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1 55

TEZ AN 2 > B 58 U v, 800 S 15 6 1] 45 2
AR KR — E A REM A o S Azt a] af &
53 R 20 5t M AP B At (Shute, 2008) o [7] 20
WAL PR A BN 2 45t 2 48 55 >0 3 X A [R) g A
IV 2 Ji 7 220 1) He g Ak R 45t S Al S Bt R Y R R AR AR
1 20 38 XoF A ) AR v — B I (8] JS i s 5t AT
AE A AE 3R JL 43 o JL /N i 2 2 B K B[R] (Kulik &
Kulik, 1988; Shute, 2008; Van der Kleij et al.,
2011) o AWFFEF NNy, 6] 25 S 15t fE B i 24 1 °% )
AR DR B, 4 /o 2 R S PR A > JKCF R U K
- 22 ] Y 22, DT 98 R B v KV 55 0L A e e
#eA (Van der Kleij et al. , 2012), #X1fi, 55 A W 5%
B RO O 2B i e ) AR T SR
A I ) R W i | S BB R S R R B AR G Y B
Z A, XA ) BB AE B R ((Osborne et al.
2018) o WAL, B A — LE W 5 4 5 B R) A5 S 5 R 5
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i R 2E 2] BN R JF JE 2 1) ((Lavolette
et al. , 2015) , X} F L 3R KN — A AF 57 45 S, Swart
N (2019) R oo o3 B 9 5 i, e HERR T ik =
F (IR R B 5 (B I o T 2R — 305 ) i sg ),
— R RS ] 524 2 e A R T ez BT
R B8 .

Br T BB ), OB B et S g 2 ST 4R
S A5t 52 A PR S 4 B T A 5 oA 2 1 LR PR R R D K
520 (Mory, 2004) , A] %] 43 Sy &7 B 52 15t FiAE
4 2 45t (Shute, 2008 ) . i 5 52 i HH& fHE 2 22 9 %
FEAE B RS A R W BN 44 i AL AT DG AT 55 I B
il AR S R AT 55 R Y R R IR 451 5
(Lin et al. , 2013 ; Shute, 2008) . & 2 & & 2
() K 22 BRI 9 235 R ¥4 0 7R, N A0 s R L T R R A O
REA AL i 2% 2 A (Liao et al., 2023) . HAKIf
TR A R 2 2] B T R S 2 RO 4 (DA
TRl R, B A5 A B 22 (R KG ) 5 B R)XE 2 2] 9 2
AT R, A B T 57 2 3 IR AR 2% > Mk (Lin
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X B A ARG T v B S I ] S A5 A A X R A A 2 o S A B )

et al. , 2013)

J2 5t 52 2 P T B8 I Y S 5t N TR0 2 S A 1 5
Wi o BF—  TERE A R Bt A5 PF T, S 20 S A5 T RE LU [ 2D
i R S R i /NP VNS i T N7k i s o
H NG IR BR (Sweller, 1994) o [F] 25 Fo it 25K
52 FH AR LRI A BRI 5E B =22 (B #E AT 24T 55
Ab B I T 2% S F B R Y SR B
B ZRn), KE R RBHE B b ARSI, R BU0 T
Qb B AF ) PR R AR B 8 B R R D, A R BE I 55 X 2
WAHBARI T, R, k350 s fE 55X
IO 2 I AT 55 AR I ) B2 23 B 1, 6 B AR DX TR] 58 0 OA
U T e, X AT fE 23 98 A2 A IC 42 B9 £ 4H ( Shin-
tani & Aubrey, 2016) , il 45 £¢ 5 5 19 2% 2] A K
F ( Zhang et al., 2023), Attali #1 Van der Kleij
(2017) B SEUEWF 2 AL SCHF 73X — o B AT ZE R B
58 B — 22 4 B8 A AR HUL I 55, O 482 52 A [6] 19 2
AL B, DL 52 R R AR o] S ma AT 55 R, 45 2R
TR IR AN S AN 3 S 0 A Y 2 2 B A
NG o i ST THEZ WP R i e 2 . T
A G 0l B St By A OC P (Virgd et al.
2022) %M 5E Ry S A0 R AR S A R T ) A
FEHE T A] AR

55 AR B RAS APE T [A)20 B A5t T RE L S AP
R AR T2z 2 A . — M &, a7 B 5 JF R
A 2] 3 ] A e fE R K O 4§, 2012)
Shintani 1 Aubrey (2016) 7EWF 5T JF 3B BB K24
) 3B SR A B, AR AT S 20 T B S A8 W) A5 TR R
S5t BE 03 4 T o s R R, LA 25 51 A R AL A
MR AL, R 2 a7 5 5t RE S I 12 W iR i, s /b2
> 2856 YRR, DT A2 1E 27 2E 1Y 27 2] $% A (Marto-
no & Salam, 2017), M Jz, 7 i 5] BEH T
54127 ) N Z ] 0 G BRPE R 2, T A8 AN B 2 )
H R E A (Abrams, 2003 ) ,¥E LR 37 T A
25 E W AR ST B DL AR B s TR 40 A5 AR
T RS AR R AR R T
S [0 Rt 2 2] 2 TR MR SRR B A PR T L B2 TRl 2D
B 2E S FH R R E S T2 5 LR b
e -

25 b RN ST B TR 18 I P I 5T PR 5 A 2 A A
¢ 2] v O B U I ) R 45 52 2 M DR A AR o T
A BYSZ IR, X0 T R B 000 2 15t 5 o T AT Y &2
A, G 2R Y TR L A 27 ) R I B A A
1B o BIFSE— R FH 2 96 JORE 1, Wi B8 K2 A 3 4 1))
() LSS AR S AL 27 ] 22 10y RS ) 28 e At/ S 20 I At

FUHT 20 B A5t/ 167 B R 5t % 2 ] AN IS, T
> FAE A 2] i R rh ) 2 B R IR AR B AR Ak T AR
b (Liao et al. , 2023) & 58 (1 F kI 56 125 18 734K 6t
T 2 F O AR I B A HEAT [l ik e R A B A
BAH—E B E WS YE ( Manwaring et al. , 2017 ) ,
T 28 35 BRUARE 105 1 0 35 J2 RE 7E 22 B () o o 52 49 AR 4R
) RSP B 0, AR 8 T B 9E 5 32 1 15 5 i) 1) A%
(HRER A 45, 2016) o P, BIF5E — R 28 30 JBORE v
HEATHIFSY , LA R e o T 5 HO B A B 1 A AR
AR #E— DUk, BT 250 BURE 1 B = X A8 5
7™M R AT 2 ], WF 5T — o vk 4R At A 8 4 (R 5t
I R A A PR ) 5 AR R (2 2 RN Z A BT
MR ZR o DRITT, AR 58— R FH S5 560 v 45 9\ 2 5t Aisf
) C[8) 25 S it/ S 28 R Ast ) F0 S it 52 A M (O 48 s 1t/
AT B 5 ), LA iE— 20 5 88 3 X 2 2 e A R

R
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2.1 MIRAE
2.1.1 #ik

9% — M e A o B2 6 Ak ) A SR 10 A4
R L2 FIRA RHCFH I, VLR FE R 2 4~ BF
P (AR BRI L) et 68 £ K AR
FeEA ek, B AT 4 (10.29% ), & 61 £
(89.71% ), SEHJ4FE I K 19. 01 2 (SD =0.79) ,

i g A LR I A% B RS 532K
S, HICHH ¢ Lol JR s 5t BT A Bl 38 45 8
THERE S, AES 505, B0 e g
TR LM ABAT A IR FE RS A AT . 4% Bk
PRI 25 5 #0045 2 T — 10 /AINAL Y B — & 1 24 53
i, Lk i f1F54: 2 5
2.1.2 TR

T Kulik F1 Kulik (1988) 1y L5 , 75 2k P45 2
2 TFLG T, X 5t i R ATER N . (R 2B 5 g R A
e SR Bt ons B A [m] AN Y I 25 22, 3R B
] FCER AL 2 45, S 20 R A i 4 A b SR A SR R Bt
Bk 3 Xt A ) R AR TR 2 22 S, AR AE R 5 A b
PR B 5t (S B 25 R SR WY L5 3 Bl i 4 3R B ) B g
R A B2 ) AR AL R B, OR & TR 22
[ R T8 AR ) o MR B AR BESS 1, Bl B 38 B
H— AN PE 32 W20 R AL 3 (34 N, A 31 N,

409



2026 4F

DHERSHE

5434

B3N — A PER AL Z IR S A A B (34 A,
L 30 N, BAE4 N) .
2.1.3 mHE

RAERME R . RAEMB AL B B, JRATHR 52 T
15 24 Wealonk 27 > B A B2 1k A7 PP A i ¢ 38 JROHE 2
W (Mg =2.47; BUETEEN 1 ~5) B 0K b
TELIT R AR G0 B2 ) 8 03 3 9 1 2k 1 iR
PN, S PRI, B PRI 45 20 gh . EJFHUN
I — N, FVEIT S 2 MBI AR A

B A i R . LA R i R (St
bos et al., 2010) Jy By, Bt T — AT H , A%
AR B A AR K S B A v LIy 3N O X S
FOBPREARFR L 7 ki (L AR AN TRAE ~ 7 AR W
TEA) o MEWTIE — ', X BRI H — B
H0.87,

FARARR, EAIRAZ L Z A HA X
PRPE R & (Han & Gao, 2021) , A A HIBEA R 6 1
B 25 AT S SR B, BRI, AS I 5 43 30l 5 %%
B mint o 2] B 4% 4 BE R M2 0 o R Skinner
A5 N (2008 ) Zhi il 09 47 Sy A0 R Y Al $5 ART S
[5] 4% ( Behavior and Emotional Engagement and Disaf-
fection Questionnaire) , L & Lam 4§ A (2012) % i .
BAAE N (2014) 3T B9 A H LA 53 B 3 ( Cognitive
Engagement Subscale ) 73 5l il 1 47 2 | 1§ J&F1 IR0 £%
Ao BRBERNEREZCAEPEEAPRR)Z5
iE (Zhang et al. , 2018; B % 45, 2014), m ik 16
AT R A S L AR 6 8, A
Y A VI — A AR M B B B A AR BF 5 R
S5u7 AWF9E —35X (Liao et al. , 2023 ; Schmidt et al. ,
2018) o Xt R FEAT ] BB T, A AE LI
UKW RS AT OB R I8
EEPRE” T fiit o (LIERAET ~7 JEH £
H) R SRR A R LA R A 7 2k R
AROGEBRR L™ 7 3o (1 AR W AN ~ 7 JEHW
JEOGER ) IR AR RN 3R 23 s 7 2 AL 27
WA A S RmER R ER” T fiFa (1 5%
AR ~T E2FE) o 178 RGN AR
RVF 7> —BHEAR 20 54 0. 89.,0. 84.0. 75,

P AR R A () s o R 2 ] S AL A AT 5
MERE P A e AR 2 5 U8 A o [T ST UE S5 e
o P AR R R A o T B AL e TR 2
SRR IR 2R FIAT: 55 3 I 55155 858 [ 3% (Pavlov et al. |
2023; Van der Kleij, 2019) . i £ Sz fit 2 5 1) o
B,k b IR R AT AR . S N TR 2 0 U A
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5 10 8 B0 R, >k B URER A R0 R s XERE T A
3£ (Kalyuga et al. , 1999) &I “ i #r XF LA | 2%
I N RME R FEAT V03,7 o (1 R R B ~ 7
JEHHME) o B LR (Liu et al. , 2020) By
SRR T BN T S (L R A ~
TREMFE) o AT AT 55 ME B 2 ) ShHl &R
T3 — A BE 43 i) 0. 89 .,0. 87,

BB RS M o S5t B2 A5 8 3 52 7 5 R S AL
(lgen et al. , 1979 ) 5 , 52 15t i RCR A T2 2] %
XF St B RN T, A T B AR ) B T RN
B 2 S R I S AN [R) 28 B R 5 I B, AR ST TR T
A O S AR TR SCAS R B A A B A, R E
o PN 567 Bl A A 2 AT i R N B
Wit , AR 3 2 5t R0 i D 2 1 e HC S A A I

FEAG B R, AR AR PEHR . Ll
S5, LA e 30 Ak SRR i
2.1.4 HRFERE

W9 — R B T S 5 R 2L 5
FE4E A ] — K (5K 3 1) X 2% 2] 1 % ] 45 A i
e, MEREZS RGN EA 008
ST ST AL F K F IR
BEAAE BBE 2 IREE T4 6 ~ 10 JH k1T, &
SE IR T3 1 DRI, A 65 WA Zs B A BT 18
BT IREAT = A5 BT N A B A SCRY s 32,
Ui AR S 3 B R SRR D RE S . wiak e ik
FRREI AR A5, S 36 5 I A Ak SR R T . SR
2 SEI I KCE Y, RL SRR R TR X TR Y R
A, B A N TPk, ERl 50l R4 — 2wy
FREE B M A b AL S IR AR AR, B T R
PR NS P XS PR S 5t . BRI
AT REPE B AR W A AT RE W A B R I A
BT S AR 2 AR, ok R 3% 9 B I ) 5
T BRI 22 5, (45 32 12K B 68 3 1) 2 41k Jz
W5t o BRI A U HE W I S 45 7 B 3 e 0] 4
A AP R T8 MU R B 5 B A iR T BA
AR, REHTE GBS TR AR A R A
S 2 2] B HLRIAT: 55 XE 2 R A

Ry il DR SBOREAT: 55 56 1, B O AE R ERAR TT i H M
(1IN S e B B [ K W e S B 2 3 )
T A R E, - R 4L T, O A 0 BN R A B
RO 5 — i TR RO, 3% R
PEAEIR o BRSO UM 7 i 7 A e 22 1020 3y (7]
B (3 /R x5 K x68 H91l) , & 31745 984 iy 2
56 I 1) 4 ( 52 A 96. 5% ) o F A & S Y ) 45



XA AR AR AN A T b U R I R R R G5 B 4 P R R 2 A 2 ST B A T
F1 EBELENHRAESRITERMBXDHT
AR i ¥H bR 25 1 2 3 4 5 6
AR (n=984)
L A7 AHA 5.31 0.96
2. A 5.07 1.22 0.56
3B A 5.01 1.27 0.43* 0.61°
4. SN A 5.63 1.33 0.30" 0.26° 0.30"
5. 4TS5 MR 4.77 1.22 0.33° 0.54* 0.33* 0.21°%
6. %2 gl 5.28 1.26 0.34 0.20° 0.24* 0.32* 0.11*
7. JERT AR 25 2.04 0.82 0.03 -0.02 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07" -0.08"
AREJZ (n =68)
L. A7 A Mean® 5.32 0. 62
2. H AL A Mean® 5. 06 0.85 0.69*
3. A A Mean® 5.02 0.92 0.56" 0.78 "
4. iR E / / 0.05 0. 08 0.16
5. IR 1 5 24 M Mean® 5.62 0.93 0.50*** 0. 40 ™ 0.52* 0.003
T Rm— 2 RAF 2 M8 ; " p <0.05, “p<0.01, "p <0.001, FIH,
56 BB [RS8 1 40 2895 £y (90.96% ) 7E 20 b 4 5¢ MAENZ A 62 S, AR5 F 2R 1ICC

15,89 153 (9. 04% ) it 20 Fb, ¥ 44 B 173 7] 4 19 5¢ A
B[] Ay 15. 46 #b
2.1.5 HIES R

68 & Bl AL 5 5 K, 4 R AE =, 15 2] 984
B ST ) - SRR TR IRE R R R
% )2 2% PE AL A ( Hierarchical Linear Modeling, HLM)
BT € S R P2V QD IR IS (NS R 1
BRI RAZEL, —Z (MENZ/ R ZH)
18 7 0 i) o R B B O i P R A A A e, 2
(CANMARTE)Z ) /9 A A2 & 23 5l 02 B it i a) (4 26 728 &t
0.1 3143 ) Fl— J2 BRI 5t 52 2 P R ZH 1ML
2.2 #R
2.2.1 #WRAFHROT 0

BRI ARG R KL 1 EDENE
T JEA i  2 PE  o ) Fe A2 4 ¥ 5 8 3 IR A
F(r;y =0.30, p<0.001; ry, =0.26, p <0.001;
Ty =0.30, p <0.001) o FEAA[E])Z T, 128 A R 15t
SAME Mean 5 2 ) $t A % 4k 8 &8 W 3 IE A G
(rzy =0.50, p <0.001; ry, =0.40, p =0.001;
o =0.52, p <0.001) , [ BRI ] 15 2% 3 2 A 4
JEE T) R OG5 2R 3K 3] Jb 35 1 7K F-
2.2.2 {RiZHIE

ZIALMERB R Hr 45 R WLk 2, ] HLM 43
BTHIT, 4390 LA 2% >0 #5042 R 45 R A8 & i A7 A
R I, LA 5627 ) #5625 4k i 2 45 78 A 14K 1) )22 T

(1)F1 ICC(2) [ Bliese, 2000; ICC(1) >0.12; ICC
(2) >0.70 ] W A5 46 br % $08i 2617 R A K 5
SRR, F WA A E R ICC(1) 43518
0.37.0.45.0.47,1CC(2) 4> %1 H7:0.90.0.92 0. 93,
e T E , U T 2R F 2 R R A B LA
P il ik BB AR TS ST T R B iR 2, T
AR B 6 I 3 5 )22 2 800 B 08 15 300, R 45 31
T Al i, X5 25— 2R B AR B RO R 4= k)
A2 Al I8 A AR M8 I A58 )2 A R 4 1l
7254 ( Hofmann & Gavin, 1998) .

S — 2D R G A P 2 T A 1 A e RN R 15
e X 2 S e AN A S RS 25 5 R AT 55
TEF A YT L) B0 ¥R B3 2% ) sl
XTAT BN GAHFE A RO B (y,, =0. 14,
p=0.001, y,,, =0.14, p =0.005) , {5 B 2% ] Fh #l
FSE AT R AR B A K 8 SR AR & 56
TEF IS RE L BRI AN 3, BRI
3.5 M & R R WY RN S 5t A2 R P O ) SR A
ABRAB AL (yy =0.16, p <0.001, yyp =
0.19, p<0.001, y,,, =0.15, p <0.001) , 1 B &%
F A5 A2 2 AR R B, AT R AH IR SO R AR A KO-
o o DR I A PR ) J2 TH S 05 B ) X6 A 2 A 4%
HERE S B 2 4 6 Y45 SR WT, ST ) X 2
2N A B Y A ARON AN 3 U B R 5 B ) X 2
JEAEA BEMBMAEN . £ =LA ANz
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2026 4F: CHERYSHT 55 3 1)
®2 RENEMEREFEZWEIBANSEEN HLM 54
- TRk TN A IIEIN
TRRI L R B2 BRI A3 4 BRI RS BLHY 6
o 5,327 3.83  3.237 507" 410" 3.8 501" 392"  2.93"
MMERE (n=984)
TR 52 2= T 0.16™  0.14™ 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.12
1% 55 3k 1 -0.04 -0.04 -0.09 0. 09 -0.08  -0.09°
) Fitl 0.14™  0.13™ 0.06 0.05 0.14™  0.12"
S i 1R 25 8 0.02 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.09  -0.09
ANEEE (n=68)
B ) 0.03 0.08 -0.10
R B E 4 Mean 0.16~ 0.25" 0.23*
ZHAEM
J2 s 1] < SR I Tk A e -0.10 -0.12 -0.15*
LEI Ty
%)% (o) 0. 59 0.51 0.51 0. 83 0. 67 0. 67 0. 86 0.74 0.73
ARE - I T 2% (1g0) 0.35" 0.27 0.75" 0. 68 2.10 0. 74 0.79 0.79 1.20
MEZ - BT E () \ 0.12* 0.10* \ 0.15 0.11 \ 0.19 0.03
T 742 S 0 A A [R] )2 TR0 /228 S %) ] 1 2040 0 BV JR T I 1 5 501 s *
A M RN R AT IS [R) X 2 ] A K HEE B SR HAE T . AR 45t
B2 4.6 LR R WY, S I (8] R it R 2 aof
Tﬂfﬂﬁ/\iﬂ@ﬁﬁ«ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%(%}\m =-0.15, p= 351
0.05) , U B Jsz 15t 52 A M 7 e A5t ][] X6 TA 00 458 A Y <30
?‘ﬁﬂﬁl'ﬂﬂ‘lﬁﬁ1/ﬁfﬁhkjo %2.5—
jE— 35 R 1] Preacher % A (2006) )77 ¥ £ % =20}
] BRI 2 R R (1) o g5 2R R B, B st ing sk
] 5 J 1 5 ﬁﬁ%ﬂ&AL%m$ﬂ$E% ol
(Yimp = —0.75, t= =1.58, p> 0.05; yyupum = ol
~1.14, 1= ~1.99, p=0.05) , L5 f5t &1 F , ,
2 [ 25 5 1 2 >0 45 2 32 A 3R I 5 19 2% 5] 1A fls Rt PR
B EAE 395 5 R A S A, B onp s mERA
00 2 > 3 1 TA B A B 5 1 T4 % SR R 1 M1 R EAE AR RS R
BANENZEER

30 8 ST A
3 WFSE = Rt E] A i
(i Al 7&/\%5&%‘@‘%

3.1 HRAE
3.1.1 #it

BEHLE L 90 24 HEAE K AR g2 2k (R0 F %
BRI ) S 55050 . 5 BR 2GR A S ANR
PRI 2 4, AR AR 88 &4, B 12 A
(13.64% ), 4t 76 N (86.36% ), M,, = 19.35,
SD =0. 85, ¥l B AL 43 e 2 g A~ 52 E\A SR 2D
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(*p<0.05, ns KIRERALE)

KA 2l 25 N (22 A, M, =19.32, SD =
0.75) [ i i d 20 A (&LE19 N, M, =
19.35, SD =0.67) &5 d 5 MG 4 I i 4 23 N (L&A
22 A, M, =19.22, SD =0.80) , 4 4 i oL ) 15k
2120 N(LH13 A, M, =19.50, SD =0.89) . %
TR AP AE AR R EE R AR A T
LFD 2L ARS 5 R — s 28 E, B
PSRRI AR S N W T = e i W VA
B 4
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3.1.2 ZWigit

B T SE R S5, S A0 S A T LB AL E SCh
SEAE R A5t , RIAF 2] 25 5% B A o] U 1 s 20w
fro L 55 S A d R 2 )5 S i S 151 (Kulik & Kulik,
1988; Van der Kleij et al. , 2012) , % 2 ( i B
[« /) 20 S A5t 4l RIS St ) x 2 (S 5t 2 2% 1« ] A
B At RS A0 B st ) /Y Bl ] SE B . AR iR R
It R F0 S A5t A A v, AR B R T AR RS
53 LA RGE RS I 56 45 53
3.1.3 s

PRFEAE o 25 0Bl 0 BRGE H2= DR UM, £
PFHOM 5 % A M BOR 4 Z& . Van der Kleij 45 A
(2015) 7T o3 At & B, S it 4 R0 i A 50 401 Bl e
Ko AWM SEC KRBV OB # IR
PR g w5 ak 1Y TE 262 2T B BE, 50 AN BIF 58— 3L
(23 45, 2019)

AR R R R — 2 2T A
A T HAYSE R, OO0 fE R IEAT ] BB TT , AR
WAELMMF ) 7 3 —FF FAAME . AT WA R R
RN AT AE A2 R, R BT
P A A A RS AR Y AR 2 A R AR SO R
NI B RAE AN A5 FE 2 i 2 ) R, F 2
BRI A C AR RER",T SAids
(1 BeEAFE ~T E2FE) . U5 i 1
BN AR RN o ZE5 51K 0.92,0.88,
0.91,

TR, 2] A5 TR 5 N5 Z R A
B Z (Fulmer et al., 2015) , BFFE 39 i aE #%
5 AERE I BRAWIEIRZ — . 459 WY, &
R a3 A8 R R A ) B B — B, R TN
B H o

R AL, Somr HIR A R E A AL AR 10 18 Lk
A AL & AR S T B Be— B, # T Sl AR 55
e B R W 5T —

FAs N it , [R) ST —

BEARAE B R . RWFE—.

3.1.4 LHERF

AL B AE BT A 1 2B T ALAL B 58 AR
JE . HEEZ S RGN BAOHSE L
TSRO AE AT 3 K iR BRI 0 I 2 Y A4S 52
B2, 2 NS FEUFBOTAR R, A 32 1 B 5t i
() 2 A58 2 2 M Ak BRORS ), 2 6 i, 52 B T R
2896 A VAN 2 A B SRR . TE 2 S B B,
T e b O ) o ) R A S e N R R

HE G TIE F2 R, I A H S e B A Y 5 2
RESE B o Bl iak R 06 s I, LA 45, R LR JR R
SR SERE T o TR SE I A KO, AT TR 5K
L BEAE DA A JEE 3R, X A A TT i, R BUR 48
S 36 21 55 48 T b o AL B RS B A A A T AL
BRAR TR Bl DR 4 52 [A] — 52 6 Kb B9 o A 3R AT S 15
F A ) 60 A 2 — o [R) A0 B A5t 2 3% L I S B3R
FHBCIE, G R B bt 20 ik i I, 7R A i o8 4
SRR ARAT R A BB R B B XA o) 3 [l
B 5 15 B 45 R St o A AR R A AR I 45 2R
15t , i B2 (b A B LA KON B0 2 ST B RL o 2D B B
Hm 5 2] F AR 5 BB oE I O B I L
BN 27 T S HLIE A AT 55 3 2 IR A R A(E
B, LR RLY 35 ~45 34,
3.2 LBWHER

5, WAL o B LSBT I AR B 5t AR 2%
Mk FAZ R DL Z8 56 2 2T Sh LRI 55 X 2
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Influence of Teacher Feedback Timing and Feedback Complexity on
College Students’ Learning Engagement during Online Video Learning

LIU Ying' LIU Rude® MAO Chenying' LIN Jingmin® LIU Jiabin®
(1. School of Education, Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang 050024 ; 2. Beijing Key Laboratory
of Applied Experimental Psychology, National Demonstration Center for Experimental Psychology
Education, Faculty of Psychology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875)

Abstract; Regarding the controversial findings about how teacher feedback timing affects learning engagement, it
might be due to the moderation of feedback complexity. This study examines the impact of teacher feedback timing
( synchronous vs. asynchronous) and feedback complexity ( simple vs. elaborate) on college students’ learning en-
gagement during online learning. An event-based experience sampling method was employed in study 1 to collect
984 valid data points during online video learning from 68 sophomore students (M, =19.01 £0.79, 89.71% fe-
male) over a period of five weeks. Participants were randomly selected through cluster sampling from two out of ten
online and offline blended teaching classes at a university. The results indicated an interactive effect of feedback
timing and feedback complexity on cognitive engagement. Specifically, in simple feedback situations, feedback tim-
ing was not related to cognitive engagement. Whereas in elaborate feedback situations, immediate/synchronous
feedback had a significantly more positive impact on cognitive engagement than delayed feedback. Study 2 used an
experimental design, randomly selecting 88 sophomore students (M, =19.35 +0. 85, 86. 36% female) , to further
examine the impact of manipulated feedback timing and feedback complexity on learning engagement. The results
showed that feedback timing and feedback complexity had an interactive effect on affective engagement. Specifical-
ly, in simple feedback situations, feedback timing was not related to students’ affective engagement. However, in
elaborate feedback situations, immediate feedback had a significantly more positive impact on affective engagement
than the task-completed feedback. This study reveals the moderating role of feedback complexity in the process of
learning engagement influenced by different types of feedback timing, thereby deepening the understanding of the
complex relationship between teacher feedback and learning engagement.

Key words:feedback timing; feedback complexity; learning engagement; online video learning; college students
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