https.//doi.org/10.16888/interd.2023.40.2.3

A systematic review of methodological aspects of student

engagement research in secondary students

Revision sistematica del compromiso escolar en educacion secundaria

Fabiola Saez-Delgado!, Victoria Parra?, Claudia Pérez-Salas®, Pamela Ramirez

4

e Isidora Zanartu’

''Universidad Catdlica de la Santisima Concepcion, Chile.
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7993-5356. E-mail: fsaez@ucsc.cl.
2 Universidad Catolica de Temuco, Chile.
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8870-2629. E-mail: vparra@uct.cl.

3 Universidad de Concepcion, Chile.
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6940-6514. E-mail: cperezs@udec.cl.
*Universidad de Concepcion, Chile.
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6295-5820. E-mail: pamerami@udec.cl.
5 Universidad de Concepcion, Chile.
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3139-508X. E-mail: izanartu@udec.cl.

This research was supported by the National Agency of Research and Development of Chile
(ANID), Fondecyt Project 1181265.

Concepciodn, Chile

Abstract

Student engagement research has grown
significantly in the past decade and measuring
it is of high interest in educational research.
To gain a deeper understanding of the current
body of research on student engagement, this
review aims to analyze the design characte-
ristics of empirical quantitative research on
student engagement in secondary school. A
systematic review was performed in the Web
of Science, Scopus, and SciELO databases
from the period 2013 to 2020. Forty-seven
articles met the inclusion criteria. The results
revealed that most studies were performed in
North America and none in Latin America;
the designs were mainly measuring variable
associations. Teacher-related variables are
the least examined variables. The instruments
used to measure the student engagement

and the constructs employed, shows there is
substantial theoretical heterogeneity among
studies. Future studies need to accurately
define student engagement; give further atten-
tion to variables related to teachers, peers,
families, and institutional conditions.
Keywords: Systematic review, student enga-
gement, secondary school, school engage-
ment, quantitative studies

Resumen

La investigacion sobre el compromiso
escolar de los estudiantes ha crecido significa-
tivamente en la ultima década y su medicion
es de gran interés en la investigacion educa-
tiva. Esto se podria explicar por su poten-
cial para comprender problemas educativos
importantes con respecto a las trayectorias
académicas de los estudiantes, incluida la
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adaptacion a la escuela, el rendimiento y los
logros académicos, las tasas de finalizacion
y la desercion escolar. Se ha evidenciado que
los estudiantes que se sienten mas comprome-
tidos con su escuela experimentan una trayec-
toria escolar mas positiva y tienen una vida
mas exitosa, por lo que se considera que el
compromiso escolar es una variable protectora
vinculada a tasas mas bajas de delincuencia,
abuso de sustancias y depresion. Para obtener
una comprension mas profunda del cuerpo
de investigacion actual sobre el compromiso
escolar de los estudiantes, esta revision de la
literatura tuvo por objetivo analizar las carac-
teristicas metodoldgicas de la investigacion
empirica cuantitativa sobre ese compromiso
de los estudiantes en la escuela secundaria.
Como método se realizé una revision sistema-
tica de la literatura en las bases de datos Web of
Science, Scopus y SciELO del periodo 2013 a
2020. Cuarentay siete articulos cumplieron los
criterios de inclusion establecidos. Los resul-
tados evidenciaron que casi todos los estudios
se realizaron en Estados Unidos, mientras
que ninguno de los articulos analizados fue
desarrollado en América Latina. Con respecto
al tamafio de la muestra, se identific6 que la
mayoria de los estudios revisados tenian un
tamafio de muestra entre 501 y 5000 partici-
pantes. En cuanto a los disefios de investiga-
cion utilizados en estos estudios, la mayoria
utiliz6 un disefio correlacional, pero solo unos
pocos implementaron disefios longitudinales o
cuasi experimentales. Se identificé la coexis-
tencia de diferentes marcos conceptuales
sobre el compromiso escolar; sin embargo,
la investigacion concuerda en comprenderlo
como un constructo multidimensional que
implica el involucramiento del estudiante en
actividades relacionadas con la escuela y su
estudio. La diversidad conceptual del cons-
tructo de compromiso escolar se refleja en
los numerosos instrumentos identificados en
esta revision, en los que las dimensiones mas
prevalentes del compromiso escolar fueron la
dimensidn conductual, cognitiva y emocional.
Respecto de los tipos de variables incluidas

en los estudios de compromiso escolar, se
observo que se han incluido un gran niimero
que cubren diferentes aspectos y temas rela-
cionados con las experiencias académicas de
los estudiantes, como las relacionadas con los
propios estudiantes, asi como las relacionadas
con los padres, compaferos, profesores y
escuelas. En conclusion, dado que el compro-
miso escolar de los estudiantes es una variable
que se ha considerado critica en contextos
académicos, a medida que se realicen estu-
dios futuros en este campo, serd importante
examinar la correlacion de diferentes tipos de
variables con el compromiso escolar de los
estudiantes. Se podrian examinar las poten-
ciales variables moderadoras que podrian
surgir al realizar estudios en nuevos entornos
educativos o culturalmente diversos, por
ejemplo, con estudiantes con necesidades
especiales. Esto es especialmente importante
cuando se considera a la region Latinoameri-
cana. Dado que la mayoria de los estudios se
han realizado en Estados Unidos, se requiere
considerar aspectos importantes antes de
su implementacion, como la validez de los
instrumentos de medida, los que podrian estar
sesgados si no se adaptan a la cultura Lati-
noamericana. Ademas, los estudios futuros
deberian definir con precision el constructo
de compromiso escolar de los estudiantes y
lograr un consenso en la investigacion.
Palabras clave: revision sistemadtica, compro-
miso escolar, educacién secundaria, estudios
cuantitativos

Introduction

In recent decades there has been increased
research on student engagement, which could
be explained by its potential in understan-
ding important educational issues regarding
students’ academic trajectories including
adaptation to school, academic performance
and achievement, completion rates, and drop-
ping out of school (Clark, 2015; Fredricks et
al., 2016; Fung et al., 2018). Besides, students’
engagement is a protective variable linked to
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lower rates of crime, substance abuse, and
depression (Fredricks et al., 2016a). Further,
students who feel more engaged in their school
experience a more positive school trajectory
and have a more successful life (Kizildag et
al., 2017).

However, student engagement is a complex
construct with many concepts coexisting
(Appleton et al., 2008; Mirzaei-Alavijeh et
al., 2018; Prendergast & Rickinson, 2019).
Some of the concepts used to refer to student
engagement are ‘“‘engagement,” ‘“academic
engagement,” “school engagement,” “student
engagement in academic work,” “engagement
in schoolwork,” “student engagement in/with
school”.

Furthermore, the operational definition and
measurement of student engagement also vary
(Appleton et al., 2008; Sinatra et al., 2015).
The construct of student engagement is often
described as having multiple dimensions.
For instance, Fredericks et al. (2004) define
student engagement as a meta construct that
includes behavioral, emotional, and cogni-
tive dimensions, while Appleton et al. (2008)
describe four dimensions: academic, beha-
vioral, cognitive, and psychological.

Previous systematic reviews on student
engagement have focused on different
elements of this construct. A significant
number of them address how contextual
factors influence student engagement, parti-
cularly the impact of the teacher-student
relationship (Conner, 2016; Harbour et al.,
2015; Quin et al., 2018), and the influence of
peer relationships (Engels et al., 2017), while
others analyze the impact of interventions on
student engagement (Fredricks et al., 2019a).
These systematic reviews have not described
which variables of the student engagement
construct are measured. Even more, these
reviews do not describe what type of quan-
titative empirical research was employed,
focusing particularly on secondary education.
Moreover, there is no known systematization
of the designs and instruments used to assess
student engagement or the dimensions of the

constructs considered in the studies.

Based on this, the objective of this syste-
matic review is to describe the methodological
aspects of quantitative empirical research
focusing on student engagement in secondary
school. Specifically, this research addresses the
following questions: a) What methodologies
have been used to study student engagement?
b) What variables of student engagement have
been studied? and ¢) What instruments have
been used and what engagement dimensions
are included in the instruments?

This systemic review aims to aid resear-
chers by providing evidence on what has
been done in the field of engagement and the
current gaps in the knowledge in this field,
which in turn could inform future directions in
research, particularly relevant in less studied
contexts such as Latin America.

Method

To conduct a systematic review of recent
literature on student engagement a metho-
dology was designed following international
guidelines (Moher et al., 2015). The method
considered two different aspects: (a) the iden-
tification and selection of the studies; and (b)
the extraction and the analysis of data from
said studies.

First part: identification and selection
of the studies

This part included five stages (Figure 1). (1)
Identification: a search of articles published
between 2013 and 2020 (final inclusion date:
June 20, 2020) was conducted in three data-
bases (Web of Science, Scopus, and SciELO).
Articles in English, Spanish and Portuguese
were included. This timeframe was selected
for two reasons. First, previous academic
revisions on this topic were conducted prior
2013 (Lawson & Lawson, 2013; Wang &
Degol, 2014; Wimpenny & Savin-Baden,
2013), which have provided relevant informa-
tion on how studies have defined and studied
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the engagement of students, yet it is relevant
to update this knowledge. Second, this time-
frame has been particularly productive in
research on student engagement. For instance,
a search conducted in Scopus showed that
from 2013 until 2020, more than 100 studies
were conducted each year on student enga-
gement. Therefore, this timeframe accounts
for a productive period to examine the parti-
cularities of the research of student engage-
ment. The keywords used were “engagement”
and “secondary schools” OR “high school.”
(2) Removal of duplicates: the detection
and elimination of articles that showed up
more than once. (3) Eligibility: two indepen-
dent researchers reviewed the papers using
a protocol that outlined the objective of the
study and keywords that should be included
in the title and abstract of the papers, accor-
ding to the aforementioned criteria. Articles

included in the next stage had to be selected
by both judges. In the cases of discrepancy,
a third researcher was consulted. (4) Selec-
tion: the complete examination of the articles
chosen in the previous stage, further elimina-
ting the articles to only quantitative empirical
studies focusing on secondary education. This
process excluded: theoretical articles, quali-
tative empirical studies, studies conducted
in non-academic settings, studies conducted
in non-secondary levels, studies in which the
main variable was not engagement, and studies
with samples that did not include students. (5)
Control for bias: To assess the rigor and objec-
tivity of the selection process, two indepen-
dent reviewers performed a full review of the
process. The review encompassed the revision
of all stages of the process, paying special
attention to phases three and four.

Figure 1.
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protocol was designed to extract informa-
tion of the selected articles that includes the
following: methodologies, variables of student
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engagement, and instruments. (Appendix 1).
Results
Characteristics of the included studies

The studies were grouped considering the
classification of psychology designs proposed
by Ato et al., (2013), widely used in quan-
titative research. This analysis reveals that
most of the studies used associative designs
(87.23,n=41), and only 4.26 % (n = 2) used
quasi-experimental designs (Appendix 1).
As for the samples in the studies reviewed,
samples ranging between 501 and 1000
students (29.79 %) were the most prevalent,
followed by samples between 1001 and 5000
students (25.53 %). The analysis also identi-
fied the countries from which the samples were
drawn of the studies, 36.17 % of them were
in the United States, followed by Turkey and
Australia both with 10.64 %. The representa-
tiveness of the rest of the countries is very low
in comparison (Appendix 1). A closer analysis

of the research sites selected highlights the
predominance of studies conducted in North
America (36.17 %) followed by studies done
in Europe (27.66 %). Note that four studies
(8.51 %) are cross-continental (Oceania,
America, Europe, Asia).

Variables of student engagement

While the studies used multiple variables to
assess student engagement, these were grouped
by constructs, which assisted in the develop-
ment of 20 categories. A predominance of the
variables related to students’ characteristics
(61.03 %), followed by school variables (17.65
%). Besides, 9.56 % of variables focused
on teachers, while 8.09 % of variables were
related to family, and 3.68 % focused on peers.
Table 1 shows that, among the most prevalent
variables employed, 13.24 % were based on
students’ characteristics or sociodemographic
factors, 9.56 % on student’s academic behavior
or skills, 8.82 % on the school environment,
and 8.82 % on school characteristics.

?clzlt)el;oli:ies of variables included in studies of student engagement
Categories N (%)
Student related variables 83 (61.03)
Student’s characteristics/sociodemographic 18 (13.24)
Student academic behavior/skills 13 (9.56)
Student behaviors associated to risk factors 9 (6.62)
Student wellbeing/affects 8 (5.88)
Student academic/life goals 7 (5.15)
Student attitudes towards education 6(4.41)
Student academic performance/achievement 5(3.68)
Student psychological distress 5(3.68)
Student motivation 4 (2.94)
Student psychological needs 4 (2.94)
Student self-efficacy 3(2.21)
Student personality 1(0.74)
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Categories N (%)
School related variables 24 (17.65)
School environment 12 (8.82)
School’s characteristic 12 (8.82)
Family related variables 11 (8.09)
Parent/family’s characteristics 8 (5.88)
Parental practices 3(2.21)
Peer related variables 5(3.68)
Peer relationships 3(2.21)
Peer learning 2(1.47)
Teacher related variables 13 (9.56)
Teacher practices and expectations 10 (7.35)
Teacher’s characteristics 3(2.21)

A closer analysis of the most prevalent
variables employed to study student engage-
ment in our selection (N =47) (Table 2) shows
three main trends. First, more than half of the
articles (53.2 % and 51.1 %) include student
gender and age as control variables. Second,
studies strongly focus on students’ academic
performance and achievement with 23.4 % of

them studying student academic achievement
often measured by standardized tests in parti-
cular subject areas, while 19.1 % of studies
examine students’ performance generally
using grades. However, beyond that, there
are very few variable trends, with most of the
variables used in only one article.

Table 2.
Prevalent variables by category
Variables N (%)
Student s characteristics/sociodemographic
Gender/sex 25 (53.2)
Age 24 (51.1)
Race/ethnicity 38 (6.57)
Socioeconomic status/household income 15(31.9)
Class/grade/level 11 (23.4)
Language background 7(14.9)
Student academic performance/achievement
Academic achievement 11 (23.4)
Academic performance/grades 9 (19.1)
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Instruments and dimensions of
engagement

The examination of the instruments used
to assess student’s engagement leads to two
main points. First, there is a vast number of
instruments that have been used to measure
engagement in secondary high school
students with thirty-five instruments used in
the studies being considered (Table 3). For
instance, 59.57 % (N = 28) of the studies used
a complete instrument to assess student enga-
gement, while 40.43 % (N = 19) used a selec-
tion of items drawn from engagement instru-
ments based on the dimensions of engagement
assessed. Second, the Engagement and Disa-
ffection Scale (Skinner et al., 2009) was the
most widely used instrument, with three (3)
studies using the entire scale and another
three (3) studies using some subset. This scale
measures behavioral and emotional engage-
ment and behavioral and emotional disengage-
ment. The Utrecht School Engagement Scale
(Schafeuli et al., 2002) was the second most

used instrument, with two (2) studies using
the entire scale, and two (2) studies using a
partial version of it. This scale assesses three
dimensions of engagement: vigor, dedication,
and absorption.

The final analysis incorporated the explo-
ration of the dimensions of engagement consi-
dered by the instruments. The dimensions were
grouped by the names provided in the articles
and no inference was made about the concep-
tual framework from which these dimensions
were drawn from. A total of 37 dimensions of
engagement were identified, but only three
were used regularly: behavioral engagement
(N = 16), cognitive engagement (N = 15),
and emotional engagement (N = 11). Falling
far behind include measures like academic
engagement, affective engagement, adaptive
motivation, adaptive engagement, maladap-
tive motivation, and maladaptive engagement,
included in two instruments each. The rest of
the dimensions (N = 26) were only present in
one instrument.

Table 3.
Instrument and dimensions of student engagement
. . Complete | Instrument
Dimensions of .
Instruments engasement assessed Authors instrument used
gag used (%) [ partially (%)
Engmen: | Bt e
and Disaffection onal engasemm Skinner et al. (2009) | 3 (8.57) 3 (8.57)
Scale Behavioral disaffection
Emotional disaffection
Utrecht School Dedlcatl.on Schaufeli et al. )
Engagement Absorption (2002) (5.71) 2(5.71)
Scale Vigour ’
Student Behavioral engagement
Engagement Cognitive engagement Dogan (2014) 2(5.71) 0
Scale Emotional engagement
Student Appleton et al
Engagement Cognitive engagement bp ' 0 2 (5.71)
(2006)
Instrument
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. . Complete | Instrument
Dimensions of .
Instruments engagement assessed Authors instrument used
used (%) [ partially (%)
Agentic
Engagement Agentic engagement Reev;(;?ilT seng 1 (2.86) 1(2.86)
Scale (AES) ( )
School Behavioral engagement .
Engagement Cognitive enggagiment Fredricks ct al. 1 (2.86) 1(2.86)
. (2005)
Measure Emotional engagement
Multidimensional | Behavioral engagement
School Cognitive engagement Awang-Hashim & 1 (2.86) 0
Engagement Psychological Sani (2008) ’
Scale engagement
Academic engagement
Connection with teachers
Parent engagement .
MDS;ES;dem Student’s connectedness Johncsigikms 1(2.86) 0
School’s culture of equity
Whole-school
connectedness
Survey of student
‘engagement Expectgtions of lggrping Cavanagh (2015) 1 (2.86) 0
in classroom Learning capabilities
learning
Student Cognitive engagement
Engagement Behavioral engagement Dogan (2014) 1 (2.86) 0
Scale Emotional engagement
Inner engagement of the
student
Relation of school
School environment—engagement
Engagement Relation of school Arastaman (2006) 1 (2.86) 0
Scale program-engagement
Relation of school
management-engagement
Relation of teacher
engagement
tc)Cé)cr:lllll(l)l(i;nSleczie Affec'ti‘ve engagement Thornberry et al. 1 (2.86) 0
Cognitive engagement (1991)
(CSS)
Educational Ambivalence
Longitudinal Disidentification .
Surve%r of 2002 Investment Not specified 1(2.86) 0
(ELS: 2002). Student initiative
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. . Complete | Instrument
Dimensions of .
Instruments ensasement assessed Authors instrument used
gag used (%) [partially (%)
4-H Study of Behavioral engagement
Positive Youth Cognitive engagement Not specified 1(2.86) 0
Development Emotional engagement
Mataion | A0e ety
Engagement ptive engageme Martin (2010) 1 (2.86) 0
Scale (MES) Maladaptive motivation
Maladaptive engagement
Short Motivation | Behavioral engagement
and Engagement | Cognitive engagement Martin (2014) 1(2.86) 0
Scale (MES) Emotional engagement
Motivation and Adaptive motivation
Engagement Adaptive engagement
Scale — High plive engageme Martin (2010) 1 (2.86) 0
Maladaptive motivation
School (MES- .
Maladaptive engagement
HS)
School Behav'l(.)ral engagement Jordan & Nettles
Involvement Cognitive engagement (2000) 1(2.86) 0
Scale (SIS) Emotional engagement
Research
Assessment . Wellborn & Connell
Package for Behavioral engagement (1987) 0 1(2.86)
Schools
Scale of
Behavioral .
Engagement and Behavioral engagement Wellborn (1991) 0 1 (2.86)
Disaffection
Student Class Behavioral engagement
Engagement Cognitive engagement Nayir (2015) 1 (2.86) 0
Scale (SCES) Emotional engagement
High School
Longitudinal .
Study, 2009 Not specified Ingels et al. (2010) 1(2.86) 0
(HSLS:09)
Student Concentration
Enjoyment Shernoft (2013) 1(2.86) 0
Engagement
Interest
CLASS-S Active engagement Pianta et al. (2010) 1(2.86) 0
WIHIC Students- .
Teachers Behavioral engagement Fraser (1998) 1(2.86) 0
Student Behaylgral engagement Klem & Connell
Assessment of Cognitive engagement (2004) 1(2.86) 0
Teachers Scale Emotional engagement
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. . Complete | Instrument
Dimensions of .
Instruments encasement assessed Authors instrument used
gag used (%) [ partially (%)
Cooperative
Learning .
Observational Academic engagement Volpe(f(c) 5)1)Perna 1 (2.86) 0
Code for Kids
(CLOCK)
Behavioral- Behavioral School
. Engagement
Emotional- Cognitive School
Cognitive School & Li (2010) 0 1 (2.86)
Engagement
Engagement Emotional School
Scale (BEC-SES)
Engagement
City Safety .
Survey Emotional engagement Plank et al. (2009) 0 1 (2.86)
California .
Healthy Kids | Cognitive cngagement | 1120s0n & Kim 0 1 (2.86)
(2007)
Survey
School
Development )
School Climate Behavioral engagement | Haynes et al. (2001) 0 1(2.86)
Survey
Commitment to Affective engagement
School Scale Cognitive engagement Lau & Roeser (2002) 0 1(2.86)
Student
Engagement .
i1 Schools Behavioral engagement Hart et al. (2011) 0 1 (2.86)
Questionnaire
Social Initiatives . Barber & Erickson
Scale Social engagement (2001) 0 1(2.86)
Achievement
Goal Cognitive engagement | Finney et al. (2004) 0 1 (2.86)
Questionnaire

Note: The corresponding references of the articles included in this table are listed on Appendix 2: Instruments used to

assess student engagement and its authors.

Discussion

As mentioned previously nearly all these
studies were in the United States, while none of
the papers analyzed were from Latin America.
This finding is consistent with recent research
on student engagement on primary and middle
school levels conducted in Latin America

(Hennig et al., 2019; Rigo & Donolo 2019)
that highlights the lack of research on student
engagement in this region. For one exception
published after the collection of data of this
study see the work of Ochoa-Angrino et al.,
(2020).

Concerning the sample size, we identified
that the majority of the studies reviewed had
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a sample size between 501 and 5000 partici-
pants. According to Taherdoost (2017), this
range of sample size is considered adequate
to model the given population, these types of
instruments, and the type of statistical analysis
conducted. Further, this range of sample size
is recommended (Marszalek et al., 2011) as
they help avoid biased results.

As for the research designs used in these
studies, the majority used correlation but
only a few studies implemented longitu-
dinal or quasi-experimental designs. This
finding is similar to reviews of literature that
have focused on intervention (Bond, 2020;
Fredricks et al., 2019b) stressing that there
are few experimental studies on student enga-
gement interventions. This finding has impli-
cations for future research, as experimental
research designs and longitudinal studies are
necessary to understand developmental trends
and interactions between student engagement
and student, teacher, and family-related varia-
bles.

As previously stated, the complex nature of
student engagement has resulted in a field of
study with coexisting theoretical frameworks,
which in turn promoted competing constructs
of student engagement. This engagement is
often defined as the student’s participation
in school-related activities and their achieve-
ment. Researchers (Fredricks et al., 2016b;
Tomas et al., 2016) stress that student engage-
ment is a multidimensional construct, which is
reflected in the numerous instruments identi-
fied in this review. Our analysis highlights that
the most prevalent dimensions of engagement
are behavioral, cognitive, and emotional. This
result suggests that despite the existence of
different theoretical models (Hu et al., 2012;
You & Sharkey, 2009) the model proposed
by Fredericks et al. (2004) is the leading one,
informing the design of many instruments as
25 % of the screened instruments include the
three dimensions proposed by these authors.
Further, the large amount of engagement
dimensions (N = 37) is indicative of the theo-
retical heterogeneity in the research. This can

be taken as supportive evidence of the large
number of instruments that coexist for asses-
sing student engagement, which has been
studied previously (Fredricks & McColskey,
2012).

There is value in these coexisting concep-
tualizations of student engagement and the
different instruments employed stress that
student engagement is not a simple, easily
identified and addressed phenomenon. These
theoretical frameworks and conceptualiza-
tions can provide lenses through which to
see how different audiences understand and
think about this phenomenon, allowing for
multifaceted solutions for a multifaceted
problem. Further, given the different instru-
ments to measure student engagement, resear-
chers should check the alignment between
their theoretical conceptualization of student
engagement and the instrument they choose
(Moreira & Dias, 2018). The variety allows
for a much closer matching of the instrument
chosen to research goals.

In examining the variables, an extensive
number of variables have been included in
studying student engagement, which cover
different aspects and subjects related to
students’ school experiences, including varia-
bles relating to students themselves, as well as
those relating to parents, peers, teachers, and
schools. This finding is not surprising given
that engagement is a complex topic, and diffe-
rent types of engagement may have different
outcomes. For example, cognitive engagement
measured as test scores may show a correla-
tion with future income, but when measured
as time spent on homework, the finding is
different. Since student engagement/participa-
tion is a variable that has been found critical
in so many outcomes like student dropout
rates, long-term health, future work life, it
is exceptionally important to examine which
variables have impacts on which outcomes.
As future studies in this field are conducted,
it 1s important to examine the correlation of
different sets of variables to student engage-
ment, as well as examining the interactions
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between potential moderators that could arise
in conducting studies in new culturally diverse
settings, or educational settings working with
students with special needs. This is espe-
cially key when considering Latin America;
since most studies are done in the US, current
instruments and measures may be biased and
will not appropriately measure what engage-
ment looks like in understudied regions of the
world or understudied populations.

The results of the aggregation of the
student engagement variables into five groups
(i.e., student, parent, teacher, peers, and insti-
tutional related variables) show that research
has focused on student-related variables, parti-
cularly academic ones. The emphasis of these
studies on individual variables of engagement
however completely misses the contextual
richness of student engagement explaining
school achievement, focusing solely on the
students’ responsibility of his/her academic
success or failure.

When it comes to research, it is recom-
mended that scholars should carefully
consider their methods and theoretical
frameworks in studying student engagement
since there is such a wide field of different
conceptualizations and instruments avai-
lable. This is particularly relevant when stud-
ying engagement for students from different
cultural and academic backgrounds, which are
currently understudies. Including other kinds
of methods for data collection such as online
platforms (Henrie et al., 2015) might provide
additional insights into this field of study.

Student engagement is a critical aspect of
students’ school trajectories. The findings of
this study suggest research should expand
the scope of this field not only including
students from different regions and cultural
backgrounds but also including students
whose school trajectories differ from regular
students given specific educational needs. It
is also important to highlight the relevance of
including deeper contextual factors such as
teacher, parent, peers, and institutional varia-
bles. It seems likely that such variables also

have important impacts on engagement and
including them in research will give policy-
makers more evidence about important factors
to work with to promote student engagement
and achievement in school. Further, our study
provides relevant evidence on the complexi-
ties of measuring student engagement given
the coexistence of different perspectives,
providing information about theoretical and
methodological issues that can guide future
decision-making in research and policy to
build learning environments that support the
engagement of students.

Lastly, this article offers suggestions for
future directions for research on student enga-
gement in less studied contexts, such as Latin
America. Researchers should consider collec-
ting data on student engagement in this region
to illuminate the educational experiences and
trajectories of students.

While this study highlights relevant areas
for future research, the analysis carries a major
limitation, as this study focuses on reviewing
only quantitative research. Future systematic
reviews could take on the task of analyzing
qualitative studies on student engagement,
expanding the knowledge in this field.

Lastly, future studies should focus on
conducting systematic reviews on the
knowledge gathered during the 2020-2021
period, in which emergency remote education
has been implemented throughout the world,
affecting students’ trajectories.
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school environment, school
environment,
Age, gender/sex, class/
) grade, area of study/subject | The Utrecht Work
Cadime et al. . . :
5 (2016) 489/Portugal Correlational area, academic achievement, | Engagement Scale
subjective wellbeing, student Students
burnout/school burnout
Age, gender/sex, class/grade,
ge gender/sex, class gra. e Utrecht Work
high school type, academic
: Instrumental and . : Engagement
6 | Caprietal. (2017) 597/ Turkey : procrastination, academic
correlational . Scale-Student
responsibility, student F
orms
burnout/school burnout
Age, race/ethnicity, class/
grade, area of study/ .
. . . Designed by
7 | Cavanagh (2015) 1760/ Australia Instrumental subject area, favorite th
authors
subject, classroom learning
environment
Age, gender/sex, race/ )
. . . Behavioral-
ethnicity, socioeconomic )
. Emotional-
L status/household income, .
8 | Chase et al. (2014) 710/US Predictive Cognitive School /

mother education level,
urbanity, academic
achievement,

Engagement Scale
(BEC-SES)
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Sample size/

Author(s) and . . .
ID Study design Variables included Instruments
year country
Balti Cit
Age, gender/sex, race/ armore Hy
- S Safety Survey
ethnicity, student mobility, ) )
/ California
Deb tal free or reduced meals, Healthv Kid
ebnam et al. ) . ealthy Kids
9 19.833/US Causal Correlation ercentage of minorities,
(2014) . P 8 : Survey / School
percentage suspension,
Development
school enrollment, school .
) . School Climate
equity, student connections
Survey
Age, class/grade, academic
erformance/grades, Student
10 Dogan (2015) 578/Turkey Correlational P ) &
academic self-efficacy, Engagement Scale
academic motivation
Fat d School
a 'ou an ) . Age, household social choo
11 Kubiszewski 955/French Predictive ) Engagement
background, school climate
(2018) Measure
A demi fi /
o ge, academic performance Utrecht Work
Fiorilli et al. . . grades, absence from school,
12 210/ Italian Causal correlation . Engagement Scale
(2017) depressive symptoms, student
for Students
burnout/school burnout
Age, gender/sex, country
of origin, class/grade, )
. . Behavioral
repetition of grade, remedial
ts academic Engagement
) rogram, paren . .
Gonzalez et al. ) Correlation and prog P ) and Disaffection
13 446/Spain status/parent education, ) i
(2015) model . with Learning
academic performance/
. Subscales: Student
grades, perceived control,
. . . . Report
disaffection with learning,
task value
Academic achievement,
achievement goals, student
Correlation and Engagement and
14| King (2016) 848/ Filipino disengagement/disaffection, | . Coeon
model Disaffection Scale
parental support, peer
attitudes, teacher support
Age, class/grade, district
i ic level
Kizildag et al. Causal socme(.zonon.nc el School
15 515/Turkey ) academic achievement,
(2017) correlational Engagement Scale

absenteeism, fear of failure,

peer relationships
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ID

Author(s) and
year

https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2023.40.2.3

Sample size/
country

Study design

Variables included

Instruments

16

Konold et al.
(2017)

48,027/
International

Causal
correlational and
model

Language background,
race/ethnicity, parents
academic status/parent
education, urbanity, free
or reduced meals, school
enrollment by race/ethnicity,
student support, academic
expectations, bullying
victimization, school
discipline

Commitment to
School Scale

17

Lawson and
Masyn (2014)

12,760/US

Explanatory
longitudinal

Age, race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status/
household income, student
educational attainment status,
academic performance/
grades, student future beliefs,
student initiative in academic
work, academic investment,
school investment, student
and school ambivalence,
student disindentification

ELS survey

18

Li and Lerner
(2013)

1,029/ International

Causal
correlational

Age, gender/sex, race/
ethnicity, socioeconomic
status/household income,

class/grade, mother education
level, urbanity,

4-H Study of
Positive Youth

Development
(PYD)

19

Mameli and
Passini (2017)

1,210/Italian

Instrumental

Academic achievement,
psychological distress,
connectedness among
students,

Agentic
Engagement Scale

20

Martin et al.
(2016)

450 /Australian

Model

Age, gender/sex, country
of origin, academic
achievement, student’s
school aspirations

Designed by
authors

21

Martin et al.
(2017)

5432/Australian

Instrumental

Age, gender/sex, language
background, academic task
activity, academic class
activity, out-of-class activity,
motivation, school wellbeing,
personal wellbeing,
personality

Motivation and
Engagement Scale
(MES)
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Variables included

Instruments

Author(s) and Sample size/ .
ID Study design
year country
Age, gender/sex, language
background, race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status/
household income, parents
) academic status/parent Motivation and
Martin et al. ) )
22 (2014) 5272/Australia Model education, school status, Engagement Scale
school factors, prior (MES)
achievement, homework
completion, absenteeism,
motivation, psychological
wellbeing, personality
Age, gender/sex, language
background, years in
boarding school, country of
) origin, parent education and | Short Motivation
Martin, et al. . .
23 (2016) 3,274/ International Model occupation, school gender and Engagement
composition, boarding house Scale (MES)
size, prior achievement,
motivation, personality,
social boarding house climate
Motivation and
Martin, Yu, et al. . - . E t Scal
24 arim, T, et a 3,753/International Model Country of origin, motivation ngagemen cale
(2015) — High School
(MES-HS)
C it t
Gender/sex, race/ethnicity, (t)m;n;lmeln
o Schoo
25 | Mehta et al. (2013) 7058 / US Correlational bullying victimization,
) ; Scale /School
bullying climate
Involvement Scale
Behavioral
Mikami et al. Academic achi t,
26 famteta 1084 /US Correlational cadetic achievemen Engagement and
(2017) classroom peer relatedness . .
Disaffection Scale
. . Student
. Basic psychological needs, et
Molinari and . .. Engagement
27 ) 640 / Italy Correlational need for justice, teacher )
Mameli (2018) .. / Agentic
justice
Engagement scale
Student Class
28 Nayir (2017) 322 /Turkey Model Basic psychological needs | Engagement Scale
(SCES)
High School
.. Longitudinal
29 | Plasman (2018) 23,000/US Model Gender/sex, race/ethnicity
Study of 2009
(HSLS:09)

v
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ID

Author(s) and

https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2023.40.2.3

Sample size/

Study design

Variables included

Instruments

year country
) Engagement and
Putwain et al. _ . )
30 (2016) 579 / UK Model Teacher’s use of fear Dissatisfaction
Scale
Perceived self-determination, .
Raufelder et al. ) Designed by
31 1088/Germany Model anxiety, parental support,
(2015) authors
parental pressure
Raufelder et al. Designed b
32 auierger cta 1088/ Germany Model Stress eoIEnea by
(2013) authors
Gender/Sex, race/
ethnicity, socioeconomic )
Shernoff et al. D db
33 criofteta 104 /United States Relational status/household eSIBnea by
(2016) ) ) authors
income,environmental
support
Student
Engagement
Instrument
SEI) / Student
Gender/sex, academic (SED en
Engagement
performance — grades, .
) ) in Schools
.. planned to attend university, ) )
van Roojj et al. . . . . Questionnaire
34 669/ Netherlands. Relational choosing a science or social )
(2017) i . / Motivated
sciences/humanities track, .
) Strategies
self-efficacy, academic .
. for Learning
adjustment . .
Questionnaire
MSLQ) (Part
B) / Need for
Cognition Scale
Age, gender/sex,
socioeconomic status/
. Research
household income,
. . . . Assessment
Tuomo Virtanen et i . special education, family
35 821 / Finland Correlational ) Package for
al. (2014) structure, academic
. , Schools (RAPS-
achievement,student’s school SM)
aspirations, school truancy,
emotional support
A der/
'ge, gen e,r Se% Research
socioeconomic status/
) : Assessment
household income, special
Virt ¢ al ducati demi Package for
irtanen et al. education, academic
36 2,485/US Correlational Schools (RAPS-
(2016) performance —grades,
o SM) / Student
student’s school aspirations,
Engagement
school truancy, self-esteem,
Instrument (SEI)

school Burnout
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Author(s) and

Saez-Delgado, Parra, Pérez-Salas, Ramirez y Zafartu

Sample size/

ID Study design Variables included Instruments
year country
Classroom
Assessment
37 Virtanen et al. 181/US Correlational Classroom siZ?, classroom Scoring System
(2015) quality (CLASS-S)/
WIHIC Task
Orientation Scale
Age, gender/sex, race/
ethnicity, i i
N V. somoec9nom1c Student
Voisin and status/household income,
38 219/ US Model ; Assessment of
Elsaesser (2014) aggression, gang
. Teachers Scale
membership, sexual debut,
HIV sexual risk behaviors
Race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status/ :
) : Cooperative
household income, special )
. . Learning
Lekwa et al. Correlational and education, teacher’s age, .
39 2,000/ US L , ) Observational
(2018) predictive teacher’s degree, teacher’s )
i . Code for Kids
years of teaching experience,
. . (CLOCK)
classroom size, instructional
strategies
Race/ethnicity,
Socioeconomic status/
Bugbee et al. L . ) Designed b
40 & 9578/US Predictive household income, academic 8 Y
(2019) authors
performance - grades-,
Absenteeism, Substance Use
Race/ethnicity,
socioeconomic status/ :
Roberts et al. . : ) i Designed by
41 100/ US Quasi-experimental | household income, special
(2019) . authors
education, self-management,
peer tutoring
Language background, race/
ethnicity, socioeconomic
status/household income,
Osborne et al. ) ) class/grade/level, student Designed by
42 57/ US Quasiexperimental . )
(2019) scientific argumentation authors
practices, discourse
practices, teacher scientific
argumentation practices
Age, Gender/Sex, race/ Engagement v/s
43 Putwain et al. 586 / US Model etl.micity, mathematics Di.ssatisfact.ion
(2019) achievement, expectancy, with Learning
values Questionnaire
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Author(s) and

https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2023.40.2.3

Sample size/

ID Study design Variables included Instruments
year country
Age, gender/sex, parent Behavioral
education and occupation, Engagement
Wang et al. (2019) ) Explanatory parent’s age, parent’s gender, Subscale of
44 627/ China o . .
longitudinal Academic achievement, the School
basic psychological needs Engagement
satisfaction at school Questionnaire.
Race/ethnicity,
i Socioeconomic status/
Xie, Vongkulluksn, . . . . .
Relationship household income, class/ Social Initiatives
45 Lu and Cheng 10,527/ US o .
(2020) longitudinal grade/level, academic Scale
performance - grades,
academic motivation
Age, gender/sex, language
background, socioeconomic
status/household income, Longitudinal
Tomaszewski, indigenous status, health Study of
46 | Xiang and Western |  3,067/Australia Model issues, family structure, Australian
(2020) academic performance Children (LSAC)
- grades, absenteeism,
home reading, bullying
victimization
Bergdahl, Nouri,
creca ourt 410/ . ) Gender/sex, area of study/ )
47 | Fors and Knutsson Relationship : Not specified
Sweden subject area

(2020)
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Instruments used to assess student

Name of the
instrument

Saez-Delgado, Parra, Pérez-Salas, Ramirez y Zafartu

Appendix 2.

engagement and its authors

Authors

Engagement and
Disaffection Scale

Skinner, E., Kindermann, T., & Furrer, C. (2009). 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(3), 493-525. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0013164408323233

Utrecht School
Engagement Scale

Schaufeli, W., Salanova, M., Gonzales-Roma, V., & Bakker, A. (2002). The
measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirmatory factor analytic
approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71-92.

Dogan, U. (2014). Validity and reliability of student engagement scale. Bartin

Student E t
udent Scr:lg:gemen UniversityJournal of Faculty of Education, 3(1), 309-403. https:/doi.org/10.14686/
BUEFAD.201428190
Appleton, J., Christenson, S., Kim, D., & Reschly, A. (2006). Measuring cognitive and
Student Engagement ; oy .
Instrument psychological engagement: Validation of the student engagement instrument. Journal of

School Psychology, 44(5), 427—-445. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jsp.2006.04.002

Agentic Engagement
Scale (AES)

Reeve, J., & Tseng, C. (2011). Agency as a fourth aspect of students’ engagement
during learning activities. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36(4), 257-267.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.05.002

School Engagement

Fredricks, J., Blumenfeld, P., Friedel, J., & Paris, A. (2005). School engagement. In K.
A. Moore & L. H. Lippman (Eds.), What do children need to flourish? Conceptualizing

Measure and measuring indicators of positive development (pp. 305-321). Boston, MA:
Springer.
Multidimensional Awang-Hashim, R., & Sani, A. (2008). A confirmatory factor analysis of a newly

School Engagement
Scale

integrated multidimensional school engagement scale. Malaysian Journal of Learning
and Instruction, 5(1), 21-40.

MDS3 Student Survey

Johns Hopkins Center for the Prevention of Youth Violence, Johns Hopkins Bloomberg
School of Public Health, 624 North Broadway, Baltimore, MD 21295

Survey of student
engagement in
classroom learning

Cavanagh, R. (2015). A unified model of student engagement in classroom learning and
classroom learning environment: one measure and one underlying construct. Learning
Environments Research, 18(3), 349-361.https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-015-9188-z

School Engagement
Scale

Arastaman, G. (2006). Ankara ili lise birinci sinif 6grencilerinin okula baglilik
durumlarina iligkin 6grenci, 6gretmen ve yoneticilerin goriisleri. Unpublished master
thesis, Ankara University, Ankara, Turkey.

Commitment to School
Scale (CSS)

Thornberry, T., Lizotte, A., Krohn, M., Farnworth, M., & Jang, S. (1991). Testing
interactional theory: An examination of reciprocal causal relationships among family,
school, and delinquency. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 28(1)3-35.https://
doi.org/10.2307/1143788

Educational
Longitudinal Survey of
2002 (ELS: 2002).

Not specified

Vi
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Name of the
. Authors
instrument
4-H Study of Positive
. ¥ Not specified
Youth Development

Motivation and
Engagement Scale

Martin, A., & Hau, K-T. (2010). Achievement motivation amongst Chinese and
Australian school students: Assessing differences of kind and differences of degree.
International Journal of Testing, 10(3), 274-294. https://doi.org/10.1080/15305058.201

(MES)
0.482220
Short Motivati d
ort viotvation at Martin, A.J. (2014). The Motivation and Engagement Scale (14th Edition). Sydney,
Engagement Scale S . . .
(MES) Australia: Lifelong Achievement Group (www.lifelongachievement.com).

Motivation and
Engagement Scale —
High School (MES-HS)

Martin, A., & Hau, K-T. (2010). Achievement motivation amongst Chinese and
Australian school students: Assessing differences of kind and differences of degree.
International Journal of Testing, 10(3), 274-294. https://doi.org/10.1080/15305058.201
0.482220

School Involvement

Jordan, W., & Nettles, S. (2000). How students invest their time outside of school:
Effects on school-related outcomes. Social Psychology of Education, 3(4), 217-243.

Scale (SIS
cale (SI5) https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009655611694
Research Assessment Wellborn, J., & Connell, J. (1987). Manual for the Rochester Assessment Package for
Package for Schools Schools. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester.

Scale of Behavioral
Engagement and

Wellborn, J. (1991). Engaged vs. disaffected action: Conceptualization and
measurement of motivation in the academic domain. Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation, Graduate School of Human Development and Education, University of

Disaffection
Rochester, Rochester, NY.
Student Class Nayir, F. (2015). The Relationship between Students’ Engagement Level and Their
Engagement Scale Attitudes Toward School, Anthropologist, 20(1-2), 50-61. https://doi.org/10.1080/09720
(SCES) 073.2015.11891723
High School Ingels, S., Herget, D., Pratt, D., Dever, J., Copello, E., & Leinwand, S. (2010). High

Longitudinal Study,
2009 (HSLS:09)

School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS: 09) Base-Year Field Test Report. Working
Paper Series. NCES 2011-01. National Center for Education Statistics.

Shernoff, D. J. (2013). Measuring student engagement in high school classrooms

Student Engagement and what we have learned. In Optimal learning environments to promote student
engagement (pp. 77-96). Springer, New York, NY.
Pianta, R., Hamre, B., & Allen, J. (2012). Teacher-student relationships and
CLASS-S engagement: Conceptualizing, measuring, and improving the capacity of classroom

interactions. In Handbook of research on student engagement (pp. 365-386). Springer,
Boston, MA. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7 17

WIHIC Students-
Teachers

Fraser, B. (1998). Classroom environment instruments: Development, validity,
and applications. Learning Environments Research, 1(1), 7-33. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1009932514731.

Student Assessment of
Teachers Scale

Klem, A., & Connell, J. (2004). Relationships matter: Linking teacher support to
student engagement and achievement. Journal of school health, 74(7), 262-273.

Cooperative Learning
Observational Code for
Kids (CLOCK)

Volpe, R. J., & DiPerna, J. C. (2010). Cooperative learning observation code for kids.
Unpublished observation code.
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Name of the
instrument
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Authors

Behavioral-Emotional-
Cognitive School
Engagement Scale

(BEC-SES)

Li, Y. (2010). School engagement in adolescence.: Theoretical structure, measurement
equivalence, and developmental trajectories. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Tufts
University, Medford, MA.

City Safety Survey

Plank, S., Bradshaw, C., & Young, H. (2009). An application of “broken-windows”
and related theories to the study of disorder, fear, and collective efficacy in schools.
American Journal of Education, 115(2), 227-247. https://doi.org/10.1086/595669

California Healthy Kids
Survey

Hanson, T. L., & Kim, J. O. (2007). Measuring resilience and youth development: the
psychometric properties of the Healthy Kids Survey.

School Development
School Climate Survey

Haynes, N. M., Emmons, C. L., Ben-Avie, M., & Comer, J. P. (2001). The school
development program student, staff, and parent school climate surveys. New Haven, CT:
Yale Child Study Center.

Commitment to School
Scale

Lau, S., & Roeser, R. (2002). Cognitive abilities and motivational processes in high
school students’ situational engagement and achievement in science. Educational
Assessment, 8(2), 139-162.https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326977EA0802_04

Student Engagement in
Schools Questionnaire

Hart, S. R., Stewart, K., & Jimerson, S. R. (2011). The student engagement in schools
questionnaire (SESQ) and the teacher engagement report form-new (TERF-N):
Examining the preliminary evidence. Contemporary School Psychology: Formerly”
The California School Psychologist”, 15(1), 67-79.https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340964

Social Initiatives Scale

Barber, B. K., & Erickson, L. D. (2001). Adolescent social initiative: Antecedents in the
ecology of social connections. Journal of Adolescent Research, 16(4), 326-354.

Achievement Goal
Questionnaire

Finney, S., Pieper, S., & Barron, K. (2004). Examining the psychometric
properties of the achievement goal questionnaire in a general academic context.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 64(2), 365-382. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0743558401164003
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