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Abstract

In order to examine the relationship between college students’ social presence, flow experience and
online learning engagement, this study conducted a questionnaire survey with 844 college students
using the Social Presence Scale, the Flow Experience Scale and the College Students’ Online Learning
Engagement Scale. The results of the study are as follows: (1) There are significant differences in
college students’ online learning engagement in terms of gender, grade level, and place of origin; (2)
social presence has a positive predictive effect on online learning engagement; and (3) the flow ex-
perience partially mediates the relationship between social presence and online learning engage-
ment. This study is instructive for promoting college students’ online learning engagement, and in
the process of online learning, appropriate attention should be paid to college students’ social pres-
ence and flow experience, so as to improve the effect of college students’ online learning.
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BEE A EEBARTOE R R, REFASRBAR SR 0A R 1 — 29 B ——% =R 4 051
B FEKT MOOC. M5 2 URE . 5 HIR 5 X 48 22 ST X 20 BOR R 5 AR 2 S0 AR 1 1) B B 40 Rt o0
(FAANGE, 2022)0 KIUBLIELL U E Sk BARIE— DR TELRY IR R, HRWMERE T RFAR
P2 S AN (AR5, 2021) AR A RO, 2021). A BPRIEMRAETHE 55, 2019).
TELE2E S BENATFAE 22 (VR 1 45 2023)58— R G . AT s I R AR 282805 DV E I L A )il L% A R
P RPN 2 2 2] ORI AR I N2 5 S 3N, TR #E R AR 2k B S AT 22 2] “JR)
JREER” o AW IE IS B A 2 AR 2R B B BLI IR A, IRTUR AR S N R B AE
P ARV E AR B FRE R ER, IFE SO0 TR A 2 AR AR IO R A I 28 27 ST NI
SO DR, ARHH TR IR I RS AR A SRR IR LV ES 5 X 4 22 ST TN Z A1 28 ZRIEH HAAH B 55
B PR R A N 22 23N, A5 I AT AR BAL, 2% ) RO AR BRIt .

AR, TERSAR I 2% 5 2] 8 NAS 21 B N A0 2238 B8l Gy (B9 pk, B4 1, 20205 Maestrales et al.,
2022) 0 P22 T BN A FRAE W 25 7 2] 35 B I R b 5 5 2 T SR I HS ) — PR AR AR 1) 0 BEAR A (Chen et al.,
2010), 21l & W0 2 0% o & () B BB AR (TR AR IS, 2021). [RIEE, D282 ST N AU AT DA TR0 [ £
21 B B (Phan et al., 2016), i BT DUTRIN L9 26 2% 5] 1) SRRV % Ji5 422 2] B i (Henrie et al., 2015;
Howard et al., 2016; Pellas, 2014; Sun & Rueda, 2012). KL, MZ822 RN E M2 ST AR EEIBIR 2
—(FEiEAE, 2015). HETOA BRI, SRAE IR W R3S B DA K 2% 2] 3% B £ 1 J DR 5 DR 3 (1
21, FERUA, 2009)3 e BB LM AE AL 2SI RN, AR AT B AU O K AR AL AR IR O
TR I 5507 I 286 2 ST BN IRV AE 5200 o 5 LRI, A B 904 R DR 22 A0 2 STHRNAE Y0 SR (BRI, 2012)
AR A, 201 1) SRR BAEEZE R . WES M T2 MR A T 8%, BAEZ AR, i
12 2] 73 (B WAL Ge 1R 28028 7 (R A N 4 g 4078 8], 2 20 07 B G B0 pE 07 X o N 28 B 2%
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207 EFEF(CE 45, 2022) o X — G510 02 R AE KA I 28 27 SN T T R e FAWE 2 B A58t — D IRIE .
R, AT TR HAR B H1: RS A B R 2 2 I BNAENE S . AR LA B AR U5 7 T I Y 2 2 22 57

ENAME V2T TR Y], AP R RAE S SR BRI S R 5 SR B 5 S WO TR AR I 7 T
HR R E EATE A CEEIMAE, 2018; Gunawardena & Zittle, 1997; Weinei et al., 2011; Whipp & Lorentz,
2009). SE5RZ A AT S AELER, X S BT B £ 47 T AR I BT — e B (Rovai, 2007; Wei et al., 2012),
#2EAEF IR (Theory of Social Presence) NP1 F T#E 4 DS 0T NBRag it B, 1 HARG %
FHETIANS TELHE RIS WS, AR ROy 1AL E W R R ———m
H AR (Garrison)fE LATHENUNEEA I BRAE BRI FUH 5N T %3818 (Garrison et al., 1999), SAHTELEZE W Tk
BT —EBEEEH; Y LR YN (Gunawarde-na) TEAF TR T SETERERE X, I SFEEGE
25 SEAE S SRR B BT N B SE R NIFEE (Gunawardena & Zittle, 1997); 17 SRIEA 2 M) F B
WA TR A, A MARR @M R I AL PR B BN 5R, HAMARRIIR B WAL REAEAL AT 1
FRVEBECET SR, 2006), FAERIMEE ST RE I RERE— AR RIR m . AESUNR S )2 22 2B ) IR R
ROCREETT, A AEEIRA A B E, BRUEM S ] 0id fe v, KA S A R O I 28 2% S N
FIFERAEEE . BT, AR RS H2: R AR RS W 2% 2 S BENAFAE 35 TEAE K

YLK S (Flow Experience) i - FH K G B 32 50 R oK WG A7 (Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi)f i, Al M40kt
KA 58 A PO AE TGS B0 —FhIgnt, (R IR A I R 7 AR e P R A S AR SRR, I ek )
Fi. AR, ELFE, ORAARR B F T 2 SIE S AN AR, Ha i s 2] # 1+
e SRR (CE LA, 2017), SERRERUL AN ABIHLIFE AR 4SS R (Finneran & Zhang, 2005). 5 IE[F,
AP ARIG EAE — B R Lo NAE R 28 PRI o L I R IS L AN B 4 R St ANTITAE AT 2 5 A 3))
A R BB E - (IR, LI, 2015), AT BE MR I 2% 27 STHRNAS i3 B Il R it 1 — SR i At .
HANCAHZEHOIFRIL, M2 R AP, BEAEA R 52 SIE s T IR N B.8)), Jfit—
R AL S AT AE BOR R O IR AR I6 AR B2 — (Cesari et al., 2021), H 230 W45 5 S5 NG B B #2:4F FH 9F
FAAERRRZ I (Zhan & Kocadere, 2020), {HEWXPIZE RRPRTED . £T 0, REMHEH3: LA
BAE R A AR B S 8 2 S N B R A E

2. ARG
2.1. ARIHR

K 5 (B RERURE v, S G S 2 B A 1 K S AR HEAT M) B 2, DABEZOR B /e U BRI 1135
Grlal 3, [BISCE 2L 844 1, A RURIE 74.36%. A B4 337 N, 44 507 N 4E#S 15~26 %(SD =

1.1); K—623 N, K141 N, K=80 N. TR ASELF LK, BHEWN, LAFHREN
BERIELL S SRS ] 6.10 = 3.30 /NA

22. BERZE

AW CABE G o B R AT ARG, OB B M i, RS —RR S8, A SaiE iR
e SEREE AR, MR ]2 15 min, WRSE 95 M35 BISCEE,  JERE G 6 20 g7 58, SikR= A
) 5 AR 4
23. AIRI R

2.3.1. {(IREFIRER)
KH Chang F1 Zhu (2012)% il (1) AR LG R (24K, Pi281E, 2020). JLALFE 4 DIIH, W “fELk2%
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SN, RS RN o T S BPE, 1 MRE “ERARET S MRE “EREAT ¥k
2k B ST RYR, AR LIRS 07 5 AL . P A — B REON 0.87.

23.2. (HRTFERER)

KM (2022) 28 T30 5 P I AL S AP R T . Wl — 3L 14 AT H , 386 26 5 B GE 25 PR (AC).
JEFEZIR(SOC). HHEBEEMMAS) AR FPEOC) 4 NEE . AT E R A2 7 g m RN,
W “HEEARR” B “IEFRE" , BRSO, SRR SAERK . 8tk
FH09 087,

2.3.3. (ZIEFEIJH/NER) (Student Engagement in Distance Education, EFR SEDE)

KH Sun H1 Rueda (2012)MR Pz 2257 2] FIRHIE S il PR 22 ST RN EROHVE, R 2, 2016). ZE
Tl 15 NTHAR, HNEANGERE: NG ) BT EYRIT NG ), S H AR
Az HEmERN, N “IEHARFEZ” 2] “EEFARY , 28 RREIZ )T T NFER R .
P — 2t RECN 0.86.

2.4. Gt FEALE

I e A B T SR M 4, SR SPSS 26.0 73, SRAIISZFEA ¢ A5 Bl 5 72 43 B EU S I A0 B2
ST R 22 5 s SR HH Pearson AHIG /1T & R 2R 5 % SJ BN BIAH IR R, FIH A% (11353 #7 F1 Bootstrap
TG R R ZN 48 2 ] BN IIREIR, p < 0.05 AZER AR X

3. &R

T RN VAR B I P 48 2 ST e NG DL RG], DA 28 % ST 4 NI Lo DRI AR &, 031 240
K2 e SR REIAT TREE T Z 00, N ERATCUEH, AFEPERIFEAST T M4SN 2HH R
EM(p < 0.05), BWREAFIVERFEAN T M2 2= NS A HZT M. BAEmE, MR T W% #%
ANEBHEEM(T =12.35,p<0.001), BYECFHME 3.26, #aiEZE 0.70), BT LEM=3.09,SD=
0.69) )M 25 22 ST NG 57

HR, ASE AR ZE e T2 ] BN 2RI B E(p < 0.05), SRS, AT M
BEJBNAE BE V(T = 8.55, p = 0.04). H—BHIXTLAMTiER, EARRADN PR R ZESR,
FOrA IR X 1 2 2] B AR S S BN T A5, B m T RN X 2 2% . e, AR
o T2 25 SN 2O B M (p < 0.05), BRI IIFELTS TN SN TR, FrEREES
(F=4.51,p=0.011). FEANLBAFFEREED N TE0E, BATRIK = FELE ML 2 BN IS
gy, BESTR MK ZZFA.

Table 1. Analysing demographic differences in online learning engagement

F 1L MEFIRANNAOFERSH

S-S Bl S PRdEE vF P
1 51 12.35 p<0.001
CH 337 3.26 0.70

1 507 3.09 0.69

A g 8.55 p=0.04
W 288 3.26 0.65
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JiE T
At 556 3.11 0.71
AR 451 p=0.011
K— 623 3.13 0.70
p - 141 3.18 0.69
K= 80 3.37 0.62

FE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.

e 1 ik, AR AT RIS 22 S NG O HRLE . HE AR LR, KM BRI
(Pearson) il 5k RECR EAIX LEAR B 2 (A MR 9B L . BAKTIE, 2822 SN RSS2 AR H 5% &
By 0.67, FFHEIHEZE, DI ] R4 27 SRR AIR S 2 184738 B Z I IEAR G R AR %%
BN AR WA R RBUE Y 0.57, FFHEIH R R, DRI IR 2% 2 S BN 247
R TALIESERTE NN PSS

NIE—3 T =F KR, BT ORALR .t AP e RS W I BN A 04, 4550
R 2 FR.

Table 2. Pearson’s correlation analysis table for flow experience, social presence and online learning engagement

2. DR HSBEERSMEFE SR Pearson X SR

FHME Pk % CEEEC PN LIRS ARy ER i d
W2 27 ST RN 3.16 0.70 1
IR LN 2.96 0.81 0.67** 1
FLO AR 3.00 0.78 0.57%* 0.60%* I

7 *p<0.05, **p<0.01.

KOS, oA ERBEN LR, T MZE I BNERRAS BT R0, 4R % 3
Fis, BERIARN: MBI TN = 02644 SA7ERE + 0.5 10yt iRLg, B RPE N 049, EMREA A7
TR, o FLREE TT DARRRE 2 2% ST NI 49% A0 R Rl . XA EAT F A SR R U ALE T FATI0(F =
398.740, p < 0.05), XUt AL SAFTEIR LIRS 2/ — AN R R 225 5] 2 5 5 ORI . 05

Table 3. Table of linear regression analyses of flow experience, social presence and online learning engagement (n = 844)

3. DRAE . HEBFERSMEE SRAEMEREVAD RN = 844)

AEbrE L R AL FRAE R AL LML
B bR iR Beta ' d VIF RAE
UL 0.26 0.03 0.26 8.54 P <0.001. 1.56 0.64
FE AR IR 0.51 0.03 0.51 16.42 p<0.001. 1.56 0.64
R’ 0.49
W R 0.49
F F (2, 841) =398.740, p < 0.001.
D-W 1& 1.84

RAR R PRSI VE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001,
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R R0, TR Z K E F(VID)EIRT 5, RURRSA 32 824 M 1.
IbAh, IRTE - KRG ED-W)IERR 2, KRB B AR, UFSE T RS hAF/EM B
IR R, B2, XUEFEFRR AR RN,

AR B R EE N 0.26 (t = 8.54, p < 0.01), MBI SAEAEK SN W24 I PN A L3
(1 IE 520 5% R (W] 1 TR

DRSO R R BB N 0.51 (t=16.42, p <0.01), R CoFARIE 256 WX 48 27 STHRN = A2 8 25 11 1
EEALPEICIISRE S

GELRTR: OURIRLE, LS AFAEIR AT 2o W 25 2 ST BN AR B ) IE R K &R

LA 026

R DR TN

DHRLARGS: 05

Figure 1. Plot of the results of the linear regression model offlow experience,
social presence and online learning engagement

LoD . 2 FERSMEF JIRANL M EIERERE

HA R AT, S5 SRR IR AE 2 FioR): OVARIRTE AL S AF TR IR W 455 ST N Z S PAT R A
ER, HARNAEN 030, ORI X2 22 ] BN R BUN.(0.57) ) 53.56% . BT, s R
M1 ZREEAA PR R I N A s I8 I A S A7 AR B — O AR B — R 28 25 ST HE N o TR RN o A
53.56%, ‘E M1 Bootstrap95%Cl [0.26, 0.35], AELFE 0, FUILIX A& HENGE R T 5 E K.

® 2
Q &

4

AT 0.26 o] 022 5T N

Figure 2. Analysis of intermediation effects

& 2. AR
4. g
4.1. AOFTEEMEFE IR

Kuh [—UFFUR I : A2 IR TN A &, 55 1Al ok 2 A DA S s R ARS8 4 AR 1) 2 ST 15
NF 3 % 5 (Zhan & Kocadere, 2020). Randolph £ WA AFKEREA K ERTHOR 2 - K EZE FE
24 B AL ZR) B K2 5 27 S) N (Kuh et al., 2006). 3K{E BZERWF R WA : AEVER DL 2Rl
R I BNAFAE R E Z R (RS T4, 2008). XEEHF 7RI S AW A5 i AR — 8, ARWF 4 KR
W22 I RN ST AFAE B ER] . Ik 2 R 2, BAROkRUL, MIERMIEE, S EAn1esr il &
MRS, AT RE SR AR L% S N T AR E R . R IR R BRAT I RIAE S ST R AT
ReeH OCHAE R . ST A 2 AR )5 ST RN B e R B, T AR R s T 2 M54, F
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ORI TS S AR AR A ST BN BRI o XS R A YA (ISR, SRR AT R A il BOR
Tt RAENR 2 2 [ RX R ZE R . FERIEFUAE GO0 2 ST BRI, BATRIUREE R R A EAEE 11 2
BRATEAR 22 SN L s SR 22 A9 7 B iy o DAAE IR TEAE PR B 0 ] 52 2 2 ) 2 5] 4 iR B
T MEBRIER: RELEEAENE ) 25 NS 07 AR T R R AL (05, 2012). W
R WER N ZERTRE RS 5ENAEE S PR N EG R Rl e OB 2 M F 2
g, AR P FOREA IRFIR PR S G BIE T 45 R Ao Ma o B SR AR AR S X B AR 7 45 RN Tl
A VS B OB E Y . RS A MW TR A B AR IR 2 5%, DR AT L.

42. REEHIFEREMEF IBRANRR

AWK, KPER AR SRR 2 AV R IR, X — 40K, i
R P 22 A T RN S B2 5 o IRUSSEIRSCHF TR U e H2, JF BS54 ) — 2
i, BEZL, 2007). fEAAREENEF, FERNASAAEBHIATN Y I ZHL. WE M RCRAH
HEYW . ZWTRY], ELFEIS SRS AAERE IR, IR HA S T a) T BATERZ Rk
FAMH R A A A T REAE AL R PRI S S SRS o XA ) 2 Bk 2 B AR IR TR
WA IR, $-m 5 SISl R, I i & BUS A S RUR

4.3. LRERNBNER

AW FEE R RO IR TR K ZE A SRR G W22 S R MER B3, ik H3 $EEsE,
X 5 H AR 7T 45 B2 4 (Randolph et al., 2006). Mesurado 5 (Mesurado et al., 2016)IRF ARG, X244
IWANHCESS] ERARAN, SEZ - EORAR, JFE2MS 5% 25, ORERINN, S
JEAZ B TSR F AL S AR, AT A TN O TR . A SBR[ IR T, ReiE SRS
OBy, BT EAESRRERE ). KPR R FRTHEL S S BCR AT, JCH R L )
Ho WS IREE T, FA— BB SR AUART, B8 Gk B0 RUIRES ,  3E 3 9 2% >) RO 2 48
MBI Bk, ELESIRET, B FH BA S SRR O IRETIE, U 5 T B 1
OoYUAARES, RHEZS: > H 2 I AR 5 IR T 5200 (Mesurado et al., 2016), 5 R R4k 4R 1R H5F 2 2
TELRRFE, MM RIETE R IRFE NI SERE

AU FEAAFAE— LA o E—T7 10, BT ETRIE 7T AR R 1) 458 75 AT e LAY JE ) B A% 8 ) P PR R R &R o
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FEL S 2] TR R I T A E AR B 7RSS N 1 1E— R NI AU, SR RIS E I I T RN A2 L 221
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1) K (AR LR 2 TR NAEVE B AR 2% D B B T T B 25 57 2) MRS 42 ST R
AAERTIER: 3) ORI S TR S M4 5% S BN 2 R34 A EF
E&InE

AT FCIRAFIN AL R 25 5 e 2547 5 e B ) oK 2= A A L T H B Bh(% 5= 202213249003) 0

&5k

MK, BIZETH(2020). Sk FIRABE R S TEL S I BN R R 2 I BN IR S s b A EH. O 225 17 91
75 18(6), 805-811.
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