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ABSTRACT

Students' online behavioral engagement was an important factor that affected their learning performance, and it was
also a prerequisite for deep learning. Studies had confirmed that peer assessment activities provided opportunities for
students to participate in the formative assessment process, enhanced the interaction between learners and promoted
effective learning. However, online learning was more dependent on the learners themselves, and the attitudes of peer
assessment might have a greater impact on the assessment process and learning effect. Based on the "Mobile Learning
Theory, Technology and Practice", this research used questionnaire surveys and interviews to explore the impact of
MOOC learners' assessment attitudes on online behavioral engagement. The results found that: (1) MOOC learners
recognized peer assessment, and held a positive attitude. They were willing to take the initiative to participate in peer
assessment activities (2) The attitude of peer assessment had a significant positive impact on the MOOC learners'
behavioral engagement. The more positive the attitude was, the more they were willing to spend time and energy on
learning. In the end, the study put forward suggestions for online peer assessment activities from three aspects: potential
stimulation, training, and timely regulation.

Keywords: behavioral engagement, peer assessment, online learning, MOOC, attitude

HIFEEXN MOOC HEH 1T ABRNEH BN R

s be, fREHE LY

PHEBARZ, EEINELS | M, PHE
“261869310@qq.com
b* 469249541@qq.com

W=

SR AR LAT BN S RN FL 22 ) SUR I B R 3R, R SEHLAR L 2 ST B SB hafA « A FTIE S R A T PP
iRt Uik E S S IE E RE B2, B85 52 1 F R B EL AN IRt A R 2, SRR R4 5] B8 2 A =2
EARL, FEAH N AR AT REN PP RE b 22 ST ROR P AR BRI . ARBETURAT (a2 I Bk, RS
KD MOOC, KHHEHE S VWL, WITLIFSEXT MOOC % FHAELAT NN, WEL R K
Bl: (1) MOOC =X TR LIEONAA, NG ESE, BEXEHSESFRAEIHES) (2) FfE
PRI FEEX MOOC 22 ) HAT BN B3 IR, BTSN, B BN A RT3 . B
FB G MG REWOR . FEAPERL R R % =0 TN S &SN I H 1

%@‘ﬁ: fij&/k) /57/%5;‘”; Z‘E%%/‘; MOOC; /jl_u?x

Copyright © 2021 The Authors. Published by Atlantis Press SARL.
Thisis an open access article distributed under the CC BY-NC 4.0 license -http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/. 591



ATLANTIS

PRESS

1 RS SHR LSRR

KB RFEL ATTIREE (MOOC) 1ENY
FHAEVEE AT RO, RER P H R G K

RS, IEAEE N AIE BRECE 2 458 (Jung, 2018).

2017 4, AERN 8100 Ji#>1H 4L T 9400 4~
MOOC (Barba, 2020), SRTWIH S S5 R 540
MR mER SR KA ZE (Jordan, 2015), 2]
BENAE i &5 o) 7 B O R BB b, BERS T % )
HEEAGUR, A RINBF T 2% (Dotterer
& Lowe, 2011; Lee, 2014; Henrie et al., 2015). H.r,
T ABNTR F A AR 2 SRR A R e 47 MR B,
RE T S8k, RIFETANRIETE —PIHRER
IR AR 6 F B R4

AHRH LR, B0 A 3058 BAT Jonh 2 21 4%
A~ F2BCRA B R, Refr it miRAR e R
RSO [FE B AL T ik R S 5k
VRO FR AL 2, 3G 5 2 5] 3 [R] 1 HL3h H R 1A 2%
23], B4 MOOC V&34 ik K F 3N 77 =X
(Goh, 2019). HTBF 2= HESF B HIREE, MOOC #(
I MG AL G s i Fg SR I 4 20, Tl
F] MOOC %:>] 08 2 Ak #2154 MR, nds
B BIRMAEERL. Bl (Barba, 2020). M3
L&, SESEAMERIER T, ST R
A BB K R 52 (Bernard et al., 2004; Arbaugh, 2010),
—EFEEHUR TR R AL (Sprer, 2020) ,
A FE AT B X 2 ST R AR K I . I
TR AR AR D 96E MOOC 38 R A3
FE. SIS OHRRRE. Rk, A V)R EA ST TRk
FZUT T R AEAE MOOC T S 7E 28 3P 3
B S B R T AR, XA RT3
TRk S AE R 1) 2 ) TR AN T 10, AU fE 26T
WG ENSE S AR

2. BFR&E
2.1. BFAEN R

AHFFLL (B2 L FAR 552 ) MOOC
BWIRNEIR, 2RSS 5 T REERES), £
RS 5RO ), SRR R 47

#.
2.2. BFI BB v

AW EE H A EIRFT MOOC 25
FE PSS T HAT RS 5 VIR L.
ZHYJTH R, CARRIELL R BAFE sh i o
HESRmE, PTG

KR 7 122 R S R AR AR, B
SR T =R SPSS25.0, B H i3 & MOOC
R VRS BE DS AT RBNTE L, IR SPSS i
AT T RS EIR AN E KR RIEERSE

Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, volume 554

BERPRLEA FAT BN B R 223047 2 I T U
W TR I E BT AT N R R A

23. A TR

2.3. 1. TEZE[AIFE LS /E i Eria#

TELE AL B VG S I SE it R &2 B ) # S
FERISZM, KR4 2 21 3 o A B B A 7 3%
FRWEENISE, HTFEPRTARE. AR
BENIETESE R R, 50532 20 3850 [R) A H PP A A4 56 Jk
BE, NREHSNLIHGESH (Siow, 2015). Xf2#
1BV S AT VRN R T4 BPEE B s
H AT 22 BT 2 R o) 5 18 256 2 ) 3 S FE AT
M (Wen & Tsai, 2006; Black, 2020).

ET, AERSHZFAMFLELITFHENEIT
(EELR R R S FE ) ) (Wen & Tsai, 2006), 3
BLHE 6 NI, 7 4 @8 B K Wen & Tsai (2006)
IER, T ARFEERE EIREE), #IE W
BEWMERZER G/, 2016), Fik4s4E MOOC
PR B APRAIANTE T 2 [, VRS ST AN |
THESNNSEZR. KRHZERE S FER T4, M
1 3] 5 ARlFRREERRZR R EEF/E”, B9
R, RINAE L 2] HAT IS R - 2485,
A Cronbach's o 20N 0915 (>0.9), KMO &
H0.869 (>0.8), Bartlett 15565 2%, FxHA R
BERE.

2.3. 2. LT AR IFI =

T ER AR AT AN A B R E B N
%, —RERECF & L EINBAT N, BONE
W, AHEHT MOOC KA FFr R, )R8
BEZIRE], Tk RN N 5828 122 14T N
Yo “RAMANGIEE L, BN
BN GRS AT =, MRS EIIE T
LW ER, NITABRANAENFREE T
RS, 253K 58 (2015) 3T Fredricks FIHF 5%,
SRR IR T GEREEAEAT NN &
2, BIAE A BRI ERE . MG ARZEEHEESFRK
FERE FEATEIT, EREE AR, B,
AL DU 4EE,

AR EERHERE GEEHAET RN
BR), NS5 G MNETD. BEF (2 METD. %2
HO3 NI I (1 AN PYANGE R 3471
A, L9 ANETL, Wk 2 . ERKHEE S
R, 1B S pRlRRSERATFE R 5E 4
FFE”, 18ilim, RIS 1 AT NN
. 2K, AN EE Cronbach's o ZE0H 0.889(>0.8),
KMO {5 0.851>0.8, Bartlett #5453, i EE
AARGERE.

592



ATLANTIS

PRESS

2.3.3. kIR

HETRBLERPGEE. T, MEAEFEFERE 2
4, it 644, % Wen & Tsai (2006) [RViiREE
M, BRI, EIMRE. XTRES S
AT N2 DY 5 T R 2 T 4

3. AMRELMELE R

3.1, RBBHEGKSIT

DLE VPSRN — AR, PAIELIT A
FIU4erE (5. B¥F. 22H. B 25ENR
—IHA8 &, FIF SPSS25.0 #E4T T A4, 4551
R 1R

R 1 WA EE Y Pearson AHIE4HT

%5 L35 ZhH BiE
HPESEE | 0.754%% | 0.713%% | 0.681%* | 0.529%*

A, RS E S EL S T AR Z
HoOURKR ATH., RUEDLE S 2 I IEAR K
KZ, VU VFA BRI AR L5 51 3 AR ZAT NN
ARRFE, ] DAE#E— 2B EA

3.2. LIt EIHA BT

FHEC S B AT A, BVESE S MOOC 22 3] H 14k
T NN MR AR, &AM A5 1T
CGnE 1 iR,

5.0

2.0 25 3.0 35 4.0 4.5
WAL

B 1 LIPS S ELAT NSRRI R A

W EVES B NARRE, MRELIT NN
VE R A AT 26V B A0 #T, S0 AT 5 0 R A i
N7 FT# SRR HEL A 1.8<DW=2.111<2.2,
R>=0.546, H2% ]38 AT R AR AT NI
54.6% AR, RIS, WK 2 AT A, BT
A ) 1)V R BUE N 0.635(t=7.359, p=0.000<0.01),
BME B E R RS ELRAIT ABNIK 24 B
Z IR C R SEURPRE BB, A0
TR SLIRNH 7 RS y=1.222 +0.635x (x=H.PF
B, y=1ELAT REND.

5.0

Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, volume 554

R 2 Lotk EH 4 #r s 3
A R RE WL R ¢ | B
#
B FRA#ESS | Beta
%
1] () [ 1.222 ] 330 3.705 | .001
PP 635 | 086 739 | 7.359 | .000

a. PIARE: AT BN

3.3. TR ES T

HETELAT AN K-means FHE R, Hiik
Fiv o RACTIE 6 4% BRSEE RO LITRAL.
IR . ARSI A

BT AE R VIRIC R I, (1) 83%H R %
NN EVFIE S RE AL Dk 35 AU, B AN A2 5 IR AL
1 PR KIF SN EAFEshFE SR T H S B2 M
W], LR EPACEASE, MR E A IE,
HIEREREEIFRIER. (2) REKFR 2D
RIH T XAF EAP T RmEE, sS4
KRR IRAIGE S R ET, AN IR B AH B2
WA B TR RE, T [R50 T B AN v A e
ERAKF o RN BT R iE s, AN
W5 MEHER, (R 14E 75 2 ma % 5k
EML LIRS =y, MiE RIS SRS R AR,
PRI 7 2> PR AR NI 6] o (3) BT 22 2B #N A HVEE
SBT3 5. M T80mtk, 76%
BA FFEE VP R R LA, [F] A 17E 78
PUYE PR SE A S LS Te S £ (R (R RS 77,
TTRABNEES .. ERERIEF, FELAPE .
FRAERE TR AT NIRE, AR SHRNEZR
BRI YN =P St X 8

g b, 251 MOOC 2 Gix [Fff B iFiE )
FHESKE, BEPWREIMSE5EIE, IO
REPEHE EH CLHI2E ST, AR ShLI S 10
HiHESIME A

4. FFREGR

T Z BRI, S5 MOOC 223
A3 Xt R P BV REARAR B A E, AT R B
WEH, BEEHhS5FREIIEES . MOOC M5
W S I BV S HAT NN B35 IR AR,
H VPR REfRRE AT NI 54.6% 405K . B
FURTE LR A 7 FEAR YN y=1.222 +0.635x (x=H.}F
B, y=TERAT NEN), 2 21 3 I AT B AR,
S 5L MRS, TABRANERR. X5
Prior (2016 IR s « 224 IR 25 252 H R ARE
B B E A2 51787 F Sedlaek (20200 $EH
PR g e AR PR R I (1) S W R R ) oK, At AT
()2 5 R 30 TV R 38 58 1 A i TR

593



ATLANTIS

PRESS

EHHLR AR, [P PP s e il 2 51
Z 52V RE T, AR RS R TR
IRAZ R AR S S Bl T AU B AR P
SO SRR L, TG FIREAEa . ORI i
T R REE (A 22 A B B AT OB SRR,
et 1A RN

AN, I MOOC 837 H 22 A I AT s 1
VR, B8 RIS BRI =5, #EZ
&5, ZHEATNME, MIEEE LFERNE M
wA, FAEMSSEWE TR, WIZhgLAE,
XA T A R R B RE R R I B2

RIEDHTEE R, SFCEAL HiFEshEit, &
5 MOOC 22 3] F AT AT LA (D) iR
Y T RE () Bt K R IXBRAG™”, AT I K B K
SERIATRE R KT (RIVE 1) Z (A1 22 Rt A2 il
RIEX . EAHEENR EEE R T 24 MBI REX,
WEEIAT T IN O A B A R RE KTk
T BCR A, CA R IRE R N — M B S sh
MERE, BROASEERBRYE, RIEHERE. ST
IR BE T, NiZEN#TRE, RIEBRR
JAER . (2) MOOC =iy, FRZERK,
TETT R R4 15 sh il ROZ AU BT, e 4
PR BT IR VRGBS . (3D HOME X AR BV
15 ZMESR, 7T AR MOOC T &id 1T
s CAngIERMEE N FEES S5 N8
ORI E B ST, ting KB IEh
ARA YN LB N I VALY AR B T E T
WA

TR RRE DA R, AR NRIR, FEA
RN M ARRESS SN . BN 47 TH X
)BT R, SRS TOBRY K R EEA R,
BN AR BT T I FR AR AT SR AN, 2P
I RS E 5% 5% MOOC ) HANSEEN
KFZR, REGEAMAIFELEETFES), DRE%
# MOOC 2202 5%, FBREYE,

YiH A&

ASCNT R BELE B FEIHE (R “F#E
HAE”HIELIT IR IR A U O 5 SE BT )
pr Btk R 22—

REFERENCES

[1] Jung, Y., Lee, J. (2018) Learning engagement and
persistence in massive open online courses
(moocs). Computers & Education, 122: 9-22.

[2] Barba, P. D., Malekian, D., Oliveira, E. A., Bailey,
J., Ryan, T., Kennedy, G. (2020) The importance
and meaning of session behaviour in a mooc.
Computers & education, 146: 103772.1-
103772.18.

Advances in Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, volume 554

[3] Jordan, K. (2015) Massive open online course
completion rates revisited: assessment, length and
attrition. International Review of Research in
Open and Distance Learning, 16: 341-358.

[4] Dotterer, A. M., Lowe, K. (2011) Classroom
context, school engagement, and academic
achievement in early adolescence. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 40: 1649—-1660.

[5] Lee,J.-S. (2014) The relationship between student
engagement and academic performance: Is it a
myth or reality? The Journal of Educational
Research, 107:177-185.

[6] Henrie, C. R., Halverson, L. R., Graham, C. R.
(2015) Measuring student engagement in
technology-mediated  learning: A  review.
Computers & Education, 90: 36-53.

[71 Goh, C.F, Tan, O. K., Rasli, A., Choi, S. L. (2019)
Engagement in peer review, learner-content
interaction and learning outcomes. The
International Journal of Information and Learning
Technology. 36: 423-433.

[8] Bernard, R. M., Abrami, P. C.,, Y Lou,
Borokhovski, E., Huang, B. (2004) How does
distance education compare with classroom
instruction? a meta-analysis of the empirical
literature. Review of Educational Research, 74:
379-439

[9] Arbaugh, J. B. (2010) Sage, guide, both, or even
more? an examination of instructor activity in
online mba courses. Computers & Education, 55:
1234-1244.

[10] Sprer, N., Lenkeit, J., Bosse, S., Hartmann, A.,
Knigge, M. (2020) Students' perspective on
inclusion: relations of attitudes towards inclusive
education and self-perceptions of peer relations.
International Journal of Educational Research, 103:
101641.

[11] Siow, L. F. (2015) Students' perceptions on self-
and group-assessment in enhancing learning
experience. Malaysian Online Journal of
Educational Sciences, 3: 21-35.

[12] Wen, M.-L., Tsai, C.-C. (2006) University
students' perceptions of andattitudes toward
(online) peer assessment. Higher Education, 1: 27-
44.

[13] Black, E. W., Dickson, T., Blue, A. V. (2020)
Exploring item discrimination in an online self and
peer assessment of interprofessional teamwork.

Journal of Interprofessional Education and
Practice, 22: 100396.

594



ATLANTIS

PRESS Advancesin Social Science, Education and Humanities Research, volume 554

[14]Li, S., Yu, C. (2015) Development and
Implementation of Distance Student Engagement
Scale. Open Education Research, 21: 62-70+103.

[15] Prior, D. D., Mazanov, J., D Meacheam, Heaslip,
G., Hanson, J. (2016) Attitude, digital literacy and
self efficacy: flow-on effects for online learning
behavior. Internet & Higher Education, 29: 91-97.

[16] Sedlaek, M., Eova, K. (2020) Are student
engagement and peer relationships connected to
student participation in classroom talk?. Learning
Culture and Social Interaction, 26: 100411.

595



