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This study investigates students’ self-reported perceived levels of classroom 

engagement in English 10 classrooms and what activities within these classrooms cause 

them to be engaged.  Students of differing racial/ethnic, gender and socioeconomic 

demographics exhibited achievement gaps along demographic lines.  There were also 

differences in achievement observed by students of different levels of academic need/ 

ability.  This study was born out of a curiosity about these gaps and whether they would 

be reflected in perceived levels of engagement.   

The following questions guided the study: 

 What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist based on racial/ethnic, gender or socioeconomic status?  

 What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist across English 10 courses? 

 What types of instructional activities and/or practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 course? 
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 Achievement gaps were not reflected in perceived levels of engagement.   At the 

research site, the most significant differences in classroom engagement did not occur 

along demographic lines, but rather between students in different courses designed 

around the academic need/ability level of students within those courses.  Contextual 

factors such as classroom structure, differentiation and intentional grouping can 

potentially create a classroom environment that causes students of higher need/lower 

ability level to engage more effectively than their more academically prepared 

counterparts.  Educators wishing to improve student engagement should  

assess the levels of engagement throughout the school; look for groups of students who 

report higher engagement; find out what systems, structures, teaching practices or other 

phenomena are at work in creating engaging classrooms; and leverage that information to 

improve engagement throughout their buildings via peer observations, mentoring or other 

professional development practices. 
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Introduction 

 Several years ago during a workshop, I was given the task of completing a mock 

evaluation of a videotaped classroom.  Up to this point, the workshop had consisted of a 

facilitator reading to me from a projected PowerPoint; a copy of which had been handed 

to me when I walked in.  This was one of several mundane tasks of the day, and I 

completed it without much thought.  The questions were familiar.  I had been an 

administrator for a few years at this point, and evaluations were not new to me.  After we 

were finished, the leader of the workshop inquired about the engagement level of the 

students.  She called upon me to answer, and I stated that all students were focused on the 

teacher, and therefore engaged in the lesson.  Everyone in the room nodded in agreement.  

I was hopeful their nods in agreement would bring our lunch break without further 

discussion. 

 For some reason, on this particular day the leader of the workshop pushed back.  

Are they engaged, or are they compliant? How do you know?  It was a simple enough 

question, but I really had no answer.  I assumed they were engaged because the students 

were all quietly looking at the teacher.  Is that what engagement looks like?  How would 

you describe it?  After posing this question, she put us in table groups and challenged us 

as a group to come up with a definition, or at least an indication of engagement.  

Surprisingly, in a room full of educators, there was no concrete answer.  The facilitator 

began to use phrases like minds on and interactive, suggesting that our perception of 

engagement as quiet and orderly might be off base.  This discussion caused me to reflect 

on my own participation in the workshop.  I was quiet and orderly, but not really “mind 

on”.  The tasks seemed simple and mundane, not at all challenging.  I chose to be 
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compliant, and in my compliance, I was not growing.  The challenge from the facilitator 

and the opportunity to participate in a discussion with my colleagues took me from 

compliant to engaged.   

 In my experience in urban classrooms, compliance is often rewarded.  The 

teacher’s need to maintain control may lead them to create activities that are easily 

managed.  For many, this involves lecturing to classrooms where quiet compliance is the 

mandate, followed by individual work.  If lecture and individual work had me and my 

colleagues, seasoned educators, thinking of lunch; what was it doing to the students in 

our classrooms?  Were we actively engaging them, or teaching them to be compliant and 

calling it engagement?  Could this be where we had been missing the mark?  If so, how 

could we get them back?  How could we truly define and identify engagement and 

leverage it to create classrooms where students were actively participating in their 

learning, enjoying and growing from the process, and attaining the achievement levels 

necessary to meet our goals? 

 Although I did not realize it at the time, this idea of student engagement would 

become a focus area for me professionally, and would lead me to this study. 

Background and Scope of Study 

 Educators are constantly looking for ways to improve student learning outcomes.  

In an effort to efficiently provide students with the best possible education, they are 

inundated with a variety of methods, curricula, and tests.   While previous interventions 

have taken the form of treatments to which students must submit, one wonders about the 

response of the students.  What are they thinking?  Better yet, are they thinking?  When 

students are sitting in classrooms watching all that educators do, are they really 
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internalizing any of it?  Are they truly engaged, or are they just politely compliant?  If 

they are not engaged, what will it take to get them there?   Student learning is complex 

and many factors influence student learning outcomes.  Teacher quality, class size, 

curriculum and instruction all play a role in student achievement.  These issues have been 

studied at length, but another factor is often omitted from the discussion: student 

engagement.   

 The field of student engagement has its origins in the dropout prevention literature 

of the early 1980’s.  At that time the dropout problem was becoming a “national 

obsession” (Finn J. , 1989, p. 117).   Statistics about students who separated from school 

prior to completion revealed an increase in rates of poverty, which threatened to place 

additional burdens on social welfare programs (Finn J. , 1989).  Dropouts were more of a 

sociological problem than an educational problem, but educational researchers were 

charged with the task of finding answers.  Researchers began to understand that dropping 

out of school was less an event than it was a process of becoming disengaged (Mosher & 

MacGowan, 1985; Finn J. , 1989).  The engagement field was born as a response to 

student disengagement. 

 Student engagement is a broad term that covers a variety of aspects in a student’s 

school life.  Finn and Zimmer describe it as what some students feel and do academically 

to be successful (Finn & Zimmer, 2012). Those behaviors determine student engagement.  

It is the attention and effort that students expend in the work of school.  Students who are 

engaged perform the everyday tasks needed for learning, such as attending regularly, 

following directions, completing assignments and holding positive attitudes about school 

(Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  
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 Several different models of engagement appear in the research literature, but there 

are common elements that emerge (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  

Cognitive, intellectual and academic engagement refer to behaviors directly related to 

thinking and learning.  These behaviors include attending in class, completing 

assignments, asking questions for clarification of difficult concepts and persisting with 

difficult material (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  Researchers describe this 

as “engagement of the mind” (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 7).  Social, behavioral and 

participatory engagement broadly refer to a variety of factors; from how students adapt to 

the social norms of school and classroom, how students interact within the community of 

school to participation in extra-curricular activities (Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 

2009).   This is described as “engagement in the life of the school” (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, 

p. 8).  Affective or emotional engagement is a level of emotional response based on 

feelings of belonging to and connectedness with the school community (Finn & Zimmer, 

2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  Researchers have described this type of engagement as 

“engagement of the heart” (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 8). 

 Over time, the focus shifted from merely keeping students in school to the quality 

of the education students received while there.  In The Third International Mathematics 

and Science Study (TIMSS) conducted in 1995, United States twelfth grades students 

placed 19th out of 21 countries in mathematics and 16th out of 21 countries in science (US 

Department of Education. National Center for Educational Statistics, 1998); indicating 

that although students were in school, they may not have been learning all they were 

expected to learn, and certainly not all that they needed to learn to place the United States 

in a respectable position on the list.  This abysmal performance was a factor in politicians 
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calling for accountability for public schools.  No Child Left Behind legislation was 

enacted to encourage schools to focus on student achievement, which was defined by 

students’ performance on standardized tests.  Student learning outcomes became a focus 

for public schools in the United States, which meant focusing on performing well on the 

tests (Klein, 2015). 

In an effort to improve test scores and reform education, researchers began taking 

a fresh look at what was happening in classrooms. While engagement with the overall 

school experience was important for keeping students enrolled in school, researchers 

found that student learning and ultimately student performance on standardized tests were 

more significantly impacted by what happened in classrooms (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 

2014).  During this time, the term “classroom engagement” emerged.  Classroom 

engagement refers specifically to a student’s active involvement in classroom learning 

activities, and encompasses cognitive, behavioral and affective engagement as well, but 

at the classroom level (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014).  While school engagement has 

the potential to keep students tied to school and participating in the life of the school, 

classroom engagement has the potential to directly impact student learning (Fredricks, 

Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Research also indicates that classroom engagement is 

malleable; and therefore can be shaped to increase student learning within the classroom 

setting (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  This potential makes understanding 

student engagement appealing for educators interested in improving student achievement. 

 A variety of factors can influence the extent to which a student is engaged.  

Phenomenological factors, such as the relevance of instruction, perceived control over 

learning activities and positive emotions in the classroom have a direct effect on student 
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engagement.  Authentic work that involves students in meaningful inquiry to solve real 

life problems lends itself to higher levels of engagement (Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, 

Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003).  Instructional and teacher factors also play a role in student 

engagement (Corso, Bundick, Quaglia, & Haywood, 2013).  The type of instructional 

delivery or school subject often influences students.  Student-controlled learning 

activities tend to be more engaging than teacher-controlled learning activities (Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003).  Demographic factors and learning 

history also influence cognitive engagement.  Female students tend to be more engaged 

than male students, and younger students tend to be more engaged than older students. 

(Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003)  As student engagement is 

explored in this study, student demographics and school environment will be discussed.   

 Although research is emerging on student engagement, most of the literature 

focuses on overall school engagement.  Studies that explore classroom engagement center 

their research on schools with little racial and ethnic diversity.  Those that do address 

populations with Latinx and Black students focus on urban schools, or schools with high 

poverty rates.   Little research exists on students’ perception of their own engagement in 

schools with a majority-minoritized population in a suburban setting where poverty is not 

a prevalent factor.  This study will address this gap in the literature, and inform the 

practice of leaders and educators serving students in similar settings.  

Statement of Problem   

The focus of this study is a problem of practice at Lawrence Central High School.  

Lawrence Central draws students from both urban and suburban settings, and as such, 

this urban-suburban high school serves a diverse population of students.  Lawrence 
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Central is not a failing school, but there are students at Lawrence Central who are not 

meeting the achievement goals set forth by the state.  During the most recent round of 

statewide standardized testing in 2018-2019, Lawrence Central High School had an 

English 10 proficiency rate of approximately 47%, just below the state average of 50.9%.  

This indicates that a little less than half of the tenth grade students were able to meet or 

exceed the English 10 grade level standards and expectations identified by the Indiana 

Department of Education.  When these data are disaggregated by race/ethnicity, the 

proficiency rate of White students is approximately 76%, 25 percentage points higher 

than the state average.  Multiracial, Black and Hispanic students all achieve below the 

state average, with rates of approximately 47%, 42% and 38% respectively.  Students 

classified as “Economically Disadvantaged” had a proficiency rate of approximately 

36%, also below the state average.  “Economically Disadvantaged” indicates that the 

students receive support from the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program offered to 

families who apply and meet certain economic criteria. Although curriculum has been 

aligned in all English 10 classrooms based on the Indiana State Academic Standards and 

calibrated through collaborative team meetings; and teachers considered highly effective 

and effective according to the teacher evaluation model used by the district have been 

placed in all English 10 classrooms; gaps in student achievement exist among 

racial/ethnic and socioeconomic subgroups.  Could this be a result of student 

engagement?  

Purpose of Study 

The present study will contribute to the research around engagement of students 

in diverse populations in an urban-suburban setting; an area that is lacking in the current 
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literature. Of the approximately 2300 students who attend Lawrence Central, a little over 

64% of them qualify for the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program, which is about 18 

percentage points higher than the state average of about 50%.  Students with identified 

disabilities encompass approximately 17% of the student population, close to the state 

average of roughly 16%.  Approximately 12% of students are considered English 

language learners, almost double the state average of around 7%.  Lawrence Central has a 

majority minoritized population with 51.3% of the population identifying as Black, 

24.7% as Hispanic, 16.5% as White, 6.1% Multiracial, 1.1% Asian and 0.2% Native 

American.    These demographics differ greatly from the state where approximately 13% 

of students identify as Black, 13% identify as Hispanic, 66.1% identify as White, 5% 

identify as Multiracial.  The Asian and Native American student populations of the state 

are similar to the demographic makeup of Lawrence Central with percentages of about 

3% and 0.2% respectively.  Because of the small number of Asian and Native American 

students in the Lawrence Central student population, these racial/ethnic groups will not 

be addressed in the study in the interest of maintaining anonymity. 

This study will investigate students’ perceptions of their engagement in an effort 

to explore any differences that might occur along demographic lines in an economically 

and racially/ethnically diverse setting. Further, this study will interrogate the data beyond 

the traditional subgroups identified to account for intersectionality. The study will also 

uncover activities that promote engagement and provide the teachers in this setting with 

data to support instruction.  Finally, it is hoped that the findings will support instructional 

leaders in creating a culture and climate that fosters student engagement. 

Research Questions 
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The following questions guide the present study: 

 What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist based on race/ethnicity, gender or socioeconomic status? 

 What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist between English 10 courses? 

 What types of instructional activities and or/practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 courses? 

Terms to be Defined  

 A brief definition of salient terms is included in this introduction.  Many of the 

terms that relate specifically to student engagement will be further explored in the 

Review of Literature and Methodology chapters of this study. 

Advanced Placement (AP) Courses:  A variety of college level courses taken in high 

school.  Teachers who teach these courses must be certified by the College Board.  

Students who participate in the AP courses must pass the AP Exam for that course to 

receive college credit (College Board, 2021).   

Affective engagement: Students’ interest, happiness, sadness or anxiety in the classroom 

(Skinner & Belmont, 1993). 

Behavioral engagement: Students’ persistence, concentration, asking questions and 

contributing to classroom discussions (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Skinner & Belmont, 1993). 

Classroom engagement: The effort students put forth toward their academic work in the 

classroom setting.  It is their willingness to participate in routine school activities with 

subtle cognitive, behavioral and affective indicators in specific learning tasks (Chapman, 

2003). 
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Cognitive engagement: The psychological investment students make in understanding the 

subject matter or mastering the task at hand (Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992). 

Disengagement: Lack of participation and effort, acting out and disrupting class, 

disaffection and withdrawal, and/or failure to invest deeply in the academic content 

(Fredricks J. , 2014, p. 1). 

Dropout: Student who withdraws from high school prior to completion of the educational 

program (Kaufman, McMillen, & Bradby, 1992).   

English Language Learner: Student for whom English is not the family language.  The 

English language learners in this study have Spanish as their family language, with some 

speaking a third indigenous language based on their country of origin (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2021). 

Exceptional learner:  Student with a disability that has been evaluated in accordance with 

Article 7 and determined by a case conference committee to be eligible for special 

education and related services. The term “special education student” is used 

synonymously (Indiana Department of Education, 2021). 

Flow: High level of engagement where individuals are so deeply involved in a task that 

they lose awareness of time and space (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). 

General education student:  Neuro-typical student for whom English is the family 

language.  Students classified as general education do not have identified learning 

differences or exceptionalities. 

International Baccalaureate (IB) Diploma Programme: Rigorous academic program that 

requires extended research and language courses.   This program is built around 

demanding academic work, school and community service and the development of 
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intercultural understanding. In addition to their regular coursework in advanced classes, 

students must study at least two languages and take a Theory of Knowledge course that 

culminates with an oral presentation and extended essay.  Students completing this 

coursework receive an International Baccalaureate diploma (International Baccalaureate 

Organization, 2021). 

Intersectionality: A review of data that accounts for relationships across intersecting 

systems of oppression involving race, gender, class, sexual orientation and other systemic 

oppressions, making them visible when examining data through each system singularly 

might not (Lopez, Erwin, Binder, & Javier Chavez, 2018). 

Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP+): Standardized 

assessment used to measure student achievement.  Until 2022, high school students were 

tested in English 10, Math (Algebra I and Geometry), and Biology.  The English and 

Math scores were used as a graduation gateway.  Students who did not pass one or both 

of those tests based on cut scores assigned annually were required to submit a waiver 

application and portfolio demonstrating proficiency in English and Math standards to 

receive a Core 40 High School Diploma (Indiana Department of Education, 2021). 

Minoritized: Racial and ethnic groups that do not enjoy the privileges afforded to the 

members of the dominant culture.  Formerly described as “minority” or “minorities” 

(Lopez, Erwin, Binder, & Javier Chavez, 2018).  

QuantCrit Conceptual Framework: Conceptual framework that combines Critical race 

theory with quantitative methods (Garcia, Lopez, N., & Velez, 2018). 

Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Model RISE 2.0: Evaluation system utilized in the 

district highlighted in the present study.  RISE combines observational data, teacher 
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selected artifacts, and teacher collected data to determine teacher effectiveness on a four-

point rubric (Indiana Department of Education, 2021). 

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT): Standardized test used as a college admissions 

requirement and currently being utilized as part of the graduation requirements in 

Indiana.  The SAT was initially used only for Ivy League school admission, but became 

widely used in the South following the court decisions requiring the integration of public 

colleges and universities as part of the effort to maintain the process of excluding Black 

students from southern institutions of higher education (Baker, 2006). This practice was 

subsequently utilized by most institutions of higher learning, both public and private. 

Student achievement:  Term used to describe student performance on a specific 

educational metric, typically standardized tests (Indiana Department of Education, 2021). 

Student engagement: Student engagement is “the attention, investment and effort students 

expend in the work of learning (Marks, 2000, p. 155).” It is a complex construct with 

three dimensions: Cognitive, intellectual or academic; social, behavioral or participatory; 

and emotional or affective (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  

Suburban schools:  Schools located just outside of a city. 

Urban schools:  Although urban typically refers to schools located in cities (Mirriam-

Webster, 2021), it is often synonymous with majority-minoritized schools that serve 

students of lower socio-economic status. 

Urban-suburban Schools: This term will be used to describe schools that that serve 

students from both urban and suburban settings.   

Implications of Study 
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 This study will inform the practice of educators who teach a diverse population of 

students in an urban-suburban setting.  Specifically, it will provide insight into students’ 

own perceptions of engagement in English 10 classrooms. Further, it will provide 

practitioners who teach and supervise instruction in English 10 classrooms with data on 

student engagement from the perspective of the students themselves.  These data will 

assist school leaders in curriculum development and professional development on 

effectively engaging diverse populations of students; and in promoting instructional 

practices that support student engagement.   

 This study will begin with a review of the literature surrounding student 

engagement, followed by the methodology utilized to conduct the study.  Next the 

findings will be presented.  The study concludes with a discussion of these findings, 

implications for classroom practitioners and educational leaders, future problems of 

practice and opportunities for continued research. 
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Review of Literature 

Introduction 

Throughout the forty-five year history of the field of student engagement, the 

concept has been riddled with various nuances and complexities.  In order to properly 

contextualize the present study, a robust review of literature was conducted. 

This chapter begins with a brief discussion of the literature review methodology.  

A discussion of the origins and definition of the concept of student engagement follows.  

From there, the various models of student engagement that appear in the literature will be 

sorted and identified, and a delineation will be made between school and classroom 

engagement.  The contextual and student-based factors that impact student engagement 

will then be explored.  In addition, the various measurement strategies that have been 

used to assess student engagement will be discussed, as well as the challenges presented 

when measuring student engagement.  Finally, the present study will be contextualized 

within the larger body of research on student engagement. 

Methodology of Literature Review 

An extensive search of scholarly journals was conducted through the Indiana 

University OneSearch database.  This database connects to the catalogs of all campuses 

of Indiana University, and also provides access to EBSCO’s extensive database of 

Journals.  Search terms included “student engagement,” “classroom engagement,” 

“student engagement in English classrooms,” “student engagement in urban classrooms,” 

“minority student engagement,” “student engagement in urban schools,” “student 

engagement in suburban schools,” and “secondary school student engagement.”  After 

downloading multiple items recovered from these searches, the literature was 
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summarized and the resources listed in those articles and publications were mined for 

additional literature that was relevant to this study. Only peer reviewed articles and 

studies were selected. This process was repeated until a substantial body of literature had 

been amassed and reviewed. 

The review of literature begins with an exploration of the origins of the field of 

student engagement. 

Origins of Student Engagement  

The field of student engagement is relatively new, spanning less than fifty years.  

The term “engagement” appeared in the work of Natriello (1984), but not as its own 

concept.  Engagement was simply the opposite end of the spectrum from disengagement, 

which was the center of his study.  At the time, the issue at hand was an increased rate of 

high school dropouts, and disengagement was considered a primary cause.  Natriello 

stated that “Engagement exists when students are participating in the activities offered as 

part of the school program… disengagement may be defined as the extent to which 

students refrain from participating in the activities offered as part of the school program 

(Natriello, 1984, p. 14).”  Exploring disengagement as the primary reason behind the 

dropout crisis, Natriello neither examined nor defined engagement. 

In 1985, as Mosher and MacGowan began to explore the topic of engagement as 

its own concept, they expressed surprise in finding that there was no literature readily 

available on student engagement, specifically in high school (Mosher & MacGowan, 

1985).  They found articles and studies similar to Natriello’s that discussed student 

attitudes about high school, research on school climate, and studies of high school 

dropouts, but no research purely on what engages students.  Their 1985 paper, Assessing 
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student engagement in secondary schools: Alternative conceptions, strategies of 

assessing and instruments (Mosher & MacGowan, 1985), marks the birth of the student 

engagement field.   

Defining Engagement 

Mosher and MacGowan began the discussion of student engagement by defining 

it as “the attitude leading to and the behavior of participation in secondary school 

programs.  Engagement is both a state of mind and a way of being/behaving (Mosher & 

MacGowan, 1985, p. 12).”  By defining engagement, they reframe Natriello’s discussion 

of preventing student dropout by focusing on connection to school rather than alienation 

from school. Connell (1990), building on the dropout prevention research, described 

engagement as a commitment to both the institution’s perceived goals (academic success) 

and the means it prescribes for members to pursue those goals (school programming).  As 

the field developed, there was a shift in focus from simply keeping students physically in 

school to student academic achievement in core subject areas. During this period, 

Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn (1992) defined student engagement as “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 

(Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992, p. 12).”  

Other researchers discuss the topic of engagement without naming it.  In Finn’s 

examination of factors that cause students to become disaffected or withdrawn from 

school, he uses the terms “participation” in and “commitment” to school.  He also 

discusses students’ “identification” with school, indicating that he sees engagement as 

multidimensional before he has even given it a name (Finn, 1989).  One could also argue 
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that Csikszentmihalyi’s theory of “flow,” a state of deep absorption in an activity that is 

intrinsically enjoyable that occurs when one’s skills are neither overmatched nor 

underutilized to meet a given challenge and that provides an opportunity to enhance skills 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), is a definition of student engagement at an optimal level. 

Researchers have gone beyond defining student engagement as a sole concept and 

attempted to identify the various components that comprise student engagement.  The 

discussion of student engagement as a multidimensional construct follows. 

Dimensions of Engagement 

After the development of these basic definitions, a variety of models of student 

engagement emerge in the literature.  Although the models vary, there is consensus that 

engagement is multifaceted, and cannot be described as a single construct (Mosher & 

MacGowan, 1985; Fredricks & McColsky, 2012; Fredricks et al, 2004; Yazzie-Mintz, 

2009;  Cooper, 2014; Appleton et al, 2008, Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  Mosher and 

MacGowan alluded to the multidimensionality of engagement in their seminal work, 

positing that engagement was both a state of mind and a way of being or behaving, but 

stopped short of conceptualizing these further (Mosher & MacGowan, 1985).  Building 

on their efforts to explore issues surrounding the problem of student drop out, Finn 

(1989) reframed their premise that engagement was a “state of mind” and “belonging or 

behaving” into the Particpation (state of mind, behaving) –Identification (state of mind, 

belonging) model of student engagement in which participation refers to participating in 

the activities related to school and identification refers to the connection that students feel 

to school.  Particpation encompassed everything from paying attention in classroom 

activities, attending school regularly and following rules to participating in clubs, sports 
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and other extra curricular activities.  This participation leads to success, which, in turn 

leads to identification with school.  Identification referred to a sense of belonging or 

being a part of the school community.  Although Finn identified these as two components 

of engagment, he describes them cyclically, indicating that they are integral parts of the 

overall structure of engagement (1989).   

In Newmann, Wehlage and Lamborn’s work on sources of student engagement 

(1992), the focus is on improved student academic acheivement. As a result, their 

emphasis turns more specifically to mastery of academic content.   Their engagment is a 

construct that describes an inner quality of concentration and effort to learn that should be 

viewed on a continuum rather than as a dichotomous state of being (Newmann, Wehlage, 

& Lamborn, 1992).  They allude to a “psychological investment in learning… not simply 

a commitment to complete assigned tasks or to…acquire approval (Newmann, Wehlage, 

& Lamborn, 1992, p. 12);”  to participating in academic work through behaviors 

including attendanace and completing tasks; and mention the enthusiasm students have 

for their work.  Newmann, Wehlage and Lamborn build upon Finn’s work by 

extrapolating the Participation-Identification model of engagement into three facets, but 

stop short of naming them. 

 In a continued focus on dropout prevention, Christensen and Anderson (2002) 

expand upon Finn to introduce a four-component model of student engagement that 

includes academic, behavioral, cognitive and psychological components.  In this model, 

the academic component encompasses time on task, completing assignments and 

obtaining credits.  Cognitive engagement is indicated through goal setting, self-regulation 

and autonomy (Christenson & Anderson, 2002).   These two components combined 
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resemble Finn’s participant component.  The behavioral component encompasses 

attendance, appropriate classroom conduct, and participation in extra-curricular activities. 

Psychological engagement was indicated by feelings of identification or belonging and 

relationships with teachers and peers (Christenson & Anderson, 2002).   The behavioral 

and psychological components described by Christenson and Anderson combined mirror 

Finn’s identification component.  In addition, Christenson and Anderson give labels to 

the facets of engagement that Newmann, Wehlage and Lamborn describe. 

Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) condense Christensen and Anderson’s 

model into three components.  They acknowledge that some studies separate academic 

participation from cooperative participation (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014; Christenson 

& Anderson, 2002) but identify them all as behaviors, and link them together as 

behavioral engagement.  Fredreicks, Blumenfeld and Paris use the term emotional 

engagement rather than psychological engagement to reflect interest, a sense of belonging 

and a positive attitude about learning (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Cognitive 

engagement appears in the constructs of both Christenson and Anderson as well as 

Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris, and is similarly defined by them to include 

thoughtfulness, setting learning goals and willingness to make the effort to master 

difficult skills (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Yazzie-Mintz (2009) extrapolates 

these, incorporating several similar components into the three previously discussed.  

Cognitive, intellectual and academic engagement refers to behaviors directly related to 

thinking and learning.  These behaviors include attending in class, completing 

assignments, asking questions for clarification of difficult concepts and persisting with 

difficult material. He describes this as “engagement of the mind (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 
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7).”  Social, behavioral and participatory engagement broadly refers to a variety of 

factors from how students adapt to the social norms of school and classroom and how 

students interact within the community of school to participation in clubs, sports and 

other extra-curricular activities.   This is described as “engagement in the life of the 

school (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 7).”  Affective or emotional engagement is a level of 

emotional response based on feelings of belonging to and connectedness with the school 

community, described as “engagement of the heart (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 8).”   

Reeve and Tseng proposed a four-component model of engagement.  Within their 

construct, they include behavioral, emotional and cognitive engagement as posited by 

Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris, but add agentic engagement as a fourth component 

(Reeve & Tseng, 2011).   Reeve and Tseng define agentic engagement as “student’s 

constructive contribution into the flow of the instruction they receive (p. 258).” They 

argue that behavioral, cognitive and emotional engagement capture the extent to which 

students respond to teacher provided learning activities, but fail to capture how they “act 

on” learning activities, and that the three pronged model fails to capture the extent to 

which students contribute agentically into the ongoing flow of the instruction they receive 

(Reeve & Tseng, 2011). 

 While attempting to create an instrument that efficiently measured classroom 

engagement, Wang, Bergin and Bergin (2014) also developed a four-component model of 

engagement that included cognitive, behavioral and affective engagement; dividing 

behavioral engagement into two factors; compliance and effortful class participation.  

This construct is supported by Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris who suggest that there is 

a distinction between being invested in learning as opposed to simply doing what is asked 
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(Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Wang, Bergin and Bergin also determined that 

disengagement was not the opposite of engagement, but rather its own fourth component 

that includes both behavioral and cognitive elements (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014).  

As previously mentioned, their focus was specifically on classroom engagement rather 

than school engagement.  This distinction will be explained later within this study. 

Although all of these models appear in the literature, the more widely accepted 

model is the three-pronged model proposed by Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris which 

includes behavioral, emotional and cognitive engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & 

Paris, 2004; Cooper, 2014; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Mahatmya, 

Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 2012; Bingham & Okagaki, 2012). 

 Identifying multiple components and discussing them individually has led some 

researchers to separate them in their research (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Newmann F. , 1992; 

Skinner & Belmont, 1993) .  Other literature indicates that although they are distinct, 

there is a synergy that is lost when they are teased apart.  The components blend together 

and impact each other (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008).  Cognitive engagement 

is impacted by behavioral engagement.  If students are not present and adhering to 

classroom rules, they cannot ask questions and actively participate.  A lack of emotional 

engagement, or connectedness to the school environment will affect attendance, part of 

the behavioral domain.  Several researchers have posited that all three must be taken 

together to understand the true nature of student engagement (Cooper, 2014; Appleton, 

Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 2012; Ainley, 

2012; Fredricks & McColsky, 2012; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).
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In the next section, student engagement with school and student engagement in the 

classroom are explained and contextualized as they relate to the present study.  

School Engagement vs Classroom Engagement 

 Up to this point, the term “student engagement” has been used generically, but it is 

important to note that scholars have delineated between school engagement and classroom 

engagement.  This delineation has a significant impact on the focus of the present study. 

 School engagement refers to the extent to which students connect to and participate in the 

various programs of the school, both academic and extra-curricular.  This connection also 

reflects how the student identifies with the school.  The level to which students value their 

membership and connect their identity to the school is an indication of their level of school 

engagement, and their likelihood to complete high school (Natriello, 1984; Mosher & 

MacGowan, 1985; Finn, 1989; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009). As previously stated, its facets include 

behavioral, affective and cognitive components.  Behavioral school engagement includes regular 

attendance and adherence to behavioral norms as well as participation in extra-curricular 

activities or school governance (Finn, 1989; Finn & Zimmer, 2012). Affective school 

engagement refers to student identification with and feelings about school (Finn J. , 1989). 

Cognitive school engagement is an indication of the psychological investment in learning 

students put forth toward their overall school experience (Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 

1992).  The focus of these researchers centered around keeping students in school long enough to 

complete the requirements for a diploma, so the research centered on connection and engagement 

with the school as a whole. 

 Although the same components are present in both, school engagement does not directly 

reflect classroom engagement (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014).  Classroom engagement refers 
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specifically to the effort students put forth toward their academic work in the classroom setting.  

It is their willingness to participate in routine school activities with subtle cognitive, behavioral 

and affective indicators in specific learning tasks (Chapman, 2003).  Students may be 

experiencing school engagement while not experiencing engagement in one or more classrooms 

(Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014).  Engagement in the classroom maintains a multifaceted 

structure. Behavioral classroom engagement refers to persistence, concentration, asking 

questions and contributing to classroom discussions (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Skinner & Belmont, 

1993), affective classroom engagement involves students interest, happiness, sadness or anxiety 

in the classroom (Skinner & Belmont, 1993), and cognitive classroom engagement is the 

psychological investment students make in understanding the subject matter or mastering the 

task at hand (Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992).  Classroom engagement became a focus 

when attention in the educational and political arenas began shifting from simply measuring high 

school completion data to overall student achievement data focusing on meeting achievement 

goals along the path toward completion, such as scoring well on standardized tests.  Researchers 

began to investigate antecedents to student achievement at the classroom level, and engagement 

emerged as a factor (Fredricks & McColsky, 2012; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; 

Corso, Bundick, Quaglia, & Haywood, 2013; Skinner & Belmont, 1993). 

 In their work developing an instrument to measure behavioral, cognitive and emotional 

classroom engagement, Wang et al (2014) determined that within the behavioral component, 

there exist two factors.  “Compliance” was identified as an “obedience to classroom norms (p. 

14),” and “Effortful Class Participation” describes the behavior of students who “exhibit self-

directed academic behaviors” and “become invested in learning (p. 14).” This distinction is 

important because students can be passively compliant rather than actively engaging with the 
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subject matter by putting forth the effort needed to learn.  In addition, Wang et al identified a 

“disengagement” factor that emerged and included both behavioral and cognitive components (p. 

5). 

For the purposes of this study, we will use the terms “engagement” and “student 

engagement” to refer to engagement within the classroom setting.  The present study will use 

Wang, Bergin and Bergin’s four components of classroom engagement and delineate between 

compliance and effortful class participation when examining and discussing behavioral 

engagement within the English 10 classrooms. 

Next, we examine the antecedents, both contextual factors and student attributes, that can 

contribute to or detract from student engagement. 

Antecedents to Student Engagement 

 Student engagement has two basic outcomes; student achievement or student drop out. 

There is a strong correlation between student engagement and school completion.  Those who 

are able to successfully engage in academic pursuits experience academic success regardless of 

race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status or gender (Marks, 2000; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 

2004; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  By contrast, 

disengagement in school is a precursor to dropping out of school altogether (Johnson, Crosnoe, 

& Elder, 2001; Marks, 2000; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Finn, 

1989).  Further, dropping out of high school is a precursor to lower economic achievement, 

unemployment and incarceration (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008).  Fortunately, 

student engagement is malleable (Darr, 2012; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008).  

Disengaged students can be engaged, depending on the antecedents impacting their engagement.  



 

25 
 

Antecedents affect how students will engage in their school experience, and ultimately which of 

these outcomes will come to fruition.   

 In this section, we will explore the various antecedents, both contextual factors that 

students encounter in school and student-based factors they bring to school, that impact student 

engagement.  

Contextual Factors 

 Educational Leadership.  Early research on educational leadership and student 

engagement indicated that educational leaders had a limited effect.  Leithwood and Jantzi’s 

initial research (1998) explored the effects of both transformational and transactional leadership 

on student engagement in 110 elementary schools in Ontario, Canada. Leiethwood and Jantzi 

based their engagement research on the definition and conceptualization of engagement posited 

by Finn (1989), specifically his Participation-Identification model. Leithwood and Jantzi 

describe transactional leadership as managerial, while conceptualizing transformational 

leadership using six dimensions.  These dimensions include building school vision and goals, 

providing intellectual stimulation, offering individualized support, symbolizing professional 

practices and values, demonstrating high performance expectations and developing structures to 

foster participation in school decisions.  In addition, they include four practices they consider 

transactional but fundamental to organizational stability: staffing, instructional support, 

monitoring school activities and community focus (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1998). The researchers 

surveyed teachers to collect data on school conditions and leadership; and students to collect data 

on family educational culture and engagement with school. The results of this study indicated 

that although transformational leadership had a greater impact than transactional leadership, both 

only accounted for modest amounts of student engagement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1998).  In their 
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discussion of their results, Leithwood and Jantzi indicate that these findings could be “a function, 

in part, of how such leadership was conceptualized and measured (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1998, p. 

34).”  While they found that leadership had less effect on engagement than school culture and 

school conditions, they failed to take into account the effect school leadership has on school 

culture and conditions.  They also found that the impact of family culture was more significant 

than school leadership, but acknowledge that this relationship may have been a result of same 

source bias, with data about engagement and family culture being reported by the same set of 

students (Leithwood & Jantzi, 1998).  They suggested that additional research was necessary to 

further interrogate the relationship between leadership and student engagement. 

 Responding to their own suggestion, Leithwood and Jantzi analyzed the same data 

through a different lens (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).  In their second analysis, they acknowledge 

that transformational leadership effects are significant, but weak on student engagement.  They 

also found that transformational leadership has strong direct effects organizational conditions, 

which has a moderate effect on student engagement.  Therefore, transformational leadership has 

an indirect but transitive effect on student engagement (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).  It should be 

noted that both studies were single snapshots of data, rather than longitudinal studies, so it was 

unclear if instituting transformational leadership practices improved student engagement, or if 

improved organizational conditions contribute to student engagement. 

 Three years later, the authors evaluated a program in New Orleans that provided them the 

opportunity to explore the impact of school leadership over time.  In this study, school leaders 

participated in a fellowship program involving professional development around 

transformational leadership for improved student learning, as well as financial support and the 

support of the staff at the Greater New Orleans School Leadership Center. In their analysis of the 
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program, Leithwood et al (2003) bring this research full circle, stating that “Changes in 

leadership practices have an indirect effect on student learning and engagement in their schools 

by virtue of their direct effects on a handful of school (e.g. culture) and classroom (e.g. 

instructional practices) conditions that available evidence suggests have a positive influence on 

student learning (p. 714).”   

 In settings where engagement is a priority, school leaders focus on creating a culture of 

engagement and emphasizing instructional practices that foster engagement.  Weisner (2017) 

emphasizes that his district articulated engagement as a priority, communicated that priority to 

stakeholders, and put systems in place to maintain the focus on engagement; including clearly 

defining and using a common language around engagement, providing a framework to support 

teachers in creating engaging classrooms and providing mentors to support teachers in fostering 

engagement. Parsons and Harding (2011) also emphasize the need for a culture that supports 

engagement, including teacher engagement, positing that student engagement can be seen as a 

measure of engaged and effective teaching.  They suggest creating a metacognitive culture that 

encourages students to become agents of their own learning with an emphasis on growth and an 

absence of summative assessment.  School culture and classroom practices have a direct impact 

on student engagement, and these are a product of school leadership.  

 Teacher behavior and attitudes.  Several studies indicate that specific teacher behaviors 

contribute to increased student engagement.  Fredricks, Blumenfeld and Paris (2004) found that 

students were more engaged in classrooms where teachers were perceived as warm and 

supportive.  Engagement is enhanced in classrooms where teachers work to establish meaningful, 

positive relationships with students (Cooper, 2014; Bingham & Okagaki, 2012; Corso, Bundick, 

Quaglia, & Haywood, 2013).  When students feel socially supported, they are more willing to 
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put forth a cognitive effort, and they are more emotionally engaged.  Offering consistent 

feedback is also an antecedent of student engagement.  “Good job!” after a correct answer is not 

sufficient.  Research indicates that high quality feedback using frequent feedback loops or 

dialogues in back and forth exchanages with a student or group of students provides the type of 

feedback that facilitates optimal levels of student engagement. Engagement is a relational 

process, and the interpersonal relationships fostered by teachers with students will either enhance 

or prohibit engagement, depending on the quality of the relationships (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 

2012).  

In addition to behaviors, the research indicates that there are attitudes held by teachers 

that facilitate high levels of student engagement. Through their research, Brooks, Brooks and 

Goldstein (2012) have determined that teachers who understand that high expectations, empathy, 

and relationships are important have more success in facilitating classrooms with high 

engagement.  Teachers with these attitudes believe that all students want to be successful, and 

that what they do in their classroom sets them up for that success; not just presently, but 

potentially for life.  A classroom environment that treates mistakes, including those often thought 

of as behavioral infractions, as learning opportunities;  that respects students individuality; and 

that addresses students very real social emotional needs is a strong foundation for student 

engagement (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012).  The assumptions teachers hold for 

themselves and their students, whether explicit or implied, have a profound effect on determining 

classroom climate, teaching practices and student relationships.  These attitudes are instrumental 

in fostering engagement that leads to positive outcomes (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012). 

 Classroom structure.  Research indicates that well managed classrooms foster student 

engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012; Gettinger & 
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Walter, 2012).  Classrooms with clear guidelines and structures provide environments where 

students understand what is expected of them, and are better able to engage in learning.  

Guidelines and structures provide students with the framework for behavioral engagement 

which, in turn fosters cognitive engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Pianta, 

Hamre, & Allen, 2012).  These structures also contribute to productivity, another classroom 

structure that researchers have determined fosters student engagement (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 

2012).   

 Effective behavior management has also been indicated to support student engagement in 

classrooms, but there is some dispute in the literature about what constitutes appropriate 

behavioral management techniques.  Pianta, Hamre and Allen (2012)  suggest behavior 

management should be proactive and involve effective monitoring, using positive praise as 

opposed to calling attention to negative problems and spending minimal time on behavior.  

Gettinger and Walter (2012) suggest similar strategies, but also advocate for a token economy 

system to incentivize postitive behaviors.  Yazzie-Mintz and McCormick (2012) argue against 

contrived rules and extrinsic motivation.  They stress the need for autonomy and choice in terms 

of establishing rules in the classroom environment, and the need for fostering intrinsic 

motivation to create authentic student engagement. 

 In addition to order and structure, student engagement is enhanced through feelings of 

safety and affirmation in the classroom (Cooper, 2012).  In a case study involving five Latina 

high school students, Cooper found that Latina students often experience failure due to 

psychologically unhealthy learning environments.  The Latina students she studied reported 

being most engaged in spaces where they felt comfortable, encouraged and supported.  In 

addition, their experiences and identities as Latinas were seen as a deficit in some classrooms.  
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They felt more engaged when their classroom experiences positively contributed to their 

evolving interpretation of who they were, thus affirming their identities as Latina women.  

Although this study focused specifically on Latina students, one can conclude that all students 

will benefit from safe and affirming classroom environments.   

 Instruction.  Instruction is the primary activity that occurs wihtin the walls of the 

classroom, and is a major antecedent for student engagement.  The research literature indicates 

that there are several instructional techniques that positively impact student engagement. 

(Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Gettinger & Walter, 2012; Fredricks, 

Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Cooper, 2014; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012; Finn & Zimmer, 2012; 

Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  Instructional practices that support autonomy have been found to enhance 

student engagement.  Classrooms that support student autonomy are characterized by choice and 

lack of extrinsic motivators, including grades (Cooper, 2014; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 

2004).   Students experience a sense of control over their education, which fosters more positive 

feelings about the process of learning (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012; Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003).  Autonomy supportive classrooms take the 

focus off of rewards  and put it back on the project or related learning.  Removing extrinsic 

rewards and punishments allow students to authentically connet to the learning and engage 

cognitively, emotionally and behaviorally (Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick, 2012; Fredricks, 

Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004).  Although most researchers agree that autonomy supports student 

engagement, Skinner & Belmont found that student engagement was higher when students 

received less autonomy (Skinner & Belmont, 1993).  This descrepency could be related to the 

fact that autonomy was contrasted with teachers being less involved with students, and may not 
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completely match the above description of autonomy supportive classrooms (Skinner & 

Belmont, 1993). 

 Student engagement is enhanced when learning opportunities are authentic, relevant and 

offer real world application (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, 

Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  The activites that engage students include 

discussion, debate, and group projects; all of which are powered by authentic student 

collaboration and personal relevance to students (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Cooper, 2014).  Instructional techniques that are 

of a constructivist nature are ideal.  These grow from the interests of the students and are guided 

by the teacher to insure proper learning outcomes.  This type of authentic instruction provides 

students the opportunity to engage behaviorally, cognitively and emotionally (Pianta, Hamre, & 

Allen, 2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009). 

 Students also appreciate and engage through rigorous instruction (Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012).  In fact, it is the 

balance of challenge and skill involved in rigorous activities that promotes student engagement 

(Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003).   Facilitating rich instructional 

discourse that fosters the exchange of ideas, concepts and perspectives pushes students beyond 

their comfort zones and allows them control over the discourse (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012). 

This autonomy further increases the cognitive and behavioral engagement of students. 

Supporting students in the processes of goal setting and metacognition also allows them control 

over their environment and encourages them to expand and learn.  Incorporating activities that 

promote self-monitoring procedures, self-management skills, and metacognitive study strategies 

into the instructional design further enhances students’ opportunities to cognitively engage and 
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furnishes them with skills that will assist them by providing them necessary tools for engaging in 

future learning opportunities (Wolters & Taylor, 2012). 

 Disengagement.  At this point, we have investigated common effective facilitators of 

student engagement.  In the engagement literature, there is also a discussion of some common 

facilitators of disengagement that should be addressed.   In the High School Survey of Student 

Engagement (HSSSE), students reported that they found themselves disengaged in activities in 

which they did not play an active role (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  Students were particularly 

disengaged during teacher lectures, with 52% of students reporting being “a little,” “somewhat,” 

or “very much” engaged, while 48 % reported being not at all engaged” (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 

7).  Shernoff et al  (2003) also found that students reported being the least engaged in activities 

in which they had little control, challenge or meaning; usually during lectures or “teacher-

initiated instruction (Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003, p. 171).” 

Instructional content also played a role in student disengagement.  Pianta, Hamre and Allen 

found that “competitive, standards-based instruction in decontextualized knowledge contributes 

directly to [a] sense of alienation and disengagement (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012, p. 367).” 

These studies indicate that subject matter and instructional practices that students feel neglect to 

consider them as students lead to student disengagement. 

 Having completed our discussion of classroom-based factors, we now move on to student 

factors that impact engagement. 

Student Factors 

 Student demographics.  When gender is examined, the literature indicates that girls are 

found to be more engaged than boys (Marks, 2000; Johnson, Crosnoe, & Elder, 2001; Yazzie-

Mintz, 2009).  These results are consistent across all diminsions of engagement in using both 
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observational and self-reporting instruments.  The findings were also consistent about student 

age.  Younger students tended to be more engaged than their older counterparts.  Engagement 

levels tended to drop during middle school (Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012; Mahatmya, Lohman, 

Matjasko, & Farb, 2012; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Wylie & Hodgen, 2012).  Only one study 

addressed academic programming.  In the HSSSE, honors students reported higher levels of 

student engagement than students in general education, career and technical education and 

exceptional learner programs.  Exceptional learners reported the lowest levels of engagement of 

all students (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009). 

 Racial/ethnic demographics.  Results for student engagement and race/ethnicity are 

mixed.  Yazzie-Mintz found that White and Asian students appeared to be more engaged on 

average than all others of non-white racial backgrounds (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).  According to 

Marks, the relationship between student engagement and race differs by grade level (Marks, 

2000).  Johnson, Crosnoe and Elder assert that at the individual level, African American students 

were more engaged both in middle and high school (Johnson, Crosnoe, & Elder, 2001).  They are 

quick to emphasize that  their instrument does not measure degrees of engagement, and that 

African Americans may just be the “least likely to be highly disengaged (p. 334).”  Further, they 

speculate along with Bingham and Okagaki that differences in levels of engagement may be due 

to culture.  Johnson et al assert that in some cases, students may not see any real returns in 

education, so they may not try (Johnson et al, 2001).   Bingham and Okagaki found that students 

with teachers and parents who were supportive had high levels of engagement regardless of race, 

and that differences in levels of  engagement may be more attributable to socio-economic status 

than to racial and cultural differences (Bingham & Okagaki, 2012). Despite this assertion, socio-

econmic status was not found to be a consistent predictor of student engagement.  The High 
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School Survey of Student Engagement (HSSSE) indicated that students who received free or 

reduced lunch tended to be less engaged than other students, but Marks found little varience 

based on ecomomic background (Marks, 2000).   

 The majority of the studies in the literture focused on populations that were 

predominantly white (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Yair, 2000; Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003) or European with little or no ethnic diversity 

(Poysa, et al., 2018; Poysa, et al., 2019; Havik & Westergard, 2019; Blatchford, Bassett, & 

Brown, 2011).  Further, literature that focused on minoritized communities included primarily 

“urban” populations, not accounting for variances in the experiences of students of color from a 

variety of socioeconomic backgrounds (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Wallace & Chhuoun, 2014; 

Cooper, 2012; Uekawa, Borman, & Lee, 2007).  The lack of intersectional methodologies makes 

it difficult to discern whether racial differences, cultural differences or socioeconomic status are 

indicators for variences in student engagement.  

 Student mindsets.  In one study, researchers attempted to identify mindsets that engaged 

students exhibit.  Mindsets are described as “assumptions that we possess about ourselves and 

others that guide our behavior (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012, p. 541).”  In their work,  

Brooks, Brooks and Goldstein determined that engaged students have positve, supportive 

interactions with students and teachers, reognize their own learning strenghts and vunerabilities, 

and understand the learning process to be one in which they are expected to make mitsakes; but 

through those mistakes they will learn and grow based in great part by their own motivation 

(Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012). 

 This concludes the discussion of antecedents to engagement.  The processes and 

challenges of measuring student engagement will now be reviewed. 
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Measuring Student Engagement 

 Given the multiple definitions and constructs of student engagement previously 

discussed, it should come as no surprise that multiple measurement methods appear in the 

literature.  In this section, the different methods used to collect data on student engagement as 

well as the constructs or definitions of student engagement researchers were attemtpting to 

measure will be discussed. 

Observation 

 Some researchers have chosen to utilize ethnographic or observational methods to 

measure engagement.  In a study focusing on engagement of urban students and instructional 

stragegies in mathematics and science classrooms, Uekawa, Borman and Lee (2007) utilized 

observational field notes to collect detailed information about the social organization of the 

classrooms they observed.  Blatchford, Bassett and Brown (2011) collected data on student 

behavior in class to assess how student engagement might vary due to class sizes by observing 

students in blocks of ten second time intervals and recording the types of interactions that took 

place and the activities in which they were engaged, both on and off task. Finally, Poysa et al 

(2019) coded 155 video recordings of lessons using the Classroom Assessment Scoring System- 

Secondary (CLASS-S) that was developed by Pianta, Hamre and Mintz (2012) to determine the 

quality of teacher-student interaction in the domains of emotional support, classroom 

organization and instructional support. Although all three studies utilized observational data, 

both Poysa et al and Uekawa et al chose to also include student surveys as part of their data 

collection process.  

 Issues that arise with observational data collection include the amount of time and 

training needed to collect data, the reliability of observational methods without proper training 
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and the fact that student engagement presents differently in different students.  Observers could 

assume a student is off-task based on a specific behavior, when in actuality that student is 

engaged.  The advantage of using observational data is that it can provide details regarding 

classroom contexts that might not be readily identifiable in other methods of collection 

(Fredricks & McColsky, 2012).   

Teacher Ratings 

 Researchers have utilzed teacher assessments of students to document levels of classroom 

engagement.  Skinner and Belmont (1993) used a combination of teacher perception of student 

engagement and student reports of their own behavior and motivation in the classroom in a effort 

to determine the effects of teacher behavior on student behavioral and emotional engagement.  

Because student voice is included, the two ratings of engagement can be compared to gauge 

accuracy of the teachers’ ratings of student behavioral and emotional engagement.  Allowing 

teacher ratings to stand alone could be problematic, in that many students have learned to behave 

appropriately in certain situations and mask their emotions, thereby rendering the teacher rating 

to assumptions (Fredricks & McColsky, 2012). 

Interviews 

 Interview protocols have been used to collect data on student engagement.  In one study 

focusing specifically on students of color, Wallace and Chhuoun (2014) interviewed 28 

adolescent youth of color age 15-19.  The purpose of their study was to understand how teacher-

student interactions rather than teacher instructional practices impacted student engagement; 

specifically, being known, or seen as a whole person beyond a stereotype.  The interview profile 

for this study utilized a semistructured interview protocol that focused on student perceptions of 
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instructional practices and the teacher’s role in developing student identity (Wallace & Chhuoun, 

2014).  

 Cooper chose to utilize interviews as part of two separate case studies on student 

engagement. In her study focusing on five Latina high school students (2012), Cooper used a 

combination of survey, observational and interveiw data to explore variations in emotional 

engagement as a reaction to basic needs for human development: competence, autonomy and 

relatedness (Cooper, 2012).  During the study, she spent two days observing students in class 

documenting student behavioral engagement, then met with the students individually to gather 

background information and discuss the classes she observed.  Much like Wallace and Chhuoun, 

the interview was semistructured, and the questions provided a framework that allowed the 

interviewer the opportunity to probe further for additional information if necessary.  

In a much larger study, Cooper saught to explore how teaching practices impact student 

classroom engagement (2014).  She began by administering a survey to identify to what extent 

connective instruction, helping students make a personal connection to a class; academic rigor, 

teaching practices in which teachers emphasize the academic dimensions of a class;  and lively 

teaching, active delivery of instruction; contributed to student engagement (Cooper, 2014).  She 

then selected five classrooms with varying levels of these three factors in which to conduct case 

studies.  She observed those three classrooms and took field notes recording academic activities, 

teacher-student interaction and student behavioral engaement.  Finally, she conducted 

semistructured interviews with students, teachers and administrators. Student interviews focused 

on how students perceived themselves and the connective instruction, academic rigor and lively 

teaching within the case study classroom compared to other instructional settings.  Teachers 
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discussed instructional practices, philosophy and thoughts on engagement.  Administrators 

provided background information on the school, community and teachers (Cooper, 2014).   

Although interviews are useful to provide insight into how students make meaning of 

their classroom experiences, they can also be tainted by the knowledge, skills and biases of the 

interviewer and concerns of social desireability on the part of the subject. Interviews are also 

time consuming and can be difficult to conduct reliably and efficiently on a larger scale 

(Fredricks & McColsky, 2012).   

Experience Sampling 

 Experience sampling (ESM) is a method of measuring engagement that utilizes pagers or 

alarms of some type to signal students to record their activity and level of engagement at random 

moments in time. When the pager or alarm sounds, participants answer a brief survey about their 

location, activities and cognitive and affective responses (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012).  This 

method was utilized in Csikszentmihalyi’s research on “flow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Flow is 

defined as a high level of engagement where individuals are so deeply involved in a task that 

they lose awareness of time and space (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990), which could be considered the 

highest level of engagement.  Csikszentmihalyi went on to partner with other researchers 

(Bidwell, Csikszentmihalyi, Hedges, & Schneider, 1992; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, 

& Shernoff, 2003) to collect longitudinal data from multiple sites which has been used in several 

studies on student engagement. Yair (2000) used data from the 1992 study to explore student 

engagement versus alienation and how it is impacted by student race, instructional factors and 

general mood. Martinez utilized ESM data from Bidwell et al along with interview data to 

explore self-reported levels of challenge of Mexican American students in school in general 

(Martinez, 2009) and in math and science classrooms (Martinez & Guzman, 2013), and how 
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those levels of challenge compare to other students along gender and racial or ethnic lines. 

Uekawa, Borman and Lee (2007) used ESM and observational data to study the effects of 

different classroom activities on student engagement, and how students’ of different racial and 

ethnic backgrounds levels of engagement vary based on those classroom activities.   

ESM is useful for collecting information directly from students regarding their 

engagement in different settings at different times, but requires a large time commitment for 

participants and is dependent on their willingness to respond in that moment. The brevity of the 

survey also limits the extent to which engagement can be measured (Fredricks & McColsky, 

2012). 

Student Surveys 

 The majority of the literature centers around some type of student survey instrument 

(Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Marks, 2000; Appleton J. , Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006; 

Newmann F. , 1992; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014 

and others).  Although many utilized student surveys, the structure and content of those surveys 

varied based on the goals of the researcher.  Appleton et al (2006) constructed the Student 

Engagement Instrument (SEI) to measure cognitive and psychological engagement.  The 

instrument consisted of 33 questions and used a 4-point Likert scale for students to rate their 

response to each question, with 1=strongly agree and 4=strongly disagree.  The SEI used general 

items to assess students’ cognitive and psychological engagement with school as a whole, not 

with specific subjects or classes (Appleton J. , Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006).   

As project director in the creation of the High School Survey of Student Engagement 

(HSSSE), Yazzie-Mintz (2009) sought to understand student behavioral, cognitive and emotional 

engagement with school programming, classes, and all other aspects of students’ school 
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experiences.  This instrument consists of 33 multiple choice questions that address all three 

facets of engagement, and a thirty-fourth open ended question designed to provide students with 

the space to share anything else they might find relevant (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009). While many 

studies seem to be purely academic, the HSSSE has been commercially distributed and used to 

support schools and districts in examining student engagement and making changes in school 

programming (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).   

Wang, Bergin and Bergin (2014) created the Classroom Engagement Instrument (CEI) in 

response to an absence of a classroom-level instrument in the current literature.  The CEI 

measures affective and cognitive engagement; deconstructs behavioral engagement into two sub-

categories, compliant and effortful class participation; and also includes the category of 

disengagement to capture disengagement as its own entity, not simply an absence of engagement 

(Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014).  The CEI consists of 16 items measured on a 5-point Likert 

scale, and 8 items measured on a 7-point Likert scale. This instrument has been utilized with 

students ranging from fourth through twelfth grade. 

 Student surveys are the most widely used because they are cost effective, practical and 

easy to administer in classroom settings.  The challenge with surveys and all student self-report 

methods of data collection is that they are only as reliable as the students who take them.  If the 

students misunderstand questions or simply answer untruthfully, the data will not be accurate 

(Fredricks & McColsky, 2012). 

The Value of Voice 

 As the various ways in which engagement is measured are explored, two perspectives 

emerge; researcher and student.  The researcher is the filter in observational data and interview 

data, while teacher reports create multiple filters of teacher, then researcher.  In experience 
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sampling and student surveys, students provide their unfiltered perspective of their own 

engagement. This raises the question of whose voice should take precedence.  Should students be 

trusted to provide their perspective on engagement given the issues we have articulated in the 

above sections on both ESM and student survey data?  

 Both Yazzie-Mintz and Jansen et al advocate for student voice.  Yazzie-Mintz posits that 

if the purpose of schooling is to “engage students in learning, to plant seeds of intellectual 

interest that will carry students into the next stages of school and work (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 

11),” then it is the voice of the students that should guide us.  He further asserts that “Giving 

power to student perspectives can directly improve education practice because when teachers and 

school officials listen to and learn from students, they can see the world from those students’ 

perspectives (Cook-Sather, 2001 in Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick, 2012, p. 157).”  In Jansen et 

al’s study on engagement in secondary mathematics classrooms (Jansen, Wiezel, Curtis, & 

Middleton, 2018), the researchers suggest that “engagement is fundamentally a personal, 

psychological phenomenon (p. 1304),” and that student voice should be valued over the voice of 

the researcher.  

 With the review of literature complete, the following section situates the present study 

within the body of research on student engagement. 

The Present Study 

In reviewing the current literature on student engagement, several gaps were noted.  Most 

of the studies focused on homogeneous populations with little racial/ethnic diversity, usually 

with the majority of students identifying as White.  There were also no studies that considered 

intersectionality.  This study addresses these gaps as it is set at a majority minoritized high 
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school in an urban-suburban setting with racial/ethnic and socioeconomic diversity.  In addition, 

intersectionality is considered with respect to race/ethnicity, gender and socioeconomic status. 

The present study is an examination of student engagement in English 10 classrooms in a 

large economically and racially/ethnically diverse urban-suburban high school.  Using a 

QuantCrit conceptual framework and intersectional methodology, this study explores 

engagement from the student perspective beyond the typical demographic lines of race/ethnicity, 

gender and socioeconomic status.  Classroom engagement is compared through multiple 

intersecting demographics at once.  For example, rather than simply comparing the level of 

engagement of male to female students, this study examines the differences between the 

engagement of White, middle class, males; White middle class females, White lower class males 

and White lower class females, etc.  These groups will be repeated in all racial/ethnic subgroups, 

providing us with a more comprehensive picture of the impact of these factors on student 

engagement. In addition, this study will contribute to the body of research on classroom 

engagement by exploring a current problem of practice. Lawrence Central High School has a 

majority minoritized population with approximately 51% of the population identifying as Black, 

25% as Hispanic, 17% as White, 6% Multiracial, 1% Asian and 0.2% Native American.  In spite 

of the fact that students of color comprise nearly 85% of the student population, they are being 

out performed by White students on state standardized tests; first in eighth grade which 

determines their placement in high school English courses, then in tenth grade, where all students 

have been assigned to English classes that are specifically designed to meet their needs and 

provide the appropriate level of rigor and challenge.  Tenth grade accountability assessment 

scores show a gap of approximately 33 percentage points between White and Black students and 

a gap of approximately 34 percentage points between White and Hispanic students. The present 
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study seeks to understand the students’ perspective of their own engagement in their English 

classes, and identify any differences in levels of engagement at a variety of demographic levels; 

or differences in engagement students might experience between the various English 10 courses 

that might contribute to these differences in achievement.  In addition, this study will shed light 

on the type of instructional activities students find most engaging.   

 The methodology of this study; including the conceptual framework, epistemological 

stance and positionality of the researcher; is discussed in the following chapter.  
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Methodology 

Introduction 

In this chapter, an explanation of the methodology for the present study begins with a 

statement of the research questions followed by an explanation of the conceptual framework and 

epistemological lens that frame this study. A description of the research site; participants in the 

study, students in English 10 classes; teacher credentials and demographics follows. The data 

collection process is described; including a description of the data collection instrument, how it 

was created, and the rationale for choosing the instrument; as well as a description of the 

analytical process that was utilized to answer the research questions after the data were collected. 

Next, the limitations of this study will be discussed. Finally, the researcher will present a 

positionality statement which situates her in the context of this work.   

Research Questions 

 This study was inspired by differences in student achievement scores observed between 

students of differing demographics, academic need and ability levels, and examines student 

engagement in English 10 classrooms in a large economically and racially diverse urban-

suburban high school. The research is guided by the following questions: 

 Question 1: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist based on race/ethnicity, gender or socioeconomic status? 

 Question 2: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist between English 10 courses? 

 Question 3: What types of instructional activities and or/practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 courses? 
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The answers to these questions were sought using a QuantCrit conceptual framework.  A 

definition and contextualization of this framework follows, along with the epistemological lens 

that grounds this study. 

QuantCrit Conceptual Framework 

 QuantCrit is a merging of Critical Race Theory (CRT) and quantitative data analysis.  

CRT originated as Critical Legal Studies in the 1970s, through the work of those who felt that 

not enough was being done to identify, acknowledge and disavow the institutional racist 

inequities with which minoritized populations have had to contend (Bhattacharya, 2017; 

Crawford, 2018). CRT emerged as a way to interrogate and confront education and other social 

sciences around issues of racism, with the primary focus on exposing racial inequities that subtly 

inhabit our culture, and are created and sustained to further the interests of the dominant (White) 

culture group. CRT research tends to be qualitative, with value placed on the stories of the 

oppressed and their counter-narrative to the dominant cultural narrative that seeks to define the 

experiences of the minoritized and oppressed (Bhattacharya, 2017).  CRT is grounded in social 

justice with a goal of ending racism and eventually all methods of subordination of all 

minoritized subgroups (Garcia, Lopez, N., & Velez, 2018).  

 QuantCrit applies this same critical interrogation to quantitative data.  Quantitative 

methodology, which is rooted in the positivist paradigm, has historically been assumed to be 

bias-free, but quantitative studies have been used to further issues of racial bias and justify it 

through theories of racial inferiority and the eugenics movement (Zuberi, 2001).  In fact, one of 

the first scholars to use a QuantCrit conceptual framework was W.E.B. Dubois in 1899 (Garcia, 

Lopez, N., & Velez, 2018). In his work The Philadelphia Negro, Dubois refuted the racist 

approaches to the study of the rates of crime, poverty, and other societal ills of the Black 
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Philadelphia community by showing how structures of power put in place by the White majority 

operated to oppress Black communities (Garcia, Lopez, N., & Velez, 2018; Zuberi, 2001).  

Dubois’ critical approach to interrogate racialized quantitative data predates the actual 

conceptualization of the QuantCrit framework by over one hundred years.  

 QuantCrit is described as quantitative methodological research anchored in Critical Race 

Theory (Garcia, Lopez, N., & Velez, 2018).  Five basic principles guide this critical interrogation 

of quantitative data: 

 The centrality of racism 

 Numbers are not neutral 

 Categories are neither ‘natural’ nor given: for ‘race’ read ‘racism’ 

 Voice and insight: data cannot ‘speak for itself’ 

 Using numbers for social justice (Gilborn, Warmington, & Demack, 2017) 

 As data are interrogated, intersectionality will also be considered.  Quantitative 

intersectionality is a review of data that accounts for relationships across intersecting systems of 

oppression involving race, gender, class, sexual orientation and other systemic oppressions, 

making them visible when examining data through each system singularly might not (Lopez, 

Erwin, Binder, & Javier Chavez, 2018).  

 Although the present study is quantitative, a QuantCrit conceptual framework was chosen 

because of the critical epistemology of the researcher.  No knowledge, not even quantitative 

knowledge, is neutral.  Numbers do not speak for themselves, and as such, the numbers and 

statistics generated should be interrogated so that they can provide an alternative narrative that 

better reflects the experiences of the students in these English 10 classrooms.  Further, it is 

important to recognize that today’s quantitative data did not emerge in a vacuum.  They are a 
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result of a long history of political, social and economic factors rooted in the need of the 

dominant (White) group to remain in power; which impacts all aspects of our society, especially 

education.  Consequently, those statistics are more a result of that power dynamic than they are a 

result of any imposed racial, class or gender-based factors that might be implied from data that 

have not been critically examined.  

 Having articulated the conceptual framework and epistemology of the study, a brief 

history of the research site and description of the current community will be presented. 

Research Site 

 Lawrence Central High School is an urban-suburban high school.  Lawrence Central was 

originally founded as Lawrence High School in 1915, but was consolidated with two other rural 

high schools in 1940 to become Lawrence Central High School.  The rural community in which 

Lawrence Central High School was founded developed into an urban-suburban area with a 

boundary that extended from the urban northeastern portion of an adjoining city, north into an 

area bordering an adjacent county, encompassing several luxury communities and including a 

military base.  As the population grew, the school population became more diverse.  As a result 

of this increasing diversity, specifically racial diversity, a second high school was proposed in 

the 1970s for the students in the northeast portion of the district.  Upon its completion, many of 

the White affluent students who lived in that area chose to attend the northern school, shifting the 

racial and socioeconomic demographics of Lawrence Central.  The closing of the military base in 

1991 further impacted these demographics.  This series of events created a perception that the 

northern school was a better choice because of the population they served, and this perception 

became a self-fulfilling prophecy.  Many families of high-achieving students avoided Lawrence 

Central and opted for private schools or simply enrolled their students in the northern school, 
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ignoring the district boundaries.  Recognizing how this was impacting the overall community 

and faced with the possibility of Lawrence Central eventually being flagged by the state and 

federal government as a failing school during the advent of the “No Child Left Behind” era of 

the 1990s and 2000s, the school board approved a redistricting plan that altered the boundaries 

and allowed for a more diverse mix of students at both schools.  To maintain this balance, a 

board policy was established that made provisions for redistricting whenever there is a gap of 

eight percentage points over a two-year period of students receiving free and reduced lunch 

between the schools (Metropoiltan School District of Lawrence Township School Board, 2015). 

Because of the size of the geographic boundaries, the district is one of the most diverse in 

the state, both racially/ethnically and socioeconomically.  Even with efforts to redistrict and 

balance the racial/ethnic and socioeconomic demographics, of the two district high schools, 

Lawrence Central remains the most diverse.  Of the approximately 2300 students,  64% of them 

qualify for the federal free or reduced lunch program.  Students with identified disabilities 

encompass 17% of the student population, and about 12% of students are considered English 

language learners.  Lawrence Central has a majority minoritized population with 51% of the 

population identifying as Black, 25% as Hispanic, 17% as White, 6% Multiracial, 1% Asian and 

0.2% Native American.  Based on the state accountability system, Lawrence Central High 

School has been assigned a “B” letter grade on a scale of A-F for the past three years (Indiana 

Department of Education, 2021).   

The educators who service students at Lawrence Central High school are less diverse (see 

Table 1).  Of the 143 licensed educators at Lawrence Central, 71% of them identify as White, 

23% identify as Black, 4% identify as Hispanic, and 1% identify as Multiracial. The staff is 

highly experienced, with 69% of the teachers having over 10 years of teaching experience.  
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Based on administrative evaluations, 98.5% of the teaching staff is rated as Effective or Highly 

Effective (Indiana Department of Education, 2021). 

Table 1 
Teacher-student racial/ethnic demographic comparison 

Race/Ethnicity Student % Faculty% 

American Indian 0.2% 0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 51% 23% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 1% 0% 

Hispanic 25% 4% 

White, Non-Hispanic 17% 71% 

Multiracial 6% 1% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0% 0% 
 

The following section includes a description of the participants in this study; including a 

description of the English 10 courses, the demographics of the students who will participate and 

the teachers who teach them. 

Participants 

Tenth Grade English Classes 

The focus of this study is students in tenth grade English classrooms at Lawrence Central 

High School.  English 10 classes were selected because English is the only class that all tenth 

grade students must take.  It is also the most differentiated course, designed to address student 

academic needs and ability levels.  The tenth grade students at Lawrence Central are assigned to 

one of six different English courses utilizing criteria which include previous coursework, 

previous achievement on standardized assessments, needs as assessed by a case conference 

committee based on exceptional learner status, English language proficiency based on the 

World-Class Instructional Design Assessment (WIDA) and teacher recommendations. A 

description of each English course follows. 
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English 10- English 10 is an integrated study of literature, composition, and oral communication.  

Instructors utilize a core instructional model which includes strengthening the essential skills of 

reading comprehension, college-ready vocabulary, oral communication, and written 

expression/exposition.  Students choose novels from classroom libraries and read both in and out 

of class to increase reading volume, rate, and text complexity.  During a routine class, students 

are expected to write for authentic audiences, write in a daily journal, conference with the course 

instructor, work and communicate with peers, publish & receive feedback on essays and engage 

in instructor led mini-lessons.   

Co-taught English 10 – Co-taught English 10 is a class where both general education and 

exceptional learner inclusion students are in a class with a general education teacher and an 

exceptional learners teacher.  This class is designed to support students in the exceptional 

learners program within the general education setting while covering all of the topics in English 

10 as previously articulated.   

Sheltered English 10- Sheltered English 10 is a co-taught course designed for English language 

learners. The goal is to provide them with the English 10 curriculum while supporting their 

emerging language needs.   

Honors English 10- Honors English 10 continues the composition, research, and speaking 

techniques developed in the preceding English courses and provides students a solid foundation 

for Advanced Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB) courses. In addition to 

reading literature that focuses upon the spoken word, students will research a specific topic 

throughout the semester.  Additionally, grammar, usage, spelling, and language mechanics are 

integrated into the study of writing, as is vocabulary development in preparation for the SAT and 

ACT exams.  Students are taught the use of technology to support the writing process.  
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Sheltered Honors English 10-  Sheltered Honors English 10 is a co-taught course designed for 

English language learners. The goal is to provide them with the Honors English 10 curriculum 

while supporting their emerging language needs.   

Lyceum- Lyceum is a survey course that prepares students for AP and IB courses in grades 11 

and 12.  Students conduct in-depth research and analysis of controversial subjects from which 

they construct and deliver persuasive speeches, original oratories, a biographical presentation 

and policy debate cases.  Analysis of novels, plays and poetry prepares students to construct 

essays that convey how authors reveal their themes through literary devices.  Although some 

objective tests are administered, students are assessed mainly through writing and speaking.  

Vocabulary is developed through literary context and through the study of word stems 

(Metropolitain School District of Lawrence Township, 2021). 

Teacher Demographics and Credentials 

There are eight teachers who teach English 10.  Of those eight, seven identify as White 

and one identifies as Hispanic.  Two are male and six are female.  Six of the teachers who work 

with the tenth grade students are certified to teach 9-12 grade English.  One teacher is bilingual, 

certified to teach English Language Learners, and co-teaches in the ELL co-taught classes.  One 

teacher is certified to teach Exceptional Learners, and co-teaches in the regular co-taught classes. 

All teachers are evaluated annually using the Teacher Effectiveness Evaluation Rubric, RISE 

2.0, developed by the state for the purpose of teacher evaluation.  Teachers are rated in four 

domains: Purposeful planning, effective instruction, teacher leadership, and core 

professionalism.  All English 10 teachers were rated either Effective or Highly Effective on the 

Teacher Effectiveness Scale during their previous evaluation (Standard for Success, 2021). 

Student Demographics 
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The demographics of students in the various English 10 courses are not proportional to 

the overall demographics of the high school.  A breakdown of student racial/ethnic and gender 

demographics as of August 2021 is included in Tables 2-7.  In Table 2, Regular English 10, 

Black students are overrepresented based on the overall demographics of the school (62.6% 

versus 51.3%) while White students are slightly underrepresented (14.3% versus 16.5%) as are 

Hispanic students (10.9% versus 24.7%).  In Table 3, the Co-taught English 10 course, which 

includes special education students, Black students are again overrepresented (65.1% versus 

51.3%).  It is also notable that while 10th grade gender demographics are balanced at 47.1% 

female and 52.9% male, boys comprise almost 60% of the non-honors courses as can be seen in 

Tables 2, 3 and 4.  This dynamic shifts in the Honors English 10 and Lyceum courses where girls 

become the majority (60%) as is evident in Tables 5, 6 and 7.  As expected, Table 4 indicates 

that the Sheltered English 10 course is predominantly Hispanic (56.6%), but Black students still 

comprise a substantial percentage of the population (36.9%), while White students do not 

(3.9%). Honors English 10 most closely mirrors the overall school demographics as can be seen 

in Table 5, however Black students are still slightly underrepresented based on population 

demographics (45.8% versus 51.3%).  Although the Sheltered Honors English 10 course is 

designed to support English language learners, Hispanic students make up only 37.9% of the 

population of this course while Black students comprise 51.7%.  At 3.9%, White students are 

underrepresented in the Sheltered Honors English 10 course just as they were in the Sheltered 

English 10 course (see Table 6).  In Table 7, we see that White students tend to be 

overrepresented in Lyceum, the most rigorous course offered. White students account for 36.5% 

of the Lyceum enrollment while Black students account for 33.8%, even though White students 

make up a significantly smaller percentage of the overall population (16.5% versus 51.3% 
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respectively).  A gap also exists for Hispanic students who comprise 24.7% of the population of 

Lawrence Central, but only 14.9% of the seats in Lyceum.  Access to rigorous courses for 

students of color is beyond the scope of this study, but noteworthy nonetheless.  The topic of 

educational access deserves additional discussion. 

Table 2 

Enrollment in English 10 Regular by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

 
Race/Ethnicity Female N Female % Male N Male % Total N Total % 

American Indian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 41 27.9% 51 34.7% 92 62.6% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Hispanic 10 6.8% 6 4.1% 16 10.9% 

White, Non-Hispanic 6 4.1% 15 10.2% 21 14.3% 

Multiracial 7 4.8% 11 7.5% 18 12.2% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 64 43.5% 83 56.5% 147 100.0% 
 

Table 3 

Enrollment in Co-taught English 10 by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

 
Table 4 

Enrollment in Sheltered English 10 by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 
 
 

Race/Ethnicity Female N Female 
% 

Male N Male % Total N Total 
% 

American Indian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 30 27.5% 41 37.6% 71 65.1% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 1 0.9% 1 0.9% 

Hispanic 8 7.3% 10 9.2% 18 16.5% 

White, Non-Hispanic 5 4.6% 8 7.3% 13 11.9% 

Multiracial 3 2.8% 3 2.8% 6 5.5% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 46 42.2% 63 57.8% 109 100.0% 

      

Race/Ethnicity Female N Female % Male N Male % Total N Total % 
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Table 6 

Enrollment in Sheltered Honors English 10 by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

Race/Ethnicity Female N Female % Male 
N 

Male % Total N Total % 

American Indian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 11 37.9% 4 13.8% 15 51.7% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Hispanic 7 24.1% 4 13.8% 11 37.9% 

White, Non-Hispanic 1 3.4% 1 3.4% 2 6.9% 

Multiracial 1 3.4% 0 0.0% 1 3.4% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 20 69.0% 9 31.0% 29 100.0% 

 
Table 7 

Enrollment in Lyceum by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

 

 

American Indian 0 0.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 14 13.6% 24 23.3% 38 36.9% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Hispanic 24 23.3% 32 31.1% 56 54.4% 

White, Non-Hispanic 3 2.9% 1 1.0% 4 3.9% 

Multiracial 1 1.0% 3 2.9% 4 3.9% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 42 40.8% 61 59.2% 103 100.0% 

Table 5 

Enrollment in Honors English 10 by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

Race/Ethnicity Female N Female % Male N Male % Total N Total % 

American Indian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 12 25.0% 10 20.8% 22 45.8% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Hispanic 7 14.6% 4 8.3% 11 22.9% 

White, Non-Hispanic 3 6.3% 4 8.3% 7 14.6% 

Multiracial 5 10.4% 3 6.3% 8 16.7% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 27 56.3% 21 43.8% 48 100.0% 
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 Next, the data collection instrument utilized will be presented, and the development of 

and rationale for choosing this instrument will be discussed. This section concludes with a 

description of the data analysis process. 

Data Collection 

Instrument 

 Since this study seeks to understand the experiences of students within the English 10 

classrooms, students’ perceptions of their own engagement are necessary.  For this reason, a self-

reporting instrument was selected.  Data were collected using a student self-report survey 

instrument based on the Classroom Engagement Inventory (CEI) (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 

2014). While Appleton et al’s Student Engagement Instrument (SEI) (2006) and Yazzie-Mintz’s 

High School Survey of Student Engagement (HSSSE) (2009) appear in the literature as student 

self-report instruments that measure cognitive, behavioral and emotional engagement; they 

measure engagement at the school level.  The purpose of the present study is to investigate 

student perceptions of their engagement specifically within the context of their English 10 

classrooms.  The CEI measures student engagement at the classroom level using items gleaned 

from previous instruments that measured behavioral engagement (Skinner, Kindermann, & 

Furrer, 2009), cognitive engagement (Linnenbrink, 2005; Stipek & Gralinski, 1996; Maehr & 

Race/Ethnicity Female 
N 

Female % Male 
N 

Male % Total N Total % 

American Indian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 13 17.6% 12 16.2% 25 33.8% 

Asian, Pacific Islander 1 1.4% 1 1.4% 2 2.7% 

Hispanic 8 10.8% 3 4.1% 11 14.9% 

White, Non-Hispanic 15 20.3% 12 16.2% 27 36.5% 

Multiracial 4 5.4% 5 6.8% 9 12.2% 

Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Totals 41 55.4% 33 44.6% 74 100.0% 
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Pintrich, 2001; Pintrich & Maehr, 2002; Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009), and 

emotional engagement (Watson & Clark, 1994), and includes items measuring affective 

engagement created and validated by the authors (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 2014). The 

instrument measures the cognitive, affective and behavioral dimensions of classroom 

engagement, separating behavioral engagement into two factors; compliance and effortful class 

participation.  Compliance refers to obedience to classroom norms, while effortful class 

participation describes students who are invested in their learning (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 

2014).  In addition, the instrument measures disengagement as its own distinct dimension.   

 The CEI contains 24 items which utilize a Likert scale for responses. The five questions 

focusing on affective engagement utilize a 5-point Likert scale, as do the three questions on 

behavioral (compliance), five on behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement and three 

focusing on disengagement.  The eight questions centering on cognitive engagement utilize a 7-

point Likert scale.  Questions were phrased simply and in language accessible to students as 

young as fourth grade, such as “In this class, I feel proud (affective)” or “In this class, I try to 

figure out the hard parts on my own (cognitive).”  Questions were presented in a randomized 

order to prevent the order of the questions from influencing results (Wang, Bergin, & Bergin, 

2014). 

In addition to the questions on the CEI, a qualitative question was included. In the 

HSSSE, Yazzie-Mintz included an open-ended question which asked, “Would you like to say 

more about any of your answers to these survey questions?” (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009, p. 9).  He 

indicated that the benefit of collecting this data, although it was cumbersome to analyze, was 

“tremendous (p. 9).” Similarly, an additional question was included in this instrument.  Students 

were asked the following question: “Name a classroom activity that is enjoyable, makes you 
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think, and keeps you more focused than any other activity.” These responses were coded based 

on categories gleaned from student responses.   

 A copy of the survey questions is included as Appendix A.  The actual survey instrument 

is included as Appendix B. 

Procedure 

 A Google Form was created with the CEI questions randomly organized to facilitate the 

administration and efficient collection of data from students.  Both English and Spanish versions 

of the instrument were created to provide all students with access to the form in their home 

language.  To provide an accurate translation, the instrument was first translated using Google 

Translate.  A native speaker then reviewed the translation to ensure that subtleties in language 

that software cannot detect were accurately connoted.  Prior to administering the instrument to 

the study participants, a pilot was done with English 9 students.  After the instrument was 

administered, students were asked to give feedback about the questions and the format of the 

survey.  Mistakes were identified in the 7-point Likert scale used in the cognitive engagement 

questions, and corrections were made prior to administration.   

 Data collection took place during the first semester of the 2021-2022 school year.  All 

English 10 teachers at the site elected to participate in the study. Three separate training sessions 

were held with the teachers who administered the survey to the participants; two in-person 

trainings and one video training.  The first was an overview explaining the purpose of the study, 

sharing the research questions and the data collection instrument. Teachers collaborated with the 

researcher to determine the most efficient and least intrusive way to collect the study data.  

Because of the current block schedule configuration, teachers see half of their classes on “Gray” 

days, Tuesdays and Thursdays, and half of their classes on “Maroon” days, Wednesdays and 
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Fridays. Mondays alternate, so teachers see their Gray classes every other Monday, and their 

Maroon classes on the Mondays that they do not see their Gray classes.  It was decided that the 

instrument would be given to students on two consecutive Mondays; one of which would be a 

day when teachers saw their Gray students, and the following Monday when they saw their 

Maroon students.  Three weeks prior to the administration of the survey, teachers were provided 

with opt-out forms in both English and Spanish to send home with students that included the 

survey questions, a description of the survey procedures, and notifications to guardians that 

student racial/ethnic, gender and socioeconomic data would be utilized without student 

identifiers. The Spanish translations were created using the same procedure utilized to translate 

the instrument.  The opt-out document advised guardians to sign and return the document if they 

did not consent to their student participating in the survey. At the same time, teachers were given 

a script to read to students informing them of the purpose of the study, inviting them to 

participate, and explaining the paperwork they were taking home to their parents.  No forms 

were returned.   

 Prior to the second in-person training session, teachers were provided with a video 

training module explaining the data collection procedure, copies of the assent documents that 

students would electronically sign if they agreed to participate, and the survey instrument; in 

both English and Spanish; with all Spanish translations being generated using the process 

described above.  The researcher then held the second in-person training to address any 

administrative and logistic issues.  Because some Spanish-speaking students are not literate in 

their home language, teachers asked if they would be permitted to read the instrument to students 

who needed it read to them.  After discussion, all teachers agreed that they would read the 

instrument aloud to both English- and Spanish-speaking students needing that accommodation.  



 

59 
 

On the data collection dates, teachers once again read a script to the students which provided 

them with information about the purpose of the study and asked them to indicate their assent 

prior to completing the survey.  Assent was recorded electronically, and students who did not 

assent were not given access to the instrument.  The data were collected in the English 10 

classrooms via the Google Form self-reporting data collection instrument while the teachers were 

present in the classroom.  Students who chose not to participate were given the opportunity to 

read a book of choice during the data collection. One teacher was absent on the second day of 

administration, but gave the survey to her students upon her return the following day.  After 

completing the survey, students were presented with a ticket which they could later redeem for a 

bag of chips or cookies as a token of appreciation for completing the survey.   

 Out of the total population of 510 students officially enrolled in the English 10 classes at 

the beginning of the semester, 496 remained enrolled at the time the instrument was 

administered.  Of the 496 students, 365 responded.  One hundred thirty-one students were either 

absent, or chose not to participate in the survey; yielding an initial response rate of 73.6%.    

After reviewing the data, it was found that one student did not include a verifiable student ID 

number, and could not be coded with demographic data.  That response was removed, as were 23 

responses of students who did not complete the entire instrument.  As a result, the sample 

population size was 341. Response rates and respondent demographic data are presented in Table 

8. 

Table 8 

CEI Response Rates and Demographic Data 

Demographic Subgroup Total 
Population 
(N) 

Sample 
Population 
(n) 

Response 
Rate 

Overall   496 341 68.75% 

Gender Male 253 171 67.58% 
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Female 243 170 69.96% 

Race/Ethnicity Black 258 178 68.99% 
 

Hispanic 120 75 62.50% 
 

White 70 56 80.00% 
 

Multiracial 44 29 65.91% 
 

Asian 3 3 100.00% 

 American 
Indian 

1 0  

SES Free/ 
Reduced 
Lunch 

294 172 58.50% 

 
Paid 202 169 83.66% 

Course Regular 
English 10  

140 89 63.57% 

 
Co-taught 
English 10 

106 62 58.49% 

 
Sheltered 
English 10 

100 65 65.00% 

 
Honors 
English 10 

47 38 80.85% 

 
Sheltered 
Honors 
English 10  

29 24 82.76% 

 
Lyceum 74 63 85.14% 

 

 After the survey was completed, the researcher used student ID numbers to identify 

student gender, racial/ethnic, and socioeconomic status using the school district’s data warehouse 

as a reference. Student demographic data are entered as reported by parent or guardian at the 

time the student was enrolled.  It is important to note that race/ethnicity and gender were 

identified by parent or guardian, and may not reflect the race or gender with which a student 

currently identifies. 

  Student numbers were then removed from the dataset to preserve the anonymity of the 

students.  Demographic data were coded using variables to indicate race/ethnicity, gender and 

socioeconomic status.  Variables were also created for intersectional demographic analysis.  For 

example, Black males who receive free or reduced lunch were coded “BMFR,” Black males who 

pay full price were coded “BMPD,” Black females who receive free or reduced lunch were 
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coded “BFFR,” and so on for all intersectional demographic categories.  The various English 10 

courses were also assigned numeric variables to facilitate the data analysis process. 

Analysis 

 Question 1: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist based on racial, gender or socioeconomic status? 

 Racial/ethnic differences were observed in the achievement data that were the impetus of 

this study across all six English 10 courses.  As such, student engagement was analyzed across 

all six English 10 courses.  The researcher also chose to interrogate the within-course data to 

look for racial/ethnic differences in engagement between students of similar academic need 

and/or ability levels.  To test racial/ethnic differences in perceptions of affective, behavioral 

(compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation), and cognitive engagement, as well as 

disengagement, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare the mean scores 

across four racial/ethnic groups (White, Black, Hispanic and Multiracial) across all 6 English 10 

courses and within each individual course.   

 Because there is literature that indicates that engagement should be considered as a 

composite and that nuances might be lost when the components are teased apart (Cooper, 2014; 

Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 2012; Ainley, 

2012; Fredricks & McColsky, 2012; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004), the researcher was 

also interested in creating an overall measure of engagement to obtain a holistic picture of 

student engagement with respect to race/ethnicity when all components are considered together. 

For this reason, an additional ANOVA was run on the means of a composite engagement score 

for each racial/ethnic group across all six English 10 courses as well as within each course to 

identify differences in overall classroom engagement. The composite score was generated by 
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first taking the sum of the affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class 

participation) and cognitive ratings reported by students, then negatively coding the 

disengagement rating reported by students and adding that to the previous sum.  

 While achievement scores are not disaggregated by gender, because of the QuantCrit 

conceptual framework of this study and the systems of oppression that create gender inequities, 

differences in engagement with respect to gender were considered in this study, both across all 

six courses and within each course.  To test gender differences in perceptions of affective, 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation), and cognitive engagement, as 

well as disengagement, a t-test was conducted to compare the means between male and female 

students across all six English 10 courses and within each individual course.  An additional t-test 

was run on the means of a composite engagement score across all six courses as well as within 

each course to identify differences in overall classroom engagement.  

   The differences in the achievement data that inspired this study were observed between 

economically disadvantaged students and their non-disadvantaged counterparts across all six 

English 10 courses.  For that reason, student engagement was analyzed across all six English 10 

courses with respect to socioeconomic status.  The researcher also chose to consider differences 

in engagement with respect to socioeconomic status within each of the six English 10 courses to 

provide data on student perceptions of engagement when disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged 

students of similar ability levels are compared.  To test socioeconomic differences in perceptions 

of affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation), and cognitive 

engagement, as well as disengagement, a t-test was conducted to compare the means between 

students who receive free/reduced lunch and students who pay full price for lunch as a 

determination of socio-economic status across all six English 10 courses and within each 
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individual course.  An additional t-test was run on the means of a composite engagement score 

across all six courses as well as within each course to identify differences in overall classroom 

engagement.  

 In an effort to further interrogate the data beyond the traditionally identified 

demographic subgroups, intersectionality was considered.  As previously stated, intersectional 

methods reveal otherwise hidden data that documents differences impacting marginalized groups 

(Lopez, Erwin, Binder, & Javier Chavez, 2018). To test for these differences, student data were 

disaggregated beyond the typical gender, racial/ethnic, and socioeconomic variables into 

subgroups comprised of a combinations of these variables that reflect the intersectionality 

present in this population.  The subgroups are listed in Table 9 below. 

Table 9  

Identified Intersectional Demographic Subgroups 

Race Gender Free/Reduced/Full price lunch 

White Female Free/Reduced 

White  Female Full price 

White Male Free/Reduced 

White Male Full Price 

Black Female Free/Reduced 

Black  Female Full Price 

Black Male Free/Reduced 

Black Male Full Price 

Hispanic Female Free/Reduced 

Hispanic Female Full Price 

Hispanic Male Free/Reduced 

Hispanic Male Full Price 
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Multi-racial Female Free/Reduced 

Multi-racial Female Full Price 

Multi-racial Male Free/Reduced 

Multi-racial Male Full Price 

 

 Although the researcher acknowledges the importance of including all races and 

ethnicities in conversations around the impact of race and ethnicity in their personal educational 

experiences; in the present study, race and ethnicity will be limited to White, Black, Hispanic 

and Multiracial due to the low number of students who identify outside of these four categories.  

The small number of Asian (N=3) students who responded to the instrument (the one Native 

American student did not respond) could potentially compromise the anonymity of their data.  

With these students removed the total population was N=338. The free/reduced and full price 

categories refer to the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program.  Students pay full price for 

lunch, receive lunch at a reduced price or receive a free lunch based on reported family income.  

The payment status indicates student socio-economic status in the data reporting system.  Gender 

was binary.  

 The achievement data that sparked this study was reported across all six courses.  As 

such, an intersectional analysis of student engagement was conducted across all six English 10 

courses.  To identify differences that may exist between these identified subgroups, an analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) was conducted comparing the means of each subgroup in affective, 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) and cognitive engagement, as 

well as disengagement across all six English courses.  An additional ANOVA was run on the 

means of a composite engagement score for each subgroup to identify differences in overall 
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classroom engagement.  Within-course comparisons were not performed due to the small number 

of students in each intersectional category within each course. 

 Question 2: What differences in affective, behavioral and cognitive engagement exist 

across English 10 courses? 

 Differences between students of varying academic needs and/or ability levels were 

observed in the achievement data that were the impetus of this study.  As such, differences in 

student engagement between English 10 courses was analyzed, as each course is targeted toward 

students with specific academic needs and/or ability levels.  To test differences in affective, 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) and cognitive engagement, as 

well as disengagement between English 10 courses, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

conducted to compare the means of all six English 10 courses.  An additional ANOVA was run 

on the means of a composite engagement score for each English 10 course to identify differences 

in overall classroom engagement between these courses.  

 Question 3: What types of instructional activities and/or practices do students 

identify as engaging in their English 10 course? 

To gain further perspective on student perceptions of their own engagement, the 

researcher chose to ask this open-ended question to provide students the opportunity to share 

what activities they find most engaging.  This question was analyzed using qualitative methods.   

The coding system was based on categories gleaned from student responses.   

Students responding to this question used phrases such as: 

 I enjoy working on group assignments with my friends, and I enjoy learning new 

things. 

 Small group discussions 
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 Writing things like journals and memoirs 

 Reading as a class 

 Board games 

As the responses were analyzed, they tended to specify the way students were grouped during an 

activity, the type of activity, both grouping and type of activity, or neither/no response.  If a 

particular activity was unclear as described in the student response, the researcher contacted the 

teacher of that student based on the coding system to get clarification on the type of activity or 

the way students were grouped during that activity.  Student grouping fell into one of four 

categories: whole group, small group, individual or not specific/no response.  Activities fell into 

one of nine categories: Reading, presenting, writing, listening, vocabulary, seatwork, 

discussions, games or not specific/no response. The final data analysis discusses both student 

grouping and type of activity. 

While the present study aspires to be a comprehensive examination of student 

engagement across English 10 classrooms, there are obstacles to crafting a study that will 

accurately capture classroom engagement.  A consideration of the limitations is presented. 

Limitations 

 There are limitations that could potentially impact the present study.  The sample size of 

338 students is small, and the course structure is specific to the high schools in this district, so 

the data may not be generalizable. Because the researcher is a practitioner, this study focuses on 

a comparison of means rather than more sophisticated or robust multivariate regression models 

that better predict school/classroom effects (Adcock & Phillips, 1997).  As a result, differences 

in engagement may be overestimated.  Creating a composite score by taking the sum of the 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) affective, and cognitive ratings 
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reported by students and adding the negatively coded disengagement score is not ideal, as 

cognitive engagement is measured on a seven-point Likert scale while affective, behavioral 

(compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement and disengagement are 

reported on a five-point Likert scale. In addition, the number of questions measuring each 

dimension of engagement ranges from three for behavioral (compliance) engagement and 

disengagement to eight for cognitive engagement.  This discrepancy gives cognitive engagement 

more weight in the composite scores.  When asked about this method of calculating a composite 

score via email, Wang, the corresponding author on the research team that developed the scale, 

indicated that it would provide a reliable measure.  

 In addition, the 2024 cohort will not take the ISTEP+ exam during their tenth grade year, 

so it will not be possible to juxtapose the engagement data of these students with their 

achievement data during the same school year. ISTEP+ is being phased out by the Indiana 

Department of Education in favor of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) which will be given to 

this cohort of students in the spring of 2023, a year after they have completed their English 10 

courses. English 11 courses are not differentiated to the extent that the English 10 courses are, 

and the differentiation in the English 10 classes provides more opportunities to engage students 

at their perceived level of academic need/ability level, which is one of the reasons English 10 

was chosen.   

 Given these limitations, the goal of providing a clear picture of engagement within the 

English 10 classrooms for all students at Lawrence Central High School remains the focus of this 

study.  These limitations will be considered when the findings are discussed. 
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Positionality Statement  

Much like the data I am interrogating, I do not come to this study from a vacuum.  As a 

researcher, it is important that I place myself within this work.  I am a Black, female, public 

school educator who works at the research site described above as an assistant principal.  At the 

time the data were collected, I provided behavioral, academic and emotional support for tenth 

grade students, the group of students who participated in the study. More to the point, when they 

were not fully engaged, they were sometimes sent to me, and I assisted them in processing their 

choices.   

I have lived in the community described above for 25 years, and have had 3 sons 

graduate from schools in the district, with one son who will graduate in June of 2022.  As the 

mother of four Black males, I am well aware of the gaps in achievement and placement that all 

of my sons have experienced.  My interest in interrogating data around achievement and 

engagement is also partially rooted in their experiences in our district. 

My interest in this topic began while I was an assistant principal at a school outside the 

district of the research site, where I noticed gaps in student achievement with respect to 

race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status, as well as between different “small schools” within the 

campus which served students of differing levels of academic need and ability.  In reviewing 

student achievement data at Lawrence Central, I noticed the same trend.  In completing this 

study, I hope to shed light on a problem of practice that could lead to an interrogation of our 

methods for selecting curricular materials, assigning students to specific classes, providing 

support for students not meeting educational benchmarks, selecting instructional techniques and 

even teacher recruitment and evaluation. 
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Having concluded the presentation of the methodology of this study, the findings will be 

discussed in the following chapter. 
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Findings 

Introduction 

 This chapter presents findings from this study which examined differences in classroom 

engagement in six English 10 courses at a majority minoritized urban-suburban high school.  

Students reported their perceived levels of affective engagement, behavioral (compliance) 

engagement, behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement, cognitive engagement and 

disengagement in response to a survey instrument comprised of Wang et al’s Classroom 

Engagement Inventory (2014).  An additional open-ended question asked students about specific 

activities that engaged them within the classroom.  The instrument was administered to English 

10 classrooms at the research site over the course of a two-week period.  Those data were 

collected to address the following research questions, which frame the study: 

 Question 1: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist based on race, gender or socioeconomic status? 

 Question 2: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist between English 10 courses? 

 Question 3: What types of instructional activities and or/practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 courses? 

An analysis of the student responses is presented in this chapter.   

Question 1: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist based on race/ethnicity, gender or socioeconomic status? 

Race/Ethnicity  
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 Racial/ethnic differences were observed in the achievement data that were the impetus of 

this study across all six English 10 courses.  As such, student engagement was analyzed across 

all six English 10 courses.  The researcher also chose to interrogate the within-course data to 

look for racial/ethnic differences in engagement between students of similar academic 

need/ability level.  To test for differences in engagement with respect to race/ethnicity, an 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted comparing the mean ratings for affective, 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) and cognitive engagement as 

well as disengagement for students who identified as Black, Hispanic, White and Multiracial 

across all six English classes.    

 Because there is literature that indicates that engagement should be considered as a 

composite and that nuances might be lost when the components are teased apart (Cooper, 2014; 

Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Mahatmya, Lohman, Matjasko, & Farb, 2012; Ainley, 

2012; Fredricks & McColsky, 2012; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004), the researcher was 

also interested in creating an overall measure of engagement to obtain a holistic picture of 

student engagement with respect to race/ethnicity when all components are considered together. 

For this reason, an additional ANOVA was run on the means of a composite engagement score 

for each racial/ethnic group to identify differences in overall classroom engagement. The 

composite score was generated by first taking the sum of the affective, behavioral (compliance), 

behavioral (effortful class participation) and cognitive ratings reported by students, then 

negatively coding the disengagement rating reported by students and adding that to the previous 

sum.  

Results show statistically significant racial/ethnic differences for two of the five 

dimensions of engagement.  For affective engagement, F(3, 334)=2.71, p=.05, indicating a 
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significant difference with respect to race/ethnicity.  Within this component of engagement, 

Black students reported the highest mean levels (M=3.56, SD=.95) while Multiracial students 

reported the lowest (M=3.18, SD=.92). The data also indicate a significant difference with 

respect to disengagement, with F(3, 334)=4.28, p=.003. Black students seem to be the least 

disengaged (M=2.41, SD=.95) and Multiracial students report the highest levels of 

disengagement (M=2.99, SD=.93). A significant difference with respect to race/ethnicity was 

also observed in the engagement composite scores, with F(3,334)=2.63 and p=.05. Black 

students reported the highest mean composite engagement scores (M=18.25, SD=3.44) while 

Multiracial students reported the lowest (M=16.66, SD=3.22).  Since a significant difference 

was observed in the areas of affective engagement, disengagement and composite scores, a 

Toukey post hoc test was conducted.  Surprisingly, the Toukey post hoc test did not indicate 

significant differences between any two racial/ethnic demographic groups in affective 

engagement, disengagement, or the engagement composite score even though p was at the 

significant level for all three: p=.05, p=.003, and p=.05 respectively. Results for racial/ethnic 

differences in all five dimensions and for the engagement composite score are reported in Table 

10. 

Table 10 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures by Race/Ethnicity 

Component F p Race/Ethnicity N M SD 

Affective 2.71 .05 Black 178 3.56 .95 
   Hispanic 75 3.53 .95 
   White 56 3.23 .98 
   Multiracial 29 3.18 .92 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

1.01 .39 Black 178 3.01 .57 

   Hispanic 75 2.95 .57 
   White 56 2.92 .62 
   Multiracial 29 2.82 .67 
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Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

1.35 .26 Black 178 3.25 .90 

   White 75 3.02 .93 
   Hispanic 56 3.12 .79 
   Multiracial 29 3.12 .77 
       
Cognitive 1.59 .19 Black 178 4.84 1.12 
   Hispanic 75 4.56 1.22 
   White 56 4.83 .93 
   Multiracial 29 4.53 1.07 
       
Disengagement 4.28 <.01 Black 178 2.41 .95 
   Hispanic 75 2.77 1.00 
   White 56 2.57 .92 
   Multiracial 29 2.99 .93 
       
Composite 2.63 .05 Black 178 18.25 3.44 
   Hispanic 75 17.28 3.81 
   White 56 17.53 3.50 
   Multiracial 29 16.66 3.22 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=334 
 
 To test for differences in affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class 

participation), and cognitive engagement, as well as disengagement, an analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was conducted separately for each of the six courses.  An additional ANOVA was run 

on the means of a composite engagement score within each individual course to identify 

differences in overall classroom engagement.  

 Interestingly, although differences were observed between Black students and other 

racial/ethnic groups in affective engagement, those results are not reflected in the within-course 

analysis.  Overall, there were no statistically significant differences observed with respect to 

race/ethnicity within each of the English10 courses, but there were two components of 

engagement for which the mean differences approached significance in Regular English 10 

classes (see Table 11).  For behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement (F(3, 85)=2.13, 

p=.10), Multiracial students reported the highest mean levels of engagement (M=3.40, SD=.96) 

while Hispanic students reported the lowest (M=2.53, SD=1.04). For disengagement (F(3, 
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85)=2.18, p=.10), Black students reported the lowest levels of disengagement (M=2.42, SD=.94) 

while Multiracial students reported the highest levels of disengagement (M=3.13, SD=1.32) 

within the Regular English 10 classes.  Data for all six English 10 courses is presented in Tables 

11-16. 

Table 11 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures in Regular English 10 classes by  

Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective 1.73 .17 Black 59 3.45 .94 
   Hispanic 9 3.07 1.12 
   White 13 2.97 1.00 
   Multiracial 8 3.80 .89 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.28 .84 Black 59 2.87 .63 

   Hispanic 9 2.86 .53 
   White 13 2.71 .80 
   Multiracial 8 2.97 .88 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

2.13 .10 Black 59 2.95 .86 

   Hispanic 9 2.53 1.04 
   White 13 2.57 .72 
   Multiracial 8 3.40 .96 
       
Cognitive 1.43 .24 Black 59 4.63 1.16 
   Hispanic 9 3.81 1.47 
   White 13 4.62 1.10 
   Multiracial 8 4.90 1.39 
       
Disengagement 2.18 .10 Black 59 2.42 .94 
   Hispanic 9 3.11 1.20 
   White 13 2.74 1.06 
   Multiracial 8 3.13 1.32 
       
Composite 1.49 .22 Black 59 17.49 3.37 
   Hispanic 9 15.17 4.95 
   White 13 16.13 3.88 
   Multiracial 8 17.95 4.04 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=85 
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Table 12 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures in Co-taught English 10 classes by  

Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective 1.13 .34 Black 45 3.87 .81 
   Hispanic 9 3.82 .73 
   White 5 3.52 .52 
   Multiracial 2 2.90 1.84 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.98 .41 Black 45 3.27 .34 

   Hispanic 9 3.22 .57 
   White 5 2.95 .65 
   Multiracial 2 3.13 .53 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

1.36 .26 Black 45 3.70 .73 

   Hispanic 9 3.31 .67 
   White 5 3.32 .27 
   Multiracial 2 3.00 2.26 
       
Cognitive .95 .42 Black 45 5.23 1.07 
   Hispanic 9 4.94 .74 
   White 5 4.80 .83 
   Multiracial 2 4.19 2.03 
       
Disengagement .23 .87 Black 45 2.22 .90 
   Hispanic 9 2.48 .71 
   White 5 2.27 .64 
   Multiracial 2 2.33 .94 
       
Composite 1.24 .30 Black 45 19.86 2.74 
   Hispanic 9 18.82 2.81 
   White 5 18.32 2.13 
   Multiracial 2 16.88 7.61 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=57 

Table 13 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures in Sheltered English 10 classes by  

Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective 1.32 .28 Black 28 3.56 .93 
   Hispanic 32 3.66 .95 
   White 2 3.70 .42 
   Multiracial 3 2.53 1.10 
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Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.50 .69 Black 28 2.98 .52 

   Hispanic 32 2.88 .61 
   White 2 2.88 .53 
   Multiracial 3 2.58 .76 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.60 .62 Black 28 3.13 .94 

   Hispanic 32 3.06 .98 
   White 2 2.60 .57 
   Multiracial 3 2.47 .50 
       
Cognitive .72 .54 Black 28 4.47 1.22 
   Hispanic 32 4.63 1.31 
   White 2 5.06 .44 
   Multiracial 3 3.63 1.19 
       
Disengagement 1.79 .16 Black 28 2.17 .80 
   Hispanic 32 2.70 1.04 
   White 2 2.33 .47 
   Multiracial 3 2.11 .51 
       
Composite .52 .67 Black 28 17.97 3.72 
   Hispanic 32 17.53 4.01 
   White 2 17.90 2.43 
   Multiracial 3 15.10 2.88 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=61 

Table 14 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures in Honors English 10 classes by  

Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective .50 .69 Black 15 3.20 .94 
   Hispanic 9 3.47 1.01 
   White 7 3.09 .77 
   Multiracial 7 2.94 .74 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.28 .84 Black 15 3.05 .49 

   Hispanic 9 2.89 .65 
   White 7 2.89 .48 
   Multiracial 7 2.89 .40 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.07 .97 Black 15 3.19 .75 

   Hispanic 9 3.07 1.08 
   White 7 3.17 .68 
   Multiracial 7 3.06 .34 
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Cognitive .99 .41 Black 15 4.98 1.00 
   Hispanic 9 4.56 1.11 
   White 7 4.55 .83 
   Multiracial 7 4.32 .39 
       
Disengagement 2.10 .12 Black 15 2.64 1.12 
   Hispanic 9 3.26 .95 
   White 7 2.48 .63 
   Multiracial 7 3.43 .50 
       
Composite .75 .53 Black 15 17.78 3.11 
   Hispanic 9 16.72 3.92 
   White 7 17.23 2.55 
   Multiracial 7 15.79 1.37 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=34 

Table 15 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures Sheltered Honors English 10 classes 

by Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective .85 .48 Black 13 3.38 1.08 
   Hispanic 8 2.90 .79 
   White 2 2.80 .00 
   Multiracial 1 2.20  
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.15 .93 Black 13 3.00 .68 

   Hispanic 8 3.00 .50 
   White 2 2.75 .00 
   Multiracial 1 2.75  
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.68 .57 Black 13 3.11 1.14 

   Hispanic 8 2.58 .71 
   White 2 3.40 .57 
   Multiracial 1 3.4000  
       
Cognitive 2.19 .12 Black 13 4.93 1.01 
   Hispanic 8 3.95 .71 
   White 2 4.56 .80 
   Multiracial 1 3.75  
       
Disengagement 1.79 .18 Black 13 2.33 .72 
   Hispanic 8 2.42 .89 
   White 2 3.67 .00 
   Multiracial 1 2.33  
       
Composite .90 .46 Black 13 18.09 3.58 
   Hispanic 8 16.01 2.62 
   White 2 15.85 .23 
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   Multiracial 1 15.77  
α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=20 

Table 16 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures in Lyceum classes by Race/Ethnicity 

Component F P Race/Ethnicity N M SD 
Affective .75 .53 Black 18 3.53 1.13 
   Hispanic 8 3.88 .79 
   White 27 3.33 1.14 
   Multiracial 8 3.20 .66 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

1.16 .33 Black 18 2.79 .70 

   Hispanic 8 3.00 .44 
   White 27 3.04 .60 
   Multiracial 8 2.63 .74 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.30 .83 Black 18 3.43 .90 

   Hispanic 8 3.43 .61 
   White 27 3.36 .83 
   Multiracial 8 3.13 .52 
       
Cognitive .43 .74 Black 18 4.98 .89 
   Hispanic 8 5.36 1.07 
   White 27 5.01 .95 
   Multiracial 8 4.88 .84 
       
Disengagement 1.39 .26 Black 18 3.07 1.07 
   Hispanic 8 2.83 1.04 
   White 27 2.51 1.00 
   Multiracial 8 3.04 .74 
       
Composite .51 .68 Black 18 17.66 4.04 
   Hispanic 8 18.83 2.56 
   White 27 18.23 3.83 
   Multiracial 8 16.78 3.01 

α=.05, df between groups=3, df within groups=57   
 

Gender 

 While achievement scores are not disaggregated by gender, because of the QuantCrit 

conceptual framework of this study and the systems of oppression that create gender inequities, 

differences in engagement with respect to gender were considered, both across all six courses 

and within each course.  To test gender differences in perceptions of affective, behavioral 
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(compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation), and cognitive engagement, as well as 

disengagement, a t-test was conducted to compare the means between male and female students 

across all six English 10 courses and within each individual course.  An additional t-test was run 

on the means of a composite engagement score across all six courses as well as within each 

course to identify differences in overall classroom engagement. There was no statistically 

significant difference between male and female students across the five dimensions of 

engagement or their mean composite engagement scores across all six English 10 classes.  

Results of the t-test are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures by Gender 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .17 .87 Male 169 3.47 .96 
   Female 169 3.45 .95 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.95 .35 Male 169 2.93 .60 

   Female 169 2.99 .58 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.51 .61 Male 169 3.14 .85 

   Female 169 3.19 .91 
       
Cognitive -.80 .43 Male 169 4.71 1.09 
   Female 169 4.80 1.15 
       
Disengagement -.22 .82 Male 169 2.55 .98 
   Female 169 2.58 .97 
       
Composite -.43 .67 Male 169 17.70 3.55 
   Female 169 17.86 3.54 

α=.05, df=336 
  

 T-tests were also conducted to test for differences in affective, behavioral (compliance), 

behavioral (effortful class participation), cognitive engagement and disengagement with respect 

to gender within each individual English course.  An additional t-test was run on the means of a 
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composite engagement score within each course to identify differences in overall classroom 

engagement.  

 While no significant difference was observed across all six courses, a close analysis of 

within-course engagement revealed some significant gender differences.  In Regular, Co-taught, 

Sheltered and Honors English 10 courses, no significant difference was observed between male 

and female students in any of the 5 dimensions of engagement or in the means of the composite 

engagement scores.  Significant differences were observed in the Sheltered Honors English 10 

classes (see Table 22) where female students (M=4.75, SD=.95) reported higher levels of 

cognitive engagement, t(22)=-2.09, p=.05, than male students (M=3.85, SD=.74).  Significant 

differences in cognitive engagement were also observed in the Lyceum classes (see Table 23), 

t(59)=-2.27, p=.03, where female students (M=5.27, SD=.93) also reported higher mean 

engagement scores than their male counterparts (M=4.75, SD=.84).  In both cases, where 

differences were observed, female students tended to be more engaged than male students.  

Within-course engagement data with respect to gender are displayed in Tables 18-23. 

Table 18 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in English 10 Classes by Gender 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective -.32 .75 Male 50 3.34 .99 
   Female 39 3.41 .97 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-1.12 .27 Male 50 2.79 .64 

   Female 39 2.94 .70 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.50 .62 Male 50 2.94 .94 

   Female 39 2.84 .82 
       
Cognitive .10 .73 Male 50 4.61 1.07 
   Female 39 4.52 1.39 
       
Disengagement .76 .45 Male 50 2.67 1.07 
   Female 39 2.50 1.01 
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Composite -.26 .80 Male 50 17.00 3.58 
   Female 39 17.21 3.92 

α=.05, df=87 
 
Table 19 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Co-Taught English 10 by Gender 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .91 .37 Male 31 3.90 .80 
   Female 30 3.70 .83 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

1.42 .16 Male 31 3.31 .36 

   Female 30 3.16 .45 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.32 .98 Male 31 3.59 .70 

   Female 30 3.59 .83 
       
Cognitive .55 .58 Male 31 5.19 .97 
   Female 30 5.05 1.12 
       
Disengagement -1.53 .13 Male 31 2.11 .65 
   Female 30 2.43 .99 
       
Composite 1.09 .28 Male 31 19.88 2.37 
   Female 30 19.07 3.32 

α=.05, df=59 
 
Table 20 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Sheltered English 10 by Gender  

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .31 .76 Male 37 3.59 .98 
   Female 28 3.52 .92 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.74 .92 Male 37 2.91 .56 

   Female 28 2.92 .59 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.74 .46 Male 37 3.12 .87 

   Female 28 2.95 1.01 
       
Cognitive .16 .87 Male 37 4.55 1.27 
   Female 28 4.50 1.24 
       
Disengagement -.25 .80 Male 37 2.41 .97 
   Female 28 2.46 .92 
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Composite .36 .72 Male 37 17.77 3.98 
   Female 28 17.42 3.58 

α=.05, df=63 
 
Table 21 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Honors English 10 by Gender 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective -.48 .63 Male 17 3.11 .71 
   Female 21 3.26 1.01 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-.30 .77 Male 17 2.93 .58 

   Female 21 2.98 .44 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-1.24 .22 Male 17 2.96 .63 

   Female 21 3.27 .83 
       
Cognitive -.11 .91 Male 17 4.66 1.14 
   Female 21 4.70 .73 
       
Disengagement .01 .99 Male 17 2.90 1.03 
   Female 21 2.91 .93 
       
Composite -.53 .60 Male 17 16.77 2.67 
   Female 21 17.29 3.26 

α=.05, df=36 
 
Table 22 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Sheltered Honors English 10 by Gender  

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .12 .90 Male 6 3.17 .81 
   Female 18 3.11 1.01 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-1.09 .29 Male 6 2.75 .63 

   Female 18 3.04 .55 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.29 .78 Male 6 2.87 .76 

   Female 18 3.00 1.05 
       
Cognitive -2.09 .05 Male 6 3.85 .74 
   Female 18 4.75 .95 
       
Disengagement .48 .64 Male 6 2.61 .71 
   Female 18 2.43 .85 
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Composite -.97 .34 Male 6 16.03 1.86 
   Female 18 17.48 3.45 

α=.05, df=22 
 
Table 23 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Lyceum by Gender  

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective -.69 .5 Male 28 3.34 1.10 
   Female 33 3.53 1.00 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-.55 .59 Male 28 2.86 .68 

   Female 33 2.95 .61 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-1.49 .15 Male 28 3.20 .81 

   Female 33 3.49 .75 
       
Cognitive -2.27 .03 Male 28 4.75 .84 
   Female 33 5.27 .93 
       
Disengagement 1.60 .87 Male 28 2.81 1.02 
   Female 33 2.77 1.01 
       
Composite -1.21 .23 Male 28 17.34 3.90 
   Female 33 18.47 3.34 

α=.05, df=59 
 

Socioeconomic Status 

 Socioeconomic status was determined by student status in the Federal Free and Reduced 

Lunch Program.  Students were initially separated into three groups, those who pay full price for 

lunch, those for whom lunch is offered at a reduced price, and those who receive a free lunch 

based on household income. Only 11 students fell into the “reduced” category, so the free and 

reduced lunch students were combined into one group.  The differences in the achievement data 

that inspired this study were observed between economically disadvantaged students and their 

non-disadvantaged counterparts across all six English 10 courses.  For that reason, student 

engagement was analyzed across all six English 10 courses.  The researcher also chose to 
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consider differences in engagement with respect to socioeconomic status within each of the six 

English 10 courses to provide data on student perceptions of engagement when disadvantaged 

and non-disadvantaged students of similar ability levels are compared.  To test socioeconomic 

differences in perceptions of affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class 

participation), and cognitive engagement, as well as disengagement, a t-test was conducted to 

compare the means between students who receive free/reduced lunch and students who pay full 

price for lunch as determination of socio-economic status across all six English 10 courses and 

within each individual course. An additional t-test was run on the means of a composite 

engagement score across all six courses as well as within each course to identify differences in 

overall classroom engagement.  

 For socioeconomic status, there were significant differences in two dimensions of 

engagement.  Across all six courses, free and reduced lunch students (M=3.56, SD=.93) reported 

significantly higher levels of affective engagement, t(336)=1.93, p=.05, than paid lunch students 

(M=3.36, SD=.98).  Free and reduced lunch students across all six courses (M=2.45, SD=.96) 

also reported significantly lower levels of disengagement, t(336)=-2.19, p=.03, than paid lunch 

students (M=2.68, SD=.97).  There were no statistically significant differences observed in 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) or cognitive engagement.  

There was also no statistically significantly difference between the means of the composite 

scores of free/reduced lunch recipients and paid lunch students.  The data for all engagement 

components are displayed in Table 24. 

Table 24 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures by Socioeconomic Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective 1.93 .05 Free/Reduced 171 3.56 .93 
   Paid 167 3.36 .98 
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Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.82 .41 Free/Reduced 171 2.99 .60 

   Paid 167 2.94 .58 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.34 .73- Free/Reduced 171 3.18 .88 

   Paid 167 3.15 .88 
       
Cognitive -1.10 .27 Free/Reduced 171 4.69 1.17 
   Paid 167 4.82 1.05 
       
Disengagement -2.19 .03 Free/Reduced 171 2.45 .96 
   Paid 167 2.68 .97 
       
Composite 1.00 .32 Free/Reduced 171 17.97 3.61 
   Paid 167 17.58 3.47 

α=.05, df=336 
 

 To test for differences in affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class 

participation) and cognitive engagement as well as disengagement between students who receive 

free/reduced lunch and paid lunch within each individual course, separate t-tests were conducted 

for each course. An additional t-test was conducted on the means of a composite engagement 

score within each course to identify differences in overall classroom engagement. A statistically 

significant difference was observed in the Sheltered English 10 classes (see Table 27) with 

respect to disengagement, t(63)=-2.36, p=.02, where free/reduced lunch students reported lower 

levels of disengagement (M=2.14, SD=.78) than paid lunch students (M=2.68, SD=1.00).  The 

patterns around affective engagement disappear when looking at the within course data. 

Interestingly, a new pattern around behavioral engagement appears. Sheltered Honors English 10 

students (see Table 29) reported mean differences that approached the statistically significant 

level (t(22)=-2.01, p=.06) with paid lunch students reporting higher levels of behavioral 

(compliance) engagement (M=3.28, SD=.36) than free/reduced lunch students (M=2.81, 

SD=.60).  Within-course comparison data are displayed in Tables 25-30.  
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Table 25 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Regular English 10 Classes by Socioeconomic 

Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .96 .34 Free/Reduced 55 3.45 .99 
   Paid 34 3.24 .95 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.58 .56 Free/Reduced 55 2.89 .68 

   Paid 34 2.80 .64 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

1.04 .31 Free/Reduced 55 2.97 .92 

   Paid 34 2.77 .82 
       
Cognitive -.67 .50 Free/Reduced 55 4.50 1.29 
   Paid 34 4.68 1.09 
       
Disengagement -.34 .74 Free/Reduced 55 2.57 1.06 
   Paid 34 2.65 1.02 
       
Composite .48 .64 Free/Reduced 55 17.24 3.72 
   Paid 34 16.86 3.74 

α=.05, df=87 
 
Table 26 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Co-taught English 10 Classes by Socioeconomic 

Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective .68 .50 Free/Reduced 39 3.86 .66 
   Paid 22 3.70 1.05 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.74 .46 Free/Reduced 39 3.26 .38 

   Paid 22 3.18 .46 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.35 .73 Free/Reduced 39 3.56 .72 

   Paid 22 3.64 .84 
       
Cognitive -.82 .42 Free/Reduced 39 5.04 1.05 
   Paid 22 5.27 1.03 
       
Disengagement -.88 ,38 Free/Reduced 39 2.20 .90 
   Paid 22 2.39 .74 
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Composite .16 .87 Free/Reduced 39 19.53 2.64 
   Paid 22 19.40 3.33 

α=.05, df=59 
 

Table 27 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Sheltered English 10 Classes by Socioeconomic 

Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective 1.03 .31 Free/Reduced 30 3.69 1.08 
   Paid 35 3.45 .82 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

.07 .95 Free/Reduced 30 2.92 .58 

   Paid 35 2.91 .56 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.94 .35 Free/Reduced 30 3.17 1.01 

   Paid 35 2.95 .86 
       
Cognitive .42 .68 Free/Reduced 30 4.60 1.38 
   Paid 35 4.46 1.15 
       
Disengagement -2.36 .02 Free/Reduced 30 2.14 .78 
   Paid 35 2.68 1.00 
       
Composite 1.21 .23 Free/Reduced 30 18.23 4.23 
   Paid 35 17.10 3.34 

α=.05, df=63 
 

Table 28 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Honors English 10 Classes by Socioeconomic 

Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective 1.00 .34 Free/Reduced 17 3.35 .87 
   Paid 21 3.07 .88 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

1.60 .25 Free/Reduced 17 3.06 .55 

   Paid 21 2.87 .46 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

.07 .95 Free/Reduced 17 3.14 .84 

   Paid 21 3.12 .69 
       



 

88 
 

Cognitive .24 .82 Free/Reduced 17 4.72 1.03 
   Paid 21 4.65 .85 
       
Disengagement -.01 .99 Free/Reduced 17 2.90 .97 
   Paid 21 2.90 .98 
       
Composite .58 .57 Free/Reduced 17 17.37 3.42 
   Paid 21 16.80 2.64 

α=.05, df=36 
 

Table 29 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Sheltered Honors English 10 Classes by 

Socioeconomic Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective -.18 .86 Free/Reduced 16 3.10 .90 
   Paid 8 3.18 1.11 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-2.01 .06 Free/Reduced 16 2.81 .60 

   Paid 8 3.28 .36 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.20 .84 Free/Reduced 16 2.94 .79 

   Paid 8 3.03 1.32 
       
Cognitive -1.08 .29 Free/Reduced 16 4.38 .87 
   Paid 8 4.82 1.15 
       
Disengagement .77 .45 Free/Reduced 16 2.56 .73 
   Paid 8 2.29 .97 
       
Composite -.99 .33 Free/Reduced 16 16.66 3.10 
   Paid 8 18.02 3.29 

α=.05, df=22 
 

Table 30 

Independent Samples T-test of Classroom Engagement Measures in Lyceum Classes by Socioeconomic Status 

Component T-score Two-tailed p Gender N M SD 
Affective 1.06 .30 Free/Reduced 14 3.70 .88 
   Paid 47 3.37 1.08 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

-.09 .93 Free/Reduced 14 2.89 .66 

   Paid 47 2.91 .64 
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Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

-.31 .76 Free/Reduced 14 3.30 .77 

   Paid 47 3.37 .79 
       
Cognitive -.39 .70 Free/Reduced 14 4.95 .89 
   Paid 47 5.06 .94 
       
Disengagement -.41 .69 Free/Reduced 14 2.69 1.11 
   Paid 47 2.82 .99 
       
Composite .23 .82 Free/Reduced 14 18.15 3.85 
   Paid 47 17.89 3.59 

α=.05, df=59 
 

Intersectional Demographics 

 To further interrogate the data beyond the traditionally identified demographic 

subgroups, intersectionality was considered.  Intersectional methods reveal otherwise hidden data 

that document differences impacting marginalized groups (Lopez, Erwin, Binder, & Javier 

Chavez, 2018). To test for these differences, student data were disaggregated beyond the typical 

racial/ethnic, gender and socioeconomic variables into subgroups comprised of combinations of 

these variables that reflect the intersectionality present in this population.  A list of these 

subgroups can be found in Chapter 3, Table 9.  To identify differences that may exist between 

these identified subgroups, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted comparing the 

means of each subgroup in affective, behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class 

participation) and cognitive engagement, as well as disengagement across all six English courses.  

An additional ANOVA was conducted on the means of a composite engagement score for each 

subgroup to identify differences in overall classroom engagement. 

 There were no significant differences in engagement observed between any of the 

intersectional demographic groups with respect to any of the components of engagement or 

disengagement.  Differences in cognitive engagement, F(15, 322)=1.63, p=.07, approached the 
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significant level (see Table 34), with Hispanic female paid lunch students reporting the highest 

levels (M=5.13, SD=1.11), closely followed by female White paid lunch students (M=5.09, 

SD=.94). Hispanic male paid lunch students reported the lowest levels of cognitive engagement 

(M=3.99, SD=.97).  There was also no significant difference observed in the means of the overall 

engagement composite scores.  Within-course comparisons were not included due to the small 

sample sizes of the intersectional demographic groups within each course.  Intersectionality data 

are displayed in Tables 31-36.

 
Table 31 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups in reported Affective Engagement 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 3.73 .89 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 3.44 1.00 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 3.51 .89 

Black Female 
Paid 

30 3.47 1.06 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 3.31 1.06 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 3.55 .84 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 3.59 .96 

Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 3.68 .90 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 3.87 .41 

Male White 
Paid 

21 2.93 1.10 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 3.16 1.11 

Female White 
Paid 

24 3.33 .90 

Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 3.00 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 3.40 .72 
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Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 3.45 1.22 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 2.60 .71 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.48, p=.11 
 

Table 32 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups Behavioral (Compliance) Engagement 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 2.98 .62 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 3.03 .52 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 3.04 .52 

Black Female 
Paid 

30 2.96 .67 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 2.86 .59 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 2.82 .57 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 3.03 .59 

Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 3.01 .53 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 3.33 .26 

Male White 
Paid 

21 2.81 .61 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 2.55 1.07 

Female White 
Paid 

24 2.99 .55 

Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 1.75 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 2.73 .79 

Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 3.09 .68 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 2.81 .29 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.12, p=.34 
 
Table 33 



 

92 
 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups Behavioral (Effortful Class Participation) Engagement 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 3.35 .89 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 3.24 .82 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 3.10 .85 

Black Female 
Paid 

30 3.33 1.09 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 2.84 .97 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 2.69 .69 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 3.15 .90 

Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 3.25 .98 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 3.53 .41 

Male White 
Paid 

21 2.95 .81 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 2.96 .82 

Female White 
Paid 

24 3.20 .82 

Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 2.80 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 2.98 .66 

Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 3.53 .95 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 2.95 .72 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.04, p=.41 
 

Table 34 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups Cognitive Engagement 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 4.93 1.12 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 4.91 .95 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 4.61 1.18 
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Black Female 
Paid 

30 5.00 1.24 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 4.31 1.39 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 3.99 .97 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 4.59 1.11 

Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 5.13 1.11 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 5.02 .71 

Male White 
Paid 

21 4.67 .78 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 4.05 1.37 

Female White 
Paid 

24 5.09 .94 

Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 4.25 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 4.29 1.12 

Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 5.02 1.12 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 4.45 .99 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.63, p=.07 
 
 
Table 35 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups Disengagement 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 2.38 1.02 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 2.43 .88 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 2.32 .89 

Black Female 
Paid 

30 2.59 1.03 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 2.64 .88 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 2.97 1.16 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 2.61 1.07 
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Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 3.00 .99 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 2.33 .63 

Male White 
Paid 

21 2.75 1.07 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 2.60 1.23 

Female White 
Paid 

24 2.47 .80 

Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 3.67 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 2.94 1.02 

Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 2.75 1.09 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 3.21 .64 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.39, p=.15 
 
Table 36 

ANOVA for Intersectional Subgroups Composite 

Subgroup N M SD 
Black Male 
Free/Reduced 

55 18.61 3.54 

Black Male 
Paid 

41 18.19 3.14 

Black Female 
Free/Reduced 

52 17.96 3.14 

Black Female 
Paid 

30 18.17 4.18 

Hispanic Male 
Free/Reduced 

22 16.69 4.31 

Hispanic Male 
Paid 

11 16.07 3.03 

Hispanic 
Female 
Free/Reduced 

22 17.76 4.01 

Hispanic 
Female Paid 

20 18.07 3.35 

Male White 
Free/Reduced 

6 19.42 1.29 

Male White 
Paid 

21 16.62 3.45 

Female White 
Free/Reduced 

5 16.12 5.40 

Female White 
Paid 

24 18.14 3.31 
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Male 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

1 14.13 --- 

Male 
Multiracial 
Paid 

12 16.46 3.50 

Female 
Multiracial 
Free/Reduced 

8 18.33 3.35 

Female 
Multiracial 
Paid 

8 15.61 2.36 

α=.05, F(15, 322)=1.33, p=.18 
 
 

Question 2: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and cognitive 

engagement exist across English 10 courses? 

 Differences between students of varying academic needs/ability levels were observed in 

the achievement data that were the impetus of this study.  As such, differences in student 

engagement between English 10 courses was analyzed, as each course is targeted toward 

students with specific academic needs/ability levels.  To test differences in affective, behavioral 

(compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) and cognitive engagement, as well as 

disengagement between English 10 courses, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to 

compare the means of all six English 10 courses.  An additional ANOVA was run on the means 

of a composite engagement score for each English 10 course to identify differences in overall 

classroom engagement between these courses.  

 When mean engagement scores of all six courses were compared, significant differences 

were observed in all measures of engagement.  There was a statistically significant difference 

observed in the area of affective engagement, F(5, 332)=3.14, p=.01; behavioral (compliance) 

engagement, F(5, 332)= 3.53, p=.004, behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement, F(5, 

332)= 6.03, p<.001; cognitive engagement, F(5, 332)= 3.44, p=.005; and disengagement, F(5, 
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332)=3.11, p=.01.  There was also a significant difference observed in the composite scores, F(5, 

332)=4.21, p=.001 (see Table 37).   

 Since a significant difference was observed in all areas of engagement as well as the 

composite engagement score, a Tukey post hoc test was conducted to compare the mean values 

reported by all six English 10 courses.  A comparison of the means for each component of 

engagement as well as the composite engagement scores is presented in Table 37. 

Table 37 

Means, Standard Deviations and ANOVA of Classroom Engagement Measures by Courses  

Engagement 
Component 

F p Course N M SD 

Affective 3.14 .01 Regular 89 3.37 .97 
   Co-Taught 61 3.80 .82 
   Sheltered 65 3.56 .95 
   Honors 38 3.19b .88 
   Sheltered 

Honors 
24 3.13b .95 

   Lyceum 61 3.44 1.04 
       
Behavioral 
(Compliance) 

3.53 <.01 Regular 89 2.85b .67 

   Co-Taught 61 3.23 .41 
   Sheltered 65 2.91b .57 
   Honors 38 2.95 .50 
   Sheltered 

Honors 
24 2.97 .57 

   Lyceum 61 2.91b .64 
       
Behavioral 
(Effortful Class 
Participation) 

6.03 <.01 Regular 89 2.89b .88 

   Co-Taught 61 3.59 .76 
   Sheltered 65 3.05b .93 
   Honors 38 3.13 .75 
   Sheltered 

Honors 
24 2.97b .97 

   Lyceum 61 3.36a .78 
       
Cognitive 3.44 <.01 Regular 89 4.57b 1.21 
   Co-Taught 61 5.12 1.04 
   Sheltered 65 4.53b 1.25 
   Honors 38 4.68 .92 
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   Sheltered 
Honors 

24 4.53 .97 

   Lyceum 61 5.03 .92 
       
Disengagement 3.11 <.01 Regular 89 2.60 1.04 
   Co-Taught 61 2.27 .84 
   Sheltered 65 2.43 .94 
   Honors 38 2.90b .96 
   Sheltered 

Honors 
24 2.47 .80 

   Lyceum 61 2.79b 1.01 
       
Composite 4.21 <.01 Regular 89 17.10b 3.71 
   Co-Taught 61 19.48 2.88 
   Sheltered 65 17.62b 3.79 
   Honors 38 17.06b 2.98 
   Sheltered 

Honors 
24 17.11 3.16 

   Lyceum 61 17.95 3.62 
α=.05, between groups df=5, within groups df=332, a = significantly different from Regular, b= significantly 
different from Co-taught, c=significantly different from Sheltered, d=significantly different from Honors, 
e=significantly different from Sheltered Honors, f=significantly different from Lyceum 

 In every component of engagement, students in the Co-Taught classes reported the 

highest mean levels of engagement, lowest mean levels of disengagement and the highest mean 

composite engagement scores.  In the area of affective engagement, F(5, 332)=3.14, p=.01, the 

mean scores reported by students in the Co-taught classes (M=3.80, SD=.82) were significantly 

greater than the mean scores reported by students in Honors (M=3.19, SD=.88) and Sheltered 

Honors (M=3.13, SD=.95) classes.  For behavioral (compliance) engagement, F(5,332)-3.53, 

p<.01,  the reported Co-taught mean scores (M=3.23, SD=.41) were significantly greater than the 

mean scores reported by the Regular (M=2.85, SD=.67), Sheltered (M=2.92, SD=.57) and 

Lyceum (M=2.91, SD=.64) students.  With respect to behavioral (effortful class participation) 

engagement, F(5, 332) =6.03, p=.004, Co-taught students reported higher mean scores (M=3.59, 

SD=.76) than their counterparts in Regular (M=2.89, SD=.88), Sheltered (M=3.05, SD=.93) and 

Sheltered Honors (M=2.97, SD=.97) classes.  Lyceum students also reported significantly greater 

mean scores (M=3.56, SD=.78) in behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement than 
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students in Regular English 10 classes (M=2.89, SD=.88). Co-taught classes reported 

significantly higher mean levels (M=5.12, SD=1.04) of cognitive engagement, F(5,332)=3.44, 

p=.005) than Regular (M=4.57, SD=1.21) or Sheltered (M=4.53, SD=1.25) classes.  In the area of 

disengagement, F(5,332)=3.11, p=.01,Co-taught students (M=2.27, SD=.84) indicated that they 

were significantly less disengaged than students in Honors (M=2.90, SD=.96) or Lyceum 

(M=2.79, SD=1.01) classes.  Finally, the overall composite mean engagement score, 

F(5,332)=4.21, p=.001, for Co-taught classes (M=19.48, SD=2.88) was significantly higher than 

that of the Regular (M=17.10, SD=3.71), Sheltered (M=17.62, SD=3.79) and Honors (M=17.06, 

SD=2.98) classes.  Overall, Co-taught students reported the highest levels of engagement and 

lowest levels of disengagement for each engagement variable and for the overall composite 

engagement scores (see Table 37). 

Question 3: What types of instructional activities and/or practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 course? 

 To answer this question, students were asked to respond to the following open-ended 

item on the survey instrument:  

Name an activity you do in this class that is enjoyable, makes you think, and keeps you more 

focused than any other activity? 

These responses were coded based on categories gleaned from student responses.  Students 

responding to this question used phrases such as: 

 I enjoy working on group assignments with my friends, and I enjoy learning new 

things. 

 Small group discussions 
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 Writing things like journals and memoirs 

 Reading as a class 

 Board games 

As the responses were analyzed, they tended to specify the way students were grouped during an 

activity, the type of activity, both grouping and type of activity, or neither/no response.  If there 

was a question about a particular activity, the researcher contacted the teacher of that student 

based on the coding system to get clarification on the type of activity or the way students were 

grouped during that activity.  Student grouping fell into one of four categories: whole group, 

small group, individual or not specific/no response.  Activities fell into one of nine categories: 

Reading, presenting, writing, listening, vocabulary, seatwork, discussions, games or not 

specific/no response. The final data analysis discusses both student grouping and type of activity.  

Frequency tables were then generated for all students and for each course.   

 When all responses are considered (N=338), 43.2% of students listed whole group 

activities as the most engaging, followed by small group, then individual activities, as presented 

in Table 38.  Many students did not specify an activity that engaged them (46.2%), stating in 

their responses that they prefer “An activity that includes the whole class” or “honestly it’s just 

when the whole class participates its (m)akes it more interesting.”  When an activity was 

specified, reading was most often cited as the activity that student preferred (31.1%), as can be 

seen in Table 39.  Frequency tables for grouping and activities are provided in Tables 38 and 39.
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Table 38 

Students’ Preferred Classroom Grouping Frequencies 

Grouping 

 N % 

Individual 58 17.2% 

No preference 54 16.0% 

Small group 80 23.7% 

Whole group 146 43.2% 
 
 
Table 39 

Students’ Preferred Classroom Activity Frequencies 

Activity 

 N % 

Discussion 18 5.3% 

Games 8 2.4% 

Listening 7 2.1% 

No preference 156 46.2% 

Reading 105 31.1% 

Seatwork 10 3.0% 

Presentations 3 0.9% 

Vocabulary 24 7.1% 

Writing 7 2.1% 

 
 When the data were disaggregated by course, whole group activities were preferred by 

Regular English 10 classes (44.9%), Co-taught classes (36.1%), Sheltered (49.2%), Sheltered 

Honors classes (37.5%) and Lyceum students (49.2%).  Students in the Honors classes preferred 

small group activities (36.8%) (see Table 40).  When students did specify an activity they 

preferred, students in all classes cited reading as their most engaging activity, with students in 

Co-Taught English reporting vocabulary as a preferred activity with a similar frequency (see 

Table 41).  Grouping and activity data for each course are listed in Tables 40 and 41. 
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Table 40 

Students’ Preferred Classroom Grouping Frequencies by English 10 Course 

 Regular Co-taught Sheltered 

 

Honors Sheltered 

Honors 

Lyceum 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Individual 18 20.2% 13 21.3% 13 20% 6 15.8% 3 12.5% 5 8.2% 

No preference 19 21.3% 7 11.5% 11 16.9% 5 13.2% 5 20.8% 7 11.5% 

Small group 12 13.5% 19 31.1% 9 13.8% 14 36.8% 7 29.2% 19 31.1% 

Whole group 40 44.9% 22 36.1% 32 49.2% 13 34.2% 9 37.5% 30 49.2% 
 

 

Table 41 

Students’ Preferred Classroom Activity Frequencies by English 10 Course  

 Regular Co-taught Sheltered 

 

Honors Sheltered 

Honors 

Lyceum 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
Discussion 3 3.4% 1 1.6% 2 3.1% 2 5.3% 1 4.2% 9 14.8% 

Game 6 6.7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 3.3% 
Listening 5 5.6% 1 1.6% 0 0% 1 2.6% 0 0% 0 0% 

No Preference 32 36.0% 30 49.2% 26 40.0% 22 57.9% 13 54.2% 33 54.1% 
Reading 21 34.8% 15 24.6% 30 46.2% 9 23.7% 9 37.5% 11 18.0% 
Seatwork 6 6.7% 1 1.6% 3 4.6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Presentations 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 4.9% 
Vocabulary 2 2.2% 12 19.7% 4 6.2% 4 10.5% 1 4.2% 1 1.6% 

 

Summary 

Question 1 

 The present study uses a QuantCrit conceptual framework that interrogates demographic 

differences in engagement along racial/ethnic, gender and socioeconomic lines.  Question 1 

specifically focused on student engagement with respect to race/ethnicity, gender and 

socioeconomic status while considering intersectionality across all six English 10 courses offered 

at the research site as well as within-course demographic comparisons.  When differences in 
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levels of engagement based on racial/ethnic demographics were tested across all six English 10 

courses, there were statistically significant differences in affective engagement; with Black 

students reporting the highest and Multiracial students reporting the lowest mean scores.  

Significant differences were also reported in the area of disengagement with Black students 

being the least disengaged and Multiracial students reporting the highest levels of 

disengagement.  For composite engagement scores, a significant difference was observed, with 

Black students reporting the highest mean scores and Multiracial students reporting the lowest.  

 Surprisingly, these differences did not repeat in the within-course comparisons.  For the 

within-course comparisons, in Regular English 10, a significant difference was approached in the 

area of behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement with Multiracial students reporting 

the highest mean levels and Hispanic students reporting the lowest levels.  A significant 

difference was also approached in levels of disengagement in the Regular English 10 classes 

with Black students reporting the lowest levels and Multiracial students reporting the highest.  

Although the differences approached significance in Regular English 10, no significant 

difference were observed in any of the within-course comparisons. 

When mean engagement scores disaggregated by gender were compared, no significant 

differences were observed across all six courses.  Although the overall comparisons yielded no 

significant differences, there were some differences observed in the within-course comparisons.  

Within-course t-tests indicate that female students report significantly higher mean cognitive 

engagement scores in the Sheltered Honors classes and Lyceum classes. No other significant 

differences were observed. 

Comparisons of mean scores of students receiving free/reduced lunch and paid lunch 

students revealed significant differences in affective engagement and disengagement across all 
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six courses.  Students receiving free/reduced lunch reported higher levels of affective 

engagement and lower levels of disengagement than paid lunch students.  For the within-course 

comparisons, the only significant result observed was in the Sheltered English 10 course where 

free/reduced lunch students reported lower levels of disengagement than paid lunch students.  

The only instance of paid lunch students reporting higher levels of engagement than free/reduced 

lunch students occurred in the Sheltered Honors classes where differences approached 

significance.  In Sheltered Honors English 10, paid lunch students reported higher mean levels of 

behavioral (compliance) engagement than free/reduced lunch students.   

Surprisingly, no significant differences were observed with respect to intersectional 

demographics.  The only notable difference occurred with respect to cognitive engagement 

where differences approached significance.  In this instance, Hispanic female paid lunch students 

reported the highest levels of cognitive engagement and Hispanic male paid lunch students 

reported the lowest. 

Question 2 

 Course comparisons provide a perspective on engagement as it relates to the six English 

10 courses which are differentiated to address student academic need/ability level.  Question 2 

focuses on the differences in engagement with respect to those courses.  Significant differences 

were observed in all components of engagement with respect to English 10 courses, with Co-

taught English 10 courses reporting the highest mean levels in all facets of engagement, lowest 

mean levels of disengagement and highest mean composite engagement scores.  In affective 

engagement, Co-taught students reported scores significantly greater than students in both 

Honors and Sheltered Honors classes. Co-taught students had significantly higher behavioral 

(compliance) engagement scores than students in Regular English 10, Sheltered or Lyceum 
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courses.  For behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement, students in the Co-taught 

classes reported significantly higher scores than students in Regular, Sheltered and Sheltered 

Honors English 10 courses, while Regular English 10 students reported higher mean scores than 

Lyceum students.  For cognitive engagement, Co-taught students reported significantly higher 

mean scores than students in Regular English 10 and Sheltered English 10 classes.  Co-taught 

English 10 students reported being significantly less disengaged than their counterparts in 

Honors and Lyceum classes.  Co-taught students also reported significantly higher composite 

engagement scores than students in Regular, Sheltered and Honors English 10 classes.  Across 

all measures, Co-taught students report being the most engaged. 

Question 3  

 Within this QuantCrit study, one qualitative question was included to invite students to 

share what activities they found most engaging.  When students answered that question, their 

responses fell into one of four categories:  grouping structure only, type of activity only, 

grouping structure and type of activity, and no preference/response. When students identified 

activities that they found most engaging, if a preference was expressed, whole group activities 

were preferred over individual and small group activities.  When an activity was specified, 

reading was the preferred activity.  This was also true within each individual course, with the 

exception of students in Honors English 10 who preferred small groups over whole group 

activities.  In addition to reading, students in the Co-taught classes also expressed a strong 

preference for vocabulary activities. 

 A discussion of these findings is presented in the final chapter, including 

recommendations for educators, future problems of practice to be explored and final thoughts on 

engagement.  
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Discussion 

Introduction 

 This study sought to investigate students’ perceived levels of engagement in English 10 

classrooms at a majority minoritized urban-suburban high school along race/ethnicity, gender 

and socioeconomic demographic lines.  Additionally, differences in perceived student 

engagement between the six English 10 courses offered at the research site were interrogated, 

and students were also given the opportunity to share what truly engages them in the classroom 

setting. Generally, the findings of this study indicate that engagement is not predicated by 

racial/ethnic, gender or socioeconomic status demographics, but rather by classroom contextual 

factors. 

This chapter begins with a discussion of the findings as they pertain to the research 

questions, the limitations of this study, and the contributions this study makes to the field of 

student engagement.  This discussion is followed by implications for educators, both classroom 

practitioners and educational leaders.  Finally, the chapter concludes with suggestions of future 

problems of practice and final thoughts on student engagement within the classroom setting. 

The following research questions guided this study: 

 Question 1: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist based on race/ethnicity, gender or socioeconomic status? 

 Question 2: What differences in student perceptions of affective, behavioral and 

cognitive engagement exist between English 10 courses? 

 Question 3: What types of instructional activities and or/practices do students identify as 

engaging in their English 10 courses? 
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The use of a QuantCrit conceptual framework implies that there are systems of oppression at 

work that need to be revealed and dissected to solve the problem of demographic differences in 

student engagement.  The results of this study indicate that these differences might be less the 

result of the student demographics, and more closely related to the contextual factors found 

within the classroom.  

Question 1- Demographics 

Race/Ethnicity 

 Findings around race/ethnicity and classroom engagement varied.  A significant 

difference was observed in affective engagement with respect to race/ethnicity with Black 

students reporting the highest levels of engagement and Multiracial students reporting the lowest, 

but surprisingly, post hoc analyses did not show this specific difference to be statistically 

significant from one another.  A significant difference in reported levels of disengagement was 

found between students of different racial/ethnic classifications, with Black students reporting 

mean disengagement ratings that were significantly lower than Hispanic and Multiracial 

students. No significant difference was observed in behavioral (compliance), behavioral 

(effortful class participation), or cognitive engagement.  A significant difference with respect to 

race/ethnicity was also observed in the engagement composite scores.  Black students reported 

the highest mean composite engagement scores while Multiracial students reported the lowest.   

 Black students’ reported higher levels of affective and overall engagement and lower 

levels of disengagement could be related to the agency these students feel.  As the majority 

population in a school with leadership that includes four Black males and one Black female in 

key leadership positions, many of the activities and the general school atmosphere may reflect 

their lived experiences, thereby creating a community in which they feel comfortable and seen as 
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whole people.  Cooper, in her study on engagement of Latina girls found that their engagement 

was greater in classrooms where their heritage and bilingualism were valued (2012).  Wallace 

and Chhuoun found that students of color experienced higher levels of engagement when they 

were truly seen, rather than stereotyped (2014).  This feeling of being seen might contribute to 

Black students’ affective and composite engagement levels as well as their lower levels of 

disengagement.  

 Surprisingly, this racial/ethnic difference was not observed in the within-course 

comparisons.  In the within-course analyses, there were no significant differences observed in 

any component of engagement.  It is interesting that the difference observed in affective 

engagement, disengagement, or the engagement composite score across all six English 10 

courses was not detected in the post hoc test nor was it observed in the within-course 

comparison.  In both cases, results almost reached statistical significance. Because the difference 

was barely significant, it might have become diluted in the smaller group analysis.  No clear 

pattern of significant differences emerged when the means of each racial/ethnic group were 

compared overall or within courses.   

 These findings were not surprising given that the research around race/ethnicity and 

student engagement has been mixed.  Yazzie-Mintz found that White students tended to be more 

engaged than non-white students (2009), while Johnson, Crosnoe and Elder found that Black 

students tended to be more engaged, or perhaps less disengaged, in the secondary school setting 

(2001).  Most of the studies that included minoritized populations did so either in the context of 

white rural areas where there was very little diversity within both the school and the community 

(Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Yair, 2000; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, 

Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003), European studies in homogenous countries with very little 
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racial/ethnic diversity, (Poysa, et al., 2018; Poysa, et al., 2019; Havik & Westergard, 2019) or in 

urban areas where the Black and Latinx students were the majority and also almost exclusvely 

living in poverty (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; Wallace & Chhuoun, 2014; Cooper, 2012; Uekawa, 

Borman, & Lee, 2007).  The settings of the aforementioned studies all lack the racial/ethnic and 

socioeconomic intersectional diversity of the resesarch site.  Further, unlike this study, none of 

the literature considered Multiracial students as a racialized category, so there is no previous data 

indicating how Multiracial students’ perceptions of engagement compare with their Black, White 

and Latinx counterparts.   

 Interestingly, the reason that Multiracial students are not included in research as a 

demographic population group might be the same reason that they appear disengaged.  

Quantitative researchers may eliminate them due to low numbers (which almost occurred in this 

study) or because of their ambiguity.  The racialized term “Multiracial” is, like all racialized 

terms, a construct of the dominant (White) power system and emcompasses a wide variety of 

racial combinations.  That ambiguity occurs not only within the research, but also in the psyche 

of some Multiracial students (Martinez & Nuñez, Forthcoming).  This struggle of Multiracial 

students to find their own place in home and community contexts might contribute to their lack 

of affective and overall engagement, as well as their higher levels of disengagement in school.  

 Although this study focused on a more diverse population than many of the studies that 

appear in the literature and occurred in an urban-suburban setting; the findings around classroom 

engagement and race/ethnicity were inconsistent, much like those in prior research.   

Gender 

 When the means were compared across all six English 10 courses, no significant 

differences existed between male students and female students with respect to any component of 
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engagement, nor were there significant differences in composite engagement scores.  There were 

some interesting within-course differences that were significant, however.  In Sheltered Honors 

classes, female students reported significantly higher levels of cognitive engagement than male 

students; and female students in Lyceum also reported significantly higher mean cognitive 

engagement scores than male students.  These are also two of the three courses where female 

students are in the majority (69% and 55.4%, respectively).  Being in the majority might 

contribute to a level of comfort that allows female students to more fully cognitively engage in 

comparison to classroom contexts in which they are the minority (Lee & Bryk, 1986; Hart, 

2016). 

 Although there were only two within-course cases where significant differences were 

observed, these differences are consistent with the literature.  In all dimensions of engagement 

within elementary or secondary settings, female students tended to be more engaged than male 

students (Marks, 2000; Johnson, Crosnoe, & Elder, 2001; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009).   This difference 

could be attributed to the perception of some male students that learning and academic 

achievement is more feminine; and in the present study, that English and literature are 

stereotypically considered female pursuits (Kessels, Heyder, Latsch, & Hannover, 2014).  There 

is also the possibility that girls are more concerned about their academic performance than boys 

because of traditional socialization patterns that encourage girls to be compliant or the 

differential expectations of teachers that expect and reward that compliance (Marks, 2000). 

Socioeconomic Status 

 Free/reduced lunch students reported significantly higher levels of affective engagement 

than paid lunch students.  Free and reduced lunch students also reported lower levels of 

disengagement than paid lunch students.  This is the same pattern observed in the racial/ethnic 
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demographic comparisons with respect to Black students.  It is possible that this is because the 

samples intersect, with 60% of Black students also receiving free/reduced lunch and 62% of 

free/reduced lunch students identifying as Black.  Since Black students are so heavily 

represented within the free/reduced lunch demographic, the feelings of empowerment and 

agency that contributed to their higher levels of affective engagement and lower levels of 

disengagement could be responsible for the pattern seen in racial/ethnic differences repeating 

with respect to socioeconomic status. 

 No statistically significant differences were observed in behavioral (compliance), 

behavioral (effortful class participation) or cognitive engagement; nor were there any differences 

observed in engagement composite scores across all six courses. The only significant difference 

in the within-course comparisons was observed in the Sheltered English 10 classes where the 

free/reduced lunch students reported lower levels of disengagement than paid lunch students.  

Although not statistically significant, a difference approached significance in Sheltered Honors 

English 10 in the behavioral (compliance) engagement component with paid lunch students 

reporting higher levels of engagement than free/reduced lunch students. This new pattern in 

engagement levels of free/reduced lunch students and paid lunch students in the Sheltered 

Honors English 10 course is notable, but can be explained.  Sheltered courses are designed to 

support English language learners as they develop their language skills, and as such are more 

heavily populated by Hispanic students, with Sheltered at 54% and Sheltered Honors at 37%.  

One explanation could be that Hispanic students are more likely exhibit compliant behavior than 

their counterparts, and just naturally adopt the expected engagement behaviors of being attentive 

and completing assignments (Espinoza & Juvonen, 2011).  Another explanation might lie in the 

way this variable is being defined.  Free/reduced lunch status might not be an accurate way to 
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determine socioeconomic status with Hispanic students, as Hispanic families are the least likely 

of all groups to apply for assistance for a variety of reasons including limited English 

proficiency, lack of familiarity with government programs, immigrant status, fear of deportation 

and other immigration concerns (Sandstrom, Huerta, & Loprest, 2014).  The results may or may 

not fall along economically disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged lines within the Hispanic 

community because the criteria did not accurately delineate the categories, so the new pattern 

that emerges in engagement levels for Sheltered Honors English 10 may not be a new pattern, 

but rather an anomaly in measurement. In all the components of engagement where a significant 

difference was observed, free/reduced lunch students reported higher mean levels of engagement 

than paid lunch students.    

 It is also possible that the response rate of students receiving free/reduced lunch could 

have impacted the results.  Free/reduced lunch students had a response rate of 58.5%, while paid 

lunch students had a response of 83.66%.  Highly engaged students are more likely to complete 

surveys, as are higher achieving students (Porter & Umbach, 2006).  And though Porter and 

Umbach find that students of color and lower SES students are less likely to complete surveys 

(2006), it is possible that those 58.5% did so because of their high levels of engagement.  The 

sample of free/reduced lunch students in this study could be the most engaged of the students in 

this demographic. The other 41.5% of free and reduced lunch students might experience 

extremely low levels of engagement, but those were not captured because their lack of 

engagement was such that they did not even bother to participate in the study.   Not capturing the 

data of those students give us only a partial picture of engagement for free/reduced lunch 

students and could possibly skew the data toward free/reduced lunch students appearing to be 

more engaged than if we were able to measure engagement for all students in this demographic. 
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 These findings differ slightly from the literature.  Bingham and Olgaki found that 

socioeconomic status was a larger factor on student engagement than race, with students from 

lower socioeconomic backgrounds reporting lower levels of engagement (2012), but they 

stopped short of identifying socioeconomic status as a predictor of engagement.  Yazzie-Mintz 

found that free/reduced lunch students tended to be less engaged (2009), while Marks found little 

variance based on socioeconomic status (2000).  None of the literature indicated that students of 

lower socioeconomic status reported higher levels of student engagement.  It is important to note 

that most of the literature either focused on homogeneous populations with low numbers of 

students receiving free/reduced lunches, or populations where almost all students received free or 

reduced lunches.  There was no literature where diverse urban-suburban populations with more 

balanced income ranges were studied.  There were no other studies that found students of lower 

socioeconomic status reporting significantly higher engagement levels than their counterparts 

with moderate to high incomes.   

Intersectional demographics 

 To uncover any differences caused by compounding systems of oppression that might not 

be visible when taking each system separately, intersectionality was considered.  Data were 

disaggregated into subgroups that considered race, gender and socioeconomic status.  A full list 

of these subgroups can be found in Chapter 3, Table 9.  As a reminder, this study was a 

QuantCrit study that specifically employed the use of intersectionality to uncover any differences 

that might be masked by only looking at singular systems of oppression, so there was an 

expectation that some differences would be observed.  It was surprising that there were no 

significant differences observed in any of the components of engagement, disengagement or the 

composite engagement score with respect to intersectionality.  Differences in cognitive 
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engagement approached the significant level with Hispanic female paid lunch students reporting 

the highest mean levels of engagement and Hispanic male paid lunch students reporting the 

lowest.  Other than this one instance, no significant differences were observed in affective, 

behavioral (compliance), behavioral (effortful class participation) or disengagement. There was 

also no significant difference observed in the means of the overall engagement composite scores.  

One speculation as to why there were no observed differences might be the small sample sizes 

within each demographic category. It is possible that there was not enough within-group 

diversity within each subgroup to detect any possible differences.  In any event, no significant 

differences in engagement components, disengagement or the engagement composite scores 

were observed. 

 Because previous studies did not consider intersectionality, there are no data with which 

these findings can be compared.   

Question 2- English 10 Courses 

 While student demographic characteristics such as race/ethnicity, gender, and 

socioeconomic status did not reveal huge or consistent differences in all measures of 

engagement, there are some clear patterns in particular English 10 classrooms. Across all six 

English 10 courses students in the Co-Taught classes appeared to be the most engaged, reporting 

the highest mean levels of engagement and engagement composite scores as well as the lowest 

mean levels of disengagement.  In the area of affective engagement, the mean scores reported by 

students in the Co-taught classes were significantly greater than the mean scores reported by 

students in Honors and Sheltered Honors classes. For behavioral (compliance) engagement, the 

reported Co-taught mean scores were significantly greater than the mean scores reported by the 

Regular, Sheltered and Lyceum students.  With respect to behavioral (effortful class 
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participation) engagement, Co-taught students reported higher mean scores than their 

counterparts in Regular, Sheltered and Sheltered Honors classes.  Lyceum students also reported 

significantly greater mean scores in behavioral (effortful class participation) engagement than 

students in Regular English 10 classes. For cognitive engagement, Co-taught classes reported 

significantly higher mean levels than Regular or Sheltered classes.  In the area of disengagement, 

Co-taught students indicated that they were significantly less disengaged than students in Honors 

or Lyceum classes.  Finally, the overall composite mean engagement score for Co-taught classes 

was significantly higher than that of the Regular, Sheltered and Honors classes.  Overall, Co-

taught students reported the highest levels of engagement and lowest levels of disengagement for 

each engagement variable and for the overall composite engagement scores. 

 Analyses across all courses were conducted to compare students in courses that are 

highly differentiated to meet the academic need/ability level of the diverse English 10 student 

population.  Students are placed in these classes based upon prior achievement data, teacher 

recommendation, case conference committee decision or language proficiency based on their 

World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) scores, which measure students’ 

English language proficiency in reading, writing, listening and speaking.  Since there was some 

indication in the literature of a positive association between student academic need/ability level 

and engagement (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009), it was expected that students in the more rigorous classes 

with higher perceived ability levels, such as Honors or Lyceum, would also report higher mean 

scores in all components of engagement and the composite engagement score while reporting the 

lowest levels of disengagement.  Surprisingly, these results were not consistent with those 

expectations.  
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 While the literature indicates that some differences in engagement may be experienced by 

students in courses in different disciplines, such as music or vocational courses promoting 

engagement more than core academic courses (Marks, 2000; Shernoff, 2013), the literature does 

not include studies that focused on comparisons of courses within the same discipline.  Yazzie-

Mintz did find that exceptional learners with individual educational profiles who receive 

academic support tended to be less engaged than general education students or students in gifted 

classrooms (2009), which contradicts the findings in the present study.  Many of the students in 

the Co-taught classrooms with the highest levels of engagement are inclusion students who are 

identified as exceptional learners, and students who are not identified, but who could benefit 

from the additional supports provided in that classroom by the additional teacher who is assigned 

there.  These lower-achieving students reported higher levels of engagement than their peers in 

the courses designed for high-achieving students. 

 Similar to the free/reduced lunch students, response rate could have impacted these 

findings.  Students in the Co-taught classrooms responded at a rate of 58.48%; the lowest of all 

courses by a margin that ranges from 5.08 percentage points for Regular English 10 to 26.65 

percentage points for Lyceum students (see Table 42).  Because students who are more engaged 

tend to respond at higher rates (Porter & Umbach, 2006), it could be true that we are only seeing 

the responses of the most engaged Co-taught students, while the other 41.52% of Co-taught 

students are so disengaged that they did not even choose to respond.  If only the Co-taught 

students with extremely high levels of engagement responded, while students with moderate to 

low levels of engagement in the other courses responded, the sample would be skewed, and the 

Co-taught students would appear to be more engaged, when in actuality, 41.52% of students who 

were too disengaged to respond would have their low engagement levels go unmeasured.   
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Table  42   

Response Rate by Course 

Course N n Response rate 

Regular English 10  140 89 63.57% 

Co-taught English 
10  

106 62 58.49% 

Sheltered English 10 100 65 65.00% 

Honors English 10  47 38 80.85% 

Sheltered Honors 
English 10  

29 24 82.76% 

Lyceum 74 63 85.14% 

 

 Assuming that these engagement levels are reflective of the Co-taught student population, 

there are contextual factors that could explain the higher levels of engagement found in these 

classrooms.  Each of the classrooms has two teachers present during instruction; one general 

education teacher and one special education teacher.  This structure is designed to support the 

needs of the exceptional learners who are in the classrooms, but serves to support the needs of all 

students.  Of the four teachers who teach the Co-taught course, one is a former District Teacher 

of the Year, one was last year’s Lawrence Central High School Teacher of the Year, and a third 

is an instructional coach who leads the Multi-tiered Student Support Team, a team of teachers 

that provides support for students through targeted interventions like supported study halls to 

address social-emotional learning needs; and a system of referring and monitoring students who 

may need financial, educational, or social emotional support.  These teachers are instructionally 

gifted, and also possess the mindset that all students will be successful in their classrooms; a 

contextual factor that contributes to student engagement (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012).  

They report the lowest discipline referrals in the school, as well as the lowest failure rates.  The 
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only way to receive a failing grade is to do nothing, and they do not allow students to do nothing.  

Failure is simply not an option. 

 In addition to teacher mindset and attitude, these teachers have classrooms that are highly 

structured while providing students with responsibility and autonomy; practices that positively 

influence student engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 

2012; Gettinger & Walter, 2012).  Student grouping and position in the room is intentional.  The 

teachers also intentionally move around the room to provide academic and behavioral support.  

They identify students who need their additional one on one support and which students will rise 

as leaders and provide support for other students.  All student materials are housed in the 

classrooms with very little homework assigned.  Students cannot forget or lose their work.  

Everything takes place in class.  Activities are structured, sometimes using a visual timer to 

assist students in focusing.  When transitions happen, students are given technology breaks, 

when they can check their social media or messages for a designated time.  Teachers report that 

this practice has helped students more fully engage during instructional time and eliminated 

power struggles over phone usage that take place in other classrooms.   

 Instructional techniques could also positively impact engagement in these classrooms.  

Although students did not cite the instructional techniques that the literature cites as activities 

that they find most engaging, teachers report using techniques that employ humor and bringing 

the experiences of their students into the classrooms to keep students engaged.  Each of these 

teachers report that they get to know their students so that they can make what is happening in 

the classroom relevant to them.  The literature validates these approaches (Cooper, 2014; 

Wallace & Chhuoun, 2014; Uekawa, Borman, & Lee, 2007; Bingham & Olgaki, 2012; Corso, 

Bundick, Quaglia, & Haywood, 2013; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012).  
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Question 3- Engaging Activities 

 The last research question of this study also taps into the contextual factors impacting 

classroom engagement. When asked to name an activity that is enjoyable, makes them think, and 

keeps them focuses on the open ended question of the instrument, student responses tended to 

specify either a specific student grouping scheme (whole, small, individual), a specific classroom 

activity (reading, presenting, writing, listening, vocabulary, seatwork, discussions, games), both 

a specific grouping scheme and activity, no specific grouping scheme or activity, or no response 

or preference.  When student responses across all six courses are considered, students with a 

preference indicate that they are engaged by whole group instruction with the greatest frequency 

and individual instruction with the least.  Students also indicate with the most frequency that they 

find reading engaging while giving presentations was indicated with the least frequency.  For 

within course responses, whole group instruction was indicated as the most engaging activity 

with the most frequency in the Regular English 10, Co-taught, Sheltered, Sheltered Honors and 

Lyceum classes.  Students in Honors classes indicated that they were most engaged in small 

group settings with the greatest frequency.  Students in all six courses indicated with the most 

frequency that they found reading the most engaging with students in the Co-taught classrooms 

also indicating almost an equal preference for vocabulary work. 

 Surprisingly, this contradicts the research on activities that contribute to student 

engagement.  Activities that other researchers have found most engaging to students include 

discussion, debate, and group projects; all of which are powered by authentic student 

collaboration and personal relevance to students (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Shernoff, 

Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Cooper, 2014).  Students at the research site 

gravitated toward teacher directed whole group activities, and most often cited reading as the 
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most engaging activity rather than instruction that incorporates authentic, real world applications, 

which the has been identified as most engaging by many researchers (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & 

Paris, 2004; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  

One reason for this could be that there are few opportunities to participate in the authetic, real 

world activities the researchers describe within the context of these English 10 courses, and 

students at the research site had no frame of reference for those types of learning activities.  

Another possibility is that the connective instruction and lively teaching styles of the teachers 

may transform what other researches have found to be less engaging activities more engaging in 

the context in which it is presented (Cooper, 2014). 

 This study is not without limitations.  These are discussed in the next section 

Limitations 

 Although the goal of this study was to provide a comprehensive picture of student 

engaement in the English 10 classrooms at the diverse research site, several limitations arose.  

One such limitation was the small sample size and low response rates for several of the 

demographics.  With only 496 students in the overall population and a response rate of 68.75% 

yeilding  a sample size of 338;  disaggregating data demographically, particularly 

intersectionally, created extremely small sample sizes that made comparisons difficult.  Three of 

the intesectionality demographic groups; male, White, free/reduced; female, white, free/reduced; 

and male Multiracial, free/reduced; had less than 10 students, and male, Multiracial, free/reduced  

had only one.  With sample sizes this small, within-group comparisons were not possible, nor 

was it possible to compare the means of all subgroups. Patterns that might emerge in a larger 

sample might not be revealed with these small sample sizes. 
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 Low response rates in certain demographics may also have skewed some of the data 

toward higher engagement levels.  With respect to socioeconomic status, the 58.5% of 

free/reduced lunch students who chose to respond may be the most highly engaged students in 

that population.  Students who are disengaged and chose not to respond would not have their 

levels of engagement calculated  in the mean scores for  this demographic, which could make 

mean scores appear higher than they would be if all members of the subgroup were accounted 

for. The same would be true for students in the Co-taught English classes where the response rate 

was 58.49%.  Leaving the most disengaged students scores out of the calculations may be 

inflating the reported mean score for the Co-taught English classes. 

 Another limitation with the study could be in the way in which the instrument was 

administered.  Students took the survey in their English 10 classrooms with their teacher present.  

The fact that they took a survey about the class in which they were sitting while the teacher who 

teaches the class was adminisiterng the survey could have caused the students to report higher 

levels of engagement.  Even though the students were assured that their surveys would be 

anonymous, the presence of the teacher could compel students to report higher levels of 

engagement.   

 Using only the Classroom Engagement Instrument provided student perceptions of their 

levels of affective, behavioral, and cognitive engagement as well as disengagement and an 

overall composite score, but once those data were analyzed, the question of why particular 

student groups or classes were more or less engaged was left unanswered.  Several other 

reserachers chose to use surveys in conjunction with follow up interviews, focus groups or case 

studies (Poysa, et al., 2019; Uekawa, Borman, & Lee, 2007; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Cooper, 
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2012; Cooper, 2014).  These methods might be valuable in providing context for student 

responses and further understanding the “why” behind the numbers.  

 Finally, the open ended question yeilded very non-specific responses.  Students were 

surprisingly vague, in some instances providing only a grouping scheme (small, whole, 

individual) or indicating activities that needed additional explanation or clarification from the 

teachers (reading, doing vocabulary).  Interestingly, a large percentage of students either chose 

not to or were unable to provide an activity at all (46.2%).  Although the goal was to emulate 

Yazzie-Mintz’s (2009) method and  include an open-ended question to allow student to answer 

freely and share what enages them, the question may have been too open.  A more effective 

approach might have been to provide students a pre-determined list of activities and ask them to 

select from that list or rank them.  This method might have helped students better conceptualize 

the quesiton and provide more specific answers.   

 Other researchers who were able to capture students’ perceptions of engagement in 

specific activities did so by using Experience Sampling (ESM), where students were signaled to 

stop and describe what they were doing at the time and immediately answer questions about their 

levels of engagement while completing that task (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Martinez, 2009; Yair, 

2000; Uekawa, Borman, & Lee, 2007).  This method elicited specific responses about student 

activities while they were engaged in them and allowed researchers to analyze students levels of 

engagement at varying times based on those responses.  It is possible that the lack of context 

provided by the open ended question might also be responsible for the vagueness of the 

responses.  

 Despite these limitations, this study contributes to the research in the engagement field in 

several important areas.  These contributions are discussed in the following section 
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Contributions to the Field 

 Even though the results of this study yeilded non-significant results with respect to 

student demographics, this study contributes to the discussion about race/ethnicity, gender and 

socioeconomic status with respect to student engagement.  The literarture contained limited data 

with respect to these demographics, and most of those data were collected at homogeneous sites 

with almost no students of color that did not allow for intersectional comparisons (Skinner & 

Belmont, 1993; Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Yair, 2000; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & 

Shernoff, 2003; Poysa, et al., 2019; Poysa, et al., 2018) or urban sites with Black and Latinx 

students of lower socioeconomic status as the overwhelming majority (Finn & Voelkl, 1993; 

Wallace & Chhuoun, 2014; Cooper, 2012; Uekawa, Borman, & Lee, 2007).  This study provides 

a perspective of students in a majority minoritized setting from a racially/ethnically and 

socioeconomically diverse population of students.  Both the setting and the demographic 

composition of the students are unique to this study. 

 This study also gives a voice to a previously ignored demographic, Multiracial students.  

Prior to 2000, Multiracial was not a demographic recognized by the United States Census, and as 

such students identifying as multiracial were not identified as a subgroup (The Russel Sage 

Foundation, 2002).  Data about Multiracial students is not mentioned in any of the engagement 

literature, possibly because scholars often eliminate Multiracial data due to small numbers 

(Martinez & Nuñez, Forthcoming).  Multiracial students were not even mentioned as a 

demographic subgroup in any of the literature reveiewed for this study, as if they did not exist.  

This study not only acknowledges Multiracial students as a subgroup, but also provides an 

analyisis of their engagement data in this diverse setting.   
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 Analysis of the engagement data revealed multiple implications for school leaders.  A 

description of those implications follows. 

Implications for School Leaders: From Data to Action 

 Student engagement is a factor in school completion and positive student outcomes 

(Marks, 2000; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; 

Finn & Zimmer, 2012).  The findings of this study indicate that engagement is not predicated by 

racial/ethnic, gender or socioeconomic status demographics, but rather by classroom contextual 

factors. 

 The most significant differences in this study were found with respect to Co-taught 

classrooms in comparison to all other classrooms.  The Co-taught classrooms had the highest 

concentration of students of color, boys, free/reduced lunch students, and exceptional learners; 

all of whom have been identified in the literature as having the lower levels of student 

engagement than their counterparts (Marks, 2000; Johnson, Crosnoe, & Elder, 2001; Yazzie-

Mintz, 2009), but in this study, they reported the highest levels of engagement.  The implication 

is that educators are able to mitigate the demographic factors students bring to the classroom by 

providing a highly structured academic environment that accurately matches the academic 

need/ability of students to a course with the not only the appropriate level of rigor, but also the 

appropriate systems and structures to support them.  Educational leaders must understand what 

those systems and structures are so that they can foster them in classrooms by providing the 

appropriate professional development and resources that will allow teachers to create these types 

of classroom environments.  

 After the research and data analysis was complete, there were still questions about why 

these Co-taught classrooms were so engaging.  To get answers to these questions, and provide 
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concrete practices and next steps for educators, the researcher, a school leader at the research 

site, asked the teachers in the co-taught classrooms the following questions: 

 What structures do you have in place that you believe contribute to the high levels of 

student engagement? 

 What instructional practices do you use that you believe contribute to the high levels of 

student engagement? 

 What attitudes/mindsets to you have that you believe contribute to the high levels of 

student engagement? 

Their responses are summarized below.   

Structures 

 The Co-taught classrooms are highly differentiated to provide support to students with a 

high level of academic need and lower academic ability.  There are two teachers in each 

classroom, one who is a highly qualified English teacher with coursework and experience 

focusing on the English curriculum, and one who is a highly qualified exceptional learners 

teacher with a background in supporting students with behavioral and academic challenges.  The 

teachers co-plan and work together to support all students with intentional planning focusing on 

both the explicit English curriculum and executive functioning skills such as self-regulation, 

organization and time management.  Teachers are intentional about lesson organization, 

including things like “chunked” instruction that involves shorter lessons and activities to provide 

times for breaks to reset student attention spans, timers to allow students to visually see how 

much time they have to complete a task, and technology breaks to allow student to check their 

phones during transitions.  Teachers are also intentional about how students are grouped within 
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the classroom, how they circulate throughout the classroom, and how they address certain 

students who may not be comfortable asking questions in large groups.   

Instructional Practices 

 Because of the high level of academic need of many of the students in the Co-taught 

classrooms, students are not given homework, but rather everything is done in class with each 

student having a designated place to house their work.  Deadlines are fluid, with students being 

allowed to re-submit work that is not up to the appropriate standard.  Assessments are also 

considered formative, and students may re-take those to improve upon their grades if they are 

initially unsuccessful.  Learning is continual, and opportunities to demonstrate that learning are 

not finite. 

Mindsets/Attitudes 

 These teachers will not allow students to fail.  The systems and structures they have put 

in place in their classrooms reflect this mindset, with fluid deadlines and multiple attempts at 

assessments and assignments.  The teachers report getting to know their students so that their 

curricular decisions are based on seeing and knowing the whole student, not just a set of scores 

in a gradebook.  Teachers also report that they do not take the subject matter or themselves too 

seriously.  This approach, along with the fluidity of grading practices, gives students permission 

to make mistakes without fear of serious repercussions. 

 Having this additional information makes the positive engagement data seen in the Co-

taught classrooms replicable.  Next steps for the researcher/educational leader might be 

presenting these data to all English 10 teachers and providing the Co-taught teachers the 

opportunity to share their practices with their colleagues.  There are also possibilities for the 

teachers of the other courses to observe the practices their colleagues describe in the Co-taught 



 
 
 

126 
 

classrooms.  These and other suggestions are presented as recommendations in the following 

section. 

Recommendations for Educators 

Teachers  

 Contextual factors such as teacher behavior and attitudes, classroom structure and 

instruction can outweigh perceived student racial/ethnic, gender and socioeconomic factors and 

promote academic student engagement.  The research supports this assertion (Marks, 2000; 

Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Finn & Zimmer, 

2012).  Teachers should focus on building relationships with students that are authentic and 

validate students’ lived experiences.  Fostering authentic relationships that honor students as 

people rather than just students is positively impacts engagement (Cooper, 2012; Wallace & 

Chhuoun, 2014).  Rather than diving into content initially, teachers should spend some time early 

in the year facilitating activities that invite students to share who they are with the teacher and 

the class.  Whole group activities that invite sharing are one way of doing this, and may work for 

students who are comfortable with sharing, but teachers might also consider one on one check-

ins with student to provide time for students to share in a more intimate setting.  These check-ins 

could be scheduled at regular intervals throughout the year, and could involve both academic and 

social-emotional exchanges between teacher and student.  Providing this opportunity 

communicates that the teacher is concerned about the student’s entire lived experience, not just 

their identity as student.  Journal and writing assignments that allow students the opportunity to 

express themselves are also a good option.  Interactive journals can serve as a dialogue between 

students and teachers, and may serve as a safe space for students who do not feel comfortable 
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with face-to-face interaction.  Practices that affirm students lived experience foster connection 

and engagement. 

 Teacher mindsets and attitudes can positively (or negatively) impact student engagement 

(Cooper, 2014; Bingham & Okagaki, 2012; Corso, Bundick, Quaglia, & Haywood, 2013; 

Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Pianta, Hamre, & Allen, 2012). It is both reassuring and 

concerning that the mindset and attitudes of the teachers can play such a crucial role.  One major 

implication for educators given this information is that they must take inventory of their attitudes 

and beliefs before embarking on a career in teaching, and continue this process of self reflection 

daily as they enter the classroom.  Teaching is not missionary work done out of charity as a favor 

to the students.  It is a profession, a difficult one, that requires a high level of commitment to and 

expectations for students. In addition to self reflection, it is important to have a trusted colleague 

or set of colleagues who maintain high levels of expectations, those colleagues can act as 

sounding boards when challenges arise, and can respectfully hold accountable anyone who 

begins to adopt a “These kids can’t…” deficit mindset.  When teachers who serve students, both 

urban and suburban, begin to slip into the mire of low expectations and begin to adopt a mindset 

where failure is acceptable and even to a certain extent accepted, they are unable to successfully 

engage their students.  To promote engagement, teachers must be of the mindset that all students 

can learn and grow, regardless of their current situation or past levels of achievement.   

 In addition to mindsets that focus on the capability of all students to learn and grow, 

teacher behavior should reflect these mindsets.  If failure is not an option, then that needs to be 

built into the practices of classroom teachers.  One option is to create a system of assessment that 

allows students to improve upon what is traditionally thought of failure.  Fluid deadlines and 

opportunities to redo assignments or assessments to show growth or mastery are two ways that 
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teacher behavior and classroom practices can mirror attitudes that promote high expectations.  

Teachers with mindsets that promote engagement find ways to capture and celebrate student 

growth, no matter how small.  These practices set the stage for students to take risks and feel safe 

and affirmed, allowing students the opportunity to engage affectively, behaviorally and 

cognitively. 

 Teachers interested in promoting classroom engagement must also take stock of their 

instructional practices.  Talking at students via lectures should be eshewed in favor of more 

interactive methods of instruction involving students interacting with the subject matter and each 

other.  Although the students in this study did not indicate that they were engaged by the small 

group, real world application activities cited in many studies, they did confirm the research that 

lively interactive instruction that connects the subject matter to their lived experiences is 

prefereed (Cooper, 2014).  It is notable that lectures were not listed in any responses to the third 

research question, but when the researcher asked teachers about about the whole group reading 

activies that students enjoyed, it was revealed that the activity involved the students reading a the 

play “A Raisin in the Sun,” where students had the opportunity  to pick a favorite character to 

voice as they all read the play aloud, with different students playing each part.  The teacher 

would periodically stop students to discuss literary devices and highlight important passages that 

promoted themes, created tone or mood, and generally went about the work of teaching the 

students the standards the state requires while the students thought that they were being 

entertained.  Students found the book relevant, the activity enjoyable and saw themselves or 

family members reflected in the characters. Finding ways to create an experience out of what 

otherwise might be considered a mundane task is yet another way educators can create engaging 

classrooms. Follow-up questions to teachers revealed that reading was engaging at the research 
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site because the activity was in fact tied to authentic, real-world experiences as the reseaerch 

notes (Yazzie-Mintz, 2009; Cooper, 2014). 

Educational Leaders 

 The findings suggest that contextual factors have more impact on classroom engagement 

than student factors.  The implication is that if engagement is a priority, it can be increased.  

Educational leaders determine the priorities of the intiatives within their schools.  Leaders who 

want to improve engagement must create systems and structures which lend themselves to 

engagement as a focus (Wiesner, 2017).    The research also indicates that transfomational 

leadership practices support student engagement.  These practices include developing school 

vision and goals, providing intellectual stimulation, offering individual support, symbolizing 

professional practices and values, demonstrating high performance expectations and developing 

structures to foster participation in school decisions (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).  Elements of 

tranformational leadership can be seen in the following actions that school leaders can take to 

improve student engagement.   

 As the present study indicates, there are probably teachers within  every educational 

setting that are experiencing success engaging students, but this success remains hidden unless it 

is revealed by some sort of assessmet.  Parsons and Harding (2011) agree, and suggest that 

assessing the knowledge of teachers and other stakeholders should be the first step.  After 

common definitions and characteristics of engaging classrooms are identified, teachers can 

identify their level of expertise, and leaders can identify staff who are effectively engaging 

students and those who are not.  The expertise of staff members who are effectively engageing 

students can then be leveraged by school leaders to create interactive professional development 

that involves peer observations of model classrooms and mentoring relationships between 
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teachers who are effectively engaging students and those who wish to improve.  Common 

language, common goals and embedded structures for professional growth could provide leaders 

with a solid framework for moving toward increased classroom engagement. 

 Teacher attitudes and mindsets are cited in the research as being conducive to student 

engagement (Brooks, Brooks, & Goldstein, 2012). Follow-up conversations with teachers at the 

research site also suggest that teacher attitudes and mindsets plays a role.  Educational leaders 

must adopt these same mindsets and create a culture that supports them if they want to enhance 

student engaement.  One way to do that is to consider a shift in the perception of assessment 

(Parsons & Harding, 2011).  What if all assessment was formative?  If education was continually 

about growth, then there would be no failure.  Shifting the language around education and 

encouraging metacognition among students as they take stock of their own learning and embrace 

their continuous growth along a continuum would change the conversation.  If learning is seen as 

growth, rather than a set of tasks to be completed by a certain time, then teachers are free to 

focus on student growth rather than trying to reach an arbirtrary finish line.  Leaders who are 

willing to focus on growth rather than acheiement benchmarks have the potential to create spaces 

where failure is non-existent and engagement is embedded. 

 The teachers of the courses that reported the highest level of engagement in this study 

also exhibit behaviors that contribute to Parsons and Harding’s description of “engaged and 

effective teaching (2011, p. 100).”  These behaviors include establishing a classroom culture, 

working with student to establish a language of success, and helping students see learning as 

ongoing rather than just completing task after task;  all of which are exhibited by the teachers in 

the Co-taught classrooms.  Parsons and Harding’s engaged teacher also has a low rate of 

behavioral issues, as do the teachers of the Co-taught classes.  (Parsons & Harding, 2011).   
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Educational leaders who want to cultivate a culture of engagement must find ways to cultivate 

engaged and effeective teachers.  Not surprisingly, the practices that engage students can also 

engage teachers.  Seeing and respecting the lived professional and personal experiences of 

teachers, providing teachers with the opportunity to grow through challenges with support, and 

creating an environment where “failing forward,” making mistakes while learning, is safe and 

encouraged, are all practices that support the engagement of effective teachers so that they can 

engage their students. 

 As this problem of practice was studied, other problems emerged.  Suggestions for 

approaching these problems follow in the next section. 

Future Problems of Practice 

 The research questions focused on how students of different demographics experienced 

engagement in six leveled English 10 courses. Demographic and course comparisons were 

interrogated, and students were asked about activities that engaged them.  Suprisingly, the 

students in the classrooms with the largest concentration of lower-achieving students reported the 

highest levels of engagement.  Why? What instructional practices are being utilized? Are there 

particular attitudes and mindsets that are held by the teachers in those classrooms that other 

teachers might adopt?  What systems and structures have these teachers utilized to cultivate a 

culture of engaement in their clasrooms?  As an administrator at the research site, I began to 

explore these questions by returning to the teachers in the highly engaged classrooms to discuss 

their structures, practices and mindsets.   It would be valuable to repeat this study in other 

departments to find other classrooms or courses where students are highly engaged; first 

providing students with the instrument then following up with the teachers in the classrooms 

with the highest levels of engagement. Perhaps a follow-up qualitative study that focuses on 
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teacher mindsets, classroom systems and structures as well as instructional techniques could 

provide more insight about how student engagement at this site is impacted by these contextual 

factors. 

 Finally, the third reserch question about activities that students found engageing seemed 

to only scratch the surface of what could be gleaned from a deeper study.  Semi-structured 

interviews with students that provide them the opportunity not only to articulate the types of 

activities and grouping schemes they enjoy, but also to share more specific details including the 

“why” behind their engagement would help further understand the perspectives of the students.  

These findings could assist teachers in creating classrooms that foster engagement. 

Conclusion 

 After completing this study, my major takeaway is that we as educators are powerful.  

The most significant factor impacting engagement is not an arbitrary racial/ethnic category, 

gender, socioeconomic status or any combination of the three that might bring with them a 

history of various systems of privilege and/or oppression.  It is not what the students bring to the 

classroom, but rather what the teacher in that classoom brings to the students.  Our mindsets, 

pedagogical philosophies, systems, structures and relationships quite literally create engagement 

within our classrooms.  This realization is both exhilarating and terrifying.  Our actions as 

educators can either enhance a student’s educational experience, thereby keeping them connected 

affectively, behaviorally and cognitively, or deplete it to the point of disengagement.  The result 

of engagement predominating a student’s experience is connectedness and ultimately graduation, 

while disengagement fosters disconnection and an incomplete high school experience.   We as 

educators are the difference between these two outcomes. 
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 I was sitting in a professional development today where I heard a teacher complain about 

the capacity of his students to “do school.”  He used the phrase “These kids…” and followed it 

up with an articulation of their deficits.  Over the course of the past 30 years, I have had many 

versions of this same conversation.  My response to these statements has always been the same.  

“These kids are our kids.  There are no other students showing up.  Let’s focus on their assets 

rather than their deficits, and let’s focus on what we can control; ourselves.”  This study has 

crystalized that for me.  Our students bring many things with them to school, positive and 

negative, but the one consistent thing they bring is their authentic selves.  At the very least, we 

owe them that same earnestness and authenticity.   

 After all of the reading, data collection, and analysis, I feel a little like Dorothy in “The 

Wiz.”  I was looking for ways to engage students, and in the end, just like the Scarecrow’s brain, 

Tinman’s heart and Lion’s courage; we all already have what we need.   We simply must decide 

to focus our energies on mindsets that foster growth; to create systems and structures that support 

our students in being successful regardless of their demographic lables, levels of readiness or 

ability; to see them as whole people; and to be willing to be vulnerable, curious, and as engaged 

in them as we would like them to be in us. As a leader, I just need to create space and 

opportunity that prioritizes, encourages and allows all of these things to occur.   

 It turns out we had the power to get where we wanted to go all along.   
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Teresa E. James, Ed.D. 
10830 Chadsworth Drive • Indianapolis, IN 46236 •  

jameste1971@gmail.com • 317.696.0231 
EXPERIENCE: 
 
Lawrence Central High School/ Indianapolis, IN     July 2018-present 
Assistant Principal 

 Provide academic and behavior support for approximately 600 eleventh grade students. 
 Implement student support program for previously expelled students that resulted in an 86% retention rate. 
 Provide instructional supervision for performing arts, science, math and special education departments. 
 Implemented new safety protocols resulting in efficient fire and tornado drills where 100% of students and 

staff can be evacuated and accounted for within a 5 minute time frame. 
 Led post-Covid 19 Social Emotional Learning committee that provided support for staff and students who 

experienced trauma during the pandemic. 
 Coordinated standardized testing at the school level administering: 

o World-class Instructional Design (WIDA) test to approximately 250 English Language Learners. 
o The final Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress- Plus  (I-STEP+ ) test, resulting in 

98% of eligible students completing the assessment. 
o The inaugural Digital Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) School Day administration.  

 Cultivate positive school climate through student leadership and school-wide activities including: 
o Homecoming celebrations, including the first Homecoming Dance in over 10 years. 
o Increased student participation in clubs through fall and spring club fairs. 
o Junior/Senior prom that hosted over 600 students, the most in the past 5 years. 
o Implemented the first athletics Student Section in over 10 years, promoting school spirit and 

increasing student attendance at athletic sporting events by over 50%. 
Simon Youth Academy at Circle Centre / Indianapolis, IN    June 2015-June 2018 
Principal 

 Provided academic and behavioral support for over 70 credit-deficient students who obtained more than 
750 credits while under my supervision.  

 Cultivated positive school climate utilizing Restorative Practices and Full Value Contract resulting in zero 
suspensions or expulsions. 

 Formed multiple partnerships with local organizations which yielded $13,500 in grant money and provided 
memberships to the local YMCA, yoga classes, theater excursions, e-readers, and team building 
experiences for over 70 students and 8 teachers at the Academy. 

 Created and implemented graduation initiative which resulted in 100% of seniors who attended at a rate of 
85% or higher graduating and being accepted into college. 

 Selected as the Simon Youth Foundation National Administrator of the Year, 2017-2018. 
Arsenal Technical High School / Indianapolis, IN       June 2012 – June 2015 
Assistant Principal 

 Provided academic and behavioral support for 1800 urban students, fostering an improved school climate 
and reducing violent offenses by approximately 85%. 

 Developed Attendance Court to address chronic attendance issues, increasing the attendance percentage 
from 88.6% in 2012-2013 to a rate of 92% in 2014-2015. 

 Coordinated Extended Day programs providing remediation support for members of the Junior and Senior 
class resulting in an End of Course Assessment pass rate of 85% for those students who had previously 
been unsuccessful passing the exam. 

 Supervised Social Workers in founding the Titan’s Table food pantry, which has served 156 families from 
its inception in 2014 thru 2015. 

Key Learning Community / Indianapolis, IN     June 2010 – June 2012 
Principal 

 Developed Multiple Intelligences focused Literacy Nights for parents and students providing literacy 
support to an average of 85 attendees per month and distributing over 400 books to families throughout the 
school year. 



 
 
 

 

 Initiated a school-wide service project that culminated in 100 dresses, 100 pairs of flip flops, food, clothes 
and school supplies for 100 students were distributed by the senior class at a batey in the Dominican 
Republic. 

 Introduced Balanced Literacy in grade 3-6 language arts classes and revised curriculum in grade 7 and 8 
language arts classes resulting in an average increase in I-STEP+ Language Arts scores of 13% at each 
grade level. 

 Revised math curriculum in grades 3-8 resulting in an average increase in I-STEP+ Mathematics scores of 
11% at each grade level. 

 Provided instructional leadership for the only Indianapolis Public School with a 100% graduation rate. 
Key Learning Community / Indianapolis, IN     June 2008 – June 2010 
Assistant Principal 

 Created master schedule in a Kindergarten thru 12th grade school of 500 students and 50 educators. 
 Recruited staff and students for an after school program that provided extra-curricular experiences 

including art, Spanish, intermural sports and circus arts for 65-150 students daily. 
 Established Data Talks, which provided the administrative staff with data indicating areas of need in 

kindergarten thru 8th grade classrooms and forming the foundation for subsequent curricular revision and 
school improvement initiatives. 

 Introduced a walkthrough protocol that resulted in 100% compliance with curricular changes and school 
improvement initiatives. 

 
EDUCATION: 

 
Indiana University / Bloomington, IN                                   May 2022 
Doctor of Education 
 
Indiana University/ Bloomington, IN         December 2019 
Specialist of Education 
 
Indiana Wesleyan University / Marion, IN                                May 2001 
Master of Science in Education 
 
Indiana University / Bloomington, IN                   May 1992 
Bachelor of Science in Education 
 
ADDITIONAL: 

 Indiana State Administrative Certification 
 Indiana State Certification in Grades 5-12 Mathematics 

 
 


