Advances in Psychology D>E223 %, 2017, 7(7), 895-902 Hans X
Published Online July 2017 in Hans. http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2017.77112

The Effects of Learning Task and Learners’
Metacognition on College Students’ Media
Multitasking Behaviors

Yiping Fan, Shaoying Gong, Yiwei Wang, Zhen Wang

School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan Hubei
Email: gongsy_psy@163.com

Received: Jul. 3'd, 2017; accepted: Jul. 17"’, 2017; published: Jul. 20th, 2017

Abstract

This study attempts to investigate the effect of learners’ metacognition on college students’ media
multitasking behavior under different learning tasks. Method: Through the way of scenario ques-
tionnaire, 842 valid participants were investigated with 2 x 2 mixed design. It takes the learning
task difficulty as random-groups variable, the level of the learners’ metacognition as within-
groups variable, doing mixed analysis of variance. Results: Learning that task difficulty and learn-
ers’ metacognitive have no significant effect on learning related media multitasking behaviors, but
they have significant effect on non-learning related multitasking behaviors; the learners with
higher metacognition level tend to perform less non-learning related media multitasking beha-
viors in the face of difficult learning task. Conclusion: Learners’ metacognition plays a moderator
role in the learning task difficulty and non-learning related media multitasking behavior.
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Table 1. Means and standard deviation of college students” media multitasking behavior in Learning
= 1 FIYBERTARFEREZESITANTEARBIREE

{55 e EE2301:PS CLE2FS
M(SD) M(SD)
- SN 2.78(0.97) 2.70(0.81)
1] B
) TGN 3.06(1.04) 2.55(1.02)
SN IE 2.76(1.01) 2.46(0.84)
PRI 7
W SIE:S 2.89(1.27) 2.05(1.03)
3.00 4
= —— (R
R 275
Y --m - EICAK
x®
%
2.50
=
K \
R \
@ 2.25 \
N \\
i
2.00 >
fi6] R ]
FOES

Figure 1. The interaction between task difficulty and meta-
cognitive on media multitasking behavior
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