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ABSTRACT: Student engagement is one of the critical measures assessing the quality
of international student education. This survey study examined the behavioral, cognitive
and emotional engagement of international students at a research-intensive university on
the east coast of China. The findings showed the interrelationship of the behavioral,
cognitive and emotional dimensions of student engagement. The research revealed that
individual characteristics had significant effects on emotional engagement, while having
no effect on behavioral or cognitive engagement. Male students, first-generation students,
and students enrolling in degree programs displayed a lower level of emotional
engagement compared with their counterparts. The research also found that supportive
campus environment and frequent student-faculty interactions were positively related to
the three dimensions of student engagement, whereas peer interactions had no effect on
any of the dimensions.
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A G s . 2/, “&” o 07 o BT AR — AN TR AK
FERTE, FTRE B H A AN TT T I

K 6. FIABA=GRZ AR T

2E BN 1 2 3
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ARG BRI T iR, A REE NBORAH AR R AIEIEIR .
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