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This inquiry is the second phase of a teacher-led initiative that began in
2020 to examine the relationship between student engagement and
learning success in the undergraduate classroom. Whereas the initial
phase examined engagement and success in the online classroom, this
study extends the inquiry to explore engagement and success in the hy-
brid classroom. Using a convergent mixed methods approach involving
575 students from different cohorts across 6 years, this study finds that
there is a significant and positive relationship between student engage-
ment and learning success. Specifically, engagement and active partici-
pation serve as a pathway to learning success through opportunities
that enable knowledge development, knowledge application, and skill
development.
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Background

This inquiry is a continuation of a teacher-
led initiative (Vergara et al, 2023) to examine
the relationship between student engagement
and learning success in the undergraduate
classroom. It is also part of a larger initiative to
investigate how to co-create transformative
learning experiences in the classroom (Ver-
gara, 2022; Vergara, 2023a; Vergara, 2023b;
Vergara & Vergara, 2023a; Vergara & Vergara,
2023b). The contributions of previous studies
focused on engagement and success in the
online classroom. This study seeks to extend
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the inquiry into student engagement and learn-
ing success in the hybrid classroom and to ex-
amine differences from the online classroom.
Student engagement is essential in learning
success (Axelson & Flick, 2010; Coates, 2007;
Finn & Zimmer, 2012; Fletcher, 2015; Groccia,
2018; Lin et al, 2019; Luo et al, 2023; Kubh,
2009). Literature shows that student engage-
ment remains unclear (Balwant, 2017). While
there is a diversity of definitions (Axelson &
Flick, 2010; Coates, 2007; Fletcher, 2015; Groc-
cia, 2018; Kuh, 2009) and frameworks (Bal-
want, 2017; Burch et al,, 2015; Finn & Zimmer,
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2012; Groccia, 2018), no universal definition
has yet been accepted. This study considers
student engagement as the “complete immer-
sion in instruction” (Teoh et al.,, 2025), encom-
passing what students think, feel, and do (Groc-
cia, 2018), and is related to learning inside and
outside the classroom. The study also considers
that student engagement has emotional, cogni-
tive, and behavioral dimensions (Balwant,
2017).

Understanding the difference in student en-
gagement in online and in-person classrooms
guides teachers in designing, delivering, and
co-creating transformative learning experi-
ences. This inquiry helps uncover what works
and what does not in both learning modalities.
As online and hybrid classrooms offer a flexible
setup that traditional classrooms do not, they
can provide lessons to help institutions that
seek to create more inclusive learning environ-
ments.

This research seeks to answer the question:
How is student engagement associated with
learning success across online and hybrid

Table 1. Construct Operationalization

classroom environments? This overarching
question seeks to understand differences in en-
gagement and success across online and hybrid
learning modalities, the relationship between
engagement and success, and the predictive
role of engagement. To address this question,
the study seeks the following research objec-
tives:
RO1: To compare levels of student engage-
ment and learning success between
online and hybrid classroom environ-
ments

To examine the relationship between
student engagement and student learn-
ing success

To determine whether student engage-
ment significantly predicts student
learning success

RO2:

RO3:

Constructs in this study follow Vergara et al.
(2023). Table 1 provides definitions for the
constructs under examination: student engage-
ment and learning success.

Construct

Operationalization

Student engagement

As implemented in Vergara et al. (2023) and adapted from Balwant,

2017; Burch et al, 2015; and Finn & Zimmer, 2012.

Learning success

As defined by student respondents

Developed by author

Methods

This study adopts a convergent mixed
methods design in which quantitative and qual-
itative data are collected concurrently, ana-
lyzed independently, and then integrated to
provide a comprehensive understanding of the
relationship between student engagement and
learning success across online and hybrid
classroom environments. The quantitative
analysis examines measurable differences, re-
lationships, and predictive effects between var-
iables. As the data has been determined to be
non-normally  distributed, non-parametric
tests are employed: Mann-Whitney U and Krus-
kal Wallis tests with pairwise comparisons to
determine RO1, Spearman’s rho to analyze
RO2, and a simple linear regression to address
RO3. The qualitative analysis explores student
experiences and perceptions to provide

contextual insights that complement the statis-
tical findings. The integration of both analyses
allows the study to triangulate results and de-
velop a more nuanced interpretation of student
engagement and learning success in the online
and hybrid classrooms.

Results from the quantitative and qualita-
tive strands are merged and compared. Quali-
tative findings provide statistical evidence of
differences, relationships and predictive ef-
fects, while qualitative insights offer explana-
tions for why these patterns occur. This inte-
gration enables the study to achieve methodo-
logical triangulation, strengthening the validity
of conclusions regarding the role of student en-
gagement in learning success within online and
hybrid classrooms. Table 2 summarizes how
each research objective will be addressed.
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Table 2. Alignment of Research Objectives, Methods, and Hypotheses

Research Objective

Quantitative Strand

Qualitative Strand

RO1

To compare levels of student
engagement and learning
success between online and
hybrid classroom environ-
ments

Because the data is determined
to be non-normally distributed,
non-parametric statistical tests
are employed:

Mann-Whitney U

H1: There is no significant dif-
ference in student en-
gagement between co-
horts in the online and hy-
brid classrooms

H2: There is no significant dif-
ference in learning suc-
cess between cohorts in
the online and hybrid
classrooms

Kruskal-Wallis test and pair-
wise comparisons

H3: There is no significant dif-
ference in student en-
gagement among stu-
dents across different
years

There is no significant dif-
ference in learning suc-
cess among students
across different years

H4-:

Students’ responses to open-
ended survey questions are
analyzed to understand how
they describe their learning
experiences in online and hy-
brid environments.

RO2

To examine the relationship
between student engagement
and student learning success

Because the data is determined

to be non-normally distributed,

non-parametric statistical tests

are employed:

Spearman’s rho

H5: There is no significant rela-
tionship between student
engagement and learning
success among all cohorts
in the online and hybrid
classrooms

Open-ended responses are
examined to identify themes
describing how students per-
ceive the role of engagement
in their learning.

RO3
To determine whether stu-
dent engagement significantly
predicts student learning suc-
cess

Simple Linear Regression

H6: The level of student en-
gagement predicts the
level of learning success
among all cohorts in the
online and hybrid class-
rooms

Students’ qualitative re-
sponses are analyzed to ex-
plore how engagement be-
haviors, such as participation,
interaction, or motivation,
contribute to learning out-
comes.

Developed by author
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This study analyzed post-course assess-
ment survey responses from 575 students who
took elective events marketing/advertising

Table 3. Respondents (n) Matrix

classes over six years and across two modali-
ties. Table 3 encapsulates the profile of the sur-
vey respondents of this study.

Year Number of Students Modality
2020 51

2021 32 Total Online = 115
2022 32

2023 108

2024 172 Total Hybrid = 460
2025 180

TOTAL 575
Developed by author

Results and Discussion
Transitioning from Online to Hybrid
Between 2020 and 2022, classes at the uni-
versity were conducted online due to the pan-
demic. This shift in modality facilitated the ped-
agogical transformation, as outlined in Vergara
et al. (2023). Specifically, the course was de-
signed to co-create the learning experience
with the students, beginning with a pre-course
survey to understand how students define
learning success. Students were asked open-
ended questions to define how they will meas-
ure success at the end of the term. Their re-
sponses were then coded and categorized. The
following four statements below summarize
their definitions for success. It is worth nothing
that that these are the same statements they
are asked to rate in the post-course assessment

survey:
1. 1 learned important lessons from this
course.

2. 1 developed important skills after asking
this course.

3. ITwasable to apply what I learned in the ac-
tivities and requirements in this course.

4. 1 feel that [ am a better person after taking
this course.

As government restrictions on mobility
eased, the university soon shifted into a hybrid
modality. While this shift required a few
changes in how lectures and requirements
were delivered, some learning approaches and
strategies remain the same. Teaching strategies
continue to follow the transformative

approaches outlined by Slavich and Zimbardo
(2012). For example, lectures are still delivered
in storytelling style and still focus on the value
of guest experiences in events and marketing.
Assessments remain scaffolded and continue to
focus on collaboration with students grouped
together for the duration of the term.

The shift to hybrid, however, entailed de-
ciding which lessons and assessments would
remain online and which would be delivered in
person. To maximize engagement, the most im-
pactful and collaborative activities are shifted
in-person, particularly the most engaging sto-
rytelling lectures and the final assessment,
which is a fundraising event. Instructions, par-
ticularly briefings for assessments, continue to
be delivered online, through the learning man-
agement system. Classroom events that scaf-
fold the final assessment also remain online.

Overall Student Engagement

Results show that there is high overall stu-
dent engagement, with means ranging from
4.48to 4.88. SE1 (“I enjoyed taking this course”)
obtained the highest mean (M = 4.88, SD =
0.378), followed by SE10 (“It was easy for me to
communicate with the professor,” M = 4.86,SD =
0.425) and SE8 (“It was easy for me to partici-
pate in group assignments,” M = 4.81, SD =
0.478) received the highest scores. On the
other hand, SE2 (“I enjoyed taking virtual clas-
ses”) recorded the lowest mean (M = 4.48, SD =
0.873), although scores still reflect a high level
of agreement. The relatively higher standard
deviation of SEZ indicates more varied
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responses than those of the other indicators.
Overall, the low standard deviations across
most items suggest consistent responses, indi-

Table 4. Student Engagement

cating a generally uniform perception of stu-
dent engagement. Table 4 summarizes the re-
sults.

Construct Mean Standard

5-point Likert scale (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) Deviation

SE1 I enjoyed taking this course. 4.88 0.378

SE2 I enjoyed taking virtual classes. 4.48 0.873

SE3 [ gn]oyed ac.comphshlng the individual activities re- 473 0.599
quired of me in this course.

SE3 | en;oye(.i accomplishing the group activities required of 478 0.554
me in this course.

SE4 It was easy for me to focus during synchronous classes. 4.51 0.769

SE5 It was easy for me to grasp the lessons discussed in class. 4.78 0.535

SE6 It was easy for me to participate in class lectures. 4.67 0.624

SE7 It was easy for me to participate in group assignments. 4.81 0.478

SES It was easy for me to participate in the online class e- 477 0.562
vents.

SE9 It was easy for me to communicate with the professor. 4.86 0.425

SE10 [t was easy for me to communicate with the members of 468 0.669
the group [ was in.

SE11 It was easy for me to communicate with other members 466 0.670
of the class.

Developed by author

Overall Learning Success

Results also indicate relatively high learn-
ing engagement across all cohorts, with means
ranging from 4.84 to 4.89. Among the items,
LS2 (“I developed important skills after taking
this course”) recorded the highest mean (M =
4.89, SD = 0.370), followed closely by LS1 (“I
learned important lessons from this course,” M =
4.87, SD = 0.404) and LS3 (“I was able to apply
what I learned in the activities and requirements
in this course,” M = 4.86, SD = 0.412). LS4 (“I feel

Table 5. Learning Success

that I am a better person after taking this
course”) obtained the lowest mean (M = 4.84,
SD = 0.431); however, scores still indicate a
very high level of agreement. The relatively low
standard deviation values (0.370-0.431) sug-
gest that responses are consistent and exhibit
minimal variability among respondents. Over-
all, the findings imply a strong, uniform posi-
tive perception of learning success. Table 5
summarizes the results.

Construct Mean Standard
5-point Likert scale (5 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree) Deviation
LS1 Ilearned important lessons from this course. 4.87 0.404
LS2 Ideveloped important skills after taking this course. 4.89 0.370
LS3 I was able to gppl}{ what I learned in the activities and 486 0.412
requirements in this course.
LS4 Ifeel that I am a better person after taking this course 4.84 0.431
Developed by author
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RO1: Student engagement and learning suc-
cess are significantly different between
learning modalities and across cohorts

The results of the quantitative measures in-
dicate significant differences in student en-
gagement and learning success between learn-
ing modalities and across cohorts. The results
of the Mann-Whitney U test reveal a statisti-
cally significant difference between the hybrid
and online modalities for both student engage-
ment and learning success. For social engage-
ment, the test yielded U = 13,297 with p <.001.
Given the p-value, the null hypothesis is

rejected. This indicates a significant difference
in student engagement between students in the
hybrid and online modalities. Similarly, for
learning success, the result showed U = 22,638,
p <.001, leading to the rejection of the null hy-
pothesis. This signifies a significant difference
in learning success between the two learning
modalities. Overall, the findings suggest that
the instructional modality (hybrid vs. online)
significantly influences both student engage-
ment and learning success. Table 6 summarizes
the results.

Table 6. Student Engagement and Learning Success: Online vs Hybrid

Statistic p
Social Engagement Mann-Whitney U 13297 <.001
Learning Success Mann-Whitney U 22638 <.001

Developed by author

Cohorts under the hybrid modality exhib-
ited higher levels of both student engagement
and learning success compared to those under
online. For student engagement, the hybrid
group obtained a higher mean (M = 4.79) and
median (Md = 5.00) compared to the online
group (M =4.42, Md = 4.50). Similarly, for learn-
ing success, the hybrid group showed a higher
mean (M = 4.90, Md = 5.00) than the online
group (M =4.74, Md = 5.00).

Additionally, the online group demon-
strated lower variability in responses, as indi-
cated by smaller standard deviations (student
engagement: SD = 0.335; learning success: SD =

0.262) compared to the hybrid group (student
engagement: SD = (0.578; learning success: SD =
0.543), suggesting more consistent perceptions
among students in the Online modality.

Overall, these findings suggest that alt-
hough modalities differ significantly, the hybrid
modality tends to yield higher student engage-
ment and learning success scores compared to
the online modality. This strengthens the inter-
pretation of the Mann-Whitney U test results
by clearly identifying the direction of the differ-
ence and supporting it with descriptive evi-
dence. Table 7 summarizes the results.

Table 7. Differences in Student Engagement and Learning Success

Cohort N Mean Median SD SE
Social Engagement Online 115 4.42 4.50 0.578 0.0539
Hybrid 460 4.79 5.00 0.335 0.0156
Learning Success Online 115 4.74 5.00 0.543 0.0506
Hybrid 460 4.90 5.00 0.262 0.0122

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test indi-
cate statistically significant differences in both
student engagement and learning success
across year levels. For student engagement, the
test yielded x?(5) = 92.1 with p <.001. Since the
p-value is less than the 0.05 level of signifi-
cance, the null hypothesis is rejected. This

indicates that student engagement significantly
differs across the six year levels. Similarly, for
learning success, the result showed x*(5) = 26.3
with p <.001. This also leads to the rejection of
the null hypothesis, suggesting that learning
success varies significantly among students
across year levels. Overall, the findings imply
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that year level plays a significant role in
influencing both student engagement and

learning success. Table 8 summarizes the re-
sults.

Table 8. Student Engagement and Learning Success: Across 6 Years

X° df p
Social Engagement 92.1 5 <.001
Learning Success 26.3 5 <.001

Developed by author

Post hoc analysis was conducted to deter-
mine which specific year levels differ signifi-
cantly from one another. The DSCF pairwise
comparison for student engagement reveals
significant differences, mainly between lower
and higher year levels. 2020 significantly dif-
fers from 2022 (p = 0.010), 2023 (p < .001),
2024 (p <.001), and 2025 (p <.001). Similarly,
2021 shows significant differences when

compared with 2022 (p = 0.004), 2023 (p <
.001), 2024 (p < .001), and 2025 (p < .001).
Overall, the findings suggest that differences in
student engagement are more evident between
lower and higher year levels, while students in
the upper year levels tend to have comparable
levels of student engagement. Table 9 summa-
rizes the results.

Table 9. Student Engagement Post Hoc DSCF Pairwise Comparison

w P
2020 2021 -1.35 0.933
2020 2022 4.74 0.010
2020 2023 9.60 <.001*
2020 2024 10.09 <.001*
2020 2025 8.22 <.001*
2021 2022 5.08 0.004*
2021 2023 8.86 <.001*
2021 2024 9.03 <.001*
2021 2025 7.73 <.001*
2022 2023 3.59 0.114
2022 2024 3.23 0.200
2022 2025 1.60 0.867
2023 2024 -1.08 0.973
2023 2025 -2.52 0.479
2024 2025 -1.70 0.836
Developed by author

The DSCF pairwise comparison results for
learning success show that only selected year
levels demonstrate significant differences: (1)
between 2020 and 2024 (p = 0.002), (2) be-
tween 2021 and 2023 (p = 0.048), (3) between

2021 and 2024 (p = 0.001), and (4) 2021 and
2025 (p = 0.037). Overall, the findings indicate
that differences in learning success are limited
and occur only in specific years. Table 10 sum-
marizes the results.

Table 10. Learning Success Post Hoc DSCF Pairwise Comparison

w p
2020 2021 -0.825 0.992
2020 2022 3.753 0.085
2020 2023 3.222 0.203
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w p
2020 2024 5.308 0.002*
2020 2025 3.684 0.096
2021 2022 4.051 0.048*
2021 2023 3.554 0.120
2021 2024 5.591 0.001*
2021 2025 4.175 0.037*
2022 2023 -1.997 0.720
2022 2024 -0.506 0.999
2022 2025 -1.562 0.880
2023 2024 2.844 0.336
2023 2025 0.838 0.992
2024 2025 -1.973 0.730
Developed by author

Responses from open-ended questions re-
veal that there is a difference in student en-
gagement between online and in-person clas-
ses. In Vergara et al. (2023), students found it
difficult to engage and even concentrate in
online classes. When asked how the course
could be improved, many students from hybrid
cohorts immediately identified shifting the
online classroom event online:

“I think, if possible, it would be great
if there was an option to make the class-
room activation an in-person activity as
well”

“I think students would enjoy more if
some of the classroom events were done
in-person than online.”

However, students see value in attending
classes online. Students from hybrid cohorts
share that online assessments can be challeng-
ing but provide essential learning opportuni-
ties:

“The online class events were ful-
filling and eventful, providing an oppor-
tunity to apply the concepts taught by
our professor to reality, while also bring-
ing beautiful ideas to life.”

“I enjoyed the online classroom event
because it brought out my competitive
side while allowing me to learn at the
same time.”

While quantitative results show that there
are some differences in learning success across
some cohorts, there is some convergence on
how students describe their success,

particularly in how they learned skills and ap-
plied what they have learned through assess-
ments:

“The final (online) project required
real-life decisions that our group had to
make and they were crucial to the pro-
ject execution. Thus, it made me develop
better decision-making knowing how
crucial one yes or no may impact the rest
of a strategy or plan.”

“The final (in-person) fundraising
event was the most challenging the les-
sons learned here I saw could be applied
to events I'd like to execute in the future.”

The results imply that transformative
learning strategies work across online and in-
person learning modalities, leading to overall
student engagement and learning success. It is
worth noting that high levels of student en-
gagement lead to students wanting more inter-
actions and activities, with many students ex-
pressing a desire for more in-person discus-
sions and activities. This implies that in-person
learning environments enhance student en-
gagement, as evidenced by students’ prefer-
ence for in-person discussions and activities.
This is not to say, however, that there is signifi-
cantly less learning success in online learning
modalities, as students from online cohorts
acknowledge that they experienced learning
success. This inquiry shows that there is poten-
tial for engagement and success in online les-
sons and assessments, as they still provide
students with opportunities to develop skills or
apply concepts learned in class.
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ROZ2: Significant and positive relationship be-
tween student engagement and student
learning success

The results of Spearman’s rank-order cor-
relation show a statistically significant and
positive relationship between student engage-
ment and learning success. The correlation

coefficient of 0.528 indicates a moderate posi-
tive relationship between the two variables.
Overall, the findings suggest that as students
become more engaged, their learning success
tends to increase. Table 11 summarizes the re-
sults.

Table 11. Relationship between Student Engagement and Learning Success

Spearman’s rho p

Student engagement

.528

<.001

Developed by author

In the same survey, students were asked to
describe engagement by identifying lessons
and activities that they found enjoyable and
challenging. Responses varied, with most iden-
tifying those that left the most impression on
them based on their outcomes. Some men-
tioned the lectures that allowed them to under-
stand the principles of event marketing:

“The storytelling lectures on how an
event was executed, using the stages of
event management as an outline, were
very engaging and easy to understand.”

“The lesson on the Disney guest expe-
rience delivered the most significant in-
sight for me. It highlighted how powerful
experiences are intentionally designed
to connect with people on multiple lev-
els—emotional, cognitive, and more. It
made me realize that in today’s experi-
ence economy, details truly make the dif-
ference.”

Others mentioned the activities that deliv-
ered the most significant lessons throughout
the course:

“The final fundraising event allowed
me to apply lessons I learned in class
while also giving us the opportunity to
help people in need.”

“We had real-world exposure! We
were able to apply a lot of the marketing

and advertising concepts we learned in
the classroom.”

Both quantitative and qualitative analyses
confirm that there is a relationship between
student engagement and learning success. Stu-
dent responses suggest learning success
emerges from actively engaging in lessons and
activities that enable them to to learn some-
thing new, apply what they learned, and de-
velop relevant skills. Notably, students define
learning success in terms of knowledge devel-
opment, knowledge application, and skills de-
velopment. Taken together, these findings indi-
cate that student engagement does not directly
guarantee success. Rather, it creates the neces-
sary conditions and opportunities for meaning-
ful learning. Student engagement serves as the
pathway through which students translate par-
ticipation and collaboration into successful
learning outcomes.

RO3: Student engagement significantly pre-
dicts student learning success

The results of the linear regression analysis
indicate that student engagement significantly
predicts learning success. The R-square indi-
cates that 48.3% of the variance in learning
success can be explained by student engage-
ment. The regression coefficient of .565 indi-
cates a significant positive effect. Table 12 sum-
marizes the results.

Table 12. Student Engagement as a Predictor of Learning Success

Model Coefficient SE t p R-square
1 (Constant) 2.203 0.1155 19.1 <.001 483
Student Engagement 0.565 0.0244 23.2 <.001 '
Developed by author
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In addressing the assumptions of linear re-
gression, diagnostic checks were conducted.
Collinearity statistics indicate no multicolline-
arity concerns, as evidenced by a VIF of 1.00

Table 13. Collinearity

and tolerance of 1.00 for Social Engagement, re-
flecting complete independence of the predic-

tor variable. Table 13 summarizes the results.

VIF

Tolerance

Student Engagement

1.00

1.00

The inspection of residual plots further sug-
gests that the assumption of linearity is reason-
ably satisfied, as the residuals generally follow
arandom pattern around zero across fitted val-
ues. However, slight patterns in the residual
spread can be observed, suggesting minor het-
eroscedasticity (non-constant variance). Addi-
tionally, the clustering of residuals is evident,
which may be attributed to the discrete (Likert-
scale) nature of the data, and may also contrib-
ute to slight deviations from normality.

Despite these observations, the large sam-
ple size (N = 575) supports the robustness of
linear regression estimates even under mild vi-
olations of normality and homoscedasticity as-
sumptions. To further ensure the reliability of
the findings, a robust regression approach us-
ing heteroscedasticity-consistent (HC3) stand-
ard errors was considered. The results re-
mained consistent in terms of statistical signif-
icance and direction of the relationship, con-
firming that the effect of student engagement
on learning success is stable. Figures 1-3 show
the residual plots.
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Overall, these findings confirm that Social
Engagement is a significant and strong predic-
tor of Learning Success, and the inclusion of di-
agnostic and robustness checks strengthens
the validity of the regression results.

The quantitative results affirm the relation-
ship between student engagement and learning
success, specifically that engagement may lead
to success. Survey responses also provide con-
text for the predictability of success through
engagement. Students were asked to assess
their course performance and explain why they
think they succeeded. With very few excep-
tions, almost all responded that they succeeded
in the course. They continue to explain that the
reason for their success lies in their effort: in
actively listening during lectures and in collab-
orating on group projects. Here are some re-
sponses that demonstrate this:

“I think I performed well, most espe-
cially with the group working together.
Everybody deserved the joy of success
from setting up both the classroom and
online event. The success really showed
not only after but during the event as
well because everybody was enjoying it.”

“Yes, because without even looking
at the grade, I was able to develop my
skills in socializing, hosting, and event
planning in this course. This gave me the
hint that I can really do events on my
own and I can use this skills in the fu-
ture.”

“I believe I succeeded in this course
because I was able to meet the learning
outcomes, actively participate in class

activities, and complete all the require-
ments, including the major projects. |
also applied the skills I learned in a prac-
tical setting, especially during our event
planning activity, which demonstrated
my growth and understanding of the
course content.”

The responses affirm that, through active
participation in experiential lessons, students
achieve their self-defined learning outcomes:
learn something new, apply what they have
learned, and develop essential skills. This im-
plies that while student engagement is not the
only predictor oflearning success, the results of
this study show that it is a significant one.

For teachers, the results of this six-year in-
quiry imply that facilitating learning success in
the classroom means designing and co-creating
a course where students actively participate
and engage with the lessons. This also means
establishing a shared learning vision to allow
students to take ownership of their learning.
Scaffolded assessments provide opportunities
for students to model and master experiences.
Furthermore, scaffolding ensures that assess-
ments become increasingly challenging and en-
couraging throughout the term. These steps are
essential in facilitating engagement as they fol-
low Slavich and Zimbardo’s (2012) transform-
ative teaching approach.

Conclusion

This inquiry is the second phase of a
teacher-led initiative that began in 2020 to ex-
amine the relationship between student
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engagement and learning success in the under-
graduate classroom. Using a convergent mixed
methods approach, this inquiry affirms the
findings from the initial phase of the study
(Vergara et al,, 2023). It also provides a more
nuanced understanding of how student en-
gagement and learning success are related.
While student engagement alone cannot pre-
dict nor cause learning success, the results still
show that student engagement is essential to
learning success. Specifically, engagement and
active participation serve as a pathway to
learning success through opportunities that en-
able knowledge development, knowledge ap-
plication, and skill development.

The results also show that online and in-
person classes provide different engagement
opportunities. Students prefer in-person class
participation because they feel more engaged
and can actively collaborate with others in the
same space. However, online classes provide
flexible and inclusive learning environments.
Results suggest that the engagement in online
classes also provide meaningful learning op-
portunities, including skills development.
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