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HR 1 M (eye gaze) & —Fp B B AL SRR,
‘B tE IR 5 R A T AR . 7R DAY LR A
R T AR IR A RAER T ES) .
TR | AT S AR AR IR 55 ST 55 B
PRoE DI RECEEMSHE 55, 2021), FERLAR A1)
PRBE AR, SO R 5 2 R AR e A N
HEAT YRR . JE T DAAE AR 2% 2 SUSAF 5T, 2800 1)
AR A O R B AR R . 51 T AR [ sl
M=2K. HEEM (direct gaze) 28 UM EHEAT
VA2 DRI R S 00 04 7 1] Sy i L4553k (W0 ;. Beege
et al., 2017); 515 7EW (guide gaze) 2+ HF) H
AR B AR 27 2 B s S 8 I MR B,
AT PR SRR E M 2% S MOBH N Fiorella et
al., 2019), Bk 2O 7 JF 3 5 8 (5 B A L
SLEERTER A I AR . Pi et al., 2019); T 1] 8
TEM (avert gaze) e 20 1 40 14 1] RE AN 3 1) 2%
S RHB TS 4k (A0 . Pi et al., 2020), HHIHT
FEHE R —EOIN R, BT 5] 3 B T
T P ORI T 3 R, A U 1 4 T
B F [l 3k 7 1 (Beege et al., 2019; Fiorella et al.,
2019; Pi et al., 2020), 5| AT L 4 1o 5
S ) B YA A T g, SETINGER T 2%
BRTHR AL LURIIE A o B AR BB R LAY T B
SRl e o4 2R S UM B Sh IR, (AR RE S ff
2 3] 3k 20 G TR UM 2024 2T N 2%, S|
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e R IR, R = 525 ) 3% i T g,
BRI 7 Do 3k R Ll | S R B T 22, {H2:
b AR I B AT Sy A I AT SR T B i Ak ki R
BN LER R AT HE .
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P 2 s . TEIRT S | 5 1 R
2o, R 2 W SR B T AAE S E A Cn
Ouwehand et al., 2015), /> HEFFE IR 20 (0] 85 41
AT HEAE A 5. BILR 48, 2020), K
TG SRR PR E AR BB IR i, LA
FEIFF ST R F A 25 M T S0 R4 (4N . van Wermeskerken
& van Gog, 2017)sk RE AT LM LR 4,
2020) 1 5 AT o IR 2 R 2 1
VB, R 5T K 2204 [l dht 3 904 S %o BB 41 (-

Beege et al., 2019), w5208 T AE N
XFHRZH (U . van Wermeskerken & van Gog, 2017),
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HYSZ IR, A8 X IR R SR ST 2 B B R, 4
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HTERLE T APRL, $ETRA A 1 PST, REAR A 67,
P e o7 ) IS (MR IR A, 2020;52 56 2; 731, 2020;
SCE 1, ZE3CH, 2019; E40H 45, 2018; HILR
4F, 2020; Beege et al., 2017; Beege et al., 2019;
Fiorella et al., 2019; Pi et al., 2020; van Gog et al.,
2014; Wang et al., 2019); Ti 5 —#F /M F5EF NN
O AR A AL 2 P AR TE AL T AR, JR RS
FA RN AR RIS 7 AR, AR A7 S 45 2R
(ET#, 2020, 5250 2; #IJLIR 4%, 2019; LR
4 2020; Ouwehand et al., 2015; van Wermeskerken
& van Gog, 2017; van Wermeskerken et al., 2018;
Pi et al., 2022), >4 T 6 EOULHE 5 A IR AR
X 2 SRR B SCUERF Y, S IRUEMIE K
(Mayer, 2020), A 3CRX SERIFST R0 B Cohen’s
d HOLER 1, £ )T TILE, FEX &0 & b E
(Median effect size)#i 1T T 4uitIiH5, DAHLA XA
[ i — AN ) PE AR, 45 Jn ST AR —
NS RO P E RO i 2 %, BRI
A3 TS A WF ST T — R AR R O e, P
Tk Segon R T gk, BT 2 AR BT
PRI 5 23 38 R 25 A v R A P800 B v (B 4
SNEE DAE Y SCHR,  RE A5 BT 1 figg 8 R s et 5 3
KRB . Fiorella & Mayer, 2016; Mayer, 2020).
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F1 SISFAMNEIRRMAERMAFIMGIEE Cohen’s d {H)
Wt PEA it SRR SEEAR NTERE EEAW S IROR
230, 2019, 62 (BISEW vs HEEEM) < GIST s CL* (0.18) %%%?’RQML
Exp3 =350 71 F 41), T (0.43)
Xp #ovs TFH 18 3% 13 FF(~0.4)
E 2, 2020, 131 (BI0EM vs EEETERD) x (RLIASI S fb2gefi PSI(0.04), FT(0.14), R(-0.11)
Exp2 FHovs —WEIFFH v BFH) LM CU*ﬂﬂigggy T(=0.04)
ELTHISE, 2018 56 (31U vs FHEEM vs 31T Photoshop CL*  FT'(1.65)  S(0.81),
)« (BRIFHERIR vs BradtEsmin) A C1L.17) P(1.32)
BILRAE, 2019 99 (FISEM vs HIEM) x GIRF AEWEHS FT(-0.03), R(0.13),
Bovs TFH) < (RARFE vs (T 52k /o FECOLS) - T(0.09)
Zagp )
HILR%, 2020 160 FELE5I M vs MBI ER vs KR PSI'(1.61), FT* R’(0.49),
PR vs FIBEERL vs HVEML ME (0.03) (=0.05) T(0.75)
Fiorella et al., 62 B vs LM 3Ok P T A / / R (0.28),
2019 Jgiil T*(-0.66)
Ouwehand et al., 34 GIRER ovs HEEEM vs 5l SRR ME (—0.15) FT(0.19) R (0.18),
2015 W G F A Bl T(-0.09)
Pictal, 2019 60 (BIFEM vs HIEEMN) < GISTF EWEMS / FT(0.32), ~ R(0.19),
#ovs T4 R FF* (-0.71) T(0.24)
Piet al., 2020 174 GIER vs BEHEW vs LB R [ FTS5)  R(0.7),
) < (BHARIEXE vs kM%) T(0.81)
Pi et al, 2021 54 (BISEW vs HHEEM) « PR HEMR PSI(0.04) FT(-0.02), U%-021)
i vs BPFERN) FF(0.13)
van Gog etal,, 2014 25 BGEH vs TrEM V] R i D 151 / FT(0.43)  R"(0.76),
T(0.39)
van Wermeskerken & 69 SIS EM vs EAEEM vs TIEM ) S it A 43 / FT%(-2.03) U (-0.07)
van Gog, 2017
van Wermeskerken et 158 GIFEM vs BHIEEM) x (EF2E ] SR PR 6 / FT(-1.75) U (0.35)
al, 2018 s PIEERE )
Wang et al., 2019 58 (BISEM vs HIEEM) x (BFEPE Photoshop / FT'(1.57) S:(1.81),
B vs BRI PRI HIHR P’(1.36)

T RAGGHFING; TR IME; S BRI, P AERLF AR R, U SRS M0 (45 . TR E 5 43); PSI 5k
#4384 CL 48 IAEI Ffr; ME 5.0 3185 J7; FT 48 LR )5 FC 48 ALK FF 48 B YO ALRS ]/ SRR B9 b R0 &L 1 1
* R85 S5 S EMA A ECRZ L T HAN A &FR51 S E A RCRZ2E T HABXT AL, O B RoR s S ENE S
Xt BRALAR HERSONE it o {H, (3R AR AR IR/, d (ERECER 7R 51 S AR T 0o B AR 2 2 (al WA, 3 8 1) 3%

SRR EBOR

%, B ETE Web of Science. EBSCOhost,
ProQuest, PsyINFO . Scopus %, 3 3CHik 3 s
RHRR TR “BR SRR 4 50 5 < 2 A 5
AT 2T “ LR IR s SEHE TR AR, B
P PEALFE CNKI A 2% AR HH 1) 45 R 8 %
CNKI fL 75 PRI SC4x SCRAE A . 0 5 B 5
B i SN2 3 2 SCRR RT3 . Google Scholar $# 2 [
Jr AT RN o AN HIT Y SR AT 50 R AR Y
PR (1) SCHRL AR SHERFFY; (2) SCHR a2 2

AEMSICERRXT L, AL SERS 5] S
HEOLCEH N, EERER, TSN, &
Bl 5 0 B (PR A, TEIE ) R B
(3) PRI B A, 75 2 20 S50 (R A0 560 B8 B 0 0 )
FAARGE(PST, AT AF) . BeAh, S T4
o2 I DR S S5, 1R 2 e BBk
R A2 E AL S 2 A B G A 9T F B
B BN o, AT T A S AT — o RR A
2 5 ol 5 H At 1 A8 B (A0 TSR, R K %)
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F2 EETAX SR N EBRM NGRS Cohen’s d E)
o PR SR SRR NFERE EEEA ISR
ET#,2020,Expl 69  H{KIEXEHEWR vs SR KHrRE  PST(038) / R'(0.74),
PEVERL vs EHUADUXS 158 00 IR T(0.55)
WL, 2020 96 HAEEW vs FEHEW vs JCEM R PSI(1.21), FT™(-0.14) R (0.23),
ME (0.24) T(0.41)
Wi, 2020, exp2 129 (EBEHEML vs FLBEW) < (BWRE  MERENR PSI(0.35), / U'(0.37)
5 vs hEAl) CL©19)
Beege et al., 2017 88  (ELEEIEML vs FLBETERL) x (EBEE Gt PSI(0.52) / R'(0.78),
vs JLEED) T(0.35)
Beege et al., 2019, 73 (EEEW vs MM x (R B2 PSI (0.2), / R'(0.4),
Expl W vs FREESEG ) CL (-0.02) T°(0.5)
Beege et al., 2019, 99 (PR vs MIBEIEML) x (A% B2 PSI'(0.34), / R'(0.41),
Exp2 W vs JREAE% ) CLY(-0.2) T10.18)
Pi et al., 2020 116 P4 vs [E8EW R 51 / FT(-0.31) R (0.42),
T(0.42)
Pi et al., 2022 120 (PO vs FLBEEGL) < (BURFE  HBERAENA / FT0.5) U'(0.3)
15 vs PR
van Wermeskerken & 39 ELAETEML vs TEIEM ] 1 i e AR A1) / / U (-0.32)

van Gog, 2017

TE: RAGORFRNE; T AT, U 5HKA DI (7 . TR 560 8 53); PST 48 ikt 22 5218, CL #8IAM G ; ME H80 BE S5 )
FT $5PEALME ] / FRoR 058 vh oR D 2 (91 48 B4 L2 I Z8OR BE T A R A5 &3R7R BRI A4 A RIOCR 20 0% T HAB XS
HR2H; () BB R BRI DLLE 5 % IR A LU BN o d {8, d (378 B 22 VR IR RV, d (B8R RN B H FEALAR A T3 R

LN o (WA, RN )8R S K

HEE RS BAE FHA A ™ (G L4 T 3 IR ) A1l
“hor (FERLAL2E T XA AT RRIC . BRIt e,
&l BT 5 () P I RONE B T REAEAE AR VL LAY
L, B AR BB R I, AR ()T fES
BB B A o, DA % [ B R — PR AR a2 R B A
TR,

PRAEI 562 % 2 Hi A ) PN 2R L2 B A B
%X (Mayer, 2020), E.A #5818 & B T 200 A HR
Pl W FE 68 IR 3F 2 A= B R s 00 50 A S (19 1)
2020; SEE 2; EFH, 2020; SI8 1; Z230HE, 2019;
Beege et al., 2017; Beege et al., 2019; Fiorella et al.,
2019; Pi et al., 2020; van Gog et al., 2014), 41,
Fiorella %£(2019) LS M A9 TAE L A A4 kX L5
SRR BB 2 ) VR, AR AR
FO RS B T A EM . EF22(2020)
VIR Bl 43 240 S 4 35 35 2800 B 1R IE % B 2 7
PR B AR T oF ] i 3 400 7R B A ) o [ 3 3 0 6 2
SMER, 255 & BB R IE X B3 T LA 19 S
BT AP W SR 1 — SR
A5 22 B HO AR A A 4 0 6 B 5 A A2 ok
(EF3%, 2020; 5255 2; LR %%, 2019; Ouwehand

et al., 2015; Pi et al., 2022), N, —I45IHEE
PRI R B E AL . 51 R
MBI FEMIMTFHL, RAKAZREA LRT
il i 2% % (Ouwehand et al., 2015), H—IHF5E
VLR PR SEge bR, SEge AL TR g R iE
L, TS|, R, TR R TG
MG 52) HA A, 45 R WA R I B
BB 2E A B PR IS L T R sk v R B T
HEOE LR %, 2020), 3 1A T 23 TSR
58, HAPHITIR M E A AR 3G 15 T, &3
AR MR ALZE BR A 9 T (60%) T DIAE#E222E 1Y
PRSI LS, H AR 6 I (40%) 1A & BLIR fil A
PR AR T, T AR o O AE DR AR 30 b 1) 350
HPER d = 0.41, RIRPERAE S X2
> AR HEAE AR — /N RN o 7 23 TRFSE
PTG | SR PR —3F 14 31, Hrp 3R EF
TGS AFFST 9 T, A 3 W(33%)EH T 51 FHEMM
TEHEVEFH, HAy 6 T(67%) %A K BLXT 24 > By 52,
R HE R d = 0.28, 23 W sE PR R
MR —IA 9 T, KA RN NE 6
T, A5 4T0(67%) KN T B FEIAR 2= > 300,
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oA 2 W(33%) A K IR 22 57, ROnE i E R
d=0.42,

TERE I 56 25 526 2 i 2% 2] N 258 1 1 (Mayer,
2020), HATE A —EB0F5E & BL T 0 i IR i
PR AT LB T2 A 1 5 B T 56 i 551 (£ 728, 2020,
SZES 1; Z23CER, 2019; Beege et al., 2019; Fiorella
et al., 2019; Pi et al., 2020), &0, —IHLIfL2E%E
il A% 356 SRR SR AR IS, BRI L (T 30
M, HEE)MFHGI T TR, LT RE
2B R, G R IS S AL 2R A T R
PRERE WA T H R (250, 2019). Beege
ZEQOTET T HUM A (LR, [l b 3 ) A
O (Ll, A2 Ty s2m, 45538k
B HE L B LS B AT R . 5 —
T W 5 AT K B2 11 IR A A0 % 2 A 8 1
SREHE(E T3, 2020; 525 2; LR %, 2019;
Ouwehand et al., 2015; van Gog et al., 2014), #%JL
FEAE N QORI T s IR 4 50 1) K2 A FE B
MEVFER, HEEMFHGI:TH, LT
POXFF WM, SR LNE| FEWS H R
BT R SR A B2 F . Beege % A(2017) A5
THATRA S 56 A R T O A T 0L (LR A, T
W VE ) 5 HOWEE B (I, )R 2T R, 4
A e BB 1 R S T s A TR A S L 22
o TEILEAY 23 TS A, DA 1 B 0 55 1) HIR of
TERIF T — I 15 30, S BRAR pf i 00 AE A 1 {2
PTG 6 T(40%), 1 BT 58 & AR M
PLRH RS2 2T (7%), 8 WA & FLAR 4 14 A0 52 M 2% )
(53%), TE A HR A R T I R R SR A SN
WA d = 0.39, RUIIRW T W LR S 7E
— AR . TRIRE, 23 TGS R4 14 TR T
SIFEM, g o WS FERBRI A T T
G, A 2T (22%) L T 5 AL > AR
&%, 1 W(11%) &I T 51 HEAR 5 > 5k, 6 T
(67%) & H L5 FEMF W 2= s, 515
PRAE A AR UE A IR BT BN il d = 0.24, 23
WA 9 W T HEEM, A 6 Wil T
B IR ISR R, HoR A 4 35(67%) B
FERBLT EE WA U HE AR RS, T 2 I
(33%)BEAT & B B 422 10 A % A2 8 AR 4 A ad sk o,
B AR UE AT RS SR RN N d = 0.42,

AN, A 6 T FORG A5 I 56 A A% I 56
WG B — AT T H L (R, 2020; Pi et al.,

2022; Pi et al., 2021; van Wermeskerken & van Gog,
2017; van Wermeskerken et al., 2018), H:A 45 2 I
(33%) & 8L T 20U A AR i 3 A0 ] AR 2 16 5 00 246
MY ILSE, A 3 T(50%) A & I AT A IR ff e A0
M2 S AR, R 1 B(17%)WF5E & 30 T AR p
T A BEL A 252 A 1 D 50 B, T TR el AR A
PR TR G I 55 R 25 1 O s P E R d = 0.12,
12 45 L U0 WY IR B 3 A0 A8 1565 0 56 b AR R 3 i
5. 6 WMMARTH 3 WMELHET 7 FHEMXKS
Mg ry s, Hrh 1 WUR 512 AR BRLAHE A,
HAM R AR R, 519 ERZ WA
W55 B340 d B d = —0.07, TS 3 Wi 5T %
F T HEE UG 5 s, Horh 1 350 (33%)
REI T EEFERNREER, R kT
o) 26 5, B HEVE LA T I5E- 00 50 44 5800 g T
d=0.30, BROREE . TR AIBCS IR A HIR 2
Hh, A 2 BRI T 51 S AR R
FFRAR MR ST 2, Hor 1 351(50%) & 3 T
SIS AT LU 22 A BRI T AR, 2 T (100%)
SR T 51 O] MR P R i S 15

W FIRA AT LRI, BT B
G| T AL (R (R 47 W St PN 8 N Gt R A
INBIBRNE o FEOR B EAR( s = 0.42, d sex = 0.42)
BT 5 FHEMR gs = 028, d zs = 0.24)IELN
TR, NIH Ei AR EHEZTERE 67%
PIBFR AR A ), Mg E A 30% 25 47 1B
FER DAL HE 2 2] A5, (XA BE R W] B30T
PUAR o 5 5 T AL S A A T PR 3 R B i A 2 3
[l Sy 13 e T R 4 P 5 R 2 1 O P T 5 A X B 2
FRAZES, 5IRER MR 2 J T AE
P, T B LA I 5T A 2 s Tk v LA
A Fik, WA aiackE, 51N
P T B AR TN A A T, B B AR
) AR E R . Ak, 0 SR Y 4L
WEFE I 43 30 2 30T AR A 0 A0 X R4 A B T 26 149
), HETEREME T, 6 TR UR I 2 iz
HE, XAREEAUTHAREER: 5%, Wit
2 MR A A 5 A A B 38 B G, BRA AR 1Y
6 WA 3 WFFHES T SR 5 AR
SRR, HARE T RS T WAL H
YERT, TR TEMXT 2 W m, i Pi 4
(202 1) TE 1A Wi H R T 51 T I BEAT 1727 2] i
gt HOR, 5mATE S SRR OC, 6 Tk
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FERT 3 BAERE B~ ] AT 5 B BT TR
FABER, WCER A OFORE, B3t 4 1
RV B2 > BT ST R R BUE X R 5 . i
00552 VIR 500 5 PO S 0, DAY I3 LA T 1] 2
IR BESE BT BERZ AL/

3 REEMBETHIMFEIZFNER?

SR T HE— 25 7R O IR A %2 T 1 2
BEAE TR BA R, AR SO G T2 R AR 2 rh iy
FEREIM TR, BRrc A Kok IR 25
AR BB 4 2] B 7 T ML (Hyond, 2010;
Mayer, 2010; van Gog & Scheiter, 2010), 3T {55
JECOU), U 1 3 AT R 2 5 M 2 A X 2 S b RL Y
RN, B P55 0 2R AR b % 3 3] 24 > b
bbb T AR ] e A2 B 2 Ml
T MRE, AT A R F2E 2] IR A, SSIERFSE
T REAE SR R B R TR A (R 4R 25 A
T DR X (A SO D4R X Ry 2 2T B R Y Sk s ]
KB % 1 —3A5 16 TR BT 1T B 4 9 2
SRR AL ] A 2 e o L 6 T5(38%) & BLAR #
TR AT D4R 13 2 20 3 5% 2 ST RE R T LR ), T
6 T (38%) T A Sz B MR ft 2 0 XoF 27 = A4 Ak AL )
HISEI, A 7 T (44%) & B0 AR 1 00 2 IR o2 >
A4 Ak B4 T RS T, AR A T B R R 2
AR AL ] B8 5 R d = 0.06, A LL
S, 16 WifFs b 13 Wit s S0
X2 S MORHE LT RIAFE ., o 5 35 (42%) & 3L
TR RIS, 5 T (33%)BEA K BATATRL N, 5 I
(42%) & BRI W (3 s, B AN d =
0.19, 16 WA 3 WAFFRHT T HZ TN
2 2 MORHA LB ] 52 0, o 1 350(33%) R B
WU, 1 31(33%) A & AR, 2 H1(67%)
R T IR, THERON EHER d = -0.14,
T U AW AR 22 B R] 2 A 27 2E X 280 DX 7 A T A A
(IR . R 1A 5 RS IRTT T IRShELEY
M 2 > A4 RE A T U AL R], 3595k A 51 S R
FITFE o Horp A 1 W (20%)F 58 & BRE | S EE AT L
HIN2F 2 B ARL B R LS ] A BE, 3 T(60%)
BRI, 2 T(40%) KI5 T2 MK
2 S RERE T UL R B, TR =
Hd = —0.15, LB . WAk, ERRECE
2 A T SR D A B, AR SO 2 0
TR T 5 T 2 2 MR LR B 7 H,

A R IRATART R 8500

IEAR L E, BT 00 B R A T
TR LG, (H TR E] A 25 2R B, 6 T
SR T AR, T 7 WS &I 1 BEAS AL
ML, AT REAETE S B o BRI BT 5 A B, T REA AN
TR R Y A S e 2 Y R Al AR T R T
W, B, FAEMREK W, ILRE
(2019) W WF 78 & BLAE (R HR G 30 T, B X
2 BPRHTE L] b5 | S S . R &
3 ] B 23 X 2 2] 3 I N i U R, (AR
T2 B LIk, ik, X RAERU M, H
T ICHR A S R 9 15 3 — B BT 84
(LR 4, 2020) 5% #F B K 6 & L (van
Wermeskerken et al., 2018), T 1] 38 02 0, 5 L
T4 o PR T R P i R 2% A AE B 2O £ 11
7 0 XoF 2% 3T AR 4 T AL ) T RS A 5 T [E
WAL, RS T OISR AR R TR
. LR 4%, 2020; van Wermeskerken et al.,
2018). i), HFBFNE IR, Pi 5F(2021)5 K& M
FE TR T AL SR T 515 AR 2 20 b} 1 1 R A
KER T HEEMN, BEAERIRN T H8E AN
MR LR T 5 A, IR [A)
P THT A8 22 55 71T B8 2 T 19 AR P A X 2% T (R 52 T

Sz, R IE AR R RE SRR A ) H R
T AYRI . ARSI BRI B3 2 % R R
KF, XUELEIRIR AN GE NS 1 S Hh T R T
2 BRI . ARRIFR T E N E 25t
T3 12 (AN 2548 J7 R AR 0 45 ) 1 ) — 2 3 P ot — AP B
WEERBIN T 52 S Z BMER, D —%
50 U1F AR 3 R0 5 e 3 R RN 2 T B Y A B
Ak,

4 MREEAETZINFESENENME

37

BT b i 0 AT RE X 2% 2 45 S 3 hi R e
ZHN, 2E 2 H W E AR AR R O — A T S
R, T BE A T8 280 U %) B ot 3 400 4 ol 2 24 >
AR AR LRSI B 32 U4 56 R 17
PR,

PSI S48 2 L LA B A0 b X 1 N T
TE G0 SO, 33 S A B A L IR T Sy =
AT, PSI BIEIAK, PSI e Wi F) T4
(Beege et al., 2017), DAEMFSY FER A EWTEE
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ERI M E PST (EF3, 2020; LR %,
2020; Beege et al., 2017; Beege et al., 2019; Pi et al.,
2021), ARSCA 9 TSI T 25000 11 IR i 5t
PSI (IR, b 5 T0(56%) % 38R J 3 00 7T LA
Yt PSI, WMiA 4 T(44%) %A K& AR LT PST
B, THR AR AR SR 3R F PSI YA R
oA d =035 HA/NIEY ., 9 THF5EHA 3 0
WP T 51 AT PSI 52, Hrh 1 T
(33%) & BT B AN, A 52 35 K & BAT: o]
RRE, BN E N d = 0.04, 9 AFSE A 6 10
BT T BT PST A%, Hd 4 35(67%) &
T AR AR, 2 T (22%) K K AT AR R8E, 2%
pEHE R d=0.37,

NGB RN AE TAEICAZ L ey ffar, T
NG AT AT B, 2 A P 0 £ 2 o A PR 2 Sk e gl
23 97 fuf BELAR 2% 20 it PRI I DA 2R 97 A G g S
FTF2 2 (Sweller, 2011), FFEHEEAE, O
PRSIy AE i 2 Pt ] DU A A0 976 1 7 5 (Paas,
1992), PH AR SOH 0 B85 A Ak A 6 fef A 7
Giit. F 1A 9 WRFRHRIT T IRMEAXHA A 7
far 52, P 3 T(33%) & B T IR #h 0 T LA
FEAR 7 2 3 D g, T3 6 T01(67%) A & B
IR o 3 AT A0 7 Al B3 R0, A AR L IR A 7 L
AN far 00 & E ok d = —0.02, 9 TS
HAH S W T 5 S EMAHA M AT R,
H 2 01 (40%) & B T 515 1 A0 2 R AR A J0 47 for,
il 3 3 (60%)WF 52 34 A & BRATAu[ &40z, 5] i
TIAN AT R B E N d = —0.03, 9 TIHFSE
A 4 WG T B A G R R,
1 TR(25%) A B T B A AN R R, 3

)

T (75%) A & BRAT AT RN, T 428 19 0 384 ok 72
faf BN = E S d = 0.09,

IR 1 4347 R, 00 AR B X PST
ELAT ey o E & BUHR A 7 A2 3 PST AY 6 T
WFFE A 5 T KT HR B X 2 &) G 4
Bk, XATREFR W] PSI X ) HA MR, Hi%
BT B — L RAE, BEAh, AR AR R
TG00 A (14 52 0 28007 o IR 18, {HL 10 300
WFFE A 4 THAFFT A B0 T HR At 00 X6 DA 0 5 767 1
FAARG, 10 B AR DA 0 67 oy A 0T 9 A 34 % B T 2 T B
SR EE, ARREFE TR B — SR 7
52 R Z R EFR . B2, LRI
PRI E T R, 82 —ErE
TR, A FE AT LA 223 ol A JH e 22 1) 325
TR B0, Wang %5 A (2020) & ¥k i2 | EEG
B4 7 2 W) N 30T 9 A I o A R R e 1 5
KT N A7 AE T AR AR 0 67 o (4 T 3

5 REEMREMRGE S HEERRIE

AERE: b 4o i A8 R e R0 X 2% 5 A i 2

M BHIEEE KRBCA PR AU OLE 1) : 15558,
— R LR BT IR MR AR 2 S, R
f1$E PSI Fig(Beege et al., 2017), #HCHIELIG
(social agency theory, SAT; Mayer & Depra, 2012)
F115 5 )5 (signaling principle; Mayer, 2020); H:
K, o3 —HB5T R FE NN 2O ) IR b 2 T4
2, EEA BRSNS (cognitive theory
of multimedia learning, CTML; Mayer, 2020)F1iA
147 107 BRE (cognitive load theory, CLT; Sweller,
2011), $ PRGN LR F T4 .

LM,[ AT }—4%%} zﬁﬁéyﬁ]ﬁ{uﬂ o, ﬁﬂaﬁﬁj]ﬁ—%{ I8 |

SAT g

EREEIH

BT R LS 2 > ) B
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PST B FT SAT 1/~ 31 A1 3 8 204 23 2%
RKIEZNE . PST BS A A b BUM A #E 2 2k
F AR A0 T 23 3 5t 5 28 5 #O A L 5ly, X Ah
gl HJR A R B TR O Y SO (5 A, 1
AT =T, PSI RS R A R T A
J e 3k (Beege et al., 2017; Beege et al., 2019),
PSI PG M PLHTE T s TONAL BT =
A7 A T B, HR ISR A 2 AL
SIEAE SR 2 ) R A . SAT AN 5T
i NN ST S S A RS e A A R e € 5
R TR ERE) 2R H 5 AR
PN, RIS 2 20 B BT 2 RN TSR,
M3 24 2 3B B3 #% i 4 (Mayer & Depra, 2012;
Mayer, 2014; Wang et al., 2022), SAT fE—ERE
XSRS R AR EAT TR, (IR 2N T 2
MBHLFER R 2E T, Sz, HT PSI A
W SAT, BEZHMMG] 2 EMER W] IR 5 4E
B2 ST, ARSI B BB S i iR s T R p v
M PSI W52, Hhg 5 Wibkoy A BLIR
P T E W PSL fad it — B0, 5 WY
i 4 TESE BT = SR A, X PSI
FA$ 1R 1T DA 1 ) R B R R B T — R 1 3
Fio 1M SAT H AR THSL RN TR RGHA
$ETHRIVE I, DHTSCH g 2 s 3R 0, HR A A
X TR G 4 T B /N RN, 3 A N — 5 T
BHIE T SAT.

155 S5 0] R A SR T ) R P X 2 2
MR, B H SR gl S ng A Rk, i
ASCFFHE AL ), AR 5 5 R
A SRR K ) I R e R B % 2D MR
(4n PPT) MY, 4 HE W% 42 Th 4 AR 1 2% ) il &
(Alpizar et al., 2020; Mayer, 2020), T H#EEMN
HORHOM Rk, 5] 50 L RR 84 2 2k iy 1
W 22E S pk v, B LUE S R S F: 5 &
AR~ o A5 5+ BAK H 5 50, 3
ZHIB AN T RRF X2 2T /EA . AT
SCHORHE RN LR AT LR B, Sl iR
Xof 2 S MAORHAE LS M RN B d = 0.19, TiTE
FE AR 5 X 2 2 R L [H] A 3 R iR d =
—0.15. 3L AT LATE— @ L L i W] 5 | 0 2
SIREHY G St T T, H i TR S
TERE AR TR & B T AR 2 2T bR AL ), %
WA TR PSR & B T 3G 2 S Rk

[i] P B e, AL R SR AT 7 B i — 2L AR 7 A AN [
SR 3 A

— BB R R I E L R SR E 2% > R R AT s A3
VLA 25 A B Ay ] 2800 1 AR ek 40 A & SRR AR
YER S BHARVE A . b EZMEIS WA E £k A
Ze LI Z2 RS S HE . CTML J& 3 0L 4w i
PR AR ISR 2 H (¥ (Mayer, 2020), CTML
TA g NS R I 388 T T 5 T T G A DR
PEURAT B, FH T B O Y A 2 2 b
RLE L Tl E M E R, HIk —H SHEE
G BEIR N M) T2 2] B3R BUAIR . N CLT
(Sweller, 201 1)1 BERATHT, X Fh BT IR 1) 56 S {4
BUAE SR N A7 A7 R 1A, A S DA 67 a7 R B ALK,
PR T 2 & (Clark & Choi, 2007; Schroeder
etal., 2013), CTML #I CLT #F M A& IRE AN
B 0 f B PR A T — 2T, (H i TR AN
AR XA s e R 7 AR RS, Rt
bR RRR R P ST R A . RIS
XTI AAT B 23 B AT LA A 30, AR o 3 A0 X6 2 ik
AV eT 5 ) EL TS . N ELIRBIESE R B, A
5T & BRAR $h S A Fn A, BOfiA 4 T
5% & PR P LA T IA N fafer 3 TS | S i, 1
Wi E AN, 4 Birp ) 3 U5 R ik & 80T X2
TR HEVE R, AP 5 CTML Al CLT Y300 s AH
Ko BMTFOFREER D, [FIRRON 5 b s,
A RAT) T Bk — 2P B

BT LR IAHTES 2 A8, B E R 2 0 F
ARy FOM A IR A AR T — LeE AR, JUHAE
5T (] 20 1 A G A 5 4R 3L T T O L 1Y E
8 o B Ay WiTi A= ] 9 i — i ] 20 %o 2% > 25 B B AT B
AU TN BE 77 (Nguyen et al., 2020; Kostorz et al.,
2020), Ui A [ T v 04 i (7] 20 7T B B 4 2
HROR, XWREEH TIA MR 2R S TEE
FRIBRLAE, A2 2E AR A% S5 I Hb 3 U RS B

M 2] 4% (Pan et al., 2018; Wass et al., 2020),

AR ARG [F) 25 B 92 1 8 BB R T A A 2
HR AR R, (H—E R LW o5 i
HVE B U 24 2T, 1T 0 sk v R T RE R R T2
MR T —BEEHE (Bilek et al., 2015; Hirsch et al.,
2017; Liu et al., 2019)., Bilek 2 A (2015)3% 1] fMRI
HEAT BB 5% % B0 A2z A (W] i 2 0 48
i) 55 = N FR sl Wy AR B, O A A A 3 TR G X
(right temporoparietal junction)H B 5 &5 1) i [7] 2,
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% FhIBE A 1 B (joint attention) B fi [7] 25 75 — & #2
B EULBH T 51 S 3 A Sk, Hirsch 5 A(2017)
R INIRS BEATRUIN AT 7S 2 B 214 Uil A= HR Ao AR X6
PR, K H 224890 L[5 (left superior temporal) |
Hh i [7] (middle temporal) . 31%% I [l (supramarginal
gyri) [F) 10 [F] 20 B8R, 3k ] 42 U6 B 2 E A T
PRI AE A 2% ST Gt o I [ 3k A AT REAS R T
o, AR LIS EWAS 24 B G i o
ARG F B, UWAE [R] 4 I F 2P AEAEES, ANF T
FIIR 55 (Liu et al., 2019), BR EiRBFSE MR
PFE R T 2 2 S R AL T — LEGiE R, (HACRA T
B R T AT o IR A TR X 2 2] S e
P 22 AL

6 BEERE

3 X5 H 00 AR e R ) SRR 5V A5
Hr 5 & BRIR A A% 2 2 35 1 2 2] W fn 3 LA
AR A B EA . BARMS, MR X2
SRR ELA /INAR RN, BV AR P v L RE A5 AR i
2F 2 EH RS (dwsr = 04D FLER S (dis =
0.39); 7EENAL |, HRFEW PSI W HEA /)
HIAE RN, BIAR A 0 T T2 31 35 1 PSI (dwe
wazn = 0.35), 107 HE A 7R AU 6FTA 60 67 A 52 1) 40k
59 (dimss = —0.02); FEFERINT L, IRAEURT
STRF B I TSR 520 FE 55 (d s = 0.06,
dipemm = —0.15),

RS Ie U SR 2SR, i x SCmik
T B oA, AR AR — R B = bk, FEAE
— S Ty 7 o T R S M AR e R 2 S A AR
RN T AR5 VR, PRI oA SR 5 18 A
W JLAN T TR IT

B—, MWL MEE SR aT LRI, ZOmAR
P AR ) S 7R 0 2 ) SR AR A FT RE B F Y
WATVER o BARTE SR L R 5| M % 2 1
AR E 50N ZE v T B LA kAL, (B R
HRIMAFREN G| 2 EN G &R ERE S
MR A I F AR, 0 E WA 5 1S L (BUm
L 21) 5C B 0 TR e B A 25 2T M Rh) 5 B B AR
AR AAFEZ R (B ILR 45, 2020). {Hi
A HF5E R R IR W5 S 0T 2 > g i B4 T
BRI (R G, 2019; Pi et al., 2020) 1 X Fh
AN S R A BRI W5 | SR 5] S
AR, GRS A] g R B S BN 52

> WAk 22 T A0 B A e B G A, T A R 2
] B 3 302 2T 0 I IR B &R B A £
XA REAFAE— AT B4 IR B 5 | 5 i s
P VR, PR A Ol 5 B — 25 B IE ] W 5 |
S RRLEE ]S A 2 2] R

B PR B v TR T R B 2
T P R o 400 ) 5 g 2 =) 25 1) ST /IR . DAAE
AR 48 BN (] T ¥4 3R A (v 3R A% AN 503 3R
9 23 T 515 1 A0 R X 2% T b
RO, [ R PR R T A B T
23] BB T 5 | S, A AR R R & B
BE S (Pietal, 2021), B TEEEEM BB
T A ST 2 B R T B A R R T B
AT R (P et al., 2022), T BRI 4§ (2020)
V14 S92 36— v T A R B TE S 2 17 5 T R A A A k2
TREH . LiRR R BARE— B R LR T
AR ol 32 40 5 1 2 155 X 2 > R R S, {H R
HR T L 22 0 0 RRURRE 155 28 98 3 A R P AR X 2R 2T Y
FURAEF, LA A ASE rf 2800 F) 155 28 J2 15 L AE 5%
Wl B T A S B AE A, Bz & LA IR R,
P A Sfe o AT R PR s AT IR AR : S —,
FE THIF8 2R 552 M HR A 3 AL s 2 ) ORI 5
MR R, A5, DLR LAY IE A 5 ik (U A B £ S,
T 81 28 TR R4 55 ) I 2t 2 2] 35 Y16 4 L) Bk
AT 700 22 155 X 2 =) 1 2 i

= FEZ IR ) rhg i 2 2] 35 R AL 4
SR B OGS WO SERTARAR. H AT
A — TR FE R 27 2 5 TR 22 50 5 e 280 g HR o
TR 2 > R, %5 e BRG] 3 A L T
L HE T LS ) T o 48 6 2 2] 3 %24 ) AR
BN, A SRR EERBHILR
2019), HFHRIAFRE D, HREEHTAIRZ R 2
A5 23 VRS R A X 2 > 185 M) 1 AR NI, AH G
TUHTHT R IR R 43 32 ST AR 450 1Y 15 (Alpizar
et al., 2020), I ASRAFFT AT LA — 4 76 A [
PRZEHY T (225 | T, [IRR g S i,
TERE,  [aD 3 A0 55 ) R AR TT B AR 4R 3 X 27 > BOR 1)
S

U, 72 RS AR K2 R e
S B2 ST BRI I I 22 5 2% R MR BIF 5T AR A RK
P o H R0 A HR A T B F 5 S AR A e R
PTG BBl AT AR5, b R AR 22 QXU TR,
BRANR, HRRAE), AKRFE(e s finfe i, Bk
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TAERIA)SE, b SCRHARGESC, DT 4F)
T TR, AT — DRk WAk, TEAH
2 20 BAORE A HE BE AN ) 31 3R 2 Y (A o 34 1 R
AR FEMPO T, IR ELR SR Re g X 2 >
RORBG R A T BRI 5T i — PRI .

S, HT B AR RIS RS,
i 2 00 i AN FIBIL A 1 1L £ 2 B 31E 2 R AT I
MR T MR ) B8, W& 2R A b
LRER R, AR HCE B R IE A T
KTEF I GER, Ry — PR3 27 > 45 R
INFI TS R . ARAS A . AT 55 248 X 2 1]
B T T T 4 55 ) L BOHH SR A A 4215 Bl (van Gog &
Scheiter, 2010; Mayer, 2017), JtH: e R ##H{3:
R F A5 s T T 5 ) TR 28 8 7 R AR
FER 2 2] T JE AL . 5 % B AT > oAl
G ER SR SE, AT LRI EEG M &% >
A B A T IR A A 5 ) S = ] A G
Z(Wang et al, 2020), AT LA fNIRs JriE #8145t
R A 0 X 27 2] 28 Wi 450 5 A S TG 5 X v i
R AW ML (HEE 45, 2021),
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Can Instructors' eye gaze promote video learning?

KUANG Ziyi', CHENG Meixia', LI Wenjing', WANG Fuxing', HU Xiangen'?
(" Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior, Ministry of Education, and School of Psychology, Central
China Normal University, Wuhan 430079) > Faculty of Psychology, Tianjin Normal University, Tianjin 300387)
( Department of Psychology, The University of Memphis, Memphis 38152, USA)

Abstract: The instructor's eye gaze is an important but easily overlooked element in video-based learning
environments. From a theoretical perspective, there are two opposing views to explain the effect of eye gaze
on video-based learning. Parasocial interaction theory and social agent theory suggest that eye gaze facilitates
learning; while the cognitive theory of multimedia learning and cognitive load theory argue that eye gaze
hinders learning. We found that eye gaze has a small but reliable facilitative effect on learning outcomes.
Specifically, we found that eye gaze promotes learners' retention (deiengion = 0.41) and transfer (dyansger = 0.39).
In addition, eye gaze also has a small facilitative effect on parasocial interaction (dparasocial interaction = 0.35) in
terms of subjective experience, while eye gaze has weak effect on cognitive load (dcognitive 10ad = —0.03). We
also found that eye gaze had a relatively weak effect on the processing of learning material (dfixation time = 0.06,
dirst fixation time = —0.15). Future research needs to further explore different gaze types, prior knowledge
experiences, the nature of the learning material, and cognitive-neural approaches.

Key words: eye gaze, instructor, video learning, multimedia learning





