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ABSTRACT 

In this study, I examined high school students' level of engagement by exploring 

the relationship between students' phenomenological perceptions of fairness and their 

levels of engagement. This involved collecting and analyzing data based upon 

engagement and fairness scales that were created by a research team. Data were 

descriptively analyzed and factored to identify potentially distinct dimensions of fairness 

and engagement. Analysis included a correlation of four dimensions of fairness and five 

dimensions of engagement. Fairness and engagement were significantly related in almost 

all dimensions. One distinct finding was that "personal" perceptions of fairness were 

more correlated with engagement than other dimensions of fairness. When personal 

fairness was partialled out of the correlation, other dimensions of fairness failed to relate 

significantly with engagement. This suggests that personal experiences of fairness has a 

more significant and salient affect on levels of engagement than any other identified 

dimension of fairness. 



s 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Over the last 10-15 years, policy makers have offered solutions to enhance the 

perceived declining educational system in our nation (National Commission for 

Excellence in Education, 1983; National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 

1994). Although a nationally large decline in student achievement is a myth some policy 

makers strongly believe (Berliner & Biddle, 1995), there is still an inherent and 

continuing need to improve education and to maximize students' learning experiences. 

However, many reform efforts to improve education fall short of success simply because 

they are founded on vague problem definitions (Good, 1996). Furthermore, policy 

makers uni-dimensionally define students as achievers; therefore, they fail to consider 

more complex and integrated dimensions of students such as the influence of peers, 

family, and the environment when proposing solutions to increase student performance 

(McCaslin, 1996). 

According to some of the literature, one of the problems regarding student 

achievement is that students display a disinterest in leaming—they fail to be engaged (see 

Steinberg, Brown, & Dombusch, 1996; National Commission for Excellence in 

Education, 1983; National Education Commission on Time and Learning, 1994). The 

validity of this claim is tenuous given that engagement is a construct that is difficult to 



9 

define and measure. It would be unreasonable to argue that students who "appear" to be 

paying attention and exerting effort in class are engaged. However, researchers, who 

have compared students' self-reports with observer ratings of attention levels, have 

shown that, although observers can accurately detect gross inattention, they cannot 

accurately report subtle differences of attention, (see Hudgins, 1966; Lahademe, 1967). 

In spite of these measurement discrepancies, it should be noted that engagement is more 

than observable student behavior (e.g., students appear to be trying, paying attention in 

class). It is a student quality that encompasses active, intellectual, cognitive, and 

emotional qualities of commitment to learning. Therefore, the challenge of impacting 

student engagement through reform efforts is difiBcult given that it is an elusive construct 

to observe, define and measure. Finally, as the call for educational reform continues, so 

does the challenge to understand a) what are the qualities of student engagement, and b) 

how are they measured. 

The purpose of addressing student engagement seems relatively obvious in terms 

of the implications for policies and school reform. However, there are other reasons to 

explore the nature of engagement. The first is that by identifying relevant factors, 

teachers can be better educated about how and why students engage and/or disengage in 

the learning process. Furthermore, students could benefit in that when teachers use their 

knowledge to help create a more "engaging environment" students are more likely to 
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experience academic success. Another reason to explore the nature of engagement is that 

by identifying more refined methods of measuring engagement and/or disengagement, 

future researchers can more effectively analyze how other classroom dynamics relate to 

engagement (such as motivation, goal orientations, and learning strategies). 

Although the concept of engagement is not new to the research literature (see 

Berliner, 1979), it has only recently been introduced to the general public in the book, 

Bevond the Classroom written by Laurence Steinberg, Brown, & Dombusch (1996). In 

this book, the authors make very broad, sweeping claims regarding the nature of 

adolescent students' level of engagement in the nation's high schools. They argue that 

students are more disengaged than ever and that a large proportion of students report they 

just "go through the motions of school." Although no one would argue that there are 

adolescents who are less engaged than others, I believe there is wider variation among 

smdents' attitudes than what the authors report. Furthermore, I feel that the authors' 

negative bias towards high school students blinds him to many of the positive and 

productive aspects of students and schooling. 

In recent research, Newmaim (1992) explores various factors which contribute to 

the nature of engagement. One factor Newmaim addresses is students' perception of 

fairness as a fimction of their sense of "school membership." Given that it has not yet 
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been addressed in the literature, it seems prudent to explore how fairness relates to 

engagement. 

Everyone at one time or another experiences a situation which may be perceived 

as fair or unfair depending on what the situation may be and the individual's level of 

cognitive maturity. In this sense, it would be informative to understand how fairness is 

perceived in various contexts. Schools provide a viable environment that may or may 

not model fair practices depending on the politics and rules. Therefore, schools are 

environments where the variation of students' experiences and perceptions may have a 

salient effect on their levels of commitment to the learning process. 

Although research on fairness has a long in history in the child development 

literatiire, the phenomenological nature of fairness in relation to students' experiences in 

school (Nichols & Good, in press) and as a mediating variable of engagement is just 

recently emerging (Newmann, 1992). Previously, researchers have mainly focused on 

how students perceive the "fairness" of distinct instructional practices within a classroom 

setting. For example, students are asked to determine the fairness of helping behavior 

for high and low achieving students on certain tasks. In this sense, fairness is explored 

"singularly" as it relates to instructional methods (see Thorkildsen, 1989a & Thorkildsen, 

1989b; Thorkildsen, 1993; Thorkildsen et al., 1994). However, in a more recent study by 

Nichols & Good (in press), the researchers explore the phenomenological nature of the 
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construct of fairness with respect to high school students' experiences. They explored 

high school students' perspectives of fairness and addressed such elements as (a) the 

equality of opportunities for all students (both in classrooms and in the school), (b) the 

equity of punishment practices (as distributed by teachers and the principal), and (c ) 

students' personal experiences of "fairness." In this study, it is believed that students' 

perception of the "fairness" of their school/classes is related to the amount of effort they 

are willing to invest in their learning (i.e., whether they will engage in school tasks). 

The Purpose of this Study 

The purpose of this study is two-fold. First, this study will add to the growing 

literature of engagement in that I will address the question of how to define and measure 

engagement. If students are not engaged, it only seems reasonable that they would not be 

likely to be as successful as their counterparts who are more committed to academic tasks 

and the learning process. However, an examination of the nature of the relationship 

between engagement and achievement goes beyond the scope of this research project. 

The goal is to stay within the construct of engagement and explore how it is defined and 

measured. 

Second, this study will add to the growing literature on faimess by exploring the 

phenomenological nature of the relationship between students' perception of faimess and 

their levels of engagement. Newmann (1992) proposed a three factor model of 
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engagement that addresses fairness as one part of one of those factors; school 

membership. He proposes that students who perceive a fair envirormient will be more 

likely to feel accepted and a part of their envirormient; therefore, they will be more likely 

to be engaged. However, although fairness is conceived as an aspect of engagement, 

previous researchers have not explored the nature of this relationship. Therefore, the 

research question I address is; what is the nature of the relationship between high school 

students' perception of fairness within their school and classrooms and their levels of 

engagement? 

It is hypothesized that by exploring the nature of this relationship, a more defined 

framework of engagement will be identified so future research can continue to build and 

expand upon the notion of what is meant when educators claim, "students are engaged." 

Furthermore, given Steinberg's (1996) conclusion that students' level of engagement in 

school is pervasively low throughout the adolescent population, it is hypothesized that a 

more critical look at what it means to be engaged (i.e., by carefully examining 

engagement measures) will identify student variation that reflects a more positive picture 

of student engagement. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

One of the first conceptualizations of engagement came from Berliner's work on 

the relationship of teaching behavior and student achievement Within this paradigm of 

study, Berliner (1979) conceptualized a complex variable named Academic Learning 

Time (ALT) that acted as a mediator between teacher behavior and student achievement. 

Rooted in the works of Carroll and the concept of achievement as a function of time on 

task, ALT measures "engagement" in terms of learning as a function of teachers' 

allocation of time, task difficulty and, and the amount of "engaged" time exerted by 

students. Berliner's (1979) ALT considers task difficulty as a factor of students' 

"engagement" since it is believed that students are engaged in material when it is not too 

challenging or too easy. 

Berliner (1979) studied various grade levels and class subjects and found distinct 

differences in the amount of time allocated by teachers for various subjects across grade 

levels. Furthermore, percentages of engaged time within and across classes were found to 

be relatively variable. Implications suggest that achievement differences could be a 

fimction of not only the amount of time students are subjected to material but also the 

amount of time students are actively "engaged" in the task. 
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More recently, researchers have expanded on the notion that achievement is a 

flinction of the level of engagement students exert in learning tasks to include more 

complex dimensions of the learner, teacher, and task. The term engagement is more 

recently thought of in cognitive terms as it applies to classroom learning. In other words, 

cognitive engagement is the "mental effort" put forth to learn and is observed when 

students appear to be paying attention. Newmann (1989) originally defined the term 

engagement as a psychological investment towards learning: 

It involves participation, connection, attachment, and integration 
in particular settings and tasks. As such, engagement is the 
opposite of alienation: isolation, separation, detachment, and 
fragmentation, (p. 34) 

In subsequent work, Newmann (1992) explored the concept of engagement as involving 

not only a psychological investment in tasks, but also the motivating factors for mastery 

of academic tasks: 

We define student engagement in academic work as the student's 
psychological investment in and effort directed toward learning, 
understanding, or mastering the knowledge, skills or crafts that 
academic work is intended to promote, (p. 12) 

This definition encompasses more than just the completion of academic tasks. 

Researchers have shown that students can accomplish tasks without substantively 

learning the material (McNeil, 1986; Sedlak, Wheeler, Piillin, & Cusick, 1986; Weis, 

1990). Therefore, engagement involves the psychological investment in accomplishing 



16 

tasks, not just the completion. As Newmann (1992) notes, engagement is not a "readily 

observable characteristic" and thus, engagement represents an inner quality or effort to 

learn. 

There is literature to show, however, that the scope of engagement goes beyond a 

psychological investment in learning. In this regard, engagement also encompasses 

emotional qualities of the leamer (e.g., student feelings regarding a specific task may 

affect how much intellectual effort the student exerts; or student feelings regarding the 

teacher or school may affect their effort or desire to engage in learning). Roth & Damico 

(1994) conducted an in-depth interview study to explore the nature of high school 

students' engagement in school and thus discussed the "conclusiveness" of observational 

measures of engagement. They found that students' could not differentiate between 

personal difficulty in mastering content from their perceptions of teacher concern for their 

learning. In other words, students who perceive that teachers care about them are more 

likely to be engaged. This combination of emotions regarding the teacher and level of 

engagement caimot be measured by observational methods. 

Steinberg et al. (1996) also address cognitive and emotional elements of the leamer. 

They measured emotional qualities of engagement through a dimension called "work 

orientation." Their claim is that students who reported a high work orientation (e.g., I am 

willing to work hard on something that takes a long time to do, I pay attention, my mind 

does not wander in class) are more emotionally engaged in the learning process. In this 
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sense, their claim is that emotional engagement is related to students' work ethic. 

However, this claim fails to address other variables such as qualities of the teacher, task, 

and learner which may affect engagement. 

The importance of understanding engagement is significant given that higher 

achievement requires a level of commitment by students (Newmann, 1989). Thus, 

engagement encompasses two broad dimensions. One is cognitive in nature and entails a 

psychological investment in academic tasks and learning. A second is emotional in 

nature and encompasses unique student experiences as they relate to individioal 

perceptions of task, teacher, and envirotmient (including factors which relate to student 

motivation to leam and participate in the schooling experience). A model proposed by 

Newmann et al. (1992) define three major factors that encompass engagement. These are 

(a) need for competence, (b) school membership, and (c) authentic work. 

This review will cover relevant studies as they apply to two of these factors posed 

by Newmann: Authentic work and school membership. Newmann defines authentic 

work as tasks which entail "extrinsic rewards, meets intrinsic interests, offers students a 

sense of ownership, is connected to the "real world" (i.e. value beyond school), and 

involves some fim" (p. 23). School membership is defined as schools that have a clarity 

of purpose, sense of fairness, show personal support, allow for success, and provide a 

caring environment. It is asserted that studies relating to authentic work and school 
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membership will help conceptualize a framework on which to explore the relationship of 

fairness and engagement. 

The purpose of this literature review will be to address cognitive and emotional 

elements of authentic work and school membership as they apply to engagement and 

fairness. Issues surrounding authentic work include a review of (a) instructional methods, 

(b) smdents' goal orientations and perceptions, and (c ) students' self-perception in 

relation to the task and environment. The second section regards school membership and 

includes a review of (a) school membership and peer groups, (b) students' perception of 

fairness within the school environment, and (c) factors surrounding isolation and 

alienation from school and the learning process. 

Authentic Work 

In his most recent work, Newmann, King, and Secada (1996) explore the concept of 

authentic achievement as part of a vision to create standards for promoting and judging 

students' intellectual achievement. This conceptualization of authentic achievement 

(parallel to Newmann's notion of authentic work in his earlier model of engagement) 

examines factors which promote and/or inhibit successfiil school restructuring. 

Newmann et al. (1996) define authentic achievement by three features: construction of 

knowledge, disciplined inquiry, and the value of achievement beyond school. The first 

feature, construction of knowledge, is based on the notion that students will become more 

engaged if they are encouraged to develop unique ideas surrounding pre-existing 
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information. The second feature, disciplined inquiry, is based on the notion that tasks 

build on a prior knowledge base, are utilized to develop in-depth understanding, and 

invoke elaborated communication. The last feature, value bevond school, is based on the 

notion that tasks go beyond their fimction of hands-on, student-centered value to 

incorporate real world value. This suggests that the function of tasks should present some 

future value beyond day to day school activities. 

Newmaim et al. (1996) address the notion of engagement for intellectual quality 

this way: 

The kind of achievement required for students to earn school credits, 
grades, and high scores on tests is often considered trivial, contrived 
and meaningless by both students and adults, and the absence of 
meaning breeds low student engagement in school work. Meaningless 
school work is a consequence of a number of factors, but especially 
curriculum that emphasized superficial exposure to hundreds of isolated 
pieces of knowledge, (p. 22) 

To address the various qualities of authentic work proposed by Newmann et al. (1996), 

this section will address factors related to the psychological investment of the learner. 

These include characteristics of the teacher (such as theu- instructional methods and 

expectations), tasks, and students' learning strategies and self-perceptions. 

Teachers and Instructional Methods 

There are studies which investigate the nature of cognitive engagement in tasks. 

One such method considers teacher-student classroom interaction and the effect of 

instructional methods on engagement. Nystrand and Gamoran (1990) distinguish two 
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types of observable student engagement. The first, procedural engagement, is 

characterized by "typical" classroom interaction where teachers and students "go through 

the motions of schooling: they ask and answer questions, assign and carry out homework, 

and maintain reasonable standards of comportment." (Nystrand & Gamoran, 1990, p. 3). 

The second, substantive engagement encompasses a more equal interaction between 

teachers and students who display "sustained commitment to and involvement with 

academic work." (Nystrand & Gamoran, 1990, p. 3). 

They note that although both procedural and substantive engagement are 

observable classroom characteristics, they fail to identify whether students are seriously 

involved with the work. For example, they found that classes which displayed 

substantive engagement involved meaningful student-teacher interactions. In this case, 

engagement is not readily observable in that some smdents who appear to be looking off 

into the distance may be just as engaged as students who appear to be involved with the 

discussion. They assert, however, that wide variation of smdent engagement is a function 

of individual perceptions of the teacher, task, and environment that observational 

measurement methods cannot identify. 

Nystrand and Gamoran (1990) also report that students' perception of 

engagement is not necessarily predicted by what researchers may define as engaging. 

They argued that classes engaged smdents when teachers promoted high quality 
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discourse between them and their students (i.e., discourse which involves authentic 

questions that require thinking and not just memorization). This format of discussion 

involves teachers "up-taking" what students say and building upon it to generate 

discussion as opposed to promoting a recitation of question after question. It was 

predicted that high quality discourse could predict student engagement (as measured by 

student perceptions of attention and effort). However, when students were asked 

questions to gauge their attention span or effort regarding these classes, it was found 

that students were not necessarily engaged. This suggests there is more than just the 

quality of discourse within the classroom that dictates students' effort in paying 

attention. Thus, I raise the question: Are the researchers' methods of measuring 

engagement (self-report questiormaire of attention span or effort) failing to measure the 

construct, or is it simply that the promotion of high quality discourse per se is not 

engaging? 

In contrast, Cardellichio (1995), who also examined teacher-student interactions 

and engagement, considered the effect of the promotion of higher-order thinking and 

processing in classrooms (e.g., through high quality discourse). The author examined 

instructional methods which emphasized factual knowledge vs. thinking skills. It was 

found that teachers who promote deep processing of information and thoughtful 

reflection (as opposed to memorization of facts) tend to more actively engage students. 
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In contrast, he notes that teaching methods which promote factual knowledge actually 

undermine teachers' attempts to get students more engaged. In other words, factual 

presentation of material may actually inhibit students' levels of engagement. Although 

this contradicts Gamoran and Nystrand's (1990) earlier finding that the promotion of 

high quality discourse does not predict engagement, it could be because researchers use 

inconsistent methods for measuring the quality of engagement. 

Other teaching styles which are meant to increase student engagement include the 

Socratic seminars. These are typically run with a small group of students (25 or fewer) 

for approximately 50-80 minutes per period once a week. In this process, students, 

"engage in active learning. The assumption is that when students actively and 

cooperatively develop knowledge, vmderstanding, and ethical attitudes and behaviors, 

they are more apt to retain these attributes than if they had received them passively." 

(Tredway, 1995, p. 26). The idea is that the teachers act as facilitators who guide 

students to a deeper understanding of original thoughts. This type of process is meant 

to actively engage students. However, whether it is successful remains to be seen. In 

this method, students are seemingly more engaged because they appeared to be 

working; however, observational measures are not enough. A student who "appears" to 

be involved, may actually be just "going through the motions" of what is expected of 

them. 
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In contrast, it is also prudent to consider what instructional methods (if any) 

inhibit engagement It has already been noted that a factually based curriculum may act 

to inhibit engagement. Onosko (1991) found that certain factors emerge in classroom 

settings that act as barriers to processes which promote engagement (in this case, 

higher-order thinking). One of these barriers is the low expectations teachers have for 

students. Onosko (1991) found that teachers' low expectations of students lead to 

instructional methods which rely on the factually based information. It is important to 

explore reasons for low teacher expectations given how they may relate to instructional 

methods. Reasons for these low expectations vary. 

Student motivation to achieve in the classroom is influenced by many factors 

including teacher behaviors (e.g., Brophy, 1986). Some teachers believe that lower 

achieving students are not capable of higher-order thinking and therefore they tend to 

emphasize factual information. In addition, teachers respond to low student motivation 

by lowering their expectations. Good & Brophy (1997) developed a model of teacher 

expectations as developed through self-fulfilling prophecies which suggests that 

teachers develop expectations and behaviors based on their beliefs regarding student 

potential. This manufactured belief system shows in their teaching styles which in turn, 

affects students' "self-concepts, motivation, performance expectations, or attributions 

for success or failure" (Good & Brophy, 1997, p. 91). Teacher expectation effects 
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clearly influence which type of teaching style teachers are more likely to implement 

(i.e., are they more likely to promote factually based information or are they likely to 

promote higher-order thinking processes and discussions). 

Onosko (1991) discusses other barriers to higher-order thinking found through in-

depth interviews and questionnaires in 16 social studies departments such as: Teaching 

knowledge as transmission; broad, superficial content coverage; large numbers of 

students (per class); lack of teacher planning time; and a culture of teacher isolation. 

Although the author argues that the nature of social studies content lends itself more to 

factually based knowledge, he found that teachers valued automatic and quick responses 

over more thought-out ones. Thus, despite the fact that the nature of the materied 

precedes particular teaching styles, when given a choice, many teachers choose to 

accentuate factually based methods over more in-depth thinking skills in their 

classrooms. More specifically, it was found that 30% of the teachers chose material that 

was heavily content oriented and factually based; four percent of the teachers chose 

material that evokes thinking and reasoning skills. Thus, certain teachers, because of 

their training, personality, or subject they are teaching, tend to choose material and 

teaching methods that, at times, may inhibit a student's motivation to engage. 

It is important to consider elements of instruction which may or may not elicit 

desired student engagement. Engagement is very complex, and various instructional 
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methods play a vital role in contributing to students' investment in learning. Based on 

the literature, one could argue that the promotion of thinking skills positively affects 

students' engagement levels. However, given that researchers define and mezisvire 

qualities of engagement differentially, there are no simple solutions to the question; 

how do teachers promote engagement? 

Goal Orientation and Learner Attributes 

Instructional methods and teacher expectations are only one facet of what affects 

engagement. Another major consideration in the exploration of engagement is smdents' 

self-perception of the cognitive learning process. 

Ames (1984) found that the establishment of goals influences students' choice of 

learning strategies, value attributions, and achievement tasks. Subsequently, Ames 

(1992) addressed the fimction of goal orientation and classroom structure on motivation 

to achieve. She argues that a qualitative look at motivation is necessarily concerned 

with students' perceptions of themselves in relation to the task and the learning process. 

Furthermore, she contends that student goal orientations are a function of the structure 

of the classroom. Specifically, she refers to the notions of task, authority and 

evaluation/recognition as salient student experiences which shape the nature of 

students' goal orientation. Given the wide variation of students' perceptions these goals 

vary as a fimction of student differences and classroom structures. In addition, it is 



26 

important to note that, because students bring unique perspectives to the classrooms, 

there is wide variation among their perceptions of tasks and student-teacher interactions 

(Meece et al., 1988). 

Ainley (1993) examined how learner goal orientations (or $tyle of engagement) 

affect their use of learning strategies. Ainley measured style of engagement by 

considering students' learning goals as well as their orientations toward the tasks. 

Students who were most engaged set goals based on intrinsic motivation to achieve 

mastery and understanding of the task. She found that highly engaged students used 

what she called transformational learning strategies more often than less engaged 

students. Transformational strategies are defined as those learning strategies which 

promote deep and active processing of information as well as the ability to apply 

information to new situations. This suggests that engaged students are intrinsically 

motivated, and they use learning strategies which promote deep reasoning skills and 

active processing of information. 

Meece, Blumenfeld, and Hoyle (1988) examined how students' goal orientations 

related to engagement. They examined two goal orientations (task-mastery and ego or 

social goals). Task-mastery goals are defined as those where students strive for 

independent understanding and mastery of the material. Ego or social goals are defined 

as those qualities where students strive to please the teacher. It was predicted that the 
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formation of these goals would mediate engagement in classroom activities. It was 

found that cognitive-engagement patterns were directly related to students' goal 

orientations (Meece, Blumenfeld, and Hoyle, 1988). Specifically, students with task-

mastery goals displayed higher cognitive engagement (as measured by a self rating 

scale intended to tap into cognitive strategies and dimensions of self-regulated learning) 

with learning than students with ego or social goals. This suggests that an 

understanding of students' goal orientation precedes judgments regarding level of 

cognitive engagement. 

In addition to student goal orientation, other researchers have focused on the 

effect of various learner attributes on engagement. Lee and Anderson (1993) explored 

attitudes and perceptions of students in a middle school science class. They defined 

engagement as encompassing various leamer attributes including prior knowledge, goal 

orientation and strategies for learning: "...students who are motivated to leam science 

engage in science classroom tasks with the goal of achieving scientific understanding as 

they try to integrate their personal knowledge with scientific knowledge and apply 

scientific knowledge to describe, explain, predict, and control the world around them" 

(p. 590). Lee and Anderson (1993) measured engagement by two methods. First, they 

gathered observational data based on three dimensions: self-initiated cognitive 

engagement, cognitive engagement and behavioral engagement. Second, based on 



28 

these observations, they interviewed students to qualitatively analyze the nature of 

cognitive engagement. As a result, Lee and Anderson (1993) describe four pattems of 

task engagement: 

1. Intrinsically motivated to leam. This pattern depicts students who demonstrate 

self-initiative and interest in learning science. They demonstrate inquisitiveness, prior 

knowledge and a positive affect towards science. 

2. Motivated to leam. This pattern depicts students who display cognitive 

engagement that is confined to completing class assignments and presentations. They 

typically posses little prior knowledge about the subject and have goals which are 

ego/social in nature (i.e., they care about pleasing the teacher). These types of students 

know there is a need for the subject, but they are not necessarily driven to leam. They 

retain a positive affect towards the subject. 

3. Task avoidance. This pattem depicts students who employ learning strategies 

which will require the least amount of effort. They have little academic interaction with 

peers and do not seek help or try to understand the material. They typically are passive 

and quiet. 

4. Active task resistance. This pattem depicts students who do not participate and 

who actively tries to disrupt the learning environment. They typically display little or 
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no prior knowledge about the subject and act on ego/social goals. They typically have 

negative attitudes toward the subject (or the teacher). 

Although these results are built on a small sample of subjects (12 students), it is 

clear that this general pattem of engagement captures some of the major qualities of 

engagement reviewed to this point (including a psychological as well as emotional 

investment in the learning process). Simply put, Lee and Anderson (1993) conclude, 

"The nature of students' task engagement is a function of curriculum materials and 

instructional programs as much as students themselves." (p.604). Furthermore, the four 

dimensions of engagement that were found show the "continuum" quality of 

engagement. Engagement is not a dichotomous construct that is either present or 

absent. On the contrary, it follows a continuum where students posses seemingly 

infinite levels of engagement in either direction. 

Students' Perception of Self 

Another major aspect that potentially influences student engagement is how 

students feel about themselves as learners. Brantlinger (1993) found that students have 

a keen awareness of their socio-economic place within a school structure. Further, 

students' knowledge of their placement in the schools' social structure affects how they 

feel about themselves as individual learners. Students from lower income households 

generally view themselves as having little to no control over their achievement (i.e.. 
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there is some material that they just can't get and therefore they do not hold themselves 

accountable) while students from higher income households perceive more control over 

their achievement (Brantlinger, 1993). 

According to Brantlinger (1993), students from high income households tend to 

feel positively towards school and confident that teachers like them and care about them 

personally. In contrast, only 40% of students from low income households indicated 

that teachers liked them while 20% indicated that they felt that teachers cared about 

them personally. Students felt grades were an indication of how teachers felt about 

them (i.e., good grades meant that the teacher probably liked them whereas bad grades 

meant teachers probably did not). Finally, there is a large discrepancy between high 

and low income students in their perceptions of how teachers feel about them as 

learners. 

Aside from extemal perceptions (grades, awareness of social structure, etc.) there 

are also unique internal perceptions that influence how students learn. Student self-

efficacy is one important element which contributes to student achievement in many 

areas of learning. It is defined as "Beliefs (which) influence how people feel, think, 

motivate themselves, and behave" (Bandura, 1993, p. 118). For example, student self-

efificacy has been found to affect cognitive, motivational, and affective processes 

(Bandura, 1993) as they relate to achievement. Bandura (1993) discusses how 
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motivational processes are governed by different levels of self-efficacy. He states that 

self-efficacy beliefs contribute to motivation in several ways: "They determine the goals 

people set for themselves, how much effort they expend, how long they will persevere 

in the face of difficulties, and their resilience to failure." (p. 31). 

Cognitive processes include: conception of ability, social comparison influences, 

and perceived controllability. All three of these influences play a role in how students 

set goals for themselves. A strong conception of ability may cause students to set 

higher goals for themselves than a student with a lower conception of ability. Further, 

perceptions of how students compare to one another also leads to trends in goal setting. 

Lastly, students' perception of how much control they have over their own learning 

may undermine or increase the academic goals students choose for themselves. 

Authentic work, as it applies to engagement, encompasses several factors. Some 

of these factors can be observed (e.g., paying attention, completing homework). Some 

factors caimot be observed (e.g., individual learner attributes, students' goal orientation, 

teacher perceptions). It is clear that when attempting to measure engagement multiple 

variables must be considered. 

School Membership 

A second important factor in Newmann's (1992) model of engagement is 

school membership. According to Newmann (1992), "If students are to invest 
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themselves in the fonns of mastery required by schools, they must perceive the 

general enterprise of schooling as legitimate, deserving of their committed effort, and 

honoring them as respected members." (p. 19). Students' sense of school membership 

is a distinctive element of engagement as it represents students' cognitive, affective, 

and behavioral connection to the school. Defining elements of school membership as 

proposed by Newmann (1992) are a) clarity of purpose, b) success, c) fairness, and d) 

caring. Newmann contends that these are necessary elements in the promotion of 

school membership and ultimately, of student engagement. 

Following Gestalt theory of perception and the work of Fritz Heider (1960) and 

Kurt Lewin (1951) it is important to consider how students' perceptions (i.e., 

perceptions of fairness) relate to their levels of engagement. According to Weiner's 

(1992) exploration of Kurt Lewin's field theory, behavior is a function of the 

individual, environment, and the individual's perception of the environment. It is 

argued that individuals' motivation is a function of how one perceives the situation. 

Thus, when two people are exposed to the exact same situation, both will walk away 

with different interpretations and experiences because of an inherent variation in 

perceptions. 

Therefore, with an understanding that individual perceptions are unique, it is 

prudent to further explore the effect of perceptual variations with respect to fairness 
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and engagement. Students' sense of belonging to school differs for many reasons 

other than individual perceptual differences. For example, elements such as students' 

self-concept, perception of school functioning, and an understanding of social 

structure and justice are some of the contributors to this wide variation of student 

"belongingness." This review of school membership begins with a look at how 

students generally perceive then- social environment as a function of socio-economic 

status and peer group belongingness. 

School Membership and Peer Groups 

As noted previously, students are aware of their social standing within school 

environments (Brantlinger, 1993). Furthermore, smdents have a sense of who belongs 

to which peer group within schools (see Steinberg et al., 1996; Bank, in press). Peer 

group affiliation affects whether schools differentially treat their students. For 

example, many schools highly value athletics and their "star" athletes. Based on this 

attitude, athletes are able to "get away" with attitudes and behaviors that many non-

athletes cannot get away with. From this perspective, students in the non-athlete 

category view this differential treatment as unfair and inconsistent; therefore, they feel 

less valued as students who may place a large emphasis on academics and not sports 

(Bank, in press). 
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Goodenow (1992) conducted a study to examine the psychological effects of 

school membership on engagement and persistence on difficult academic work and 

motivation. Students tend to remain engaged in difficult tasks when they feel a sense 

of membership to a school. It is believed that if students feel they are a member of the 

school environment, they will attempt to follow the models of achievement if that is 

the membership fee. In other words, to the extent that students feel valued and 

connected to the school environment, they will begin to intemaUze the values of that 

enviromnent and persist for higher academic achievement. Goodenow (1992) found 

that even when controlling for the impact of students' peer group values and 

responses, a sense of school membership still had an impact on meastires of 

motivation and engagement in difficult tasks. As she points out, school 

belongingness and motivation have reciprocal effects; however, it is important to 

consider that students may be more motivated to achieve imder the belief they are 

doing so in a supportive and positive environment. 

Goodenow's finding that school membership was a better predictor of 

engagement when peer beliefs are partialed out is contrary to what Steinberg et al. 

(1996) report which is that the negative influence of peers overrides other positive 

influences as an explanation for lack of student achievement. 
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School Membership and Perceptions of Fairness 

Following Newmaim's model of engagement (1992), perceptions of fairness are 

particularly connected to the overall picture of engagement. He suggests that students 

who perceive inequities in their environment are likely to be less connected to their 

school and ultimately less engaged. It is prudent to explore how perspectives of 

fairness are displayed in a school environment as well as how they generally develop. 

For the purpose of this study, fairness will be explored in three ways: 

developmentally, within the school environment, and within the smaller context of the 

classroom. 

Developmental perspectives. Fairness is conceived as an aspect of how 

societies understand the social justice of our world. The Damon hierarchy of positive 

justice suggests a developmental trend in positive justice reasoning (Damon, 1977). 

Specifically, children of different ages tend to resolve conflicts of distribution of 

reward according to maturity level of cognitive development. In general, younger 

children tend to reason the distribution of rewards egocentrically; whereas, older 

children utilize more developed and complex reasoning skills that reflect a 

consideration of external factors and situational contexts. 

Huntsman (1984) considered this hierarchy in examining children's concept of 

fairness and fair sharing. He found no precise developmental trends in children's 
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reasoning of fairness. Young children were found to be capable of a higher mode of 

reasoning depending upon the situation presented to them. This suggests that parents 

and teachers must be cautious in interpreting a child's level of understanding and 

reasoning about the world, and that situational efifects may be more pervasive than 

developmental levels on social justice understanding. 

Researchers have explored the concept of fairness as an element of broader 

research questions (e.g., fairness as it relates to perceptions of school belongingness, 

student achievement, social understanding). Therefore, it is necessary to explore how 

faimess applies (or doesn't apply) to the concept of student engagement in 

achievement. It has already been established that perception of school membership 

can influence student engagement. One element of school membership is how 

students perceive faimess within the school system. Faimess in this context appears 

in two major forms: one within the context of the entire school envirorunent and one 

within the classroom and the learning environment. Within the entire school context, 

there are several factors which affect students' perception of what is fair and what is 

not. 

Within school. Sometimes schools value a certain group of students over 

another (Bank, in press). In this case, students belonging to peer groups which are not 

"favored" see this type of preferential treatment as unfair and thus, it affects their 
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sense of belonging to the school. An interesting note is that some of these peer 

cultures are formed unintentionally through tracking systems that tend to group 

students together based on socio economic status or ethnicity. In this case, low and 

high socio economic status students tend to get grouped in their own separate 

categories and therefore, they inadvertently create their own and sometimes separate 

peer cultures. As these cultures are established, various perceptions and values are 

developed based on the group itself. Low socio economic status students tend not to 

value academic achievement as much as high socio economic status students, and 

therefore, they tend not to be treated as equally or fairly because their values differed 

from the "norm". (Bank, in press). 

Within the classroom. Up until this point, the literature on fairness has been 

explored with respect to developmental trends and perceptions within the entire school 

context. However, the majority of the research on fairness explores how students view 

the fairness of various situational teaching practices within the classroom where the 

effects of fairness perceptions have reciprocal effects among students and teachers. 

Bank (in press) found that teachers' behavior in the classroom can lead to situations 

where certain students are treated with favoritism. This seemingly imfair treatment is 

based on a teacher's perception of student behavior. A student's peer culture may not 

accurately reflect what that student thinks or feels. Rather, it may mask individual 
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uniqueness with behavior that is socially accepted by the group; therefore, teacher 

judgments are unfairly based on perceptions of peer group involvement instead of 

actual behavior (Bank, in press). In this case, it is seemingly unfair to both the 

students who may be misjudged and the teachers who are making uninformed 

judgments. 

Another effect of student favoritism by teachers is that teachers lose respect 

from students in ±e classroom (Bank, in press). This is especially true when the 

behavior being rewarded is perceived nol to be deserving of the reward by other 

students. Hence, when considering student perceptions of fairness within the school 

context and classroom setting, it is important to understand individual student 

perspectives regarding the situation. An isolated situation that seems fair to one 

student may seem unfair to another. 

Researchers have conducted other students to explore students' perception of 

fairness regarding specific instructional tasks within the classrooms. For example, one 

researcher considered how students in a gifted program rated the fairness of five 

common teaching practices designed to address differences in academic ability 

(Thorkildsen, 1989a). These responses were compared to responses from a more 

representative sample of students of average academic ability. It was found that high 

ability smdents believed peer tutoring (i.e., a more able student helping a less able 
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one) to be the fairest. In this study, it was believed that perhaps high achieving 

students pursued this orientation because of self-interests. However, in a follow-up 

study, Thorkildsen (1993) found that high ability students were more sensitive to 

unfair conflicts due to individual differences of ability than their average ability peers. 

Thus, high ability students are much more sensitive to the needs of lower achieving 

students and are more likely to justify their own decisions based on this 

understanding. They are more connected to the social world than previous viewed. In 

this respect, they believe that peer tutoring is the fairest way of helping everyone 

leam. 

Another study considered the implicit contextual effects on students' perception 

of what is or is not fair. It was foimd that what was perceived as fair is dependent 

upon the situation within which the task is given (Thorkildsen, 1989b). Students' 

perception and definition of a situation influences their beliefs about the fairness of a 

situation. For example, students were given three situations including goals of (1) 

fostering learning or mastery, (2) having a contest to determine the most able student 

or athlete, and (3) independent performance (Thorkildsen, 1989b). Within these three 

scenarios, students were asked to evaluate three practices (i.e., peer tutoring, 

competition, and independent performance) and to answer questions regarding the 

fairness of the situation. It was found that students perceive practices as fair based 
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upon the implicit goals of the defined situation (e.g., if the situation demanded that 

work be accomplished independently, it was seen as not fair for learners to receive 

peer tutoring). Furthermore, there were noteworthy developmental differences 

between students where first graders were more likely to judge helping as fair in 

contest and test situations than did third and fifth graders. There were no notable 

differences in perception of fairness between males and females. 

In a subsequent study, Thorkildsen, Nolen, and Foumier (1994) investigated the 

faimess of selected practices for influencing motivation to leam. One of the main 

findings was that children's views of the faimess of influencing motivation varied 

greatly. In addition, four main theories of fair ways to sustain motivation to leam 

(math specifically) were defined. The first is called meaningful math where factors 

which enhance intrinsic motivation are seen as most fair. The second theory is the 

dutiful learner where fair practices encourage students to work diligently on their 

school work. In this theory it is the work ethic which is most important, not the 

rewards that may possibly be reaped. The third theory is hard work where practices 

are fair when students can earn treats (extrinsic rewards) for efforts. In this theory, 

learning merely serves as a way to gain rewards and fairness is obtained when the 

quantity of rewards remains consistent. Finally, the fourth theory is the competitive 

edge where practices are fair that encourage rewards for superior effort. This theory 
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asserts that those who do the most^est work will reap the most/best reward, and 

therefore, math does not need to be meaningfiil because it is the reward that counts. 

This study by Thorkildsen et al. (1994) is important in that it shows how 

smdents' perception of the context of the learning situation affects how fairness is 

defined for that situation. Although Thorkildsen, (1989a) previously reported that 

students found peer tutoring to be the most fair practice of learning, it is clear that 

perceptions of the "fairest" practice must be considered in context. 

Studgnt Alignstipn 

Up to this point, 1 have discussed various elements of engagement such as 

smdent achievement, motivation, and perceptions of fairness within the school. I have 

addressed factors which affect student perceptions of teacher, task, and self within a 

learning environment. In contrast, there is some literature which addresses the opposite 

phenomena of disengagement or alienation. Steinberg et al.(1996) argue that there is a 

pervasive problem of a high incidence of student alienation and isolation from schools. 

Adolescent alienation is one reason the authors posit for the decrease in student 

achievement. 

Newmann (1981) suggests that schools which have clear, consistent, and 

limited goals can help to reduce student alienation from school. He discusses five 

guidelines that may help to decrease student alienation. These include a need for 
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schools to: (a) Promote (within their capacity) voluntary choice, (b ) reduce schools to 

a small size, (c) maximize opportunities for student participation, (d) provide an 

atmosphere for extended and cooperative roles (i.e., between teachers and students), and 

(e) provide integrated work (this includes a concern for individuality, unique student 

contribution and control over their "workplace"), (see Newmann, 1981). 

Perhaps a deeper understanding of what it means to be disengaged as well as 

what it means to be engaged will help to provide solutions to increase student 

achievement. However, easy solutions are not quick to come by given the complex 

nature of student engagement. Steinberg et al. (1996) (as well as policy makers) are 

quick to blame students and parents for the state of affairs in education. Although some 

argue that nationally, our students are doing "okay" given the resources society invests 

in public education (Berliner & Biddle, 1995), many claim that there is a dire 

educational problem in our country that begins with students' disinterest and isolation 

from school (Steinberg et al., 1996; National Education Commission on Time and 

Learning, 1994). 

Conclusion 

Student engagement encompasses a broad spectrum of qualities such as 

individual perception of teacher and task, attitudes towards the subject, motivation, 

interest, and value attribution. It is an important indicator of success because students 
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who are more engaged (no matter how it is defined) are more likely to achieve than 

students who are less engaged. Some define engagement as students who have 

characteristics such as being attracted to their work, persistence despite difficult 

obstacles, and a positive attitude towards accomplishments (Strong, Silver, & Robinson, 

1995). Others define engagement in terms of observable student characteristics such as 

paying attention, completing homework and efifort (Steinberg et al., 1996). And still, 

others define it in terms of an environment where teachers motivate and engage students 

where they come to believe, "I count, I care, and I can" (Dodd, 1995, p. 65). 

This review explored the positive and negative contributors to engagement. For 

example, it was foimd that the benefits of in-depth classroom discourse associated with 

the promotion of thinking skills at times outweighed the benefits of transmission of 

knowledge in enhancing engagement. Furthermore, teacher and student attributes were 

also addressed in terms of how to increase engagement. Student goal orientations, in 

addition to classroom structures, play an important role in how students are motivated. 

Teacher expectations were also found to play a role in engagement in that they affect 

their choice of instructional methods which, in turn, may promote or inhibit 

engagement. 

In this literature review, I also explored the salient effects of individual 

perceptions on engagement, specifically perceptions of fairness. I noted that no two 
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individuals "perceive" or experience a situation exactly the same way; therefore, the 

role of fairness, as perceived by students, must be cautiously understood when making 

conclusions regarding their levels of engagement. However, an exploration of the 

nature of the relationship between students' perceptions of their environment and their 

level of engagement although a challenging endeavor, will increase knowledge 

regarding engagement as well as evoke further research questions about the nature of 

engagement. In any case, if there are going to be efforts to reform public education to 

increase the achievement of students, there will be a continuing need to examine and 

dissect what it means for students to be engaged. Students are likely engaged or not 

because of many factors. In this research, I specifically want to address one factor -

fairness. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

The purpose of this section is to describe the procedures that were used for this 

study. This includes a description of the subjects, the instrumentation, and the procedures 

that were followed in conducting this study. Furthermore, reliability coefficients are 

reported for both engagement and fairness scales that were used. 

This study was conducted as part of a larger research project that was designed for 

two general purposes. The first is to measure students' selective attitudes and perceptions 

of high school experiences through self-report questiormaires. The second is to measure the 

effect of question variation on students' responses (i.e., does how the question is worded 

affect students' responses?). The ideas for the methodological study originated from 

lengthy debates among a research team about the assimied student variation in interpreting 

various aspects of school. For example, how do students define cheating? Does it differ 

from student to student? How do students define homework? The importance of this issue 

stems from what Steinberg et al. (1996) report regarding student behavior. For example, 

they report that students spend too little time on homework; however, our research group 

questioned the strength of this conclusion based on student differences of their 

understanding of homework (e.g., how do students define "homework"? Does their 

definition include assigned work that they finish during school hours?). 
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In order to examine the effect of varying question formats, we developed four 

questionnaire forms labeled A, B, C, and D. The aim of all questioimaires was to gauge 

students' perceptions of high school; however, questions were phrased differently on each 

questionnaire for the purpose of comparing responses across forms for another research 

project. For the purposes of this study, however, items regarding engagement and fairness 

were analyzed from students' responses on form A only. Therefore, this sample is a 

random selection of one-fourth of the estimated 1,600 students who participated in the large 

scale study. 

Participants 

The study was conducted with 347 students from a large public high school in a 

Southwestem city. Of the students who filled out the questioimaire, approximately 4% 

were African-American, 6% were American-Indian, 3% were Asian-American, 23% were 

Hispanic-American, 50% were Caucasian-American, 6% were Inter-racially mixed, and 

about 8% of the students reported their ethnicity as "other" Students' socio-economic 

status was rated by how they pay for lunch: 46% pay full price, 6%pay reduced price, 15% 

receive a free lunch, 6% bring their limch, and 25% reported "other" There were 169 male 

and 178 female participants in grades nine through twelve. 
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Instrument 

Form A was initially created to measure various findings reported in the book, 

Bevond the Classroom (1996). Therefore, questions were written to address issues such as 

students' self-reported academic behaviors and beliefs regarding tasks and time 

commitments. It is predicted that there is wider student variation within school 

environments than was initially reported by Steinberg et al. (1996). More specifically, 

Steinberg et al. examine smdents fi-om mostly mid-westera states and therefore, they make 

very broadly defined generalizations firom a seemingly homogeneous sample. I contend 

that Steinberg et al. failed to report within school student variation when making broad 

claims regarding the academic dispositions of students. For the purposes of this study, 

items that were used to measure engagement originate both firom Steinberg's 

conceptuali2ation and measurement of engagement as well as broader conceptions found in 

the literature. 

In addition to engagement, items regarding student perceptions of fairness were also 

included on form A. Fairness and engagement "scales" were initially examined separately 

before their relationship was considered. 

Faimess 

There were 20 faimess items which probed individual perceptions of faimess (see 

Appendix A). These faimess items were clustered together in the next to last section of the 
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questionnaire. Students were instructed at the beginning of the section to respond to all 

items based on how they define "fairness" in school. In general, students were asked to 

indicate the fairness of their xmique experiences within the context of both the classroom 

and the school. The questions were based on responses from a pilot study of undergraduate 

education students in the teacher preparation program which was intended to initially (and 

qualitatively) describe the phenomenological nature of students' perceptions of fairness. 

Engagement 

Engagement items were included randomly throughout form A. Some of these 

items were nearly identical to the items Steinberg and his colleagues (1996) used for his 

survey (see items E6, E9-E21 in Appendix B). In general, items which are similar with 

Steinberg's included statements about cutting behavior, mental effort towards learning 

(paying attention, mind wandering) and work orientation scales ("I stick to something that 

takes a long time to do"). One of Steinberg's arguments regarding the emotional element 

of engagement includes an argument about students' general work ethic and orientation 

(e.g., students who disagree or strongly disagree with the statement, "I usually stick to 

something that takes a long time to do" has a low work ethic). According to him, students 

display low levels of effort towards work and schooling. 

Remaining engagement items were conceptualized and created based on a review of 

the literature (see items E1-E5, E7, and E8 in Appendix B). More specifically, items El, 
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E2, and E3 also follow Steinberg and his conception that cheating and homework 

completion behaviors are elements of engagement. Items E4 and E5 follow the work of 

Newmann (1992) and his conception that engagement involves an emotional investment in 

the task (i.e., I am trying hard, I am achieving to my potential). The remaining items that 

probe for information regarding teacher expectations and beliefs about students (E7 and E8) 

follow the work of Roth and Damico (1994) who argue that students' feelings regarding the 

teacher and reciprocally, their beliefs about teachers' expectations, relate to their level of 

engagement. 

Coding 

Fairness 

The response choices for the first three faimess items are displayed as follows: 

Ahnost always, sometimes, often not, and almost never. These items were coded 4, 3, 2, 

and 1 respectively. The next 15 items had the following response choices: Almost always, 

usually, sometimes, and often not and were coded 4, 3,2, and 1 respectively. For item F12, 

which is a negatively criterial item, the response choices were almost always, usually, 

sometimes, and often not and were coded, 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. Therefore, a higher 

number represents more fair practices while a lower number represents less fair practices. 

The response set was altered in order to check for internal consistency of items and 

to avoid a response set. This was further accomplished by changing the display of the order 
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of choices. The participants had to carefully read the responses instead of just relying on 

the order of choices or number associated with those choices (since items were labeled with 

letters instead of numbers). There are concerns, however, about student interpretation of 

choices. For example, for questions F4 to F20, the middle two choices of "sometimes" and 

"usually" may not be discriminating given that these two words in and of themselves are 

ambiguous and presented to the reader on a scale which is unbalanced and in seemingly 

random order (see Appendix A). However, Schuman and Presser (1997) argue that 

response order may not have an effect on how students respond. However, this does not 

mean that conclusions can be made regarding students' interpretation of word choices. 

Engagement 

Response choices for engagement items E1-E8 are strongly agree, agree, disagree, 

and strongly disagree. Items E4, E5, and E8 are positively worded and are coded 4,3,2, 

and 1 respectively. Items E1-E3, E6, and E7 are negatively worded and are coded 1, 2, 3, 

and 5 respectively. Items E9 through El3 ask about cutting behavior. Response choices 

for each class (items E9-E12) are more than once a week, a few times a month, a few times 

a year, and never cut and was coded 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. The choice of "didn't take 

this class was also available and was coded as a 5; however, this value was not computed as 

part of the analysis since this response has no numerical value. Item El 3 asks about 

skipping an entire day of school with the choices being almost every day, once/twice a 
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week, a few times/month, a few times/year, and never cut. This item was coded 1, 2, 3,4. 

and 5 respectively. Finally, response choices for the last two engagement questions (paying 

attention and mind wandering behavior, E14 - E21) were rarely, sometimes, usually, and 

almost always and were coded 1,2,3, and 4 respectively for E14-E17, and 4, 3, 2, and 1 

respectively for E18-E21. Therefore, for all items, a larger number represents more 

engaged while a smaller number represents less engaged. 

Reliability 

The internal consistency of all 20 fairness items was high with a Cronbach alpha of 

.86. Therefore, the items which were chosen for this study are moderately homogeneous 

with respect to the construct of fairness as indicted by students' perceptions. 

The internal consistency of the 21 items predicted to measure engagement was high 

with a Cronbach's alpha of .86. Therefore, this engagement scale is moderately 

homogeneous with respect to the construct being measured. 

Procedures 

Permission was obtained from the principal of the high school and the 

superintendent of the school district to conduct the study. Parents were informed about the 

study in writing and given the opportunity to refuse their child's participation (less than one 

percent did so). Seventy-two packets containing an equal number of each questionnaire 

form A, B, C, and D (i.e., 9 each and 36 total) were created and assembled in alphabetical 
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order (i.e., ABCD,). Once assembled, the packets were randomly "shuffled" once and put 

into an envelope along with 36 Scantron answer sheets. Teachers were instructed to 

distribute the questionnaires to their students in the order they received them 

All questionnaires were handed out on a Thursday morning during second period; 

therefore, all high school students were participating at once. This day was chosen because 

it is the peak attendance day of the week. Upon administratioQ, students were asked to 

provide honest, thoughtful responses to all questions. After completion, all questionnaires 

and answer sheets were collected. 

Method of Analysis 

The data were analyzed in three steps. First, descriptive statistics were calculated 

for fairness and engagement items to explore the nature of students' responses on both 

dimensions. Means and standard deviations are reported to examine how students were 

generally responding on both scales. Second, a factor analysis of both scales was 

conducted in order to define and label logical dimensions of each construct. Because this is 

an exploratory analysis of two broad constructs, a factor analysis, although not conclusive, 

helps to distinguish various dimensions. Based on the outcome of both factor analyses, 

new variables were created to encompass each new factor. 

Third and finally, correlations and partial correlations are calculated to examine the 

nature of the relationship between fairness and engagement, hi this step, partial correlations 
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were computed to explore the efifect of partialing out a personal dimension of fairness on 

the relationship of fairness and engagement. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS 

In this section, the data are analyzed and presented. First, descriptive statistics 

of both the fairness and engagement scales are computed. Then, a rotated factor 

analysis is calculated for each scale. Based on the data from the factor analysis, new 

variables are computed and then correlated to examine whether a relationship exists 

between fairness and engagement. Finally, partial correlations are computed to further 

examine the relationship between these two scales. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Means and standard deviations of fairness items were calculated and are 

reported in Table 1. Students indicate that school is generally fair. It should be noted 

that items F1-F18 are meastired on a four point scale while items F19 and F20 are 

measured on a five point scale; therefore, these means are higher. 

Means and standard deviations were computed for all engagement items (El-

E21) and are found in Appendix C. In general, students report that they are engaged. 

Means range from 2.1 (E6) to 3.3 (El) on items measured on a four point scale. Means 

are particularly high on measiures of cutting behavior, such as E9-E13 which range from 
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3.12-3.20. The mean for cutting an entire day of school (El 3) is the highest at 4.16; 

however, it should be noted that this item is measured on a five point scale. 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics of Fairness Items 

Item N M ^ Item N M SD 

F1 284 2.79 .93 Fll 268 2.50 1.15 
F2 289 2.89 .91 F12 269 2.44 .99 
F3 284 2.68 .90 F13 272 2.78 1.18 
F4 286 2.21 1.14 F14 278 2.56 1.18 
F5 284 2.27 1.11 F15 270 2.83 1.18 
F6 281 2.56 1.14 F16 273 2.53 1.14 
F7 281 2.03 .99 F17 270 2.37 1.06 
F8 279 2.25 1.11 F18 269 2.77 1.14 
F9 282 2.52 1.13 F19 271 2.97 1.28 
FIO 275 2.14 1.09 F20 274 3.37 1.39 

F^ptpr Analysi? 

A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was calculated 

with all fairness items and the results are found in Table 2. Four dimensions of fairness 

were found based upon how individual items loaded on each factor. Factors were 

named by a "logical" analysis of each factor and corresponding items that correlated the 
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highest with that factor. These dimensions are labeled "personal", "punishment", 

"rule", and "teacher". 

Items which load on factor one relate to personal experiences of fairness, with 

the exception of items F3, F15 and F19. For example, item F1 asks how frequently 

students personally feel they are treated with "fairness" in high school. The remaining 

items that load on factor one pertain to general experiences of "fairness" such as item 

F3 (how fair is this school to all students). All of the items which load on factor two 

relate to punishment practices in school (including punishment by teachers and 

principals). For example, item FIO and F11 probe for information regarding the 

equality of punishment in school and whether kids are punished based on the crime or 

based on the person. 

Items which load on factor three labeled "rule" fairness pertain to the clarity 

and enforcement of rules as instituted by the school as well as both teachers and the 

principal. Lastly, items loading on factor four pertain to the relative fairness of teacher 

behavior (e.g., teachers treat everyone the same regardless of ability, given everyone the 

same opportunities, and reward based on ability, not behavior). It should be noted that 

item F12 loaded negatively on factor four. One reason this item may be loading 

negatively on this factor is that it is a negatively criterial item. Therefore, students may 

not have read the item carefully. 
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Table 2 

Rotated Factor Analysis of Fairness Items 

Factor 1 
Personal 

2 
Punishment 

3 
Rule 

4 
Teacher 

F1 .600 .336 -.194 .185 
F2 .733 .068 .036 .082 
F3 .458 .358 .101 .305 
F4 .093 .769 .024 .239 
F5 .263 .142 .135 .630 
F6 .438 .117 .215 . .509 
F7 .018 .210 .302 .472 
F8 .483 -.044 .290 .251 
F9 .658 .009 .159 .257 
FIO .138 .760 .117 .302 
Fll .130 .601 .392 .185 
F12 .133 -.077 .175 -.483 
F13 .411 .506 .341 -.163 
F14 .441 .479 .260 -.062 
F15 .531 .145 .295 .050 
F16 -.001 .286 .646 -.021 
F17 .053 .011 .696 .197 
F18 .508 .135 .520 -.075 
F19 .553 .415 -.095 -.083 
F20 .752 .204 -.030 -.169 

A principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was computed for 

the engagement items. Five factors of engagement were extracted similarly to the way 

factors were extracted for the fairness scale (i.e., based upon a logical analysis of the 

highest correlations of each item with a factor). These factors are labeled "cut", 

"wander", "attention", "cheat", and "emotional" (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 

Rotated Factor Analysis of Engagement Items 

Factor 1 
Cut 

2 
Wander 

3 
Attention 

4 
Cheat 

5 
Emotional 

El .108 .102 .177 .786 .111 
E2 .021 .128 .196 .733 .127 
E3 .097 .212 .279 .460 -.068 
E4 .109 .165 .179 .238 .688 
E5 .047 .127 -.037 .447 .607 
E6 -.038 .149 -.062 .168 -.620 
E7 .292 .039 .034 .445 -.073 
E8 -.029 .360 .104 -.039 .568 
E9 .891 .028 .162 .133 .091 
ElO .913 .053 .123 .092 -.032 
Ell .904 .108 .110 .111 .003 
E12 .884 .065 .141 -.075 .014 
E13 .709 .040 -.063 .251 .138 
E14 .075 .061 .822 .140 .018 
E15 .044 .232 .765 .246 .100 
E16 .151 .235 .740 .120 .108 
E17 .156 .221 .771 .102 .131 
E18 .065 .711 .333 .031 .138 
E19 .073 .812 .122 .181 -.023 
E20 .057 .784 .150 .099 .069 
E21 .078 .829 .154 .172 .119 

Engagement items that loaded on factor one pertain to cutting behavior (cutting specific 

classes and an entire day of school). Items loading on factor two relate to mind 

wandering behavior in specific classes. Items on factor three pertain to paying attention 
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in specific classes. With the exception of item F7, items on factor four pertain to 

cheating behavior as well as how much a student cares about finishing homework 

assignments. Lastly, items loading on factor five pertain to effort and emotional 

investment in school. One item, E6, negatively loads on factor five. 

New Variables 

New variables were created based on the four factors of fairness and five factors 

of engagement. Each of the nine new variables correspond to one extracted factor from 

each of the scales, and variables were computed by adding the appropriate item scores. 

Four new variables for each fairness dimension are "fairper" (personal faimess), 

"fairpun" (punishment), "fairrules" (rule), and "fairtch" (teacher). It should be noted, 

however, that for the calculation of "fairtch", item F12 was dropped because it 

negatively loaded on that factor. The new variables for the five engagement dimensions 

are "totwan" (wander), "totatten" (attention), "toteng" (emotional), "totcut" (cut), and 

"totcht" (cheat). Again, these new variables represent the sum of item scores within 

each respective dimension of engagement. However, it should be noted that the 

variable "toteng" does not include the negatively loaded item E6 and the variable 

"totcht" does not include item E7. 

It was anticipated that engagement items E4-E8 would measure an emotional 

dimension of engagement; however, item E6 negatively loaded on the "emotion" factor 
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while item E7 actually loaded on "cheat" factor. Pearson coefficients were computed to 

further examine the relationship of these five engagement items with each other and the 

results are found in Table 4. Items E6 correlated only with item E7 while item E7 

significantly correlated with E6 as well as E4. Based on the factor analysis and the 

correlational matrix, these items (E6 and E7) were dropped fi-om the computation of 

new variables. 

Table 4 

Correlation of Emotional Dimension of Engagement atems E4-E8'> 

E4 E5 E6 E7 
E4 
E5 .491** 
E6 -.057 .019 
E7 .201** .087 .130* 
E8 .188** .205**-.001 .071 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Correlation and Partial Correlation 

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated with these new variables to 

explore the relationship between fairness and engagement. Furthermore, Cronbach 

reliability coefficients were calculated for each new variable and the results are found in 

Table 5. 
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In general, attention, cutting and cheating behavior is not related to fairness of 

punishment practices. Cheating, cutting, mind wandering behavior, and emotional 

engagement factors are not related to perceptions of the fairness of teachers. 

Furthemore, attention, cutting and emotional elements of engagement are not related to 

the fairness of rules. Lastly, personal indications of fairness are significantly related to 

attention, cheating and emotional engagement; however, personal fairness is not related 

to cutting or mind wandering behavior. Four new variables are highly reliable (fairper, 

fairpun, totcut, and totatten). Remaining new variables are less reliable. 

Table 5 

Correlation Matrix of New Variables v^ith Reliability CoefRcients 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Fairper .79 
2. Fairpun .584** .77 
3. Fairnile .449** .493** .50 
4. Fairtch .452** .491** .387** .51 
5. Totatten .177** .098 .103 .140* .80 
6. Totcht .201** .111 .191** .113 .244** .63 
7. Totcut .113 .094 .104 -.010 .348** .218** .93 
8. Toteng .267** .107 .095 .093 .237** .330** .164** .55 
9. Totwan .109 .091 .185** .087 .519** .194** .268** .272** .81 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Note. Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for each new variable are found in the 
diagonal. 
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Partial correlation coefficients were calculated and are found in Table 6. 

Personal dimensions of fairness were partialed out of the matrix (fairper). With 

personal fairness controlled for, relationships between fairness and engagement 

changed. 

Table 6 

Partial Correlation Coefficients: Controlling for Personal Dimension of Fairness 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Fairpun 
2. Fairrule .332** 
3. Fairtch .352** .235** 
4. Totatten .026 -.005 .044 
5. Totcht .048 .122 .005 .246** 
6. Totcut .098 .018 -.092 .341** .183** 
7. Toteng -.013 -.045 -.068 .219** .205** .101 
8. Totwan .076 o

 
oo

 

.023 .519** .145* .245** 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Specifically, the relationship between cutting behavior and the fairness of punishment 

changed to non-significance in this partial correlation. Furthermore, the relationship of 

cheating and mind wandering with the fairness of mles changed to non-significance. 

The relationship of paying attention and fair teaching practices was insignificant when 

personal fairness was partialed out. Lastly, within the engagement variables which 
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were all significantly correlated with one another in the original correlation matrix, 

emotional engagement (toteng) and cutting behavior (totcut) were insignificantly related 

when personal dimensions of fairness were partialed out. 

In general, there is a relationship between fairness and engagement on distinct 

dimensions. However, when personal fairness is partialed out, the relationship between 

fairness and engagement is no longer present. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

There were two main purposes for this study. The first was to explore the 

nature of engagement and how it is measured. The second was to explore the nature of 

the relationship between students' perception of fairness and their levels of engagement 

in learning. In terms of exploring the construct of engagement, I incorporated various 

researchers' conceptions of engagement into my method of measuring engagement. For 

example, Steinberg, Brown and Dombusch (1996) contended that engagement is 

measured through the concept of "work orientation" that includes items such as paying 

attention, mind wandering, and persistence on difficult tasks. According to Steinberg, 

high school students' engagement levels are pervasively low as measured by items of 

"work orientation". However, in this study, I measured students' engagement levels by 

more than one dimension and found that students' level of engagement is relatively 

high. 

Following the work of Steinberg et al. (1996), I incorporated items on the 

engagement scale including paying attention and mind wandering behavior in various 

classes, as well as a work orientation item regarding the difficulty of sticking with a 

challenging task. According to Steinberg et al. (1996), most students report that it is 

hard to stick to something that takes a long time to do. Therefore he concludes that 
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most students are not as emotionally engaged. However, in this study, this particular 

item does not correlate well with other engagement items and it does not positively load 

on any of the obtained engagement factors. This suggests that perhaps this item is not 

as good a measure of engagement as Steinberg contended. In future studies, 

engagement measures would need to include more work orientation items to explore 

whether this is a potential dimension of engagement. 

In addition to work orientation components, the construct of engagement 

encompasses other components such as subjective perceptions of tasks, teachers, and 

the learning process. For example, according to Newmann (1992), factors of 

engagement include quality of tasks (authentic work), students' subjective connection to 

the school (school membership), and individual need for competence. This study 

mainly explored engagement as cheating and cutting behavior, mental effort behavior, 

and emotional investments in learning (I care, I am achieving to my potential, etc.). 

Incorporating all potential elements of engagement goes beyond the scope of this study. 

However, researchers who continue to study engagement may focus on many other 

aspects of engagement such as students' goal orientations and learning. 

The intent of this study was to examine the nature of engagement and the 

relationship of perceptual differences of fairness with engagement. Following Ames 

(1992), students' motivation is a function of their self- perceptions in relation to the 
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task, learning process, and classroom structure. Given that perceptions of fairness are 

phenomenological in nature, it is logical to contend that student perceptions of fairness 

will have salient and differential affects on engagement. Perceptions of fairness, 

however, are just one of many factors that relate to levels of engagement. 

Similarly to engagement, the constmct of fairness also had distinct dimensions 

such as the fairness of rules and rule enforcement, distribution of punishments, personal 

experiences, and teacher behavior. The items of this scale were developed based on a 

pilot study in which students were asked to define fairness. Based on these responses, a 

fairness scale was developed to logically capture the nature of students' perceptions of 

fairness. In anticipation of an analysis of the relationship between fairness and 

engagement, I incorporated items following some of the previous research on 

engagement. For example Roth and Damico (1994) found that student engagement is 

confounded with students' perceptions of how teachers feel about them. They contend 

that students who perceive that teachers care about them, are more likely to be engaged. 

Therefore, I incorporated a faimess item to measure students' perception of 

whether teachers care about their learning (F2). In this study, this item loaded heavily 

on the faimess dimensions labeled personal and therefore was significantly correlated 

with students' level of engagement. Although this is only one of several items that load 



67 

on personal dimension of fairness, it still contributes to the positive, significant 

relationship of fairness and engagement. 

Results 

A correlation analysis of fairness and engagement suggests that, in general, 

students' perceptions of fairness are related to their levels of engagement. More 

specifically, there were distinct dimensions of fairness that were related to distinct 

dimensions of engagement. The multi-dimensional quality of both constructs results in 

a complex relationship between them. More specifically, the fairness of punishment 

practices is not related to cheating behavior (or any other dimension of engagement). 

This suggests that although students perceive that punishments are fair, it does not 

necessarily relate to their cheating behavior. However, it should be noted that the 

fairness of punishments items are measured in terms of behavioral rule breaking (i.e., 

tardiness or cutting school) instead of academic rule breaking (i.e., cheating). In 

contrast, cheating behavior is significantly related to the fairness of the rules. This 

suggests that cheating on homework and exams as well as caring about finishing 

homework assignments is related to the fairness of the rules within school. However, 

again, this factor is not related to the equality or fairness of punishments. Another 

interesting finding pertains to the relationship of students' perceptions of teacher 

fairness and engagement variables. The only engagement variable that is related to this 
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dimension of fairness is paying attention behavior. This suggests that there is no 

relationship between students' cutting and cheating behavior and their perceptions of 

teacher fairness. Furthermore, there is no relationship mind wandering and perceptions 

of teacher fairness. In this study, teacher fairness relates to students' perceptions of the 

fairness with which teachers reward and provide opportunities for students. This 

finding suggests that the fairness of teacher behaviors has no relationship to many of the 

dimensions of student engagement. 

Finally, one dimension that is significantly related to almost all dimensions of 

engagement is students' personal experiences of fairness. For example, students who 

are more likely to experience fair practices are also more likely to be engaged. The 

significance of this dimension of fairness in relation to engagement is evident when it is 

partialed out of the correlation. The results of the partial correlation suggest that 

personal experiences of fairness are likely to confound the relationship of fairness and 

engagement. This finding suggests that the saliency of students' personal perceptions 

of fairness in terms of their subjective experiences within the classroom and school 

environments relates more significantly to their level of engagement than any other 

dimension of fairness. This directly corresponds with Gestalt theory in that perceptions 

are unique and therefore they lead to subjective motivational levels to "engage" in 

school. 
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Therefore, when considering the nature of the relationship of engagement and 

fairness, it is prudent to fully explore the extent to which personal fairness confounds 

other elements of fairness. In this study, there were no significant correlations between 

fairness and engagement once a personal dimension of fairness was partialed out. 

Impligaticns fgr th? Ftttw? 

This study has explored the nature of engagement and the relationship of 

fairness with engagement. Given the complex nature of engagement, however, there is 

room for further exploration into the factors and dimensions of engagement. 

Engagement likely encompasses a limitless number of dimensions. For example, how 

do students' goal orientations or learning strategies affect their engagement? Does the 

quality of instructional methods affect engagement? If so, what is it about some 

instructional methods that are more engaging than others? Although researcher have 

explored the effect of instructional methods (Gamoran & Nystrand, 1990; Tredway, 

1995; Cardellichio, 1995) results were contradictory suggesting that engagement is a 

necessarily difBcult construct to define. Future studies, however, can continue to 

explore the relationship of many of these factors with student engagement. 

The results of this study are merely descriptive in nature; therefore, implications 

for future study are Imiited, yet important. Engagement is conceptualized and measured 

as a multi-dimensional construct. Given that researchers define engagement in a variety 
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of ways, generalizations regarding the nature of students' engagement should be made, 

with extreme caution. Given that this study was conducted in one high school, the 

generalizability of findings in this study are modest at best. Thus, it would be 

extremely valuable to replicate this study in other settings with different populations. 

There are also other limitations of this study. The engagement scale is incomplete as 

some dimensions need to be expanded. For example, items which tap into emotional 

engagement need to be embellished with new items that measure students' feelings 

about themselves as learners and their strategies for learning. Furthermore, this sample 

was too small for a factor analysis; therefore, the factors which were extracted from the 

factor analysis were sometimes illogical. Thus, interpretations of this analysis must be 

made with caution. However, in spite of these limitations, the value of this study in 

defining potential dimensions of fairness and engagement is limitless. 

Given that policy makers and educators continue to look for ways to get students 

interested and engaged in school, it will remain valuable to define and explore what it 

means to say a student is engaged. In this study, it was found that personal perceptions 

of fairness are more pervasively related to engagement than any other identified 

dimension of fairness. In this respect, it would be important for educators to evaluate 

how students differ in terms of their perceptions of the fairness of their school/teachers 

in order to more fiilly understand why some students are more engaged than others. 
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Perceptions of fairness, however, are just one of the many factors to consider when 

thinking about student engagement; therefore, as a more precise definition of 

engagement continues to emerge, researchers, policy makers, and educators will more 

effectively be able to define and ultimately impact students' level of engagement. 
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APPENDIX A: FAIRNESS ITEMS (F1-F20) 
In this section of the questionnaire, we would like to understand what "fairness" means to you. We 
would also like to understand how you perceive "fairness" in your school. Please indicate the 
appropriate response for each of the following statements; 

F1. In your opinion, do you personally feel you were treated with "fairness" in high school? 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Almost never 

Fl. Do you feel that teachers show genuine concern for your learning? 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Almost never 

F3. In general, how fair is this high school towards all students? 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Almost never 

F4. In this school, if two different types of students (i.e., students from different groups) were sent 
to the principal's office for the same ofTense, they would get the same punishment. 

A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

I. Think of fairness and your teachers an what it's like to LEARN in this school 

F5. In my classes, my teachers treat everyone the same regardless of ability. 
A. Ahnost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F6. In my classes, my teachers give everyone the same opportunities in the classroom. 
A. Ahnost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F7. In my classes, my teachers reward students based on ability, not behavior. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F8. In my classes, my teachers notice my hard work. 
A. Ahnost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F9. In my classes, my teachers care about my learning. 
A. Ahnost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 
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FIO. In my school, everyone gets equal punishment. 
A. Ahnost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

II. Now, think of fairness and your entire school community and what it's like to BELONG or be a 
member of this school 

F11. In my school, kids are punished based on the crime, not who they are. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

PI 2. In my school, one group of students gets better treatment than another. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

PI3. In my school, students receive the same punishments no matter how much money their parents 
have. 

A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

P14. In my school, students receive the same punishments no matter what color their skin is. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F15. In my school, students are given the same opportunities to get good grades. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

P16. The rules are consistently enforced by the principal. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F17. The rules are consistently enforced by the teachers. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 

F18. There are clear rules to follow. 
A. Almost always C. Often not 
B. Sometimes D. Usually 
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F19. When students are punished in your school, approximately what percentage of those 
punishments do you feel are fair? 

A. 0-20% D. 61-80% 
B. 21-40% E. 81-100% 
C. 41-60% 

F20. Approximately, what percentage of your teachers treat you fairly? 
A. 0-20% D. 61-80% 
B. 21-40% E. 81-100% 
C. 41-60% 
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APPENDIX B: ENGAGEMENT ITEMS (E1-E21) 

EI. I usually cheat on exams. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E2. I usually cheat on my homework assignments. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E3. If I don't finish my homework, it is usually because I don't care. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E4 I was trying hard in school. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E5. I was achieving to my potential. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E6. It was hard to stick to something that took a long time to do. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E7. Most of my teachers didn't really expect very good work from me. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 

E8. I cared what most of my teachers thought of me. 
A. Strongly Agree C. Disagree 
B. Agree D. Strongly Disagree 
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Choose one response for each of the following subiects: 
Of the classes you took last semester, how often did you cut (unexcused absence) each of them? 

A. More than 
once a week 

B. A few times 
a month 

C. A few times 
a year 

D. Never 
cut 

E. Didn't 
this class 

E9. 
ElO. 
E l l .  
EI2. 
E13. 

Math 
English 
Social Studies 
Science 

A 
A 
A 
A 

B 
B 
B 
B 

C 
C 
C 
C 

D 
D 
D 
D 

E 
E 
E 
E 

How often did you skip/cut an entire school day of classes last semester? (Choose one) 
A. Almost every day D. A few times/year 
B. Once/twice a week E. Never cut 
C. A few times/month 

Of the classes you had last semester, how often did you really pay attention in class? 
(Choose one for each subject.) 
E14. Math A. Rarely B. Sometimes 

E. Didn't take this subject 
C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E15. English A. Rarely B. Sometimes 
E. Didn't take this subject 

C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E16. Science A. Rarely B. Sometimes 
E. Didn't take this subject 

C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E17. Social A. Rarely B. Sometimes 
Studies E. Didn't take this subject 

C. Usually D. Almost Always 

Of the classes you had last semester, how often did your mind wander? (Choose one for each subject.) 
El8. Math A. Rarely B. Sometimes C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E. Didn't take this subject 
E19. English A. Rarely B. Sometimes C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E. Didn't take this subject 
E20. Science A. Rarely B. Sometimes C. Usually D. Almost Always 

E. Didn't take this subject 
E21. Social A. Rarely B. Sometimes C. Usually D. Almost Always 

Studies E. Didn't take this subject 



APPENDIX C: 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ENGAGEMENT ITEMS 

N M SD 

El 352 3.33 .88 
E2 354 3.03 .82 
E3 355 2.86 .95 
E4 328 2.89 .87 
E5 319 2.59 .90 
E6 321 2.19 .86 
E7 322 2.98 .92 
E8 324 2.61 .92 
E9 315 3.12 1.07 
ElO 335 3.17 1.02 
Ell 280 3.17 1.05 
E12 279 3.20 1.08 
E13 350 4.16 1.13 
E14 265 2.82 1.01 
E15 284 2.86 .98 
E16 243 2.86 1.01 
E17 225 2.69 1.02 
E18 262 2.56 1.03 
E19 283 2.61 .99 
E20 244 2.65 1.03 
E21 226 2.56 1.03 

Valid N (listwise) 136 
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APPENDIX D: PARENTAL CONSENT FORM 

Dear Parent(s) or Guar(lian(s) 

Working in connection with two researchers at the University of Arizona (Tom 
Good and Darrell Sabers) the Flowing Wells Administration is interested in 
administering a survey to all students in Flowing Wells High School. The survey asks 
students about various aspects of school including homework, relevancy of school 
work, students' future, cheating, appropriateness of assignment and other issues. We 
believe that information collected from students will help us to explore students' beliefs 
and behavior and may suggest topics for further study and improvement. 

You should understand that students will dqI place their names on the survey 
and that their participation is purely confidential. Furthermore, any student may choose 
not to fill out the survey with no consequences. The following directions appear on the 
form: 

Purpose; We are trying to leam about high schools and students. We want to become 
more aware of how schools work and perhaps how they can be improved. We also want 
to know what it is like to be a student; and, based on your beliefs and experiences, you 
can help us by providing your honest responses. In particular, we want you to answer 
on the basis of your experiences last semester. Please read each question carefully and 
fill in the corresponding space on your answer sheet. You have the whole period to 
complete this form. 

Voluntary Participation; Please fill out the questionnaire but do not place your name 
on it. Your responses will be completely confidential since your name will not appear 
on any part of this form; therefore, your grades will not be affected. By turning in a 
completed questionnaire, you consent to having your responses included in data 
analysis. Your participation is purely voluntary and you may stop at any time. Thank 
you for your participation and honesty. 

We feel the survey will yield useful information. However, if you do not want 
your son, daughter, or relative to participate in the study, simply have your son, 
daughter, or relative retum this form to the homeroom teacher 
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I prefer that not participate in the 
survey. 

(Student Name) 

(Parent or guardian) 

Nic Clement, Principal 
Flowing Wells High School 

Thomas L. Good, Professor of 
Educational Psychology 



APPENDIX E: HUMAN SUBJECTS FORM 

Thcmas 1. Gccc, ?h.Z. 
Darreil Sabers, Ph-Z. 
Deparcnient cf rldiica~icn.al rsychclocy 
Educacicn 3uildir.c, Room 53 53 
?C 3CX 21G065 

R E :  P E R S P E C T I V E S  O F  H I G H  S C H O O L  S T U D E N T S '  E X P E R I E N C E S  

Chairman 

W; 
CC Jecartmer.cai/Cclleae Review Commiccee 
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