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ABSTRACT
This meta-analytic review examines the relationships between
students’ sense of school belonging and students’ motivational,
social-emotional, behavioural, and academic functioning in sec-
ondary education. Moreover, it examines to what extent these
relationships differ between different student groups (grade
level, SES), measurement instruments, and region. The meta-
analysis included 82 correlational studies, published in peer-
reviewed journals between 2000 and 2018. Results revealed, on
average, a small positive correlation with academic achievement,
and small to moderate positive correlations with motivational
outcomes such as mastery goal orientations; with social-
emotional outcomes such as self-concept and self-efficacy; and
with behavioural outcomes such as behavioural, cognitive, and
agentic engagement. A small negative correlation is observed
with absence and dropout rates. Similar results are found across
different student groups (grade level, SES). Although the results
vary to some extent across measurement instruments and region,
generally, the results reveal that school belonging plays an impor-
tant role in students’ school life.
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Introduction

Meeting the psychological needs of adolescents who have become disaffected from
school is one of the biggest challenges in education (Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie
2012; Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris 2004). In the past decades, increased attention
has been given to the importance of fulfilling the need to belong (Maslow 1962) in
educational contexts. Researchers emphasise the importance of a caring school envir-
onment that facilitates a sense of community and a feeling of belongingness among
students (Allen et al. 2018; Battistich et al. 1997; Osterman 2000). This feeling of
belongingness is often defined in the literature as a sense of school belonging.1

A widely accepted definition of school belonging is ‘the extent to which students feel
personally accepted, respected, included, and supported by others in the school social
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environment’ (Goodenow 1993, 80; also using the label school membership). Multiple
studies conducted in the last decade have shown that having a sense of school belonging
is positively related to student functioning such as students’ school motivation (e.g.
Gonida, Voulala, and Kiosseoglou 2009; Walker and Greene 2009), their social-
emotional functioning such as their self-esteem (e.g. Dotterer and Wehrspann 2016),
their classroom behaviour (e.g. Kiefer, Alley, and Ellerbrock 2015), and their academic
achievement (e.g. Anderman 2003; Ma 2003; Niemiec and Ryan 2009; Pittman,
Richmond, and Richmond 2007; Zimmer-Gembeck et al. 2006) but negatively related
to school dropout (e.g. Hascher and Hagenauer 2010; Ream and Rumberger 2008).

The meta-analysis presented here gives estimates of the strength of the suggested
relationships between school belonging and various student outcomes across a broad
range of studies and educational contexts. In the present meta-analysis, school belong-
ing is considered as independent variable and students’ motivational, social-emotional,
behavioural, and academic achievement outcomes are considered as dependent vari-
ables. In line with the belongingness hypothesis (Baumeister and Leary 1995), having
a sense of school belonging is perceived as a prerequisite for overall school functioning.

Meta-analyses provide insight into the strength of presumed relationships among
variables by combining the knowledge from previously published papers about
a specific topic. This paper builds on previous review studies on school belonging
and related student outcomes. For example, Osterman (2000) published a review on
students’ need for belonging in the school community by integrating a broad range of
previously published papers on belongingness, feelings of acceptance, and the role of
school communities. Thereafter, Fredricks et al. (2004) published a comprehensive
review on school engagement, including a focus on school belonging. Roorda,
Koomen, Spilt, and Oort (2011) published a meta-analysis on the relation between
teacher–student relationships and students’ school engagement and achievement.
Several years later, the ‘Handbook of research on student engagement’ was published,
incorporating multiple contributions on engagement and belonging of scholars from
various academic fields (Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie 2012). Following Roorda et al.
(2011), the mediating effect of school engagement on the relationship between teacher–
student relations and achievement was studied by (Roorda et al. 2017). In Allen et al.
(2018) published a meta-analysis on the relationships between secondary school stu-
dents’ sense of school belonging (as dependent variable) and a broad range of student
variables such as academic motivation, parental support, and teacher support. Yet, little
attention was given to academic achievement in Allen et al., whereas improvement of
student achievement is one of the most important goals in education. Additionally, they
only included studies originating from English-speaking countries. Another observation
is that few review studies have incorporated unfavourable student outcomes in their
search terms, such as early school dropout, despite the fact that several studies
emphasise the importance of engagement to prevent students from dropping out of
school (Hascher and Hagenauer 2010; Ream and Rumberger 2008).

The present study builds on these previously published reviews by providing
a comprehensive meta-analysis on the relationships between school belonging and
a wide range of student outcomes, including their academic achievement and unfavour-
able outcomes such as school dropout. This was done by conducting a meta-analysis of
the relevant peer-reviewed studies published between 2000 and 2018. Few correlational
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studies have been published about school belonging before 2000. Thereafter, the
number of studies considering this topic increased quite rapidly, which is why
the year 2000 was taken as the starting point for the literature search. To further our
understanding of the suggested relationships in secondary education, the presented
meta-analysis examines to what extent these relationships differ between different
student groups (across grade levels, namely lower/upper grades in secondary education;
and across students from different socioeconomic backgrounds), measurement instru-
ments, and region. Students in the lower grades may not (yet) have developed a strong
connection to their new school, still being in the early phase of their identity formation
process (Flum and Kaplan 2012). For them, a sense of school belonging may be more
strongly related to their school functioning than for students in the upper grades.
Moreover, little is known about differences between regions, particularly because
most studies about school belonging have been published in the USA, whereas some
relationships among variables may be stronger or weaker in other regions. Few scholars
have studied the moderating role of culture (e.g. Western versus Eastern countries) in
their meta-analyses. An exception is the study of Lei, Cui, and Chiu (2016). Their
results indicated that positive teacher–student relationships might reduce externalising
behaviour problems more for Western than for Eastern students, whereas negative
teacher–student relationships might increase externalising behaviour problems more
for Eastern than for Western students. Following these results, the associations between
school belonging and the various student outcomes might be stronger for Western
students than for Eastern students.

Some researchers have posed that students with low SES ‘have more to gain or to
lose than other students’ (Roorda et al. 2011, 497; see also Hamre and Pianta 2001),
suggesting that interpersonal relationships at school are more important for low SES
students than for high SES students. Therefore, we expected stronger associations
between school belonging and student outcomes for low SES students. SES is a strong
predictor of students’ overall school functioning (e.g. Van Rooijen et al. 2017). When
the relationships between school belonging and, for example, academic achievement are
stronger for low-SES students, this further enhances our understanding of (how to deal
with) underperformance of low-SES students. Finally, due to the fact that various
measurement instruments have been used to measure students’ sense of school belong-
ing in the past decades, we examined to what extent the associations between school
belonging and the student outcomes differed across measurement instruments.

The research questions guiding this meta-analysis were:

(1) To what extent is secondary school students’ school belonging related to students’
motivational, social-emotional, behavioural, and academic outcomes?

(2) To what extent do these relationships differ between different student groups
(grade level, SES), different measurement instruments that were used to measure
school belonging, and different regions where the included studies were conducted?

Since scholars have used a broad range of related constructs, we will explain the meaning
of these constructs in the theoretical framework, clarify similarities and dissimilarities,
and explain the theoretical rationale behind the present study. Thereafter, the meta-
analysis is presented. Important to note here is that the meta-analysis is correlational in
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nature. In line with the earlier stated belongingness hypothesis as well as the self-
determination theory (Ryan and Deci 2009; see theoretical framework for further details),
one could argue that having a sense of school belonging is a basic psychological need that,
if fulfilled, will result in favourable outcomes (e.g. motivation for school). In that sense,
school belonging can be viewed as the predictor of students’ academic, motivational,
social-emotional, and behavioural outcomes. As will be explained in the results section,
seven broad categories of relevant (i.e. school-related) student outcomes were included in
the meta-analysis, namely academic achievement, motivational outcomes, perceived
learning environment, behavioural engagement, educational aspirations/attitudes,
absence/dropout rates, and self-perceptions.

Theoretical framework

School belonging

The concepts school belonging, school relatedness, school connectedness, school mem-
bership, and identification with school are interchangeably used by scholars, with small
differences in operationalisation (Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie 2012). As a result, the
precise meaning of each construct is not always transparent, although they seem to have
the same general meaning. The theoretical basis for all these concepts is the so-called
belongingness hypothesis. This hypothesis states that human beings ‘have a pervasive
drive to form and maintain at least a minimum quantity of lasting, positive, and
significant interpersonal relationships’ (Baumeister and Leary 1995, 497). Belonging is
defined as ‘an individual’s sense of being accepted, valued, included, and encouraged by
others’ (Baumeister and Leary 1995), strongly in line with the definition provided by
Goodenow (1993; see also Goodenow and Grady, 1993), presented in the introduction. In
a similar vein, Libbey (2004) defined school connectedness as ‘a student’s relationship to
school’ (274). The various labels and different operationalisations are explained and
discussed below to clarify the similarities and dissimilarities across the various constructs.

The often-cited work of Finn (1989) has been used to develop measurement frame-
works for the school belonging construct, presumably because Finn used a variety of
important concepts in his participation-identification model to explain dropout beha-
viour, including students’ identification with school (e.g. Voelkl 1996). Finn and Kasza
(2009) have indicated that the identification with school construct is similar to the
constructs school bonding, school connectedness, school membership, and school
attachment. The participation-identification model posits that only the students who
identify with their school develop a perception of school belonging. This perception of
belonging then facilitates the students’ engagement and their commitment to schooling.
As stated previously, the social context determines whether students identify with the
school, since teacher–student relations and support from teachers and peers are the
basis of students’ perception of school belonging (see also Allen et al. 2018; Roorda et al.
2011; Voelkl 1996, 1997, 2012).

The concept of school belonging has been integrated in various broader theoretical
models as well. For example, Wehlage et al. (1989) and Smerdon (2002) used a broader
definition of school membership, including three interrelated dimensions, namely (a)
students’ feeling of belonging (based on Baumeister and Leary 1995), (b) students’
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commitment to school (regarding the institute as a whole, e.g. valuable for their own
future), and (c) students’ commitment to academic work (e.g. whether the investment
in it is personally rewarding). These authors state that full membership only occurs
when students have all these feelings.

Another theoretical model that has incorporated school belonging to some extent is
the model proposed in the self-determination theory (SDT). SDT is a macrotheory of
human motivation that explains people’s inherent growth tendencies and innate psy-
chological needs. The theory suggests that when basic psychological needs such as the
need for relatedness, the need for autonomy, and the need for competence are met,
positive outcomes occur. The need for autonomy refers to the experience of behaviour
as volitional and reflectively self-endorsed. The need for competence refers to the
experience of behaviour as effectively enacted (Niemiec and Ryan 2009, 133). The
need to belong is included in this theory under the label ‘need for relatedness’ (Ryan
and Deci 2009; see also Deci and Ryan, 1985; Deci and Ryan 2002; Deci et al. 1991;
Niemiec and Ryan 2009), facilitating the process of internalisation. This means that
people tend to internalise values and practices from contexts (and people within that
context) in which they experience a sense of belonging (Niemiec and Ryan 2009).
Within the school context, as explained in Korpershoek (2016), following both the
belongingness hypothesis as well as SDT, students generally have a pervasive drive (or
in SDT an innate need) to form and maintain significant interpersonal relationships
(e.g. with their teachers and peers) and a psychological need to create ties to the school
as institution. In SDT, individual needs are perceived as mediators between contextual
factors and engagement (what is meant here is behavioural engagement, see the next
paragraph), suggesting that students will be more engaged when the school or class-
room context meets their basic psychological needs. Moreover, the theory posits that
intrinsic motivation is sustained when basic psychological needs are met. The need for
relatedness is not necessarily a prerequisite for intrinsic motivation, but a ‘needed
backdrop’ that makes expression of the innate growth tendency of intrinsic motivation
more likely (Deci and Ryan 2000, 235).

Notably, in the above-stated literature, it is generally assumed that those who do not
have a sense of connection to a group or community will likely experience a variety of
ill effects on health, adjustment, and well-being (Baumeister and Leary 1995). Several
studies have indicated that school bonding (e.g. Maddox and Prinz 2003), school
relatedness (e.g. Deci and Ryan 2000) and school connectedness (e.g. Resnick et al.
1997; Shochet et al. 2006; see also Lohmeier and Lee 2011) are negatively associated
with unfavourable characteristics such as anxiety, low self-esteem, depression, substance
use, delinquency, and antisocial behaviour. A positive relation with teachers and peers
is vital for students’ engagement and achievement in school (Lam et al. 2012; Roorda
et al. 2011) and students are less likely to drop out of high schools where these
relationships are positive (Lee and Burkam 2003).

School belonging and school engagement

Research on school engagement can be used to place the school belonging construct in
a broader theoretical framework. School engagement is a multidimensional construct
(Appleton, Christenson, and Furlong 2008; Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie 2012; Finn
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and Zimmer 2012; Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer 2009; Wang, Willett, and Eccles
2011), that can be defined as the quality of a student’s connection or involvement with
the endeavour of schooling and hence with the people, activities, goals, values, and
place that compose it (Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer 2009, 494). Engagement is
a ‘meta’ construct that represents the interaction between the individual and the
environment, that is, not as a trait-like characteristic of individuals. However, numer-
ous different conceptualisations of school (or student) engagement have been used in
prior studies. Corno and Mandinach (2004) state that school engagement ‘emerges
from the productive exercise of academic work’ (311), but what is meant by the term is
not explained. In the PISA 2000 studies, student engagement (in the school context)
refers to students’ attitudes towards schooling and their participation in school activities
(Willms 2003, 8). Somewhat in contrast, some scholars suggest that engagement is
a manifestation of motivation (Wigfield et al. 2006). The often referred to review study
of Fredricks et al. (2004) distinguishes three domains, namely between behavioural,
emotional, and cognitive engagement (see also Finn and Zimmer 2012; Furlong et al.
2003; Lawson and Lawson 2013; Wang, Willett, and Eccles 2011).

Behavioural engagement (or classroom engagement; Archambault, Pagani, and
Fitzpatrick 2013; Blatchford, Bassett, and Brown 2011) represents students’ active
involvement and participation in academic or extracurricular activities. It can be split
into three levels of observable engagement (Finn 1989; Finn and Rock 1997). Level one
includes students’ conformity to classroom and school rules, being prepared, and
paying attention to the teacher. Level two refers to student initiative, enthusiasm, and
spending more time on schoolwork. Level three includes involvement in school-related
extracurricular activities. Appleton et al. (2006) distinguish between behavioural
engagement (attendance, suspensions, participation in extracurricular activities) and
academic engagement (e.g. time on task, homework completion). Cognitive engage-
ment incorporates ‘thoughtfulness and willingness to exert the effort necessary to
comprehend complex ideas and master difficult skills’ (60; see also Greene and Miller
1996; Walker, Greene, and Mansell 2006). The construct is generally measured by
indicators such as students’ perceptions and value of learning and the utilisation of self-
regulation strategies.

Emotional engagement encompasses positive and negative reactions to teachers,
classmates, academics, and school and is presumed to influence willingness to do the
required school work. It encompasses students’ relationship with their teachers and
peers (Appleton, Christenson, and Furlong 2008) and has to do with ‘students’
feelings about school and the degree to which they care about their school’
(Sciarra and Seirup 2008, 218), thus with students’ feelings of belongingness
(Osterman 2000). It is presumed to create ties to an institution, in other words,
create a sense of school belonging. Appleton et al. (2006) use the label ‘psychological
engagement’ for this component, while Jimerson, Campos, and Greif (2003)
utilise the label ‘affective engagement’. Following these definitions, school belonging
is, in our view, conceptually similar to emotional engagement. For more clarity,
Figure 1 gives an overview of the various construct labels and synonyms for school
belonging and presents that, in our view, school belonging is conceptually similar to
emotional engagement.
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In the literature, it is widely accepted that emotional, behavioural, and cognitive
engagement are interrelated, that there are multiple indicators for each type, and that
these indicators partly overlap with constructs such as motivation to learn, self-efficacy,
and attitudes towards school (e.g. Appleton et al. 2006; Fredricks et al., 2004). Fredricks
et al. (2004) further stress that engagement can vary in intensity and duration; it can be
short term and situation specific or long term and stable. Moreover, they
emphasise that engagement in the classroom and engagement in the larger school
community are distinct types of engagement. They, however, report that many studies
they included in their review have failed to make these distinctions. Conceptualising
school belonging as the emotional dimension in the broader school engagement con-
struct further underlines the theoretical distinction between students’ emotional and
behavioural functioning in school. The distinction between behavioural and emotional
engagement has been used in other publications besides Fredricks et al. (2004) and
Appleton et al. (2006). For example, Skinner and Belmont (1993; see also Skinner,
Wellborn, & Connell, 1990; Skinner et al., 2009; Skinner, Marchand, Furrer, &
Kindermann, 2008) considered students’ behavioural engagement in terms of students’
effort, attention, and persistence during the initiation and execution of learning activ-
ities, and students’ emotional engagement in terms of their emotional reactions in the
classroom. This includes emotions such as interest versus boredom, happiness versus
sadness, anxiety, and anger (see also Roeser, Strobel, and Quihuis 2002). Skinner et al.
(2009) explain that the quality of students’ participation includes engaged behaviour

Figure 1. Relationships between the various constructs.
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(e.g. on-task behaviour) as well as engaged emotion (e.g. enthusiasm) and that these
components interact.

In addition to the three types of engagement used by Fredricks et al. (2004), other
scholars have also studied disengagement, mainly to characterise students who ‘do not
feel they belong at school and have withdrawn from school activities in a significant
way’ (Willms 2003, 8). Finn and Kasza (2009) define disengagement as ‘the failure to
develop a sense of school membership, failure to participate actively in class and school
activities or failure to become cognitively involved in learning’ (8). Other terms for this
are school alienation, disaffection, and disconnectedness. Like the engagement con-
struct, these terms incorporate behavioural indicators (e.g. irregular school and class
attendance, no homework completion) and emotional indicators (e.g. a feeling of being
disaffected), though they are not always labelled in that fashion in the literature. Some
scholars suggest that disaffection and engagement are separate constructs, and not the
ends of one continuum (e.g. Skinner et al. 2009; Skinner et al. 2008). Salmela-Aro et al.
(2009) use the term school burnout when they refer to feelings of disengagement,
although their definition refers to a broader set of feelings such as exhaustion because
of school demands, cynical and detached attitude towards one’s school, and feelings of
inadequacy as a student (49). In line with their expectations, Salmela-Aro and
Upadyaya (2014) found that school burnout predicted schoolwork engagement
negatively.

Following these theoretical notions, it was decided to include a broad range of search
terms and synonyms of school belonging and engagement in our database searches, to
provide a comprehensive overview of relevant studies. Moreover, it stresses the need to
analyse potential differences between the various measurement instruments that were
used to measure school belonging (or a similar construct) in the primary studies. In the
following section, we will elaborate on the methods we have used.

Method

Literature search and inclusion criteria

This meta-analysis focuses on studies published in English in peer-reviewed journals
between January 20002 and December 2018. Online database searches included ERIC
and PsycINFO, focusing on peer-reviewed journal articles. The following combination
of terms was used: (school OR education) AND (engagement OR belonging OR
relatedness OR connectedness OR membership OR identification with school OR
identity OR commitment OR adjustment OR attachment) AND (educational outcomes
OR cognitive OR achievement OR performance OR grades OR motivation OR drop-
out* OR self-concept OR self-efficacy OR competence OR mastery OR expectanc* for
success OR intrinsic value OR valu* of schooling OR aspirations OR expectations OR
importance of schooling OR absenteeism OR attendance), focusing on students in
secondary education. Additionally, the Handbook of research on student engagement
(Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie 2012), the review study of Roorda et al. (2011) and
the meta-analysis of Allen et al. (2018) were consulted for relevant additional papers by
screening the reference lists.

The selection criteria were:
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(1) The study related students’ sense of school belonging to relevant academic,
motivational, social-emotional, and/or behavioural student outcomes;

(2) The study was conducted in regular secondary education classrooms (excluding
special needs education, studies with more than 25% single-sex schools, physical
education, and out-of-school activities) and focuses on regular students (students
with emotional and/or behavioural disorders, learning disabilities, and gifted
students were excluded). Secondary education includes grades 6/7 to 12, includ-
ing middle school and high school. When grade 6 students were still in primary
school, the sample was not included;

(3) The study used quantitative research methods (excluding qualitative studies,
ethnographic studies, case studies, and action research) and the student sample
used in the study consisted of at least 30 students in order to calculate the
correlation coefficients.

Empirical evidence for a causal relationship between school belonging and the various
student outcomes is scarce. Despite the fact that some studies label school belonging as
predictor of other variables, they often only studied correlational effects. Hence, it was
decided to focus on all types of correlational studies, irrespective of the direction of the
effects.

The ERIC and PsycINFO database searches resulted in 7,090 unique records (see
Figure 2). After initial screening of the titles and abstracts by the first author, 679 papers
were included for further inspection (eliminating the off-topic papers and/or papers
that already showed in the abstract that they did not meet the inclusion criteria). The
additional searches in Christenson et al. (2012) and Roorda et al. (2011) did not result
in new potentially relevant papers (those that appeared relevant were already included
in the 679 selected papers). The additional searches in Allen et al. (2018) resulted in 19
potentially relevant papers that were not yet included, resulting in an overall number of
698 potentially relevant papers. Two researchers (including the first author) read and
judged a first subset of about 17% of the 698 full papers (n = 121), using the three
inclusion criteria. The inter-rater agreement was 0.94 (114 out of 121 cases), Cohen’s
Kappa being 0.84. When there was a disagreement (n = 7), the authors read the full
papers again in more detail and discussed until full consensus was reached. While
assessing the papers, it was discovered that in some studies, the dependent and
independent variables measured were part of the same measurement instrument.
After deliberation, it was decided to not include those results, by adding a fourth
inclusion criterion:

(4) The dependent and independent variables measured in the study were not part of
the same measurement instrument.

When other relevant outcome variables were included in those studies (i.e. the studies
that did not meet the fourth criterion), only the outcome variables that were part of the
same measurement instrument were excluded. Because full consensus was reached
about all papers by adding the fourth criterion, it was decided that the remaining
papers (n = 577) would be assessed by the first author only. In 10 cases, the co-authors
were consulted to decide about the eligibility.
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In total, 82 studies met all inclusion criteria (see flow chart in Figure 2). The
other 616 papers were excluded due to the following reasons: off-topic papers were
eliminated (criterion 1; n = 535). These were studies that did not measure sense of
school belonging (or a related construct), studies that measured sense of school
belonging as a broader, more general construct (e.g. school engagement without
subdimensions), and/or studies that did not relate sense of school belonging to
relevant outcome measures (e.g. achievement measures). From the remaining set of
papers, 44 were not conducted in regular secondary education classrooms (criterion
2), 17 studies did not use quantitative research methods and/or reported on samples
of less than 30 students (criterion 3), in seven studies the dependent and indepen-
dent variables measured were part of the same measurement instrument (e.g.
measuring behavioural, cognitive, and emotional engagement; criterion 4), and
from 13 papers only the abstracts were available.

Figure 2. Flow chart.
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Coding

The selected studies were coded for further study, including the following information:
(a) general information (title, country in which the study was conducted), (b) background
characteristics of the students (ethnicity, socioeconomic status, age, grade level), (c)
which constructs were measured (how they were measured, who provided the ratings,
and type of measurement instrument), and (d) statistical information (sample size and
correlation coefficients). A summary of the included studies is presented in Table 1. The
table includes information on the sample size, the labelling of the school belonging
construct, the measurement instrument used, and a list of student outcomes (categorised
into seven broad categories for ease of interpretation, see footnote of Table 1 for detailed
information).

All in all, the meta-analysis included the following numbers of studies per region:
USA/Canada (n = 57), Europe (n = 9), Asia (n = 8), Australia (n = 4), South America
(n = 2), and multiple countries (n = 2 ; of which one study reported the data for
a subgroup of Asian students and a subgroup of USA students separately). From the 82
included studies, 24 were conducted in middle school, 38 in high school, and 20 studies
included students from both grade levels. From the studies focused on both grade levels,
8 reported data for middle school and high school separately. From the 51 studies (62%)
that reported students’ SES, 16 were considered low SES samples (>40% free or reduced
lunch), 33 were considered middle/high SES (<40% free or reduced lunch), and two
studies included a subgroup of students with low SES and a subgroup of middle/high
SES and reported associations for both groups separately.

Analyses

From each study, the correlation coefficients between school belonging and all relevant
student outcomes are included. These correlation coefficients can serve as the effect size
index. For the meta-analysis, the correlation coefficients are transformed into Fisher’s Z
(ZFisher). The studies are weighted by the accuracy of the effect size they provide, by
using the inverse of the variance as a weight. The variance depends on the sample size.
Larger sample sizes yield lower variances and subsequently higher weights. For each
characteristic, a summary ZFisher value (an average effect size) is calculated. For the
purpose of clear presentation, these summary values are converted back to correlations.
When a study reported correlations with more than one similar student outcome, we
averaged these measures and used this as the study’s effect.

The variance of this averaged study effect was calculated by means of the formula
provided by Borenstein et al. (2009; 230, formula 24.6), which is Vȳ =
1
mV 1þ m� 1ð Þrð Þ:V is the variance, m is the number of outcomes within a study,
r is the correlation between outcome measures of the same type. We estimated this
correlation at 0.7. By doing this, the variance of the studies was adjusted in such a way
that the variance decreased slightly when multiple outcome measures were reported.

Correlations with school belonging are calculated for seven domains (see Table 1):
academic achievement, motivational outcomes, perceived learning environment, beha-
vioural engagement, educational aspirations/attitudes, absence/dropout rates, and self-
perceptions. Since different measurement instruments were used to measure school
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belonging in the primary studies, separate analyses for each measurement instrument
are conducted as well. Correlations are reported when a measurement instrument was
used in at least three studies. This is also done for regions (Asia, Australia, Europe,
South America, USA/Canada, multiple countries). Additionally, group differences are
reported to evaluate differences between students in different grade levels and between
students from different socioeconomic backgrounds.

For the analyses of the summary effects, the study is used as unit of analysis. For the
analyses of group differences related to country, socioeconomic background and grade
level, the study was also used as unit of analysis. However, when studies reported data for
more than one category, the study was split up. This happened for studies that reported
data for two subsamples, but also in the case of grade year when there were multiple
measurement moments of the same sample (in the latter case the variances of the split up
studies were adjusted so that its total weight in the analysis remained the same). For the
analyses of group differences related to the measurement instrument and the specified
outcome type, the variousmeasureswithin a study are used as the unit of analysis, instead
of the study itself as the unit. This is because there were several studies in which results
were reported for more than one measurement instrument or specific outcome type. In
short: the within-study differences compelled us to change the unit of analysis. We
adjusted the variances, and thus the weights, by multiplying the variances of each
outcome measure with the number of measures of the same outcome type within
a study. By doing this, the overall weight of a study with multiple outcome measures
remained largely the same, but not fully, as we were unable to correct for the changing
within-group variances (T-squared) per analysis. ComprehensiveMeta-Analysis software
of Biostat was used to carry out all statistical analyses (Borenstein et al. 2009).

Results

Results for research question 1

A total of 82 studies (including 208,796 students) were included in the meta-analysis.
Table 2 shows the overall results of the average correlations between school belonging
and the seven domains.

Table 2 reveals, on average, small to moderately large associations between school
belonging and a broad range of student outcomes. The average correlation coefficients are
positive for all student outcomes except for the absence/dropout rates, which was negative.
The correlations between school belonging and academic achievement and school belonging
and absence/dropout rates were small3 (r = .18 and r = −.16, respectively), whereas the
correlations with the other motivational, social-emotional, and behavioural outcomes were
medium to moderately large (varying between r = .30 and .39). The Q-statistics in Table 2
show if there is significant heterogeneity among the effect sizes. For all student outcomes
(except absence/dropout rates) the Q-statistic is significant, indicating that the variations in
effect size reflect real differences and that it is not a random error.

Table 3 shows the results for specific student outcomes within the seven domains,
that is, those student outcomes that were reported at least three times. Across the
studies included in the analyses, sense of school belonging was, as expected, positively
associated with most of the specific student outcomes, that is, with academic
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achievement such as school grades; with motivational outcomes such as mastery goal
orientations; with social-emotional outcomes such as self-concept and self-efficacy; and
with behavioural outcomes such as behavioural, cognitive, and agentic engagement.
Some notable results are discussed below.

Many studies included a measure of school grades (n = 67). School belonging was
positively associated with this variable (r = .18). The association with standardised test
scores (n = 19) was also in the positive direction (r = .12), though less strong.
Additionally, students’ sense of school belonging was positively related to their per-
ceived learning environment, such as the perceived classroom climate (r = .40) and
a more mastery-oriented classroom goal structure (r = .44), indicating that students

Table 2. Summary effects for the student characteristics (n = 82 studies).
95% confidence interval

Student outcomes
n

studies Correlation
Lower
bound

Upper
bound Q-statistic (df)

Academic achievement 54 .18*** .15 .21 1628.0*** (53)
Motivational outcomes 11 .30*** .21 .38 192.6*** (10)
Perceived learning environment 15 .39*** .29 .48 589.9*** (14)
Behavioural engagement 23 .36*** .29 .42 572.5*** (22)
Educational aspirations/attitudes 22 .29** .16 .42 2849.2*** (21)
Absence/dropout rates 9 −.16*** −.18 −.14 5.3 (8)
Self-perceptions 23 .37*** .32 .42 457.0*** (22)

* p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p< .001.

Table 3. Summary effects for specific student outcomes (n ≥ 3).
95% confidence

interval

Student outcomes Specific student characteristics
n

tests Correlation
Lower
bound

Upper
bound

Academic achievement School grades 67 .18*** .16 .20
Standardised test scores 19 .12*** .06 .19

Motivational outcomes Performance approach goals 6 .06 −.06 .17
Mastery approach goals 8 .34*** .23 .44
Extrinsic motivation 3 .13 −.02 .28
Social motivation 7 .16 −.08 .39

Perceived learning
environment

Performance approach classroom goal structure 3 −.05 −.43 .34

Mastery approach classroom goal structure 4 .44*** .36 .51
Perceived classroom climate/disciplinary climate/
school fairness

13 .40*** .30 .49

Behavioural
engagement

Behavioural/academic engagement and academic
effort

29 .35*** .29 .41

Cognitive engagement 13 .40*** .33 .47
Agentic engagement/agency beliefs 3 .35*** .25 .43

Educational
aspirations/attitudes

Educational aspirations 19 .18*** .12 .25

Academic attitude 4 .42* .08 .67
Intrinsic value for school subject 10 .36*** .32 .40
Importance of schooling for future success/
perceived instrumentality

9 .24* .03 .42

Absence/dropout rates Absence data 7 −.16*** −.18 −.14
Dropout data 4 −.17*** −.21 −.13

Self-perceptions Self-concept/perceived competence/agency for
ability/self-esteem

24 .35*** .29 .40

Self-efficacy/expectations for success 15 .38*** .30 .44

* p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p< .001.
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with high levels of school belonging perceived their learning environment as more
mastery oriented and generally as a more favourable classroom climate. The correla-
tions between school belonging and some motivational outcomes (performance
approach goals, extrinsic motivation, and social motivation) were small and non-
significant, in contrast with the positive association between school belonging and
mastery approach goals. The correlation with performance approach classroom goal
structure was also very small and non-significant, in contrast with the positive associa-
tion between school belonging and mastery approach classroom goal structure. Table 3
further reveals negative associations for the dropout and absence data, indicating that
students with a stronger sense of school belonging showed lower absence and dropout
rates. The differences in effect sizes between the various student outcomes were
significant (Q-between = 1353.88; df = 20; p < .001).

Subsequently, we examined whether the findings were influenced by publication bias.
This might happen because studies with large sample sizes and studies with high effect
sizes are more likely to be published than studies based on small sample sizes or
reporting small or non-significant effects. For each outcome type, we created a funnel
plot of the relationship between standard error and effect size of the studies and applied
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill method (Borenstein et al. 2009) to estimate the
degree of bias. According to this method, publication bias is indicated when the effect
sizes of the primary studies in the meta-analysis are not distributed evenly around the
mean effect in a funnel plot. The Duval and Tweedie’s method explores if the symmetry
of the distribution can be optimised by imputing (filling in) trimmed values of the most
extreme effect sizes, but with opposite effect direction, and if so, it calculates an adjusted
estimate of the effect size based on the observed and imputed studies. We searched for
potentially missing studies on the left as well as the right side of the mean and used
a random effects model for this.

We found no publication bias for the outcome types focused on motivation,
perceived learning environment, educational aspirations and self-perceptions.
However, we did find some publication bias for the other outcome types. The
estimated adjusted effect sizes for these outcomes are: academic outcomes r =
0.215 (LL = 0.182; UL = 0.247), engagement r = 0.421 (LL = 0.353; UL = 0.485),
and absence/dropout r = −0.158 (LL = −0.174; UL = −0.141). The estimated
adjusted summary effects for the academic outcomes and engagement are somewhat
higher than the observed summary effects. The adjusted summary effect for absence/
dropout is practically the same as the observed summary effect. Figure 3 shows the
funnel plots with the observed and imputed studies (when applicable) for each
outcome type. The vertical line in the middle represents the average effect. The
white circles represent the observed studies that were included in the meta-analysis,
the black circles represent the imputed (missing) studies. The white diamond at the
bottom of each funnel plot shows the summary effect of the observed studies only,
the black diamond shows the summary effect after adjustment for publication bias,
with the imputed studies included.
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Results for research question 2

The significant heterogeneity we found for the summary effects of most outcome types
indicated that there are real differences between the effects within each category. We
examined whether the measurement instrument used to measure the effects, the region
in which the study was executed, and the student characteristics (grade level and SES)
moderated the summary effects, by executing multiple meta-ANOVA tests. Table 4 shows
the test results for the group differences. A significant effect indicates that the groups differ,
for example, that the correlations are higher in one region compared to the others.

In summary, Table 4 shows that the reported correlations differed per measure-
ment instrument for several student outcomes, namely for academic achievement,

Figure 3. Funnel plots.
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motivational outcomes, behavioural engagement, and self-perceptions. For the other
student outcomes, group differences could not be calculated, because there were no
groups (or only one group) with at least three tests that used the same measurement
instrument. The more precise results are presented in Table 5. The reported correla-
tions differed to some extent per region, but only for perceived learning environment
and behavioural engagement. For grade level and for socioeconomic background
(SES), no significant between-group differences were found. The precise results are
presented in Table 6.

In Tables 5 and 6, the correlations per group are presented when it was included in
at least three tests. Note that it may be the case that these tests were either conducted
within one primary study or in across primary studies. For absence/dropout rates, the
number of conducted tests per measurement instrument was all below three and are
therefore not reported in these tables.

The results are highly consistent regarding the direction of effects, that is, all
measurement instruments revealed positive correlations between school belonging
and the student outcomes. The only exceptions were the school belonging measures
in PISA and TIMSS for academic achievement and the school bonding measure in Add
Health for self-perceptions. The Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM)
questionnaire was most frequently used in the primary studies to assess students’ sense
of school belonging and has been related to a wide range of student outcomes. Also
here, we see a highly consistent positive trend across all student outcomes. Other
measurement instruments were used far less frequently, but also showed positive
associations.

Table 6 shows the results for region, grade level, and SES.

Table 4. Test results for the group differences (between measurement instruments, region, grade
level, and SES with ntests ≥3 per group).

Q-between (df)

Student outcomes Measurement instrumenta Regionb Grade levelc SESd

Academic achievement 55.51*** (8)
(n = 52)

2.91 (2)
(n = 51)

0.42 (2)
(n = 60)

3.10 (2)
(n = 56)

Motivational outcomes 22.11*** (3)
(n = 29)

0.01 (1)
(n = 9)

0.46 (2)
(n = 11)

2.71 (2)
(n = 11)

Perceived learning environment - 13.35*** (1)
(n = 11)

0.03 (1)
(n = 16)

0.01 (1)
(n = 13)

Behavioural engagement 12.80** (2)
(n = 18)

4.41* (1)
(n = 20)

5.58 (2)
(n = 25)

0.56 (2)
(n = 23)

Educational aspirations/attitudes - - 0.05 (1)
(n = 23)

1.19 (2)
(n = 23)

Absence/dropout rates - - 0.87 (1)
(n = 9)

0.10 (1)
(n = 7)

Self-perceptions 46.76*** (3)
(n = 26)

- 1.54 (2)
(n = 26)

2.64 (2)
(n = 23)

Notes. * p< .05, ** p< .01, *** p< .001. a Measurement instrument = measurement instrument used (see Table 1 for
further details). Number (n) corresponds with the number of tests that included this measurement instrument. b

Region = Asia, Australia, Europe, South America, USA/Canada, multiple countries. Number of studies (n) corresponds
with the number of primary studies in a specific region. c Grade level = middle school, high school, both. Number (n)
corresponds with the number of subgroups in the studies. When a study reported the results separately for each
grade level, this study is counted as two subgroups. Longitudinal studies are split into grade levels as well (the
sample sizes were adjusted accordingly). d SES = low SES (>40% free or reduced lunch), middle/high SES (<40% free
or reduced lunch), not specified. Number (n) corresponds with the number of subgroups in the studies. When a study
reported the results separately for each SES group, this study is counted as two subgroups.
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The correlation between school belonging and academic achievement appears some-
what higher in Asian countries than in the USA/Canada, and non-significant in Europe
(note that the differences between regions were not significant for academic achieve-
ment, see Table 4). Moreover, the correlation between school belonging and perceived
learning environment is somewhat higher in Australia than in the USA/Canada, and the
correlation between school belonging and behavioural engagement is higher in Asian
countries than in the USA/Canada. However, the samples of Asian, European, and
Australian studies are small, so these results need to be interpreted with caution. In line
with the test results presented earlier, the associations among the variables were
generally similar across grade levels (e.g. middle school versus high school samples).
The differences in correlations between school belonging and the student outcomes
across SES groups were also small. Comparing the low SES group to the middle/high
SES group reveals that the correlation between school belonging and educational
aspirations/attitudes is somewhat lower among the low SES group, but both indicated
a positive association between these variables.

Discussion

Discussion of the findings

The need to belong (Maslow 1962) has shown its relevance in the secondary school
context. The meta-analytic results show that students who ‘feel personally accepted,
respected, included, and supported by others in the school social environment’
(Goodenow 1993, 80) are likely to perform better in school (e.g. academic achievement)
and show more favourable motivational (e.g. mastery goal orientations), social-
emotional (e.g. self-concept and self-efficacy), and behavioural outcomes (e.g. beha-
vioural, cognitive, and agentic engagement). The importance of maintaining ‘at least
a minimum quantity of lasting, positive, and significant interpersonal relationships’
(Baumeister and Leary 1995, 497) in school is visibly expressed in our results by the
pattern of positive associations across a broad range of student outcomes. Although the
associations are small to moderate in size, the central role sense of school belonging
appears to play in school settings is striking.

One of the notable findings was that the results distinctly showed that students who
perceived their classroom as mastery goal oriented and were positive about the overall
classroom climate, also felt more strongly related to school. The effectiveness of inter-
ventions with a dual focus on, for example, strengthening students’ sense of school
belonging and triggering them to strive for mastery goals, needs to be further explored.
The importance of mastery goal oriented classrooms (instead of performance goal
oriented classrooms) was also presented by Rolland (2012) in her meta-analysis on
classroom goal structures (see also Fokkens-Bruinsma et al. 2018).

Furthermore, the positive and moderately strong relationships between school
belonging and self-concept and self-efficacy highlight the importance of school
belonging for students’ social-emotional functioning in school. The feeling of being
supported and encouraged by significant others (Baumeister and Leary 1995;
Goodenow 1993), such as teachers and peers, seems to stimulate students’ self-
esteem (or vice versa, see discussion later on). In a similar fashion, when students’
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need to belong is met, they are more behaviourally engaged, in line with the
belongingness hypothesis as well as SDT.

Our results further revealed a small positive association between school belonging
and achievement (for school grades; and to a lesser extent for standardised test scores).
That is, students’ with a higher sense of school belonging also showed more favourable
school grades, which was confirmed across no less than 67 tests reported in primary
studies. This is an important outcome for teachers. A plausible explanation for the
slightly stronger relationship for school grades compared to standardised achievement
tests could be that school grades represent more than achievement alone, as they are
often more subjective assessments of student functioning. School grades may, to some
extent, follow from teachers’ perception of students’ motivation and/or behaviour, in
addition to an assessment of students’ actual performance. It is important to note,
however, that a reciprocal relationship between school belonging and academic achieve-
ment is probable, due to the deteriorating effect of underperformance on students (e.g.
Willms 2003).

Similarly, school belonging was negatively associated with absence and dropout rates,
confirming that those who do not feel attached to their school are more likely to skip
classes or even become early school-leavers (see Hascher and Hagenauer 2010; Lee and
Burkam 2003; Ream and Rumberger 2008). Developing a stronger sense of school
belonging may prevent students from dropping out of school, as was already suggested
by Finn (1989) in his participation-identification model. The perception of belonging
facilitates the students’ engagement and their commitment to schooling. Woolley and
Bowen (2007) stress the importance of significant others (parents, people from school)
to stimulate feelings of school belonging among adolescents.

The presented results further revealed that the associations between the variables
differed to some extent per region, but that the differences across the region were small.
Therefore, we did not find support for the idea that the relationships between school
belonging and the various student outcomes were systematically stronger in Western
studies compared to studies conducted in, for example, Asian studies (see Liu 2016). As
stated earlier, the samples of studies conducted outside the USA/Canada are relatively
small. More research in these areas is needed to further understand the potential
moderating role of country and culture on the relationship between school belonging
and student outcomes.

Grade level (middle versus high school) did not moderate the reported relationships.
For both grade levels, having a sense of school belonging was positively (and equally
strong) related to the student outcomes. Not only in the early phase of the identity
formation process (Flum and Kaplan 2012) do students need to feel connected to their
school, our findings show this is important later in students’ educational career as well.
For socioeconomic background (SES), no significant between-group differences were
found, although stronger associations were expected among low SES students (Hamre
and Pianta 2001; Roorda et al. 2011). The only exception was the somewhat lower
correlation between school belonging and educational aspirations/attitudes among low
SES students.

These are relevant findings for educational practice, highlighting the importance of
stimulating a sense of school belonging among all grade levels and among both
advantaged and disadvantaged (e.g. low SES) student groups. An overview of ‘curricular
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and pedagogical ideas educators might successfully use to better engage students in
learning’ can be found in Taylor and Parsons (2011, 1). Few classroom intervention
studies, however, explicitly include (learning) activities that improve teacher–student
relationships (Korpershoek et al. 2016) and/or students’ sense of school belonging. This
is an aspect that researchers could consider including in further research into enhancing
school belonging.

Finally, the direction of correlations was the same across measurement instruments,
yet the strength of the correlations differed per type of instrument used to measure
school belonging. This not only stresses the importance of testing the construct validity
of measurement instruments in scientific research, but also underscores the relevance of
conducting separate analyses for each measurement instrument used in the primary
studies. Different measurement instruments yield slightly different results, despite over-
lap in theoretical framing of the construct. This aspect is, to our knowledge, often
overlooked in social sciences. Notably, despite considerable overlap in construct defini-
tions of the various synonyms for school belonging (and, in our view, also for emo-
tional engagement), the differences in construct operationalisation in the questionnaires
and the presented findings in this paper, stress the importance of analysing potential
differences between measurement instruments in meta-analytic studies.

Limitations and directions for future research

Our study underlines the relevance of adolescents’ sense of school belonging through-
out secondary education. Readers should, nevertheless, bear in mind that our findings
are based on a relatively small number of primary studies for some of the specific
student outcomes, and relatively few primary studies conducted in, for example, Europe
or Asia. The more stringent the inclusion criteria, the smaller the number of studies
meeting these criteria. However, stringent criteria also result in a more homogeneous
sample of studies and inclusion of studies of higher quality. The included studies used
similar definitions of school belonging, which made the findings of these studies better
comparable and thus suitable for calculating average effect sizes in a meta-analysis.

The primary studies used various instruments to measure school belonging.
Although results from highly unreliable instruments were excluded, the construct
validity of the various instruments was often unclear. A recent study of Abubakar
et al. (2016) examined the validity of the frequently used PSSM (Goodenow 1993)
instrument. Their analyses revealed that a valid one-factorial model for school belong-
ing could be found when items were combined per target (i.e. school, student, teacher,
other people, and self). This result still needs to be confirmed in other student samples.
Unfortunately, most primary studies did not present sufficient information on the
construct validity (e.g. on the factor structure and dimensionality) of the instrument
they had used. For enabling methodologically sound meta-analyses, we would like to
stress the importance of providing this information in each primary study.

Another issue is that we found indicators of publication bias for two of our outcome
categories. The estimated adjusted summary effects for the academic outcomes (r = .22
instead of .18) and engagement (r = .42 instead of .36) were somewhat higher than the
observed summary effects.
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Finally, the selected studies used cross-sectional designs; therefore, conclusions about
causality cannot be drawn. The relationships between school belonging and the various
student outcomes are likely to be reciprocal and cumulative. The ‘reverse’ direction of
effects, for example, academic achievement predicting school belonging, or reciprocal
effects (e.g. Skinner and Belmont 1993), are rarely considered (Juvonen 2006). This is
remarkable because low academic performance is one of the risk factors for school
disaffection (Willms 2003). Those who already dropped out, are likely to feel discon-
nected to their school and may not have been included in the cross-sectional studies.
Hence, it is important to further investigate cause and effect in more detail, using
longitudinal designs and well-targeted intervention studies. By doing so, empirical
evidence may reveal which variables have the highest potential for improved student
functioning in secondary education.

School engagement (and the narrower construct of school belonging) is a potentially
malleable target for intervention (Lazowski and Hulleman 2016; see also Christenson
et al. 2001; Lawson and Lawson 2013; Maddox and Prinz 2003). The insights from the
meta-analyses presented here can be used to design relevant intervention studies
incorporating the most relevant school belonging measures presented in this paper.
Particularly the PSSM questionnaire (Goodenow 1993) yields promising results across
all student characteristics (e.g. Van Houtte and Van Maele 2012; Walker and Greene
2009). Using a longitudinal design, evaluating the effect of interventions aiming to
enhance students’ sense of school belonging and overall school functioning would
further increase our understanding of the variability and stability of students’ sense of
school belonging (e.g. Hughes, Im, and Allee 2015). Furthermore, longitudinal studies
(e.g. using cross-lagged models) are necessary to investigate the reciprocity of the
relationships between school belonging and, for example, their academic achievement.

Evidence-based classroom interventions (e.g. based on randomised control trials)
that clearly enhance students’ sense of school belonging are yet to be developed. Future
studies that pinpoint how sense of school belonging can be enhanced will further
develop our thoughts on how to progress students’ learning processes and their aca-
demic achievement. Our meta-analysis provides a strong basis for this by exemplifying
that a sense of school belonging plays an important role in students’ school life.

Notes

1. The concepts of school belonging, school relatedness, school connectedness, school mem-
bership, and identification with school can be considered synonyms for the same under-
lying construct (Christenson, Reschly, and Wylie 2012).

2. Because we did not find any relevant studies that met the inclusion criteria in the years
2000–2002, we decided not to look further back for relevant studies. The first study
included in our meta-analyses was published in 2003.

3. Correlations below .10 are considered as small, between .10 and .25 as small to medium,
around .25 as medium, between .25 and .40 as medium to large, and above .40 as large
(Lipsey and Wilson 2001, 147).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

28 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.



Notes on contributors

H. Korpershoek is an associate professor at Groningen Education/Research of the University of
Groningen, Grote Rozenstraat 3, 9712 TG Groningen, the Netherlands; e-mail: h.korpershoek@-
rug.nl. Her research focuses on motivation and school belonging of students in primary and
secondary education, choice behavior of adolescents, and classroom management of teachers in
primary education.

E. T. Canrinus is an associate professor at the Department of Education, University of Agder,
Postbox 422, 4604 Kristiansand S., Norway; email: esther.canrinus@uia.no. Her research focuses
on the improvement of teacher education, teachers’ professional development, and their profes-
sional identity. She is, furthermore, interested in teachers’ social networks, classroom behaviour,
and teachers’ and students’ motivation.

M. Fokkens-Bruinsma is an assistant professor at the department of Teacher Education,
University of Groningen, Grote Kruisstraat 2/1, 9712 TS, Groningen; email: marjon.bruins-
ma@rug.nl. Her work focuses on educating preservice teachers on doing research. She was the
project coordinator for a university-wide evaluation of PhD trajectories (2009-2011), and is co-
project leader in a project for assessing PhD trajectories (Succesvol Promoveren, 2016-until
now). Her research interest lies in engagement, wellbeing, and, motivation and learning strategies
of students in higher education. is an assistant professor at the department of Teacher Education,
University of Groningen, Grote Kruisstraat 2/1, 9712 TS, Groningen; email: marjon.bruins-
ma@rug.nl. Her work focuses on educating preservice teachers on doing research. She was the
project coordinator for a university-wide evaluation of PhD trajectories (2009-2011), and is co-
project leader in a project for assessing PhD trajectories (Succesvol Promoveren, 2016-until
now). Her research interest lies in engagement, wellbeing, and, motivation and learning strategies
of students in higher education.

H. de Boer is a post-doc researcher at GION Education/Research of the University of Groningen,
Grote Rozenstraat 3, 9712 TG Groningen, the Netherlands; e-mail: hester.de.boer@rug.nl. Her
research interests include expectations and aspirations of teachers and parents and their influ-
ence on student academic performance, the effects of the attributes related to the implementation
and evaluation of educational intervention studies, and metacognitive strategy instruction. Her
methodological expertise is in meta-analysis and multilevel-analysis.

ORCID

H. Korpershoek http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1259-9239
E. T. Canrinus http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9827-6886
M. Fokkens-Bruinsma http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7551-6843
H. de Boer http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8077-8987

References

Abubakar, A., F. J. R. Van de Vijver, I. Alonso-Arbiol, A. O. Suryani, W. S. Pandia,
P. Handani, . . . M. Murugumi. 2016. “Assessing Sense of School Belonging across Cultural
Contexts Using the PSSM: Measurement and Functional Invariance.” Journal of
Psychoeducational Assessment 34: 380–388. doi:10.1177/0734282915607161.

Adelabu, D. H. 2007. “Time Perspective and School Membership as Correlates to Academic
Achievement among African American Adolescents.” Adolescence42: 525–538.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Aerts, S., M. Van Houtte, A. Dewaele, N. Cox, and J. Vincke. 2012. “School Motivation in
Secondary Schools: A Survey of LGB and Heterosexual Students in Flanders.” Journal of

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 29

https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282915607161


Homosexuality 59: 90–113. doi:10.1080/00918369.2012.638548.*Study included in the meta-
analysis.

Ahmavaara, A., and D. M. Houston. 2007. “The Effects of Selective Schooling and Self-Concept
on Adolescents’ Academic Aspiration: An Examination of Dweck’s Self-Theory.” British
Journal of Educational Psychology 77: 613–632. doi:10.1348/000709906x120132.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Akiba, M. 2010. “What Predicts Fear of School Violence among U.S. Adolescents?” Teachers
College Record112: 68–102.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Allen, K., M. L. Kern, D. Vella-Brodrick, J. Hattie, and L. Waters. 2018. “What Schools Need to
Know about Fostering School Belonging: A Meta-Analysis.” Educational Psychology Review 30:
1–34. doi:10.1007/s10648-016-9389-8.

Anderman, L. H. 2003. “Academic and Social Perceptions as Predictors of Change in Middle
School Students’ Sense of School Belonging.” The Journal of Experimental Education 72: 5–22.
doi:10.1080/00220970309600877.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Appleton, J., S. L. Christenson, D. Kim, and A. Reschly. 2006. “Measuring Cognitive and
Psychological Engagement: Validation of the Student Engagement Instrument.” Journal of
School Psychology 4: 427–445. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.002.

Appleton, J. J., S. L. Christenson, and M. J. Furlong. 2008. “Student Engagement with School:
Critical Conceptual and Methodological Issues of the Construct.” Psychology in the Schools 45:
369–386. doi:10.1002/pits.20303.

Archambault, I., L. S. Pagani, and C. Fitzpatrick. 2013. “Transactional Associations between
Classroom Engagement and Relations with Teachers from First through Fourth Grade.”
Learning and Instruction 23: 1–9. doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.09.003.

Battistich, V., D. Solomon, M. Watson, and E. Schaps. 1997. “Caring School Communities.”
Educational Psychologist 32: 137–151. doi:10.1207/s15326985ep3203_1.

Baumeister, R. F., and M. R. Leary. 1995. “The Need to Belong: Desire for Interpersonal
Attachments as a Fundamental Human Motivation.” Psychological Bulletin 117: 497–529.
doi:10.1037//0033-2909.117.3.497.

Bear, G. G., B. Holst, C. Lisboa, D. Chen, C. Yang, and F. F. Chen. 2015. “A Brazilian Portuguese
Survey of School Climate: Evidence of Validity and Reliability.” International Journal of School
& Educational Psychology 4: 165–178. doi:10.1080/21683603.2015.1094430.*Study included in
the meta-analysis.

Bear, G. G., C. Yang, L. Mantz, E. Pasipanodya, S. Hearn, and D. Boyer 2014. “Technical Manual
for Delaware School Survey: Scales of School Climate, Bullying Victimization, Student
Engagement, and Positive, Punitive, and Social Emotional Learning Techniques.” Delaware
Positive Behavior Supports Project, Delaware Department of Education & Center for
Disabilities Studies, University of Delaware. http://wordpress.oet.udel.edu/pbs/wp-content
/uploads/2011/12/Technical-Manual-DE-School-Survey-Final-12.8.14.pdf

Benner, A. D., S. Graham, and R. S. Mistry. 2008. “Discerning Direct and Mediated Effects of
Ecological Structures and Processes on Adolescents’ Educational Outcomes.” Developmental
Psychology 44: 840–854. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.44.3.840.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Bernardo, A. B. I., F. A. Ganotice Jr., and R. B. King. 2015. “Motivation Gap and Achievement
Gap between Public and Private High Schools in the Philippines.” The Asia-Pacific Education
Researcher 24: 657–667. doi:10.1007/s40299-014-0213-2.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Blatchford, P., P. Bassett, and P. Brown. 2011. “Examining the Effect of Class Size on Classroom
Engagement and Teacher-Pupil Interaction: Differences in Relation to Pupil Prior Attainment
and Primary Vs. Secondary Schools.” Learning and Instruction 21: 715–730. doi:10.1016/j.
learninstruc.2011.04.001.

Bonell, C., N. Shackleton, F. J. Fletcher, E. Allen, A. Mathiot, W. Markham, and R. Viner. 2017.
“Student- and School-Level Belonging and Commitment and Student Smoking, Drinking and
Misbehaviour.” Health Education Journal 76: 206–220. doi:10.1177/0017896916657843.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Booth, M. Z., and J. M. Gerard. 2012. “Adolescents’ Stage-Environment Fit in Middle and High
School: The Relationship between Students’ Perceptions of Their Schools and Themselves.”

30 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2012.638548
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709906x120132
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-016-9389-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220970309600877
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2012.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep3203_1
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2015.1094430
http://wordpress.oet.udel.edu/pbs/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Technical-Manual-DE-School-Survey-Final-12.8.14.pdf
http://wordpress.oet.udel.edu/pbs/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/Technical-Manual-DE-School-Survey-Final-12.8.14.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.3.840
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0213-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0017896916657843


Youth & Society 46: 735–755. doi:10.1177/0044118x12451276.*Study included in the meta-
analysis.

Borenstein, M., L. V. Hedges, J. P. T. Higgings, and H. R. Rothstein. 2009. Introduction to Meta-
Analysis. Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Boston, C., and S. R. Warren. 2017. “The Effects of Belonging and Racial Identity on Urban
African American High School Students’ Achievement.” Journal of Urban Learning, Teaching,
and Research 13: 26–33.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Bryan, J., C. Moore-Thomas, S. Gaenzle, J. Kim, C.-H. Lin, and G. Na. 2012. “The Effects of
School Bonding on High School Seniors’ Academic Achievement.” Journal of Counseling &
Development 90: 467–480. doi:10.1002/j.1556-6676.2012.00058.x.*Study included in the meta-
analysis.

Cavendish, W. 2013. “Student Perceptions of School Efforts to Facilitate Student Involvement,
School Commitment, Self-Determination, and High School Graduation.” Social Psychology of
Education 16: 257–275. doi:10.1007/s11218-013-9212-z.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Christenson, S. L., A. L. Reschly, and C. Wylie, Eds.. 2012. Handbook of Research on Student
Engagement. New York, NY/ Dordrecht,the Netherlands/ Heidelberg,Germany/ London, UK:
Springer.

Christenson, S. L., M. F. Sinclair, C. A. Lehr, and Y. Godber. 2001. “Promoting Successful School
Completion: Critical Conceptual and Methodological Guidelines.” School Psychology Quarterly
16: 468–484. doi:10.1521/scpq.16.4.468.19898.

Chun, H., and G. Dickson. 2011. “A Psychoecological Model of Academic Performance among
Hispanic Adolescents.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 40: 1581–1594. doi:10.1007/s10964-
011-9640-z.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Cleary, T. J., and A. Kitsantas. 2017. “Motivation and Self-Regulated Learning Influences on Middle
School Mathematics Achievement.” School Psychology Review 46: 88–107. doi:10.17105/spr46-
1.88-107.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Corno, L., and E. B. Mandinach. 2004. “What We Have Learned about Student Engagement in
the past Twenty Years.” In Big Theories Revisited, edited by D. M. McInerney and S. Van
Etten, 299–328. Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Cueto, S., G. Guerrero, C. Sugimaru, and A. M. Zevallos. 2010. “Sense of Belonging and
Transition to High Schools in Peru.” International Journal of Educational Development 30:
277–287. doi:10.1016/j.ijedudev.2009.02.002.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Datu, J. A. D., M. Yuen, and G. Chen. 2018. “The Triarchic Model of Grit Is Linked to Academic
Success and Well-Being among Filipino High School Students.” School Psychology Quarterly
33: 428–438. doi:10.1037/spq0000234.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Deci, E. L., R. J. Vallerland, L. G. Pelletier, and R. M. Ryan. 1991. “Motivation and Education:
The Self-Determination Perspective.” Educational Psychologist 26: 325–346. doi:10.1207/
s15326985ep2603&4_6.

Deci, E. L., and R. M. Ryan. 1985. Intrinsic Motivation and Self-Determination in Human
Behavior. New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., and R. M. Ryan. 2000. “The “What” and “Why” of Goal Pursuits: Human Needs and
the Self-Determination of Behavior.” Psychological Inquiry 11: 227–269. doi:10.1207/
s15327965pli1104_01.

Deci, E. L., and R. M. Ryan, Eds. 2002. Handbook of Self-Determination Theory Research.
Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press.

Demir, K., and Y. Akman Karabeyoglu. 2015. “Factors Associated with Absenteeism in High
Schools.” Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 62: 37–56. doi:10.14689/ejer.2016.62.4.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Dotterer, A. M., and E. Wehrspann. 2016. “Parent Involvement and Academic Outcomes among
Urban Adolescents: Examining the Role of School Engagement.” Educational Psychology 36:
812–830. doi:10.1080/01443410.2015.1099617.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Eccles, J. S., C. Midgley, A. Wigfield, C. M. Buchanan, D. Reuman, and C. Flanagan. 1993.
“Development during Adolescence: The Impact of Stage Environment Fit on Young Adolescents’
Experiences in Schools and in Families.” American Psychologist 48: 90–101. doi:10.1037/10254-034.

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 31

https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x12451276
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2012.00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-013-9212-z
https://doi.org/10.1521/scpq.16.4.468.19898
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9640-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9640-z
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr46-1.88-107
https://doi.org/10.17105/spr46-1.88-107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2009.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000234
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2603%264_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep2603%264_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1104_01
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1104_01
https://doi.org/10.14689/ejer.2016.62.4
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2015.1099617
https://doi.org/10.1037/10254-034


Fall, A.-M., and G. Roberts. 2012. “High School Dropouts: Interactions between Social Context,
Self-Perceptions, School Engagement, and Student Dropout.” Journal of Adolescence 35:
787–798. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.11.004.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Fatou, N., and V. Kubiszewski. 2018. “Are Perceived School Climate Dimensions Predictive of
Students’ Engagement?” Social Psychology of Education 21: 427–446. doi:10.1007/s11218-017-
9422-x.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Finn, J. D. 1989. “Withdrawing from School.” Review of Educational Research 59: 117–142.
doi:10.2307/1170412.

Finn, J. D., and K. A. Kasza. 2009. “Disengagement from School” In Engaging Young People in
Learning: Why Does It Matter and What Can We Do? edited by J. Morton, 4–35. Wellington,
New Zealand: New Zealand Council for Educational Research.

Finn, J. D., and K. S. Zimmer. 2012. “Student Engagement: What Is It? Why Does It Matter?.” In
Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, edited by S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, and
C. Wylie, 97–132. New York, NY: Springer.

Finn, J. D., and D. A. Rock. 1997. “Academic Success among Students at Risk for School Failure.”
Journal of Applied Psychology 82: 221–235. doi:10.1037//0021-9010.82.2.221.

Flum, H., and A. Kaplan. 2012. “Identity Formation in Educational Settings: A Contextualized
View of Theory and Research in Practice.” Contemporary Educational Psychology 37: 240–245.
doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2012.01.003.

Fokkens-Bruinsma, M., E. T. C. Canrinus, M. Ten Hove, and L. Rietveld. 2018. “The
Relationship between Teacher’s Work Motivation and Classroom Goal Orientation.”
Pedagogische Studiën 95: 86–100.

Fredricks, J. A., P. C. Blumenfeld, and A. H. Paris. 2004. “School Engagement: Potential of the
Concept, State of Evidence.” Review of Educational Research 74: 59–109. doi:10.3102/
00346543074001059.

Froiland, J. M., M. L. Davison, and F. C. Worrell. 2016. “Aloha Teachers: Teacher Autonomy
Support Promotes Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander Students’ Motivation, School
Belonging, Course-Taking and Math Achievement.” Social Psychology of Education 19:
879–894. doi:10.1007/s11218-016-9355-9.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Furlong, M. J., A. D. Whipple, G. S. Jean, J. Simental, A. Soliz, and S. Punthuna. 2003.
“Multiple Contexts of School Engagement: Moving toward a Unifying Framework for
Educational Research and Practice.” The California School Psychologist 8: 99–113.
doi:10.1007/bf03340899.

Galliher, R. V., S. S. Rostosky, and H. K. Hughes. 2004. “School Belonging, Self-Esteem, and Depressive
Symptoms in Adolescents: An Examination of Sex, Sexual Attraction Status, and Urbanicity.”
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 33: 235–245. doi:10.1023/b:joyo.0000025322.11510.9d.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Giano, Z., B. M. Tuttle, M. J. Merten, K. L. Gallus, R. B. Cox, and K. M. Shreffler. 2018. “Parental
Documentation Status and Educational Aspirations among Latino Adolescents: Mediating
Effects of School Connectedness and Parental Attitudes Towards Education.” Hispanic
Journal of Behavioral Sciences 40: 279–293. doi:10.1177/0739986318770377.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Gillen-O’Neel, C., and A. Fuligni. 2012. “A Longitudinal Study of School Belonging and Academic
Motivation across High School.” Child Development 84: 678–692. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2012.01862.x.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Gonida, E. N., K. Voulala, and G. Kiosseoglou. 2009. “Students’ Achievement Goal Orientations
and Their Behavioral and Emotional Engagement: Co-Examining the Role of Perceived School
Goal Structures and Parents Goals during Adolescence.” Learning and Individual Differences
19: 53–60. doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.002.

Goodenow, C. 1993. “The Psychological Sense of School Membership among Adolescents: Scale
Development and Educational Correlates.” Psychology in the Schools 30: 79–90. doi:10.1002/
1520-6807(199301)30:1<79::aid-pits2310300113>3.0.co;2-x.

32 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9422-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9422-x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170412
https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.82.2.221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-016-9355-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03340899
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:joyo.0000025322.11510.9d
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739986318770377
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01862.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01862.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6807(199301)30:1%3C79::aid-pits2310300113%3E3.0.co;2-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-6807(199301)30:1%3C79::aid-pits2310300113%3E3.0.co;2-x


Goodenow, C., and K. E. Grady. 1993. “The Relationship of School Belonging and Friends’
Values to Academic Motivation among Urban Adolescent Students.” The Journal of
Experimental Education 62: 60–71. doi:10.1080/00220973.1993.9943831.

Gottfredson, G. 1984. Effective School Battery. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.
Gray, J., and M. Hackling. 2009. “Wellbeing and Retention: A Senior Secondary Student

Perspective.” The Australian Educational Researcher 36: 119–145. doi:10.1007/bf03216902.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Greene, B. A., and R. B. Miller. 1996. “Influences on Achievement: Goals, Perceived Ability, and
Cognitive Engagement.” Contemporary Educational Psychology 21: 181–192. doi:10.1006/
ceps.1996.0015.

Griffin, C. B., S.M. Cooper, I.W.Metzger, A. R. Golden, and C. N.White. 2017. “School Racial Climate
and the Academic Achievement of African American High School Students: The Mediating Role of
School Engagement.” Psychology in the Schools 54: 673–688. doi:10.1002/pits.22026.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Hagborg, W. J. 1994. “An Exploration of School Membership among Middle- and High-School
Students.” Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 12: 312–323. doi:10.1177/
073428299401200401.

Hagborg, W. J. 1998. “An Investigation of a Brief Measure of School Membership.” Adolescence
33: 461–468.

Hamre, B. K., and R. C. Pianta. 2001. “Early Teacher-Child Relationships and the Trajectory of
Children‘S School Outcomes through Eighth Grade.” Child Development 72: 625–638.
doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00301.

Harter, S. 1988. The Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents. Denver: University of Colorado.
Hascher, T., and G. Hagenauer. 2010. “Alienation from School.” International Journal of

Educational Research 49: 220–232. doi:10.1016/j.ijer.2011.03.002.
Hernández, M. M., R. W. Robins, K. F. Widaman, and R. D. Conger. 2017. “Ethnic Pride,

Self-Esteem, and School Belonging: A Reciprocal Analysis over Time.” Developmental
Psychology 53: 2384–2396. doi:10.1037/dev0000434.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Hill, N. E., B. Liang, M. Price, W. Polk, J. Perella, and M. Savitz-Romer. 2018. “Envisioning
a Meaningful Future and Academic Engagement: The Role of Parenting Practices and
School-Based Relationships.” Psychology in the Schools 55: 595–608. doi:10.1002/pits.22146.
*Study included in the meta-analysis

Hill, N. E., and M.-T. Wang. 2015. “From Middle School to College: Developing Aspirations,
Promoting Engagement, and Indirect Pathways from Parenting to Post High School
Enrollment.” Developmental Psychology 51: 224–235. doi:10.1037/a0038367.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Ho, E. S. C. 2005. “Effect of School Decentralization and School Climate on Student Mathematics
Performance: The Case of Hong Kong.” Educational Research for Policy and Practice 4: 47–64.
doi:10.1007/s10671-005-1546-7.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Houston, D. M. 2000. Attribution, Social Comparison and Academic Performance ESRC Small
Grants Scheme End of Award Report to ESRC. Kent, UK: Economic and Social Research
Council.

Hughes, J. N., M. H. Im, and P. J. Allee. 2015. “Effect of School Belonging Trajectories in Grades
6–8 on Achievement: Gender and Ethnic Differences.” Journal of School Psychology 53:
493–507. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2015.08.001.

Hurd, N. M., S. Hussain, and C. P. Bradshaw. 2018. “School Disorder, School Connectedness,
and Psychosocial Outcomes: Moderation by a Supportive Figure in the School.” Youth &
Society 50: 328–350. doi:10.1177/0044118X15598029.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Ibañez, G. E., G. P. Kuperminc, G. Jurkovic, and J. Perilla. 2004. “Cultural Attributes and
Adaptations Linked to Achievement Motivation among Latino Adolescents.” Journal of
Youth and Adolescence 33: 559–568. doi:10.1023/b:joyo.0000048069.22681.2c.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Irvin, M. J., J. L. Meece, S. Byun, T. W. Farmer, and B. C. Hutchins. 2011. “Relationships of
School Context to Rural Youth’s Educational Achievement and Aspirations.” Journal of Youth

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 33

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.1993.9943831
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03216902
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0015
https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1996.0015
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22026
https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299401200401
https://doi.org/10.1177/073428299401200401
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2011.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000434
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22146
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038367
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10671-005-1546-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X15598029
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:joyo.0000048069.22681.2c


and Adolescence 40: 1225–1242. doi:10.1007/s10964-011-9628-8.*Study included in the meta-
analysis.

Jenkins, P. 1995. “School Delinquency and School Commitment.” Sociology of Education 68:
221–236. doi:10.2307/2112686.

Jimerson, S. R., E. Campos, and J. L. Greif. 2003. “Toward an Understanding of Definitions and
Measures of School Engagement and Related Terms.” The California School Psychologist 8:
7–27. doi:10.1007/bf03340893.

Johnson, M. K., R. Crosnoe, and G. H. Elder. 2001. “Student Attachment and Academic
Engagement: The Role of Race and Ethnicity.” Sociology of Education 74: 318–340.
doi:10.2307/2673138.

Johnson, M. K., R. Crosnoe, and L. L. Thaden. 2006. “Gendered Patterns in Adolescents’ School
Attachment.” Social Psychology Quarterly 69: 284–295. doi:10.1177/019027250606900305.
*Study included in the meta-analysis

Juvonen, J. 2006. “Sense of Belonging, Social Relationships, and School Functioning.” In
Handbook of Educational Psychology, edited by P. A. Alexander and P. H. Winne, 255–674.
2nd ed. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Kaminski, J. W., R. W. Puddy, D. M. Hall, S. Y. Cashman, A. E. Crosby, and L. A. Ortega. 2010.
“The Relative Influence of Different Domains of Social Connectedness on Self-Directed Violence
in Adolescence.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 39: 460–473. doi:10.1007/s10964-009-9472-2.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Kiefer, S. M., K. M. Alley, and C. R. Ellerbrock. 2015. “Teacher and Peer Support for Young
Adolescents’ Motivation, Engagement, and School Belonging.” RMLE Online 38 8: 1–18.
doi:10.1080/19404476.2015.11641184.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

King, R. B., D. M. McInerney, and D. A. Watkins. 2012. “Studying for the Sake of Others: The
Role of Social Goals on Academic Engagement.” Educational Psychology 32: 749–776.
doi:10.1080/01443410.2012.730479.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Knifsend, C. A., and S. Graham. 2011. “Too Much of a Good Thing? How Breath of
Extracurricular Participation Relates to School-Related Affect and Academic Outcomes during
Adolescence.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 41: 379–389. doi:10.1007/s10964-011-9737-4.
*References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the meta-analysis

Korpershoek, H. 2016. “Relationships among Motivation, Commitment, Cognitive Capacities,
and Academic Achievement in Secondary Education.” Frontline Learning Research 4: 28–43.
doi:10.14786/flr.v4i3.182.

Korpershoek, H., G. J. Harms, H. De Boer, M. F. Van Kuijk, and S. Doolaard. 2016. “A Meta-
Analysis of the Effects of Classroom Management Strategies and Classroom Management
Programs on Students’ Academic, Behavioural, Emotional, and Motivational Outcomes.”
Review of Educational Research 86: 643–680. doi:10.3102/0034654315626799.

Kuperminc, G. P., A. J. Darnell, and A. Alvarez-Jimenez. 2008. “Parent Involvement in the
Academic Adjustment of Latino Middle and High School Youth: Teacher Expectations and
School Belonging as Mediators.” Journal of Adolescence 31: 469–483. doi:10.1016/j.adoles-
cence.2007.09.003.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Lam, S., S. Jimerson, B. P. H. Wong, E. Kikas, H. Shin, F. H. Veiga, . . . J. Zollneritsch. 2014.
“Understanding and Measuring Student Engagement in School: The Results of an
International Study from 12 Countries.” School Psychology Quarterly 29: 213–232.
doi:10.1037/spq0000057.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Lam, S.-F., B. P. H. Wong, H. Yang, and Y. Liu. 2012. “Understanding Student Engagement with
a Contextual Model.” In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, edited by
S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, and C. Wylie, 403–420. New York, NY: Springer.

Lam, U. F., -W.-W. Chen, J. Zhang, and T. Liang. 2015. “It Feels Good to Learn Where I Belong:
School Belonging, Academic Emotions, and Academic Achievement in Adolescents.” School
Psychology International 36: 393–409. doi:10.1177/0143034315589649.*Study included in the
meta-analysis

34 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9628-8
https://doi.org/10.2307/2112686
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03340893
https://doi.org/10.2307/2673138
https://doi.org/10.1177/019027250606900305
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9472-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404476.2015.11641184
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2012.730479
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9737-4
https://doi.org/10.14786/flr.v4i3.182
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315626799
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000057
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034315589649


Lawson, M. A., and H. A. Lawson. 2013. “New Conceptual Frameworks for Student Engagement
Research, Policy, and Practice.” Review of Educational Research 83: 432–479. doi:10.3102/
0034654313480891.

Lazowski, R. A., and C. S. Hulleman. 2016. “Motivation Interventions in Education: A
Meta-Analytic Review.” Review of Educational Research 86: 602–640. doi:10.3102/
0034654315617832.

LeCroy, C. W., and J. Krysik. 2008. “Predictors of Academic Achievement and School
Attachment among Hispanic Adolescents.” Children & Schools 30: 197–209. doi:10.1093/cs/
30.4.197.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Lee, G., and Y. Kim. 2016. “Interrelationship among School Characteristics, Parental
Involvement, and Children’s Characteristics in Predicting Children’s Victimization by Peers:
Comparison between the United States and Three Eastern Asia Countries.” Journal of
International Education Research 12: 119–128. doi:10.19030/jier.v12i4.9798.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Lee, J.-S. 2013. “The Relationship between Student Engagement and Academic Performance: Is It
a Myth or Reality?.” The Journal of Educational Research 107: 177–185. doi:10.1080/
00220671.2013.807491.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Lee, V. E., and D. T. Burkam. 2003. “Dropping Out of High School: The Role of School
Organization and Structure.” American Educational Research Journal 40: 353–393.
doi:10.3102/00028312040002353.

Leffert, N., P. L. Beson, P. C. Scales, A. R. Sharma, D. R. Drake, and D. A. Blyth. 1998.
“Developmental Assets: Measurement and Prediction of Risk Behaviors among
Adolescents.” Applied Developmental Science 2: 209–230. doi:10.1207/s1532480xads0204_4.

Lei, H., Y. Cui, and M. M. Chiu. 2016. “Affective Teacher-Student Relationships and Students‘
Externalizing Behavior Problems: A Meta-Analysis.” Frontiers in Psychology 7: 1–12.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311.

Lewis, K. M., C. M. Sullivan, and D. Bybee. 2006. “An Experimental Evaluation of a School-Based
Emancipatory Intervention to Promote African American Well-Being and Youth Leadership.”
Journal of Black Psychology 32: 3–28. doi:10.1177/0095798405283229.*Study included in the
meta-analysis.

Li, Y., and R. M. Lerner. 2011. “Trajectories of School Engagement during Adolescence:
Implications for Grades, Depression, Delinquency, and Substance Use.” Developmental
Psychology 47: 233–247. doi:10.1037/a0021307.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Li, Y., and R. M. Lerner. 2012. “Interrelations of Behavioral, Emotional, and Cognitive School
Engagement in High School Students.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 42: 2–32.
doi:10.1007/s10964-012-9857-5.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Li, Y. B., and R. M. Lerner. 2013. “Interrelations of Behavioral, Emotional, and Cognitive School
Engagement in High School Students.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 42: 20–32.
doi:10.1007/s10964-012-9857-5.

Liang, B., A. J. Tracy, M. E. Kenny, D. Brogan, and R. Gatha. 2010. “The Relational Health
Indices for Youth: An Examination of Reliability and Validity Aspects.” Measurement and
Evaluation in Counseling and Development 42: 255–274. doi:10.1177/0748175609354596.

Libbey, H. P. 2004. “Measuring Student Relationships to School: Attachment, Bonding,
Connectedness, and Engagement.” Journal of School Health 74: 274–283. doi:10.1111/j.1746-
1561.2004.tb08284.x.

Lipsey, M. W., and D. B. Wilson. 2001. Practical Meta-Analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Liu, R. X. 2016. “School Bonding, Peer Associations, and Self-Views: The Influences of Gender

and Grandparent Attachment on Adolescents in Mainland China.” Youth & Society 48:
451–469. doi:10.1177/0044118x13496825.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Liu, Y., and Z. Lu. 2011. “Trajectories of Chinese Students’ Sense of School Belonging and
Academic Achievement over the High School Transition Period.” Learning and Individual
Differences 21: 187–190. doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2010.12.007.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Lohmeier, J. H., and S. W. Lee. 2011. “A School Connectedness Scale for Use with Adolescents.”
Educational Research and Evaluation 17: 85–95. doi:10.1080/13803611.2011.597108.

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 35

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313480891
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315617832
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654315617832
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/30.4.197
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/30.4.197
https://doi.org/10.19030/jier.v12i4.9798
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2013.807491
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2013.807491
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312040002353
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0204_4
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798405283229
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9857-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9857-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175609354596
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08284.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2004.tb08284.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x13496825
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/13803611.2011.597108


Ma, X. 2003. “Sense of Belonging to School: Can Schools Make a Difference?” The Journal of
Educational Research 96: 340–349. doi:10.1080/00220670309596617.

Maddox, S. J., and R. J. Prinz. 2003. “School Bonding in Children and Adolescents:
Conceptualization, Assessment, and Associated Variables.” Clinical Child and Family
Psychology Review 6: 31–49. doi:10.1023/a:1022214022478.

Maslow, A. H. 1962. Toward a Psychology of Being. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand.
McGill, R. K., D. Hughes, S. Alicea, and N.Way. 2012. “Academic Adjustment across Middle School:

The Role of Public Regard and Parenting.” Developmental Psychology 48: 1003–1018. doi:10.1037/
a0026006.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

McInerney, D. M., M. Dowson, and A. S. Yeung. 2005. “Facilitating Conditions for School
Motivation: Construct Validity and Applicability.” Educational and Psychological
Measurement 65: 1–21. doi:10.1177/0013164405278561.

Mo, Y., and K. Singh. 2008. “Parents’ Relationships and Involvement: Effects on Students’ School
Engagement and Performance.” RMLE Online 31 10: 1–11. doi:10.1080/19404476.2008.11462053.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Molinari, L., and C. Mameli. 2018. “Basic Psychological Needs and School Engagement: A Focus
on Justice and Agency.” Social Psychology of Education 21: 157–172. doi:10.1007/s11218-017-
9410-1.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Niemiec, C. P., and R. M. Ryan. 2009. “Autonomy, Competence and Relatedness in the
Classroom: Applying Self-Determination Theory to Classroom Practice.” Theory and
Research in Education 7: 133–144. doi:10.1177/1477878509104318.

Okilwa, N. S. A. 2016. “Exploring School- and Home-Related Protective Factors for
Economically Disadvantaged Middle School Students.” Journal of At-Risk Issues19: 34–46.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Osterman, K. F. 2000. “Students’ Need for Belonging in the School Community.” Review of
Educational Research 70: 323–367. doi:10.2307/1170786.

Perry, J. C., X. Liu, and Y. Pabian. 2009. “School Engagement as a Mediator of Academic
Performance among Urban Youth: The Role of Career Preparation, Parental Career Support,
and Teacher Support.” The Counseling Psychologist 38: 269–295. doi:10.1177/0011000009349272.
*Study included in the meta-analysis

Pittman, L. D., A. Richmond, and A. Richmond. 2007. “Academic and Psychological Functioning
in Late Adolescence: The Importance of School Belonging.” The Journal of Experimental
Education 75: 270–290. doi:10.3200/jexe.75.4.270-292.

Popp, A. M., and A. A. Peguero. 2012. “Social Bonds and the Role of School-Based
Victimization.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 27: 3366–3388. doi:10.1177/
0886260512445386.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Prelow, H. M., M. A. Bowman, and S. R. Weaver. 2006. “Predictors of Psychosocial Well-Being
in Urban African American and European American Youth: The Role of Ecological Factors.”
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 36: 543–553. doi:10.1007/s10964-006-9038-5.*Study included
in the meta-analysis.

Ream, R. K., and R. W. Rumberger. 2008. “Student Engagement, Peer Social Capital, and School
Dropout among Mexican American and Non-Latino White Students.” Sociology of Education
81: 109–139. doi:10.1177/003804070808100201.

Reeve, J., and C.-M. Tseng. 2011. “Agency as a Fourth Aspect of Students’ Engagement during
Learning Activities.” Contemporary Educational Psychology 36: 257–267. doi:10.1016/j.cedp-
sych.2011.05.002.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Resnick, M. D., P. S. Bearman, R. W. Blum, K. E. Bauman, K. M. Harris, J. Jones, and J. R. Udry.
1998. “Protecting Adolescents from Harm: Findings from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent Health.” In Adolescent Behavior and Society: A Book of Readings, edited by
R. E. Muuss and J. D. Porton, 376–395. 5th ed. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Resnick, M. D., P. S. Bearman, R. W. Blum, K. E. Bauman, K. M. Harris, J. Jones, . . . J. R. Udry.
1997. “Protecting Adolescents from Harm: Findings from the National Longitudinal Study on
Adolescent Health.” The Journal of the American Medical Association 278: 823–832.
doi:10.1001/jama.278.10.823.

36 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670309596617
https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022214022478
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026006
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405278561
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404476.2008.11462053
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9410-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-017-9410-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1477878509104318
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170786
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000009349272
https://doi.org/10.3200/jexe.75.4.270-292
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512445386
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512445386
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-006-9038-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/003804070808100201
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2011.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.278.10.823


Reynolds, K. J., E. Lee, I. Turner, D. Bromhead, and E. Subasic. 2017. “How Does School Climate
Impact Academic Achievement? an Examination of Social Identity Processes.” School
Psychology International 38: 78–97. doi:10.1177/0143034316682295.*Study included in the
meta-analysis.

Roeser, R. W., K. R. Strobel, and G. Quihuis. 2002. “Studying Early Adolescents‘ Academic
Motivation, Social-Emotional Functioning, and Engagement in Learning: Variable- and
Person-Centered Approaches.” Anxiety, Stress & Coping 15: 345–368. doi:10.1080/
1061580021000056519.

Rolland, R. G. 2012. “Synthesizing the Evidence on Classroom Goal Structures in Middle and
Secondary Schools: A Meta-Analysis and Narrative Review.” Review of Educational Research
82: 396–435. doi:10.3102/0034654312464909.

Roorda, D. L., H. M. Y. Koomen, J. L. Spilt, and F. J. Oort. 2011. “The Influence of Affective
Teacher-Student Relationships on Students’ School Engagement and Achievement: A Meta-
Analytic Approach.” Review of Educational Research 81: 493–529. doi:10.3102/
0034654311421793.

Roorda, D. L., S. Jak, M. Zee, F. J. Oort, and H. M. Y. Koomen. 2017. “Affective Teacher-Student
Relationships and Students‘ Engagement and Achievement: A Meta-Analytic Update and Test
of the Mediating Role of Engagement.” School Psychology Review 46: 239–261. doi:10.17105/
SPR-2017-0035.V46-3.

Rostosky, S. S., G. P. Owens, R. S. Zimmerman, and E. D. B. Riggle. 2003. “Associations among
Sexual Attraction Status, School Belonging, and Alcohol and Marijuana Use in Rural High
School Students.” Journal of Adolescence 26: 741–751. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2003.09.002.
*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Ryan, R. M., and E. L. Deci. 2009. “Promoting Self-Determined School Engagement: Motivation,
Learning, and Well-Being.” In Handbook on Motivation at School, edited by K. R. Wentzel and
A. Wigfield, 171–196. New York, NY: Routledge.

Salmela-Aro, K., and K. Upadyaya. 2014. “School Burnout and Engagement in the Context of
Demands-Resources Model.” British Journal of Educational Psychology 84: 137–151.
doi:10.1111/bjep.12018.

Salmela-Aro, K., N. Kiuru, E. Leskinen, and J.-E. Nurmi. 2009. “School Burnout Inventory:
Reliability and Validity.” European Journal of Psychological Assessment 25: 48–57. doi:10.1027/
1015-5759.25.1.48.

Sánchez, B., Y. Colón, and P. Esparza. 2005. “The Role of Sense of School Belonging and Gender
in the Academic Adjustment of Latino Adolescents.” Journal of Youth and Adolescence 34:
619–628. doi:10.1007/s10964-005-8950-4.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Sciarra, D., and H. Seirup. 2008. “The Multidimensionality of School Engagement and Math
Achievement among Racial Groups.” Professional School Counseling 11: 218–228. doi:10.5330/
psc.n.2010-11.218.

Shochet, I. M., and C. L. Smith. 2014. “A Prospective Study Investigating the Links among
Classroom Environment, School Connectedness, and Depressive Symptoms in Adolescents.”
Psychology in the Schools 51: 480–492. doi:10.1002/pits.21759.*Study included in the meta-
analysis.

Shochet, I. M., M. R. Dadds, D. Ham, and R. Montague. 2006. “School Connectedness Is an
Underemphasized Parameter in Adolescent Mental Health: Results of a Community
Prediction Study.” Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology 35: 170–179.
doi:10.1207/s15374424jccp3502_1.

Shochet, I. M., T. L. Smyth, and R. Homel. 2007. “The Impact of Parental Attachment on
Adolescent Perception of the School Environment and School Connectedness.” Australian and
New Zealand Journal of Family Therapy 28: 109–118. doi:10.1375/anft.28.2.109.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Singh, K., M. Chang, and S. Dika. 2010. “Ethnicity, Self-Concept, and School Belonging: Effects on
School Engagement.” Educational Research for Policy and Practice 9: 159–175. doi:10.1007/s10671-
010-9087-0.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 37

https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034316682295
https://doi.org/10.1080/1061580021000056519
https://doi.org/10.1080/1061580021000056519
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654312464909
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0035.V46-3
https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0035.V46-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2003.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12018
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.25.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.25.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-005-8950-4
https://doi.org/10.5330/psc.n.2010-11.218
https://doi.org/10.5330/psc.n.2010-11.218
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21759
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3502_1
https://doi.org/10.1375/anft.28.2.109
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10671-010-9087-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10671-010-9087-0


Sirin, S. R., and L. Rogers-Sirin. 2005. “Components of School Engagement amongAfricanAmerican
Adolescents.” Applied Developmental Science 9: 5–13. doi:10.1207/s1532480xads0901_2.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Skinner, E. A., G. Marchand, C. J. Furrer, and T. Kindermann. 2008. “Engagement and
Disaffection in the Classroom: Part of a Larger Motivational Dynamic?” Journal of
Educational Psychology 100: 765–781. doi:10.1037/a0012840.

Skinner, E. A., J. G.Wellborn, and J. P. Connell. 1990. “What It Takes toDoWell in School andwhether
I‘Ve Got It: A Process Model of Perceived Control and Children‘S Engagement and Achievement in
School.” Journal of Educational Psychology 82: 22–32. doi:10.1037//0022-0663.82.1.22.

Skinner, E. A., and M. J. Belmont. 1993. “Motivation in the Classroom: Reciprocal Effects of
Teacher Behaviour and Student Engagement across the School Year.” Journal of Educational
Psychology 85: 571–581. doi:10.1037//0022-0663.85.4.571.

Skinner, E. A., T. A. Kindermann, and C. J. Furrer. 2009. “A Motivational Perspective on
Engagement and Disaffection. Conceptualization and Assessment of Children‘S Behavioral
and Emotional Participation in Academic Activities in the Classroom.” Educational and
Psychological Measurement 69: 493–525. doi:10.1177/0013164408323233.

Smerdon, B. A. 2002. “Students’ Perceptions of Membership in Their High Schools.” Sociology of
Education 75: 287–305. doi:10.2307/3090280.

Stefansson, K. K., S. Gestsdottir, G. J. Geldhof, S. Skulason, and R. M. Lerner. 2016. “A Bifactor
Model of School Engagement: Assessing General and Specific Aspects of Behavioral,
Emotional and Cognitive Engagement among Adolescents.” International Journal of
Behavioral Development 40: 471–480. doi:10.1177/0165025415604056.*Study included in the
meta-analysis.

Taylor, L., and J. Parsons. 2011. “Improving Student Engagement.” Current Issues in Education 14
(1): 1–33.

Thompson, D. R., R. Iachan, M. Overpeck, J. G. Ross, and L. A. Gross. 2006. “School
Connectedness in the Health Behavior in School-Aged Children Study: The Role of Student,
School, and School Neighborhood Characteristics.” Journal of School Health 76: 379–386.
doi:10.1111/j.1746-1561.2006.00129.x.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Tomek, S., A. C. Bolland, L. M. Hooper, S. Hitchcock, and J. M. Bolland. 2017. “The Impact of
Middle School Connectedness on Future High School Outcomes in a Black American
Sample.” Middle Grades Research Journal 11: 1–12.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Topçu, M. S., E. Erbilgin, and S. Arikan. 2016. “Factors Predicting Turkish and Korean Students’
Science and Mathematics Achievement in TIMSS 2011.” EURASIA Journal of Mathematics,
Science & Technology Education 12: 1711–1737. doi:10.12973/eurasia.2016.1530a.*Study
included in the meta-analysis.

Tyler, K. M., and C. M. Boelter. 2008. “Linking Black Middle School Students’ Perceptions of
Teachers’ Expectations to Academic Engagement and Efficacy.” Negro Educational Review59:
27–44.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Tyler, T. R., and P. Degoey. 1995. “Collective Restraint in Social Dilemmas: Procedural Justice
and Social Identification Effects on Support for Authorities.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 69: 482–497. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.69.3.482.

Udry, J. R. 1998. The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), Waves I &
II, 1994-1996. Chapel Hill, NC: Carolina Population Center, University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill (Producer).Los Altos, CA: Sociometrics Corporation, American Family Data
Archive (Producer & Distributor)

Uwah, C., H. McMahon, and C. Furlow. 2008. “School Belonging, Educational Aspirations, and
Academic Self-Efficacy among African American Male High School Students: Implications for
School Counselors.” Professional School Counseling 11: 296–305. doi:10.5330/psc.n.2010-
11.296.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Van Houtte, M., and D. Van Maele. 2012. “Students’ Sense of Belonging in Technical/Vocational
Schools versus Academic Schools: The Mediating Role of Faculty Trust in Students.” Teachers
College Record 114 (7): 1–36.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

38 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0901_2
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012840
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.82.1.22
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-0663.85.4.571
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164408323233
https://doi.org/10.2307/3090280
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415604056
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1561.2006.00129.x
https://doi.org/10.12973/eurasia.2016.1530a
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.3.482
https://doi.org/10.5330/psc.n.2010-11.296
https://doi.org/10.5330/psc.n.2010-11.296


Van Rooijen, M., H. Korpershoek, J. Vugteveen, and M.-C. Opdenakker. 2017. “De Overgang
Van Het Basis- Naar Het Voortgezet Onderwijs En De Verdere Schoolloopbaan [Transition
from Primary to Secondary Education and the Continuing School Career].” Pedagogische
Studiën 94: 110–134.

Voelkl, K. E. 1996. “Measuring Students’ Identification with School.” Educational and
Psychological Measurement 56: 760–770. doi:10.1177/0013164496056005003.

Voelkl, K. E. 1997. “Identification with School.” American Journal of Education 105: 204–319.
doi:10.1086/444158.

Voelkl, K. E. 2012. “School Identification.” In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement,
edited by S. L. Christenson, A. L. Reschly, and C. Wylie, 193–218. New York, NY: Springer.

Walker, C. O. 2011. “Student Perceptions of Classroom Achievement Goals as Predictors of
Belonging and Content Instrumentality.” Social Psychology of Education 15: 97–107.
doi:10.1007/s11218-011-9165-z.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Walker, C. O., and B. A. Greene. 2009. “The Relations between Student Motivational Beliefs and
Cognitive Engagement in High School.” The Journal of Educational Research 102: 463–472.
doi:10.3200/joer.102.6.463-472.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Walker, C. O., B. A. Greene, and R. A. Mansell. 2006. “Identification with Academics, Intrinsic/
Extrinsic Motivation, and Self-Efficacy as Predictors of Cognitive Engagement.” Learning and
Individual Differences 16: 1–12. doi:10.1016/j.lindif.2005.06.004.

Walls, T. A., and T. D. Little. 2005. “Relations among Personal Agency, Motivation, and School
Adjustment in Early Adolescence.” Journal of Educational Psychology 97: 23–31. doi:10.1037/0022-
0663.97.1.23.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Wang, M.-T., and J. A. Fredricks. 2013. “The Reciprocal Links between School Engagement, Youth
Problem Behaviors, and School Dropout during Adolescence.” Child Development 85: 722–737.
doi:10.1111/cdev.12138.*Study included in the meta-analysis.

Wang, M.-T., J. B. Willett, and J. S. Eccles. 2011. “The Assessment of School Engagement:
Examining Dimensionality and Measurement Invariance by Gender and Race/Ethnicity.”
Journal of School Psychology 49: 465–480. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2011.04.001.

Wang, M.-T., and J. E. Eccles. 2011. “Adolescent Behavioral, Emotional, and Cognitive
Engagement Trajectories in School and Their Differential Relations to Educational Success.”
Journal of Research on Adolescence 22: 31–39. doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2011.00753.x.*Study
included in the meta-analysis

Wang, M.-T., and R. Holcombe. 2010. “Adolescents’ Perceptions of School Environment,
Engagement, and Academic Achievement in Middle School.” American Educational
Research Journal 47: 633–662. doi:10.3102/0002831209361209.*Study included in the meta-
analysis

Wang, M.-T., and S. Sheikh-Khalil. 2013. “Does Parental Involvement Matter for Student
Achievement and Mental Health in High School?” Child Development 85: 610–625.
doi:10.1111/cdev.12153.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Wang, M.-T., and S. C. Peck. 2013. “Adolescent Educational Success and Mental Health Vary
across School Engagement Profiles.” Developmental Psychology 49: 1266–1276. doi:10.1037/
a0030028.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Wehlage, G. G., R. A. Rutter, G. A. Smith, N. Lesko, and R. R. Fernandez. 1989. Reducing the
Risk: Schools as Communities of Support. New York, NY: Falmer Press.

Wellborn, J. G. 1991. Engaged and disaffected action: The conceptualization and measurement of
motivation in the academic domain. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Rochester, NY.

WestEd. 2008. California Healthy Kids Survey: California School District Secondary School Survey
Results Fall 07/Spring 08. Los Alamitos, CA: Author.

Wettersten, K. B., A. Guilmino, C. G. Herrick, P. J. Hunter, G. Y. Kim, D. Jagow, . . .
J. McCormick. 2005. “Predicting Educational and Vocational Attitudes among Rural High
School Students.” Journal of Counseling Psychology 52: 658–663. doi:10.1037/0022-
0167.52.4.658.*Study included in the meta-analysis

RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 39

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164496056005003
https://doi.org/10.1086/444158
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9165-z
https://doi.org/10.3200/joer.102.6.463-472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2005.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.1.23
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.1.23
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2011.00753.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831209361209
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12153
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030028
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030028
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.52.4.658
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.52.4.658


Wigfield, A., J. S. Eccles, U. Schiefele, R. W. Roeser, and P. Davis-Kean. 2006. “The Development
of Achievement Motivation.” In Handbook of Child Psychology, edited by N. Eisenberg, 933–
1002. 6th ed., Vol. 3. New York, NY: Wiley.

Willms, J. D. 2003. Student Engagement at School. A Sense of Belonging and Participation. Results
from PISA 2000. Paris, France: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.

Woolley, M. E., and G. L. Bowen. 2007. “In the Context of Risk: Supportive Adults and the
School Engagement of Middle School Students.” Family Relations 56: 92–104. doi:10.1111/
j.1741-3729.2007.00442.x.

Wormington, S. V., K. G. Anderson, A. Schneider, K. L. Tomlinson, and S. A. Brown. 2016. “Peer
Victimization and Adolescent Adjustment: Does School Belonging Matter?” Journal of School
Violence 15 1: 1–21. doi:10.1080/15388220.2014.922472.*Study included in the meta-analysis

Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J., H. M. Chipuer, M. Hanisch, P. A. Creed, and L. McGregor. 2006.
“Relationships at School and Stage-Environment Fit as Resources for Adolescent Engagement
and Achievement.” Journal of Adolescence 29: 911–933. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.04.008.

40 H. KORPERSHOEK ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2007.00442.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2007.00442.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.922472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.04.008

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	School belonging
	School belonging and school engagement

	Method
	Literature search and inclusion criteria
	Coding
	Analyses

	Results
	Results for research question 1
	Results for research question 2

	Discussion
	Discussion of the findings
	Limitations and directions for future research

	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References



