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Abstract: This paper investigates the manifestation of self-regulation in Russian and Chinese youth within  

a cross-cultural context. The relevance of the study is determined by the high demands placed on the ability of con-

temporary youth to adapt effectively to the conditions of accelerated social development. The increasing number of 

international students at Russian universities, particularly from China, highlights the need to consider cross -cultural 

psychological factors when organizing the educational process. Self-regulation acts as a key mechanism for personal 

adaptation, determining the success of academic activities, psychological well-being, and the effectiveness of inte-

gration into a multicultural educational environment. The aim of the study is to examine the manifestation of self -

regulation among Russian and Chinese university students. The research is conducted within a cross-cultural com-

parative approach. The empirical study involved 655 university students from Russia and China. The research tools 

included the Short Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SSRQ), the Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy (RESE) scale, 

and the Individualism–Collectivism Scale (ICS). Comparative data analysis was performed using the non-parametric 

Mann–Whitney U-test. The results of the study indicate the existence of differences in the manifestations of self -

regulation between Russian and Chinese students. Russian students are characterized by higher levels of goal 

achievement and behavioral activity, whereas Chinese students demonstrate higher efficacy in regulating negative 

emotional states (frustration and anger). Differences in cultural value orientations were established; concurrently, 

elements of similarity were identified in the domain of positive emotional expression, reflecting the influence of 

globalisation processes and digital culture on the development of contemporary youth groups. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In conditions of contemporary social pressure, young 

people are under the influence of a complex of stress-

inducing factors, including high academic workload, 

social expectations, and the challenges of modern society 

[1–3]. Self-regulation is considered a crucial psychologi-

cal resource, enabling an individual to exercise internal 

control and adaptation in the process of goal achieve-

ment through cognitive, emotional, and behavioral strat-

egies [4; 5]. This ability is broadly linked to academic 

performance, mental health, and social functioning [6]. 

At the same time, a growing number of researchers em-

phasise that self-regulation is not a universal and homo-

geneous structure but is formed and manifested different-

ly depending on the cultural context [7–9]. Therefore, 

studying the manifestation of self-regulation among 

young people in various cultural environments not only 

deepens theoretical understanding of psychological regu-

lation but also has practical implications. 

Previous research has established that cultural values 

have a profound impact on self-regulatory abilities. For 

instance, East Asian culture emphasises restraint, self-

discipline, and adaptation to the situation, encouraging in-

dividuals to use regulation oriented towards social coordi-

nation. Conversely, Western cultures, emphasising autono-

my and personal goals, foster regulatory behavior based on 

internal motivation [10]. Studies show that Chinese youth, 

influenced by Confucian ethics of Zhongyong (ZY) and the 

tradition of “self-cultivation and family service” [11], are 

more inclined to regulate behavior through reflection and 

adherence to norms [12]. Meanwhile, young people from 

Russia find themselves at the crossroads of Eastern and 

Western cultures: on the one hand, they have inherited Or-

thodox ideas, and on the other, have experienced the influ-

ence of individualistic culture [13].  

Despite the importance of these cultural differences, 

comparative studies on the self-regulation of Chinese and 

Russian youth remain rare, especially those comprehensively 
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examining the interrelationship between behavioral self-

regulation, emotional self-efficacy, and cultural values 

within a unified methodological framework. 

The aim of the study is to conduct a comparative analy-

sis of culturally conditioned manifestations of self-

regulation among Chinese and Russian youth to identify 

specific characteristics, strengths, and potential risks of 

regulatory strategies in different cultural conditions. 

METHODS 

Research instruments 

The following research methods were employed in 

the study:  

the Short Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SSRQ) origi-

nally developed by Brown, Miller, and Lawendowski in 

1999. To enhance its applicability for surveying a student 

sample, the present research utilised a version of the meth-

odology modified by Chen and Lin in 2018 [14]. The ques-

tionnaire includes 22 items and assesses self-regulation 

capacity across five subscales: Goal Attainment (GA), 

Mindfulness (MF), Adjustment (AD), Proactive Action 

(PA), and Goal Setting (GS). 

the Regulatory Emotional Self-Efficacy scale (RESE) 

developed by Caprara et al. in 2008 [15] and adapted by Yu 

in 2009 [16] consists of 12 items and includes three sub-

scales: Regulation of Positive Emotions (POS), Manage-

ment of Despondency/Distress (DES), and Management of 

Anger/Irritation (ANG). 

the Individualism and Collectivism Scale (ICS) devel-

oped by Triandis and Gelfand [17] in the translation by  

Li (2006) [19] contains 16 items and measures four types of 

cultural orientations: Horizontal Individualism (HI), Verti-

cal Individualism (VI), Horizontal Collectivism (HC), and 

Vertical Collectivism (VC). 

All three instruments utilise a 5-point Likert scale. 

Cultural adaptation of questionnaires 

To ensure cultural equivalence within the cross-cultural 

study, all questionnaires used for the Chinese sample were 

presented in validated Chinese versions. For the Russian 

sample, the questionnaires were translated into Russian in 

collaboration with bilingual psychology specialists. One 

expert holds a PhD in Psychology and specialises in  

the English language; the other expert has a degree in trans-

lation from Chinese and English into Russian. The proce-

dure involved forward and back translation, ensuring lin-

guistic accuracy, content equivalence, and cultural rele-

vance of the instruments for the Russian-speaking audience. 

Prior to the main data collection, the reliability and va-

lidity of the questionnaires were verified: the SSRQ 

demonstrated internal consistency of α=0.88, χ²/df=2.57, 

RMSEA=0.08, CFI=0.90; the RESE–α=0.80, χ²/df=2.27, 

RMSEA=0.07, CFI=0.92; the ICS–α=0.783, χ²/df=2.71, 

RMSEA=0.09, CFI=0.89. These indicators point to satis-

factory internal consistency and construct validity for all 

instruments. 

Research sample 

A total of 845 questionnaires were received, 509 of 

which were from respondents in China and 236 from 

respondents in Russia. After preliminary data processing 

and the exclusion of invalid questionnaires (completion 

time less than 1 minute; selection of identical answers 

for all items), the final analysis included 450 question-

naires from the Chinese sample and 205 questionnaires 

from the Russian sample. The Chinese sample: 201 male, 

249 female; mean age=19.6 years, SD=1.9; age range 

17–28 years; the sample consisted of undergraduate and 

graduate students from universities in the cities of Dalian, 

Qingdao, Nanjing, Guangzhou, as well as from Shanxi 

and Hebei provinces. The Russian sample: 61 male,  

144 female; mean age=20.3 years, SD=1.8; age range 

17–28 years; the sample was formed on the basis of 

Tomsk State University. 

Data collection procedure 

All surveying was conducted online: Chinese respond-

ents were recruited through university chat groups, with 

data collection carried out using the WPS Forms platform; 

data for the Russian sample were collected using  

the Google Forms service. 

Data analysis methods 

Statistical data processing was performed using  

the IBM SPSS Statistics 26 software package. The fol-

lowing methods were applied for analysis: Descriptive 

Statistics: calculation of means (M) and standard devia-

tions (SD) to describe the samples. Psychometric Proper-

ty Testing: Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (α) was used to 

assess questionnaire reliability; Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA) with indices χ²/df, CFI, and RMSEA was 

used to test construct validity. Normality Test: the Kol-

mogorov–Smirnov test was used to assess the normality 

of variable distributions. 

Since testing the normality of the distribution using 

the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test indicated deviations from 

a normal distribution, the non-parametric Mann–Whitney 

U-test was applied to compare results between the Chi-

nese and Russian samples. The Bonferroni correction 

was used to control for Type I error in multiple compari-

sons; differences were considered statistically significant 

at p<0.0008. Effect size (r) was used to assess  

the strength of differences (r≥0.1 – small effect, r≥0.3 – 

medium, and r≥0.5 – large). 

 

RESULTS 

As shown in Table 1, on the Self-Regulation Question-

naire (SSRQ), the Russian sample scored statistically sig-

nificantly higher on the Goal Attainment (GA) and Proac-

tive Action (PA) subscales, with effect sizes of 0.19 and 

0.17, respectively (p<0.0008). This indicates a high signifi-

cance of self-discipline and goal commitment among Rus-

sian youth. Differences on the remaining subscales did not 

reach statistical significance. 

According to the results of the Regulatory Emotional 

Self-Efficacy scale (RESE), Chinese students showed 

higher scores on two subscales: Management of De-

spondency/Distress (DES) and Management of An-

ger/Irritation (ANG), with effect sizes of 0.27 and 0.19 

(p<0.0008) (see Table 2). This indicates a higher level of 

emotional self-control among Chinese students when 

48 Evidence-based education studies. 2025. No. 4



Zheng Wantong, Vaulina T.A.   “Manifestation of self-regulation in Russian and Chinese youth…” 

 

facing criticism, loneliness, and conflicts, manifested  

in greater emotional restraint. These differences suggest 

that the normative restraint of emotions in Chinese cul-

ture helps young people maintain rationality and control 

in stressful situations. 

Based on the results of the Individualism and Collec-

tivism Scale (ICS), the Russian sample demonstrated 

significantly higher scores on the Horizontal Individual-

ism (HI) and Horizontal Collectivism (HC) indicators, 

with effect sizes of 0.33 and 0.21, respectively 

(p<0.0008) (Table 3). This indicates a high value placed 

on both autonomy and cooperation simultaneously.  

In contrast, the Chinese sample scored higher on the Ver-

tical Collectivism (VC) subscale, effect size of 0.18, 

p<0.0008, reflecting the importance of family obliga-

tions and acceptance of a hierarchical relationship sys-

tem for Chinese students. 

 

DISCUSSION 

As shown in Table 1, the scores of the Russian sam-

ple on the Goal Attainment (GA) and Proactivity (PA) 

subscales significantly exceed those of the Chinese sam-

ple. This indicates more pronounced advantages in  

the areas of action orientation, self-regulation, and goal 

achievement. These differences can be interpreted from 

the perspective of cultural structure. In Russian culture, 

the importance of personal responsibility and goal com-

mitment, rooted in the Orthodox idea of “self-

perfection”, is traditionally emphasised [19]. The prag-

matism and individualism inherent in the Russian cultur-

al model encourage young people to set goals inde-

pendently and pursue them actively [20]. This contrasts 

with the Chinese emphasis on social adaptability of 

behavior. Young people in China, being under the influ-

ence of a collectivist culture, more frequently rely on 

external norms and social expectations when regulating 

their behavior. While they may exhibit a lower level of 

proactivity in goal achievement, they typically possess 

a more pronounced capacity for self-correction and re-

flection. Thus, in terms of behavioral self-regulation 

implementation, different styles are observed: Russian 

youth tend towards independent planning and self-

propulsion, while Chinese students rely on social cues 

and situational adaptation. 

As shown in Table 2, the Chinese sample demonstrat-

ed higher regulatory self-efficacy regarding negative 

emotions such as despondency (DES) and anger (ANG). 

This reflects a tendency towards emotional restraint in 

emotion management, characteristic of the Chinese cul-

tural tradition. The doctrine of Zhongyong (ZY), which 

is the foundation of the Chinese cultural model, pro-

motes emotional balance and the avoidance of extremes 

[21]. This cognitive orientation contributes to restrained 

behavior in conflict situations and the reconstruction of 

meaning when facing negative events, which in turn re-

duces emotional tension. Moreover, the Confucian model 

of an interdependent “self” requires maintaining group 

harmony; therefore, Chinese youth tend to suppress in-

tense emotions to preserve interpersonal stability. While 

this strategy may help reduce conflict in the short term, 

in the long term – without mechanisms for adequate 

emotional expression – it may carry the risk of emotional 

accumulation and burnout [22]. Meanwhile, Russian 

young people, who are prone to more expressive emo-

tions, possess greater freedom in emotional expression 

but have less developed self-support mechanisms, par-

ticularly when confronting anger or depression. 

The results of the cultural values analysis (Table 3) 

indicated that the Chinese sample reflects a coexistence 

of Confucian values related to family responsibility and 

hierarchy, and modern attitudes towards equality and 

autonomy. On the one hand, traditional culture strength-

ens the orientation towards hierarchical norms and re-

sponsibility to the family; on the other hand, the pro-

cesses of autonomisation in modern society motivate 

young people to seek equal and reciprocal forms of 

communication outside the family. This combination of 

values, based on a “differentiated orders” model, forms  

a path of cultural adaptation for Chinese youth, combin-

ing responsibility and the pursuit of independence [23]. 

The combination of horizontal individualism and hor-

izontal collectivism in the Russian sample is most likely 

due to the influence of Eurasian logic and the historical 

formation of national identity [24]. In conditions of cul-

tural transformation, Russian society has absorbed ele-

ments of Western individualism while simultaneously 

retaining an emphasis on social responsibility, character-

istic of the collectivist tradition. This dual foundation 

manifests in behavioral strategies: young Russians value 

autonomy and independence but simultaneously strive 

for support in group interactions [25]. This enables them 

to employ an integrative strategy of cultural behavior, 

allowing them to adapt to a globalised world without 

losing cultural distinctiveness. 

Despite differences in the manifestation of self-

regulation, the samples from China and Russia demonstrat-

ed high and similar scores on the Regulation of Positive 

Emotions (POS) subscale (Table 2). This may indicate  

the influence of the digital environment on the formation of 

globalised patterns of emotional self-expression. 

This result calls into question the traditional dichot-

omy of cultural psychology, which contrasts Eastern re-

straint with Western expressiveness. Modern digital so-

cial media platforms, through algorithmic amplification 

of positive content, create trends of “high engagement” 

that encourage youth to display positive emotions in 

self-expression [26]. 

The conducted study has several limitations that 

should be considered when interpreting the obtained re-

sults. Firstly, the sample is characterised by limited rep-

resentativeness: the Chinese sample is predominantly 

represented by university students from eastern regions 

of China, while the Russian sample was formed based on 

a single university – Tomsk State University. This limits 

the ability to generalise the findings to the broader popu-

lation of young people in both countries. Secondly,  

a gender imbalance is observed in the sample, particular-

ly the predominance of women in the Russian group. 

This could potentially have influenced the indicators 
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Table 1. Comparison on the SSRQ Questionnaire Subscales [14] 

Таблица 1. Сравнение по шкалам опросника SSRQ [14] 

 

 

Indicator/Scale Country Mean (M) Standard deviation (SD) Median Z r p 

GA  

Goal Attainment 

China 3.43 0.60 3.43 
−4.87 0.19 0.0000 

Russia 3.71 0.70 3.71 

MF 

Mindfulness 

China 3.13 0.70 3.14 
−0.94 0.04 0.3449 

Russia 3.19 0.85 3.29 

AD 

Adjustment 

China 3.66 0.63 3.67 
−2.39 0.09 0.0167 

Russia 3.77 0.94 4.00 

PA 

Proactive Action 

China 3.49 0.71 3.33 
−4.33 0.17 0.0000 

Russia 3.77 0.77 3.67 

GS 

Goal Setting 

China 3.31 0.86 3.00 
−1.30 0.05 0.1950 

Russia 3.42 1.09 3.50 

Note. Z is standardised statistic of the Mann–Whitney U-test. The higher the absolute value, the more significant the differences  

between the groups.  

r is effect size. r is interpreted as follows: 0.1 is small effect, 0.3 is medium effect, 0.5 is large effect.  

p is asymptotic significance (two-tailed). After Bonferroni correction, the significance threshold was set at p<0.0008. 

Примечание. Z – стандартизированная статистика U-критерия Манна–Уитни. Чем выше абсолютное значение, 

тем значительнее различия между группами.  

r – размер эффекта. r интерпретируется следующим образом: 0,1 – малый эффект, 0,3 – средний, 0,5 – большой.  

p – асимптотическая значимость (двусторонняя).  

После поправки Бонферрони порог значимости установлен на уровне p<0,0008. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Comparison of the RESE questionnaire scales [15; 16] 

Таблица 2. Сравнение по шкалам опросника RESE [15; 16] 

 

 

Indicator/Scale Country Mean (M) Standard deviation (SD) Median Z r p 

POS  

Regulation of Positive Emotions 

China 3.78 0.70 3.75 
−1.76 0.07 0.0790 

Russia 3.86 0.91 4.00 

DES 

Management  

of Despondency/Distress 

China 3.37 0.74 3.25 

−6.92 0.27 0.0000 
Russia 2.88 0.85 3.00 

ANG 

Management of Anger/Irritation 

China 3.27 0.69 3.00 
−4.88 0.19 0.0000 

Russia 2.93 0.84 3.00 

Note. Z is standardised statistic of the Mann–Whitney U-test. The higher the absolute value, the more significant the differences  

between the groups.  

r is effect size. r is interpreted as follows: 0.1 is small effect, 0.3 is medium effect, 0.5 is large effect.  

p is asymptotic significance (two-tailed). After Bonferroni correction, the significance threshold was set at p<0.0008. 

Примечание. Z – стандартизированная статистика U-критерия Манна–Уитни. Чем выше абсолютное значение, 

тем значительнее различия между группами.  

r – размер эффекта. r интерпретируется следующим образом: 0,1 – малый эффект, 0,3 – средний, 0,5 – большой.  

p – асимптотическая значимость (двусторонняя).  

После поправки Бонферрони порог значимости установлен на уровне p<0,0008. 
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Table 3. Comparison of the ICS questionnaire scales [17; 18] 

Таблица 3. Сравнение по шкалам опросника ICS [17; 18] 

 

 

Indicator/Scale Country Mean (M) Standard deviation (SD) Median Z r p 

HI  

Horizontal Individualism 

China 3.54 0.68 3.50 
−8.35 0.33 0.0000 

Russia 4.03 0.69 4.25 

VI 

Vertical Individualism 

China 3.43 0.71 3.25 
−0.85 0.03 0.3972 

Russia 3.35 0.92 3.25 

HC 

Horizontal Collectivism 

China 3.44 0.64 3.25 
−5.37 0.21 0.0000 

Russia 3.73 0.80 3.75 

VC 

Vertical Collectivism 

China 3.50 0.72 3.50 
−4.57 0.18 0.0000 

Russia 3.19 0.84 3.25 

Note. Z is standardised statistic of the Mann–Whitney U-test. The higher the absolute value, the more significant the differences  

between the groups.  

r is effect size. r is interpreted as follows: 0.1 is small effect, 0.3 is medium effect, 0.5 is large effect.  

p is asymptotic significance (two-tailed). After Bonferroni correction, the significance threshold was set at p<0.0008. 

Примечание. Z – стандартизированная статистика U-критерия Манна–Уитни. Чем выше абсолютное значение, 

тем значительнее различия между группами.  

r – размер эффекта. r интерпретируется следующим образом: 0,1 – малый эффект, 0,3 – средний, 0,5 – большой.  

p – асимптотическая значимость (двусторонняя).  

После поправки Бонферрони порог значимости установлен на уровне p<0,0008. 

 

 

 

of self-regulation and emotional regulation and, conse-

quently, the results of the cross-cultural comparison. 

Thirdly, the results of the study are based on self-report 

data: all indicators were obtained using self-assessment 

questionnaires. This does not exclude the influence of 

social desirability, the level of self-reflection of the par-

ticipants, and subjective factors, and it does not allow for 

fully accounting for the behavioral manifestations of 

self-regulation in real-life situations. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The obtained results, on the one hand, reveal signifi-

cant differences in the manifestation of self-regulation 

among students from Russia and China, highlighting 

distinctions in their behavioral and emotional strategies. 

This shows the important cultural conditioning of this 

phenomenon. On the other hand, the results also demon-

strate integrative processes characteristic of modern so-

ciety, driven by the influence of globalisation and digi-

talisation. Understanding these processes is crucial for 

developing psychological interventions and educational 

programs focused on cultural sensitivity and student ad-

aptation in a globalised environment. It is also important 

to recognise that this reflects a global trend towards  

the formation of a “digital grammar of emotions”, which 

promotes a unification of emotional expression across 

different cultures. This observation points to the growing 

influence of technology and globalisation on transform-

ing traditional models of emotional behavior. 
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