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Abstract

Student engagement is a pivotal contributor to academic achievement, retention, and
well-being, and yet the role of teacher influence on engagement is poorly under-
stood. This is in part due to the contextual and ‘hidden’ nature of student engage-
ment, and as such, levels of student engagement are assumed through observable
factors such as attendance and conduct. It is also due to the difficulty in mapping
student engagement simultaneously with understanding the teacher practices used to
influence it. This article reports on a pre-post case study in which student survey and
teacher focus group data were analysed together, revealing the nature and depth of
association between the practices adopted by teachers and student engagement. By
comparing the change of engagement at a class or homegroup level, it was possible
to identify how approaches used by teachers impacted various elements of engage-
ment. Furthermore, it found a high correlation between teacher practices and change
in student engagement at a class or homegroup level, providing the opportunity for
teachers to learn what practices were effective in their specific context.
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Introduction

In an Australian high school context, securing a high Year 12 attainment rate for the
students is an important objective since it is closely linked to developing national
productivity and increasing human capital (Council of Australian Governments
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2009; Keating et al., 2013). However, over 25% of young people across Australia
(and over 40% in the state of Tasmania) do not complete Year 12 or its equivalent
(Lamb et al., 2015). Furthermore, over one-third of the young people in Australia
(aged between 15 and 19) are stressed about school (Bailey et al., 2016), and over
40% are disengaged from learning (Goss & Sonnemann, 2017). The main factors
predicting students’ propensity to drop out of school are their performance in core
subjects, attendance rates, and level of disengagement in classrooms (Kennelly &
Monrad, 2007). A useful way of understanding such factors is by viewing them
through the prism of student engagement and its constituent interrelated cogni-
tive (what the student thinks about school), affective (what the student feels about
school), and behavioural dimensions (what the student does at school) (Archambault
et al., 2009; Christenson & Reschly, 2012; Thomas, 2019). Teachers and school
staff have often found it difficult to ascertain why, or how much, their students are
engaged in school (Yazzie-Mintz & McCormick, 2012) and therefore tailoring
teaching practices to increase engagement has been challenging. In the absence of a
structured way to frame and measure student engagement, teachers have often relied
on their intuition or observations and prior experiences to inform their attempts in
designing interventions to promote it (Kahu, 2013). Since students’ engagement
influences their educational outcomes (Finn & Zimmer, 2012) and sense of well-
being in school (Pietarinen et al., 2014), a deeper understanding between the con-
nection between teaching practices and engagement is timely (Strambler & McK-
own, 2013).

Several explanations and theoretical frameworks have been provided regard-
ing student engagement (Christenson et al., 2012; Fredricks et al., 2004; Skinner
& Pitzer, 2012). In the context of high schools, student engagement can be viewed
as school engagement (Fredricks et al., 2004), specific learning area engagement
(Wang et al., 2016; Wigfield et al., 2008), or social engagement in schools (Cash
et al., 2015). By focussing on the contexts that schools can influence, teachers can
guide their intervention efforts (Christenson, 2008; Finn & Rock, 1997) by inform-
ing themselves with data-backed conversations around student engagement (Love-
lace et al., 2017).

To understand what to measure in student engagement, it is essential to distin-
guish among its dimensions, influencers, and manifestations (Sinclair et al., 2003).
Student engagement can be viewed as multidimensional and can be deconstructed
into its interrelated cognitive, affective, and behavioural dimensions (Reschly &
Christenson, 2012; Thomas, 2019)—the first two being internal or ‘hidden’ dimen-
sions and the third external or more observable (Appleton, 2012). Influencers are
what causes student engagement to fluctuate in the school context—they could be
student-related (Hulleman et al., 2010; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2015; Yeager et al.,
2014), or school and teacher-related (Downer et al., 2007) or family and peer support
related (Cash et al., 2015). On the other hand, manifestations result from students
engaging in school, such as academic performance, educational attainment, enroll-
ing in industry apprenticeships, or enrolment in higher education (Lam et al., 2012).
Often, school data include easily observable behavioural engagement dimensions
such as attendance, truancy, participation in school activities, and student conduct
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(Attendance Works, 2014), and neglect to understand the effects of the engagement
influencers on its manifestation (Lam et al., 2012).

Student engagement can be measured through student self-report surveys, teacher
ratings, interviews and focus groups, observational methods, administrative data,
and even technology-aided real-time measures (Hofkens & Ruzek, 2019). Student
self-report surveys appear useful to understand the cognitive and affective dimen-
sions of engagement (Appleton et al., 2008), however, might not align with the more
observable behavioural dimension in real-time or through observation (Greene,
2015). The other methods mostly suffer from either observer or reporter bias (Mason
et al., 2014; Skiba et al., 2002; Turner & Meyer, 2000), or issues of validity and
reliability (Fredricks & McColskey, 2012; Skinner et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2016),
or may be obtrusive, time-consuming and expensive (Henrie et al., 2015; Waxman
et al., 2004; Wood et al., 2016). Student self-reported engagement is purported to
predict high school completion or dropouts significantly better than just using other
easily observable and commonly used behavioural data such as attendance or aca-
demic achievement data (Kearney, 2008; Lovelace et al., 2017).

While conceptually it is helpful to separate engagement into the three dimensions
of affective, cognitive and behavioural, it is essential to note the interconnectedness
of each dimension (Fredricks, 2014). Archambault et al.(2009) explain that engage-
ment is both a psychological state and behaviour, and ever since the seminal work of
Finn and Voelkl (1993), the causal link between affective and cognitive engagement
with behavioural engagement has been made clear—put simply, if students feel safe
and emotionally connected to a school, and able and interested in the work, they are
more likely to participate effectively in the learning programme (Thomas, 2019).

Methodology

The methodology adopted was one of mixed-method, pre-post case study (Zepke
et al., 2014) where datasets were compiled at four different points in time — Term
1, Mar 2021, Term 2, June 2021, Term 3, September 2021, and Term 4, November
2021. The focus of this study was the Year 7 cohort at a large (400 student) diverse
suburban public school in the island state of Tasmania, Australia. The data collec-
tion method included two parts. First, the Year 7 cohort (n=94) were surveyed to
measure dimensions of cognitive and affective engagement. Second, focus groups
with Year 7 teachers were conducted to elicit specific practices adopted to promote
student engagement.

The Student Engagement Instrument (SEI) 4-point version (Appleton & Reschly,
2019) was used as an instrument for student survey (Appendix 1). The SEI has been
refined over time to improve its validity and reliability, concurrently with behav-
ioural engagement measures (Lovelace et al., 2014), across a variety of teaching
and learning contexts (Pearson, 2014), and various geographies (Moreira & Dias,
2019; Virtanen et al., 2018). In its current form, the 35 items of the SEI are fur-
ther organised into three affective engagement influencers (Teacher-Student Rela-
tionships, Peer Support at School, Family Support for Learning) and three cognitive
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Table 1 Research timeline for data collection. (Color Table online)

Feb 21 Mar 21 | Apr ‘21 May 21 | Jun ‘21 Jul 21 Aug’21 Sept ‘21 | Oct 21 Nov ‘21

Focus Groups
with Year seven
Educators

Student self-
survey (SEI)
Table 2 r?tude;lt ;espozses to W X Y 7 Total % Of cohort
surveys Term 1-Term respondents
Term 1 25 21 23 22 91 83%
Term 2 25 21 24 24 94 85%
Term 3 26 22 20 22 90 82%
Term 4 19 22 16 18 75 68%

engagement influencers (Control and Relevance of Schoolwork, Future Aspirations
and Goals, and Intrinsic Motivation) (Appleton & Reschly, 2019).

The second part of the research was used to understand the interventions, or prac-
tices used by teachers across the time of the investigation. Focus groups with the Year 7
teachers and support staff were conducted each term, the first prior to the Term 1 SEI to
understand the baseline educator context and the remaining three post the completion
of the student SEI surveys to isolate the practices (if any) adopted in the interim periods
to promote student engagement. The transcripts from the focus groups were analysed
thematically using deductive logic. The research timeline for data collection is as out-
lined in Table 1.

The data analysis aimed to evaluate the practices adopted by the Year 7 educators (to
promote student engagement) by observing their impact on the cognitive and affective
student engagement dimensions (Christenson et al., 2012). The analysis was conducted
first by noting the statistically significant variations in the student engagement and its
constituent dimensions and influencers across different classes or homegroups and then
by attributing their causation by using quantitative methods (t-tests) and then validating
it using qualitative methods (thematic analysis of focus group discussions).

As the school collected data on student engagement using the SEI instrument on a
voluntary basis, i.e. students decided whether they wanted to participate in the survey
or not, unequal samples per term per homegroup were collected. Also, only a portion
of the students repeated the survey every term. Consequently, the t-tests used for data
analysis were two-sample unequal-variance. The responses are illustrated in Table 2.
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Trending of Cognitive and Affective Engagement (CAE)
scores per Year 7 homegroup - 2021

Term 12021 Term 2 2021 Term 3 2021 Term 4 2021

)\ c— Y z

Fig. 1 Trending of CAE scores per Year 7 homegroup in 2021

Table 3 Statistically (t-test) significant drops in CAE scores for Year 7 homegroups across terms in
2021. (Color Table online)

T2vsT1l [T3vsT2 T3vsTl |T4vsT3 T4vsT2 T4vsTl

w
Drop in CAE

X
Drop in CAE

Y

Drop in CAE q
4
Drop in CAE

statistically significant drop in scores (t-test)

statistically stable scores (t-test)

statistically significant increase in scores (t-test)

Results
Cognitive and affective engagement (CAE)

In this section, we report on the results from the survey data. Since teacher prac-
tice is unique to a classroom context, it is useful to view the cognitive and affective
engagement (CAE) scores per homegroup. The trending of the students’” CAE scores
per homegroup for the four terms in 2021 are outlined in Fig. 1:

Figure 1 indicates that homegroups Z is “doing its own thing” with regards to stu-
dents’ cognitive and affective engagement (CAE), while homegroup Y dips in Term
3 but corrects itself in Term 4. T-tests for statistical significance on the CAE scores
of the homegroup samples validate the observation, as outlined in Table 3.

In order to understand what are the underlying factors behind the fluctuating CAE
scores in each of the homegroups, it is useful to view the CAE movement across its
individual cognitive and affective dimensions. Such a view is outlined in Fig. 2.
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Figure 2 shows that homegroup Z dropped in the affective dimension throughout
the year, while also dropping in cognitive engagement in Term 4. Homegroup Y,
on the other hand, dips in Term 3 in the affective dimension but recovers in Term
4. For the other two homegroups (W and X), the variations in affective and cogni-
tive dimensions appear to balance each other out across the year. T-tests for statisti-
cal significance on the cognitive and affective engagement scores of the homegroup
samples validate the observation, as outlined in Table 4.

Changes in engagement Influencers

Investigating further into the variations in the cognitive and affective engagement
dimension scores in each of the Year 7 homegroups, it is useful to view the indi-
vidual CAE influencer scores in each of the homegroups. Starting with the affective
influencers, Teacher-Student Relationships (TSR), Peer Support at School (PSS),
and Family Support for Learning (FSL) as seen in Fig. 3.

Figure 3 shows that homegroup Z declined in all three affective influencers
throughout the year. Homegroup Y decreased in all areas until Term 3 but appeared
to recover well in all three influencers in Term 4. Homegroup X declined in the Peer
Support at School influencer score throughout the year, and with Family Support for
Learning and Teacher-Student Relationships in Term 3 while recovering in Term
4. Finally, homegroup W maintained engagement in all three affective dimensions
throughout the year.

Trending of cognitive and affective Trending of cognitive and affective
engagement dimensions for homegroup W engagement dimensions for homegroup X
3.60
3.40
3.60
3.40 e
320 3.00
3.00 2.80
2.80
260 260
2.40 240
2.20 220
Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 3 2021 Term 42021 Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 3 2021 Term 42021
Affective Cognitive Affective Cognitive
Trending of cognitive and affective Trending of cognitive and affective
engagement dimensions for homegroup Y engagement dimensions for homegroup Z
3.60 3.60
3.40 3.40
3.20 3.20
3.00 3.00
2.80 2.80
2.60 2.60
2.40 2.40
2.20 2.20
Term 12021 Term22021 Term32021 Term 42021 Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021
Affective Cognitive Affective Cognitive

Fig.2 Trending of cognitive and affective scores per Year 7 homegroup in 2021
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Table 4 Statistically (t-test) significant drops in cognitive and affective engagement scores for Year 7
homegroups across terms in 2021. (Color Table online)

3.60
3.40
3.20
3.00
2.80
2.60
2.40
2.20

3.60
3.40
3.20
3.00
2.80
2.60
2.40
2.20

T2vsT1

T3vsT2 T3vsTl

T4vs T3

T4vsT2 T4vsTl

[w
Drop in Cognitive

X

Drop in Affective -

Y
Drop in Affective

z

Drop in Cognitive
Drop in Affective

{il

statistically significant drop in scores (t-test)

statistically stable scores (t-test)

statistically significant increase in scores (t-test)

Trending of affective influencers for

homegroup W

3.60
3.40
R— 3.20
3.00

¥< 2.80

2.60
2.40
220

Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021

e TSR s PSS e FS L

Trending of affective influencers for

homegroup Y

Y 260

3.60

— 3.40

3.20
3.00
2.80

220

Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021

s TSR s PSS s FSL

Trending of affective influencers for

Term 12021

homegroup X

Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021

e TSR s PSS e FSL

Trending of affective influencers for

homegroup Z

Term 12021

Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021

s TSR e PSS e FSL

Fig. 3 Trending of affective influencer scores per Year 7 homegroup in 2021

Similarly, Fig. 4 illustrates the cognitive influencers, Control and Relevance of
School Work (CRSW), Future aspirations and Goals (FG), and Intrinsic Motivation
(IM) scores for each of the homegroups.

Figure 4 shows that homegroup Z had the greatest drop in the Control and
Relevance of School Work scores throughout the year, mirroring the drop in its
affective influencer score of Teacher-Student relationships. A decline in Intrinsic
Motivation was observed for homegroup Y in Term 4. Homegroup Y recovered
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Trending of cognitive influencers for Trending of cognitive influencers for
homegroup W homegroup X
3.60 3.60
3.40 3.40
320 ~—— 3.20
3.00 — 3.00 —
280 2.80 e —
2.60 2.60
240 2.40
2.20 2.20
Term 12021  Term 22021 Term 32021  Term 42021 Term 12021 Term22021 Term 32021 Term 42021
e CRSW e F G M ——CRSW =[G ™M
Trending of cognitive influencers for Trending of cognitive influencers for
homegroup Y homegroup Z
3.60 3.60
3.40 3.40
3.20 3.20
3.00 \\ 3.00 =
2.80 \/ 280 x“_<
2.60 2.60
240 240
2.20 2.20
Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021 Term 12021 Term 22021 Term 32021 Term 42021
s CRSW s F G IM s CRSW s F G M

Fig.4 Trending of cognitive influencer scores per Year 7 homegroup in 2021

from declining Control and Relevance of School Work scores in Term 4. Home-
group W displayed a consistent decline its Intrinsic Motivation scores throughout
the year.

T-tests for statistical significance on the cognitive and affective influencer scores
of the homegroup samples shows that out of all the variations observed in the cogni-
tive and affective influencers in homegroups the ones indicated in Table 5 are statis-
tically significant.

Analysis of the classroom context

In the next section we attempt to identify the causes of the significant changes in
student engagement. We do this by identifying where the change happened at the
question level, and by analysing the qualitative data from the focus groups. While
some of the observations from the focus groups were universal across the cohort, we
have organised the observations at a homegroup level to highlight the importance of
specific contexts.
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Table 5 Statistically (t-test) significant influencer to be investigated further for each of the Year 7 home-
groups. (Color Table online)

T2vsT1 |T3vsT2 T3vsTl |T4vsT3 T4vsT2 T4vsT1l

w

Drop in TSR
Drop in PSS
Drop in FSL
Drop in CRSW
Drop in FG

Drop in IM [ | I

X

Drop in TSR
Drop in PSS
Drop in FSL
Drop in CRSW
Drop in FG
Drop in IM

Y

Drop in TSR -

Drop in PSS

Drop in FSL
Drop in CRSW
Drop in FG

Drop in IM

z

oropinTsR ||
Drop in PSS

Drop in FSL

Drop in CRSW -
Drop in FG
Drop in IM

statistically significant drop in scores (t-test)

statistically stable scores (t-test)

statistically significant increase in scores (t-test)

Homegroup W

The classroom context in homegroup W is characterised by a very stable affective
engagement throughout the year, with a significant drop in its cognitive engagement
dimension scores in the second half of the year (Table 4) due largely owing to the
drop in the influencer scores of Intrinsic Motivation (Table 5).
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The focus group data gave insight into both homegroup W’s strong affective
engagement scores, and a possible explanation for its decline in Intrinsic motivation.
Relational pedagogy was the forefront of Teacher W’s approach. This homegroup
teacher focussed on getting to know the students, and on supporting students resolve
conflict. Teacher W was able to provide a protective environment in the class by
meeting the students’ need for connection: “lots of one-on-one talking” and “[stu-
dent] feels happy here and he likes to have a chat with us”. However, Teacher W
acknowledged, that while this connection helped in class, it did little to prevent prob-
lematic behaviour outside the classroom “whether like that stops him from lighting
someone on fire is another question”, or “she’s busy bashing people all the time”.

Teacher W put class routines in place from early in the year as a priority and
they were seen as a requirement “to be able to teach effectively” (Teacher W, Term
1). It was apparent that these routines were needed to be re-established regularly,
as Teacher W explained in Term 1 “we need to go back and do lining up practice,
and we have to do moving down the corridors practice, we have to have locker
expectations...”.

It is possible that this very close attention to the classroom culture had the unin-
tended consequence of declining student Intrinsic Motivation. This item comprises
two questions, one of which I'll learn but only if the teacher gives me a reward
directly relates to teacher practice. Teacher W’s careful attention to routines, moni-
toring of student conflict and regular check ins may have come at the price of stu-
dent autonomy.

Homegroup X

Teacher X’s homegroup X also maintained strong affective and cognitive engage-
ment over the year (Table 4). Similar to Teacher W, Teacher X placed student
teacher relationships as key in his teaching approach and implemented class routines
as a matter of priority early in the year. As explained by Teacher X in Term 2 “Yeah,
like last couple of weeks, I’ve re taught [routines]. Practice ..., like the other day,
we practiced walking around the school quietly and all that sort of stuff, practice
doing it”. Within the classroom, one example of Teacher X’s organisational strategy
was that of seating. Both Teacher X and Teacher W were able to equate changes in
engagement to deliberate alterations to the seating plan “I try to make sure I've got
a kid that generally really knows what they’re doing on each table. At least they can
kind of act as a guide for the other ones. It gives peer support” (Teacher X). Teacher
X also responded to student need by introducing physical ‘recognition boards’ in his
classroom.

s0, someone is thanked every Friday for just something they’re doing in class.
For example, [student] got one thank you for “your big smile and positive atti-
tude”. ... [another example] was [student name] who’s a non-attender was here
for four days in a week. So, she got one. So yeah, it’s just like a little, it’s a
chance to, you know, say thank you. (Teacher X, Term 3)
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s

Interestingly, the physical board displaying the “thank you” cards became a key
component of the success of the strategy “once the display went up and then the
kids were like looking at me like oh, that’s me. Hold on. I’ve got two!” Teacher X
reported. Recognition of student’s positive behaviour and achievement was seen by
Teacher X as a very powerful strategy.

While homegroup X was able to maintain high Teacher-Student Relationship
scores across the year, there was a statistically significant drop in Peer Support for
Learning in the second half of the year (Table 5). By drilling down to a question
level in the survey data, it was apparent that this centred around two items; Other
students like me the way I am, and I enjoy talking to the students here.

Possible explanations for this drop in the Peer Support for Learning scores were
reported in the focus groups when discussing class rearrangements, where students
were moved out of one class into a new one to increase engagement. Most of the
time teachers reported these moves had positive effects: “[Student]’s easy to explain,
because he’s come out of this class with the bad boys. And he’s happy as a lark in
my class” (Teacher W, Term 3), and “we made [Student change class]. ...and that
was about friendship issues. That has gone okay (Year 7 co-ordinator, Term 3). In
the case of homegroup X, the result was not as they had hoped “so two new students
have come in and they’ve made the class dynamics very different..., you just don’t
get to [the quiet students] because of everything else going on” (Teacher X).

There was also a noticeable drop in the Family Support for Learning influencer
in Term 3 for homegroup X (Table 5). This drop coincided with a change of atten-
tion of parental communication from Teacher X. At the start of the year, Teacher X
explained how keeping in regular contact with parents was an essential part of his
practice, but in the Term 3 focus group he admitted that it had slipped off his list of
priorities. On this realisation he reverted to regular contact and consequently stu-
dents reported higher scores in this influencer in Term 4.

Homegroup Y

Overall, homegroup Y recorded lower engagement than groups W and X in Terms
2 and 3 (Fig. 1). This is possibly due to the higher number of students with behav-
ioural needs compared with those classes. Unlike, groups W and X, however, group
Y demonstrated a remarkable recovery in its affective engagement dimension scores
in Term 4 (Table 4) and in its Peer Support for Learning and Teacher-Student Rela-
tionship scores after declining sharply from Terms 1 to 3 (Table 5). This decline,
and subsequent recovery, was acute in all questions relating to peer support indicat-
ing a clear change in the social cohesion of group Y from Terms 3 to 4. On close
inspection of the survey items, it was noticed that the only question that did not
recover (Q6) pertained to the perception of other students caring for the respondent,
whereas all of the other items were more controllable from the teacher perspective.
The focus groups gave insight into the types of approaches the homegroup
teacher took to social support in class. As previously mentioned, the class restruc-
turing resulted in a decline in Peer Support for Learning scores for group X as the
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recipient of some students from class Y. Notably, Teacher Y, was also able to be
flexible with class structure, on one occasion, reversing the move:

...it actually wasn’t a good decision, right. It just seemed to bring out the worst
in her in terms of like, ganging up with the wrong crowd, even though she
wanted to move because she had no friends. Yeah. So, mum supported the
decision to move her back. And it looks like it has paid off. (Teacher Y, Term
3)

There was also a statistically significant drop in Teacher-Student Relationship ques-
tion scores for homegroup Y from Term 1 to Term 3. A closer look at the questions
revealed items pertaining to the perception of the teacher being able to create a safe
and supportive environment for the students in the class. Thus, perhaps there was a
change in the classroom context that might have occurred in Term 3 which was then
subsequently addressed somewhat in Term 4.

Students with very challenging behaviour were seen as a major factor in the over-
all ability of the class to perform, with the observation that when there were sev-
eral high needs students in the class at any one time it would prevent the whole
class from operating. One solution for this was the use of modified timetables, as
the Year 7 co-ordinator explained to one parent “So the only way that we can aid
him is that he leaves at lunchtime” (Term 3). While these students clearly found
the whole school day overwhelming, one of the main drivers for reduced contact
was teacher exhaustion “I really struggle to turn up here day after day and have to
deal with him” (Teacher Y, Term 3) and behaviour that damages relationships, espe-
cially with Teacher Assistants, “He has burnt bridges and people refuse to work with
him”. A modified timetable was used proactively, where students would only attend
until lunchtime, and reactively where there was a place for students to go if their
behaviour was a problem. Teacher Y (Term 1) explained,

We do see the difference that makes in the classroom when certain students are
aided outside of the classroom. So, say if someone’s really struggling that day,
having the ability to say, look, oh, it’s not working at the moment. Can you go
and regulate in [the learning support] room?

Homegroup Z

The classroom context in homegroup Z in 2021 is characterised by its significant
drop in CAE throughout the year (Table 3), primarily led by the affective dimension
of Teacher-Student Relationships, and the cognitive dimension of Control and Rel-
evance of School Work (Table 5). The dramatic decline in engagement from Term 1
to Term 2 was certainly noticed by the Teachers of Class Z. The composition of the
students in the class was problematic, “we’ve got these great kids, but ..., they just
don’t outweigh the kids that come from the lower socio economic [backgrounds]”
(Teacher Z, Term 1). Teacher Z continued, “you need [more highly engaged stu-
dents] to be in the room to boost—to balance it out.” When the engaged girls left the
class to go to a cocurricular activity, the result was difficult “Yeah, it’s just like the
blokes [remaining] and it’s chaos”.
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One of the key distinctions of Class Z, compared with the other three groups
was that there was significant teacher instability in the beginning of the year. The
home room teacher role in Class Z was shared for the first part of the term, and then
one teacher went on extended leave, compared to a single home room teacher in the
other three classes. When the main class Z home room teacher returned consistently
in Term 2, the decline in Teacher-Student Relationships slowed to the pace experi-
enced by the other groups, but never recovered (Table 5).

In addition, there is also a significant dip noticed in the affective engagement
score in Term 4 (Table 5). This pattern, showing all questions pertaining to the
Teacher-Student Relationships influencer showing a significant degradation, in
somewhat equal measure, was not observable in the other three homegroups. Simi-
larly, the statistically significant drop in the Control and Relevance of School Work
influencer question scores for homegroup Z across the year show a significant deg-
radation (Table 5), in somewhat equal measure, for this homegroup across the year.
These data indicate that there might be a unique classroom context that is appearing
to negatively impact both Teacher-Student Relationships and Control and Relevance
of School Work throughout the year.

In addition, group Z had the highest statistically significant drop in Family sup-
port for learning over the year (Table 5). The benefits of regular contact were
explained by Teacher Y.

all the teachers in Grade 7 have taken ownership of getting to know the fami-
lies, the parents and the carers and everything that goes with that ... when
these really difficult situations have arisen, we’ve already established that con-
tact, it hasn’t been such an abrasive call. (Term 1)

Further, Teacher W explained “I really try hard to contact [parents] lots ... because
it gives you the parental support that, you need”. Teacher Z mentioned that the App
‘class dojo’ allowed him to address small issues as they arose, and while this added
to his workload, Teacher Y noted.

the parents probably wouldn’t be contacting you unless you had contacted
them earlier. You’ve done your part by reaching out. I think now they’re feel-
ing comfortable with that they can reach out to you, go the other way. (Teacher
Y, Term 1)

Class Dojo as a method of communicating with parents was seen as a key strategy
by all staff, an improvement on the previous system:

Traditionally, you have to go onto the computer, go into Triple S, do a contact
log, ring them, half the time they don’t pick up. So, it’s like a waste anyway.
So, all this work. But now if you just message on your phone in the app, this is
so much easier and sharing photos about what you’re doing and stuff. (Teacher
W Term 1)

The concern for some was that sometimes contacting parents was difficult — or non-
existent in some situations, despite the efforts made by teachers. This was particu-
larly problematic with some students with very challenging behaviour “T’ve never
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spoken to her [mum)]. ... I mean, I've tried!” (Teacher Y, Term 3) and when discuss-
ing a different disengaging student “Home was impossible to contact” (Teacher Z,
Term 2). Teacher Z made the observation that there appeared to be a pattern with
students who had maintained engagement as those with “a fairly stable home life ...
And supportive parents” (Term 2).

Summary and implications

The analysis of the focus groups provided explanations for many of the statistically
significant changes in engagement in each homegroup across the year. As seen in
Table 6, much of the qualitative data affirmed the teacher practices that maintained
engagement. The focus group data also highlighted the structural, pedagogical and
student factors that contributed to a decline in engagement.

The main teacher practices that maintained cognitive and affective engagement
were strong relational pedagogy, highly consistent and structured routines, regu-
lar praise, and overt recognition of positive behaviour, consistent communication
with parents, and the movement of students with challenging behaviours away
from triggering environments.

Structurally, we found that engagement was impacted when staffing was not
stable, the class composition was unbalanced resulting in an absence of consist-
ent teacher presence and involvement, when the introduction of “unruly” stu-
dents into a class was not managed well, and when while implementing rules and
routines rigorously in the class the individual student autonomy was negatively
impacted.

In terms of factors that reduced student engagement, the data largely pointed
to factors outside of the teachers’ control. A decline in family support over the
year, challenging social contexts in the class, and influences of individual stu-
dents with very challenging and disruptive behaviour. We did find that teachers
may have stemmed some of the decline by being reflective and responsive to

Table 6 Teacher practices list per Year 7 homegroup in Terms 2,3, and 4, 2021. (Color Table online)

Teacher Practices

Term 2 Term3 Term 4
w X Y z wxT Yy z w X v [ z
Teaching and Learning
Involving Parents/Carers in students' learning| FsL FSL FSL FSL FSL FSL FSL FSL FSL FSL
Loss of student autonomy over their learning

Positive behaviour support| TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR
Modified timetables|

and Staffing
Redistribution of 'unruly' students from Z to W and X| PSS PSS
Absence of stable teacher presence and involvement|

M |intrinsic Motivation Statistically significant drop in the attributable CAE influencer scores (t-test)

Behaviour Management
Relational pedagogy (building student connections)| TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR
Routines and Consi: (in structure and i TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR TSR

TSR |Teacher-Student i y scores for the attributable CAE influencers (t-test)

CRSW |Control and Rels f ysig increase in the attributable CAE influencer scores (t-test)

PSS [Peer Support at School

FsL__|Family Support for
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the data (Phillips, 2013; Zyngier & Gale, 2003). Going forward, we suggest that
this data-driven reflective approach might be a useful tool in improving student
engagement.

For example, the issue with the peer support at school influencer may be
addressed by creating and maintaining intentional peer groups that foster a sense
of connection among students (Brown & Larson, 2009; Sodha & GuGlielmi,
2009), practising and modelling good communication skills (Pratama et al., 2019;
Sugito et al., 2017), and creating collaborative environments (Allensworth, 2012;
Wallace et al., 2002). Similarly, the issues of teacher-student relationship and
the control and relevance of schoolwork in homegroup Z were directly correlated
with the constant change in the homegroup teacher. Thus, it would seem prudent
to secure a stable teaching and learning environment for this homegroup so that
the students get a safe, enabling space where “they can form respectful relation-
ships and derive a sense of meaning, connection, and control over their lives”
(Wyn, 2014, p. 7).

Conclusion

Teachers continually look to improve their practice by relying on their collective
experience, judgement, and observable student engagement data such as attendance
rates, suspensions, and academic performance. Inquiry using a pre-post case study,
conducted in a reasonably large and diverse suburban public school, finds a valid
causal link between teacher practices in a high school classroom and their students’
relatively less observable cognitive and affective engagement indicators. This find-
ing supports the notion that the role that teachers play in how students feel at school,
and how they think about themselves as students, is crucial. Such a causal link also
empowers teachers to adapt their practices in response to the individual teaching
context they find themselves in and provides a method for feedback. This study dem-
onstrates that student engagement, measured by the SEI, is a very effective way for
teachers to evaluate the impact of their practice.

Limitations

There might be variations in using such a method across year levels and varying
educational contexts. However, given the proven validity of the SEI instrument used
in this research, the propensity of the student cognitive and affective engagement
data to measure student engagement is purported to be reasonably accurate. Fur-
ther, given that student data such as attendance rates, suspensions, and academic
performance are not being used in this method, it may be assumed that the vari-
ation across year levels and educational contexts can be accounted for mainly by
regarding the type of teacher practices. Finally, it may be proffered that the causal
link between teacher practices and students’ cognitive and affective engagement
may vary across contexts but is likely to remain statistically significant. The actual
variations in which aspects of the student engagement are significantly impacted by
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which specific teacher practice across educational contexts may be the subject of
future research.

Appendix 1 Student Engagement Instrument (SEI) items (Appleton &
Reschly, 2019)

Item # SEI factors and item text

TEACHER—STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS (AFFECTIVE ENGAGEMENT)

3 My teachers are there for me when I need them.

5 Adults at my school listen to the students.

10 The school rules are fair.

13 Most teachers at my school are interested in me as a person, not just as a student.
16 Overall, my teachers are open and honest with me.

21 Overall, adults at my school treat students fairly.

22 I enjoy talking to the teachers here.

27 I feel safe at school.

31 At my school, teachers care about students.

CONTROL AND RELEVANCE OF SCHOOL WORK (COGNITIVE ENGAGEMENT)

2 After finishing my schoolwork, I check it over to see if it’s correct.

9 Most of what is important to know you learn in school.

15 When I do schoolwork, I check to see whether I understand what I'm doing.
25 When I do well in school, it’s because I work hard.

26 The tests in my classes do a good job of measuring what I'm able to do.

28 I feel like I have a say about what happens to me at school.
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Item # SEI factors and item text
33 Learning is fun because I get better at something.
34 What I'm learning in my classes will be important in my future.
35 The grades in my classes do a good job of measuring what I'm able to do.

PEER SUPPORT AT SCHOOL (AFFECTIVE ENGAGEMENT)

4 Other students here like me the way I am.

6 Other students here care about me.

7 Students at my school are there for me when I need them.
14 Students here respect what I have to say.

23 I enjoy talking to the students here.

24 I have some friends at school.

FUTURE ASPIRATIONS AND GOALS (COGNITIVE ENGAGEMENT)

8 My education will create many future opportunities for me.
11 Going to school after high school is important.

17 I plan to continue my education following high school.

19 School is important for achieving my future goals.

30 I'am hopeful about my future.

FAMILY SUPPORT FOR LEARNING (AFFECTIVE ENGAGEMENT)

1 My family/guardian(s) are there for me when I need them.

12 When something good happens at school, my family/guardian(s) want to know about it.
20 When I have problems at school, my family/guardian(s) are willing to help me.

29 My family/guardian(s) want me to keep trying when things are tough at school.

INTRINSIC MOTIVATION (COGNITIVE ENGAGEMENT)

18 I'll learn, but only if the teacher gives me a reward. (Reversed)

32 I'll learn, but only if my family/guardian(s) give me a reward. (Reversed)

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by CAUL and its Member Institutions. No funding
was received for this study.

Data availability The data generated during and/or analysed during the current study are not publicly

available, as directed by the ethics requirements of the Tasmanian Department of Education and the Uni-
versity of Tasmania but are available with the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Conflict of interest There are no known conflicts of interest associated with this publication.

Ethical approval The fieldwork has been conducted in accordance with the strict guidelines laid out as per
the ethics approval from the research committees at the University of Tasmania (HREC23719) and the
Tasmanian Department of Education (EPR0082307).

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as

@ Springer



J. Thomas, M. Nair

you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Com-
mons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is
not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission
directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licen
ses/by/4.0/.

References

Allensworth, E. (2012). Want to improve teaching? Create collaborative, supportive schools. American
Educator, 36(3), 30-31.

Appleton, J., & Reschly, A. (2019). Research to practice: Measurement and reporting of student engage-
ment data in applied settings. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Appleton, J. J. (2012). Systems consultation: Developing the assessment-to-intervention link with the
Student Engagement Instrument. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.) Handbook
of research on student engagement (pp. 725-741). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-
2018-7_35

Appleton, J. J., Christenson, S. L., & Furlong, M. J. (2008). Student engagement with school: Critical
conceptual and methodological issues of the construct. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 369-386.

Archambault, 1., Janosz, M., Fallu, J.-S., & Pagani, L. S. (2009). Student engagement and its relationship
with early high school dropout. Journal of Adolescence, 32(3), 651-670. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
adolescence.2008.06.007

Bailey, V., Baker, A.-M., Cave, L., Fildes, J., Perrens, B., Plummer, J., & Wearring, A. (2016). Mission
Australia’s 2016 youth survey report. Mission Australia. https://www.missionaustralia.com.au/what-
we-do/research-evaluation/youth-survey

Brown, B. B., Larson, J. (2009). Peer relationships in adolescents. In R. M. L. Steinberg, (Ed.), Hand-
book of adolescent psychology, Contextual influences on adolescent development (Vol. 2, 3rd ed.,
pp. 74-103). John Wiley & Sons.

Cash, A. H., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P. J. (2015). Observations of student behavior in nonclassroom
settings: A multilevel examination of location, density, and school context. The Journal of Early
Adolescence, 35(5-6), 597-627.

Christenson, S. L. (2008, January 22.) Engaging students with school: The essential dimension of drop-
out prevention programs. Web seminar presentation for the National Dropout Prevention Center for
Students With Disabilities.

Christenson, S. L., & Reschly, A. L. (2012). Jingle, jangle, and conceptual haziness: Evolution and
future directions of the engagement construct. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie
(Eds.) Handbook of research on student engagement (pp. 3—19). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-1-4614-2018-7_1

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

Downer, J. T., Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., & Pianta, R. C. (2007). How do classroom conditions and chil-
dren’s risk for school problems contribute to children’s behavioral engagement in learning? School
Psychology Review, 36(3), 413-432.

Finn, J. D., & Rock, D. A. (1997). Academic success among students at risk for school failure. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 82(2), 221-234. https://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.

Finn, J. D., & Zimmer, K. S. (2012). Student engagement: What is it? Why does it matter? In S. L.
Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on student engagement (pp.
97-131). Springer.

Fredricks, J. A. (2014). Eight myths of student disengagement: Creating classrooms of deep learning.
Corwin Press.

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_35
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_35
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2008.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2008.06.007
https://www.missionaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/research-evaluation/youth-survey
https://www.missionaustralia.com.au/what-we-do/research-evaluation/youth-survey
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2018-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.2.221

Investigating teacher influence on student engagement in...

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential of the concept,
state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59-109.

Fredricks, J. A., & McColskey, W. (2012). The measurement of student engagement: A comparative anal-
ysis of various methods and student self-report instruments. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, &
C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on student engagement (pp. 763-782). Springer.

Goss, P., & Sonnemann, J. (2017). Engaging students: Creating classrooms that improve learning. Grat-
tan Institute.

Governments, C. o. A. (2009). National partnership agreement on youth attainment and transitions.
Council of Australian Governments Canberra.

Governments, C. 0. A. (2016). Council of Australian Governments-Report on performance 2016. Com-
monwealth of Australia, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. https://www.coag.gov.au/
performance-reporting

Greene, B. A. (2015). Measuring cognitive engagement with self-report scales: Reflections from over
20 years of research. Educational Psychologist, 50, 14-30. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.
989230

Henrie, C. R., Halverson, L. R., & Graham, C. R. (2015). Measuring student engagement in technology-
mediated learning: A review. Computers & Education, 90, 36-53.

Hofkens, T. L., & Ruzek, E. (2019). Measuring student engagement to inform effective interventions in
schools. In J. A. Fredricks, A. L. Reschly, & S. L. Christenson (Eds.), Handbook of student engage-
ment interventions (pp. 309-324). Elsevier.

Hulleman, C. S., Godes, O., Hendricks, B. L., & Harackiewicz, J. M. (2010). Enhancing interest and per-
formance with a utility value intervention. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(4), 880.

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Studies in Higher Education,
38(5), 758-773.

Kearney, C. A. (2008). School absenteeism and school refusal behavior in youth: A contemporary review.
Clinical Psychology Review, 28(3), 451-471.

Keating, J., Savage, G. C., & Polesel, J. (2013). Letting schools off the hook? Exploring the role of Aus-
tralian secondary schools in the COAG Year 12 attainment agenda. Journal of Education Policy,
28(2), 268-286.

Kennelly, L., & Monrad, M. (2007). Approaches to dropout prevention: Heeding early warning signs
with appropriate interventions. American Institutes for Research.

Lam, S.-F., Wong, B. P., Yang, H., & Liu, Y. (2012). Understanding student engagement with a contex-
tual model. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on student
engagement (pp. 403—419). Springer.

Lamb, S., Jackson, J., Walstab, A., & Huo, S. (2015). Educational opportunity in Australia 2015: Who
succeeds and who misses out. APO-58167

Lovelace, M. D., Reschly, A. L., & Appleton, J. J. (2017). Beyond school records: The value of cognitive
and affective engagement in predicting dropout and on-time graduation. Professional School Coun-
seling, 21(1), 1096-2409. https://doi.org/10.5330/1096-2409-21.1.70

Lovelace, M. D., Reschly, A. L., Appleton, J. J., & Lutz, M. E. (2014). Concurrent and predictive validity
of the student engagement instrument. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 32(6), 509-520.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282914527548

Mason, B. A., Gunersel, A. B., & Ney, E. A. (2014). Cultural and ethnic bias in teacher ratings of behav-
ior: A criterion-focused review. Psychology in the Schools, 51(10), 1017-1030.

Moreira, P. A. S., & Dias, M. A. (2019). Tests of factorial structure and measurement invariance for
the student engagement instrument: Evidence from middle and high school students. International
Journal of School & Educational Psychology, 7(3), 174-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.
2017.1414004

Pearson. (2014). Middle school indicators of college readiness. Austin, TX: Center for College & Career
Success, Pearson.

Phillips, G. C. (2013). A comparative study of international student engagement and success based on
race/ethnicity, gender, and institutional type. [PhD Dissertation]. University of Minnesota.

Pietarinen, J., Soini, T., & Pyhilto, K. (2014). Students’ emotional and cognitive engagement as the deter-
minants of well-being and achievement in school. International Journal of Educational Research,
67,40-51.

Pratama, M. A. R., Cahyono, E., & Aggraito, Y. U. (2019). Implementation of problem based learning
model to measure communication skills and critical thinking skills of Junior High School Students.
Journal of Innovative Science Education, 8(3), 324-331.

@ Springer


https://www.coag.gov.au/performance-reporting
https://www.coag.gov.au/performance-reporting
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.989230
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2014.989230
https://doi.org/10.5330/1096-2409-21.1.70
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282914527548
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2017.1414004
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2017.1414004

J. Thomas, M. Nair

Reschly, A. L., & Christenson, S. L. (2012). Jingle, jangle, and conceptual haziness: Evolution and future
directions of the engagement construct. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.),
Handbook of research on student engagement (pp. 3—19). Springer.

Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Baroody, A. E., Larsen, R. A., Curby, T. W., & Abry, T. (2015). To what extent
do teacher—student interaction quality and student gender contribute to fifth graders’ engagement in
mathematics learning? Journal of Educational Psychology, 107(1), 170.

Sinclair, M. F., Christenson, S. L., Lehr, C. A., & Anderson, A. R. (2003). Facilitating student engage-
ment: Lessons learned from Check & Connect longitudinal studies. The California School Psychol-
ogist, 8(1), 29-41.

Skiba, R. J., Michael, R. S., Nardo, A. C., & Peterson, R. L. (2002). The color of discipline: Sources of
racial and gender disproportionality in school punishment. The Urban Review, 34(4), 317-342.
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. J. (2009). A motivational perspective on engagement
and disaffection: Conceptualisation and assessment of children’s behavioral and emotional partici-
pation in academic activities in the classroom. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(3),

493-525.

Skinner, E. A., & Pitzer, J. R. (2012). Developmental dynamics of student engagement, coping, and eve-
ryday resilience. In S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, & C. Wylie (Eds.), Handbook of research on
student engagement (pp. 21-44). Springer.

Sodha, S., & GuGlielmi, S. (2009). A stitch in time: Tackling educational disengagement. Interim report.
Demos. http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/id/eprint/23212

Strambler, M. J., & McKown, C. (2013). Promoting student engagement through evidence-based
action research with teachers. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 23(2),
87-114. https://doi.org/10.1080/10474412.2013.757153

Sugito, S., Susilowati, S. M. E., Hartono, H., & Supartono, S. (2017). Enhancing students’ communi-
cation skills through problem posing and presentation. International Journal of Evaluation and
Research in Education, 6(1), 17-22.

Thomas, J. (2019). Managing behavior or promoting engagement? In Oxford Research Encyclopedia of
Education. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.514

Turner, J. C., & Meyer, D. K. (2000). Studying and understanding the instructional contexts of class-
rooms: Using our past to forge our future. Educational Psychologist, 35(2), 69-85.

Virtanen, T. E., Moreira, P., Ulvseth, H., Andersson, H., Tetler, S., Kuorelahti, M. (2018). Analyzing
measurement invariance of the students’ engagement instrument brief version: The cases of Den-
mark Finland and Portugal. Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 33(4), 297-313. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0829573517699333

Wallace, T., Anderson, A. R., & Bartholomay, T. (2002). Collaboration: An element associated with the
success of four inclusive high schools. Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation,
13(4), 349-381.

Wang, M.-T., Fredricks, J. A., Ye, F., Hofkens, T. L., & Linn, J. S. (2016). The math and science engage-
ment scales: Scale development, validation, and psychometric properties. Learning and Instruction,
43, 16-26.

Waxman, H. C., Tharp, R. G., & Hilberg, R. S. (2004). Observational research in US classrooms: New
approaches for understanding cultural and linguistic diversity. Cambridge University Press.

Wigfield, A., Guthrie, J. T., Perencevich, K. C., Taboada, A., Klauda, S. L., McRae, A., & Barbosa, P.
(2008). Role of reading engagement in mediating effects of reading comprehension instruction on
reading outcomes. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 432-445.

Wood, B. K., Hojnoski, R. L., Laracy, S. D., & Olson, C. L. (2016). Comparison of observational meth-
ods and their relation to ratings of engagement in young children. Topics in Early Childhood Special
Education, 35(4), 211-222.

Works, A. (2014). Attendance in the early grades: Why it matters for reading. Attendance Works.

Wyn, J. (2014). Conceptualising transitions to adulthood. New Directions for Adult and Continuing Edu-
cation, 2014(143), 5-16.

Yazzie-Mintz, E., & McCormick, K. (2012). Finding the humanity in the data: Understanding, measur-
ing, and strengthening student engagement. In Handbook of research on student engagement (pp.
743-761). Springer.

Yeager, D. S., Henderson, M. D., Paunesku, D., Walton, G. M., D’Mello, S., Spitzer, B. J., & Duckworth,
A. L. (2014). Boring but important: A self-transcendent purpose for learning fosters academic self-
regulation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 107(4), 559.

@ Springer


http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/id/eprint/23212
https://doi.org/10.1080/10474412.2013.757153
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190264093.013.514
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573517699333
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573517699333

Investigating teacher influence on student engagement in...

Zepke, N., Leach, L., & Butler, P. (2014). Student engagement: Students’ and teachers’ perceptions.
Higher Education Research & Development, 33(2), 386-398.

Zyngier, D., & Gale, T. (2003). Engaging programs: How are Australian schools responding to low stu-
dent retention. AARE Annual Conference: Education Risks, Research & Dilemmas Auckland New
Zealand

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published
maps and institutional affiliations.

Jeffrey Thomas Dr Jeffrey Thomas is a Lecturer in the Faculty of Education at the University of Tasma-
nia and has a background in secondary school teaching and pre-service teacher education. His research
interests are in theoretical frameworks and education pedagogy involving student engagement and behav-
iour management, and in framing educational practice designed to support students for whom school has
been an unfriendly place. He continues to work with teachers and schools in these areas and has several
awards, publications, and journal articles to his name.

Manoj Nair Manoj Nair is a researcher in the School of Information and Communication Technol-
ogy (ICT) and a pre-service teacher at the Faculty of Education, University of Tasmania. His research
interests are in digital models that impact educational outcomes, specifically as viewed through the prism
of student engagement. He has a techno-commercial background with over 20 years of product, business,
and engineering experience in the industries of information technology and telecommunications. He is
also a co-founder of a technology-based start-up.

@ Springer



	Investigating teacher influence on student engagement in high schools
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Results
	Cognitive and affective engagement (CAE)
	Changes in engagement Influencers
	Analysis of the classroom context
	Homegroup W
	Homegroup X
	Homegroup Y
	Homegroup Z

	Summary and implications
	Conclusion
	Limitations
	References




