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Abstract

Objective: To compare the similarities and differences in the dimensions of student engagement
among Chinese and American adolescents. Methods: To ensure that the number of China and
American adolescent consistent. By using the SPSS22.0 software, 3016 American adolescents were
randomly selected from 14934 American subjects. 2951 Chinese adolescents (boys = 1452, girls =
1499) and 3016 American adolescents (boys = 1485, girls = 1531) who were distributed in 6 - 12th
grade were measured with Delaware Student Engagement Scale (DSES-S) in order to compare the
Student Engagement among Chinese and American adolescents in cross-culture perspective. Re-
gardless of China or American, the age of boys and girls age had no differences statistically signifi-
cant. Results: All results in this study were used SPSS22.0 software. According to the description of
statistical analysis and the independent sample t test, there was no significant difference between
Chinese adolescents and American teenagers in the aggregate score of student engagement [(29.1
+4.7) vs. (29.4 + 5.2), t = -1.95, P > 0.05, Cohen’d = 0.06]. The score of emotional engagement of
Chinese adolescents was significantly higher than American adolescents [(14.3 + 2.9) vs. (13.6 %
3.4),t=9.03, P<0.001, Cohen’d = 0.24]. The score of cognitive/behavioral engagement of Chinese
adolescents was significantly lower than American adolescents [(14.8 + 2.4) vs. (15.8 + 6.7), t =
-15.13, P < 0.001, Cohen’d = 0.42]. According to descriptive statistics and single factor analysis of
variance, the scores of student engagement were significantly different in grades, both in China
and in the United States, and decreased with the increase of grades (F = 33.31, P < 0.001, n2 = 0.06;
F=14.04, P <0.001, % = 0.03). In China, girls student engagement’s score was significantly higher
than boys [(29.4 + 4.3) vs. (28.8 £ 5.1), t = -3.50, P < 0.001, Cohen’d = 0.12]. And There was no sig-
nificant gender difference in the scores of student engagement in American adolescents [(29.4 +
5.2) vs. (29.4 £ 5.3),t = -0.11, P > 0.05, Cohen’d = 0.00]. Conclusion: This study indicates that there
are differences in both cognitive/behavioral engagement and emotional engagement among Chi-
nese and American adolescents.
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B BRbEFDEZEBABERSEENRR. HH: RRESRHEEAEE N EER(DSES-S)%F2951
LZHPEFLEMI016 ZXEFLENEEBNERTE LR &R FERFLOFEEXEBNELS
FHERELH¥E X[(29.1 + 4.7) vs. (29.4 + 5.2), P> 0.05], HHEHF ENBERENEBSETE
E[(14.3 £2.9) vs. (13.6 + 3.4), P < 0.001], Tl - T ABNER/ISMETEE[(14.8 +2.4) vs. (15.8 +
6.7), P < 0.001]. EitHE, BERZFENFEBANERIE TIRERFE(F = 33.31, P<0.001; F=
14.04, P < 0.001). FEB2AERNZEBENERTE T HELEAE[(29.4 + 4.3) vs. (288 £ 5.1), P <
0.001], MEXEFTDEAZEBANERS S LHHNERLSH %R L[(294 £ 5.2) vs. (294 £ 5.3), P >
0.05]. &ik: FERFELELENG - TABANENBREANE LHEEZR.
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1. 5|8

EBRGEISINN, BHOFEOHERE KRS RE F R RZV)(Bronfenbrenner, 1977). & E{EAE D
EEEMRKIE, AR SO @R R LR, A, VRS, 2005: FEVb, x4z, AR
B, 20155 WA, HIMA, 2017). X BIHREXAME S O K BEBEA BRENEMCR ML, JHP5E, 2010),
7 o 13, A 7] A S5 A0 a1 5 A e i P A [l 75 ] 5 o 5 i 25 A A (7 45 2889 30 1) 2 5 1 7 A2 19 T 2 5
AUFRY, oSS BT BRI =R B AN AT AT 955 77 TH AN TR X 2528 1) 2
OGN IR G S ]RGS AR BB MO, 7k 1, 2557, 45, 20105 [, T8, FRakir, 2012).

SR N TR IR AR N SR A 138 43, TEIE B W FIRIAT A5 & 7 T 2 5 SR 135 3
T8 R IR B A b 55 22 I 5 S AH OIS B B AR BE BAR AN IK 1 (Bear, Yang, Mantz et al., 2014),
223 Hipkins 2012)%F 2B NE R NIT N BEALARIZ A8 . X AN N R I8 A S )3t
FEHON T EREE A FNIR, EIRFR L BRe I 22 2% 5 70 #r(Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2010);
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ITHRHBANRFES SR PRAT, B4 ARG ) R # A (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris,
2004); 1HREIINARIR AL SR AR RG] T, AR AR A AN RS N AR (1) T A 1)
1# KX & (Johnson, 2015). DA FRM, AN FRB RSN SBIRKF DHEA RIT A WA
VIR B, BA. B4 LI5S (Hipkins, 2012; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2010; Resnick,
Bearman, Blum et al., 1997); TiAKI! - 47 RN N5 224 20l st . 4218 25T 1555 0 R % V) (Brand,
Felner, Seitsinger et al., 2008; Furlong, Greif, Bates et al., 2005). SRR FAEBNEOIEHE 524247 H
FIZRIL, an2@ll Gt F 5 305 5 FIEER 61 55 A 22 (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004; Elsaesser, Hong,
& Voisin, 2016),
BRPEBNEWBFORI, AR RN 5 S 36 AR FE SIS, AMSE 30 B B R

FE . FEELTFEHAL UL R £ S HEEE R (Wilcox, McQuay, Blackstaffe et al., 2016), 1fij H.t 55K H &
WEITRSCHE, BOWHBCETE, PR, DL RS, AR IR Leas A R it B s
FEARSGUERN B AR S B2 T PN 43 5 20 () 2 40 4 DA KA 17 5 AL /N (1 22 R S R
T EF A S N (Reschly & Christenson, 2012; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider et al., 2003). 74},
BRI, AFSCATE 5T B E . BRI EE 1 P I SRR E 22 S (K0, 20115 e i,
R, TiRE . 2003), XRhZE T AR R ARG RN 2R A B B . SR A3 il A SRR
PR SCHUBARER (IR T, e hlde, XI5, 2014), B RZEREKR, PEZRARSKE. KHE
PN A= ¥4 B LU S AF ARV 2 AN, an A R [ e B i, A IROR o AR B —, BRI R, AR
EAG, SEECSRAEPER], 2AFRE B 2R, Bl SEAT /NP, A= R B bR X B S B 2, 1 I
7, 2017), T RMERATHZ HEZREFEENE DAMENFRIN? A3 B i@ X g se
WEER T, A ELFR 1o B SO B 22 5, OCRHMEL, (R R e H D EI SRR BRI 8275

2. WEEFE
2.1. &,

KT AR 7B 7 AN HLIX 11 B /N 2 A AT R A, Rl G — BRI O B2l
MR S AR SRR 2 5, A RTINS A AR R B B 1. WAFE AR, REAZ—MiES
B, Ut AL R A EAE WS . SERIBUAE 3013 4y, i3 2430 lal, SRR T0 8407 46 (G b -
5 AR ERAES, MBPHEIEBEEES, ZEEEWRMMAES), RCERE 2951 4, 30
HEERA 97.94%., HA B 1452 N, 1499 N, NG 352 N, BEH 365 N, J\HFEH 297 A,
JUER 274 N, TG 609 N, L 583 N, T ER 471 N #R S Lo Ll B B L A TR AR
EHIZER TG E (P> 0.05).

I BE 2 E R B N R R HE Bear J24E, 1L 14934 435 R8dE . NOE T EREASE 5, X
F SPSS22.0 A IMTENER CEF \ER. LFER. TER. +—FER. T ERFEEH, Bl
L o7 AR A AR A B, JERECT 3016 35 5 B A i A I A . o
241485 N, A 1531 N, ANFES 354 N, BER 370 A, J\ES 293 N, LFEH 299 N, HES 618
N> F—Fg 612 N, +F% 470 Ao #R5 L il B 5 LA FER L2 R TG E U(P >
0.05).

22. TR

FERLAR A 46 N B % (Delaware Student Engagement Scale-Student, DSES-S) (Bear, Yang, Mantz et
al., 2014; UM, HERZE, 2018), 3£ 11 ANKH, 2 RIAHE - AT RBANEG N EHAEERSG NEG A
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% B), i NFBEAR . KH likert 4 f5id5r, “17FR “EEAFE" , “27 TR “ARAR”, “3”7
FoR CFHRE”, 47 Fon CEERRART, SoBEiHSEENBNE RS, FLE . hETERIE
IBELT, W7 S E R K Cronbach a RECHN 0.85, IANHI - 1T 88 AN Cronbach oo RECN 0.77, 15
JE ) Cronbach o REUN 0.83, BRI RE LA TEFRILA RIF(RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.04, 5
= 511.66), ERIIMER RFERA /RS, T8 ERKM Cronbach o RECH 0.87, WM - T NENE
HJ Cronbach o %N 0.84, 1% /85 N\ £ Cronbach o RN 0.88, R AIAE & Fetril & EIF(RMSEA
=0.04, CFI =098, SRMR = 0.02, 5* = 1107.43), 3K 5] M 55 2% 7] () 2548 % 0T

Table 1. Student Engagement Scale (revised Chinese version and English version)

F 1. FEBNEERPFEITMFANTEICAR)

FHEBNE(PIBITIR)

W - ITRBAE A = NG [l & EH
L ERE L.
3. AR LA
5. AR KPR
7. Fmy EAE KB
9. FALLI LG RIF o
BERENE
2. WAEFERIREIMIR
4. AR AR T o
6. LEXXFTER .
8. FWEMKEIIZ .
10. FEXIX P28 B[R 2
Nit4r%HE
11 FRAEIXA ) B 7 Pk BAF RIS 1 BT [

Delaware Student Engagement Scale-Student (FX3ChR)
Cognitive-Behavioral Engagement Disagree A LOT Disagree Agree Agree A LOT
1. I pay attention in class.
3. I follow the rules at school.
5. Itry my best in school.
7. 1turn in my homework on time.
9.1 get good grades in school.
Emotional Engagement
2. 1 feel happy in school.
4. My school is a fun place to be.
6. 1like this school.
10. I like students who go to this school.
Non-Scoring Item

11. T answered all items truthfully on this survey.
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2.3. G AE

AT $4Ei2 A SPSS22.0 HHATAAF AN /3 HT . LIEAMMI G, TREFOEMFLEGANE L) L E4E
BABFFEIESS M. ESTTFEERERHBERbREZ IR, RAMIIFEAR ¢ #6536 bR 5 A 38
W E 2R B NS 4R 1Sy, SR KN Cohen’ d fH s KT Z0 T LA RIEL A BN
FERISYEETS 7y, AR KNR 7 £om. BLP<0.05 NESHS R L.
3. &R

S A ] [ S A D B T D E AT ST REAR ¢ L, SR BRIER ) DEIT T ESH, DRI
P EFH D FEFEBNE S S W E 0] G R 255 P EFE A REZAMEN R F D EEFEBNE LS
HE FER, ERWNE 2 iR,

Table 2. Comparison of the student engagement of Chinese and American teenagers and their scores in various dimensions

(x=*s)
F2 PEFLOFEEEENERBHEENESIEER (T £5)
WE - AT BN 15 IR N E L INLFST)

h ESE H ES H ES
(xts) (xts) (xts) (xts) (xts) (xts)
Lt 14.6+2.6 155+2.7 142+3.1 13.9+34 28.8+5.1 294+53
5y 15.0+2.1 16.1+2.6 144+2.7 13.3+3.5 294+43 29.4+52
15 —4.14™ -6.32"" -2.28" 477" -3.50"" -0.11
Cohen’ d 0.15 0.22 0.06 0.18 0.12 0.00
NI 15.9+22 16.6+2.5 16.0+2.8 15.1+33 31.8+4.5 31.7+5.1
LR 152422 15.7+£2.7 14.7+2.9 13.6+3.6 29.9+4.5 293+5.5
I\ 152424 159+28 146429 133+3.6 298 +4.7 292456
JUAELR 148+2.5 157+2.8 144+3.1 13.7+33 29.1+52 294+55
R 144+22 15.6+2.7 14.0+2.6 13.3+33 28.5+4.1 28.9+5.1
+—tER 144+25 15.8+2.7 13.6+2.8 13.4+33 28.0+4.7 292+5.0
+AER 14.6 +2.4 15.7+2.6 13.8+2.7 13.1+33 284+45 28.7+438
FAY 21.95™ 6.58"" 31.08™ 14.69™" 33317 14.04™"
1 17 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03
SREA 14.8+2.4 15.8+6.7 143+2.9 13.6+3.4 29.1+4.7 29.4+52

15 -15.13" 9.03™ -1.95

Cohen’ d 0.42 0.24 0.06

vE: "P<0.05, "P<001, ""P<0.001, F[E.

hEF DERINE - T NBNEE L HEE N2 AESNE R IESFER AN ERA G A=
X, BARSEZZ2AER & T REHR A, WE 1 Por, BEEFERKTHE, PREDEEN - 1THEA
B TERCE AN E BN B A H 2IUT G . Bt Pt SeE D ERIAE - 17BN,
TS NN AR NS AT F S BT A hESESR. BEHR. \FERMILEL LR -
TRBNE. G ANEMAEENERB Y& T RGN g SRENEHAERIARA - 1T
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Figure 1. The linear relationship between the student engagement of Chinese and American teenagers and their dimensions
with grades
E 1. pEFLOEFEENERAREEMFRT UL XRE

A
4. Wi

KA REZH, hEEFDLFENFLEBANELSNER LRI FREL, BHEEDERINE - 1T
BNFEARMET EEGFDF, MERBE NS5 TR EEDE, W EOA s - 17 4 & % H
1355, B QAR Bk B m T EE A, Hah 4 MR EAM R TREESE, K44
2 H A BIMESE A EIRIE O . SPOE . RGN [ TV RS0 E RIS, 275 A (2013)
MR [ 22 AR IR AL 22 AT R E R AR LIS BB T el 4, IR ST A 52 A A -
ITRBNEYIER, EAERG AT EEDEINA - 1T EANERMET EET D FERE R —
vk, FIRBUL? MFHBHA IS, ARFRE IS, XA R ] §E S P E S0 2= A G,
AR 2 AR, SR AR A R SIS T H ST R g5 SR BERRAR PP (Wang, Meredith, & Tsai, 1996).
EME G NEG) b, PESANSSEEES TEEYE, XNSERET S ESCHTE mI SR T LK
WEMA DL AATBEFRIL, R ET T, S LR R 77 L MR A e, a8 A i sk 1)
HAE RS, SO E NER . BN ER S, ST SRR R BN B & EAT NIk,
Bergen, 1995), JHiAEBEE S %, DR Hp [ 25 AR 6 B IR 2EA BB 25 O B 2 s BN . B T 0k b
FIRER s, o ] B2 SR B o BRI, AR [ 5 B AR A2 AT & (S /e, 2013), AR 22484
KRS (], FLHE R D) AN ER A VA o SR TR 25 ) S S R e, X LB PR 3R AR LA IR K 4 N TR THI 5%
M

SAEBNEER LR REN, MEEERFE, FEBREFFERNFEBNEEDE TR, XA
BRI T A ML ? BT H AR B RGN B RER .  BIPRISE RS SEBRR G A 2
AT 22 5 BEIARUE Y, Lhin, 5 R KRERFRLAES N BB R B T 54 S F AV E 45 R 1 s
EAR L AR I N AL, 1T EL R [ A5 o B AR A s R AE 6~7 RG], H 2 AT
ez R, HAEm G AER: —2& B R T2 B R 5 A BRI E E R, JLF 23
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[ RIS, TSR ERG 7 SR HEALEFF RN BURAAL R, A b B DX 2R 2 515 3
I N L2 IR ) B MR A S 38 AW FU B I, T e v [ e 1 o 0 0 BV AR ) 1 AR
AREEN, JLFEE, 2005); &P EBEARE NS5 LA 0 4 AR/ A5 AR T — MR
SRR T, AR R (56 B+ A E R R g, RAERUR RN ? WA, A
FAENIFR, RS, A EZER BN S MBI ZER? AW E NN, XaES hE
AR A, S EATHIG S5, HRK G R A 2 RN BTN, (A2 A
Pt Beolk 2B AT B 2 A SEARANHEN , AR 3 ) 24 2% (1 2 D th e ke B alb AR A TBE 22 O 1 ROER 2, DT B N
JEAF R ILHA ZERH E T

P E A A NV BB 45 RO, P [ B AR - AT BN RN EBAN
FER G YT 0k, MBS OLRT R 207 AR, Lo, B R A A B REZE e, AT
KL, T E LA B A TS R SRS U M T T (B ik, 1855, 2006), TIH., MXTE,
AT ENEREFEN L EER, WATEARAT AR T B, A EE ), BRI AT A,
5 B AN LS 2 (45 BN R AN il , i AT ReA SEAUR IO AR AE TR RS S RN (R R, AE
FESE, 2004). SREEDERZLEBNLLSENFMER Z WFLLT 78 X ENZESR, HINE - T8
NEAE S NEAEARFMER Z B Z R A G EE L AN - TR EANE LG EE ST 5
4=, ZNI{E Cohen’d 79 0.22, fENGECENE LRIGD BECT H4E, MNAH Cohen’d 7 0.18. B LA:AE
WA - AT ORERE B ZE R S EYOA R, MELERTRA, REEER PR LE RS ERINR
R B, BAENRENEZYEE LR LR 2R B0, RELZENEREANZRZRTHA, St
L M BURRP SR, WEFCE RN, EARSEIEAL & U5 LT R SR ARAR RS g, (AN T A5 A2 R 36 [ 524
BRSNS, BT E, B LA RS 2 2 1 BN SGTE (Altermatt, Jovanovie, &
Perry, 1998), 3X 5 Ff [ (PR BB AT 0 DX, 1 6 5% B AR 2 SO RE B S22 A s B e B
PR I T A TR L P PR SR S AT RE S AT B AL, AT A6 4558 ] A7 (R 1 I N JEE A5 0 B Bl AR
THA,

5. &t

ATt FeiE R o A h P I AR RSN RS LERL R R A, SR N — R BT AL A
BRI RIS Z AR I R, £5 7 AR T WERESCZE R AT, oS RS 5Tt
7 [ A SR ROE AR LS . AT RSSRITR, W TR EEAEN S, REEERIAE - TN,
RERERMESERAER BN RTIEERZEBNERIVIA S
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