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Abstract: Teachers are in authority to make decisions and to influence and engage learners. This descriptive study aimed to
assess the 145 teachers’ engagement in public elementary schools in the Philippines using the jury-validated and reliability-
tested researcher-made questionnaire on the Teachers’ Engagement Scale. Appropriate statistical tools were used to interpret
the data with a .05 significance level for all inferential data in a two-tailed test processed using the Statistical Packages for
Social Sciences (SPSS) software, Version 26.0. Data revealed that teachers’ engagement for school success was high in
cognitive, emotional, and social engagement as an entire group and according to sex, educational qualification, length of
teaching experience, and school size. Significant differences were noted in teachers’ engagement across the three domains: sex,
emotional and social engagement, educational qualification and social engagement, and the length of the teaching experience.
The study concludes that teachers are generally well-engaged in their work, and their engagement as teachers depends on the
leadership of their school heads. The study recommends that the Department of Education key officials are encouraged to
develop school policies, design and create strategies and programs, and allot budgetary allotments to implement teacher-specific
human resource development.
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1. Introduction

A high degree of performance from each individual professional is necessary for a school to be considered successful. Schools
are complicated, collaborative entities. Day in and day out, it is the responsibility of school leaders to ensure that all students
fulfil rigorous grade-level and college- and career-readiness criteria. This responsibility is a fundamental component of school
success. The leadership abilities of school administrators are the most important factor in determining whether a school
succeeds or fails as an organisation for learning. Neither birth nor complete forging in the classroom produces these
exceptionally gifted school leaders. Graduates of conventional school administration programmes are also not adequately
equipped to assume leadership roles [46]. School administrators have the power to make decisions that impact classroom
instruction, particularly for new teachers. Teachers’ career opportunities are influenced by the way school leaders treat them
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and their mentorship relationships. Teachers, like other employees, want to have a say in setting educational priorities and
would like to work in an environment that encourages open communication and consensus building. Through active
participation in school goal conversations, teaching can transform into a profession that encourages learners to engage in
inquiry, reflective practise, and continual problem-solving. Concurrently, it has the potential to enhance leadership abilities
[48].

Teachers’ level of engagement can be defined as the degree to which they voluntarily devote time, effort, and resources to
various tasks that are directly or indirectly relevant to their work as educators [27]. Interest in teacher involvement has been on
the rise as of late. The desire to gain a deeper understanding of the problem of professional attrition, which has been linked to
dissatisfaction with work and low levels of engagement, has prompted this [35]; [49]; [4]. The growing body of evidence
showing that teacher engagement, a critical component of contextual antecedents, would impact student-level outcomes is
another compelling rationale for the increased focus. Consider a scenario in which students are aware of the ways in which
their professors’ attitudes, beliefs, and participation in class are demonstrated. If that’s the case, they’re more likely to be
engaged[24], motivated[28], and successful[1]; [36]. Nevertheless, few research have looked at teacher engagement in EFL
classes, even though most studies in language teaching contexts have concentrated on foreign/s language teachers’ job burnout
[41]; [25]; [55]; [30].

The majority of the research that has focused on teacher engagement has used traditional classroom settings. With the increasing
integration of internet technology and education, online teaching has emerged as a crucial method for college foreign language
learning. Both online and traditional classroom instruction use different approaches to learning and pedagogy [9]. Teachers’
involvement in their online classrooms may thus have a different effect on students’ performance than it would in a traditional
classroom setting. Research on the nature of instructor engagement and its correlation with student performance in online
language classes is of the utmost importance.

There are both trait-like and state-like components to teachers’ engagement, which is seen to be rather stable with occasional
changes over time [43]. New research on teacher engagement suggests that there are three parts to this concept: mental,
emotional, and social [26]. The work engagement conceptualization in Schaufeli et al. [43] is the ancestor of Klassen et al. [27]
’s teacher engagement conceptualization. A “positive, gratifying, job-related state of mind characterised by vigour, devotion,
and absorption” is what Schaufeli et al. [43] mean when they say that people are engaged in their work. According to Klassen
et al. [27], the cognitive aspects are synonymous with vigour and immersion, whereas the emotional dimension is synonymous
with dedication.

By including the social dimension of engagement, Klassen et al[26] . ’s conceptualization adds something new to the previous
models of job engagement. According to Klassen et al. [26], this new concept is necessary because prior work engagement
models failed to take into consideration the time and energy teachers put into building and maintaining relationships with their
students and coworkers, even though this is an essential part of their job [23]. There are high relationships among the four
components suggested by Klassen et al. [26] and other studies [35]; [54] that indicate this multidimensional framework is the
most frequent perspective on teacher engagement.

A rise in teacher involvement and self-efficacy is necessary if students are to remain motivated and involved throughout the
process of learning a foreign language [4]. However, there has been a dearth of research on teacher engagement in English as
a foreign language (EFL) classes, in contrast to the abundance of literature on the topic in general education [26], [24]; [15].
Faskhodi and Siyyari (2018) investigated what factors, if any, are associated with teacher burnout and engagement, as well as
with the number of years of experience in the field. There was a negative correlation between teacher involvement and burnout,
according to the results. Educators with more years of experience also showed stronger dedication to their jobs.

The professional opportunities of such teachers are also influenced by the attitudes of the school administration toward
mentoring and involving instructors. For instance, the Division of Antique under the Department of Education (DepEd) has
emphasized the tasks and responsibilities of the Department’s various levels. More specifically, the Division Office has the
schools as its primary responsibility for directing, guiding, supervising, evaluating, and offering technical support to perform
basic education services and eventually achieve DepEd thrust effectively. In order to improve the quality of teaching and
learning in various schools within the Schools Division of Antique, this research focuses on teachers’ level of engagement for
school success in terms of cognitive, emotional engagement, and social engagement and whether or not there’s a significant
difference in teachers’ engagement for school success considering the cognitive, emotional engagement, and social engagement
with the identified secondary variables.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Teacher’s Engagement
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Giving all pupils the chance to learn from passionate educators has been a hot topic in public and academic discussions about
education recently [38]. Because kids absorb their teachers’ attitudes and levels of enthusiasm, it is critical to understand how
teachers participate in their work. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), which is now the most utilised measure of
work engagement [2], was originally developed for research involving employees in the business sector. However, in very
diverse workplaces, there may be characteristics of engagement that are not currently measured. According to Shuck [45], “a
context-specific, conceptual examination of the notion of employee engagement to another well-researched working attitude
(s)” is a crucial initial step in advancing the field of work engagement research.

One idea that can motivate people is “work engagement,” which is defined as “the willing commitment of one’s own resources
to meet the demands of one’s job” [52]. There are three commonly proposed areas of engagement—physical, emotional, and
cognitive—but two fundamental conceptual dimensions—energy and involvement—underpin engagement in the workplace
[3]. In certain cases, a higher-order engagement construct is used to encompass all three domains, allowing for simultaneous
or holistic experiences of the individual domains [39]; [47]. A lot of people have different opinions on how involvement relates
to burnout.

Some people think that engagement is the polar opposite of burnout; it’s the extreme opposite of being completely unengaged
(high burnout) (high burnout). Although it is conceptually separate from both the motivating forces and the subsequent
behaviours, engagement does reflect them [42]. 1.e., intrinsic motivations for behaviour. How absorbed one is in one’s work is
what we mean when we talk about job engagement [45]. According to Christian et al. (2011) and others, work engagement has
demonstrated discriminant validity when it comes to job attitudes, as well as job involvement and satisfaction [39]. Perceived
ability to succeed in a given area and level of personal investment in that area are determinants of engagement. Optimism and
organizational-based self-esteem, which comprise self-efficacy, were identified by Schaufeli et al. [42] as resources in the
workplace that were predictive of engagement.

Teachers’ belief in their own abilities to do their jobs well is a strong predictor of their dedication to the profession and,
conversely, of their desire to leave the field altogether [27]. Resilience in the classroom is strongly associated with it [32]. A
more complex picture of employee behaviour in the workplace can be obtained by investigating the homological web of
relationships among important related variables; this is in addition to the fact that there is evidence for conceptual and empirical
distinctiveness among engagement and other work-related motivation constructs.

2.2. Cognitive engagement

A strategic learning method that encourages self-regulated deep learning strategies [11]; [53] with higher-order thinking skills
[5] and frequent and interactive engagement [31] is associated with cognitive engagement, which is also a psychological process
[21]. A person is cognitively engaged when they are fully immersed in their work and focus all of their mental energy on tasks
relating to their job [26].

Work engagement was described as an affective-cognitive state that is not focused on any one work event or task; this definition
was operationalized by Schaufeli et al. [43] in the creation of the UWES. Its item content could not be applicable in all
situations, and concerns persist over the reliability of its factor structure [27]; [44]; [47]. For instance, while the UWES has
been administered to educators [19], the content of the scale disregards the unique circumstances linked to teachers’ job.

Cognitive engagement was defined by Greene et al. [16] as “meaningful cognitive processes,” which involve extensive
processing of new information in order to make connections to previously learned content. Additionally, Patrick et al. [33]
discovered that cognitive engagement might be constructed from a single dimension of self-regulation strategies. Individual
and classroom-level cognitive involvement has also been assessed using observational approaches [12]. Some studies have
shown that certain verbal and behavioural signs can accurately identify cognitive activation [20]; [17]; [29].

2.3. Emotional Engagement

The key to encouraging student involvement and good student outcomes may lie in the teacher-student connections, according
to researchers [7]; [27]; [38]; [50]. Teachers who put in the time and effort to develop positive relationships with their pupils
are less likely to suffer from emotional stress and burnout and more likely to be happy and healthy overall [23]. When educators
are emotionally invested in their work, it shows in their classrooms [26].

It is essential to comprehend the emotions of teachers because teaching is fundamentally a personal endeavour. How teachers’
feelings impact their students’ final grades is a topic that has been studied. Important factors that shape the classroom climate
and students’ achievement include teachers’ emotional intelligence, job engagement, and self-efficacy [14]. Engaging students
on an emotional and social level in the classroom is more important for effective teaching. Additionally, it delves into the ways
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in which teacher-student relationships can be impacted by teachers’ participation and how it might evolve in response to this
mismatch [26]. A teacher’s pedagogical approach is often shaped by their own experiences or by the examples set by educators
they looked up to. Furthermore, teachers’ involvement can be enhanced more by external job resources, such a supportive
organisational climate, than by personal resources, like self-efficacy and self-esteem. Also, the data reveals that teachers’
emotional investment is crucial to their level of engagement.

2.4. Social Engagement

Teachers’ efforts to connect with and care about their pupils and colleagues are an example of social engagement [26]. The
need to actively engage with others and spend energy to building relationships is unique among occupations, and teaching is
no exception [38]; [40]. There are alternative conceptual definitions of engagement that omit that. Although employees in many
fields are required to interact socially with coworkers, the teaching profession stands out for its emphasis on building lasting,
meaningful relationships with the people who use its services. Although people in other occupations, such those in the medical
or commercial sectors (e.g., sales representatives), may develop strong bonds with their clients or patients, teachers spend far
more time with their pupils than those in these other professions. The chance to work closely with students is a strong incentive
for many teachers entering the profession [51]. While teachers, like workers in other professions, form social relationships with
colleagues during the workday, the emphasis on social relationships with students characterises the heart of teaching.

One of the most crucial components of teacher engagement is social engagement with students, which cannot be measured in
isolation from work engagement. According to Shuck’s recent study of work involvement [45], the concept is still evolving
and different research communities need to work together to bridge disciplinary gaps. In order to meet the demands of educators,
a study developed and piloted the Engaged Teacher Scale (ETS). Teachers’ all-around involvement in this setting is a
combination of classroom engagement—which includes physical, cognitive, and emotional aspects that are context-responsive
[39]—and social engagement with both students and coworkers. According to Klassen et al. [26], the most important part of
being a teacher is developing meaningful relationships with your pupils. Their research looks at the possibility of a connection
between students’ emotional and social engagement in the classroom and the mismatch that teachers experience.

According to Klassen et al. [27], the most important aspect of teaching is interacting socially with pupils. Additionally, there
is no correlation between the students’ level and the amount of social involvement. For example, compared to students whose
English was better, those whose English was worse were more likely to interact socially with their instructors. This motivates
educators to work with pupils whose English proficiency is the lowest and utilise social interaction as a tool to raise their levels.
Teachers should be qualified to teach, and Petrides [37] agrees that their own drive is crucial in inspiring pupils to have a
positive outlook on language learning. What this means is that students can pick up on teachers’ enthusiasm for the subject and
use it to their advantage when they study the language. The external elements that instructors are subjected to constantly change
their engagement. Hakanen et al. [19] also confirm that teachers’ social relationship with pupils may be impacted by the high
expectations they endure.

According to Collie et al. [6], there is a correlation between students’ emotional and social engagement and teachers’ dedication.
Students’ levels of social engagement with their teachers were highest among those with the lowest English proficiency,
according to the analysis. Their teachers’ determination to teach them despite their students’ limited English proficiency may
be a contributing factor. Additionally, compared to more seasoned educators, teachers with less classroom experience
demonstrate higher levels of social and emotional engagement. This is corroborated by Klassen et al. [26], who found that new
teachers may be quite involved in their students’ lives. However, they may not be as invested in the material as more seasoned
educators.

There may be less likelihood of isolation, disconnection, and dropouts[22] if students and teachers form strong relationships
via social engagement [34]. Classroom social engagement includes things like working together, paying attention in class, being
on time, and keeping relationships with both teachers and classmates in check [34]. Joining a study group, a neighbourhood
club, or a student organisation outside of the classroom is a great way to meet new people and form lasting friendships based
on like interests, goals, or values [13]. It is important for students taking classes online to feel that they are part of a community
rather just an individual [8]. One aspect that may be distinctively defining of teaching is the social interaction with students,
although this dimension is not captured by the UWES or other work engagement measures [23].

3. Methodology
This descriptive survey research involved 145 teachers randomly selected from the different school districts in the Division of

Antique, Philippines. Respondent’s categorization included sex, educational qualification, length of teaching experience, and
class size. Table 1 presents the distribution of data on the personal information of teacher-respondents.
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Table 1: Distribution of Teacher-Respondents

f %
Entire group 145 100
Sex
Male 51 35
Female 94 65
Educational Qualification
Bachelor’s degree 82 57
Masters degree 41 28
Doctorate 22 15
Length of teaching experience
Short (10 years and below) 55 38
Long (11 years and above) 90 62
Class size
Small (200 and below) 60 41
Medium (201to 400) 43 30
Big (401 and above) 42 29

The researcher-made questionnaire checklist on the Teachers’ Engagement Scale contains three parts: cognitive engagement
(with 9 items), emotional engagement (with 13 items), and social engagement (with 20 items) was used. The indicators in each
part sought the teacher’s agreement or disagreement with the items in a four-Likert scale. Respondent’s options to the items
are as follows: 4 — Strongly agree, 3 — Agree, 2 — Disagree, and 1 — Strongly disagree.

The questionnaire checklist was subjected to a reliability test, and the results showed Cronbach’s alpha results for the various
areas of teachers’ engagement: cognitive engagement = 0.92, emotional engagement = 0.90, and social engagement = 0.91.
The jury members rejected three of 12 items in cognitive engagement, two of 15 items in emotional engagement, and three of
23 items in social engagement.

To determine the score of an individual respondent in a specific domain of the Teachers’ Engagement Scale, the numerical
equivalents of the options chosen by the respondents were added, and the mean for that particular domain was computed. The
mean was translated into a numerical scale with a corresponding verbal description shown below (Table 2):

Table 2: Numerical scale

Scale Description
3.26 —4.00 Very high
251-3.25 High
1.76 — 2.50 Low
1.00-1.75 Very low

Statistical tools used to interpret the data were frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation, and rank for descriptive
statistics and the t-test for Independent Samples, One-way ANOVA, and Least Significance Difference for inferential statistics.
The significance level for all inferential data was set at alpha 0.05 in a two-tailed test. All statistical computations were
processed using the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) software, Version 26.0.

4. Results and Discussion

Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success: The level of teachers’ engagement for school success was determined
by using the mean and standard deviation.
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Entire group: Data revealed in Table 3 showed that the level of teachers’ engagement for school success was high as an entire
group (M=2.64, SD=.61) and in terms of cognitive (M=2.99; SD=.98), emotional (M=2.56; SD=.46), and social engagement
(M=2.98; SD=.38).

Table 3: Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success as an Entire Group

Teachers’ engagement areas Mean SD Description
Cognitive engagement 2.99 .98 High
Emotional engagement 2.56 46 High

Social engagement 2.98 .38 High
Over-all Mean 2.84 .61 High

It could be implied from the data that teachers are highly engaged in their teaching profession, as indicated by their obtained
scores. They would extend efforts to accomplish their tasks in school. Moreover, the data also revealed that teachers are
participative in the school’s undertakings. They build connections and communication among individuals inside and outside
the school.

Sex: When sex was considered, it was found in Table 4 that the level of teachers’ engagement for school success of male
respondents was high in terms of cognitive (M=2.90; SD=.26) and social engagement (M=2.81; SD=.33), low in emotional
engagement (M=2.40; SD=.33).

On the other hand, the level of teachers’ engagement for school success of female respondents was high in all domains:
cognitive (M=3.01; SD=.30), emotional (M=2.59; SD=.47), and social engagement (M=3.00; SD=.39).

Table 4: Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success as to Sex

Male Female
Teachers’ engagement areas Mean | SD Desc. Mean SD Desc.
Cognitive engagement 2.90 .26 High 3.01 .30 High
Emotional engagement 2.40 .33 Low 2.59 47 High
Social engagement 2.81 .33 High 3.00 .39 High
Over-all Mean 2.70 31 High 2.87 .39 High

When sex was considered, it was found that male teachers had the lowest mean score in their emotional engagement. It could
be implied that their emotional factors, such as interest, boredom, happiness, anxiety, and other affective states, affect their
school involvement and enthusiasm. It could be possible that male respondents are experiencing a hard time juggling their work
demands, especially when they are emotionally burdened.

Educational qualification: When educational qualification was considered, it was found in Table 5 that the level of teachers’
engagement for school success of respondents who had bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate degrees was high in all domains of

engagement except for those doctorate holders with the low level of emotional engagement (M=2.40; SD=.25).

Table 5: Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success as to Educational Qualification

Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree Doctorate
Teachers’ engagement | Mean SD Desc. Mean | SD Desc. | Mean | SD Desc.
areas
Cognitive engagement 2.98 .30 High 3.01 .28 High 2.99 .30 High
Emotional engagement 2.58 A48 High 2.58 46 High | 2.40 .25 Low
Social engagement 2.99 .39 High 2.97 A1 High | 2.89 17 High
Over-all Mean 2.85 .39 High 2.85 .38 High | 2.76 24 High

Regardless of educational qualification, it could be deduced from the data that teachers have a high level of engagement in the
cognitive, emotional, and social aspects. They can engage in their job as teachers, attend to their emotions, and connect with
their coworkers in school.

Vol.2, No.2, 2024 67



Length of teaching experience: When the length of teaching experience in Table 6 was considered, it was found that the level
of teachers’ engagement for school success of respondents who had short, medium, and long years of teaching experience was
high in cognitive and social engagement, as shown in the mean scores that ranged from 2.66 to 3.05. Those with medium
(M=2.50; SD=.47) and long (M=2.43; SD=.51) years of experience manifested low emotional engagement.

Table 6: Level of Teachers” Engagement for School Success as to Length of Teaching Experience

Teachers’ engagement areas Short Medium Long

Mean | SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc.
Cognitive engagement 2.94 .29 High 3.01 .25 High 3.05 .33 High
Emotional engagement 2.66 41 High 2.50 47 Low 243 .51 Low
Social engagement 3.05 .38 High 2.93 .33 High 2.89 42 High
Over-all Mean 2.88 .36 High 2.81 .35 High 2.79 42 High

It could be surmised from the data that teachers who have been in the teaching profession for a long time manifested the highest
mean score in cognitive engagement. Through time, they have immersed themselves in the teaching job, which probably made
them appreciate the job even more, and they persisted in doing what was expected of them despite the hindrances that came
along the way.

On the other hand, teachers who have been in the service for a short time have shown the highest mean scores in emotional and
social engagement. This could be attributed to the idea that the younger generation of teachers is considered to be more outgoing
and have the energy to be more proactive in dealing with their emotional concerns and creating connections with the people
inside and outside school.

School size: When school size in Table 7 was considered, it was found that the level of teachers’ engagement for school success
of respondents who were from small and big schools was high in all domains of engagement as shown in the mean scores that
ranged from 2.56 (SD=.47) to 3.22 (SD=.40). However, those who were from medium-sized schools manifested high level of
teachers’ engagement for school success in the cognitive and social domains, and low (M=2.50; SD=.24) in the emotional
domain.

Table 7: Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success as to School Size

Small Medium Big
Teachers’ engagement areas | Mean | SD Desc. Mean | SD Desc. Mean | SD Desc
Cognitive engagement 2.92 .28 High 2.98 31 High 2.99 .30 High
Emotional engagement 2.72 49 High 2.50 24 Low 2.56 47 High
Social engagement 3.22 40 High 2.99 .26 High 2.96 .39 High
Over-all Mean 2.95 .39 High 2.82 27 High 2.84 .39 High

The data showed that the teachers’ level of engagement in the cognitive, emotional, and social aspects is generally high despite
the variation in school size. It is notable, however, that teachers from medium-sized schools had the lowest level of emotional
engagement. As per the given data, it could be possible that teachers’ involvement and enthusiasm for school are affected by
their affective states, which could either be personal or work-related given that their schools are quite big, hence the number of
students to deal with plus other school-related workloads may at time take a toll to their emotional engagement.

Differences in the Level of Teachers’ Engagement for School Success: The differences in the level of teachers’ engagement
were ascertained in this study. T-tests for Independent Samples and One-way ANOVA were used to determine the difference
in the level of teachers’ engagement.

Sex: When sex was considered, results in Table 8 revealed that significant differences were noted in the level of teachers’
engagement in terms of cognitive (t=2.190; p<0.05), emotional (t=3.104; p<0.05), and social engagement (t=2.749; p<0.05).

Table 8: t-test Results of the Difference in the Level of Teachers’ Engagement as to Sex

Variable Mean t value df Sig level
Male | Female
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Cognitive engagement 3.21 3.07 2.190* 143 .041
Emotional engagement 3.26 3.08 3.104* 143 021
Social engagement 3.24 3.05 2.749* 143 .032

*p<.05

It could be inferred that sex affects the level of engagement of teachers across the three dimensions. This means that sex
influences how they invest effort in their work, manage their emotional concerns, and how they create connections among their
colleagues and the community.

Educational Qualification: When educational qualification was considered, results in Table 9 revealed that significant
differences were only noted in the level of teachers’ engagement in terms of emotional (F=3.564; p<0.05) and social

engagement (F=2.964; p<0.05).

Table 9: ANOVA Results of Teachers’ Engagement as to Educational Qualification

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6.747 2 519 1.007 462
Cognitive engagement | Within Groups 21.637 143
Total 28.384 145
Between Groups 4.136 2 318 3.564* | .001
Emotional Within Groups 3.750 143
engagement Total 7.886 145
Between Groups 4.263 2 .328 2.964* | .004
Social engagement Within Groups 4.647 143
Total 8.911 145

**p<01

Based on the given data, it could be mentioned that educational qualification affects teachers’ emotional and social engagement.
In other words, teachers’ extent of continuing education and even the conferences and other related opportunities that they have
undertaken for the furtherance of their qualifications have also influenced how they deal with their job as teachers, manage
their emotions, and connect with the people around them, especially in school.

Further analysis of the data in Table 10 for the significant differences showed the following LSD results: between bachelor’s
degree and master’s degree (mean difference = .35520) and bachelor’s degree and doctorate (mean difference = .37324) for

emotional engagement and between bachelor’s degree and doctorate (mean difference = .29978) for social engagement.

Table 10: LSD Results of Teachers’ Engagement as to Educational Qualification

Dependent Variable ) Q)] Mean Difference Sig.
(-J)

Emotional engagement Bachelors Masters .35520™ .004

Bachelors Doctorate .37324™ .006

Social engagement Bachelors Doctorate .29978** .012

**p<.01

Length of teaching experience: When the length of teaching experience in Table 11 was considered, results revealed that a
significant difference was only noted in the level of teachers’ social engagement (F=3.213; p<0.05).

The data implied that the length of teaching experience affects the level of teachers’ social engagement. In other words, the
number of years teachers spend in school influences how they participate, connect, and communicate to form an emotional
connection among individuals and the community.
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Table 11: ANOVA Results of Teachers’ Engagement as to Length of Teaching Experience

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 5.215 2 401 0.727 127
Cognitive Within Groups 23.169 143 .552
engagement Total 28.384 145
Between Groups 2.648 2 204 1.633 A14
Emotional Within Groups 5.239 143 125
engagement Total 7.886 145
Between Groups 4.43 2 342 3.213** | .002
Social engagement Within Groups 4.468 143 .106
Total 8.911 145

**p<01

LSD results in Table 12 showed that teachers’ social engagement differences were found between those with short and medium
(mean difference = .36580) teaching experience and between short and long (mean difference = .34574) years of experience.

Table 12: LSD Results of Teachers’ Engagement as to Length of Teaching Experience

Dependent Variable U] (@)] Mean Difference | Sig.
(1-J)

Social engagement Short Medium .36580" .005

Short Long .34574" .003

**p<01

Class size: When class size was considered, Table 13 results revealed that no significant difference was noted in the level of
teachers’ engagement across the three domains of engagement. The null hypothesis, which states no significant difference in
teachers’ engagement regarding class size, was not rejected.

Table 13: ANOVA Results of Teachers’ Engagement as to Length of Class Size

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
Between Groups 0.13 2 .007 0.077 | .926
Cognitive engagement Within Groups 4.624 143 .087
Total 4.638 145
Between Groups .097 2 .049 0.228 | .797
Emotional engagement Within Groups 11.300 143 213
Total 11.397 145
Between Groups 185 2 .092 0.640 | .531
Social engagement Within Groups 7.645 143 144
Total 7.830 145

The data revealed that class size does not affect teachers’ engagement in the three aspects. Teachers can allocate their resources
and energy across teaching-related activities from big, medium, or small classes.
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ANOVA Results: F-Values and P-Values for Engagement Types

=== Significance Threshold (0.05)
F-Value

0.8 P-Value (5ig.)

0.6

Values

0.4

0.2

0.0

Figure 1: ANOVA Results: F-Values and P-Values for Engagement Types

Figure 1 visualizes the F-values and p-values (Sig.) for the three types of engagement: Cognitive, Emotional, and Social. The
red dashed line at 0.05 represents the significance threshold, indicating that none of the p-values falls below this line, confirming
the lack of significant differences in engagement types based on class size.

5. Conclusions
Because of the preceding findings, the following conclusions were advanced by the researchers:

e Teachers’ engagement is critical to understanding the teaching-learning process for effective and interactive teaching.
Generally, in this study, teachers are equipped and well-engaged in their work, quirks, and even those who are
immediately around them. These teachers reflect the particular features of harmoniously working individually and
collectively in their classrooms and their assigned schools. They are actively engaged in social interactions with their
superiors and other authorities in the Department of Education, their co-teachers, students, and other stakeholders.
This shows an important step in understanding effective teaching and conceptualizing and measuring teacher
engagement.

e The cognitive, emotional, and social domains of instructors’ engagement are impacted by identified characteristics
such as sex, educational degree, and length of administrative experience. Teachers’ levels of personal and professional
immersion are likely to be significantly impacted by these factors. Therefore, individuals involved in teacher education
programmes should devote significant effort to recruiting future educators, as the level of cognitive, emotional, and
social engagement of teachers has a positive impact on their classroom climate, students’ learning, and the quality of
instruction they provide. Not only should instructors be trained in specific pedagogical skills like managing teacher-
student relations, student-oriented teaching methods, and effective feedback, but they should also be encouraged to
actively engage with their students and the school community as a whole.

5.1. Recommendations
In light of the findings and conclusions set forth, the following recommendations are at this moment presented:

e The Department of Education’s key officials are encouraged to take initiatives to create strategies, programs, and
budgetary allotments for the implementation of teacher-specific human resource development that are responsive to
their needs. Also, they are advised to develop school policies and design strategies to support teachers’ engagement,
which will, in turn, help their effective performance.

e Division and school officials should invest in evidence-based and school-driven emerging practices, such as mental
health programs that promote recovery-oriented outcomes, to ensure that teachers have meaningful involvement and
are provided with appropriate support to better understand their emotional and health needs.
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e  The Human Resource Development Division could also use the study’s findings in devising strategic HRD plans and
programs, including delivering quality and sustainable HRD services. The unit can support schools by devising
workable strategies to enhance teachers’ engagement.

e  School administrators can create more thorough development programs to strengthen their capacity and give them the
tools to be more engaged and effective at work. They could tap various public/private entities specializing in
mentorship to expose them to relevant mentoring tactics. They could also seek the help of these entities to better
engage the teachers in the various undertakings of the school for personal and professional growth.

e  Teachers could benefit from the study by better understanding their engagement level. Hence, they could voice their
needs to school authorities, who could plan out and implement activities geared towards helping them further develop
their extent of engagement in personal and professional development initiatives.
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