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ABSTRACT 

Is a student’s being engaged a short-lived event (as the emotion of anger is) or a long-lived one (as the 
emotion of grief is)? Does being engaged involve a primitive cognitive process (e.g. fear of a snake in one’s 
path) or does it involve a sophisticated cognitive process (e.g. fear of looking unproductive in front of one’s 
superiors). Does being engaged involve strong motivations to act, and if so, to do what? Student engagement 
theories chart a messy terrain, which have resulted in higher education researchers sometimes talking at cross 
purposes. Part of this paper’s aim is to organise and offer a useful taxonomy of extant theories of student 
engagement. Three types of theories can be discerned from contemporary literature—what I call emotion 
theories, cognitive theories, and motivation theories. This paper argues for a functional student engagement 
theory that combines all three components. The implications of such a student engagement theory or 
framework are discussed in the paper’s penultimate section. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Student engagement is a strong predictor of positive academic and life outcomes. Students who are engaged in 
classes or find what they are learning engaging enjoy better class attendance, are less likely to drop out of 
school, and more likely to show progress in learning and perform well academically (Finn, 1989; Klem & 
Connell, 2004; National Research Council & Institute of Medicine, 2004; Ladd & Dinella, 2009); this is true 
even for students from historically disenfranchised groups (Finn & Voelkl, 1993). Engaged students are also 
reportedly happier and less likely involved in delinquency, substance abuse, and risky sexual behaviour 
(O’Farrell & Morrison, 2003; Antaramian et al., 2010; Bundick et al., 2014). Indeed, some claim that student 
engagement is a prerequisite for any effective learning to be possible (Steinberg, 1996; Finn & Rock, 1997; 
Osterman, 2000; Chen, 2005; Wang & Pomerantz, 2009); this is especially true when students are attempting 
to master something unfamiliar, say, playing a musical instrument or learning a foreign language (Reeve, 2012). 
Given these findings, it should be an uncontroversial claim that there is much value to be had when students 
are engaged. 
   
If student engagement is so valued, what then have researchers said about the strategies of bringing about 
engaged students? An increasingly popular view holds that both teachers and students play important roles in 
designing engaging curriculum (McMahon & Portelli, 2004). An even broader view assumes that 
disengagement results from an unhealthy emphasis on competition, solitary learning, order, and discipline 
(Eccles et al., 1993; Osterman, 2000; Skinner et al., 1990).1 The proposed solution is that engagement requires 
coordinated work by entire learning communities or that “[e]ngagement is not an aspect of the student psyche 
alone. If students are to be engaged in their learning, other key players in the process, particularly teachers and 
administrators, must be engaged as well” (Smith et al., 1998, p. 10)—such a view emphasises the learning 
environment’s importance, where both formal and informal socialisation processes occur, which in turn foster 
closer interpersonal relationships and encourage cooperation in learning (Corso et al., 2013).   
 
While much has been written about student engagement’s value and how lessons, course material or tutors can 
be engaging, less has been said about what exactly is or should be meant by ‘student engagement’. It is 
commonly said that engaged students are those who are attentive and actively participate in class discussions 
(Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Marks, 2000; Fredricks et al., 2004). Even if such observations are true, one 
wonders what more can be said about the engaged student and how educators can attempt to foster greater 
student engagement. What exactly do we or should we mean when we invoke the notion of ‘student 
engagement’? Is being engaged a type of feeling? Is this feeling identical or related to emotions like excitement, 
eagerness, enthusiasm, or ecstasy? Perhaps a student’s being engaged is more a cognitive state, closer to a 
perception or belief that, say, the tutor is well-informed or the lesson delivered is an important one. Perhaps 
student engagement is neither a feeling nor a perception, but a state of being motivated or disposed to act in 
ways that enhance one’s educational experience. 
 
This paper seeks to answer these questions by proposing a student engagement theory principally meant for 
the higher education context. This task is important not only because of the reasons described in the opening 
paragraph (e.g. student engagement is a strong predictor of positive academic and life outcomes), but also 
because student engagement figures prominently in evidence-based teaching and learning reflections 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Glassick et al., 1997; Felten, 2013), peer review evaluations (Gleason & Sanger, 
2018) and, in some universities, is a key criterion for handing out prestigious teaching awards [NUS 
Outstanding Educator Award (OEA), 2022].   
 
The paper’s structure begins by reviewing what education research and educational psychology authors have 
said about student engagement. Readers will observe that much discussion of student engagement maps a fairly 
disorganised conceptual terrain. This paper’s first task, therefore, offers a taxonomy of extant student 
engagement theories. We argue that they can be categorised into three distinct pillars: student engagement as 
a type of feeling or emotion; student engagement as a cognitive state; or, student engagement as a type of 
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motivational state. Having reviewed the literature, I proceed to determine if a unifying structure, which strings 
all three theories into a principled coherent whole, can be found. This unifying structure, as I hope to show, 
can take the form of a theory of mind that has inspired intense discussion by psychologists, cognitive scientists 
and philosophers: namely, functionalism.2 This paper concludes by drawing several pedagogical implications 
of the functionalist theory or framework of student engagement.    
 
 
2.  SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT LEADING TO A THEORY OF STUDENT 
ENGAGEMENT 

“[W]e feel sorry because we cry, angry because we strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that we cry, 
strike, or tremble, because we are sorry, angry, or fearful”, so said William James, who played a founding role 
in developing modern-day psychology (1884, p. 190). However, when a student is engaged, what exactly is 
the specific target or object of her engagement? Indeed, what exactly do we mean when we say a student is 
engaged? I propose that we first marshal a set of ordinary intuitions laypersons might have about student 
engagement, and refine this in light of researchers’ perspectives of the notion. Our existing intuitions 
surrounding ‘student engagement’ appear to be several in kind. First, it is plausible that there is no one unique 
target or object of student engagement—students can be engaged by the lesson’s content, the tutor’s delivery 
of the content or indeed, the tutor herself (hereinafter, broadly referred to as the ‘eliciting circumstance’). 
Second, when a student finds a lesson engaging, she feels some excitement, interest, anticipation, eagerness, 
etc. about or towards the eliciting circumstance; this feeling may be phenomenologically a pleasant one, and 
may be correlated with observable behaviour—raised upper eyelids, lack of small movements conveying 
impatience or annoyance, and so forth (Weimer, 2016; Gleason & Sanger, 2018; Fulton, 2019). Third, the 
engaged student may also evaluate the eliciting circumstance to be interesting, meaningful or worthy of her 
attention; this evaluative judgment may cause or reinforce in the student a range of motivational states that 
promote learning. Setting aside our ordinary intuitions for the moment, I now summarise the three main steps 
that I will, in the following sections, undertake to formulate a plausible student engagement theory consistent 
with the ordinary intuitions just canvassed.  
 
First, I extensively reviewed the literature concerned with definitions or conceptual summaries of student 
engagement offered mainly in educational research. My selection of literature is partly done according to the 
‘snowball’ sampling method—picking out the definitions or conceptual summaries from a sampling of widely-
cited publications, I review works cited by these publications to mine a greater number of definitions or 
conceptual summaries.  
 
The second step is to determine the salient themes that exist in an otherwise messy conceptual terrain amassed 
from the literature review: this thematic identification process involves looking for repeated occurrences of 
certain keywords or larger clausal units. Doing so, as we shall see in Section 3, reveals an interesting finding—
extant student engagement theories can be classified into a threefold division of emotion, cognitive, and 
motivation theories.  
 
This threefold categorisation of student engagement theories deepens our understanding of the notion, but—
insofar as the goal here is theory construction—we are still short of identifying a unifying structure. The goal 
of the third step of my argument is to identify a structure that strings the three main classes of theories together. 
In Section 4, I argue that what has gone unnoticed in the literature is that the three main classes of student 
engagement theories describe mental and behavioural ingredients that are remarkably similar to a widely 
popular theory about the mind or mental states, known to psychologists, cognitive scientists and philosophers 
as functionalism.3 Accordingly, I propose that functionalism can help us connect the dots. What remains of 
Section 4 is further expanding and refining this functionalist student engagement theory with research from 
educational psychology, which incidentally is fully consistent with and indeed, an explanation of the pre-
theoretical intuitions we began the inquiry with.   
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I should emphasise that this paper’s primary goal is to clarify and organise the notion of student engagement 
in a way that is as detailed as possible, given what we know from educational research and psychology, 
amongst other disciplines. One virtue in enhancing our understanding of student engagement is that with a 
plausible and coherent theory or framework, we allow for greater interdisciplinary research into the concept; 
for, the systematicity of a theory reduces occurrences of commentators talking at cross purposes, and the 
theory’s components and processes encourage further research and exchange of ideas. Having said that, in 
Section 5, I conclude by drawing several pedagogical implications of the theory. These implications are 
relevant to tutors intending to enhance student engagement in their classes as well as university administrators 
intending to better document evidence-based teaching effectiveness. 
 
 
3.  THREE THEORIES OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT: EMOTION, COGNITIVE, 
AND MOTIVATION 

Emotion theories  

Supposing that being engaged is a type of feeling or emotion, what is the felt quality or phenomenology of this 
feeling? Newmann et al. assert that “[e]ngagement is a construct used to describe an inner quality of 
concentration” (1992, p. 13, emphasis added); other authors describe engagement simply as the experience of 
‘interest’ towards the eliciting circumstance (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Marks, 2000; Fredricks et al., 2004). 
In relation to the ‘affective theory of learning’, Tobias (1995) and Schiefele (1991) were amongst the earlier 
educational psychologists who appreciated how feelings of interests are powerful emotional precursors for 
learning (see also Weber et al., 2001). Yet other authors describe engagement as involving a sense of group 
solidarity that occurs when “students internalize the feeling that they ‘belong’ in school…that they are a 
conspicuous part of the school environment and that school is an important aspect of their own experience” 
(Finn & Voelkl, 1993, p. 250, emphasis added).4 A more common view is that students are engaged when they 
enjoy or are hopeful about their learning experience. This is a view suggested by findings of numerous widely-
cited educational psychology publications which posit that high-achieving students tend to experience positive 
emotions—such as hope and enjoyment—as opposed to negative emotions such as shame, boredom, anxiety, 
and hopelessness (Pekrun & Elliot, 2009; Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2012; Villavicencio & Bernardo, 
2013). In another widely-cited paper in affective science, researchers found that students who experience 
certain positive emotions and moods are more creative and are therefore more effective problem-solvers (Isen 
et al., 1987). Let us call the class of theories—where student engagement only involves feelings or emotions 
of some sort—‘emotion theories’.    
 
Emotion theories of student engagement are successful in accounting for ordinary intuitions we have about the 
phenomenological experience of participating in an engaging lesson or being in the presence of an engaging 
tutor, e.g. students feel a sense of anticipation, excitement, and there may be a focusing of attention or an 
exertion of that ‘inner quality of concentration’ (Weimer, 2016; Gleason & Sanger, 2018; Fulton, 2019). And, 
insofar as experiencing these feelings tends to crowd out negative emotions such as boredom and frustration, 
student learning may be promoted. Emotion theories, in short, offer a natural explanation for why student 
engagement is pedagogically valuable or why educators should design or aim for engaging lessons—students 
learn better. 
 
Cognitive theories  

Perhaps a student's being engaged does not involve her experiencing feelings or emotions of some sort; instead, 
perhaps it involves only her possession of some complex cognitive skills (e.g. capacity for critical thought or 
reflection) or her believing, perceiving or forming the evaluative judgment that such-and-such is the case (e.g. 
the lesson is useful, meaningful or insightful). Let us call theories asserting that student engagement necessarily 
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only involves a student’s possessing some complex cognitive skills or assenting to some evaluative judgments 
‘cognitivist theories’ of student engagement. Commentators agree that “[e]ngagement recognises students’ 
internal thoughts and beliefs about being engaged…” (Corso et al., 2013, p. 52, emphasis added), and that 
student engagement is goal-driven (Strong et al., 1995). In other words, there is some consensus amongst 
educational researchers that a necessary condition of student engagement is that students form the evaluative 
judgment that some aspects of their learning are important, meaningful or instrumental to securing certain 
goals or desires they already have (Eccles et al., 1983).  
 
The claim that student engagement is a function of the degree of importance or value a student places on the 
eliciting circumstance, given their interests or desires, is a highly plausible thesis that also explains the widely 
shared observation amongst educators that students who are not engaged can be coaxed or ‘talked into’ being 
engaged, which makes sense only if there is a cognitive component to student engagement. A second merit of 
cognitivist theories is that some cognitive component is necessary to account for another widely shared 
observation about engaged students, namely, that such students are also motivated to partake of those means 
that advance their learning.  
 
Motivation theories  

It is one thing to claim that cognition of some sort is necessary for student engagement, and quite another to 
claim that only cognition is necessary, as cognitivist theories would have it. For, if student engagement were 
only the presence of some sort of cognition, we risk leaving unaccounted for the widely-held observation that 
an engaged student is also one who is motivated to do such-and-such: as one author writes, “engaged students 
attend their classes, try reasonably hard to do well in them, complete the homework they are assigned…” 
(Steinberg, 1996, p. 67). According to Reeve (2009a), student motivation, at its most abstract construal, refers 
to that which “energizes and directs behaviour” (pp. 8, 21), where the behaviour in question, according to 
Reeve and other scholars, refers to a student’s engagement in learning activities (Connell & Wellborn, 1991) 
often because such a student “is interested in doing well in school…[and possesses] a strong motivation to 
achieve” (Steinberg, 1996, p. 70, emphasis added). We also seen an attraction towards what I label a 
‘motivation theory’ of student engagement in authors like Newmann et al. (1992), when they claim student 
engagement involves a learner’s “effort to learn” (p. 13, emphasis added) or a student’s “psychological 
investment in and effort directed toward learning, understanding, or mastering the knowledge, skill, or crafts 
that academic work is intended to promote” (p. 12).  
 
Hybrid theories  

What I call ‘hybrid theories’ are by far the most widely-held student engagement theories. The literature review 
suggests that authors are divided between two types of hybrid theories: on one hand, there are theories positing 
that student engagement involves all three components of emotion, cognition and motivation; on the other 
hand, there also exist more parsimonious theories requiring only cognition and motivation.5 Advocates of the 
former more encompassing type include Fredericks et al. (2004), Jimerson et al. (2003), Reeve (2012), and 
authors of a study commissioned by America’s National Research Council and Institute of Medicine (2004). 
According to this more encompassing hybrid theory, student engagement involves a feeling or emotion 
component (e.g. presence of interest and enthusiasm), a complex cognitive component (e.g. mastery of learning 
strategies, active self-regulation), and a motivation component (e.g. being persistent while facing academic 
challenges). 
 
More parsimonious hybrid theories are ones that require only cognition and motivation. McMahon and Portelli 
(2004), for instance, posit that student engagement involves “[a] certain conception of academic achievement 
or a process identifiable by behavioural traits and/or observable psychological dispositions” (p. 62, emphasis 
added). They believe that engaged students perceive value in academic success and as a result, are motivated 
to pursue such a value; indeed, this claim is consistent with Strong et al.’s (1995) assertion that engagement 
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involves the setting and achieving of academic goals. Further, Guthrie and Wigfield (2000) may be read as 
asserting such a hybrid theory when they claim that engagement comprises a ‘mixture’ of “student competence, 
motivation, and social interaction” (p. 412). Indeed, the ‘social interaction’ here can be interpreted as the 
resulting social behaviour of students endowed with ‘cognitive competence’ and ‘motivation’. 
 
 
4.  CONSIDERATIONS TOWARD A THEORY OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT 

The above review of extant student engagement conceptions lays the groundwork for a student engagement 
theory. We saw that the conceptual terrain divides itself between emotion, cognition, motivation (and hybrid) 
student engagement theories—a disparate list of three main classes of theories. This section determines if there 
exists some conceptual order or structure amongst these three classes of theories; for, in the absence of the 
determination of some such order or structure, what we currently have is a taxonomy or list of student 
engagement theories without some deeper reason as to why we have this particular taxonomy as opposed to a 
different one. And, if we are not able to ascertain what this deeper connection is that strings the classes of 
theories together, educators then lack a principled justification for picking one theory over others when 
designing courses that attempt to promote student engagement or studies that aim to measure student 
engagement.   
 
What has gone unnoticed in the literature is that the three classes of student engagement theories describe 
mental and behavioural ingredients that are remarkably similar to functionalism, the theory that helps us 
connect the dots, as I shall now aim to show.  
 
A succinct explanation of functionalism runs as follows: 

 
 
Unlike the earlier ‘behaviourist’ theory of the mind (Malcolm, 1968; Ryle, 1949) which it replaces, 
functionalism does not hold that mental states are reducible to mere human behaviour and behavioural 
dispositions; rather, functionalism holds that what a mental state is depends on the causal sensory inputs, 
internal states and behavioural outputs of an agent, and the causal relations among these three ingredients 
(Putnam, 1960, 1967; Dennett, 1991; Shoemaker, 1975). So, while psychological behaviourism identifies the 
mental state of being in pain with, say, a disposition to wince or moan, functionalism identifies the state of 
being in pain as follows:    
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To better understand the theory, here is a diagrammatic representation of the state of being in pain (Figure 1): 
 

 
Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the state of being in pain to explain functionalism. 

 
To be sure, there are many varieties of functionalist theory of mind, but these need not concern us as much as 
Figure 1, which presents a structure that allows for an appreciation of student engagement as suggested by the 
hitherto disparate dots that are the emotion, cognitive, and motivation theories. I propose that the notion of 
student engagement describes the following structure (Figure 2): 
 

 
Figure 2. Diagrammatic representation of the causal relations between the student engagement theories. 
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The structure essential to a functionalist theory of mind helps us see important causal relations between the 
student engagement theories (indicated by the arrows in Figure 2). More summarily, I propose that a student’s 
being engaged can be understood as a set of causal relations between (i) the sensory inputs of the eliciting 
conditions, (ii) the conditions described by cognitive and motivation theories of student engagement6 and (iii) 
those conditions described by emotion theories.7 The functionalist theory is a useful structure to synthesise the 
three main student engagement theories. Figure 2 offers a preliminary sketch of ingredients that go into each 
component of this functionalist student engagement theory. In what follows, I draw liberally from psychology 
and the affective sciences to expand on the ingredients of the theory being forwarded here.  
 
Evaluative judgments of the cognitive component  

I rely, at this point, on Magda Arnold’s (1960) writings, which gave pride of place to cognitive processes in 
her pioneering research into the psychological structure of emotions. To extend Arnold’s work to our 
discussion, we posit that student engagement begins with the formation of evaluative judgments—or what 
Arnold calls ‘appraisals’—that the eliciting circumstance (e.g. lesson being delivered) is meaningful, 
beneficial, or valuable. This appraisal is no one-off episode but a dynamic process comprising a series of re-
appraisals of the eliciting circumstance that tracks its changing qualities over time. A student is engaged only 
if this continuous re-appraisal process largely settles on the positive appraisal that, say, the lesson is 
meaningful, beneficial or valuable. This is consistent and indeed, a deeper explanation of educational 
researchers’ commonly held view that engaged students are those who form the evaluative judgment that 
aspects of their learning or learning environment are important, meaningful, or instrumental to securing certain 
goals or desires (McCombs & Pope, 1994; Strong et al., 1995; Corso et. al., 2013).   
 
However, a positive appraisal of the eliciting circumstance is insufficient for a student’s being engaged. I draw 
from Richard Lazarus’ (1991) research, which extends Arnold’s work by offering a more fine-grained structure 
of the cognitive appraisal process. To extend Lazarus’s work to the task at hand, I claim that an engaged student 
appraises an eliciting circumstance as one that possesses qualities she considers relevant to and congruent with 
her aims, beliefs and desires, that her sense of self is implicated in a way that she deems productive or virtuous,8 
that she believes herself able to cope with challenges the eliciting circumstance poses, and there is expectation 
of future credit, benefit or value from interaction with the eliciting circumstance. The foregoing analyses echo 
findings from educational psychology, that high-achieving students tend to form the evaluative judgment that 
their learning process and academic achievements are valuable or meaningful (Pekrun et al., 2010), and that 
one is able to perform well and do well with effort (so-called ‘academic self-efficiency’) (Mega et al., 2014).  
 
Skills or competencies of the cognitive component  

Recall from the foregoing paragraphs that a student’s positive appraisal of an eliciting circumstance requires 
that she believes herself to have the means of coping with challenges the circumstance poses. What are we 
referring to when we speak of such means? It was found from educational psychology research that students 
who possess the following complex set of cognitive skills are more likely to do well academically (Pekrun, et 
al., 2010; Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2012): flexible learning strategies (e.g. reorganising, reinterpreting 
or representing lesson material in ways familiar to oneself), higher-order critical thinking (e.g. abstraction, 
categorisation, identifying causal relations), creative thinking (e.g. holistic ways of problem-solving, avoiding 
overly-detailed and analytical means of problem-solving), and so forth. This list is far from exhaustive, but it 
allows us to draw the following important implication: a student will form the judgment that, say, a lesson is 
valuable, but only if she possesses (or is coming to possess) a relevant set of effective learning skills that allow 
her to cope with content or assignments associated with that lesson.  
 
Motivation component  

Recall from the literature review the claim by numerous authors that the engaged student is one who is 
motivated to learn (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Marks, 2000; Fredricks et al., 2004), achieve academically 
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(Steinberg, 1996, p. 70) and exhibit content mastery (Connell & Wellborn, 1991; Newmann et al., 1992). These 
claims should be near-truisms by now. In contrast, what is less widely known (especially amongst laypersons) 
is that the more autonomy students are granted in their learning process, the more engaged they become. A 
study about the learning needs of developing middle or secondary school students,9 claimed the following: 
 

 
 
To foster student autonomy, Cothran and Ennis (2000) suggest that classrooms can be engaging if tutors present 
numerous learning opportunities for their students and are also enthusiastic about allowing students to be part 
of decision-making processes, especially on matters related to lesson content and assessment methods. 
Relatedly, it is not simply the autonomous student who tends to be engaged, it is also the student who gets to 
exercise her intellectual curiosity and creativity, especially with respect to her prescribed assignments or 
activities (Strong et al., 1995). 
 
Indeed, psychological studies show that high-achieving students express their motivation to learn and achieve 
academically by exercising the following specific dispositions: attend to matters relevant to the task at hand (as 
opposed to matters irrelevant to the task), be autonomous in learning and less reliant on others (so-called ‘self-
regulation’), continually acquire new knowledge and skills, and demonstrate their competence or ability by 
outperforming others (Pekrun et al., 2010; Mega et al., 2014).  
 
Emotion component  
Research in educational psychology shows that emotions such as enjoyment, hope and pride are derived from 
or are the causal results of a student’s judgment of the value of learning and her possession of cognitive skills, 
such as those related to content mastery that allow her to achieve academically (Pekrun et al., 2010). In 
addition, psychologists Mega et al.’s (2014) study shows that positive emotions are conducive to student 
learning, but only when students themselves are ‘self-regulated learners’ who consider learning a controllable 
process. Such research strongly suggests that the emotion component forms the causal upshot that bookends a 
functional student engagement theory. 
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By synthesising the above discussion with earlier findings from our literature review, the student engagement 
theory can be fleshed out further (Figure 3): 

 
Figure 3. Elaboration of the functionalist theory of student engagement. 

 

The cognitive and motivation components are mutually dependent in that no one component is a causal 
antecedent of the other (Figure 3); also, the degree of assent a student has towards the four elements (a)—(b) 
in Cognitive Component (I) in Figure 3, and her level of competence in the skills mentioned in (II) are jointly 
proportional to the degree of her motivational states described in (III). The proposed functional theory allows 
us to make sense of what Reeve (2012) calls ‘agentic engagement’ that consists of a student’s “intentional, 
proactive, and constructive contribution into the flow of the instruction they receive’ receive” (2012, p. 161). 
Reeve argues that the engaged student is one who “tries to enrich the learning experience…rather than just 
passively receive it as a given.” This attempt by the student to enrich her learning experience has, according 
to Reeve, a positive feedback effect that reinforces future motivation states—the engaged student becomes 
increasingly engaged whenever the eliciting circumstance occurs in the future:   
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The functional theory mooted here holds that because engaged students possess a set of (relevant) complex 
cognitive skills—say, flexible learning strategies and higher-order critical thinking—they can engage in the 
“intentional, proactive, and constructive contribution into the flow of the instruction they receive.” The 
functional theory, in other words, offer us the cognitive underpinnings of Reeve’s conception of agentic 
engagement. In addition, the theory also possesses the explanatory power in accounting for the intuitions that 
laypersons have surrounding the term ‘student engagement’. I submit, then, that this theory constitutes a 
plausible conception of student engagement. Next, I explore eight important practical upshots from the 
proposed theory.  
 
 
5.  PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The ‘eliciting circumstance’ (i)  

We now discuss the conditions that are wont to elicit a state of engagement. Recall that a key cognitive 
component of the theory states that an engaged student is one who “has formed, through a (dynamic) series of 
re-appraisals over time, the evaluative judgement…that the eliciting circumstance is meaningful, beneficial or 
valuable given her existing beliefs, desires and goals.” This strongly suggests the adoption of what some 
educators call ‘bridging’—making “links between the student’s real-world experience outside the classroom 
and the experience inside the classroom” (Hitchcock, 2011). More specifically, there should be a bridge from 
the student’s existing knowledge, desires and goals to what is being taught in a lesson. A second bridge can be 
built to connect what has been taught in a lesson to the activities or assessments that occur when a student 
leaves a class and perhaps even content of her other modules. Bridging encourages the continuous transference 
and reinforcement of knowledge or skills and as a result, promotes student engagement.  
 
I share an example of how bridging can occur within the context of an Asian university or, more specially, a 
university with East Asian cultural influences. Traditional Western-centric courses on political theory tend to 
begin by emphasising how a state or ruling sovereign is legitimated—the governing entity is legitimate only 
insofar as citizens trade off certain individual rights with the governing entity (for security, say). The priority 
of individual rights over the collective or governing entity is, however, somewhat alien to societies steeped in 
East Asian socio-political thought. For, it has been argued fairly persuasively by celebrated sociologist Daniel 
Bell (2020) that the following marks an important difference between East and West (loosely understood): 
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An instructor offering a module on Western political thought to a group of East Asian students (or students 
influenced by East Asian ideologies) can begin by having her students reflect on their own assumptions 
concerning the individual vis-à-vis the state or collective; and only after this is done, begin introducing and 
thereby setting up a contrast with certain canonical works of Western political thought. This is but one example 
where a tutor bridges from her students’ existing beliefs and values to the material she intends to teach. And, 
according to this paper’s proposed theory, doing so fosters student engagement. 
      
The ‘eliciting circumstance’ (ii)  

Closely related to the strategy described above is one that enjoins tutors to use, where appropriate, topics or 
examples that are current, controversial and realistic (Hitchcock, 2011). Topics or examples related to so-
called ‘cancel culture’, the removal of statues or monuments and of course, the effectiveness of online learning 
(necessitated by COVID-19) are some issues familiar to students (at this point of writing). Tutors can then 
bridge from these topics to intellectually ‘older’ issues such as free speech, colonisation and health crises (e.g. 
the Black Death). The appropriate use of current, controversial and realistic examples or topics in one’s 
teaching material or assessments is helpful in promoting student engagement insofar as it stirs the students’ 
existing store of knowledge and experiences.  
 
Mastery of tasks (and performance!) matters  

There is some attraction amongst educational researchers to the view that students are motivated to learn if 
teachers place emphasis on “task goals’ rather than ‘performance goals” (Wigfield et al., 1998; Anderman & 
Anderman, 1999). Task goals refer to the level of a student’s understanding and learning of skills or content, 
while performance goals refer to the test scores or grades thought to be indicative of a students’ level of 
understanding and learning. Students motivated by the sense of fulfilment from mastering task goals are said 
to be ‘intrinsically motivated’, while those by performance goals ‘extrinsically motivated’. It is claimed that 
emphasis on performance goals causes students to be distressed insofar as they attempt to outperform one 
another, and become worried about their performance, fearful of making mistakes and are therefore prone to 
anxiety and embarrassment in front of their peers (Roeser et al., 1996). Additionally, students struggling to 
meet their performance goals are quick to lose their intrinsic motivation or to take personal pleasure in learning 
for its own sake (Harter et al., 1992). The natural solution to these undesirable consequences, so the argument 
goes, is to shift the emphasis from performance to task goals, whereby students are encouraged to make and 
learn from their mistakes, increase their sense of confidence and self-efficacy, and in so doing cultivate a 
disposition to deepen their level of understanding and learning of skills or content.   
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However, we saw from our earlier discussion that findings from educational psychology show that high-
achieving and engaged students are motivated not simply to achieve task goals, they are also disposed to 
achieving performance goals or to demonstrate their competence or ability in assessment schemes that are 
highly public (Pekrun et al., 2010; Mega et al., 2014). The implication appears to be this: educators wishing to 
motivate—and, only motivate—students should emphasise achievement of task goals over performance goals; 
but, educators aiming to encourage broader or more expansive category of student engagement can do so by 
emphasising both performance and task goals.10  
 
Feedback matters  

According to Deci and Ryan (1980; 1985a), events such as receiving feedback, test scores, grades, scholarship 
outcomes, etc., have two aspects. First, a ‘controlling’ aspect that pressures students towards behaving in 
certain ways or to attempt to achieve certain outcomes; second, an ‘informational’ aspect that communicates, 
through feedback, students’ competence.11 The feedback tutors offer is essential to student engagement for the 
following reason. Recall that clause (d)(i) of the evaluative judgment part of the cognitive component holds 
that student engagement requires “an expectancy of credit, benefit or value from future interactions with the 
eliciting circumstance” (Figure 3). Tutor feedback (of success and failure) is therefore an important influence 
of a student’s expectations of such future value, reward and credit—these in turn shapes her perceived value 
or meaningfulness of the course or lesson in question.  
 
Tutor matters  

Since provision of quality feedback matters to student engagement, the competence of those tasked to provide 
such feedback is important. As one author notes, it is ‘[i]mportant for teachers to be engaged with learning; 
teachers cannot help students to overcome ignorance if they themselves are not engaged permanently in trying 
to overcome their own’ (Freire, 1998, p. 89). It goes without saying, then, that the quality of tutor feedback 
and competence of a tutor are two oars propelling the same ship. 
 
The notion of ‘student engagement’ in peer review or class observation reports  

The importance of student engagement is frequently mentioned in numerous evidence-based reflections on 
teaching and learning (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Glassick et al., 1997; Felten, 2013). Accordingly, a 
common evaluative criterion emphasised in articles about the peer review process is student engagement 
(Gleason & Sanger, 2018). Indeed, in this author’s own university, student engagement is a key criterion upon 
which prestigious teaching awards are handed out [NUS Outstanding Educator Award (OEA), 2022]. However 
if, as this paper tries to argue, student engagement is a complex functional notion, then there is ambiguity when 
important formative or summative assessment criteria of good teaching practices reference ‘student 
engagement’ as though it were a monolithically unambiguous idea. The result of this may very well be that 
important assessment criteria for what counts as effective teaching run the risk of passing off a highly complex 
concept for one that is unambiguously straightforward—this in turn may have the undesirable consequence 
that users of such assessment criteria may literally be missing the mark. It is recommended then that rather 
than speaking of ‘student engagement’ as though it were a monolithically simple notion, assessment criteria 
concerning effective teaching should elaborate on what exactly is being asked or tested for with the 
components and relations of the functional theory elucidated above. 
 
Measuring student engagement  

There are several ways of measuring student engagement given its formulation in the section above. Recall 
that the theory’s emotion component posits that interest, hope and confidence are some student engagement 
indicators; in addition, the theory’s cognitive and motivation components hold that engaged students tend to 
be motivated to achieve and are autonomous learners. These indices or measuring scales are captured by the 
‘Learner Empowerment Scale’ (or, ‘LES’) developed by Frymier et al. (1999). Insofar as LES has been shown 
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by Weber (1999) to be a reliable test of student interest, it may be used to offer empirical evidence of student 
engagement [Interested readers may also wish to see the ‘Affective Learning Scale’ by Anderson (1979)]. To 
be sure, the education field still needs a more robust technique for measuring student engagement. This is the 
subject of another paper; but it is hoped that the theory mooted above can offer researchers a rough gauge of 
the indices or scales integral in unpacking the notion of student engagement which, as I have tried showing in 
this paper, is more complex than commonly supposed.  
 
Towards a socialising of student engagement: Final remarks on the classroom and beyond  

A common argument in educational research is that some form of social support is a necessary condition for 
student engagement (Guthrie & Davis, 2003); and relatedly, when social support is lacking, students may feel 
estranged from their learning environment or perceive that their teachers ‘do not care’ (Anderman, 1999). 
There is also research suggesting, though not conclusively, that teaching of large groups undermines student 
engagement and hence, student achievement (Glass & Smith, 1979; Sims, 2008, 2009; Hill et al., 2008; Jepsen 
& Rivkin, 2009). According to Chingos and Whitehurst (2011), ‘[i]t appears that very large class-size 
reductions, on the order of magnitude of 7-10 fewer students per class, can have meaningful long-term effects 
on student achievement and perhaps on non-cognitive outcomes’.12 If however, not all educational institutions 
have the resources to offer their students reduced class sizes, what can such institutions do?  
 
If the student engagement theory offered in this paper is plausible, then a different strategy is to prioritise the 
development in students of the cognitive capacities of, say, positive appraisals and effective learning strategies. 
In other words, even if it is true that teaching of large groups runs the risk of failing engagement, this 
undesirable consequence may be mitigated if teachers attempt to develop those cognitive skills associated with 
the student engagement theory being mooted here. For instance, a large cohort of first-year law students need 
to first grasp the basics of legal research and reasoning to cope with the challenges in their legal studies.13 
However, it may be pressed against me, if the teaching of such learning strategies occurs in a large class 
setting, wouldn’t the lack of student engagement also pose a problem for this putative solution? This is indeed 
a worry and perhaps, one that hints at limitations of the engagement theory being mooted here. If the forwarded 
theory describes the components ‘internal’ to a student that affects her engagement levels, how then does what 
is ‘external’ to the student—namely, her surrounding social institutions—relate to those components internal 
to her? I end this paper with some speculative remarks on the social dimensions of student engagement. 
 
It will be helpful first to define what we mean by a ‘social institution’. The sociologist Jonathan Turner (1997) 
defines a social institution as, 

 
Given Turner’s definition, we can see that the university is a particular social institution insofar as it picks out 
“a complex of positions, roles, norms and values…” that defines an enduring feature of social life (see also 
Giddens, 1984). Now, recall that a summary statement of the proposed theory states that: 
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One way a social institution like the university relates to the engagement theory is that the norms, values and 
roles ‘lodged’ in a university can profoundly shape the theory’s cognitive and motivational components. The 
following case study on the under-representation of women in certain humanities and social science disciplines 
vividly illustrates this point. In a study that surveyed over 2000 staff and graduate students of high-profile 
universities, Leslie et al. (2015) found that disciplines such as philosophy, economics and the classics that 
place a premium on the (mysterious) quality of ‘raw brilliance’ for academic success, face an under-
representation of women; further, it was found that that it is usually men who are perceived to possess such a 
quality. In an interview, Sarah-Jane Leslie added that “[t]he study’s findings suggest that academics who wish 
to address the gender gap in their fields should pay particular attention to the messages they send concerning 
what’s required for success… For example, they can downplay talk of innate intellectual giftedness and instead 
highlight the importance of sustained effort for top-level success in their field” (Saxon, 2015). 
 
Leslie et al.’s (2015) study revealed a norm or value system that is endemic to the socialising culture of certain 
humanities and social science disciplines. The connection to the student engagement theory is this: it is 
arguable that the particular norm or value system—that academic success requires ‘raw brilliance’ as opposed 
to hard work—has corrosive effects on the cognitive and motivational components of a female student’s 
engagement levels. For instance, she will not be able to form the evaluative judgment that her studies are 
meaningful, beneficial or valuable since she will not believe herself able to cope with possible challenges the 
eliciting circumstance poses (since she lacks the quality of ‘raw brilliance’ which is the preserve of men). This 
socialising effect on the cognitive component may further undermine her motivation to learn and achieve 
academically, as it is arguable that she will not be granted autonomy with respect to the design of certain 
aspects of her learning process. In sum, the student engagement theory mooted here may be one factor that 
explains why an emphasis on ‘raw brilliance’ in certain disciplines correlates with an under-representation of 
women—where there is such an emphasis that women become disengaged, alienated even.  
 
More generally, Leslie et al.’s (2015) study is of a piece with other publications that show how prevailing 
stereotypes about women (Ceci & Williams 2007, 2011; Ceci et al., 2014) and African-Americans (Steele & 
Aronson, 1995) have profound socialising effects that explain why these historically subordinated groups are 
under-represented in the academic domain of the sciences or appear to under-perform in standardised tests. 
This paper simply attaches a new piece to the emerging picture: that such socialising effects undermine a 
student’s engagement levels (which, in turn, is a factor that possibly explains measures of lower performance, 
under-representation, etc.). 
 
Apart from continuing to encourage research that seeks to unearth those norms or value systems that contribute 
to systematic forms of socialisation, what other lessons can educators or policymakers draw from this 
discussion? I offer this proposal: if existing norms or value systems about historically subordinated groups 
continue to exert oppressive, if not powerful, socialising effects on a student’s engagement levels, a remedy to 
this is to create, formalise, and reinforce new norms and value systems that constitute a bulwark against falling 
student engagement. Call such a countermanding movement a ‘socialising of engagement’. This proposal has 
two parts. First, an understanding of the hidden set of norms and value systems that are endemic in a given 
social institution is needed [Leslie et al.’s (2015) study is an example]. The goal is for educators to reframe 
failing student engagement not in terms of a deficit model14 but that of a need to address aspects of a social 
institution that propagate systematic forms of inequality. The second task, inspired by a branch of feminist 
ethics known as the ethics of ‘care’ (Gilligan, 1982),15 is to construct or expand on roles that incentivise and 
reward the formation of reciprocal relationships between members of a social institution that emphasise values 
of care and responsibility, and is sensitive to the existence of vulnerabilities. Such roles (for instance, a 
‘mentoring’ system between students) formalise and reward habits of reciprocity, attachment and fellow-
feeling. Such habits of care, it is hoped, will serve as positive inputs to the cognitive and motivational 
components of a student’s functional system of engagement. Where the student engagement theory offers 
educators a model of what is ‘internal’ to a student’s engagement levels, the movement of socialising 
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engagement addresses what is ‘external’ to that student. However, how best to flesh out and offer empirical 
support for such a movement is surely a matter for a different paper.    
 
 
6.  CONCLUSION 

Theories of student learning chart a messy terrain, resulting in education research authors sometimes talking 
at cross purposes. Indeed, authors regularly complain that too many things get swept under the umbrella 
concept of ‘student engagement’. However, complaining that the notion of student engagement means different 
things to different people is no excuse for not trying to clear the dust off the table. Part of this paper’s aim is 
to organise and offer a useful taxonomy of extant student engagement theories. Three main types of theories 
can be discerned from contemporary literature—emotion, cognitive, and motivation theories. This paper 
argues for a synthesis of these three theories in the form of a functionalist student engagement theory, and 
offers tutors a set of heuristics in promoting student engagement. This paper’s main goal, in other words, is to 
show that we are able to refine, organise and formulate a plausible and coherent theory or framework of student 
engagement. When the various components, processes and relations between these components are 
conceptually separate, we encourage greater precision when discussing an otherwise monolithic sounding 
concept such as student engagement. One virtue of enhancing our understanding of student engagement is that 
it allows for greater interdisciplinary research into the concept; it is hoped that the systematicity and clarity of 
the components and relations posited by the theory will encourage further exchange of ideas and conversations 
concerning student engagement.   
 
 
ENDNOTES 

1. We can argue that some cultures define engagement as an ‘emphasis on competition, solitary learning, order 
and discipline’, and that this paper’s goal of formulating a student engagement theory runs roughshod over such 
cultures. In response, two points can be made. First, as a descriptive claim, it is questionable whether emphasis 
on competition, solitary learning, order and discipline is generalisable across all those (East Asian?) cultures. 
Second, even if that descriptive claim is true, it remains an open question what the normative claim should be. 
This paper attempts to offer an answer to this normative claim of what student engagement should to look like. 
 

2. For a sampling, see Putnam (1960, 1967); Dennett (1991); Shoemaker (1975); Eliasmith (2002); Clark (2008); 
Chalmers (2011); de Hooge, Zeelenberg and Breugelmans (2011); Gray, et. al. (2002); Piccinini (2004); Shagrir 
(2005); Boden et al. (2016). 
 

3. Refer to Endnote 2 for relevant citations on functionalism. 
 

4. In this paper, I set aside this particular claim that student engagement is roused by a feeling of group 
membership or solidarity. This is not to deny that there are advantages to be had from the feeling of group 
solidarity or membership, especially as a response to the presence of alienation or disconnection that minority 
groups may experience from their schools or the ‘standard’ curriculum (Ogbu, 1991). For more discussion of 
student engagement as socio-political engagement, see Hooks (1994), Chavez and O’Donnell (1998), and 
Anderson et. al. (1998). 
 

5. From my literature review, I have not encountered hybrid theories that require only the components of feeling 
and cognition or motivation. 
 

6. This is basically the hybrid theory of student engagement that, as we saw from Section 3, is commonly asserted 
amongst researchers in teaching and learning. It is also a theory that bears structural similarity to work done in 
psychology and affective science: namely, that emotions are reducible to combinations of appraisals and 
motivations (Lazarus, 1991) or what is known as the ‘Belief and Desire Theory of Emotions’, which roughly 
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holds that emotions are the causal result of beliefs and desires or motivational states (Reisenzein, 2009ab; Miceli 
& Castelfranchi, 2015). 
 

7. I wish to leave it open whether there exists a relation of positive feedback between the emotions and the 
cognitive and motivational components. In other words, what I have presented here is consistent with the 
possibility that the rousing of a student’s emotions offers positive feedback that reinforces her assent to certain 
cognitive beliefs and strengthens her motivations. The latter would make for a set of complex causal relations. 
 

8. Contrast this with scenarios where an agent has done something morally or legal impermissible: in such 
scenarios, the agent’s self is implicated in a transgressive way, which further opens her to be the target of blame 
or repudiation 
 

9. It is not implausible to assume that even if middle school students’ learning needs differ from students in tertiary 
education, some needs—such as those of autonomy and decision-making—differ not so much in kind as in 
degrees. I make this assumption for two reasons. First, the fact that researchers and practitioners across all 
levels testify to the importance of student engagement suggests there is some transferability of date between 
what we know about engagement in tertiary and pre-tertiary settings. Second, student engagement indicators 
tend to apply to different ages and levels of education. For these reasons, I am inclined to think that the insight 
offered by Guthrie and Davis (2003) applies to students in tertiary education as much as it does to middle school 
students. 
 

10. As a means of doing so, educators may wish to reward achievements in both task and performance goals. 
 

11. The authors further claim that the relative salience of one aspect or the other determines whether a student is 
intrinsically motivated. 
 

12. If a ‘cognitive’ outcome refers to an outcome precipitated by or dependent on an agent’s evaluative or belief 
states, then perhaps a ‘non-cognitive’ outcome refers to that which is precipitated by or dependent on an agent’s 
emotional and motivational states. On this interpretation of the expression offered by Chingos and Whitehurst 
(2011), smaller class sizes may have impact on a student’s engagement levels, since emotional and motivational 
states are crucial elements in the student engagement theory discussed here. 
 

13. What skills or competencies to be developed to increase student engagement depend on the type of challenges 
associated with the course or discipline a student is enrolled in. 
 

14. Indeed, this is consistent with Valencia’s (1997) ‘liberal’ or ‘student oriented’ notion of engagement which 
‘focuses on the strengths of students, and hence does not overtly adopt a deficit model which maintains that 
“the student who fails in school does so because of internal deficits or deficiencies”’ (p. 2). 
 

15. In her highly influential study In a Different Voice (1982), psychologist Carol Gilligan argues that the moral 
experience of women is such that rights- or principle-based conceptions morality are not sensitive to the highly 
contextualised experience of girls and women. Such rights- or principle-based conceptions of morality crowd 
out aspects of our moral thinking such as the role of the emotions, personal relationships, the need for intimacy 
and reciprocity. Galligan’s conception of morality or justice is termed an ‘ethics of care’. 

 
  



117 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

REFERENCES 

Arnold, M. B. (1960). Emotion and Personality. N. Y.: Columbia University Press. 
 

Anderman, L. H. (1999). Classroom goal orientation, school belonging and social goals as predictors of students’ 
positive and negative affect following the transition to middle school. Journal of Research and Development 
in Education, 32, 89–103. 

 

Anderman, L. H., & Anderman, E. M. (1999). Social predictors of changes in students’ achievement goal 
orientations. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25, 21–37. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0978  

 

Anderson, G. L., Bentley, M., Gallegos, B., Herr, K., & Saavedra, E. (1998). Teaching within/against the backlash: 
A group dialogue about power and pedagogy in the 1990s. In R.C. Chavez & J. O’Donnell (Eds.), Speaking 
the unpleasant; The politics of (non) engagement in the multicultural education terrain. SUNY Press. 

 

Antaramian, S. P., Huebner, E. S., Hills, K. J., & Valois, R. F. (2010). A dual-factor model of mental health: Toward 
a more comprehensive understanding of youth functioning. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 80(4), 
462–472. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01049.x  

 

Bell, D. (2020). Communitarianism. In Zalta, E. N. (Ed.). The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2020 
Edition), Retrieved from: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2020/entries/communitarianism/  

 

Boden, M. T., Berenbaum, H., & Gross, J. J. (2016). Why do people believe what they do? A functionalist 
perspective. Review of General Psychology, 20(4), 399–411. https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000085  

 

Bundick, M., Quaglia, R., Corso, M., & Haywood, D. (2014). Promoting student engagement in the classroom. 
Teachers College Record, 116(4). https://www.tcrecord.org/content.asp?contentid=17402  

 

Ceci, S. J. & Williams, W. M. (2007). Why aren’t more women in science? APA Books. 
 

Ceci, S. J. & Williams, W. M. (2011). Understanding current causes of women’s underrepresentation in science. 
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 108, 3157–3162. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1014871108  

 

Ceci, S. J., Ginther, D. K., Kahn, S., & Williams, W. M., (2014). Women in academic science: A changing 
landscape. Psychol. Sci. Public Interest, 15(3), 75-141. https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614541236  

 

Chalmers, D. J. (2011) A computational foundation for the study of cognition. Journal of Cognitive Science, 12, 
323–357. http://dx.DOI.org/10.17791/jcs.2011.12.4.325  

 

Chavez, R., & O’Donnell, J. (1998). Speaking the unpleasant; The politics of (non) engagement in the multicultural 
education terrain. SUNY Press. 

 

Chen, J. J. L. (2005). Relation of academic support from parents, teachers, and peers to Hong Kong adolescents’ 
academic achievement: The mediating role of academic engagement. Genetic, Social, and General 
Psychology Monographs, 131, 77–127. http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.2.77-127  

 

Chickering, A. W. and Gamson, Z. F. (1987, March 3-7). Seven principles for good practice in undergraduate 
education. American Association for Higher Education Bulletin. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED282491.pdf  

 

Chingos, M. M. and Whitehurst, G. J. (2011, May 11). Class Size: What research says and what it means for state 
policy. Brookings. Retrieved from: https://www.brookings.edu/research/class-size-what-research-says-and-
what-it-means-for-state-policy/  

 

Clark, A. (2008). Supersizing the mind: Embodiment, action, and cognitive extension. Oxford University Press 
 

Connell, J. P., and Wellborn, J. G. (1991). Competence, autonomy, and relatedness: A motivational analysis of self-
system processes. In M. R. Gunnar & L. A. Sroufe (Eds.), Self-processes and development. The Minnesota 
Symposia on Child Psychology (Vol. 23, pp. 43–77). Erlbaum. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1998.0978
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01049.x
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2020/entries/communitarianism/
https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000085
https://www.tcrecord.org/content.asp?contentid=17402
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1014871108
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100614541236
http://dx.doi.org/10.17791/jcs.2011.12.4.325
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/MONO.131.2.77-127
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED282491.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/research/class-size-what-research-says-and-what-it-means-for-state-policy/
https://www.brookings.edu/research/class-size-what-research-says-and-what-it-means-for-state-policy/


118 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

Corso, M. J., Bundick, M. J., Quaglia, R. J., & Haywood, D. E. (2013). Where student, teacher, and content meet: 
Student engagement in the secondary school classroom. American Secondary Education, 41(3), 50–61. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43694167  

 

Cothran, D., & Ennis, C. (2000). Building bridges to student engagement: Communicating respect and care for 
students in urban high schools. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 33(2), 106–117. 

 

deHooge, I., Zeelenberg, M., & Breugelmans, S. (2011). A functionalist account of shame-induced behavior. 
Cognition and Emotion, 25(5), 939–946. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.516909  

 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1980). The empirical exploration of intrinsic motivational processes. In L. Berkowitz 
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 13, pp. 39 – 40). Academic Press. 

 

———. (1985a). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human behavior. Plenum. 
 

———. (1985b). The General Causality Orientations Scale: Self-determination in personality. Journal of Research 
in Personality, 19(2), 109–134. https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(85)90023-6  

 

———. (2000). The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination of behavior. 
Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227–268. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01  

 

———. (1999). A meta-analytic review of experiments examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic 
motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 125(6), 627–668. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.6.627  

 

Dennett, D. C. (1991). Consciousness Explained. Little, Brown. 
 

Eccles, J. S., Wigfield, A., Midgley, C., Reuman, D., MacIver, D., & Feldlaufer, H. (1993). Negative effects of 
traditional middle schools on students’ motivation. The Elementary School Journal, 93(5), 553–574. 
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/10.1086/461740  

 

Eccles, J., Adler, T. F., Futterman, R., Goff, S. B., Kaczala, C. M., Meece, J., & Midgley, C. (1983). Expectancies, 
values and academic behaviors. In J. T. Spence (Ed.), Achievement and Achievement Motives. W. H. 
Freeman, San Francisco. 

 

Eliasmith, C. (2002). The myth of the turing machine: The failure of functionalism and related theses. Journal of 
Experimental and Theoretical Artificial Intelligence, 14(1), 1–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09528130210153514  

 

Felten, P. (2013). Principles of good practice in SoTL. Teaching & Learning Inquiry, 1(1), 121–125. 
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.1.121  

 

Finn, J. D. (1989). Withdrawing from school. Review of Educational Research, 59, 117–142. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1170412  

 

Finn, J. D., & Rock, D. A. (1997). Academic success among students at risk for school failure. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 82, 221–234. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.221    

 

Finn, J. D., & Voelkl, K. E. (1993). School characteristics related to student engagement. The Journal of Negro 
Education, 62(3), 249–268. https://doi.org/10.2307/2295464  

 

Fulton, J. (2019). What does student engagement look like? Classcraft. Retrieved from: 
https://www.classcraft.com/blog/evidence-of-student-engagement/  

 

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept, state of the 
evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74, 59–109. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059  

 

Freire, P. (1998). Pedagogy of freedom: Ethics, democracy, and civic courage. Rowman & Littlefield. 
 

Glass, G. V., & Smith, M. L. (1979). Meta-analysis of research on class size and achievement. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 1(1), 2–16. 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/43694167
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.516909
https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(85)90023-6
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.125.6.627
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/10.1086/461740
https://doi.org/10.1080/09528130210153514
https://doi.org/10.20343/teachlearninqu.1.1.121
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1170412
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.221
https://doi.org/10.2307/2295464
https://www.classcraft.com/blog/evidence-of-student-engagement/
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059


119 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

Glassick, C. E., Huber, M. T. & Maeroff, G. I. (1997). Scholarship assessed: Evaluation of the professoriate. Jossey-
Bass. 

 

Gleason, N. W., & Sanger, C. S. (2018). Peer observation of teaching guidelines. (Yale-NUS College, Centre for 
Teaching and Learning). Retrieved from: https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-
content/uploads/sites/25/2018/04/Peer-Observation-Booklet-web-version-edited.pdf  

 

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structuration, Polity Press. 
 

Gilligan, C. (1982). In a different voice: Psychological theory and women's development. Harvard University 
Press. 

 

Gray, J. A., Chopping, S., Nunn, J., Parslow, D., Gregory, L., Williams, S., Brammer, M. J., & Baron-Cohen, S. 
(2002). Implications of synaesthesia for functionalism. Journal of Consciousness Studies, 9(12), 5–31.  

 

Guthrie, J. T., & Davis, M. H. (2003). Motivating struggling readers in middle school through an engagement model 
of classroom practice. Reading & writing quarterly, 19(1), 59–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560308203  

 

Guthrie, J. T., & Wigfield, A. (2000). Engagement and motivation in reading. In M. Kamil, R. Barr., P. Mosenthal, 
& P. D., Pearson (Eds.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. III, pp. 403–425). Longman. 

 

Harter, S., Whitesell, N. R., & Kowalski, P. (1992). Individual differences in the effects of educational transitions 
on young adolescents’ perceptions of competence and motivational orientation. American Educational 
Research Journal, 29(4), 777–807. https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312029004777  

 

Hill, C. J., Bloom, H. S., Black, A. R., & Lipsey, M. W. (2008). Empirical benchmarks for interpreting effect sizes 
in research. Child Development Perspectives, 2(3), 172–177. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-
8606.2008.00061.x  

 

Hitchcock, D. (2011). Critical thinking as an educational ideal. Paper delivered at a conference on critical thinking 
at Huazhong University of Science and Technology in Wuhan, China. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
53562-3_30    

 

Hooks, B. (1994). Teaching to transgress. Routledge. 
 

Isen, A. M., Daubman, K. A., & Nowicki, G. (1987). Positive affect facilitates creative problem solving. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 52(6), 1122–1131. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.52.6.1122  

 

James, W. (1884). What is an emotion. Mind, 9(34), 188–205. https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/os-IX.34.188  
 

Jepsen, G., & Rivkin, S. (2009). Class size reduction and student achievement: The potential tradeoff between 
teacher quality and class size. Journal of Human Resources, 44(1), 223–250. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20648893  

 

Jimerson, S. J., Campos, E., & Grief, J. L. (2003). Toward an understanding of definitions and measures of school 
engagement and related terms. The California School Psychologist, 8, 7–27. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340893  

 

Klem, A. M., & Connell, J. P. (2004). Relationships matter: Linking teacher support to student engagement and 
achievement. Journal of School Health, 74(7), 262–273. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-
1561.2004.tb08283.x  

 

Ladd, G. W., & Dinella, L. M. (2009). Continuity and change in early school engagement: Predictive of children’s 
achievement trajectories from first to eighth grade? Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(1), 190–206. 
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0013153  

 

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Progress on a cognitive-motivational-relational theory of emotion. American Psychologist, 
46(8), 819–834. https://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066x.46.8.819   

 

https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/2018/04/Peer-Observation-Booklet-web-version-edited.pdf
https://teaching.yale-nus.edu.sg/wp-content/uploads/sites/25/2018/04/Peer-Observation-Booklet-web-version-edited.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560308203
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312029004777
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2008.00061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2008.00061.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53562-3_30
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53562-3_30
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1122
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/os-IX.34.188
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20648893
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340893
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08283.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08283.x
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0013153
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.46.8.819


120 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

Leslie, S. J., Cimpian, A., Meyer, M., & Freeland, E. (2015). Expectations of brilliance underlie gender 
distributions across academic disciplines. Science, 347(6219), 262–265. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261375   

 

Levin, J. (2021), Functionalism. In Zalta, E. N. (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Retrieved from: 
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/functionalism/. 

 

Malcolm, N. (1968). The conceivability of mechanism. Philosophical Review, 77(1), 45–72. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2183182  

 

Marks, H. (2000). Student engagement in instructional activity: Patterns in the elementary, middle, and high school 
years. American Educational Research Journal, 37, 153–184. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1163475  

 

McCombs, B. L., & Pope, J. E. (1994). Psychology in the classroom: A series on applied educational psychology. 
American Psychological Association. 

 

McMahon, B., & Portelli, J. P. (2004). Engagement for what? Beyond popular discourses of student engagement. 
Leadership and Policy in Schools, 3(1), 59–76. https://doi.org/10.1076/lpos.3.1.59.27841  

 

Mega, C., Ronconi, L., & De Beni, R. (2014). What makes a good student? How emotions, self-regulated learning, 
and motivation contribute to academic achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(1), 121–131. 
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0033546  

 

Miceli, M., & Castelfranchi, C. (2015). Expectancy and Emotion. Oxford University Press. 
 

National Research Council and Institute of Medicine. (2004). Engaging schools: Fostering high school students’ 
motivation to learn. The National Academies Press. 

 

Newmann, F., Wehlage, G., & Lamborn, S. (1992). The significance and sources of student engagement. In F. 
Newmann (Ed.), Student engagement and achievement in American secondary schools. Teachers College, 
Columbia University. 

 

NUS Outstanding Educator Award (OEA). (2022). Centre for Development of Teaching and Learning, National 
University of Singapore. Retrieved from: https://nus.edu.sg/cdtl/teaching-and-learning-quality/teaching-
awards/types-of-awards/nus-outstanding-educator-award-(oea). 

 

O’Farrell, S. L., & Morrison, G. M. (2003). A factor analysis exploring school bonding and related constructs among 
upper elementary students. California School Psychologist, 8, 53–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340896  

 

Ogbu, J. (1991). Immigrants and minorities in comparative perspective. In M. Gibson & J. Obgu (Eds.), Minority 
status and schooling: Comparative study of immigrant and involuntary minorities (pp. 3–33). Garland. 

 

Osterman, K. E. (2000). Students’ need for belonging in the school community. Review of Educational Research, 
70, 323–367. http://dx/doi.org/10.2307/1170786  

 

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

 

Pekrun, R., Goetz, T., Titz, W., & Perry, R. P. (2010). Academic emotions in students’ self-regulated learning and 
achievement: A program of qualitative and quantitative research. Educational Psychologist, 37(2), 91–105. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_4  

 

Pekrun, R. & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2012). Academic Emotions and Student Engagement. In Handbook of 
Research on Student Engagement (259–282). Springer. 

 

Piccinini, G., (2004). Functionalism, computationalism, and mental states. Studies in the History of Philosophy of 
Science, 35(4), 811–833. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsa.2004.02.003  

 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261375
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2021/entries/functionalism/
https://doi.org/10.2307/2183182
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1163475
https://doi.org/10.1076/lpos.3.1.59.27841
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0033546
https://nus.edu.sg/cdtl/teaching-and-learning-quality/teaching-awards/types-of-awards/nus-outstanding-educator-award-(oea)
https://nus.edu.sg/cdtl/teaching-and-learning-quality/teaching-awards/types-of-awards/nus-outstanding-educator-award-(oea)
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03340896
http://dx/doi.org/10.2307/1170786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013383
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3702_4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsa.2004.02.003


121 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

Putnam, H. (1960). Minds and machines. Reprinted in Putnam, H. (1975). Mind, Language, and Reality (pp. 362–
385). Cambridge University Press.  

 

———. (1967). The nature of mental states. Reprinted in Putnam, H. (1975). Mind, Language, and Reality (pp. 
429–440). Cambridge University Press.   

 

Reeve, J. (2009a). Understanding motivation and emotion (5th Ed.). Wiley. 
 

Reeve, J. (2009b). Why teachers adopt a controlling motivating style toward students and how they can become 
more autonomy supportive. Educational Psychologist, 44(3), 159–75. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520903028990  

 

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

 

Reisenzein, R. (2009a). Emotions as metarepresentational states of mind: Naturalizing the belief-desire theory of 
emotion. Cognitive Systems Research, 10(1), 6–20. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogsys.2008.03.001   

 

———. (2009b). Emotional experience in the computational belief-desire theory of emotion. Emotion Review, 1(3), 
214–222. https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073909103589  

 

Roeser, R. W., Midgley, C., & Urdan, T. C. (1996). Perceptions of the school psychological environment and early 
adolescents' psychological and behavioral functioning in school: The mediating role of goals and belonging. 
Journal of educational psychology, 88(3), 408–422. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-
0663.88.3.408  

 

Ryle, G. (1949). The concept of mind. Hutcheson. 
 

Saxon, J. (Jan 15 2015). Women seen as lacking natural ‘brilliance’ may explain underrepresentation in academia. 
Retrieved from: https://www.princeton.edu/news/2015/01/15/women-seen-lacking-natural-brilliance-may-
explain-underrepresentation-academia 

 

Schiefele, U. (1991). Interest, learning, and motivation. Educational Psychologist, 26(3-4), 299–323. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653136  

 

Scarantino, A. and de Sousa, S. (2021). Emotion. In Zalta, E. N. (Ed.). The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 
(Summer 2021 Edition). Retrieved from: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2021/entries/emotion/. 

 

Shagrir, O. (2005). The rise and fall of computational functionalism. In Ben-Menahem, Y. (Ed.), Hilary Putnam 
(pp. 220–250). Cambridge University Press. 

 

Shoemaker, S. (1975). Functionalism and qualia. Philosophical Studies, 27, 291–315. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4318939  

 

Sims, D. (2008). A strategic response to class size reduction: Combination classes and student achievement in 
California. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 27(3), 457–478. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20353  

 

———. (2009). Crowding Peter to educate Paul: Lessons from a class size reduction externality. Economics of 
Education Review, 28(4), 465–473. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2008.06.005  

 

Skinner, E. A., Wellborn, J. G., & Connell, J. P. (1990). What it takes to do well in school and whether I've got it: 
A process model of perceived control and children's engagement and achievement in school. Journal of 
educational psychology, 82(1), 22–32. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.82.1.22  

 

Skinner, E., & Belmont, M. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effects of teacher behavior and student 
engagement across the school year. Journal of Educational Psychology, 85, 571–581. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571  

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520903028990
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogsys.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073909103589
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.88.3.408
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.88.3.408
https://www.princeton.edu/news/2015/01/15/women-seen-lacking-natural-brilliance-may-explain-underrepresentation-academia
https://www.princeton.edu/news/2015/01/15/women-seen-lacking-natural-brilliance-may-explain-underrepresentation-academia
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.1991.9653136
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2021/entries/emotion/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4318939
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.20353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2008.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.82.1.22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571


122 | Considerations toward a theory of student engagement – ZHOU Ziqian, Jan 
 

 
Asian Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning  Vol. 12, No. 2  |  December 2022 
 

Smith, W., Butler-Kisber, L., LaRocque, L., Portelli, J., Shields, C., Sparkes, C., & Vibert, A. (1998). Student 
engagement in learning and life: National Project Report. Office of Research on Educational Policy, McGill 
University. 

 

Steele C. M. and Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of African Americans. 
J. Pers. Soc. Psychol, 69(5), 797–811. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.5.797  

 

Steinberg, L. (1996). Beyond the classroom: Why school reform has failed and what parents need to do. Touchstone. 
 

Strong, R., Silver, H., and Robinson, A. (1995). Strengthening student engagement: What do students want (and 
what really motivates them)? Educational Leadership, 53, 8–12. Retrieved from 
https://www.ascd.org/el/articles/strengthening-student-engagement-what-do-students-want. 

 

Tobias, S. (1995). Interest and metacognitive word knowledge. Journal of Educational Psychology, 87(3), 399–405. 
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.87.3.399  

 

Turner, J. (1997). The Institutional Order. Longman. 
 

Valencia, R. (1997). Conceptualizing the notion of deficit thinking. In R. Valencia (Ed.), The evolution of deficit 
thinking: Educational thought and practice. Falmer. 

 

Villavicencio, F. T., & Bernardo, A. B. I. (2013). Positive academic emotions moderate the relationship between 
self-regulation and academic achievement. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 83, 329–340. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02064.x  

 

Wang, Q., & Pomerantz, E. M. (2009). The motivational landscape of early adolescence in the United States and 
China: A longitudinal investigation. Child Development, 80, 1272–1287. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2009.01331.x  

 

Weber, K., Martin, M. & Patterson, B. (2001). Teacher behavior, student interest and affective learning: putting 
theory in practice. Journal of Applied Communication Research, 29(1), 71–90. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909880128101  

 

Weimer, M. (2016). What does student engagement look like? Faculty Focus. Retrieved from: 
https://www.facultyfocus.com/articles/teaching-and-learning/student-engagement-look-like/  

 

Wigfield, A., Eccles, J. S., & Rodriguez, D. (1998). The development of children’s motivation in school contexts. 
Review of Research in Education, 23, 73-118. https://doi.org/10.2307/1167288  
 
 
 

 
 

ABOUT THE CORRESPONDING AUTHOR 

ZHOU Ziqian, Jan (Dr) is a Senior Lecturer at the Centre for English Language Communication (CELC). A 
philosopher by training, Jan publishes mainly in the domain of metaphysics. His teaching interest, however, is in 
the fields of ethics and philosophical aspects of the law (especially the criminal law). He considers teaching to be 
the most satisfying work he does and feels that his students, perhaps unbeknownst to them, have taught him more 
than he has them. 
 
Jan can be reached at elczz@nus.edu.sg. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.797
https://www.ascd.org/el/articles/strengthening-student-engagement-what-do-students-want
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.87.3.399
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02064.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01331.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01331.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00909880128101
https://www.facultyfocus.com/articles/teaching-and-learning/student-engagement-look-like/
https://doi.org/10.2307/1167288
mailto:elczz@nus.edu.sg

	Leslie, S. J., Cimpian, A., Meyer, M., & Freeland, E. (2015). Expectations of brilliance underlie gender distributions across academic disciplines. Science, 347(6219), 262–265. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261375

