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Educators, psychologists, and sociologists are increasingly focused on en-
hancing children's engagement in school as a way to ameljiorate problems
of low achievement, student disruptions, and high dropout rates (National
Research Council and institute of Medicine, 2004). One hody of literature
examines the relation between disengagement irom school and dropping
aut (Finn & Rock, 1997; Wehlage, Ruiter, Smith, Lesko, & Fernandez, 19849).
Another examines the role of classroom instruction and instructional tasks
in promoting intellectual engagement (Newmann, 1992; Newmanu, Wehl
age, & Lamborn, 18992). A third body of work has examined how wider
school contexts interact with individual needs to promote or undermine
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engagement (Connell, 1990: Eccles & Midgley, 1989: Skinner & Belmont,
1993). Fach body of literature presumes that engaged students are more
likely to prosper as they move through school and that schools are orga-
nizations that reward engagement by providing incentives and niches that
promote further engagemert. :

We believe school engagement matters more now than it has in the past.
Children share in the widespread decline in trust in organizations and less-
ready acceptance of authority. Students no longer can be counted on to au-
tomatically respect and compiy with behavioral and academic expectations
imposed by teachers and school administrators (Janowitz, 1978 Modell &
flder, 2002). The popular press describes students as alienated from
schooling, even when they recognize its instrumental value to them; inter-
views suggest that suburban students view education as merely a grade
game, and try to get by doing as little as possible (Burkett, 2001; Pope,
2002). Academic studies find steep declines in motivation and increasing
boredom across the grade levels (Eccles, Midgley, & Adler, 1984; Fredricks
& Eccles, 2002); this decline starts in elementary school (Alexander, Ent-
wisle, & Horsey, 1997, Finu, 1989). Some argue that the disconnect from
school is more intense for minority students, who fail to see the connection
of what is taught to their lives (Graham, 1994 Mickelson, 19903, and for
whom even the instrumental value of schools—the long-term payoff—may
seem tmprobable (Fordham, 1988; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986).

Our concern for student engagement ties to the world of work where the
new global, fast changing, technotogical and information driven economies
require knowledgeable managers and workers who can synthesize and
evaluate new information, think critically, and solve problems. Schools are
supposed to prepare students to live and work in that world. We worry that
today's disengaged students will not attain critical skills and dispositions
and become tomorrow’s disengaged workers. Our assumption is that en-
gaged students, with a commitment to education, will acquire the broad ca-
pabilities that, it is sald, the current marketplace demands. :

iIn this chapter we address several questions about engagement of urban
minority students during the middle childhood years. We chose to study ur-
han minority youngsters because they are most olten identified as being at
risk for disengagement, and for a resultant troubled pathway through
school that too often results in failure to achieve, failure to graduate, Of
both. Further, we focus on the period of middle childhood because it is of-
ten a critical point in students’ educational pathways, a junction where fac;
tors internal and external to studenls come together to influence yourl
sters’ long-term commitment Lo the educational process. We pose a serif_i_'s'
of unfolding questions seeking Lo hring into focus a more fully realiz'__e_d

sense of what school engagement is and how it happens at school, We ask

the following:
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e What patterns ol engagement do we find?
« How does the classroom context influence engagement?
'« What characterizes low engagement during middle childhood?

7 Our answers rest on questionnaires and interviews gained from third,
_fourth, and fifth graders in inner-city schools. We also obtained teacher re-
ports about students, gathered student grades and achievement test
© . scores, and interviewed teachers and administrators about their practices.

PRIOR RESEARCH ON ENGAGEMENT

The different foci of the engagement literature explain the shifting concep-
- tualization of children’s school engagement, Where acadetnic learning is
the focus outcome, cognitive engagement is brought to the fore conceptu-
ally. Cognitive engagement draws on the idea of investment; it includes be-
ing thoughtful and being willing to exert the efiort necessary to compre-
hend complex ideas and master difficult skills. Where the subject of schoot
dropout has drawn attention to engagement, behavioral engagement cen-
ters the discussion. Behavioral engagement draws on the idea of participa-
tion: it includes involvement in academic and social activities in the class-
room and extracurricular activities including conduct and effort. Behaviorai
engagement is considered crucial for achieving positive academic out-
comes and preventing dropping out. Behavioral engagement is also central
to studies of early school failure. Where classroom climate and relation-
ships are central concerns, emolional engagement becomes most promi-
nent. Emotional engagement draws on the idea of appeal; it includes posi-
tive and negative reactions to teachers, classmates, academics, or school.
Emotional engagement also is delined as having feelings of belonging and of
valuing learning and the broader goals of schooling.

In many ways, the definitions of three types of engagement overlap with
definitions of concepts studied previously. For example, the literatures on
student conduct and on-task behavior (Karweit, 1989; Peterson, Swing,
Stark, & Wass, 1984}, student attitudes (Epstein & McPartland, 1976;
Yamamoto, Thomas, & Karns, 1969), interest and values (Eecles et al., 1983),
and student self-regulated learning (Corno & Mandinach, 1983; Zimmerman,
1990) are similar to behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement. Con-
sequently, examining each of the three types of engagement separately is
likely to contribute only minimally to existing knowledge about students’
behavioral and psychological connections with school and learning.

Instead, our work has capitalized on engagement as a multidimensional
construct that encompasses each of the three components. This conceptu-
alization of engagemelll as an interplay of behavior, emotion, and cognition
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can provide a richer characterization of children at school than any of the
research on single components can offer. In reality, the three components
are dynamically embedded within a single individual, and are not isolated
Processes.

Until recently (see Guthrie & Wigfield, 20000, prior work on constructs re-
lated to engagement (such as attitudes or interest) highlighted individual
cifferences, rather than the child in context, as the primary [ocus of study.
However, the idea of engagement assumes malleability, which results rom
an interaction hetween individual and context and which, therefore, is re-
sponsive to variation in environments. Routes to student engagement may
be sorial or academic and they may stem from opportunities in the context
for interpersonal relationships or for participation in social or inteliectual
ercleavors. Teacher and peer relations, academic tasks, and classroom
work norms have heen [ound to influence different components of engage-
ment (Kindermann, 199% Marks, 2000; Skinner & Belmont, 1993; National Re-
search Council and Institute of Medicine, 2004). However, far the most part,
each factor has been related to one type of engagement. A multifaceted ap-
proach reguires exploring how these environmental factors simultaneously
impact ali three components of engagement and influence desired out-
comes. Studying engagement as muitidimensional and as an interaction be-
tween the persopn and the environment promises to help us better under-
stand the complexily of children's experiences in school and result in the
design of specifically targeted and nuanced interventions.

THE STUDY

Our work was designed to address unanswered questions and methodologi-
cal limitations in the current research on engagement,

« First, we target urban minority students in middle childhood, because
this a population considered to be at risk for school failure and this is the pe-
riod where initial declines in school motivation have been found to oceur.

s Second, our measures and analyses distinguish among the three types
of engagement, hehavioral, emotional, and cognitive, within the same indi-
viduals.

« Third, unlike studies that emplov solely variable-oriented technigues,
we use hoth variable- and person-centered analyses to examine engagement.
The latter approach aliows us to explore configurations of behavioral, emo-
tional, and cognitive engagement and their prevalence.

o Fourth, we iocus on how engagement is influenced by children’s percep-
tions of hoth social and academic aspects of classrooms; most studies that
are attentive to context focus on one or the other. In addition, we look at how
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these [actors are related to all three areas of engagement simultaneously to
explore which contextual lactors or combinations of factors have the most
influence on each component of engagement.

« Finally, to explore engagement and perceptions of context, we use a corn-
bination of survey and interview data. Using both, we gain insights into
whether high- and low-engaged st udents focus on different aspects of their ex-
periences or whether they focus on the sarne anes, but react dillerently. The
interviews also hetp us to explore variabitity within levels of engagement—
whether there are different types of tow-engaged students or whether they are
more similar than different. Such information should provide important in-
sights into whether unklimensional interventions—that is, interventions that
focus only on cognitive, or only on emotional, or only on behavioral, aspects
of enpagement-are likely ta he effective for most low-engaged students.

Participants

Schools. We chose neighborhood schools from Chicago, lilinois, Milwau-
kee, Wisconsin, and Detroit, Michigan, rather than selecting specialized
magnet or atypical schools with special foci, selection criteria, lunding, and
resourcaes. The schools we worked with over 2 years enrolied proporiion-
ally more Lalino or African American students than di¢ the district or the
state. For instance, aover 95% ol the students in two of the schools were ol
these ethnic backgrounds whereas the averages for districl and state were
87% and 35%, respectively. Also, 95% of students in each school gqualified for
reduced or free lunch programs,

We purposeiully selected schools that, in their contexts, are considered
“well-dunctioning” by adininistrators and researchers working in the dis-
tricts. We chose welifunctioning schools Lo increase the likelihood of find-
ing examples (in the form ol policies, schoollevel initiatives, curriculum, or
classroom practices) of things that other schools in similar contexts might
emulate 1o increase the engagement of their students. Well-unctioning
means well run, safe, and orderly, with a relatively stabie administration, a
tolerabie amount of student disciplinary problems, and a positive school
climate. Well-unctioning also means that the schools can focus on increas-
ing student achievement. The schools had succeeded to a modest degree in
reaching their achievement goals—student scores were improving and near
average {or the district. Nevertheless, a vast majority oi students irs the dis-
tricts did not meet competency standards on statewide tests.!

n the two Chicago schouls, 38% and 21% of the school’s third graders ‘et or “exceeded”
Ihe state's testing goals in reading 33% of their common districts thivd graders “met” or ex
ceeded” state goals in reading; e comparable state-level statistic was 62%. In mathematics, 5275
of ane school and just 22% of the other’s third graders “met” or saxcecded” state goals o mathe
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Students. A total of 660 students drawn from 56 classrooms in Grades 3
tlirough 5 in four schools participated in our study in Year 1. For Year 2 of
this study, which we report on in this chapter, we surveyed 294 students
from three of the Year 1 schools in 29 Grade 4 and Grade 5 classrooms,
which inciuded 145 students from Year 1 still enrolled in participating
schools. Our analyses for this chapter are restricted to Year 2 data because
the findings were similar at Year 1. Also, some of our measures were re-
vised following analyses of the first-year data and thus were somewhat
stronger at Year 2. Further, changes in engagement over the 2 years of the
study have heen reported elsewhere (see Fredricks, Blumenteld, Friedel, &
Paris, 2002).

The Measures

We studied engagement through a comhination of student surveys and indi-
viclual interviews. We also gathered teacher ratings of student engagement
and achievement, student grades, and achievement tesi scores. The stu-
dent measures showed good reliability, with internal consistency coefii-
cients ranging from .72 to .86. Further information on the measures can e
found in Fredricks, Blumenield, Friedel, and Paris (in press).

Student Surveys. The 30-min surveys were read aloud to students in each
class hy either their teacher or a member of the research team. Surveys were
administered in Spanish to (a) students in the bilingual classrooms, () those
who requested a Spanish version, and {¢) Spanish-speaking students who, ac-
cording to teacher judgment, would better understand the Spanish version.
The survey measures included 5-point Likert-type scale items about aspects
of student engagement and classroom context. The survey items were drawn
from a variety of measures of motivation and classroom climate and context
(Eccles, Blumenfeld, & Wwigfield, 1984; Midgley et al., 1995, Weilborn & Connell,
19873, as well as new items developed for this study.

Cognitive engagement items, dealing with investment in learning, going
eyond requirements, and use of learning strategies, were drawn from a va
rety of previously developed measures (Finn, Pannozzo, & Voelkl, 1995;

matics: the comparable statistics for the district and state were 38% and 69%, respectively, Over:
ali performance for these two schoots’ fifth graders, relative to their district and state peers,
dropped somewhal. Proportionately fewer students “met” or “exceeded” state goals i both .
reading and mathematics than for the district. in Milwaukee, 4%, of the fourth gradets scored at
“proficient” or “advanced” on the state reading assessment, and 63% of its fourth graders scored -
“proficient” or sndvanced” in mathematics. For the district, 2% and 47% of the fourth graders ..
scored at these levels in reading and mathematics, respectively. For the state, the comparable
siatistics were T8% and 7T4%.
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~ Pintrich, Srnith, Carcia, & McKeachie, 1993; Wellborn & Connell, 1987) and
new items developed for this study. Sample items included the following:
" «When I read a book, 1 ask myself questions to make sure | understand what
it is about” and *I study at home even when | dom’t have a test.” Behavioral
engagement items dealt with conduct, attention, following rules, and com-
pleting work. Affective engagement questions dealt with children’s feelings,
interests, and the value they accorded to their schooling. Sampie behav-
joral and affective itemns are as follows: “l complete my homework on time,”
“f get in trouble at school,” *I feel happy in school,” and *1 am interested in
the work at school.” _

The surveys also tapped children’s perceptions of classroom and school
contexts. Students were asked about social (teacher and peer relations)
and academic aspects (tasks and work norms) of their classroom. Items
about the students’ teachers covered personality, academic and personal
supportiveness, and fairness. ltems about peers focused on peer interac
tions (caring, support, leasing) and personal friendships. Questions about
academic context covered task characteristics (chalienge, difficulty, vari-
ety) and work norms, including time devoted to work, expectations for gef-
ting work done, and misbehavior that interfered with learping.

Interviews. We interviewed a subset of 92 surveyed children to get more
depth about their school experiences. In Year 2, we carried out 46 inter-
views, many of them with children who had been interviewed the year be-
fore. The interviews were conducted individually, audiotaped, and took
approximately 30 to 45 min. A bilingual interviewer worked with limited
English proficient students.

The interviews included questions about engagement and about the so-
cial and academic aspects ol the classroom assessed in the student sur-
veys. To study reasons for change in engagement, the second vear's inter-
views asked students to comment on differences in their current and
previous year's engagement and classroom environment. The interviews
were semistructured, consisting of a series ol questions and probes that
moved from general to specific in each area of interest: the school, the
teacher, peers, class work, family, and engagement. The guestions and
probes were designed to explore a topic further if the student had not men-
tioned it previously or to clarify student responses. To avoid repetition and
maintain student interest, the interviewers were instructed to skip ques-
tions about things that the student had discussed aiready or, if the re-
sponses were brief, to remind students of their answers and to ask if they
had more to say. As an exampie, a child was asked, “What is your teacher
like?" and was further prompted to describe whether the teacher was fair,
caring, interesting, and helpful.
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FINDINGS

Later we discuss results concerning children’s engagement, including levels
and patterns shown in variable- and person-centered analyses. We then de-
scribe student perceptions of context, report on relations between context
perceptions and engagement, and highlight differences in how high- and
Jow-engaged students view their classroomnt contexts, The unique contribu-
tions of individual and classroom context 10 variation in engagement and in
perceptions of the classroom are considered based on Hierarchical Linear
Modeling (HLM) analyses (Bryk & Raudenbush, 15923, Finally, we use cases
to illustrate three different types of low-engaged students.

Because we draw on two sources of data, it is important to nofe that
there was good correspondence hetween how the students responded in
the surveys and what they said in the interviews. Five months elapsed he-
tween the surveys and the interviews. And yet, we found that numerical rat-
jngs of engagement hased on interview statements were significantly asso-
ciated with self-reports on survey scales of engagement. Similarly, ratings
baset on degree of positive or negative valence of statements about dimen-
sions ol classroom context during the interviews were significantly corre-
lated with student ratings of the same dimensions in the surveys.

Engagement

Levels, Age, and Gender Differences. Overall, engagement was fairly
high. The mean for behavioral engagement was 4.0 (of a possibie 5.0), with a
standard deviation of 0.76. The mean for emotional engagement was 3.76
(standard deviation = (.85). Finally, the mean for cognitive engagement was
349 (standard deviation = 0.79). .

The three types of engagement were significantly correlated (r = 02 10
£0). As a group, students who were motre hehaviorally engaged were likely
to he more emotionally and cognitively engaged. Although these correla-
tions are significant, they are modest, indicating that the three dimensions
of engagement are tapping different aspects of students’ experiences in
schoot. We hypothesize that the unexplained variance is due to some conr-
hination of measurement error and the theoretical differentiation among
engagement’s three dimensions. We can support this hypothesis by noting
that the correlations hetween dimensions were lower than the inter-item
correlations within each dimension. Also, as children matured between
Years 1 and 2, the inter-item correlation within each dimension increased
more prominently than did correlation across dimensions. Perhaps chik
dren were drawing sharper distinctions among the dimensions, alterna-.
tively, they may have become more accurate in expressing their experience
with the mechanisms that our survey afforded them. - '
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patterns of Engagement. We explored differentiation among the three
'__types of engagement by adopting a typological, within-case analytic mode,
rather than adopting the more typical approach of either treating the fypes
of engagement as distinct or stmply summing across the correlated dimen-
“sions of engagement to create a single variabie. One strength of a multidi-
mensional view of engagement is that it allows for rich characterizations of
_ individuals in terms of behavior, emotion, and cognition. Person-oriented
- analyses use the pattern of variables as the main unit of analysis. Unlike
standard linear strategies such as regression analyses that assess the aver-
age effects ol a variable on the average individual in the sample, this ap-
proach allowed us to explore conligurations of behavioral, emotional, and
cognitive engagement and their prevalence and therefore to match our ana-
Iytic strategy to our theoretical nodel of engagement as a multidimmensional
construct. Tn other words, this approach allowed us to explore individual
differences in the configurations rather than group averages.
We analyzed the three engagement scores using the SLEIPNER program
(Bergman & El-Khouri, 1995). This statistical package was developed speciti-
cally for person-oriented analyses anc includes several algorithms used in
this study. Student ratings were cluster analyzed using Ward's method.
This procedure maximizes differences between clusters and is one of the
most robust cluster methods under a variety of conditions (Miiligan, 1996).
We found that the six-cluster solution provided the best [it to the data, with
an explained error sumn of squares equal to 67.3. This nmunber can roughly
be interpreted as the percentage of variance explained. These profiles (see
Fig. 7.1) provide a picture of engagement in late middle childhood that re-
sulls [rom a combination of personal traits, prior experiences, arel the
affordances that are made available to students in these “well-functioning,”
inner-city public schools.
Comparisons of the three engagement ratings across the six clusters
vielded several statistically significant differences, not surprising given the
. nature of the clustering procedure. More importasatly however, the clusters
i were significantly different on other indicators of students’ academic expe-
rience, including perceptions of the classroom environment gathered from
surveys and interviews (see context discussion latery. The results of these
comparisons suggest that the clusters represented valid configurations of
engagement.

Although the cluster analysis, of course, reilects the considerable corre-
lation among the three dimensions of children’s school engagement, sev-
eral of the patterns showed a great deal of variability. The Highly Engaged
and Disengaged clusters differ strikingly. Similarly, the Moderately Engaged
group is a slightly less emphatic variant of the Highly Engaged cluster. Bul,
just as straightforwardly, the Disengaged cluster represents a group of chil-
dren who, despite a lack of affective or cognitive engagement, remain rela-
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Tngagement Clusters
{Savopte Sizes in Parentheees}

mAffective
B Behavioral
mCognitive

FIG. 7.1. S5ix engagement clusiers.

tively compliant, at least as indicated by reports of behavioral engagement.
The Low Cognitive cluster represents students who are behaviorally and
atfectively engaged, even as the school provides little cognitive charm for
ihese children. The Low Affect cluster, roughly as prevalent as the Low Cog-
nitive group, consists of children who appear to sustain their reasonably
compliant behavioral engagement not because they feel affectively engaged
at school, but because the academic work there, to a modest degree at
least, grips them. Given these differing patterns, which of these students
should concern us? '

Characteristics of Least-Engaged Students

Approximately a third of the students appear in the Low Engaged and Dis
engaged clusters. Who are these students? As others have shown, least-
engaged students are significantly more Jikely to be boys, whereas girls are
highly overrepresented in the clusters of most-engaged students (Conuell,
Spencer, & Aber, 1994; Finn & Rock, 1997; Marks, 2000). Least-engaged stu-
dents are more likely to he older. This finding may simply reflect that young-
ar cindente tend to be more positive about schoo! than older students {and
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hence, they tend o use higher ratings on these kinds of scales) or that
younger students have not drawn clear distinctions among various dimen-
sions of schools (and hence, do not differentiate their responses on these
kinds of scales). Our results mirror findings in the literature of a downward
shift in some types of motivation, such as competency perceptions, expec-
tancies, and interest at Grade 4 when the curriculum becomes more diffi-
cult, expectations increase, and students are more developmentally capa-
ble of judging their ahility in comparison to others® (Ruble, 1983; Stipek &
Daniels, 19883

Low-engaged students are not more likely to be receiving special educa-
tion services. Teacher repotts indicate that approximately 10% of the least-
engaged students were receiving special education assistance. Most litera-
ture shows that students judged by teachers as displaying behavioral prob-
lems are likely to be referred to special education: and in our data, there
was a significant relation between teachers’ rating and children’s reports
on their own behavioral engagement. However, one reason for the fact that
low engagemenl is not related to referrais or receipt of special education
services may be hecause in this study, students rate themselves. Personal
estimates of conduct, effort, and participation are likely to be more positive
than are those of the teacher.

Surprisingly, least-engaged students are not necessarily low achievers,
relative to other children in these schools. With some exceptions (e.g.,
Marks, 2000), most lilerature that finds a relation between engagement and
studentt achievement measures engagement via teacher reports, not stu-
dent seifreports. In addition, the range of student achievement in this
study of urban youngsters was more restricted and skewed toward lower
scores as compared to the range and levels found in suburban seftings. The
results suggest that the least engaged urban fourth- and fifth-grade students
are not necessarily behaviorally out of control or doing poorly academi-
cally. Case studies presented later provide examples of students who are
low engaged but not low achievers.

Individug! and Context Contributions to Engagement. Although the en-
gagement clusters appeared to represent valid and ieaningful conligura-
tions of students’ behavioral, affective, and cognitive engagement, we were
also interested in knowing how much of the differences between these pro-
files were attributable to the individual characteristics of the students or to
their classroom settings. To answer that question, we used a technique
known as HLM (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1892). In general, we found that vari-
ance in ail three aspects of engagement was due largely to individual differ-

‘Although the relation between race/ethnicity and engagement interests us, school policy
forbade our gathering injormatien relevant to this guestion.
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ences. For affective engagement, for example, 17% of the variance was due -
to classroom-evel differences whereas 83% was due to the individual differ-
ences hetween students. It is important to note, however, that the variabil-
ity in engagement across classrooms, although smaller than the individual
variation between students, was nevertheless still significant and high for
educational research.

CONTEXT

Our study explores context from the perceptions of participants in it. We
use survey and interview responses of students to questions about their
schools and classrooms to describe perceptions ol teacher-student and
peer relationships, work, and work norms. We present ratings of these di-
mensions, consider how much individual differences contribute to the rat-
ings, and again use person-centered analyses to examine profiles of student
perceptions of context.

Perceptions of Classroom Features and Relationships
Among Them

On the whole, students were positive about their teachers, peers, the work,
and work norms. Means on the surveys ranged from a high of 3.75 (for
teacher support) to a low of 3.2 {for work norms), with a potential highpoint
of 5.0. All context perceptions were significantly intercorrelated, ranging
from r = .29 for teacher support and task challenge, to a low of r= .19 for
task challenge and classroom work orientation. These correlations are con-
siderably less than what was found for the three dimensions of engage-
ment., discussed earlier, The data suggest that student percepiions infiu-
ence each other, bui at the same time, students discriminale considerably
among these different areas. This finding is similar to those reported in
studies of family and work environments with aduits; ratings of one area
tend Lo spill over to ratings of another {_Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers,
1976). ' :

Individual and Classroom Contributions
te Context Perceptions

How much do individual differences affect context perceptions? How simi-
lar are student perceptions in the same classroom? Our HLM analyses 1&
vealed that variance in student-teacher relationship ratings was largely =
due to individual differences (22% of the variance). A greater proportion of -
s e 2] ereentions of classroom work noyms was dueto
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classr00!11~%evel differences (32%), although differences across students
" were still much larger.

" The greater commonality in perceptions of work norms than in work
chailenge oy teacher support makes sense. Work norms are explicit rules
that reflect class-level expectations for completing work and staying on
task, Py contrast, task chailenge and teacher support are not articulated for
ihe students, and are subject to the expeclalions, needs, and skills each stu-
dent brings to the classroom at the beginuing of the year. Teachers, 100,
may in fact offer somne students more support than others.

What Students Say About Context

nterview responses help create a deeper and more detailed notion of how
students experience their environments, which factors are most galient and
why, and help us better understand how these experiences relate to en-
gagement. We were especially interested in hearing wilat urban children in
well-functioning schools hiad to sav in Hght of the many negative character-
izations of inner-city schools and their impacts on students {e.g., Kozol,
1991).

Overall, these youngsters describe their school lives nways that sound
very much like what Philip Jackson wrote about many decades ago in his
classic, Life in Classrooms (1968). Jackson described school as a place where
there are two curriculums. In addition to “reading, riting, and 'rithmetic,”
there is another curriculum of rules, regulations, and roulines which
shapes learning of the lirst curriculum. Forty years Jater, students still talk
about routines and rules and their reactions to them.' They dwell on work
that is boring or repetitive; of some things that are a respite from boredom
either hecause a subject interests them personally or hecause it is novel
and varies from the daily routine like projects. special events, or time off as
a reward when all work has been completed. They {alk about work that is
too easy and express frustration with work that is too hard. Differences in
the mix ol perceptions about difficulty, repetitiveness, and appeal alfect
student ratings of work challenge. These differences as we show later are
impartant features of whether students are engaged.

The students we interviewed talked about the school in positive ways.
Three quarters said the staff was lair and cared about kids. Over half said

Yinee then, others have created sinrlar descriplions of education in the United States and
England (e.g.. 4 Pluce Calfed School: Prospects for the Future, by John Goodlad, 1984; Emational Ex-
periences i the Classroomt, Iy Andrew Pollard & Ann Filer, 1899; The Sacial World of Pupil Career:
Strategic Biograplnes Through Primary Schuol, by Andrew Pollard & Ann Filer, 20000, The fact that
there las been little change in what students say in 40 years and in two different societies seems
surprising; however, wrilings by educational historians Tyack and Caban (1995) suggested it
should not be. They assert that what goes o6 in classrooms las not changed much in 100 years.
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there was someone besides the teacher who they could talk to or ask for
help. They saw the school as a safe haven, whereas many raised concerns
about coming to and leaving school. They saw the security guard as pro-
tecting them from harm. Teachers were characterized as confidants and ad-
visors when there are personal problems, as helpers when there are work
difficulties, and as cheerleaders when students perform well. Students aiso
talked about the teacher as disciplinarian, as dispenser of special privileges
and prizes when students behave or finish work and of punishment when
they don't. All see thelr teachers as champions of the value of learning and
advocates of schooling as the gateway to a positive future. Although 94% of
youngsters interviewed sald they like their teacher, views of how the
teacher performs these roles—help, support, and disciplinary fairness—in-
fluence ratings of teacher—student relationships.

The children were quite detailed and emotionally involved when discuss-
ing peer relations and behavior; G6% said their classmates ke and help
them. Almost all have a classmate they admire and have a good friend.
They talked extensively about who follows the rules, who mishehaves, and
who teases. Teasing was one of the few problems mentioned between chil-
dren of different racial, ethnic, or social backgrounds. In fact, almost all
thought the school was a “good place for children like me.”

One element that stands out in our interviews is frequent references to
what the children called “fighting.” Many students talked about fighting
among peers and about their own participation in fighting. Their descrip-
tions suggest that this “fighting” is not meant to inflict physical harm, but is
instead [ooling around—roughhousing, tousling, leasing, and taunting—that
sometimes gets out of hand. Even when it does not, children get into trou-
ble because the behavior disrupts classroom order, Many, even the ones
that participate, are troubled by the fact that this “lighting” results in teach-
ers yelling and interferes with getting work done. This fooling around and
how teachers respond to it affect perceptions of whether time is used well,
whether assignments get done, and thus, ratings of work norms. The failure
to get work done also fuels children’s worry about performance on yearly
high-stakes tests in reading and math, which determine whether they must
attend summer school and whether they are promoted.

What stands out is that that most students in the upper elementary
school grades believed in schoo! and they saw schoolwork and learning
as the heart of the school's legitimacy and saw it as a route to success.
Nevertheless, as we discuss next, despite this beliei, some students, who
are having trouble doing the work or find little about it that interests
them, already show signs of disengagement. Whether their commitment
to schoo! might be further shaken as they pass into middle school is a
question for future study.
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" patterns of Classroom Perceptions

Earlier we provided a gencral description of what children said about their
" experiences in school. In this section, we discuss how experiences of differ-
ent aspects of the classroom fit together. Typically, prior literature on en-
gagement has examined perceptions ol single aspects of the classroom on-
text (Fredricks, Blumenteld, Friedel, & Paris, in press). However, children
do not experience these aspects of the enviromment in isolation from each
other. Thus, the most comman analysis strategy does not tell us alzout how
context perceptions are patterned and how these patterns relate to engage-
ment. Consequently, we appiied the same Jogic and analytic procedures Lo
students’ perceptions of their classrooms, as was the case for our engage
ment analyses discussed earlier. More specilically, we cluster analyzed the
Year 2 ratings ol classroom experience from the surveys: work challenge.
work norms, and sludent—teacher and peer retatiouships. Qur choice of
cluster solutions was guided by the same set of factors noted eatlier in the
section on engagement clusters.

Four patterns of classroom perceptions appeared in the data (see Fig.
7.2). Not surprisingly (given the significant correlations among the survey
scales, discussed earlier), where childran felt positively roward one dimen-
sion they also tended to be positive about the athers, but these connec-
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tions were less pronounced than among the three dimensions of engage-
ment. Even so, two of the four clusters showed quite divergent patterns
among the contest perceptions.

Students in the Very Positive clustey have the most favorable percep-
tions of each aspect of the environment. Children in this category were
pleased, on the whole, with their teachers, the work they assigned, the way
other children were committed to that work, and the peer ties they had
formed there. As in most of the other clusters, children expressed particu-
lar satisfaction with their teachers. Children in the Low Work cluster, in
contrast to the children in the two first clusters, were relatively positive
about everything but the work norms in their classrooms. These children,
who comprise one quarter of those we interviewed, saw the teacher as sup- .
portive but seemed concerned that the tasks they considered to he fairly
challenging were not being completed hecause of poor work norms. In con-
trast, for children in Cluster 4, lalieled Poor, nothing was seen as really
good except that they found the schoolwork to be challenging—and as we
discuss later, perhaps too challenging, given how they perceive other ele-
ments of their context.

Relation of Student Context Perceptions
and Their Engagement

In this section, we provide both qualitative and quantitative evidence of
links between student views of context and their engagement. First, we con-
sicler the association hetween engagement profiles and profiles of context
perceptions. Then we use case studies to illustrate differences in types of
jow-engaged students based on analyses of interview responses, with par-
ticular attention to students’ views of their classroom environments, their
own ahilities, behaviors, and related feelings.

Differences in perceptions between children in the high- and low-
engaged clusters (see Fig. 7.1) were not surprising. Students whose engage-
ment profiles indicated distance from school are overrepresented in the
least favorable patterns of classroom perceptions and underrepresented in
the most favorable. For example, of the 103 students who were categorized
as either Disengaged or Low Engaged, 65% of them were in the Low Work
Norms and Poor classroom perception groups. In contrast, 73 (66%) of the
111 Highly Engaged or Moderately Engaged students were found to be in
the two highestrated classroom types.

Types of Disengaged Students

Although least-engaged students regularly have less favorable percep
tions of their school environments than do their more engaged peers, the
central themes of their discomfiture are not uniform. Our interviews of 40
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students, taken [rom the lowest quartile of each grade’s overall engagement
score, were inductively categorized based on what they said about aca-

‘demic work and classroom work norms, and about Lheir relations with

‘teachers and peers. The interviews permit us a nuanced look at the quali-

" ties of low engagement, a brief veysion of which we present here. We find

- three types of Jow-engaged students and provide descriptions and cases
-~ that characterize each type.

The Truly Disaffected. Some students seemingly cannot be “grabbed”
by schoois, lor they are truly disaffected. These students don't like school;
they often perceive themselves to be neglected or having difficulty with
teachers, peers, or both. They are uninterested in and apathetic about
schoolwork. They report being in trouble often and dom’t seem to care,
Most describe the teacher negatively; they say the teacher is mean and
yells. Worse yel, many describe their teacher as uniair, picking on them for
punishment when others deserve it as well.

The truly disaifecled often do not like any academic subject, and almost
all proclaim explicit dislike for multiple academic subjects. For those who
like a particular subject, only one subject holds their attention and their
words reflect stark contrast between how they feel about this subject ver-
sus the others with which they must cope. Their affective engagement, not
surprisingly, is slight. And se, they often get into trouble. Even among those
who say that they can do the work, almost none report studying or review-
ing what they are supposed to be learning. Almost ail express negative feel-
ings about schoolwork; they say they are bored, not interested in or excited
about what they are learning. These leelings are reflected in their low rat-
ings of emotional engagement. Many either don’t care or are ambivalent
about this. Although half the students say they like their classmates, or
have a few friends, they all report peer mishehavior, either directed toward
them or more generally toward others in the class which results in work
not getting done and wasted tinme.

Ryan, an example of a truly disengaged student, is 11 years old and in the
fourth grade. His mother and grandmother tell him net to behave poorly
and he makes it clear that he needs to pass out of fourth grade “so you
don't grow up and be a crack head or {left backl be seven [oot tall in fiith
grade.” But {ew academic matters retain his interest. Gym and recess are
the best times in the school day. He enjoys what he considers the fun: things
al sehool such as field trips, watching movies, dancing, watching TV, and
having parties; but he doesn't see these as connected with learning, or at
making learning “fun.”

Ryan's favorite subject is drawing. Sometimes, he likes math, “like when 1
do money and all that, Like at my daddy’s store when somebody comes in
and wants to buy something, 1 gets the money in the cash register.” But
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also, he mentions that he can get confused and bored when they do math,
He says most of the work is getting harder and harder. School, in his ac-
count, is set off pretty sharply against fun. He speaks wearily, for instance,
of “boring stuff like reading . .. and, I'don’t like that because it he making
me all sleepy.” : :

Ryan interprets the teacher’s frequent field trips, movies, TV, and other
specials as a sign that the teacher cares; furthermore, he understands that
the teacher's assignments are because “he wants us {0 pass.” Yet still, he in-
terprets his teacher’s reprimands as an urijust singling him out for punish-
ment: he hates it that his teacher yells a lot when kids are bad and won't lis-
ten when ihey try to explain what happened. School is confusing. “Every
time Mrs. Z [the teacher’s assistant] tell us to do something, and he {the
teacher] always coming in and yelling at us and then we try to tell him and
he never let us get our words out.” '

According to Ryan, other students wrongly accuse him of mishehaving.
“Kids . . . start stuff because of what 1 didn't say. | hate when they do that”
School alienates Ryan, according to his account, hecause other kids choose
to misunderstand his playfuiness. “Sometimes the kids be mean. Like one
time T wanted to hit Tanya 'cause | was just playing with her. I teil her some-
thing, I just tap her and she says, ''m gonna tell on yvou.” And then she tells
on me and that's when I got in trouble.” Asked what's important to him at
school, Rvan responded “I'm important to me because | don't want to get
hurt.” But he's used to getting into trouble, and has learned not to mind it
much, even if he loses recess or has notes sent home. “In my mind I don't
care he put my name on the board and 1 don't care cause | have enough
time to play.”

The Strugglers. A second group of students, the strugglers, are trying to
do well, but not making it; they are, at least marginally, aware of that fact.
Unlike their truly disengaged peers, these students are interested in some
subiects, say they persist, but they are frustrated by challenging work and
prefer things that are easier or more fun, They recognize the need to im-
prove and worry about failure.

All studlents in this group acknowledge getting in trouble, half of them for
social reasons (1.e., fighting or other peer conflict) and the other half for not
paying attention ot not doing homework and some for hoth. Most say that
they try to avoid getting in trouble but don't manage to, so that their intet-
views are peppered hy descriptions of disciplinary incidents. Unlike the dis-
afiected students, most strugglers describe thelr teachers in positive terms,
caring and helpful with work, although they sometimes recount occasions
when the teacher was uniair or overly punitive.

The strugglers’ perceptions of peers are mixed; most have friends but a
few do not. They tatk about student mishehavior ut not with the same in-
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" tensity as the truly disaffected students. Like the disaffected students, these
youngsters are mixed in their reactions to peers. A majority say they have
" friends but also some students who they don’t like or fight with. A few say
~that their relationships with peers are uniformly negative.

'_ Yolanda, a typical struggler, sald, 1 would make the day shorter and
“shorter,” when asked what she would change about school. Nowadays.

: _ Yolanda told us, she did have some fun in class “like every Friday 'cause we

get extra recess and stuff,” where, no doubt, there were opporiunities to
“play double duteh,” one of her favorite activities.

Her favorite in-school activities were music and gym. This year, for the

first time, writing was her favorite academic subject “because sometimes
we get to write like our own stories and stuff.” In writing “we read stuff to
learn how to write it and it make me want 1o he like a writer,” Reading,
Yolanda's old favorite subject, “be interesting, all the time,” and she often
made use ol reading out of class “to get clues fram the hooks and stull” to
write about. Yolanda found science “exciting,” too, “all the time.” She also
told us that a lew kids ook up to her “cause I never got suspended and I get
good grades,” and that some other kids tease her for the same reasons. We
are skepticai, however, ol her reputation lor scholarship.
Often, but not ali the time, math and social studies “confused” Yolanda;
they were her least favorite subjects. Of math she said, "Sometimes it be
hard and stuff,” and when “I say you [the teacher] explain it too fast and
she [the teacher] said | explain it already.” Math would be better “if it
wouldn't be so hard and stufl.” Yolanda’s response to this challenge was 10
be “bored sometimes.” She also sought help: “Sometimes | wait a while and
f get the teacher to help me,” but she didn't always think she got the help
she needed. Yolanda [eels she needs to get better grades in math and social
studies, and has a strategy [or improving her grades that somehow doesn't
inspire confidence in view of her seli-described passivity in school: “if [ just
try harder and pass the test, it will be easy.”

In fact, school was a trial. In Yolanda's view, teasing and fighting per-
vaded her school life, A few kids “talk about you a lot and you get your feel-
ings hurt.” Teachers were fair and caring (“they buy you stuff even though
you don't probably deserve it")—a theme that Yolanda brought up yet again
later in the interview. But teachers were also beleaguered by rambunctious
students in ways that proved detrimental to the work norms and climate of
the classroom. “Every time a student is hollering” at the teachers “they
don't do nothing to them, just tell them to calm down and give them an-
other chance.” Unlike her class last year, Yolanda says, “in this class we al-
ways getting in trouble.” Sometimes her teacher “gets mad at us and she
tell us that, but we don’t know why she mad at us.”

Bored by work she found confusing and jacking a successful strategy for
overcoming her conlusion, experiencing the ciassroom as chaotic, Yolanda
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said resignedly about school, "sometimes it be's the longest stay.” When
our persistent interviewer asked whether she was referrving to the school
day or the school year, Yolanda said simply, “both.”

Socially Troubled. The socially troubled are interested in academics,
but their interviews are full of heartrending accounts of fighting and feas-
ing. They may have [riends, but their relationships with other classmates
are, overail, negative, leaving them feeling as if they don’t belong. These
students, however, actually express positive alfect about schoolwork, They
are interested in academic subjects, and even are excited by some. They
are willing to persist at hard assignments and often mention strategies
they use to learn material they find difficult. Like the two other groups, they
see the need to improve grades, but unlike the other two, they are being
somewhat strategic in making this happen. ‘

Ahout hall of the sacially troubled mention getting in troubie for fighting,
saying they are responding to provocation rather than instigating the alter-
cations. They see themselves as the victims of aggressive social behavior,
They also tatk about being teased, feeling left out or harassed by others.
Nevertheless, almost all say they have friends. Thus, these youngsters are
not necessarily astracized or withdrawn. They seen to he unable to man-
age or deflect the frequent teasing, taunting, or physical interactions that
occur among their classmates. Also, these children are generally more posi-
tive about their teachers than are their disaffected and struggling counter-
parts. Like the others, however, they show concern about their teacher’s re-
action to misbehavior.

Darryl, a 10-year-old fourth grader, is very positive about academics and
aboui his teacher, but his peers so distress him that he is disaffected by
school. He talks about his pleasure in working on the computer, and tells us
that his favorite subjects are math and science. Asked what things about
schoot make him feel good about himself, his answer is one that would
hardly he expected from a disengaged child: “ get good grades and I'm
smart: I'm like a math genius, everybody calls me Finstein.” And, indeed, he
usually pays attention even when schoolwork is hard. He sometimes takes
haocks out of the library and went on in some detail ahout new science facts
in them that he discussed with his teacher.

Despite this, his school is a trial for Darryi dealing with schoolmates is a
problem that often overcomes him. “When | gef in trouble, can't control my-
self and [ hit kids.” We asked him if it troubles him to get into trouble this
way, and his answer was mixed: “Sometimes | do and sometimes ] don’t"™=
so far have the challenges of making a stable place for himself among the
children in a so-so school taxed him. It's not that there are no kids he con-
siders friends. And because he gets to tutor classmates in math, he says
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ids admire him because he can tell the answer so quickty and they laugh
“at his jokes, He likes that. Bat ke finds that lots of the kids are mean and
taunt him for being smatt. He feels more challenged than supported by his
peers. When we asked him “what don't you like about your class,” he re-
-sponded that »sometimes the kids in iny class threaten me more than any-
body else. They pick on me " although his particular friend in class tries 1o
“cheer him up.” But he says he is often {rustrated at school “when people
try to teli me what to do ail the time, when people get into fights with me.”

He is sensilive Lo {riction hetween Black and White children, and to the
number of students who gel in trouble for fighling and not working. About
half of the kids, he estimates, don't care when the teacher gets mad, and
this bothers him. From his perspective, the only time she gets mean is
when kids don't stop “acting up” even after she tetls them to stop. He likes
her, and he thinks that he will remember her and in this light, “how much
fun it was.” She helps kids, he says, and does nice things for the cass, such
as giving pizza parties, and buying each student a Christmas present.

DISCUSSION

Fngagement affects how students navigate through school. Qur work exam-
ines the engagement of urban elementary school-age youngsters. They al-
tend neighborhood schools nominated as well-functiening; in comparison
with other schools in the district, they have stable administrations, positive
and safe environments for learning, programs designed to improve test
scores and average achievement, which at the time of the study was still
well below state levels. The population they serve is very poor and over-
whelmingly minority. By working with these schools, rather than highly
resourced or houtique schools, we explore what is possible rather than
what might be achieved under ideal circumstances.

Whereas most studies examine one type of engagement or combine
types, we used person-ceniered analyses to ezamine paltterns of behavioral,
affective, and cognitive engagement and their inftuence of context on e~
gagement. Qur emphasis on low-engaged students provides msight into
how context affects entry into a potentiatly problematic pathway. We found
six patierns of engagement that replicated over 2 years ol data collection.
Generally, within each pattern, ratings of behavioral, affective, and cogni-
tive engagement were similar; the overall level of engagement ranged from
guite high to very low. As with most classroom studies, HLM analyses re-
veaied that these patterns of engagement are Mmore influenced by individual
differences Lhan context, which was still significant. Students have a long
history in school by the late elementary grades; their engagement may be
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established earlier and be fairly stahle, although somewhat amenable to
classroom variation by late middle childhood. Of course, because we worked
in one type of environment, it is possible that under more extreme circum-
stances, either more positive or negative, variation in engagement may more
strongly refiect influences of context. Obvigusly, families and out-of-school
experience influence engagement so that combining these resuits with
work in other areas should provide a richer picture of engagemest.

It is important to note, however, that context perceptions did influence
engagement and in some surprising ways. Most studies ask about social as-
pects of classrooms like relationships with teachers and peers; fewer stud-
ies ask about work and almost none deal with both domains simuita-
neously. Most intriguing, we found that work challenge and work norms
were strongly related to each type of engagement. When we looked at pat-
terns of classroom perceptions, they showed that high-engaged students
were more likely to be in positive perception clusters where the work was
seen as challenging, varied, and thought-provoking, teachers and peers as
supportive, and the environment as one where students are expected to
stay on task, get work done, and behave themselves. Low-engaged students
were significantly more likely to be represented in clusters with percep-
tions of low teacher and peer support, poor work norms, and challenging
tasks. This combination, we speculate, leads to frustration as students
struggle to get work done in situations where they feel that there is low sup-
port and that work time is wasted as instruction is interrupted by peer mis-
behavior. ' ‘

Low Engagement—Slipping Off the Path

Stereotypes about inner-city youngsters suggest that these children are not
engaged in school. The popular image is that these children do poorly in
school, that school is not retevant to their lives, and that they are disal-
fected and reject what school has to offer. Our findings do not match these
stereotypes in that there were many students whose patterns of engage-
ment were moderate to high. However, approximately one third of the stu-
dents, predominantly boys, were what we consider low engaged and disal-
fected. These students rated the context less favorably and were more
mixed in their comments during interviews. Surprisingly, these children
were not more likely to be receiving special education services. And they
were not lower achievers as compatred to their peers, perhaps because the
range of achievement in these schools is very truncated, skewed toward
the low end.

From interviews, we identified differences among these least-engaged
students. One type, the disaffected, has multiple problems. They seemm most .
at risk for school fatlure. They are in trouble for misbehaving, don't like and
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are frustrated by the work, and usuaily are somewhat negative about the
teacher. They recognize the need to inprove but aren’t doing much about
it. These students sound apathetic and bored; school has little to offer ex-
~cept lor extras like gym and music. Yet they do not sound “hard core.” They
do not “reject” the legitimacy of the school or the value of learning. These
. are troubled youngslers, rather than rebellious adolescents. To get bhack on
© track they need academic help, a classroom that is tightly run, and work
" that has some variety and meaning along with academic support. Creating
more hospitable environments will not necessarily help such students. En-
forcing higher standards won't either.

A second type, the strugglers, is less negative than the first group, but
could become so. They, too, are in trouble for mishehaving. Yet, they are in-
terested in some work, although they find it hard and sometimes frustrat-
ing. [n comparison with their disaifected classmates, they sound more com-
mitted to trying to improve although they are not necessarily succeeding.
They also are more positive about the teacher. For these youngsters, aca-
demic help and a firm hand in running the room might be most helptul to
decrease off-task misbehavior and problems with doing the work.

The third type, the socialiy troubled, are positive about academics anc
even excited by some of what they learn. Although they have friends, they
have problems with peer interactions. These students might be aided by
some counseling i social skills or flexible classroom arrangements so that
they could be moved out of difficuit sttuations with peers.

The findings have implications for policy and for pathways. The task that
remains is how to create interventions to increase the quality of low-
engaged student experiences. Our work suggests that there is not a single
solution—a “one size fits all” intervention is not adequate to ameliorate stu-
dent problems. It also highlights that attending to the nature of classwork
and classroom work norms would be a productive first step. Many ap-
proaches to reform start with improving climate as a route to improving
student engagement in learning. Our work certainly suggests that relation-
ships are important, but the assumption that this wil} lead to greater en-
gagement without direct attention to classwork may be unfounded.

What does this mean for policy? First, raising standards without provid-
ing heip for students may further alienate the disengaged and struggling
students. The fact that few of the least-engaged students were receiving
special help, that budget culs make this possibility less likely, is not encour
aging, In addition, given that many of the least-engaged students report that
the work is boring and repetitive and that they like the “extras,” such as art,
music, and computers, a focus on testing that results in increased drill-and-
practice instruction or in elimination of a variety of subjects in favor of
those tested is likely to further alienate such youngsters. The fact that stu-
dents are responsive lo their contexts also suggests that changes may re-
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sult in heightened engagement. These changes are not likely to work if they
are focused only on social or only on academic aspects ol context.

The study shows that middie childhood is the time to intervene to re-
duce disengagement. For the most part, these youngsters do nol reject
school; nevertheless, given their dissatisfaction and the impending move
from elementary school, it is likely that as they enter middle school, disen-
gagement will he exacerbated. Considerable work shows that the transition
is difficult for students, that the environment is less supportive. Moreover,
peer pressure and risk behavior become more prevalent. Therefore, if is
important to identify and help these students before their problems are
more intractable and even harder to resolve, '

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported hy a grant from the John I and Catherine
T. MacArthur Foundation’s Research Network on Successful Pathways
Through Middle Childheood. We thank our Network colleagues for their
helpful comments and the students and schoo!l personnel who participated.

REFERENCES

Alexander, K. L, Entwisle, D. R & Horsey, C. 5. (1997}, From first grade forward: Early founda-
tions of high school dropout. Sociofogy of Educatfon, 70, 87-107.

Bergman, L. B, & EHdhouri, B, M. (1895), SLEIPNER: A statistical package {or pattern-oriented
analyses (Version LY [Computer software]. Stockholm: Authors.

Bryk, A, & Raudenbush, 5. (1992). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data analysis meth-
ods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Burkett, E (2001} Anather planel: A year in the Ufe of a suburban high school. New York: Harper-
Collins,

Campbell, A, Converse, P., & Rodgers, W. (1976). The quality of Ainerican life: Perceplions, epalua-
tions, and satisfactions. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Connell, 1L P, (19900, Context, self, and action: A motivalional analysis of sell-system processes
across the life-span. in D, Cicchett (B}, The self in transition: Infancy to childhood {pp. 61973,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Comnell, 1P, Spencer, M. B., & Aber, 1 L. (1994). Educational risk and resilience in Alrican-Amert
can youth: Context, self. action, and ontcomes in school. Child Development, 65, 493-506.

Corno, L., & Mandinach, E. (1983}, The role of cognitive engagement in classroom learning and
motivation, Educational Psychologisi, 18, 88108,

Fecles-Parsons, 1, Adler, T. F., Futterman, R.. Goff, §. 1., Kaczala, €. M., Meece, 1. L., & Midgley. C.
(1983). Lapectations, values and academic behaviors, In ). T. Spence (Ed.), Achievement and
achievenment motivafion {pp. 75-146). 5an Francigco: Freeman.

Fecles, 1 S, Blumenteld, P. B, & Wighield, A. (1984). Onengeny of self and task beliels and activify
choice (Funded grant apphcation to the National Institute for Child Health and Human Devel-
opment; Grant No. ROTHDTTHE3).




‘7 LSCHOOL ENGAGEMENT 169

: 'Eécics, 1 8., & Midgley, C. (1980). Stage/environment fit: Developmentally appropriate class-
rooms for early adolescents. In R Ames & C. Ames {Ecls. ), Research on maotivation in education

o (Vol. 3, pp. 139-181). New York: Academic,

TEecles, . 5., Midgley, C. & Adier, T. F. {1984} Graderelaled changes in school environment: Ef-
fects on achievement motivation. n L G. Nicholls (Bl Advances in mofivation and achieve-

_ment {pp. 283-331). Greenwich, CY:JAL

. Epstein, . L. & MePartland, 1 M. (19763, The concept and measuremenl of the quality of school

life. American Educational Research Jogrned, 1301530

Fing, £ 0. (1989). Withdrawing from school. Repiew of Educational Research, 58, 117-142.

Finn, 4. 1., Pannozzo, G M., & Voelkl, K. £ (1995, Disruptive and inattentive-withdrawn behavior

and achievement amoug lourth gradars. flementary School Journal, 95, 421-454,

Finn, 1. [, & Rock, 12 AL (1907). Academic success among students at risk for school {ailure. Jour-

nat of Applied Psychoiogy, 82, 221-234.

Fordham, §. {1988). Racelessness as a faglor in Black students’ school success. Harvard Educa-

tional Reoview, 58, H4~84.

White.” The Urban Review, 18, 176200,

Fredricks, 1., Blumenteld, P, Friedel, 1, & Paris, A, (2002, Aptit). Increasing engagemernt i wbai

seftings: An analysis of the influence of the social and academic context on engagement. Taper

presented at the annual meeting of the American Fducational Research Association, Mon-

treal, Canada.

Fredricks, J., Blumenfeld, P, Friedel, 1, & Paris, A. (i press). School engagement, In K. A, Moore

& L. Lippmann (Lds.), Conceptualizing and measuring indicators of positive development: What

do children need o flourish? New York: Kluwer Academic.

Fredricks, J. A., & Becles, §.§ (2002). Children's competence and value heliefs from childhood to

adolescence: Growth trajectories intwo “male-lyped” domains. Journal of Developmental Psy-

chology, 38, 519-533.

Goodlad, 1. (1984). A place called school: Prospects for the funre, New York: MeGraw-Hill,

Graham, 5. (1994), Motivaticn in Alrican Americans. Review of Educational Research, 64, 55117,

Guthrie, | T., & Wigleld, A. (2000). Engagement and motivation io reading. In M. Kamil &1
Mosenthal (Eds.), Handbock of readiig research (Vol. 3, pp. 403-422) Mahwah, NI Lawrence
Erlhaum Asgociates.

Jackson, P. W, (1968). Life in classrooms. New York: Hoit, Rinehart & Winston.

Janowitz, M. (1978). The lust ludfcentury: Sociefal change i America. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Karweit, N, (1989), Time and jearning: A review. in R F. Slavin (Ed.), School and classroont organi-
zation {pp. 69-95). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Agsociates.

Kindermann, T. A (1993). Natural peer groups as contexts for individual development: The case
aof children's motivation in scheul. Deoefopmental Peychiotogy, 29, 90977,

Kozol, 1. (1991). Savage inequalities: Children in America s schools, New York: Crown.

Marks, H. M. (20003, Stzdent engagement in instructiomal activity: Patterns in the elementary,
middle, and higl school years. American Edacotional Research Journal, 37, 153-184.

Mickelson, R (1990, The attitude-achievement paradox among Black adolescents. Saciology of
Education, 6.3, 44-61.

Midgley, C., Machr, M. L., Hicks, L., Urdan, T, Roeser, LW, Anderman, E.. & Kaplan, AL (19950
Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS) manzal. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Fress.

Miltigan, G. W. {1996). Clustering validation: Resulls and implications for applied analyses. In .
Arabie, L Huber, & G. De Soete (Eds.), Clustering and classification (pp. 345-379). River Ldge,
NI World Scientilic Publishiing.

Modelt, 1. & Fider, G. H. (2002). Children develop in history: S what's new? In W, Hartup & R

Weinberg (Eds. ), Child psyehology in retrospect and prospect: In celelration of the 75th anniver-




170 PLUMENFELD ET AL

sary of the fnstitute of Child Development. The Minnesofd Symposic on Child Psveholngy (Vol. 32,
pp. 173-205). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

National Research Council and Institate of Medicine, (2004}, Engaging schaols: Fostering high
sehool students' mofination to learm. Washington, DC: Nationa} Academy Press.

Newmann, F. {1992). Higher-order thinking and prospects for classroom thoughtiulness. InF.
Newsmann (Ed.), Studen! engagemert and achivvement in American secondary schools {pp.
62-91). New York: Teachers College Press. )

Newmann, F., Wehlage, G. G, & Lamborn, §. 1. (14992), The significance and sources of student
engagement, In F. Newmann (Ed), Student engagement and achiepement in American second-
ary schools (pp. 11-39). New York: Teachers Coilege Press,

Peterson, ., Swing, 5. Stark, K., & Wass, G. (1984). Stuclenls’ cognitions and time on task during
mathematics instruction, Americarn Fducational Researchi Journal, 2], A%7-515.

Pintrich, P. R., Smith, D. A ¥, Garcia, T. & McKeachie, W. 1.( 1983}, Reliahility and predictive va-
lidity of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire {MSLOY. Educational and Psy-
chological Measurement, 53, 801-813.

Pollard, A., & Filer, A (1999, Emational experiences i fhe classroom. London: Cassell

Poilard, A., & Fiter, A, (2000). The sacial world of pupil career! Strategic biograplies through primary
sehool. New York: Continuum International Publishing Group.

Pope, 0. (2002). Doing schaol: How we are creqting & generation of stressed-ont, materialistic, and
miseducated stadents. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. .

Ruble, T, (1983). The development of social-comparison processes and their role in achieve
mentrelated self-soctalization. In E. 7. Higgins, D, Ruble, & W. W. Hartup (Eds.), Social cogni-
rion and social depelopment (pp. 134-157). New York: Carbridge University Press.

Skinner, E., & Belmont, M. 1. (1993}, Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal effect of teacher be-
havier and student engagement across the school year, Journol of Educational Psychology, 85,
571581,

stipek, D, & Daniels, D. H. (1988). Declining perceptions of competence. A consequence of
changes in the child or seducational environment. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80,
352-356.

Tyack, 0., & Cuban, L. (1995). Tinkering toward atopia: A century of public schooi relorm. Carm-
hridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wehlage, G. G., Rutter, R. A, Smith, G. A, Leska, N. L, & Ferpandez, R. R {1989, Reducing the risk:
Schools as communities of support. Philadelphta: Falmer,

Wellborn, 1. 6. & Connell, 1. P (1987}, Manual for the Rochester Assesstent Package for schools.
Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press.

Yamamote, K., Thomas, E. C., & Rarns, T A (1969). Schookrelated attitudes in middie-age stu
dents. American Educational Research Journal, 6, 191-206. -

Zimmerman, B. 1. (1990). Seli-reguiated learning and academic achievement: An overview. Edu-
cational Psychologist, 21, 3-17. ’




DEVELOPMENTAL PATHWAYS

THROUGH MIDDLE
CHILDHOOD

Rethinking Contexts
and Diversity as Resources

Edited by

Catherine R. Cooper
University of California, Santa Cruz

Cynthia T. Garcia Coll
Brown University

W. Todd Bartko
University of Michigan

Helen Davis
University of California, Los Angeles

Celina Chatman
University of Chicago

LAWRENCE ERLBAUM ASSOCIATES, PUBLISHERS
2005 Mahwah, New lersey London

Copyright ©.2005 by Lawrence Eribaum Associates, Inc.
All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced in
any form, by photostat, microform, retrieval system, or any other
means, withoul the prior written permission of the publisher.

Lawrence Erlhaum Associates, fnc., Publishers
16 Industrial Avenue

Mahwah, New Jersey 07430

www.erihaum.com

H

] Cover design by Kathryn Houghtaling Lacey _

_ Cover photo @ 1T stock, used by permission, #

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Developmental pathways through middle childhood : rethinking contexts and
diversity as resources / edited by Catherine R. Cooper ... fet al.).
p.oocm
Includes bibliographical relerences and indexes.
15BN (-8058-5199-2 (alk. paper)
1. Child development. 2. Children--Social conditions. 3. School children.
4. Children with social disabilities. L Cooper, Catherine R

HG767.9.D493 2005
305.231—dcd2 2004061425
cIp

Books published by Lawrence Eribaum Associates are printed on aciddree paper,
and thelr bindings are chosen lor strength and durability.

Printed in the United States of America
10887654321 .



