytic diary and procedures, students were operat-
ing at the self-control level given that they
initiated and used these procedures on their own,
often making their personal decisions and
determinations about how to use the microanaly-
sis data to guide behaviors.

The final and most sophisticated level of
development, self-regulation, involves learners
proactively setting their own goals and standards
of performance; these learners are much more
likely to adapt and refine their strategies to meet
new and unique demands that they face. Students
who typically operate at this level of develop-
ment tend to be highly autonomous and self-
sufficient and thus do not need social agents to as
large extent (Zimmerman, 2000). Students who
read and act on the DAACS SRL Survey feed-
back independently, perhaps by trying out the
suggested strategies, are likely to be functioning
at this level.

From an SRL development perspective, it is
also important to recognize that the expected
level of sophistication of students’ SRL and stra-

tegic skills is a function of the demands and
expectations of the contexts and settings in which
they learn (Cleary et al., 2018; Grolnick &
Raftery-Helmer, 2015). Cleary et al. (2018)
emphasized this point while noting that SRL
skills are most important and functional when
students face challenges or obstacles or, more
informally, when “the rules of the game change.”
To understand this latter phrase, consider the
example of students transitioning from elemen-
tary school to middle school and then on to high
school. In most elementary school settings, stu-
dents have a primary teacher for much of the day
and often complete much of the required work
and learning during school hours. However, upon
entering middle school, students are now faced
with a different set of demands and experiences.
That is, students will typically have different
teachers for each of their academic content areas,
all of whom may have different or unique rules
and expectations for students. Students in middle
school will also be exposed to more complex
course content and assignments, with much of
the work conducted outside of school hours, such
as completing research lab reports, studying for
cumulative exams, and writing research papers or
essays (Grolnick & Raftery-Helmer, 2015). Thus,
as the expectations of the contexts, teachers, and
coursework increase in complexity or nuance,
students will need to independently draw upon
their regulatory capacities to meet such chal-
lenges. Conversely, students will not need to
engage in high levels of independent, regulatory
thinking and action when the situation is not
challenging or does not require students to adapt
to a new situation or demand.

In developing SRL skills, it is also important
to differentiate students’ motivation or desire to
engage in a learning activity from the regulatory
skills needed to complete and perform well on
that activity. Because the SRL process is an
effortful one, students need to display some level
of motivation along with a sense of personal
agency to control and manage their actions,
thoughts, as well as their learning environment.
Social-cognitive theorists underscore the role of
various self-motivational beliefs in promoting
human agency, but they place particular emphasis
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on self-efficacy—the belief in one’s ability to
perform specific actions at a particular level in
specific situations and contexts (Bandura, 1997).
It is through the developmental process of obser-
vation, emulation, and self-control and the cor-
responding feedback from others that students
will begin to experience heightened levels of self-
efficacy and a corresponding sense of personal
agency (Bandura, 1997; Cleary & Kitsantas,
2017).

There are other important considerations that
pertain specifically to the nature of SRL assess-
ments and their use as a feedback-generating or
formative assessment tool. One of the most
important considerations involves the clarity of
expectations and standards for students, teachers,
and others who might be using the SRL data.
Because goals or self-standards ultimately gov-
ern the regulatory engagement process, it is
important that all individuals who interact with
students, such as parents, teachers, or tutors, be
cognizant of their own goals within their respec-
tive roles. Another important implication is that
SRL assessment data should speak to various
aspects of students’ functioning, including their
cognitive, affective, metacognitive, and behav-
ioral changes. Finally, using SRL assessment
data as feedback for students is only one step in
the formative assessment process. After SRL
assessment data are collected and interpreted,
students and/or other individuals (e.g., teachers)
need opportunities to use that feedback, while
receiving additional guidance, structure, and
prompts, to make improvements and promote
learning.

Regarding microanalysis, although there is
fairly robust evidence (i.e., convergent, concur-
rent validity) to support the validity of inferences
made from microanalysis results, there is a pau-
city of studies examining other validity issues,
such as consequential validity; that is, the
intended and unintended consequences of using
microanalysis assessments as a formative assess-
ment tool for guiding instructional or interven-
tion initiatives (Cleary et al., 2021). At this point,
researchers have used microanalysis in a forma-
tive fashion or to inform practice relative to SREP
implementation, PD initiatives with teachers, and

structured practice sessions with advanced musi-
cians. It is clear that research in the use of SRL
microanalysis formative assessment practices is
still in its infancy and thus, many questions
remain. Future research needs to expand the
range of situations and contexts for applying SRL
microanalysis and to examine the sensitivity of
microanalysis assessments to intra- and inter-
individual differences in measuring SRL pro-
cesses. Further, as schools increasingly rely on
data-based decision-making and service delivery
frameworks that emphasize progress monitoring
tools, it is critical for researchers to gather evi-
dence on school personnel’s perceived accept-
ability, usability, feasibility, and/or perceived
effectiveness of microanalysis assessments.
Given the qualitative nature of microanalysis
data and the corresponding time intensive nature
of data analysis, developers of microanalysis
assessments need to also consider how techno-
logical supports and innovations can enhance the
overall feasibility and scalability of its use in
schools for formative purposes. Reducing logis-
tic burdens in assessment implementation will
enhance the quality of data obtained and deci-
sions made for improving intervention planning
that lead to meaningful educators and student
outcomes (Cleary et al., 2021).

As school personnel continue to become more
interested in instructional effectiveness and stu-
dent progress across key academic skill areas,
another potentially fruitful line of research
involves examining reliable estimates of change
or growth in student SRL processes over time.
Aligned with formative assessment practices,
microanalysis assessment approaches need to be
shown to reliably gather information about SRL
processes across multiple time points in a school
year, with opportunities for students and teachers
to use this information to inform revisions and
next steps. The degree to which microanalysis
scores obtained from repeated measures reflect
“true” rates of change in SRL regulatory pro-
cesses is a key prerequisite for improving educa-
tor intervention implementation (fidelity) and
student goal attainment.

Several areas of future research that we rec-
ommended for SRL microanalysis are also appli-
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cable to the DAACS SRL Survey or other types
of SRL questionnaires; that is, issues pertaining
to feasibility, utility, scalability, and overall effec-
tiveness of these measures as formative assess-
ment tools. Another interesting line of research
entails examining the unique and relative effects
of SRL microanalysis and DAACS SRL Survey
data on student outcomes and overall rates of
growth and improvement. It is certainly possible
that there are additive effects to using both assess-
ment approaches as part of the formative assess-
ment process. Finally, while the DAACS system
is still in its infancy in terms of development and
use in applied contexts, it has much potential
given that it leverages technology and open
resource supports to customize and streamline
the nature of data and feedback provided to stu-
dents. Unfortunately, not much is known regard-
ing how students actually use these survey data to
improve their regulatory skills and performance.
This is an area in need of more research and
investigation.
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