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(TG AR T 25 0 B 55 17 g 07 3 T S WA T R O BB, BRI 430079)
CHEIEM R OB R, ddElr 38152, 3EME)

# E  ZH4EF I (learning by enacting) 2 —FEF I HPATEESALG S RIERBRENFIFTX, ™
— R R AT TR BRERFHERN BRCARALI, BNARS @R MBI FT: L
B G il s 3 3b fe kg T B X SR 3 I AR BEAE T Tk e S AT SR h S ARAL S T 69 T AR R AL
TR, BILEA R TG R TER: AFILERE, IRMFIRGFILERAATERE, FH)
FETRATFIEORBRG RIS RGE., THHERET 5 EMHEF I ERERSE L EHRGE
EH A, BRI &, HERFE TR F I XMEADGIRER D, EYHELF T EMI
JERRZHZ IR ST I M, AL E Nl R AT LR F T 2 F IR IE, AR E L ERAHHE
| REYaEE, EAARIERBE 5 @it —FHT,

KR AT, Bk, ARETD, RFike, LEFT

DES  B849: G44

FE TR A AR TR (B L )3l A R BERY, “enact”— Al iz . AI 38 W] ] Bandura (1986,
S — R 2E AR R R AR 0 T Bt (Marley & 1997) T $2 4 ¥ 3% JJ7 %% 2] (enactive learning), i&18
Carbonneau, 2014a), BN EHFH2019,2020)  KESHE9E, HRIEAUE WL > AR XTI Y
VO A SRR 8 B SR R, HiRed 22, X s A S ok g B BN AR
WEAE MBI TFRE S . X R 2e S B 5 sapm (embodied cognition theory, ECT)T 4, Fiorella
Y B R 38 B R F AR AR, AR i iR S 15 M Mayer (2015)7F ICAE&BRAl 42 1 9 s LA
(Marley & Carbonneau, 2014b), DPIAE YK B SZE MR, HE— B BRI T ) SRS 2 2T Y
W 58 GV T 2000 45 A 20 2 55 B Xk 2 2 1 52 il FE o
(Carbonneau et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2022), #X1fi, Al R Gy CkE 4R, KBRS R
2 3] Wl S ST I AR AR i 2E Ty =, 5 2 B R A A AILE] o A8 SCHE R R AN AT
S i 22 O BFST 5 FF 16 56 T8 LA 22 5T 4 bl (9 A K FPHEAT MR 5, AR IR T AN R 42
2#>] (generative learning; Fiorella & Mayer, 2015; B, BT E A SR I R T sV fL2E S
Fiorella & Mayer, 2016). Fiorella 1 Mayer (2015) RSB i o ) BRI B B E AR S 5 =,
TR R S WRE SR, N tEe S h T SRS AR IRITEIEAR ST W R i e AR RN, T H
KRR FR N 3 /EAL 27 2] (learning by enacting), HI B IR T A A W BT 10
v — o L (3 Ak 2 2] W 2 o) R R 1 FHEAL RS ch A BpLE 4y 29

Fiorella F1 Mayer (2015, 2016)iA K iTH 51T
W H b 2023-04-05 5 M BIEERE T sh R 3T G . 7E 5
* A ARG B IUH (62277025) . K A AR Rl BIVEAL 2 ST 40 Wi TR 2 b
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FHRHAMEIG KRB TRTHA, ETHEL
22 ) () F-HEE R F LTI P i A i T4, Ri2e
JETES A P T4 Dargue 55 A(2019)11
—WOR MR T AR T RIVE I, R B AR T
SAH LU TSR T3 RRAS (R a2 > 3 () R R .

AR S BT IRAE R A X — RS VR 2
. AR FEETH AR A SR
2] 5r2E, RSP B BRI MM E R, 5
A A S BRI, R
2ERR — SRR AR R T R R, 23] T LU
A RR A A TR A R R S
PRI (N AL 4y TR HEF T 2% 2 (0 Stull
etal., 2013; Stull & Hegarty, 2016), SZHATIAH
J SO TR f £ A AR 1 T LA 2o A R A B A
BIPTEAR . KD S B, s AR i e (5
ST DA T G b B 2 S NS, T R LSS R R R Y
B Tk A A (Ruddle & Jones, 2001). A1,
SEY R RUAR LY T R BRI R A R T ) [ A,
DI A B SR 4L T B AR AR 54T 55 i — Btk
(high-congruence) (1 i AL AL, I & B LK TC A
Ak 2 > B - (Stull & Hegarty, 2016)., A4, HHTAY
SEUEWF 5T T SR AL ) S S Ak 2E 2 Rk
T SO 1) i 100 B R b 2 2] J2 75 R Lh I A A
BRI T BIE S S SR 47 SeshifEfb 2= > Al
HE DL B4 2 ST W — A~ T RE S 2 7 27 > L5t A
RN T SiEL2= 2 5 s e I %
PR OLE 1), WEER NS EA S 2T A S . [
At B T SE B AR Ak 2 > R0 48 Bl A A 2 2T %t
FERIBFoE (L3R 2), BRI SEW sh A2 SV Dl S 5
4, FEREIVEIL S IR, R sl A
2 ST 2 S ROR 2

2 EHEHFIREBREFIG?

21 FMELZEIFTREENESILG?

VR 2] S A5 T LA HE 2 2 8O 7 il g )
DAL SRR T B9 BRI BT, R BE 5 % B s A
A2 2] DU T 22 A2 19 24 ) L4 (U Casselman
et al., 2021; Fujimura et al., 2001; Glenberg et al.,
2004; Glenberg et al.,, 2011; Marley et al., 2007;
Marley & Szabo, 2010; Makransky et al., 2021;
Marley et al., 2010; Marley et al., 2011; Novak &
Schwan, 2021; Stull et al., 2012; Preece et al., 2013;
Kontra et al., 2015; Stieff et al.,, 2016; Stull &

Hegarty, 2016; Stull et al., 2018; Jee & Anggoro,
2019; Jian, 2022), A/ EFR LM IEME K
W AN REAE E2: 2 (Stull et al., 2018; Zhang, 2019;
Zhang & van Reet, 2022), #H: % BH 5% 2% > 50
(Mierdel & Bogner, 2021),

HT ZG AR WL R, AHRS
M8 Mayer (2020) 975 ¥, R 2% >0 58 19 200 B
Cohen’s d {H #1730 & J5 =K H 3% bL £ 7 5k
(median effect size), J-F&FZ(EHrshEb:>)
PO RO, DA R AN i 1 RS vh a3 il n,
2T B AE A 27 2T 1 DR AR I 505 94 2800 £
T 2R T VR 2 2] 5 X R Bt 98 15k
IV 3 g I SRV S G N 0 L D B Y G IV T AX
YERGEHSHU T =8 %08 F—, DIMEZBE
2 2 I R R0 AR o Rl 400 T (B A
GRS EE LI R SCHR, B BE 8 5 I At e AR S ke
WS BUIR (AN Fiorella & Mayer, 2015; Fiorella &
Mayer, 2016; Mayer, 2020; Mayer, 2014), 26—, 7&
SCH R G A i R RIS R D, R R LA
B R BR Z AN R 10 T, Ry T S i i {6
FRISE I, A R ARV S e o3BT 4 2 BRI 0 B
hng B8R =, INLMENFORE, Aoy 57T
A3 AR H RN i 2 AN R 491 4 Mayer (2014)
TR 2D Z WA ER d = 041,
i Alpizar (2020)7C 43 Hrit 58 RN E A d = 0.38,
SN RAE TS A N (2018) & BB AR A 2 £ ik 2 2T 11
O B HE d gswe = 0.27, dizgwe= 0.29, JE 7S
A (2019) I TT 53 BT ¢ BRARAR AR 45 41 30E °7 ~T B9 28007
7 dgsswe = 0.25, d irgwe= 0.30,

YR 53 0T 149 SRR Ja % K r s SORRHE P OG B
AR, AR E 3103 Mgy, faifiks
BN AST BTSRRI TR 55 RS, b Lhag
HIEIER2ET WS 29 TR 1), ESY
VR ) MR S A 2 2T i 5 A 27 Tl
2 2)o VLR A W 3 BB O TR] enact, hands
on, model, manipulation 5 generative learning,
multimedia learning, learning #4782, A8 ZEfu
$& Web of Science, EBSCO, ProQuest, Scopus %5,
T SCSCHR EEOR B T RERL PR A A
27 B IR A o] 2 o A Sy 3 R R OG B ] i
TR, BEEALE CNKI o 2 A T 2%
JCA 2 L CNKT A 75 (AT 3 SC 4 SR 2 R T J7 %
P54 o B bR Ak il i SCHR B AT Google
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Scholar 8 & i 75 AT AN o DI S3HT 9 SCHR TS
TR R AR (1) TR AUR SEIERT ST (2)
SCHIR P20 AT 2 R AR AR A 5 2 A AR AR AR Y
AR EL (R 1), B0 2 2R R S A R DA A
FIRTEE (R 2); B)PR 7 f 40 B 2 > ROR (PR 56
TR )

PRARF I 30 J2 X 2 17 27~ N 25 A2 s PR A 1 2%
£ (Mayer, 2020), B K5 & ahtEfb2E )
AT DIAR #E 2 27 3 B AR FR I 46 B 55 (Glenberg et al.,
2004; Glenberg et al., 2011; Marley et al., 2007;
Marley & Szabo, 2010; Makransky et al., 2021;
Marley et al., 2010; Marley et al., 2011; Novak &
Schwan, 2021;Preece et al., 2013), i a1—IHF5E
e JLEE X RS 0 T o B, AR TR A L BE K
W R N A RN DR, B AN A 5
WA K Fr, 258 & B (9 LB X Tk
HINEM B2 ST = TR A 4l (Marley & Szabo,
2010), A B XS K& A M WF 98 R BB EAL 2% 2
AT P e A5 D B, A BE 5 L B ) A RS A Sy
FIMORL, R T SE R RURI DY BR A, 45
e BB T2 W) B R 14 2 ) A5 AR DR LS L
FE) 352 2H B /&5 (Preece et al., 2013), A4 W5 &%
A KR 2T 4 2 2T 3 PR R LS (Stull
et al., 2018). Stull 4 A\ (2018) ATk 243 F ik X 1)
et ) INEE, B 1 TR R kT, B
R A PO AE R T BOTHRAEIL 2 70 TR ALY
PHAF LA 2 )5, 803 S AR A B 20 BN 4R Y
2H i R, 25 SRR R I A ORI g b 22
St SEEe 2 KSR SRR B SR b, TR
FEGS LB R 2E AR . A SCL B
3 13 BIFSEIR DT T SRR 2 X PR AR
RS, oA 11 TU85%) W5 K a1 1k 27
2] DA A 2 35 I ORI 3 i, T 2 351 (15%)
WFIEBA K LB VEAL 27 >0 P 7 DR U 56 ke &5, 1
S BIAE Al 27 A SR DR AR D 56 1L 5% 14 58007 8 v Ay
d=0.57,

IR 5675 T 2 i 27 > N 28 B9 W (Mayer,
2020), O KR LI SES > ] LR iE2
) H WIE R SR (Casselman et al., 2021; Fujimura
et al., 2001; Glenberg et al., 2004; Glenberg et al.,
2011; Jee & Anggoro, 2019; Kontra et al., 2015;
Makransky et al., 2021; Stieff et al., 2016; Stull et
al., 2012; Stull & Hegarty, 2016; Stull et al., 2018;

Jian, 2022). 80 Tian (2022) L) 752151 25 3 b
B BT I 2 GRAESERAL vs AU E) x 2
(FMER L vs T SRARD I SE0, S5 B BR 2L
T EMER 27 2 Ak, SRSyl L R
B IR RS SR o AT — T L) DNA Sh 2 2] bR
W5, SEHGN 2 (BRAE SR vs N ERAE SR AY)
x 2 OWEMI vs WF VR)IIBIR a1, 45R %
PR AE S PSSR 1) 3T 8 G 0T N AR S A
B A F2 00 S HAE AN 35 . IR SRR
BALTE 20 WIRFGEH 5T s fEALF 2 X T 5% I 55
MRz, Fohg 17 T(85%) W5t & B T shEfb2¢
AT VAR AR RS S, A 2 T(10%) 5T ¥
A R NEA 2 I XRS50, A 1 I
(5% 58 & BLEh VR L 27 > SRR AR % > B T A A
8, THE SR A T 0 ORI 56 1 25 1 A0
F{E R d=0.63,

R G SR 2 B Sl A b2 2T R a2 2T RIUR (fR
FERIE B G B A &5 K DL BN, (HaE Rt ik
— AP T I BE A5 AT AE A — L [ U R AL
B —, S EH AR T RE S A S VR Ak 2k 2 AR .
TR 1 AR, 2o NEE MR
PEAG2E ] R IR, 453 WoR /N R AT sl Ak
2 2] A ORI 56 RS A% 0 56 1) RN i A 3
i d=0.80 F1 d=0.61, ifi K247 sk
i 3 A 3 R0 T B I 56 B AN R E N d =
0.20 Fl d=0.63, FiRZE R AT e R XS Tk >
HORULHEAT BRIk > A A B Bh . R E Al
e D B A ST 5T IR AR X AR . S
2 BPRMR R H— o SR A A 2T A HE LRI G
R B 55 BBt geh, /NS R R T
W A AR, KR AR R T R BRI TR
TR 2 T AR, PRNR R 25 5 r] R 2
FEAENEIERNER, ARTEMHEZ
H2F I MR R IRAE . 2 =, ShifEqbar o i Rk
A REAZ B A B SRR . ARSI Y
ARk L% 22 (Zhang, 2019; Zhang & van Reet,
2022) 8 WA ZOM B VE 1k 27 ~J (Stull et al., 2018),
2R B VR AR 2 2T A B AR AR, (BT B 5
—HRAE, 8=, AESET RRE  E TRES
FH 5% > , Mierdel #1 Bogner (2021)RYWF 5% & Bk
fF DNA RV 3T B BUSIK T (OU S8 B 1 Y
4, 3R] BE S R FR AR 9 TR R g B
S 2 2 ) BT BRI, B BT — TR
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Hii JA 6 WG4 LLE R Bl b > 28R
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SEEAE AL 22 S R AL BN A T 2] W — b BE A R
T2 R S B R 1R R 525
H, MIEE SR S # AT I

ELRRFNEE b, 56 4 TR LB T S A
IR BIE S S, A 2 T(50%) B9 & B
S EAEAAE T ARSI 56 S T L B VR b
), AT 2 BU(50%)RIE5E & LS sl A A 2 > 1
RFFRLSTEAL T RIS R 2], IS shfk
A2 3T B PR T 36 - F i U B VR Ak 2 > B 3800
HE d = 0.01. 7EERIME E, A7 23 BIHFFERS
Lb T iR shfE =, by 3 R ALY
IIEAL2E X PRI 50 L S 4 T S AE b2
H 4 TS & I hVE A 2% > 48 B B Ik
FHEMSIES], WA 16 WU IE %A & L FFf
PRI e B S Lz, RS fE
24 2 B 32 B M 38 - i U B VE Ak 2 > B 350
Hifi d=0.01,

BT BRSBTS S s
R P BhVE b2 2 #2823 s LA 25 5% . H3
SR RAEAEZES, TRRAMTHER: %
—, BERP)E 2R ERT . MECERRE 4R
BF, SCHIRIEIT] BEAEAE R Z AN BT, IR
KB ZARAE A, T M FUUASE 70 0 4 A H G 57
th, R B AR s, I SE R T g
LY HE PSS KR 28 B Z2 i IA 0 B far, ORI T2
(U Wang & Tseng, 2018; Finkelstein et al., 2005),
B, S AMBATREAR , Blan L2z s 745
Fa g BB A FE S L 0L b Sl A b 2 >
ST R R (BN AR 5 F Z B OC R, 4l
O TR SRR ARSI 5 R 22 5%, {H Casellman
25 N(2021) Gt i) 19 52 I AL it 00 50 (4] 4an 266 T 465 28 1Y
TR, RN AR, W AT RE & A 19 B
HL I I 7 i R U & 3T SE W sl R b 2% T I AR
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P27 o) Y2 T (0 (e FARETRA AE ST
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SR ARTRE, ATREA T MR B B e,
A BRI 5T B0 TO vk A T M R B I 280, R
R FFET Z IR A 2 ) SRR 2= T i
FARLS . FUR, AR SEAE 0 32 R 5 2 3=
A=, LN far g R N0, A SO0 S BEsE
o, A ER AR AN A T2 ) B IR 0 38 T
A B AT FE DA T DA A £ g 1 =4 3 (R P 78
N, AMTENFIGUA AR SCIAFN B A, W
WF 5% % 22 B B &K AR R By A R0 B fr B 3R
(NASA-TLX)WE N T B, ZEFAHE 6 MEE, N
[F) A8 DA R 67 9 e R A Y S5 SR FT BB 77 A — e )
25 (Krieglstein et al., 2022), /&, & MY
—fb, DA SR R SE 861 1, B
A BE X — D A AT PR, X T RE R A R
T AE W 22 (Wilson et al., 2018),

4 HENFIREILEM

Hig 2w L, BEA WS ZRFafEfh >4
SCUERFIE TR ZE I E 1 R, B ETEAERAS
AE7 e LR Efe T . B BE
TAZNH 18 (embodied cognition theory, ECT)FI4E i,
24 3] Hif (generative learning theory, GLT)3Z 53}
YEAE S 2 ) o AR 4 LS (cognitive load
theory, CLT) N BIfEfbA 2 T4 S 4843 T4

ECT I HNHIE RS GRE A5y, —Hk
R g R T A T A RN AN R PR 1Y B Bl (

WAz, 2010; Barsalou, 2008; Wilson, 2002). TAJIJ&
B B R AR BN B 5 2 Sl A B DALY O
ARG P A F RS . S IZ R R A G
B, AE G5 P AR Y 2 B S R AE B TR I,
DUBEABL IR i Xof 2% 0 AT 31 1) FAIF (Barsalou, 2008;
de Koning & Tabbers, 2011), Ir4E3k, HHFHib
4h4 ECT 47 T 18 Z W58 (Duijzer et al., 2019;
Johnson-Glenberg et al., 2014; Skulmowski & Rey,
2018), WF 78 & W x — 40 B 46 Bk o B B o
(embodied learning), E. B 23] [6)FENE & L —14K
SN, ) B R BN 4y, SRS S5 TR
o0 2 2 i F b g L 7 AR T R ) (T A
2015). fHIfAE BT A B R 3 &R A] DUGE #E 2% 2
Skulmowski Al Rey (2018)Ik } KA 24 Bk i 5 5
M= HbR S AR A A R T2, i H &S
P Bl AR VT BB 23 18 R A N A fer, BELIS2
SgERHt, 3T ECT, eI T 53 A
FRAI DG B RIE B, AT DU B R I AT, BE
MRk 2 858 . fEiRBe T, SLWashiEtb2e>
ATREBIA N AL T B s fEfb 2= 2, B sy
FEFAR A R T 5 ) F R S RS VE AT
RAE, FRHFAEH G050 — K JE N (Rau,
2020), {HZS SIS B SEIERFSE Hh KB AR A &
PRSI S B X 5, kT Bt — e
BTG B 52 2 BRRAAHICHE, DL AR 1
HRGA . BEA, (KR 0% ) 2 PTRE M S fEfL 2
A RRAR AR, ORI 2] N R A ik T
TER WY B, G832 Bl 30 X R R J H A G
{94 ] (Laakso, 2011; Piaget, 1952), At H &
P B BIAE AL > T RETE A R TR F AR5 2= ) 1Y
2] [FRE, M MR EINE g, #2E
5% R T B AR Ak 1 2 2= R B O B R,
A7 B 14 S0 PRI R AN GE I B L RE AR AT 2 % 0
T.o fH L SRHEWHT T5 25T HE— 25 BIE

' | ECT |2 bl )
—— (st — e

e W gt e o
AL | e B mmsts (¥R

Hhn

w4
N T N e AN gy ]ﬂ»[ RS | THhES

B ghfEfes g
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GLT Ay R 22 35 AT T A 2 I A
BAEYMES ARSI F 2 I NE
PIARRTCRELIRR, UEAEEINESEER
PR HE ST B R (3 B (Wittrock, 1989). Fiorella £l
Mayer (2016)32 ! 1A 5 X2 > BN Fn L il gk —
EHES T GLT MARE, MATIAK A B 22 2
BRI LSR5 (select-organize-integrate,
SOD=AFEMIANALT R R H i
o AH C I R A5 B (U ie A5 B, L9 5 B AT 3t
5B MBS — A TAEIEfZ hab 3, dH 2248
2 2] F A TARICIL P BT e B 5 B ZUh % B
RO BERIE; BE RIS I OHERIES KA
ICAZ T R RS M AR ZE & o BT RAME B
NGl GE 2 A B, AN 8] 38 18 2 (A AH Bl S
(Mayer, 2020), 4T X & 42 9% 2 N2, HLH
—JEIE, FH N BN TE R EARE S
AR, #FNARTHMRNARSEES. B
I, A LG T RE R S S8 T N T B T s AR
220, Bl Ak A T (8] B0 A58 R fish v £ 5
T3l A R RIE RS AR FH 2= I R . IR, SEEh
YEARE 2 LE B 0L 3 VR fb 2 20 (R 56 3] 15 2 2] NS AH
KA 5 BT RESE £ wg, P Sey shE {7
SEAFIF 2, AR RARE R,
R 5T BRI BT SR ) P hss PR, dE
— W AT A RE il 5E (5 B A e AR 2% 5T . it
Hh, X TARER S T HF N, HEFBAAR SR —
Bl ) S, WREEE A R TR ) HAEF TN
WZIMEESL IR R, (2 2 F B3 Sk 1) AN
2, HEMARF T X FIR A H LU R SR . X T
BIRMABNNT, #FEERE B H AN
7, BRI T 2SI AMERE, AR HE T 2 S F R ik
B, HAREE TR, R&HRE T %I 50,

CLT DIAZSINFNAbIRAE J1A B AT, AR
SRR N T L 3 B A P AE 7 )2 L A A
iz, JEWIBH A2 > (Sweller et al., 2011),
CLT MR ORMFNA AT 73 T =28 WNTEIAKI
i ff (intrinsic cognitive load), #b 7€ A F 1 fif
(extraneous cognitive load)FIAHICIAKI T fif (germane
cognitive load) (Leppink et al., 2013; Sweller et al.,
20110 PAEDA RN GAT A DG IR 67 Ay 1 fo) F5000 2
ST, A AE DCH A A B 1) S50 2 S AR S
(Krieglstein et al., 2022), AR SHEMZE S (WL FE
W T Z5%IJNETLRKHNNE, M7

faf g 23 3G, 2 10 BHLAS 2% ) L%, N Mierdel
il Bogner (2021)%& Bl /E DNA A5 BIL (124 > 1L
SR TS AR A, 33X nT g2 R T i
FEVE K T R M IMENEN G, 1 a2 2T 45 1
FEAR . [RIRE, S sl VR 1k 20 4 b R 40 3 1 k2
JEAEEE . FEKKE, X 0T g2
3J (Kaminski & Sloutsky, 2013), 5 EE S0 &, 3
A BT W 5T & FR AR — R, i an b B 3] 5
Y sl Ak 2 21 B fih vt 55 00 5 A 8L A9 NG I8 T 7
AT RE T A T 0 A A TR, R R AR DA A 67
(Skulmowski et al., 2016), {H K Z 5 77 18 & F
CLT M i il i Ul sh 1 k2% 2] 1 34 (Rau, 2020).
454 ECT Rt N %, BIRiE 8 5
fif Z 0 ] REAFFE IR R, & BRI 8 52 IR 5%
Z AV G RE B i, D)2 = 25 B B 11 N DA R 67
i FIRH SC N7 ef P RE B 5, B2 o) K T 2
NG IR A Be B2 2 A 55 b, 3R Atk 24 > 5 1)
MG, M GRS SRR R SRS 2 S AT
O, 2 2 3 D0 s RN B B Y AN B gy, R
2 2] WA R IR BT AE B 5 2 2 TE R I Bl v,
DR RRAR A 2 B 1% 2 S . Bk, A% R Bk
% 205 M2 ) AR e m A oG, HE BRI 5l
FREE B, 2% 203 v AR IR B i 1 S E N B,
NIRRT 2] 03X —HEWT T 5 SCUEMF o i — 2 1
UE. MEAh, T CLT, 42 WA AN,
2] 5 A AR BN B i 1 AN T, T T Bk
VEAL (1 B0 AR AT LA ARG 2 ~) 35 1 IR DN R B f
e A AR 27 ) 5 A5t T 2 1 8% ) 22 S L )
155, dET4 & T 2 H A DG B fr, e
PRHET 2 2] SR o X F AR R 124 S F i, I
2 2] 35 B TAEICACRE ST LA T (Siegel, 1994),
PR AR 5 2 ] 3 B A e T I DA R 97 e 1 R 4,
1 SR AR 1R 2% 2T T LA G i 2 A 18 Y FE A 67
faf, X2 A A o H R AT T B3 A S UE A
FEE— 5T AS R R RIUAN ) 45 % 1) 2% 2 35 78 3
YEAL 1 A Fn B A AR AR L

5 REERE

2ot RGO T R B EAR B SR Ao 2T R 2
A BURAVER, Seth it tbos ) Mg sh 1L
o] TSR B 25 . RIKE, shifEfes
e dtea I R B T AR, RISl A )
THT 2T H RS wes = 0.57) TR 14t
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(d e = 0.63), LW BIAEAL 2 2T R S 1 k2% 2
TELRFFMEG(d s = 0.01) 5EBMLE I(d e = 0.01)
WA 2SS, fEEORR )y m, shiEf2s T
2 ) B wava = 0.21) LY IIEAE ST LR
BIE S D EREIR S T (F0(d sape = 0.28)F0
2 2 LR s ew = 0.40), BIEINFI AT RN B
VEAb 2 ) 25 5 LU BEOE (d s = —0.16) 0

AR DUERIFSE O 20X sl Ak 2% 2 iR AT — 2645
W, HIX SR FAIAL Tl B B, AV 205
AR Rk, ELARSR AnR JLAR

55—, TR A DG 118 00 R s T 2 S A
TS, 20 A R B A 2 A
RN 2 2] 3 A sk, X6 sh PR Ak 2 20 v L 5k
AT BT A SRR o il —I LAk
Oy FRER g2 SRR T IE 2 B, AEShVE Ak 2
HHEAT I AN, IR 2 ) H W A0H o IR Ry
TR XS 55) LAY Sl AR Ak 2% ) 55 A7 1) 2 2] i 4
(Padalkar & Hegarty, 2015), iAW E KM, A
2 5] F 3R 5 & 3 4 (relational  scaffolding) i) 51
VEAL2E ST R4, BN 28 A 5 — AFRAIEE = A
FRAR AR 1) Sh AR A2 ) B2 L B — A 1 sl Ak 2 2
B LR 455 (Jee & Anggoro, 2019), A KA
S B — BT A4 (U Glenberg et al.,
2004). A4 % (40 Zhang & van Reet, 2022), W
ZLEIVEALE > (U0 Stull et al., 2018)% J7 LIS
REAS AL FE TS ShPEfL=4 2T o

B SRR T sg i R R A WL, B g
VEAR 2% 2] fi it 2 2] FEAE MR 8 i B4 R o AN [ 1 o
(27 2] WARE AT R 23 77 AR R TR I 2 2 R, Sk
THLIE 9 53 BT 22 B Sh VR Ak 2% > vl BEAE & 24 42 11
2 SRR R T R AR 2 ) S, DAAE AR R Ak
2 2] TR I K o ok T k2 oy T 4 H =X
(FF R TSR B G 28 MRl 2= 2 bHEL, (3
PR FP AL RE 2 31 DA K 28 A R NAE A Ry ik, e el —
AN B ATy i/ R 1) XoF L, BDAEAH R AR IR T HL R
ANT) 2 2] MR 2 2T B8R, DL AE [R) — F 25 A8 b
BEF BRI R AR 8 BOE S L T R B AFTEA
[F) 1) 27 2 AR RO, AR BIF 5 17 7 B 22 114 61 )
PR, LG ER X 2F ST R R ME B (Jian, 2022) .
SRR SO R AT . [RIEE, 2 ) AR RRE
R —ANEEEE . BRIk RE
JIARRT AR, T AR ok B AR SR Y 2 o) ke i 5 o
G, NS S RO AT RE S % ) H 1

oL FRTE G 68 1 B A A PE (AN Casselman et al.,
2021; Stull et al., 2012), AREMRTERIUEA[R
AU R BTG R 1 12 2] FAE AT sh R A2 2]
B 2 2D R, IF i — B BRI AR ] g K0 B i
fiB 1102 > A PRI SO

5=, R T b s e B B AR
ATEN—L 58, BRI L ahfE b2z 2T
WL A Ak 2% 21 BB 58 0T LA fish i ) A 2 o B2 416
—UESIEE (4 Marley et al., 2010; Stull et al., 2018),
AT BRI EE B2 ) R Z R T RGP,
2 ) FHANRRHE IR A O R R 2 B R T A
2o MRt RF T E L R G LT EA
H T2 (Fiorella & Mayer, 2018), Pz {L2%
2] W Sl A Ak 2 2T A B R 1 2 2] R G ] B R 2
PR G, AR5 T B — 25 5 1 A5 1 X 2
SIS . N, XA VR AR 2 2] A B Y G
BIVEAb 2 20 02 75 0] LU 2 2] 5 1 24 S RO . )
I, AR L4 S sh VR b2 20 TR UL sl A A 2i )
R BIF A 7 % kb A B HEAT IR ARG, e A1
2RI fole B A B AT LA & B RN sl 1Rk 2T 2
EERER  XIIRBIX T IR R ECT BAY
HEME L,

I, e —A RGBS R Bh B
fh2E 2] o ARPERT SCH IS, A HNE Z A7
TE4 A S, ECT S8 T B R shVE X2 > (52
i 2Nk 55 4 55 4 G 1) B AR sl A b 2% 2T 1 A Rk
e, {0 BCT /A RIALS 5w g%, 1 GLT
DRI SR A0 T3k — a5, MERE . VRS =4
KM AL EIAT TR 3T ECT A Bl ¥l 5 14
5N — R (1 3% 42, 2010; Barsalou, 2008;
Wilson, 2002), A HF5E35 7] LL 223048 A 7 Fb 2
W LA A T R GE T SR A2 2 i B AL . TR
B, 5 B 2 LS & 1 SETE U 5 E A T S0 IE,
1511 4 B A 5 4F: 55 1 AH DG e A0 5 23 5% T sl 1 Ak
2 3] % (Skulmowski & Rey, 2018), LK #ifE{L
2 2] SR A AT LARE MR 4 ) 3 TR T, SR 52 e
23] % (Jian, 2022),

B H, TESEBRI IR A SIS H AR, BRI
I th 2 2% 2] E AR, A 222
TEA RS2 FHITaEfe% > . BRiASC
IR AR5 s A — TR 58 R T A VR S X2
IR, WIS R B VR 2T T AT Bl R0
BEMFIMG LA ES, 5T LKA
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ARG AR 2 2 MO T G AR DA =2 8] Y B R 3,
R o7 2R FH SCAS 430 . PR 4¢ AF A BIAR 05 T %o
SIAT (BN AT AR K R A VR SR 2
IrE -

N, T BN R A R R T AN &= (B Y 4
o DAERFSR H i i P H 2 — AR5 H
BRI S 0 7 45 S v BE AR B A 0 T BT T AR
BY (4N Fiorella & Mayer, 2015; Fiorella & Mayer,
2016; Mayer, 2020; Mayer, 2014), 43EH RN
ok H AN ] A A (R AN R AR IR 1) T
W 8 AN ] 1) 2 39 1% 5% AR T AS 18] 9 BF 5 i A5
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REFEAEIN2E, AT ZE i — 2 B I 1 15
D5 BT )i — L Bk S A 2T IR R
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The effectiveness of learning by enacting and its mechanisms
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Abstract: Learning by enacting, a generative learning activity, involves students engaging in task-related
movements such as object manipulation. Various theories seek to explain the phenomenon, with embodied
cognition theory and generative learning theory supporting its positive effects, while cognitive load theory
highlights potential negative impact. A review of past empirical studies leads to several conclusions:
Regarding learning outcomes, enacting moderately enhances both retention and transfer scores. Physical
enacting holds a slight advantage over virtual enacting in both retention and transfer tests. In terms of
subjective experience, enacting increases learning interest, with physical enacting groups demonstrating
higher confidence and interest than virtual enacting groups. However, the difference in cognitive load
between physical and virtual enacting remains minimal. Future research should focus on optimizing learning
by enacting, identifying influencing factors, and integrating and validating the various theories.

Keywords: learning by enacting, manipulation, generative learning, embodied cognition, embodied learning



