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(HE] FIRNEAFEFIMRENREIE, LI ZAREF -G HFNXE. £ TER
TRED, XFREAETHRBEEERTNFIRN AT EXRTAARHATAAE G R, B L £ R,
AMFARNBAEBRGNEFF LB ERR HAERAA, FARNMEETEA IS HREFT X, 3%
BB 2 X T RS, EREAE2~-SNMEE; MENFCS 2N EZ, BEUMAMEIRANERL . K
FRAMEELHERFIRANERT XA WA BAEMAN A ohr B E R g RRE, EihEHN
KRR, B E AL H] ¥ A O B, B R G A e o s ey 3t R S ALH .

(K g ]

[RESZES] G442.2 [SCHk4RIRAS] A

—  F AR

24 2] $ A (student engagement) X} 274 & A &
HE R BEVE I, T2l R (Lei et al., 2018) |
R F% N BB - BE 17 (Zhao, 2021) 5%, %K FH R IRy
A IRAYE, 2 2] e A T AR ok R e S B
FF B (Appleton et al., 2008) . H F 3 FEl P X 2% 2J
AW B FBAEA WK, (A2 5 WX — 1
IRZORBEIA ML TR . B K 5% (Reeve et al., 2004) 1A
2 AR F AR S 52 55 0947 R o
AU T . BT JR 1 55 ( Appleton et al., 2006) TA
FEE WA RBE HE e R, B4 STESZ N
AYER R, B2z A X 2 ST S5 BUE S BRI S 5 .
MR B 4t (Ryu & Lombardi, 2015) % 2% > # A E
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SR S WS A NG R Z MBEHIES — 1 3 &
AR, RS AR S A S IR G —,
{H 3 35 A n] H BAT £ 0 45 ¥4 (Fredricks et al., 2004;
Gunuc & Kuzu, 2015), 5% I8 W % M 22 JC4E FE I & F
VA2 RN o Y FE 53 28 07 SR 2 3 2 ST A
WES R i 7 A Rl A A 2 Al TR 2
TR E L. AR 4EBE o 2500 2 0 A D o T EL B
I T 2 R ) — vk 5 AT AR BE, X S 2
A ZE i 1 WM R R (Boekaerts, 2016) . FEAF 5 X
AN AR AL ST, R I AT
TN, RGEHLE IR AW T2 A0S R,
A iff LSRR 3B % G %2 (Reschly & Christenson,
2012),

2 A A = 2= A AVEL AT
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o
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EMAHF , 2FE A PERR AR A RS
Ak A GIARE . 17 AT B a5 —
J7 WER E ARG AR 2 ST AT HFT 430 SERE
RIS A e T A 27 ) 3 i s B
Bdl o Hor, S HOER TR R 0 A I,
TR U g A R R AR LY 5 VA A
R o 1L = o e S B NS N3 R S I E 3 4
(Appleton et al., 2008) . 52 I & J& A BR &1, 474
W EEAEAE H gl A7 MIT M AE R AT R
(Skinner et al., 2009) , £ B & 3@ 5 H gE @ of /MM
FAE (LR B S EE . MR, O R 55 #2242 1Y
# A 1t 2 (Azevedo, 2014; Miller, 2015; Lee et al.,
2019), —F B AMELUZ A8 2= AE TR AR . N B 1 sk
AU, AT 0L, 224 AR S )2, iR ik
FEEE, WS B A (R S AT L IR IR,
2 [ R i R A RE R B 9 AR )
WAL LR FIRR . LTI A EE
TPy, R IF R 2 W E bR, AR5
REFI LA AIFRFRIF RIS, Ed R G R
SCHRZER, X FEAR TR R A 12 2] $ A i 3%, i B2
> P AR A S50 S PP AL A g3 s S A SR
AR AR R %) [0 5 A R A9 1] o

= ARt

(=) AR ik

ZBEVECHRZE A (systematic literature review ) f&
XFEAMRIESE A RS, BTEANE AT 4
KT R 2 A 5 300 Y 4 TR G O D 1) i R
(Hammersley, 2002) . ‘B LA RGEME | 210 R A,
W R R TG O AR BUR, ST
JE U K a5 R . M TR G LRk T ik,
RGN SCERER IR RE B D5 N DL A 4, 4
SR A SR AT P, AT S A bR A AR B S RN S
Beh o

(D) Xkt k5 iFik

FEA TR AU MR P77 & F (Gusenbauer &
Haddaway, 2020) , A< fiff 5% 7F Web of Science %4 i /£
Ll “student/academic engagement” “scale/instrument”

“development/validation/revision” k)¢ £ in], B [i]

R 2023 4F 1 A, ARG R A B3 SCCHK 1858 .
AH LU Bl e At N 3R 0 SRR 5T, B R TIT A AFSY
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SR A7 o B A S AR AR AR E SCRY PR A
A1k, s G T BOs ik & 2 19O BT B
K2R F G e A AR DLIA 1,

SCHR WoS £l FEAG 2R
[i54 (n=1858)
y J
BUH . R i
(n=1858)
HE R A 5 STk
(n=1516)
SCHR 4 SR B
i 7 (n=342)
HEBRASAH S STk
(n=309)
MR 5 FH g N\ SCik
(n=5)
J
ik BN SCIR
N (n=38)

B 1 SCkik g O AR

R O UE B 5 f, AW ST E T AR I AR
#E: 1) SCFRRAE T oS8Ry R I 2) J R
fERUBE R 505 3) SCHRE R RAE FAT PR B I 1) 5 4)
RN NI R BAETT &3 5) R W&
AR 2= T A, MAMUR R — A, g
JEBE N o TE X SCEE A 8 A ZE 2D T ik I, 44
TF 5% 5 4 0 16 s 1 A A S, LA I 1 342 0 S
R s 7 388 152 O O R A A DG SCHR IS, R 3R 15 33 4
ks 38 o SCF G AN 3RS 5 R Sk, 3k 38 J
BROWLER 1)

(=) Lk 75

WFFE e M A SCEE i I DL R R B 3R
BH . SR e R, 2k B
W G R AR B I WA E R . i —
Mt B ER L L NEE, RIS i . &
o R T AR 2R ) B A A 1Y B, T 4R S
AR OYIF R BB 2R R T A X A 2 #
A PR I AR AR A, W] BRI S A i s e 2R T
B AE X 22 2T B A& 093 i 7 =X, 2 xR
[F] 0 25 4 32 ) ABE 4 7 2K, AR BE ST AN DL b = T
ZERRIFHE .
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R1 FIARNERPAH

FS BEREWN & FE 7 G
1 Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ) Handelsman et al., 2005 a: 0.76-0.82
2 Student Engagement Instrument ( SEI) Appleton et al., 2006 a: 0.72-0.88
3 Engagement Versus Disaffection With Learning: Student-Report Skinner et al., 2008 a: 0.84
4 Online Student Engagement Scale (OSE) Dixson, 2010 a: 0.91
5 Agentic Engagement Questionnaire (AEQ) Reeve & Tseng, 2011 a: 0.78-0.94
6 Student Engagement Instrument—Elementary Version ( SEI-E) Carter et al., 2012 a: 0.639-0.820
7 Student Engagement Scale ( SES) Mazer, 2012 a: 0.9
8 Agentic Engagement Scale (AES) Reeve, 2013 a: 0.72-0.91
9 Student School Engagement Measure (SSEM) Hazel et al., 2013 a: 0.83-0.92
10 Student Engagement Scale ( SES) Lam et al., 2014 a: 0.78
11 Classroom Engagement Instrument ( CEI) Wang et al., 2014  :0.82-0.90
12 Online Student Engagement Scale (OSE) Dixson, 2015 a: 0.86
13 Student Engagement Scale ( SES) Gunuc & Kuzu, 2015 a: 0.926
14 Burch Engagement Survey for Students (BESS) Burch et al., 2015 a: 0.91-0.96
15 Math and Science Engagement Questionaire Fredricks et al., 2016 a:0.93
16 University Student Engagement Inventory (USEI) Maroco et al., 2016 a: 0.88
17 Math and Science Engagement Scales Wang et al., 2016 a: 0.92-0.93
18 Self-determination, Purpose, Identity, and Engagement in Science ( SPIRES) Skinner et al., 2017 o: 0.67-0.84
19 Assessing Student Perspective of Engagement in Class Tool (ASPECT) Wiggins et al., 2017 a: 0.78-0.91
20 Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ) Brown et al., 2016 a: 0.765-0.826
21 Student Course Engagement Scale (SCES) Lin & Huang, 2018 a: 0.92
22 Activity Engagement Survey Ben-Eliyahu et al., 2018 a: 0.64-0.83
23 Visual Arts Responding Engagement Instrument Morris, 2019 a: 0.71-0.82
24 Student Engagement Instrument—College ( SEI-C) Waldrop et al., 2019 a: 0.89
25 Multidimensional School Engagement Scale Wang et al., 2019 ®: 0.70-0.81
26 Scale of Student Engagement in Statistics ( SSE-S) Whitney et al., 2019 a: 0.79
27 Higher Education Student Engagement Scale (HESES) Zhoc et al., 2019 a: 0.7-0.87
28 MOOC Engagement Scale (MES) Deng et al., 2020 a: 0.66-0.85
29 Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) McCarrell & Selznick, 2020 H: 0.65-0.89
30 Multifactorial Measure of Student Engagement (MMSE ) Moreira et al., 2020 :0.93
31 Students’ Engagement Scale Siddiq et al., 2020 a: 0.711-0.896
32 Student Engagement in the General Chemistry Laboratory Survey Instrument Smith & Alonso, 2020 a: 0.82-0.88
33 University Student Engagement Scale (USEI) Gupta & Nagpal, 2021 a: 0.88
34 Pandemic Online Student Engagement (POSE) Wu & Teets, 2021 a: 091
35 Student Engagement Scale for Higher Educational Students Siddiqi et al., 2022 a: 0.817
36 Participation and Engagement Scale (PES) Testa et al., 2022 o: 0.856-0.953
37 Engagement to Academic Tasks Questionnaire (Comp-TA) Yévenes-Mérquez et al., 2022 a: 0.92
38 Generic Student Engagement Scale ( GSES) Lietal, 2023 a: 0.76-0.88

VE: 0 % Cronbach’s o % 44, ® ## McDonald’s o % #%, H # Construct Replicability 45 % .

AHAR 15 T LW 2), N2 MiExR T
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1E 38 Tl i /T AW 5T, 21 WA $2 44t 1 2%
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R2 FIARANBERE

il
H

LS ST AT B0 TP R, A5 322 B

Appleton et al., 2006

2. 2 Y A AL 2 A SR AT % 2 15 3l i 5% B2 R B

Mazer, 2012

3.2 AR A T K R A 2 T ORI A 2 2] i B T UR A AR AR AL 22 0 S A0 B

AR i 28 ANAT A 5N Y 5 A A A

Gunuc & Kuzu, 2015

4. 2 AL R AT R R SRR BT IR A A

Burch et al., 2015; Wiggins et al., 2017

5.2 AR A PR B 2 A B AR

Lin & Huang, 2018; McCarrell & Selznick, 2020

6. % AR AR AH 1R B0H 1 SR I R FIRE T

Lietal, 2023

7.2 AR AN MBS S

Reeve, 2013; Wang et al., 2014; Ben-Eliyahu et al., 2018; Testa
et al., 2022; Whitney et al., 2019

8. 2 A B A IR AR A M L R R R Bl A AR A, DLRTE 24 ) BRI P AR

PTG 7R B R

Maroco et al., 2016

9. I FAGIRM S 5 MM | MRl AdE 230

Waldrop et al., 2019

10. 22 2] BT X T 5 2 2 2 10 SO

Reeve & Tseng, 2011

1L 22 B R0 ML 2 R, BITE — A S SR o 2 2 F o SR AR 1 S i, AR

ATE2E R BOE P Y RS RS B A SR 5 R R

Hazel et al., 2013

12. 22 BAAG A LT AR T AR T 00 FFLER A, LR 22 5 2 ST 06 S Ak 2 kA TSl i

AL FIAS T L (14 0 I

Wang et al., 2019

13, 22 J BN 2R S B A NS5, (0 8 24 2 Xk 2 T A RHIG S 0 AL 3y, Ry

EHRA B, B SRS

Siddiq et al., 2020

14,5 ST B A 55 2D W 30 H 8 0 o LSRR T WG 1

Wang et al., 2016

15 2 FASEAERE S CRGIRBENA A E U REOTE I NS 5B . | Dixson, 2015

> £ fr B (Appleton et al., 2006; Li et al., 2023) .
e HA (R = & AR AL E T, e ST AL
YERE i SR E DE R B DGR B ] A TEHE S 2% )
MEFHBED R CHEAEN . IR ARFAEF
PRALT B IRS) I, ikt A E S 5%
AR AR B R R S AR X I U R R
(Gunuc & Kuzu, 2015; Burch et al., 2015; Wiggins et
al,, 2017) . HABMIE A 263, 4 A ik
2] Hiwo

2)BhAYE, FHBRARFFE e E R A (Wang
etal, 2019) . IFEUNRE R W] LAk | (L3 PR, 2%
AWM THrE e . BT IR
AR AR S 2 2] b R B AR TR, 2 AR THDGAS [F] Y 2
255 B[R] BRI BRI 25, 2 52 IS () o B 1)
I BN, % SE 5k 2K 2 (Faloughi &
Herman, 2021) % X, [ 2 7 4A ] X6 3% A48 A2 W
WP TT I, 22 AR TR R N 19 2 2T 4% AR B B 2 7
PRIE T 24 2 e AFERT ] b AR fb R R J

I EHM, FAABRA R A S22
BRZ B E NN . 2= TG E R 2R
FECEEAIBRAR A 2 m s . HAEE R
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PEim) . BB, 45252 I i 5 O SN 3, RIS 2O
#9458 S A1 PE M (Gupta & Nagpal, 2021; Wu & Teets,
2021); 2 AR R HME Bagin . i 8% 7 X
5n]2z 5 8, AR I HH (Wang, Bergin &
Bergin, 2014; McCarrell & Selznick, 2020) ; 2% > #1 £}
VE R 222D TEBh 8k . F N MEBIE K, 408
0T HHEAT N TR, AL AT B AR,
3 [ 32 2% > F1 A1 £ (Dixson, 2010; Reeve &
Tseng, 2011) . X LT H ) A F T F & ¥4
()27 2 AR, AR FE R WA . AR F .

(=) k75 X

TR BRI b, 22 EH TR 2 T A A
FTYEJE . 1R 38 My AP R, I HAH ZH I
75, AR (W ER 3) o DNERANYEBE ) e
I, 8 F A ) A BRI B AR
BB YERE, 40 F R A (agentic engagement) |, 2%
B # A(attitude engagement) . #1 3¢ #& A (social
engagement) , 104 /> #7027 FH SR 2 2 i sh A
R B HE R, QR T BR AT R (silence in class
behaviors) . TA 15 B% 1 Ji (cognitive strategy use) .
2# 4 1 (student cooperation) , A 2EE N A



BT E. BEFIBEAMFARRE S RLE—A TERLKY R ARER

OER. 2024, 30(3)

3 FARANGEFARHEME

kAR 58 Eif)"

[ZE:3; S 5 13.2
LGOI VR A 4 10.5
2.3 B, 1 F A (E 1 2.6

=t 3 11 28.9
LAE g, b, 9 Jm Ja% 1 2.6
2 AL AT BN WA 8 21.1
3R, BAREA, WA 1 2.6
ATE AN, A NB% 1, B BTk 1 2.6

P 2k 15 39.5
LALRBREA, 1A A, RIBA, TEHHEA 5 132
2ATHHBN, 1 BHA, AT R B B, 7 R B 2 5.3
3B AT BN, A, WA 2 53
ARATUIRAT A, PR RKAT 0, WH RN, TR

974 N
SR AT B VAR, R EA 1 2.6
64T M, T BHA, VAR, #1328 3 7.9
TERBA, NI, #E3SHEA, 1B A 1 2.6

AR 3 7.9
LGOI, OIS A, VA, 1B,

ERHA I
2HLREA, T, BRIV, TN, SEH | a6

A
3CE TR 2T, AR R N, 5 A, VAR T B,

R N

N 1 2.6
LR U, R e e, PRARAE 55, PR3 N AH RDIR S,

BT 56 9y, A i N

T4 2 53
LW 2B V838, 52 B4, a2, R Bk, A 55

0, 8500 5, 24 7 ¢ 1 o
2INHHA, W IRBA, AT R, 22045, B

F, R LY, LA N

N 3: 3 1 2.6
LKA, AT RN, THREA, A3, I

8, 7R WIS, +E 5B B N

X SRS, B 2 BB B, A B R Sk DU 4
B, 44T M 57 % (behavioral disaffection) . TA %1 i 55
(cognitive disengagement) . /A #%& A (disengagement)
o WYEREE R GF, 7 AR5k 2~8
AHERE . o, =4 (28.9%) AU 4EFE (39.5%) 43
K, & T 60%. A3 R, 1E R
AAT HBAFIA B AN =50k el , A

P2 o 13.2% By RGBT W RERA
(skills engagement) | 1§ B & A . £ I A (per-
formance engagement) 1 H. &) #& A (participation/
interaction engagement) P45, 10.5% ¥ i 5% % H O
FRHE A (psychological engagement) FITAHIFE A — 45
5, By 207 0 AR #] 10%.

(Z) M EFk

S B AR R N A AT bt 22 R,
5 VO A B A 222 4 ) B (LI 2)

B\, IR mE . 22 AR & FE R AL
A B R L B 5] TE 2 ARG B 45 R, TR AR
PRI 1) ok P 300 5 SR ) S B o A 0 PN 2 )
PR e (R R4 B2 2 BB R, o 5 2] 4R Y 2
Ko — 7, SERCFNGRE | 300 [R] A 0 2 2% ) i
TN RGBS SIS, RIA: F1 22 3L
Fr, MEMESHE AN BB LR
(Waldrop et al., 2019; McCarrell & Selznick, 2020) ;
F2 G BE SRR, WNACBE TS Bh 3R . ACBE LRI 2
>J 4 1% (Appleton et al., 2006; Waldrop et al., 2019) ;
F3 A R, BG4 AR . 248
5 200 A 4b @l vE (Waldrop et al., 2019; Appleton et
al., 2006; Siddig, Gochyyev & Valls, 2020) ; F4 4 4=
KFR, F 3 RAEFRA N A KRG EHH
2¢( Appleton et al., 2006; Carter et al., 2012; Siddiqi et
al.,, 2022); &5 —J5 I, 2 A AR S AN S 1R N
2] GG, IR A S AL R, RN FS A
FRALHE, N A 15 AE 7 #F (Wiggins et al., 2017) ; F6 %%
L, WA S AL, E MM ) R
(Mazer, 2012; Hazel, Vazirabadi & Gallagher, 2013;
Fredricks et al., 2016) , Ak, 2 # AL 5, HI
H AR g R, BEom 8 AR gy, g ae gy 327t , &
PR F22 22 2 455, Uar s . $2t &l Hi g
(Wu & Teets, 2021; Gupta & Nagpal, 2021) .

HR, BRI, FAFZE T 2 il fih
ARNZR A ESR . N5 B R B3 A
W T, A WAMZ R AT, F A RS
T B 2 . WHERLZ A, #E ek i B,
LA AL | ST 2R A Bl R AR U], B L A B AR
()57 2] RS AT, 7EA i 3 v 3R : FO 35T
LU, sy a2 4 ¥R 2% (Gunue & Kuzu, 2015;
Lin & Huang, 2018) . i —2 i &, AR E SN+

S 113 -
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| SR 1)

Iy
Loy
|
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X
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=2 britp

ERENCE SREME [14 JEE

(PR )
} FP25% BE I HF
} F3IH4EC R
—{_Parxx

F5 5 B8

——Croman )
L)
—{runmir)

|

At )

‘ F14I\FN 5 i
i Y e

Wi o

i

F21[) fE27 2

I

|

I

| .

| F222%%: 2] 45 3
|

|
|
o
I
b
by
|
|
T
1
T

2 FIRANHREZRREMMEERE

e TR B, 765 M A R AE G 2 v S EE B
G AL R, TR R R BRI FT S
KG 2y, WS nF A B | Al SCARTE Bl | 4 AT T
Zfj(Lam et al., 2014; Gupta & Nagpal, 2021; Li et al.,
2023); F8 Z IR 8, WM AR E1HE . 2580
W% S, 5E AR A AF )k (Handelsman et al., 2005;
Lam et al., 2014; Gunuc & Kuzu, 2015) ., R)ZH AR
P A S 2D AT BS ), A F10 BRI 42
ML ZImZ 5. & >, 71> (Handelsman et al., 2005;
Whitney et al., 2019; McCarrell & Selznick, 2020) ;
F11 AR, A 2= ) | R 7B 132 (Brown
etal., 2016; Wu & Teets, 2021); F12 %% Jj, W) 4>
1B Fe g, %% 712 2 (Siddiq, Gochyyev & Valls,
2020; Siddigi et al., 2022) .

PR, FRmEEE . S BANOETE A A
A2y 2] i AR, e OG A AR AR 2 ) SRl A b 5 B
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[ FEE AR M FE . AR Z A 2 2 B AR A
S A T 27 2T BT N DR A L T A RDIR S AR
P P15 JROTR 2, SR BBUI 214 1) A K SR W 43 BT R B e 2
N, It iz ST A0 SR 9 27 2R, TR 1
R BRI N FI3 L0, WHAEWTYF . AL
(Wang, Bergin & Bergin, 2014; Lam et al., 2014) ;
F14 AN HUSE MG, AnPE 2810 . QIR TH HT R L 2 43l
(Dixson, 2010; Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Reeve, 2013) ;
F15 95 5emg, Wik &% > s AEiH4) (Lam et al.,
2014; Smith & Alonso, 2020); F16 JE:Ali 4%, 15K
5% O #R (Skinner et al., 2008; Skinner et al.,
2017; Wiggins et al., 2017); F17 =215 8%, 4ni= g gk
4 8% i B (Appleton et al., 2006; Carter et al.,
2012; Gupta & Nagpal, 2021) . B )Z UK )22 >
N SR T 2 ) SRl v 2 2 W] LU 00 ] B Y
Je RN B R O B 27 2 RIOR , I RERE Bh U
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PSS N A T B o — 07 T, A RE 1A O H

5 SV, M E R LRI FIS NH2-1E
TTHR, WA 22 O P I 4 03027 > i &
(Reeve & Tseng, 2011; Reeve, 2013); F19 [i] Zifi =k
By, 42 ) . 3R Bh (Gupta & Nagpal, 2021; Wu &
Teets, 2021) . 3 —J7 i, “#ARERE B[R] £, fE A
FREAE G AE2E 2 ik BURF AR 2 2 bR, 7649 12
2 ARy F20 HE B[R] 27, g py fm] 27 g A | 3
Bl ] 2% fi# P& [A] 251 (Fredricks et al., 2016; Gupta &
Nagpal, 2021); F21 [F]£45% 2], tnm Rl 4% 2] | 51A]
2% 3L ) 58 /AT 55 (Wang, Bergin & Bergin, 2014;
McCarrell & Selznick, 2020) .

e, RIS, fEF IR AR L, AT
BRI IR Bl A w RN B R AR ST SR . A
INHIGERE R, AR X 2] 1 S i L B, il Yy
TA KSR & 1 2 JC I 0 SR W (AN k] 2 27 > HAR ) &
MR T %5 R A AR, TR B R LRI N
F13 %7 F14 I\NHISREHE AT FLS 98795 0% o DA IR
HeFEF, AT 2 06 2 b iy A I R (%
FEIR) | S UG R Cln I Ja . R O A i T 2R AR
G BORE, Bl R I kA, EWRER -

FI A F16 ZLRl 45 70 F17 w905 . N4k i
[F)RE AR BLAE R AR 2 20 05 B J2 T, s 22 A 5 HoAth =
) ERAE AR AR, an g Az ) ZOm A R B
PHEWRBENE . BE= 5%, TEMNE R BRI N:
F18 N # A AE BTk . F19 [0 20 R B . F20 45 Bl [A]
22 F21 [ElfE242T

AN R RG22 R A R T I AR 25 R
HR 8 L AT, Bl B R AR R v B T =
G, WHC R R AN T =2 — 1, WA
AR EE 2R A B R R (LK 3A) . BAk
K U, FA = R AL F6 2 X B AL (78.9%) .
F16 J& Al 175 25 (78.9%) . F12 %% 71 (71.1%) . F15 4
THRME(71.1%) . F14 IAHIRE WS (68.4%) o 4> H
PR AL FE: F8 & iR 4 1% 3 (65.8%) . F13 & &
(65.8%) . F10 iR J5 2% 2] (52.6%) | F17 fm 918 &
(47.4%) . F20 % Bh [7] 2% (44.7%) . F9 3% <F #L J
(39.5%) . F3 Ui A= 5% & (36.8%) . F19 [i] 2 Vifi >Rk Bl
(36.8%) . F21 [a] ff: %%~ ] (36.8%) . F4 A4 Xk &R
(34.2%) o L AR 2 2 40 45 . F22 2% 2 45 2R
(28.9%) . F5 H IR AL (23.7%) . F7 BN K 1% 5h
(21.1%) . F11 A #LEE2% 2 (21.1%) . F18 N # #AE
TUHR(18.4%) . F2 ZRJE 47 (13.2%) . F1 2K LR

A
0.81
0.61
0.41
0.21
0 T T r T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T v
FI F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 FI0 F1l FI2 FI3 Fl4 FI5 Fl6 FI17 FI8 F19 F20 F21 F22
& BRI
B)

0+—8a o e T
FI F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 Fl10 Fl1l1 F12 F13 Fl14 F15 Fl6 F17 FI8 F19 F20 F21 F22
@ THEHA B WHBRA

(EPSERON

3 FEIBRANMBERMESH

- 115 -



BT E. BEFIBEAMFARRE S RLE—A TERLKY R ARER

OER. 2024, 30(3)

(10.5%) o 5t HEE 25 F19 A [i] Al [ A6 2 B 2 A T) A 1
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Research Progress and Reflection on International Student
Engagement Measurement: A Systematic Review of
International Literature

YANG Zihao

(Institute of Education, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China )

Abstract: As a key process in student learning and development, the measurement of learner

engagement has garnered widespread attention from both researchers and frontline educators. This

study systematically reviews the development research of self-report scales for learner engagement

selected from international authoritative databases. By comparing differences in the design of learner

engagement scales, this study aims to reveal the divergences and consensus in the understanding and

measurement of the concept of learner engagement. The research finds that the concept of learner

engagement is primarily delineated in 15 distinct ways, encompassing three key characteristics. The

classification of learner engagement is diverse, generally comprising 2 to 8 dimensions. The

measurement of learning engagement includes 22 components, implying four intertwined logical

dimensions. A systematic review also highlights four urgent issues in the development of international

learner engagement scales that need resolution: the confusion of indicators, influencing factors and

outcomes, disordered understanding of theoretical structures, the unclear mechanism of group

interactions; and the overlooked co-implementation mechanism of emotional and cognitive strategies.

Key words: student engagement; student engagement measurement; student self-report scales;

systematic review
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