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Issues & Answers is an ongoing series of reports from short-term Fast Response Projects conducted by the regional educational laboratories on current education issues of importance at local, state, and regional levels. Fast Response Project topics
change to reflect new issues, as identified through lab outreach and requests for assistance from policymakers and educators at state and local levels and from communities, businesses, parents, families, and youth. All Issues & Answers reports
meet Institute of Education Sciences standards for scientifically valid research.
January 2011
This report was prepared for the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) under Contract ED-06-CO-0028 by Regional Educational Laboratory Southeast administered by SERVE Center at the University of North Carolina at Greensboro. The content
of the publication does not necessarily reflect the views or policies of IES or the U.S. Department of Education nor does
mention of trade names, commercial products, or organizations imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.
This report is in the public domain. While permission to reprint this publication is not necessary, it should be cited as:
Fredricks, J., McColskey, W., Meli, J., Mordica, J., Montrosse, B., and Mooney, K. (2011). Measuring student engagement in
upper elementary through high school: a description of 21 instruments. (Issues & Answers Report, REL 2011–No. 098). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Southeast. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.
This report is available on the regional educational laboratory website at http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs.

i

Summary

REL 2011–No. 098

Measuring student engagement in
upper elementary through high school:
a description of 21 instruments
This report reviews the characteristics
of 21 instruments that measure student engagement in upper elementary
through high school. It summarizes what
each instrument measures, describes its
purposes and uses, and provides technical information on its psychometric
properties.
Researchers, educators, and policymakers
are increasingly focused on student engagement as the key to addressing problems
of low achievement, student boredom and
alienation, and high dropout rates (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris 2004). To
increase student engagement, educators and
evaluators need to understand how engagement has been defined and to assess the options for measuring it. However, instruments
for measuring engagement are not easily
accessible as a group in a way that allows for
comparison because they arise from different disciplinary perspectives and theoretical
frameworks.
This report summarizes the characteristics of
instruments that measure student engagement
in upper elementary through high school,
providing information on the range of instruments available. It is not a technical review of
the quality of these measures.

The findings are organized in response to two
questions addressed by the study:
•

What instruments are available to measure student engagement in upper elementary through high school?

•

What are the characteristics of each identified measure?

The report describes the results of a literature review to identify available instruments.
The 21 instruments identified are described
according to what is measured, their purpose and use, and the technical information
available on their psychometric properties.
The instruments include 14 student self-report
instruments, 3 teacher reports on students,
and 4 observational measures
•

What is measured. The constructs assessed
can be described by the extent to which
the instruments represent the multidimensional nature of engagement (behavioral, emotional, and cognitive) and the
object of engagement. Of the 14 student
self-report instruments described, 5 assess all three dimensions of engagement,
5 assess two dimensions, and 4 assess one
dimension. Nine are worded to reflect
general engagement in school, and five are
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worded for use at the class level. Two of
the three teacher report instruments can be
used by teachers for reporting on student
engagement in any subject and the third
for reporting on engagement in reading.
Two of the four observation measures
provide a coding system for observing
an individual student’s on- and off-task
behavior or engaged time in classroom
settings, and two assess classroom engagement across all students in the class.
•

Purpose and use. The 21 instruments
have several different purposes and uses,
including research on motivational and
cognitive theories of learning; research
on disengagement and dropping out;
evaluation of school reform efforts and
interventions; monitoring of engagement
at the teacher, school, or district level;
diagnosis and monitoring at the student
level; and needs assessment of students’

developmental assets (the relationships,
opportunities, and personal qualities
that young people need to avoid risks and
enhance positive outcomes).
•

Technical information on psychometric properties. Reliability and validity
information was found for all but one
instrument. Overall, developers reported
internal consistency results for student
self-report and teacher report measures
that were at or near acceptable levels for
use, ranging from .49 to .93, with most
scales at .70 to .80. Substantial information
was also available on validity. For example, 13 measures had positive correlations
with measures of student achievement.
This report does not judge whether the
technical information accessed is sufficient
for any particular use of an instrument.
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