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Abstract

The article examines the conceptual foundations of preparing future pedagogue-psychologists to support students’
cognitive engagement. The study analyzes key theoretical approaches, including cultural-historical theory, motivational
frameworks, constructivist views of learning, and models describing cognitive activity, which together provide a basis for
identifying factors that influence students’ engagement with academic tasks. Six core factors-cognitive strategy knowledge,
metacognitive competence, autonomy-supportive instruction, instructional design skills, assessment literacy, and
psychological and relational awareness-were systematized through a comparative review of theoretical and empirical sources.
The analysis shows that teacher readiness to support cognitive engagement develops through the combination of cognitive,
motivational, and relational processes present in classroom instruction. The findings underline the importance of integrating
these components into teacher education programs to strengthen future specialists’ ability to recognize engagement-related
behaviors and organize learning environments that encourage sustained cognitive activity. The results offer a conceptual
framework for improving teacher preparation in pedagogical psychology and provide directions for further research on the
development of engagement-supportive competencies.

Keywords: cognitive engagement, teacher readiness, pedagogical psychology, conceptual foundations, instructional
design, metacognition.
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BOJIAIUAK ITEIATOI-IICUXOJIOT TAPJBIH CTY IEHTTEPIH TAHBIM/IBIK
BEJCEHJILTITTH KOJJAYFA JAWBIHIBIFBIH JAMBITY IBIH
TYKBIPBIMJIAMAJIBIK HETI3/IEPI

Anoamna

Makanaga OonamiaK —Iemaror-TiCHXOJOT  CTYICHTTEPAiH TaHBIMIBIK OCJICEHIUNrH KOJNgayFa JaspiayiblH
TYKBIPBIMIAMAJIBIK ~ HETI3Nepl  KapacThIpbUIaabl. 3epTTeyle MOJCHU-TAPUXH  TEOpHs, MOTHBALMSIIBIK  YJITiiep,
KOHCTPYKTHUBHCTIK OKBITY TYXKbIPbIMIAMAJIAPhl JKOHE TAaHBIMIBIK OpPEKETTI CHIATTAWThIH MOJENbICD TaJAHBII,
CTYIEHTTEpAIH OKYy TalChpMaliapblHa KaThICYbIHA BIKIAJ €TeTiH (axTopiapibl afKblHIayFa HEri3 jkacaiajbl. TeopHsIIbIK
HKOHE AMITMPUKAJIBIK JIEPEKKO3/IEP/ll CaBICTBIPMAIbl TajlJay HOTHIXKECIHJE alThl HErisri (axkTop >KyieneHai: KOrHUTHBTIK
cTpaTerusuiap/ipl Oily, METAKOTHUTHBTIK KY3bIPETTUTK, aBTOHOMHSIHBI KOJIIAWTBIH OKBITY, OKY TalChlpMasapbiH xolajay
JIaFJpUIaphl, Oaranay cayaTThUIBIFBI )KOHE IICHXOJIOTHSUIBIK-PEISIIMSIBIK Xabapaapiblk. Tanmay HOTKeNnepi NeqarorThiH
TaHBIMJIBIK OEJICeHILTIKTI KOJiayFa NailblH OOJybl TaHBIM/IBIK, MOTHBALIMSUIBIK JKSHE TYJFaapalblK YIAEpICTEpiH yiieciMai
OpeKeTiHe Tayelli eKeHiH KepceTe/li. 3epTTey KOPBITHIHABUIAPHI TIe1aror-IcuXonortap/pl faspiay OaraapiiaManapbiHa OChI
KOMIIOHEHTTEP/Ii KiPIKTIPY/IiH MAHBI3BIH aTarl oTill, OoJamak MaMaHap/IbIH TaHBIMIBIK OeJICeHALTIKTI KOJIAWTBIH OpTa KYpY
KaOlneTiH paMbITyFa OarbITTJIFaH TYKBIpBIMIAMaNbIK Heriz ycbiHajgpl. CoHnal-ak, KOTHHUTHBTIK KAaTBICYZbl KOJIAy
KY3bIPETTEPiH KAJIBINTACTHIPYFa KAaTBICTHI OOJIAIlaK 3epTTeyepAiH OaFbITTapblH alKbIH AN IBL.

Tyiiin ce3mep: KOTHUTHBTIK KaTbICy, IEIAarOrTBhIH JAWbIHIBIFBI, II€arOrMKaJIBIK TICHXOJIOTHS, TYXKbIPhIMIaMaIIBIK
HeTi3/1ep, OKBITY/BI k00aIay, MEeTaKOT HULIHSL.
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KOHULEIITYAJIBHBIE OCHOBBI PA3BUTUA 'OTOBHOCTH _
BYAYIIUX ITIEJATOI'OB-IICUXOJIOI'OB K IOAJAEPXXKE IIO3HABATEJIBHOU
AKTUBHOCTHU CTYJAEHTOB

AHnnomayus

B crathe paccMaTpHBArOTCS KOHIICNTYaJbHbIE OCHOBBI MOATOTOBKH OYAYIIMX I€AaroroB-rcUXOJIOrOB K IMOJICPIKKE
KOTHUTHBHOM BOBJICYCHHOCTH YYAIUXCs. AHATM3UPYIOTCS KIIFOUEBBIE TEOPETUYECKUE IOJXOJbI, BKIFOUYAs KYIbTYPHO-
HCTOPHYECKYIO TEOPHUI0, MOTHBAIIMOHHBIC MOJEIH, KOHCTPYKTHBHCTCKHME TMPEJICTABICHUsI 00 OOYYeHHH W MOJIEIH
KOTHATHYCCKON aKTHBHOCTH, KOTOPBIC IMO3BOJLIIOT ONPEICIUTH (DaKTOPHI, BIHSIOIIAEC HA BOBJICYCHHOCTh CTYICHTOB B
yueOHbIe 3aanusl. Ha 0CHOBE CpaBHUTELHOTO aHAIN3a TCOPETUUCCKUX U AMITMPUUCCKUX UCTOUHHKOB CHCTEMATU3UPOBAHBI
IIECTh OCHOBHBIX (DaKTOPOB: 3HAHWEC KOTHHTHBHBIX CTPATErWii, METAKOTHUTHBHAS KOMIIETCHTHOCTh, aBTOHOMHO-TIOJICP-
JKHMBAFOIIICe 00YUCHHUE, HABBIKU MPOCKTUPOBAHMS YUCOHBIX 3aJaHUH, OIICHOYHASI [PAMOTHOCTh M TICUXOJIOTUKO-PETISIIHOHHAS
OCBEIOMJICHHOCTh. AHAJIN3 TOKa3bIBACT, 4YTO TOTOBHOCTh IMEJarora IOJICPKUBATh KOTHUTHBHYIO BOBJICUYCHHOCTh
(dhopMHpyeTCsl Yepe3 COYCTAHHE KOTHUTHBHBIX, MOTHBAIIMOHHBIX M MEKIMYHOCTHBIX IPOLIECCOB, MPHUCYTCTBYIONIMX B
00pa3oBaTenbHOM JeATenbHOCTH. [loNMydeHHbIE pe3yNabTaThl MOAYEPKUBAIOT HEOOXOAWMOCTh HWHTETPAIMK  JIaHHBIX
KOMIIOHEHTOB B MPOTPAaMMBbI MOATOTOBKH TIEIArOTOB /IS Pa3BUTHsI Y OYAYyIIMX CIEIHMAIUCTOB CIIOCOOHOCTH Paclo3HABATh
MPH3HAKA BOBJICUYCHHOCTH M OPraHU30BBIBATH OOPa30BATEIBHYIO CpEIy, CIOCOOCTBYIOIIYIO YCTOWYHMBOW KOTHHTHBHON
aKTUBHOCTH. WTOTH WCCJIENOBAHUS TMPEACTABISIOT KOHIENTYAIbHYI0 OCHOBY JJISi COBEPIICHCTBOBAHHUS MOITOTOBKU
TE/IarOrOB-TICKXOJIOTOB M OIPE/ICIISIOT HANPABJICHUS JANbHEHIIINX HCCIEA0BaHUN B 00nacT (hOpMHUPOBAHUS KOMITCTEHITHH,
MO/IICPYKUBAIOIIMX KOTHUTUBHYIO BOBJICYCHHOCTb.

KiroueBble cj10Ba. KOTHUTHBHAS BOBJICYCHHOCTh, TOTOBHOCTh IIE€Aarora, mefaroruyeckas MCUXOJIOTHs, KOHICTITYalb-
HBIC OCHOBBI, IIPOCKTUPOBAHUE OOYUCHUS, METAKOTHUIIHS.

Introduction. Student engagement is widely treated as a multidimensional construct describing the
quality and intensity of students’ involvement in learning. It includes observable participation, affective
responses, and the cognitive investment that learners make when they attempt to understand, connect,
and use academic material. Axelson and Flick emphasize involvement, interest, and connection with the
educational environment (Axelson & Flick, 2011), while Wong and Liem describe engagement as a
dynamic psychological process shaped by both personal and contextual conditions (Wong & Liem,
2022). This broader view is important because students may appear behaviorally compliant while
investing little mental effort in the task.

Among the dimensions of engagement, cognitive engagement is especially relevant to the present
study. Fredricks et al. distinguish cognitive engagement from behavioral and emotional engagement by
linking it to strategic learning, willingness to invest effort (Fredricks et al., 2004), and persistence in
intellectually demanding work. Pintrich and De Groot further connect effective academic performance
with self-regulated learning processes, including the use of cognitive strategies, monitoring, and
motivational regulation (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Greene similarly argues that cognitive engagement
should be understood through the depth of students’ processing and their deliberate use of strategies
rather than through participation alone. Together, these studies suggest that cognitive engagement is
visible not simply when students are active, but when their activity involves purposeful thinking,
regulation, and meaning-making (Greene, 2015).

The emotional and motivational conditions of learning also influence whether students sustain such
cognitive effort. Academic emotions can direct attention, persistence, and the willingness to continue
working with difficult material (Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2012). Self-determination theory adds
that autonomy, competence, and relatedness are central psychological conditions supporting internally
regulated motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). From this perspective, cognitively engaging instruction
should not only provide challenging tasks but should also create structured opportunities for choice,
competence-building feedback, and supportive interaction. Social cognitive theory complements this
account by emphasizing self-efficacy: students are more likely to persist when they believe that they can
successfully manage the demands of a task (Bandura, 1997).
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A second group of perspectives explains cognitive engagement through the design of learning
activity. Vygotsky’s cultural-historical approach highlights the role of guided participation and support
within the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978), whereas constructivist perspectives
emphasize active interpretation, inquiry, and the construction of meaning rather than the passive
reception of information (Fosnot, 2013). The ICAP framework provides a more explicit account of
differences in the depth of engagement by distinguishing passive, active, constructive, and interactive
modes of learning (Chi & Wylie, 2014). These perspectives converge on the idea that the quality of a
task, the form of guidance provided, and the opportunities for explanation or interaction can
substantially change the level of cognitive work that students perform.

Instructional clarity and feedback constitute another important strand in the literature. Hattie
identifies learning intentions, success criteria, and feedback as mechanisms that help learners understand
where they are going, how they are progressing, and what they should do next (Hattie, 2008). Formative
assessment can also strengthen students’ agentive engagement when feedback becomes information that
students use to make decisions about their own learning (Mohammadi et al., 2025). Recent evidence
further shows that metacognitive ability is associated with learning engagement and can help explain
how students regulate effort and avoid unproductive learning patterns (Liu et al., 2025). These findings
support the view that teacher readiness for cognitive engagement must include both instructional and
metacognitive dimensions.

For future pedagogue-psychologists, this issue has a dual professional significance. Their preparation
involves not only understanding learning and motivation but also recognizing psychological, relational,
and contextual factors that may facilitate or constrain students’ participation in academic activity. The
NASP Practice Model, for example, frames school psychological services as encompassing assessment,
consultation, intervention, prevention, and support for academic and social-emotional functioning
(National Association of School Psychologists, 2020). Although professional roles vary across national
contexts, this integrated orientation is relevant to pedagogue-psychologists who work at the intersection
of teaching, learning, and psychological support.

Despite the breadth of the literature, the competencies needed to support cognitive engagement are
often discussed separately. Research on self-regulation focuses on cognitive and metacognitive
strategies; motivational theories emphasize autonomy, competence, and self-efficacy; instructional
models focus on task design, feedback, and the depth of learning activity; and psychological
perspectives emphasize classroom relationships and students’ emotional states. This fragmentation
makes it difficult to specify which competencies should be prioritized in the preparation of future
pedagogue-psychologists and how theoretical principles can be translated into observable professional
readiness.

Accordingly, a conceptual synthesis is needed to connect these theoretical traditions and identify
recurring components that have direct implications for teacher and pedagogue-psychologist preparation.
Such a synthesis can clarify how cognitive, motivational, instructional, assessment-related, and
relational processes operate together in supporting sustained engagement with academic tasks. It can
also provide a basis for developing future empirical instruments and training models rather than treating
cognitive engagement as the product of a single method or theory.

The aim of the present review is therefore to systematize theoretical and empirical perspectives on
students’ cognitive engagement and to identify the core competencies that future pedagogue-
psychologists need in order to support it. The review addresses two guiding questions: (1) Which
theoretical perspectives most directly explain the conditions that support students’ cognitive
engagement? and (2) Which recurring competencies can be derived from these perspectives for the
preparation of future pedagogue-psychologists?

Materials and Methods. This study employed a conceptual literature review with a structured
selection procedure to examine theoretical and empirical work on students’ cognitive engagement and
the preparation of future pedagogue-psychologists. The research methods used were conceptual-
theoretical analysis, comparative analysis, thematic content analysis, classification, systematization, and
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integrative synthesis. Conceptual-theoretical analysis was used to identify the explanatory principles of
major learning and motivation theories. Comparative analysis was used to examine similarities and
differences among these perspectives. Thematic content analysis was then applied to identify recurring
constructs related to teacher knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Finally, classification and integrative
synthesis were used to combine these constructs into a coherent framework of professional readiness.

The literature was retrieved from Scopus, Web of Science, and Google Scholar. Search terms
reflected the central concepts of the review and included “student cognitive engagement,” “teacher
readiness,” “self-determination theory,” “‘constructivist learning,” “cultural-historical theory,”
“metacognition,” “formative assessment,” and “instructional design.” Foundational theoretical works
were included when they provided a direct conceptual basis for the constructs under analysis, while
priority among empirical sources was given to peer-reviewed studies relevant to cognitive engagement,
self-regulation, motivation, feedback, and teacher preparation. Sources were excluded when they did not
address educational engagement, did not contribute to the conceptual framework, or lacked sufficient
scholarly relevance for the review objective.

The selection process was organized according to the identification, screening, eligibility, and
inclusion stages of the PRISMA approach (Moher et al., 2009). As reported in Figure 1, records
identified in the selected databases were screened for relevance, full texts were assessed against the
review criteria, and 24 studies were retained for the final conceptual synthesis. PRISMA was used to
document the selection logic, whereas the analytical stage of the study was qualitative and conceptual
rather than meta-analytic.

N

Records identified Records screened Full-text articles Studies included in
through Scopus + assessed (n = 493) the final review
Web of Science (n=1021)

Full-text articles (n=24)

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram (adapted from Moher et al., 2009).

During thematic content analysis, statements describing conditions that enable or constrain cognitive
engagement were coded according to their primary function: cognitive-strategic, metacognitive,
motivational, instructional, assessment-related, or psychological-relational. Similar codes were grouped
into higher-order categories, and categories were compared across theoretical perspectives to determine
whether they represented recurring components of professional readiness rather than theory-specific
terminology.

This procedure made it possible to move from individual theoretical principles to a synthesized
conceptual framework. A factor was retained when it appeared consistently across the reviewed
perspectives and could be translated into a professional competency relevant to the work of future
pedagogue-psychologists. The resulting categories were then interpreted in relation to teacher
preparation and the practical organization of learning environments that support sustained cognitive
activity.

Results and Discussion. The analysis of the selected literature identified a set of complementary
conceptual perspectives that explain students’ cognitive engagement and clarify their relevance for
preparing future pedagogue-psychologists. Although the theories differ in terminology and level of
analysis, together they describe cognitive, motivational, instructional, and social-relational mechanisms
that shape how students approach academic tasks. Their core principles were compared to determine
how each perspective contributes to professional competencies required for supporting cognitive
engagement.
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The results of the theoretical analysis are presented in Table 1, which brings together ten perspectives
commonly discussed in educational psychology and teacher preparation.

Table 1. Theoretical perspectives and implications for teacher readiness

Theory

Kev Elements

Implications for Teacher Readiness

Source

1. Vygotsky's
Cultural-Historical
Theory

zone of proximal
development; support in
leaming; interaction with
others.

Identifving students’ independent abilities,

providing structured assistance, adjusting
guidance as learning progresses.

(Vvgotsky, 1978)

2. Bloom—Anderson
Taxonomy

remembering;
understanding; applying;
analyzing; evaluating:
creating.

Teachers choose tasks that correspond to
different types of thinking, relate these
tasks to the intended results of a lesson,
and help students move from basic recall
toward more complex operations.

(Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001)

3. Information
Processing Theory

Attention, working
memory, encoding,
cognitive load.

Sequencing material to reduce load,
highlighting essential information,
supporting step-by-step processing.

(Atkinson &
Shiffrin, 1968)

4. Social Cognitive
Theory

Observation, belief in one’s
capability; regulation of
actions.

Modelling strategies, adjusting task
difficulty, creating opportunities for
students to observe effective approaches.

(Bandura, 1997)

5. Self-Determination
Theory

autonomy; competence;
relationships; motivation
shaped by internal needs.

Offering structured choices, clarifving
expectations, maintaining interactions that
support participation.

(Rvan & Deci,
2000y

6. Constructivist
Leaming Theory

Inquiry, interpretation,
comparison, active
knowledge building.

Creating tasks requiring analysis, guiding
inquiry through questions, organizing
reflection.

(Fosnot, 2013).

7. Engagement Theory

Collaboration, contribution,

purposeful activity.

Structuring group work, coordinating
shared tasks, linking activities with
practical outcomes.

(Kearsley &
Shneiderman,

1998)

8. Mindset Theory

Growth mindset, response
to difficulty, learning
orientation.

Providing process-focused feedback,
helping students review errors, supporting
continued work with challenging tasks.

(Dweck, 2006).

9. Visible Learning

Leaming intentions,
success criteria, feedback.

Stating goals, communicating criteria,
giving feedback that informs next steps.

(Hattie, 2008)

10. ICAP Framework

Passive, active,
constructive, interactive
modes of engagement.

Designing tasks that require explanation,
creation, or discussion; revising activities
when engagement remains low.

(Chi & Wiylie,
2014)

Table 1 brings together ten perspectives that are frequently used to explain learning, motivation, and
engagement. The purpose of the synthesis is not to present a strict chronology, but to show how
different theoretical traditions contribute distinct yet complementary explanations of the conditions
under which students invest cognitive effort in learning.

One recurring theme is the need to calibrate instructional support to students’ current capabilities.
Vygotsky’s perspective emphasizes guided support that extends what learners can accomplish
independently (Vygotsky, 1978), while constructivist approaches emphasize inquiry and active
meaning-making (Fosnot, 2013). The Bloom—Anderson taxonomy provides a practical language for
designing tasks that move from basic recall toward analysis, evaluation, and creation (Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001). Together, these perspectives indicate that cognitive engagement is influenced by how
tasks are structured and how support is gradually adjusted.

Motivation forms a second major theme. Across the reviewed perspectives, autonomy, competence,
self-efficacy, and beliefs about learning are repeatedly linked with persistence and effort. Self-
determination theory explains why structured choice and competence-supportive conditions can
strengthen engagement (Ryan & Deci, 2000), while social cognitive theory emphasizes students’ beliefs
about their capability to manage academic demands (Bandura, 1997). Mindset theory adds that
interpretations of difficulty can influence whether students treat challenge as a reason to withdraw or as
an opportunity to continue learning (Dweck, 2006).

A third theme concerns the social and interactive organization of learning. Engagement theory
emphasizes collaboration and purposeful activity (Kearsley & Shneiderman, 1998), whereas the ICAP
framework differentiates passive, active, constructive, and interactive modes of engagement according
to the cognitive contribution required from learners (Chi & Wylie, 2014). Visible Learning adds the
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importance of clear goals, success criteria, and feedback for directing attention toward productive next
steps (Hattie, 2008). These frameworks show that participation becomes cognitively meaningful when
learners explain, generate, compare, discuss, and revise ideas rather than merely complete visible
actions.

Viewed together, these perspectives suggest that readiness to support cognitive engagement cannot
be reduced to mastery of one instructional technique. It requires the ability to diagnose the cognitive and
motivational demands of a learning situation, select appropriate forms of support, design tasks that
require meaningful mental activity, provide feedback that guides improvement, and maintain relational
conditions that allow students to persist. The synthesis therefore shifts the focus from isolated methods
to a coordinated set of professional competencies.

The figure below summarizes the key factors that shape teacher readiness to support students’
cognitive engagement and outlines their relevance for the preparation of future pedagogue-
psychologists. These factors reflect different dimensions of professional competence, including
knowledge of learning strategies, the ability to guide students’ thinking, the creation of motivational
conditions, and awareness of classroom interactions. Together, they form the foundation for
instructional practices that encourage sustained cognitive involvement in learning activities

(Figure 2).
| ‘ Factors |
I I
| |
Cognitive Metacognitive Instructlona] Feedback and
Strategy C o Desﬂgn Sidlls Assessment
Knowledge ommp Literacy

Figure 2. Key factors influencing teacher readiness to support students’ cognitive engagement

Autonomy-

Supportive

Instruction Awareness

|
Psychological
and Relational

The factors illustrated in the diagram were derived from a systematic examination of theoretical and
empirical sources in educational psychology, pedagogy, and teacher preparation. During the analysis,
recurring elements associated with teachers’ influence on students’ cognitive engagement were
identified across different theoretical frameworks and research findings. As a result, six factors were
distinguished as the core components that consistently appeared in the literature and demonstrated
relevance to the preparation of future pedagogue-psychologists.

Cognitive Strategy Knowledge emerged as a foundational component because students’ work with
complex material depends partly on whether they possess strategies for organizing, connecting,
rehearsing, and elaborating information. Research on self-regulated learning shows that strategic
learning is associated with stronger academic engagement and performance (Pintrich, De Groot, 1990).
For future pedagogue-psychologists, this factor implies the ability to recognize ineffective learning
strategies and to support teachers and students in selecting more productive cognitive approaches.

Metacognitive Competence was identified because cognitive engagement requires learners to plan,
monitor, and evaluate their own thinking. Greene notes that cognitive engagement is closely tied to
deliberate strategy use and regulation (Greene, 2015), while recent empirical evidence indicates that
metacognitive ability is positively associated with learning engagement (Liu et al., 14). This factor
therefore includes the future specialist’s capacity to model reflection, use metacognitive prompts, and
help students evaluate whether their current approach is effective.

Autonomy-Supportive Instruction was retained because students are more likely to sustain effort
when they experience meaningful choice, competence, and supportive relationships. Self-determination
theory provides the central conceptual basis for this factor (Ryan & Deci, 2000). In practice, autonomy
support does not mean the absence of structure; rather, it involves clear expectations combined with
opportunities for students to make relevant decisions, explain preferences, and take increasing
responsibility for their learning.
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Instructional Design Skills were included because the cognitive demands built into a task determine
what kind of engagement becomes possible. The Bloom—Anderson taxonomy supports the progression
from lower-order to higher-order thinking (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001), while the ICAP framework
shows that activities requiring learners to generate explanations, construct products, or interact around
ideas are associated with deeper forms of cognitive engagement than passive reception (Chi & Wylie,
2014). This factor therefore concerns the ability to align tasks, guidance, and expected cognitive
processes.

Feedback and Assessment Literacy emerged as a core factor because feedback can direct attention,
clarify performance standards, and support strategic adjustment. Hattie emphasizes the role of learning
intentions, success criteria, and feedback in making next steps visible to learners (Hattie, 2008).
Empirical work on formative assessment further suggests that feedback can strengthen students’
agentive engagement when they are able to use information to make decisions about their learning
(Mohammadi et al., 2025). For future pedagogue-psychologists, this factor includes understanding how
assessment practices influence motivation, self-monitoring, and continued cognitive effort.

Psychological and Relational Awareness was identified because cognitive engagement develops
within emotional and interpersonal conditions rather than in isolation. Academic emotions influence
attention and persistence (Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2012), and school psychological practice
explicitly connects academic functioning with social-emotional and relational support (National
Association of School Psychologists, 2020). This factor therefore refers to the ability to recognize
emotional or relational barriers to engagement and to support classroom conditions in which students
feel sufficiently secure and connected to invest effort in learning.

Taken together, the six factors represent an integrated analytical result in which constructs from
different theoretical traditions converge at the level of professional practice. They were retained because
each factor appeared across multiple perspectives and could be expressed as a competency that future
pedagogue-psychologists may need in order to support students’ cognitive engagement. The framework
therefore links theory with preparation by specifying what future specialists should know, notice, and be
able to facilitate in educational settings.

The framework should be interpreted as a conceptual model rather than as a contextually validated
measurement instrument. Its practical value lies in offering a structured basis for curriculum design,
observation protocols, competency indicators, and future empirical studies. In particular, subsequent
research should test whether the six factors show the same structure and relative importance in specific
national and institutional contexts, including teacher-education and pedagogue-psychology programs in
Kazakhstan. Such validation is necessary before claims are made about the prevalence or strength of
these competencies in local practice.

Conclusion. This study examined the conceptual foundations relevant to preparing future
pedagogue-psychologists to support students’ cognitive engagement. Through conceptual-theoretical,
comparative, thematic, and integrative analysis of the selected literature, six factors were identified as
central components of professional readiness: cognitive strategy knowledge, metacognitive competence,
autonomy-supportive instruction, instructional design skills, feedback and assessment literacy, and
psychological and relational awareness. Together, these factors show that cognitive engagement is
shaped through the interaction of cognitive, motivational, instructional, assessment-related, and
relational processes.

Although the analysis is theoretical, the consolidation of different perspectives creates a basis for
formulating models suitable for empirical examination. The framework presented here may inform the
development of interventions and observation tools aimed at studying how the identified factors appear
in classroom practice.

Some limitations should be taken into account when considering the results. There remains a need
for methods that allow cognitive engagement to be observed consistently during regular instruction. The
approaches discussed may also work differently across cultural settings where norms of teacher—student
interaction vary. Following teachers over time after they have been trained with this framework could
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help assess how it functions in practice and identify areas in teacher education that may require further
refinement.

Overall, the findings offer a structured basis for strengthening teacher education in pedagogical
psychology and point to future avenues for developing evidence-based approaches to supporting
students’ cognitive engagement.
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