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Abstract: This study employed a 2*2 experimental design to collect and code peer assessment data from 204 college
students, aiming to analyze the impact f peer familiarity and topic familiarity on pre-service teachers' learning
engagement in peer feedback activities for micro-lesson production. The results indicated significant differences in the
distribution of cognitive and affective engagement among the four groups, topic familiarity has a significant effect on
learning engagement, while peer familiarity has a limited effect. This study attempts to provide new insights into the
observed peer feedback mechanism by analyzing the distribution of cognitive and affective engagement in a large

number of feedback samples.
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21 S E R 4C BAKIAIE 4 237, AR EE RN AL E R & R EIR
899 KA u &4 (Voogt & Roblin, 2012) o HAEREAMEH 21 AT L& TRFHZ—,
TERFRRG LR X E, RBFRIIEN IMEF ] 09 E BRI, ERAMERADTRLEE
2R MMEFIFRFIBRANEANMES ALK EFTRIRG T RS, RABNFE
REML B 5N, CRIREF P npey kBl i (24F, 2023) . KEBRAFERTL
R AT ) H BN TRARFER BT REMMEFI M EAETEEL EVMEF P,
FAXRET “FIAHFNENEMNNFFFREZ E5RALFE T HEMNRE FTELSLE LR
A EAER” 89355 F (Poupore, 2015). EH b, Kikde 5 F P 7 @ IR N7 B4 R &30 F 89
FIARNEFLE, AT R T F I HZALEEXH5EA T 2. Cho(2006) K I, 4 Rl4F4
FERIFI R — R ERGEN, RS RETA MBI T ENEN. XAFEBT AR
Wik 5, ALEMARS, STHRAYERE, TAARLERIGELX A BMR. HR. F
o R, HREATIARIZABR T KT A1 69 2 30 a9 42 SIRAK, #OE A a2 ey i
W, AR BRI vk B T ARRIE M. AFT R R AemB ey X 5, #t—F AT RE R
A

RAE R T e 7 X T B S 4. Wei (2021)48 th AN M LARE 65 T EA BT 45
FRBREFEFF I EaEFIRKNT QY . B, AFLEFERIT ZRME S % EHMR
BN ERE A XHEHRFER G EHO TR, B REE SRR TR E 09—
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AR E . Zhang(2023) K ILAE R A G R R AIFART, F AT AR AL AL, H
FRAF XA KA A @, HI, Sampson(2020) K, HEEKRETRHAE, AN SR F ] H0%
B, KRR EFH, HITL, EMEFIRNG TR L0, AFRENTT. AT
WA S M L IE & 5 5] A B 2 ARG A J o T AR R I B R RIAZ B9 4N, A i 57 ) #F R
WiEsh. Bk, AFARIGEFH®REEI, BHFE TR AE N TRERG LG H M,

AFRMA LA G K, R EAE BB P AL RAE R P & 5 N B,
RHEATEA: (DERAREL, FIHREERE 2T LEER AL T QAR EAN? (2)
FRMAAE . AEREERT YT E AR R A HERHEN?
258 5kt
2.1 FEMNELSHF

AFFRA204 L F BEIFERFODFHET L LGF AT L, HBRELALE M
MR AP, BoANERENERAEESRINSARE, B H3-4 A, AERAETH
MEBRFAZWARGRETHFE PR, AL RID T T —H T =5 A5
2.2. EBRAEA

2 IS FF45 AT e 3t 2 B3t RS AT N AR AN B A6 B ARIE D, VAN K A5 3 BEAT IR A it i,
DN RARA R AP ARG — . G BTN EIR, AN AR R E R A NPT
RFAT RN . RABEREGZAARERITIFY, FMEEE S RE—KIFE,
2.3. FXLA

AAF A MARIFM S BIE R A B mab k. 9, N5 B RRE R R RN A
Cheng & Hou(2015) YA & Kerman et al(2024).
2.4. HIENME LA

HESLVAAN A F 42K B word SASHCIE IRUME & BEAT IR, £3R1F 5970 KA &Sk dE. W
{25 RFE M RAKBEHRTFHE R, ZsIEL P 900 FHIBE(L 15%) K & AL R AE 24T
IR F AL, BT T HRIF—E MG (K4 E Kappa 154 0.868, & 4:Z Kappa {4
7 0.877) , #ATIE L8 mAL TAE, 91 4B4E A SPSS 27.0 YA % RStudio 1.5.57 #4759 #7 .

3AFRER

3.1 BHARRF7HEE

A1 E2TTRBAEEZBNLOA, Qs AmMMg HE48C])). AR S #AEZA
(c2). EARTRRBIK # & 4(c3) A ALK A B (cd)o I 7 tolb it — & 3T b AN 25 B 22N
Fo AT G EL, SR AW, WA AERE E (X 2=84.66,df=21,p<0.001). THREZANT
M B 2R, FTI7ARERIE T, DAZHANNEFEAIRZTORITEEL(X
2=38.40,df=15,p<0.001).
3.2. FlItERERE A2 BB RAFTHBN

ATHERFERERE., TAREEALAREERNNTF ) HZRNG EET0, ZNBITT %
H&EZGEZ9H. FIHENE ANOVA ZRImk 1 i, INmZERE T &, BRI BN
FRREEERBFRERORBERNYH, SEERIHXBHREF, Lk, TAREET
FAHE N BNERET SRR, L3 AP o BN RIS ZF 00
CAAILE” (F (1200 =4.245,P=0.041) . “ANAM=09EE” (F (1200 =7.568, P =0.006) .
“HAL”  (F 1200=5.985P=0.015) . /&, BIHF#EEMAIT “HM” (F120=5612,P=
0.019) 2 BFHrh, HRAB/ANT, RAZARAE B XGERBENZLT L EFA,
A “Fde”  (Faoo=5.422,P=0.021) &4 R &I B F Rk,
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(n=2075)  (n=2238)  (n=909)  (n=748)

B2 HERIBNKLEE ST

(n=2075) (n=2238)  (n=909)  (n=748)

SR EINCCE SN i

% 1 %3 %N ANOVA

Note: *C1: AR MA S A4 C2: FANE & A, C: M NRKHK A, C4: EMANMMK A 4

FEM DM M(SD)? ER:9:2 REIXE
C1 n=73 C2n=71 C3 n=35 C4 n=25 EMBEE Bl %%

g BN

[REEE] 6.09 8.38 7.87 8.14 F(1,200-0.548 P=0.460 Fo1,200-1.498 P=0.222 F(1.200-0.925 P=0.337
(6.55) (7.28) (4.94) (6.78) 1 2=0.003 1 7=0.007 1.7=0.005

BT K HLIR) AR 64 i 3.25 4.49 453 451 F(1,200-0.539 P=0.464 F(1,200-0.474 P=0.492 F(1200-0.505 P=0.478
(5.60) (6.32) (4.52) (5.44) 1 2=0.003 1 2=0.002 n2=0.003

ASAAL & 39.73 33.31 43.00 42.45 Fo1,200-4.245 P=0.041 Fo1200-1.342 P=0.248 F(1200-0.950 P=0.331
(24.10) (18.11) (16.58) (18.99) n2=0.021 1 7=0.007 1.7=0.005

ASAHL &4 AR 43.20 44.09 35.59 34.90 F(1,200-7.568 P=0.006 F(1,200-0.001 P=0.974 F(1.200-0.066 P=0.797
(23.74) (20.16) (15.18) (18.38) n2=0.036 1 2=0.000 M 2=0.000

19 0.10 0.11 0.00 0.00 F1,200-2.113 P=0.148 F(1,200-0.002 P=0.962 F(1.200-0.002 P=0.962
(0.58) (0.65) (0.00) (0.00) 12=0.010 1 7=0.000 17=0.000

HBAK Ty 16 6 7 3.62 3.23 2.74 2.07 F1,20)-2.520 P=0.114 F(1,200-0.691 P=0.407 F(1,200-0.053 P=0.819
(4.49) (5.15) (3.53) (2.82) n2=0.012 1 2=0.003 M 2=0.000

A EARAR e Ty % 6 AL 0.37 0.71 0.51 0.35 F(1,200-0.168 P=0.682 F(1,200-0.119 P=0.731 F(1200-0.905 P=0.343
(1.24) (2.07) (1.42) (1.54) M 2=0.001 17=0.001 17=0.005

Al 3.63 5.69 5.75 7.57 F1,202)-5.985 P=0.015 F(1,200-5.612P=0.019 F(1,200-0.020 P=0.887
(4.38) (5.26) (4.85) (5.78) n2=0.029 n2=0.027 7 2=0.000

- ON

#45 63.64 65.28 66.23 69.91 F(1,200-2.299 P=0.131 Fo1,200-1.249 P=0.265 F(1.200-0.185 P=0.667
(22.41) (14.63) (15.51) (11.38) n2=0.011 1 7=0.006 12=0.001

% A4t 3.23 3.68 5.57 3.81 F(1,200-2.576 P=0.110 F(1,200-0.715 P=0.399 F(1200-2.080 P=0.151
(4.82) (5.04) (5.41) 4.77) n:2=0.013 1 2=0.004 12=0.010

ES 13.94 16.22 11.85 10.72 Fi1,200-5.422 P=0.021 F(1,200-0.125 P=0.724 Fa1.200-1.093 P=0.297
(10.36) (12.18) (10.11) (8.76) n2=0.026 17=0.001 1.7=0.005

HMR 3.10 3.51 2.68 2.58 F1,200-1.042 P=0.308 F(1200-0.055 P=0.815 F(1,200-0.145 P=0.704
(5.40) (4.71) (3.64) (3.31) 1 2=0.005 1 2=0.000 1 2=0.001

A 0.77 0.97 112 1.22 F(1,200-0.729 P=0.394 F(1,200-0.183 P=0.669 F(1200-0.022 P=0.883
(1.20) (2.33) (2.54) (2.18) n2=0.004 17=0.001 17=0.000

LA 15.32 10.34 12.56 11.75 F1,200-0.117 P=0.732 F1,200-2.149 P=0.144 F1,200-1.122 P=0.291
(21.14) (11.84) (9.44) (8.48) 1 2=0.001 n2=0.011 M 2=0.006
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R FH AR, ARRARIE T RS I R e 4B B H 0913 B(Xu & Qiu, 2024). b, E A 3
By CHAA” PEEMHOGAITES T IR M, 5 #ARG T AGRERAT NN, F
SIERLRF R LN XERENOAR, LE0FAALEAETRELTO@T L, KRS
FAMKGERHIIR, FRERET, TATREN “F” TEHTELAMRAE, 214
REGHFLT, FAFENEZALHRBNAIRT 5, BB ELONAIE, &35 25 E.
4.2. %76 R X BEX

AFRF R REBEANFIERANSHE LR E R R, DX IR AREE, 45T
H AT GBI A BT R RAR E S R E @R D @ Hem, TUAAE R REESF I HEH/AN
VE R RS R, AFR—F AR, FEBX—F 20, HFERBREAR. H£540
TR, GEARNPEF T NEORR. RARXBIIMANTAREAX AT 5@z 4
PNGF, BTFTRERBENPFIAFIT ARG S mT, At—F FFRERKH
AR, PRt R A ES R A E

BE LK

FA, F A IR .(2023). MEFIIBANEMER N EENZEBENLARKLTHK
(12):45-55.
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