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Abstract 
Engagement is a prominent theoretical orientation that has received great attention from educators and 
researchers. This article provides a literature overview of the engagement construct pertaining to its various 
definitions, dimensions, and major conceptualisations. In addition, the review sheds light on two major 
approaches to engagement in the current literature: one entails students’ cognitive, behavioural, and emotional 
engagement (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004), and the other approach is characterised by vigor, dedication, 
and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Rom, & Bakker, 2002). Further, the association between these 
two models and students’ performance is discussed.  

Keywords: academic engagement, definitions of academic engagement, dimensions of academic engagement, 
conceptualisations of academic engagement 

1. Introduction 
Over the last seven decades, researchers and educators have exhibited a growing interest in the concept of 
engagement as a way to improve disaffection, to avert student boredom, to enhance students’ motivation and 
involvement in school-related activities, to increase successful student achievement levels, and to understand 
students’ positive development (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Carter, Reschly, Lovelace, Appleton, 
& Thompson, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Li & Lerner, 2011; National Research Council & Institute of 
Medicine, 2004; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Engagement is also a valuable construct for capturing the 
gradual process by which students drop out from school (Appleton et al., 2008; Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & 
Reschly, 2006; Finn, 1989). Given that students’ dropping out from school is not an instantaneous event, but 
rather a gradual process that happens over time, researchers and educators alike view engagement as the main 
theoretical model for intervening with and understanding potential dropouts to enhance positive performance and 
encourage school completion (Appleton et al., 2008; Appleton et al., 2006).  

2. What Is Engagement? 
Engagement is a complex term that emphasises students’ various patterns in motivation, cognition, and 
behaviour (Appleton et al., 2008; Baron & Corbin, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Phan & Ngu, 2014a; Sharma & 
Bhaumik, 2013). Researchers have investigated the construct extensively in the last seven decades, and the 
literature generally reflects substantial variations in its terms, definitions, and coverage (Appleton et al., 2008; 
Baron & Corbin, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Klem & Connell, 2004; Sharma & Bhaumik, 2013; Upadyaya & 
Salmela-Aro, 2013). Different researchers have offered various terms and coverage of engagement such as 
school engagement (e.g., Fredricks et al., 2004), study engagement (e.g., Schaufeli et al., 2002), and student 
course engagement (e.g., Handelsman, Briggs, Sullivan, & Towler, 2005). Examples of these variations and their 
corresponding definitions offered by scholars in the literature are provided in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Examples of variations in terms and definitions of engagement 

Authors Construct Name Definition 

Audas & Willms (2002) Engagement 

The extent to which a student participates in academic- and 

non-academic-related activities as well as identifies with and values the goals of 

studying.  

Skinner, Kindermann, & Furrer 

(2009) 
Engagement 

The quality of students’ participation or connection with the schooling 

endeavour and hence with activities, values, people, goals, and place that 

comprise it. 

Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell 

(1990) 
Engagement 

A student’s initiation of effort, action, and persistence in schoolwork as well as 

his ambient emotional states during learning activities. 

Willms (2003) 

 

Student Engagement 

at School 

The extent to which a student values school-related outcomes and identifies with 

and participates in academic and non-academic school activities. 

Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn 

(1992) 

 

Student Engagement 

in Academic Work 

Students’ psychological effort and investment toward learning, understanding, 

or mastering the skills, crafts, or knowledge that the schoolwork is intended to 

promote. 

Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, 

& Fernandez (1989) 

Educational 

Engagement 

The psychological investment needed to master and understand skills and 

knowledge explicitly taught in educational institutions. 

Kuh (2003) Student Engagement

The energy and time a student devotes to educational sound activities outside 

and inside classrooms, and practices and policies that educational institutions 

use to encourage the student to participate in these activities. 

Schaufeli, Salanova, 

Gonzalez-Rom, & Bakker (2002)
Study Engagement 

A fulfilling and positive study-related state of mind that is characterised by 

absorption, vigor, and dedication. 

Christenson, Reschly, Appleton, 

Berman-Young, Spanjers & 

Varro (2008) 

Student Engagement

Students’ investment in and commitment to learning, belonging and 

identification at school, and participation in the institution environment and 

initiation of activities to achieve an outcome. 

 

Table 1 shows, as mentioned earlier, some examples of a plethora of engagement terms and definitions. Despite 
their variations, some similar themes have been noted between the definitions across the researchers. For 
example, the definitions proposed by Audas and Willms (2002), Skinner et al. (2009), Skinner et al. (1990), and 
Willms (2003) emphasised students’ participation and identification with school and school-related activities. 
The definitions by Newmann et al. (1992) and Wehlage et al. (1989) drew a link between engagement and 
students’ psychological investment in learning. While Kuh’s (2003) definition of the concept focused upon the 
link between engagement and energy, Schaufeli et al. (2002) emphasised students’ motivational mindset related 
to their study activities that is characterised by dedication, vigor, and absorption. Christenson et al. (2008), in 
turn, have outlined a general definition of the notion, involving aspects mentioned in the earlier definitions and 
emphasising students’ participation, commitment, investment, and identification with schooling and 
school-related activities. Finally, while a myriad of terms and definitions have been proffered, engagement is 
broadly a positive and proactive term that captures students’ quality of participation, investment, commitment, 
and identification with school and school-related activities to enhance students’ performance. 

3. Dimensions of Engagement 
Although engagement is relatively diverse in its definitions and coverage, researchers have reached a consensus 
that the construct is multidimensional and encompasses different aspects (e.g., behavioural, cognitive, and 
emotional), operating together to reflect students’ positive approach to learning (Appleton et al., 2008; Carter et 
al., 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Phan, 2014b; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). However, 
researchers have consistently disagreed on the types and number of the dimensions of engagement (Appleton et 
al., 2008; Fredricks et al., 2004; Li & Lerner, 2011; Schaufeli et al., 2002). For example, the work of Schaufeli et 
al. (2002) conceptualised engagement as having three dimensions (i.e., vigor, dedication, and absorption), as 
opposed to Willms (2003) who identified two components of the construct (i.e., behavioural and psychological). 
Table 2 presents some examples of the variations in number and types of dimensions that researchers have 
proposed in their models for the construct. 
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Table 2. Dimensional variations across models of engagement 

Authors Engagement Dimensions 

Finn (1989) 

(a) Behavioural (Participation): participation in classrooms and school activities (e.g., doing assignments and 

responding to teachers’ questions). 

(b) Emotional (Identification): feeling of belonging in school   and valuing learning-related outcomes. 

Audas & Willms 

(2002) 

(a) Behavioural: Participating in school-related activities (e.g., attending class, completing homework, and taking 

part in extra-curricular activities such as sports). 

(b) Psychological: Involves aspects such as sense of belonging, relationships with teachers and peers, and valuing 

school outcomes. 

Willms (2003) 

(a) Behavioural: Participating in academic and non-academic school-related activities (e.g., attending class, 

completing homework, and taking part in extra-curricular activities such as sports). 

(b) Psychological: Sense of attachment or belonging to school, and valuing school outcomes. 

Fredricks et al. (2004) 

(a) Behavioural: (e.g., student’s participation in academic and extracurricular activities).  

(b) Emotional: (e.g., student’s positive and negative reaction to peers, teachers, and schools). 

(c) Cognitive: (e.g., student’s thoughtfulness and willingness to master difficult skills). 

Jimerson, Campos, & 

Greif (2003) 

(a) Affective: Feelings about the educational institutions, teachers, and peers (e.g., positive sense towards peers). 

(b) Behavioural: Involves students’ observable performance and action (e.g., assignment completion, grade point 

average, and extracurricular activities such as sports). 

(c) Cognitive: Involves students’ beliefs and perceptions related to self, academic institutions, teachers, and peers.

Schaufeli et al. (2002) 

(a) Vigor: persistence, resilience, and effort in the face of difficulties.  

(b) Absorption: engrossment in tasks and activities of learning. 

(c) Dedication: inspiration, pride, and enthusiasm in academic learning. 

Appleton et al. (2006) 

(a) Academic: reflected by indicators such as time on task, homework completion, and credit earned toward 

graduation. 

(b) Behavioural: (e.g., attendance, classroom participation, suspensions, and participation in extracurricular 

activities). 

(c) Psychological: (e.g., having sense of belonging or identification, and relationships with peers and teachers). 

(d) Cognitive: (e.g., self-regulated learning, valuing of learning, perceived relevance of school to future 

endeavours, autonomy, and personal goals).  

Reeve & Tseng (2011) 

(a) Behavioural: student’s involvement in learning activities such as effort, persistence, and attention. 

(b) Emotional: student’s presence of enthusiasm and interest, lack of anger, boredom, and anxiety. 

(c) Cognitive: student’s use of active self-regulation and sophisticated learning strategies. 

(d) Agentic: student’s constructive contribution toward the flow of the instruction he receives. 

 

Based on Table 2, engagement is typically conceptualised as having two, three, or four dimensions. Researchers 
(e.g., Audas & Willms, 2002; Finn, 1989, Willms, 2003) adopting a two-dimensional model have included 
behavioural (e.g., participation in academic and non-academic activities) and psychological (e.g., identification 
with school, valuing learning outcomes, and belonging) subtypes in their conceptualisation of the construct 
(Appleton et al., 2008). Fredricks et al. (2004) and Jimerson et al. (2003) have proposed a tripartite model that 
includes a cognitive dimension (e.g., thoughtfulness and willingness to master difficult tasks), as well as the 
psychological and behavioural subtypes. Schaufeli et al. (2002), similarly, adopted three dimensions, but labelled 
these components as dedication, vigor, and absorption (Appleton et al., 2008; Bakker, Vergel, & Kuntze, 2015; 
Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Appleton et al. (2006) and Reeve and 
Tseng (2011) have, in addition, proposed a fourth dimension of engagement. Appleton et al. (2006) called the 
fourth dimension ‘academic engagement’, which includes aspects such as completing assignments and time on 
task. However, most previous studies have subsumed this dimension (i.e., academic) under behavioural 
engagement (Appleton et al., 2008; Coleman, 2012; Fredricks & McColskey, 2012). On the other hand, Reeve 
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and Tseng (2011) proposed the agentic dimension as a new aspect of the engagement construct; however, much 
more research is required to validate this new concept (Sinatra, Heddy, & Lombardi, 2015). 

While theorists have posited conceptualisations of engagement with two, three, and four sub-dimensions, the 
models of Fredricks et al. (2004) (also called the North American model) and Schaufeli et al. (2002) (known as 
the European approach of engagement) (Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013) have been pivotal in understanding the 
multidimensional nature of the engagement construct. The importance of these two models is that the 
engagement construct addresses central and related facets of individual development (i.e., motivation, cognition, 
and behaviour), unlike other models (e.g., Finn, 1989; Willms, 2003) that lack, for example, the emphasis on one 
of these facets (i.e., cognition) (Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani, 2009; Phan & Ngu, 2014a). In addition, 
these two models have been widely adopted, and received considerable attention in terms of validation and 
empirical examination (e.g., Archambault, Janosz, Morizot, & Pagani, 2009; Breso, Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2011; 
Janosz, Archambault, Morizot, & Pagani, 2008; Mo & Singh, 2008; Phan, 2014a, 2014c; Phan & Ngu, 2014a; 
Salmela-Aro, Tolvanen, & Nurmi, 2009; Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014; Vasalampi, Salmela-Aro, & Nurmi, 
2009; Wang & Fredricks, 2014; Wang, Willett, & Eccles, 2011). The following paragraphs provide additional 
detail about each model. 

4. Fredricks et al.’s (2004) Model of Engagement 
In their comprehensive review of engagement literature, Fredricks et al. (2004) described engagement as a 
malleable, developing, and multidimensional construct that consists of three broad dimensions: behavioural, 
cognitive, and emotional. The dimensions, according to the authors, are not isolated but interrelate with each 
other. 

4.1 Behavioural Engagement 

According to Fredricks et al. (2004), three ways are commonly utilised in defining behavioural engagement 
(Finn 1993; Finn, Pannozzo, & Voelkl, 1995; Finn & Rock, 1997; Skinner & Belmont, 1993), which Rumberger 
(2004) found to be a crucial factor in mediating the dropout process. The first way involves positive conduct, 
such as adhering to the norms of the classroom, following the rules, and refraining from engaging in disruptive 
behaviours (e.g., being troublesome or skipping school) (Finn & Rock, 1997; Fredricks et al., 2004). The second 
way pertains to participation in learning and academic-related tasks, and involves behaviours such as discussion 
contribution, asking questions, paying attention, concentrating, exhibiting persistence, and putting forth effort 
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Finn et al., 1995; Skinner & Belmont, 1993). The third and last way, according to Finn 
(1993) and Finn et al. (1995), is the involvement in activities related to school that include, for example, school 
governance and sports (Fredricks et al., 2004). Therefore, behavioural engagement is a directly observable 
dimension of engagement, and the salient indicators of this dimension include truancy, preparation for school, 
attendance, participation in curricular and extracurricular tasks, and discipline referrals (Appleton et al., 2008; 
Fredricks et al., 2004; Reschly & Christenson, 2006).  

4.2 Cognitive Engagement 

The cognitive engagement dimension refers to students’ investment in learning, and involves aspects such as 
willingness and thoughtfulness to expend the effort required to understand and master difficult tasks, the use of 
appropriate learning strategies (e.g., students’ use of elaboration rather than memorisation), challenge preference, 
and self-regulation (Fredricks et al., 2004). Indicators of cognitive engagement include asking questions for 
clarification of ideas, persistence in difficult activities, flexibility in problem solving, use of learning strategies 
(e.g., relating new information to existing information), and use of self-regulation to support learning (Finn & 
Zimmer, 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004). 

4.3 Emotional Engagement 

Scholars have variously identified emotional engagement as motivational engagement (e.g., Linnenbrink & 
Pintrich, 2003), psychological engagement (e.g., Finn, 1993), and affective engagement (e.g., Archambault et al., 
2009). However, all of these terms refer to the same features of emotional engagement, which describes students’ 
positive and negative emotional reactions toward teachers, classmates, academic works, and school in general 
(Fredricks et al., 2004). It includes indicators such as the presence of interest and happiness and the lack of 
boredom, anxiety, and sadness. Further, students exhibiting emotional engagement have a sense of identification 
with and belonging to the school, value school outcomes, and feel as though they are supported by their peers 
and teachers (Fredricks et al., 2004).  

5. Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) Model of Engagement 
Engagement, according to Schaufeli et al. (2002), is defined as a fulfilling and positive study-related state of 



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 9, No. 12; 2016 

45 
 

mind that is characterised by three dimensions: absorption, vigor, and dedication (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Initially, 
the notion of engagement was conceptualised as work-related engagement, but recently this concept has been 
expanded to include the notion of study engagement (Ouweneel, Le Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2014; Schaufeli et al., 
2002; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Schaufeli and his colleagues (e.g., Breso et al., 2011; Ouweneel, Le 
Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2011; Ouweneel, Schaufeli, & Le Blanc, 2013) have argued that, from a psychological point 
of view, a student’s tasks and activities can be considered ‘work’. Like an employee, the student is involved in 
coercive, structured tasks and activities (e.g., completing assignments and projects, attending class) that are 
targeted toward a particular aim (e.g., passing examinations, getting job) (Ouwneel et al., 2013; Ouwneel et al., 
2011). Therefore, educational places are settings in which students work, so it is reasonable that the concept of 
engagement can be extended to the study context (Ouwneel et al., 2013; Ouwneel et al., 2011; Salmela-Aro & 
Upadaya, 2012). Thus, analogously to work engagement, study engagement is characterised by students’ feelings 
of vigor, their dedication to their studies, and their absorption in their academic-related tasks and activities 
(Schaufeli et al., 2002; Ouwneel et al., 2013; Ouwneel et al., 2011). The following paragraph discusses in more 
detail the three dimensions of engagement: vigor, dedication, and absorption.  

The first dimension, vigor, refers to students’ sense of high levels of mental resilience and energy while studying, 
their willingness to exert and invest effort into their academic-related activities, their persistence in the face of 
obstacles, and their positive approach to learning (Ouweneel et al., 2014; Ouweneel et al., 2013; Salmela-Aro & 
Upadyaya, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). The second dimension, dedication, is characterised by 
students’ sense of enthusiasm, inspiration, significance, challenge, and pride for engaging in their studies, as well 
as their perception of school-related activities as meaningful (Ouweneel et al., 2013; Ouweneel et al., 2014; 
Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Finally, absorption is defined as students’ 
sense of being deeply engrossed and fully concentrated in their studies (e.g., time passes quickly when studying) 
(Ouweneel et al., 2013; Ouweneel et al., 2014; Salmela-Aro & Upadyaya, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 
2013). The three aforementioned dimensions of engagement are separate constructs, but also correlate highly 
with each other (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). 

6. Comparison between Models of Engagement by Fredricks et al. (2004) and Schaufeli et al. (2002)  
Both engagement models (i.e., Fredricks et al., 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002) measure different features of 
students’ underlying academic engagement, and emphasise the association between academic engagement and 
successful achievements (Phan, 2014a, 2014b; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Our critical examination of the 
literature concerning these two models indicates that the two conceptualisations have some major similarities 
and differences. The following paragraphs highlight the main similarities and differences of these two models. 

Despite the variations between the two conceptualisations, researchers have observed some similarities (Bakker 
et al., 2015; Phan, 2014c; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). For example, the two models include aspects such as 
students’ resilience, willingness to exert effort, persistence, challenge preference, and positive approach toward 
learning in their definitions of the multidimensional components of engagement. In addition, within Fredricks et 
al.’s (2004) framework, students’ cognitive engagement involves items such as their investment in school-related 
activities and willingness to learn, which is similar to the enthusiasm and inspiration described by Schaufeli et al. 
(2002) in the dedication dimension (Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). 
Furthermore, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) description of vigor includes a positive approach to school-related 
activities, which is similar to the emotional dimension aspects such as positive feelings about school and 
enjoyment in the Fredricks et al. (2004) model (Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 2014; Upadyaya & 
Salmela-Aro, 2013). Likewise, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) absorption shares some features with the behavioural 
dimension and involvement in learning in the Fredricks et al. (2004) model, as it describes a student’s 
behavioural performance and total concentration on study-related activities (Tuominen-Soini & Salmela-Aro, 
2014; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). 

Even though the two conceptualisations of engagement have several similarities, they also have some differences. 
The main difference between the two conceptualisations is that dedication, absorption, and vigor in Schaufeli et 
al. (2002) describe students’ psychological engagement rather than their behaviour in the school environment 
(Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013; Schaufeli et al., 2002). As a result, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) model lacks 
information pertaining, for example, to school attendance, adherence to classroom norms, following the rules, 
and respect for teaching staff (Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). In addition, the emotional dimension of 
Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) model regards students’ feelings toward their studies only, and does not concern their 
feelings about classmates, teachers, and the school (Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). Despite these omissions, 
however, the description of students’ psychological engagement in great detail increases the significance of the 
Schaufeli et al. (2002) model; providing new information and a fresh basis for researchers to gauge the 
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motivational approach of engagement (Phan & Ngu, 2014a; Phan, 2014b; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 2013). 

7. Engagement and Students’ Achievement 
Students’ achievement has typically been measured with standardised tests, performance test scores, academic 
grades, and GPA (Grade Point Average) (Finn & Rock, 1997; Fredricks et al., 2004; Upadyaya & Salmela-Aro, 
2013). Empirical studies have validated both conceptualisations of engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004; Schaufeli 
et al., 2002) and found them to relate to students’ performance at all educational levels: the more engagement 
students experience, the better they perform in their academic achievement. 

7.1 The Association between Behavioural, Emotional, and Cognitive Dimensions of Engagement and Students’ 
Performance 

Empirical studies using cross-sectional and longitudinal research designs have established the influence of 
behavioural, cognitive, and emotional engagement on students’ performance outcomes. These empirical studies 
have explored the dimensions (i.e., behavioural, cognitive, and emotional) separately from each other, or 
combined them in one single scale. From a cross-sectional perspective, for instance, Dogan’s (2015) study 
involving 578 intermediate and high school students found that cognitive engagement positively predicted 
academic performance ሺߚ ൌ .49, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ. Lee’s (2014) study among 3268 secondary school students has 
similarly shown that both emotional ሺߚ ൌ .037, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ and behavioural ሺߚ ൌ .106, ݌ ൏ .001ሻ engagement 
significantly predicted students’ reading performance. In addition, Lee also noted that behavioural engagement 
partially mediated the effect of emotional engagement on reading performance ሺߚ ൌ .49, ݌ ൏ .001ሻ. Likewise, 
Dotterer and Lowe (2011) conducted a study among 1014 5th grade elementary students. The authors reported 
that cognitive and emotional engagement (combined as a unitary construct) and behavioural engagement 
predicted students’ achievement [ሺߚ ൌ .15, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, ሺߚ ൌ .14, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, respectively]. In a similar vein, the 
findings of a study by Perry, Liu and Pabian (2010) involving 285 intermediate and high school students 
indicated that a combination of emotional and behavioural engagement significantly predicted students’ grades ሺߚ ൌ .37, ݌ ൏ .001ሻ . In addition, Mo and Singh (2008) have also provided evidence for the positive 
contribution of behavioural ሺߚ ൌ .28ሻ, emotional ሺߚ ൌ .04ሻ, and cognitive ሺߚ ൌ .20ሻ engagement on students’ 
performance outcomes among 1971 intermediate school students.  

The impact of the three aforementioned dimensions of engagement on students’ performance has been also 
evident from longitudinal data. For example, Chase et al.’s (2014) three-wave study over three years with 710 
secondary students (grades 10–12) has provided evidence for the positive reciprocal relationships between 
cognitive, emotional, and behavioural dimensions of engagement and academic performance operationalized by 
GPA. From engagement to GPA, Chase and his colleagues noted that grade 10 behavioural engagement 
significantly predicted grade 12 GPA ሺߚ ൌ .19, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, and grade 10 emotional engagement also strongly 
predicted grade 11 GPA ሺߚ ൌ .08, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ. From GPA to engagement, the authors indicated that grade 10 GPA 
significantly contributed to grade 11 cognitive engagement ሺߚ ൌ .14, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ , grade 12 behavioural 
engagement ሺߚ ൌ .21, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, and grade 12 emotional engagement ሺߚ ൌ .11, ݌ ൏ .015ሻ. Similarly, Wang 
and Holcombe’s (2010) two-wave study with 1046 junior school students has shown that Time 2 behavioural ሺߚ ൌ .13, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, emotional ሺߚ ൌ .32, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, and cognitive subtypes of engagement ሺߚ ൌ .17, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ 
significantly impacted students’ GPA.  

In a similar vein, empirical studies (e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2012a) have explored trajectories of behavioural, 
emotional, and cognitive dimensions of engagement, and their relationships to students’ achievement. Reeve and 
Lee (2014) involved 313 secondary school students in a study with data collected at three time points over a 
semester. Reeve and Lee (2014) found that changes in academic engagement (combined measures of emotional, 
behavioural, cognitive, and agentic engagement) at Time 2 (after controlling for engagement at Time 1) predicted 
students’ achievement at Time 3 ሺߚ ൌ .22, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ. Additionally, Wang and Eccles (2012a), in a three-wave 
study (at the 7th, 9th, and 11th grades of school) among 1148 students, noted that behavioural, emotional, and 
cognitive engagement decreased across the three time points, and the declines in behavioural and cognitive 
engagement were positively associated with declines in students’ GPA. Likewise, Li and Lerner (2011) examined, 
with 1977 students, changes in behavioural and emotional engagement at four time points (across grades 5–8) 
and their links to students’ grades. The authors reported that both dimensions of engagement changed across the 
four time points (mostly downward trends), and importantly these trajectories were significantly associated with 
students’ grades.  

7.2 The Association between Vigor, Dedication, and Absorption Dimensions of Engagement and Students’ 
Performance 

Similar to Fredricks et al.’s (2004) model, the three dimensions of Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) conceptualisation of 
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engagement have been demonstrated by correlational and longitudinal studies (e.g., Phan & Ngu, 2014b; Phan, 
2014c) to be robust predictors of students’ achievement outcomes. From a correlational perspective, for example, 
Phan and Ngu (2014b) conducted a study among 294 university students, and found that vigor, dedication, and 
absorption (combined as a unitary construct) significantly predicted students’ performance (ߚ ൌ .54, ݌ ൏ .001). 
Casuso-Holgado et al.’s (2013) study similarly showed, among 304 university students, that vigor, dedication, 
and absorption were strongly associated with students’ GPA. Salanova, Schaufeli, Martinez, and Breso (2010) 
included 527 university students in a study that found that vigor and dedication as a unitary construct 
significantly predicted students’ (GPA) (ߚ ൌ .11, ݌ ൏ .05). 

Longitudinal studies (e.g., Breso et al., 2011) have also provided evidence for the positive impact of vigor, 
dedication, and absorption on students’ performance over time. For example, Phan and Ngu’s (2014a) 
multi-wave study among 326 high school students found that Time 3 absorption ሺߚ ൌ .14, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ, vigor ሺߚ ൌ .12, ݌ ൏ .01ሻ, and dedication ሺߚ ൌ .10, ݌ ൏ .05ሻ positively impacted students’ course marks at Time 5. 
Phan’s (2014c) four-wave study with 249 high school students similarly revealed that absorption at Time 2 
exerted a positive impact on achievement at Time 4 ሺߚ ൌ .12, ݌ ൏ .001ሻ. Additionally, in a two-wave study 
involving 1530 upper-secondary and vocational students, Salmela-Aro and Upadaya (2012) noticed that students’ 
GPA was positively associated with vigor, dedication, and absorption at both time points. In a similar vein, 
Breso et al.’s (2011) quasi-experimental longitudinal study with 71 university students has shown that increases 
in vigor and dedication as a unitary construct were aligned with similar increases in students’ performance. 

7.3 In Totality 

Despite the modest variations described earlier in the terms and definitions of the two conceptualisations 
(Fredricks et al., 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2002), there is clear and consistent evidence for the positive short-term 
and/or long-term influences of their dimensions on students’ academic achievement. Positively, this inference 
supports the argument by Appleton et al. (2008) that, regardless of the various conceptualizations of engagement, 
there is strong empirical support for the impact of the construct on students’ performance. 

Apart from the effect on students’ achievement, the results of the longitudinal studies (e.g., Breso et al., 2011; 
Wang & Eccles, 2012a) described above based on both conceptualizations indicated that the engagement 
construct is changeable and malleable. Educationally, based on this credence, it is important for researchers and 
educators to consider factors that might help heighten and foster students’ engagement in school and 
academic-related activities which, eventually, enhance students’ performance outcomes. A plethora of empirical 
studies have suggested a number of motivational and social antecedents that could encourage and cultivate 
students’ proactive engagement. Motivational antecedents include, for example, self-efficacy (e.g., Breso et al., 
2011; Phan, 2014c; Phan & Ngu, 2014a; Ouweneel et al., 2013; Reeve & Lee, 2014; Phan, 2014b; Wang & 
Eccles, 2013), task value (e.g., Wang & Eccles, 2013; Martin, Way, & Anderson, 2015; Phan & Ngu, 2014b; Fan, 
2011), and mastery goal orientation (e.g., Wang & Holcombe, 2010; Reeve & Lee, 2014; Phan, 2014a; Gonida, 
Voulala, & Kiosseoglou, 2009). In addition, empirical findings have produced salient social antecedents of 
engagement that include, for example, parents’ and teachers’ support (e.g., Perry, Liu, & Pabian, 2010; Wang & 
Holcombe, 2010; Wang & Eccles, 2013; Brewster & Bowen, 2004; Wang & Eccles, 2012b; Estell & Perdue, 
2013).  

Consequently, it seems important that teaching practices and/or educational intervention targeted to enhance 
engagement consider strategies that facilitate and promote the abovementioned antecedents of the construct. 
Mechanisms that could heighten self-efficacy include positive feedback and encouragement, reinforcement of 
students’ previous success and mastery, and the use of social comparison and role modelling (Bandura, 1986, 
1997; Caraway, Tucker, Reinke, & Hall, 2003; Phan & Ngu, 2014a; Schunk, 1981, 1987; Schunk & Hanson, 
1985). In turn, the enhancement of mastery goals involves emphasizing students’ mastery and self-improvement 
(Lee, 2014; Wang & Holcombe, 2010), while task value could be enhanced through strategies such as 
clarification of the utility of a subject matter (e.g., mathematics) and explaining the potential relevance of the 
subject matter to the students’ future (e.g., career choices) (Neuville, Frenay, & Bourgeois, 2007; Phan, 2014a). 
Concerning social factors, mechanisms for teachers’ support incorporate, for example, developing good and 
supportive relationships with students, praising students’ effort, showing interest in students, holding high 
expectations for students, and providing students with opportunities to interact with each other (Fall & Roberts, 
2012; Lee, 2014; Patrick, Ryan, & Kaplan, 2007). Parental support encompasses, for example, parents frequently 
discussing school-related topics with their children, offering positive reinforcement about school activities, and 
contributing to students’ sense of identification with schools (Caraway et al., 2003; Fall & Roberts, 2012).  
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8. Conclusion 
In summary, this article has provided a review of the concept of engagement. Our examination of the literature 
briefly focused on the similarities and differences between the various terms, definitions, and dimensions offered 
by researchers for the construct. The scope of this review has also provided a short emphasis on two major 
conceptualisations of the notion of engagement (the North American Model of Engagement by Fredricks et al., 
2004, and the European Approach of Engagement by Schaufeli et al., 2002). The literature examined in this 
review suggests that both broad models have demonstrated strong associations with students’ academic 
performance, supporting the arguments by researchers (e.g., Appleton et al., 2008; Klem & Connel, 2004) that, at 
the core of many models, the concept of engagement captures students’ quality learning. Further, the current 
longitudinal research studies described in this review have provided support for the malleability and/or 
development of the notion, proposing a direction for intervention. Hence, fostering students’ motivation (e.g., 
self-efficacy) and social factors (e.g., teacher support) is one pathway to heighten and enhance students’ 
proactive engagement in school and academic-related activities. 
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