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	Article
Approach
Main Focus
	Critical Contributions
	Dynamic Elements
	Triggers
	Mechanisms

	
	
	Disposition
	Activity of engaging
	Valence
	Intensity
	Dimensions
	Focal object
	Other
objects
	Other actors
	Context
	Interaction
	Spillover
	Crossover

	Alzahrani (2023)
Qualitative and quantitative
Student engagement 

	Student engagement varies over time, and cognitive-social learning is dynamic among students.
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Arshad et al. (2023) 
Qualitative 
Crowd-funding engagement 

	Engagement can change over time in its dimensions and intensity.
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Engert et al. (2023) 
Qualitative 
Actor and stakeholder engagement 

	Three engagement behaviours lead to 26 distinct trajectories, including selective, growing, and abating patterns.
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hollebeek et al. (2023)
Qualitative
Customer engagement 


	Customers’ brand engagement predicts their engagement with brand-related content, supporting a proposed spillover effect.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	

	Omigie and Mencke (2023)
Qualitative
Music engagement
	Changing the music can refocus engagement after mind-wandering, indicating the impact of music triggers on engagement levels.
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Ranellucci and Rosenberg (2024)
Qualitative
Student engagement


 
	
Individuals drive situational engagement; cognitive engagement varies individualy and affective engagement varies situationally.

	
x
	
x
	
	
x
	
x
	
	
	
	
x
	
	
	

	Saqr et al. (2023)
Qualitative 
Online student engagement 
	Online engagement changes differently according to different instructional variables and previous engagement states
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x
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	Aubrey (2022)
Quantitative and qualitative
Student engagement 
	Identified dynamic engagement patterns include moderately steady, increasing, decreasing, and rollercoaster.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	

	Finsterwalder et al. (2022)
Qualitative
Actor engagement 
	Dynamic view on predispositions before and during resource investment in multi-actor engagement activities reveals changes in self, social, and task predispositions during collaboration.
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	
Su et al. (2022)
Quantitative 
Student engagement
	
Dynamic engagement progression reveals that group awareness tools stimulate and sustain students’ continuous cognitive engagement but have limited effects on cognitive engagement.

	
	
x
	
	
x
	
x
	
x
	
	
x
	
	
	
	

	Sulis (2022)
Qualitative 
Student engagement 
	Engagement is an ongoing dynamic process unfolding over time with different trajectories.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dhaoui and Webster (2021)
Quantitative 
Consumer brand engagement 

	Brand engagement affects consumer engagement, with positive and negative spiral effects.
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	

	Unnava and Aravindakshan (2021)
Quantitative 
Consumer engagement 
	Brand communication on one platform directly impacts engagement, spills over to others, and sustains post-engagement over time.

	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
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	Vasalampi et al. (2021) 
Quantitative
Student engagement 
	Behavioural, cognitive, and emotional engagement in one lesson influence engagement in another lesson.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	Azer and Alexander (2020)
Quantitative 
Customer engagement 
	Negatively valenced engagement behaviour has direct and indirect effects on other actors in online social networks.

	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	Fehrer et al. (2020)
Conceptual 
Actor engagement 
	Engagement can diffuse through the network.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	

	
Mendoza and King (2020)
Quantitative
Student engagement 
	
Classmates’ engagement at time 1 positively predicts student engagement at time 2, indicating social contagion of engagement.

	
	
x
	
	
x
	
	
	
	
x
	
	
	
	
x


	Naumann et al. (2020)
Quantitative 
Customer engagement 
	Engagement processes between a focal actor and two focal objects influence each other.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	
Brodie et al. (2019)
Conceptual 
Actor engagement, customer engagement 
	
Actor engagement involves resource investments in service system interactions, influenced by dynamic network interactions, derived from customer engagement propositions.

	
x
	
x
	
	
	
	
	
	
x
	
x
	
	
	
x

	Kahu et al. (2019)
Qualitative
Student engagement 
	Self-efficacy, belonging, emotions, and well-being are intertwined factors in student engagement, reflecting its dynamic nature.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
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	Ryan et al. (2019)
Qualitative and quantitative 
Student engagement 
	Perception of support has the strongest influence on levels of engagement and how they change over time. 

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	

	Alessandri et al. (2018)
Quantitative 
Work engagement 
	Absolute levels and increases in psychological capital predict work engagement increases, which predicts job performance increases.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	Fehrer et al. (2018)
Quantitative
Customer engagement 
	Strong ties to network actors increase engagement, and once engagement behaviour has been triggered, increased engagement disposition follows (crowding-in effect).

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x

	
	

	Li et al. (2018)
Conceptual 
Actor engagement 
	Conceptualizes engagement valence as a dynamic element of engagement, shifting among positive, negative, and ambivalence.

	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lievonen et al. (2018)
Conceptual 
Customer and stakeholder engagement 

	Describes negative engagement as a process with several stages.
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Van Mierlo and Bakker (2018)
Quantitative
Task-specific engagement 
	Group member engagement scores converge over time, especially when the most engaged member initially was highly engaged, supporting the proposed crossover effect.

	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
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	Taboada Barber et al. (2017)
Quantitative
Student engagement

	Emotional engagement predicts changes in behavioural engagement.
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bowden et al. (2017)
Qualitative
Consumer engagement
 
	Engagement spillover effects occur among multiple objects, both positively and negatively oriented.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	Goswami and Urminsky (2017)
Quantitative 
Engagement 
	After an incentive ends, engagement initially decreases but eventually returns to a baseline level that equals or surpasses the initial level.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	Leclercq et al. (2017)
Qualitative 
Customer engagement 
	Identifies four user profiles and tracks their dynamic engagement over time on a gamified co-creation platform.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Laguna et al. (2017)
Quantitative
Work engagement 
	Dynamic interrelation between personal resources and work engagement occurs over time. Resource gain spirals are not confirmed.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	Li et al. (2017) 
Qualitative
Actor engagement 
	Engagement conditions shape appraisals, leading to properties and outcomes that set the stage for future iterations.

	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Bowden et al. (2015)
Qualitative
Customer engagement 

	Prior engagement levels significantly affect subsequent disengagement tendencies.
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
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	Chandler and Lusch (2015)
Conceptual 
Customer engagement 
	Iterative and interactive processes of value proposition and engagement in the phases of service experience as a many-to-many engagement process.

	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	Bakker (2014)
Literature review
Employee engagement 
	Fluctuations in work engagement are a function of daily job and personal resources changes.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	

	Brodie et al. (2013)
Qualitative 
Consumer engagement
	Dynamic consumer engagement is influenced by actor interaction with themes and the online community.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	Culbertson et al. (2012)
Quantitative
Work engagement 

	Spillover effects occur from work engagement to family life.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	

	Bakker et al. (2011)
Literature review
Work engagement 

	Engagement shows day-to-day and moment-to-moment temporal dynamics.
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	Bakker and Xanthoppolou (2009)
Quantitative
Work engagement
 
	Daily work engagement crosses over, especially on days with increased dyadic interactions.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x


	Xanthopoulou et al. (2009)
Quantitative
Work engagement 
	Day-level job resources affect work engagement through day-level personal resources.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	

	Xanthopoulou et al. (2009)
Quantitative
Work engagement 
	Mutual relationship between job and personal resources and work engagement emerges over time, with each influencing the other.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
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		Hakanen et al. (2008)
Quantitative
Work engagement 

	Positive and reciprocal links exist among job resources, engagement, and personal initiative.

	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	

	Skinner et al. (2008)
Quantitative
Student engagement 
	Emotional engagement influences behavioural engagement, but the reverse relationship is not observed.

	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bakker et al. (2005)
Quantitative
Work engagement 
	Offers evidence of the cross-over of burnout and work engagement among partners.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x


Source: Authors’ own work



















