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Abstract The purpose of this study was to inquire into the structural relations between teacher—student
interactions, outcome expectancy, academic engagement which are perceived in a physical education
class. To this end, this study selected a total of 442 copies of questionnaires as final valid samples using
the convenience sampling method targeting middle school students at 4 schools in metropolitan area.
For data processing, this study confirmed the goodness of fit test of the whole model using SPSS 20.0
and AMOS 20.0, and then did hypothesis testing; the study results are as follows: First, proximity, one
of subfactor of teacher—student interactions, had significant effects on outcome expectancy and
academic engagement whereas influence had no significant effects on it. Second, students' outcome
expectancy had significant impacts on their academic engagement. Third, outcome expectancy had
mediating effects on relations between teacher—student interactions (proximity) and academic

engagement.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis
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correlation coefficient
M SD skewness kurtosis
1 2 3 4
1. proximity 4.19 .66 —.28 —.94 1
2. influence 1.46 .51 .80 —.34 —.68" 1
3. outcome expectancy 4.03 .68 -.11 -.92 59 -.39" 1
4. academic engagement 3.89 .79 -.15 —.75 53 —.36" .69™ 1

“p<.01
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Table 2. Model fit

TLI CFI RMSEA
measurement model 919 927 .070
standard .9 more .9 more .08 less

Table 4. Structural model path

Table 3. Validity and reliability

CR AVE Cronbach's a

proximity 970 767 957

influence 973 781 1936

outcome expectancy 961 757 .944

academic engagement 943 .805 1925
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path estimate S.E. C.R. p assessment
proximity — outcome expectancy 567 .060 9.382 accept
influence— outcome expectancy .044 075 .580 .562 reject
proximity — academic engagement .256 .080 3.194 .001 accept
influence — academic engagement —.001 .094 —.013 1990 reject
outcome expectancy — academic engagement .831 078 10.657 accept

"p<.001




A5 AR A 4Bt dsbld) 3 sigiasle) #2H w307
Table 5. Mediating effect analysis through bootstrapping
o BC 95% confidence interval bootsgzzgzt;ialues "
Lower Upper B SE.
proximity | — e;’s;‘t’;iv - ei;gg:‘:m 302 471 .383 051 002
Note. BC(bias corrected) bias corrected accelerated; 1,000 bootstrap samples. p<.01
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