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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate online learners’ clustering profiles according to the use of eight
motivational regulation strategies, developed by Schwinger, Steinmayr, and Spinath(2009) and differences in the
use of cognitive learning strategies and learning engagement between their clusters. Data were collected from 139
students enrolled in two 4-year public and private universities in a metropolitan city. Through cluster analysis for
motivational regulation profiles, three clusters(cluster 1: high profile motivational regulation group, cluster 2: me-
dium profile motivational regulation group, cluster 3: low profile motivational regulation group) were presented. In
addition, the results of multivariate analysis of varianceMANOVA) indicated that there were statistically sig-
nificant differences in the use of cognitive learning strategies(rehearsal, elaboration, organization, and critical
thinking) and three types of learning engagement(behavioral, emotional, and cognitive engagement). The post hoc
tests showed that the high profile motivational regulation group most actively used cognitive learning strategies
and was most engaged in learning than any other motivational regulation groups. This study provides crucial in—
sight in designing appropriate instruction and learning support for enhancing learners’ motivational regulation.

Keywords : Online Learning, Motivational Regulation Strategies, Cognitive Learning, Learning Engagement,
Cluster Analysis
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(Fig. 1) Motivational Regulation Model
(Adapted from [17], p. 38)
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<Table 1> Motivational Regulation Strategies (MRS) and Internal

Consistency Reliability

MRS Scale Sample Item a
Enhancement of I make learning more pleasant for me by trying %
Situational Interest to arrange it playfully. '
Enhancement of I look for connections between the tasks and my
Personal . 82
- life as such.
Significance
Mastery Self-Talk I persuade myself to work.mtensely for the sake *
of learning.

Pi;f)(;rrzl;:hce [ call my attention to the fact of how important 81
Self-Talk it is to obtain good grades.

Peﬁomance [ imagine that my classmates make fun of my — _
Avoidance sor Derformance 58
Selt-Talk POOT DEFIOTMAnce.

Environmental I consciously choose such learming times when 0

Control [ can concentrate especially well. '

Self- [ promise myself that, after work, I will do %0
Consequating something that I like. '
Proximal Goal I approach work step-by-step in order to get m

Setting the feeling that I proceed well. '
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Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, 223 McKeachie(1993)7} 7}
ey Motivated Strategies for Learning

Questionnaire(MSLQ) 2] Q1A g5 kol | Fsl= A

, Al 3]
453}, B3R Al R8I0 8 Z 19%3S A8kt
AAEFHE AMES FA37] A8 51 YAE HEE
AMESER o =2 HAFAdFE JAASGHES o wo
AHEEHE RS Uit 2 Aol A ALEH AR
A 2o WA YAIAF(Cronbach’s a)= Al 74
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<Table 2> Cognitive Learning Strategies (CLS) and Internal

Consistency Reliability

i

CLS Scale Sample Item a
When studying for this class, I read my
Rehearsal class notes and the course readings over .74
and over again.
When reading for this class, I try to
Elaboration relate the material to what I already .85
know.
When I study for this course, I go over
Organization my class notes and make an outline of .76
important concepts.
Critical Whenever I read or hear an assertion
. or conclusion in this class, I think about .77
Thinking

possible alternatives.
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<Table 3> Leaming Engagement and Intemal Consistency Reliability

Type of

le T
Engagement Sample Item a

Behavioral I follow the rules of the online class. .64
Engagement

Emotional 1 feel excited by my work at the online

Engagement class. 66
I try to look for some course-related

Cognitive  information on other resources such as 85

Engagement television, journal papers, magazines,
etc.

3.3. A2 24

A5 BEAolME IBM SPSS 22.0& AFgsle] F&
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o] Ao A ALEH F& wele] 3 PFi, FFH
A gl gAEAE AAE T <Table 4> e}
w889 F71xdA )
3.89(.63~.83)0ll A
ot 44 ARaAs Jeploi = 18~r=73).

<Table 4> Descriptive Statistics and Correlation for
Motivational Regulation Strategies (/7= 139)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1
2 68"
3 64T T3

4 36" 37 62

5 25" 13 19 41™

6 51" 377 497 437 12

7 A1 45T 65T 477 18 B0T

8§ 58" 43" 56 577 98" A9 4G

M 330 370 380 38 302 360 383 355

Sb 7B 78 71 63 8 72 68 68

1 =Enhancement of Situational Interest; 2=Enhancement of
Personal Significance; 3 =Mastery Self-Talk; 4 = Performance
Approach Self-Talk; 5= Performance Avoidance Self-Talk; 6=
Environmental Control; 7 = Self-Consequating; 8 = Proximal Goal
Setting; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; *p<.05, *#p<.0l.

E& <Table 5>9 2ol 4714 Ao Bt

(EZAAUE 332~372(61~ 68)01 4 EE3 =

£ XS5 2 foF A FUBAZ nedrhr-

52~r=81). lst 7 AHEE A 5B Bt

FFAAHEL)) S 331~365(50~.66)014 x5}

Srzee) ARUAL LT Fold 44 Fu)
wl

£ YERATHr= 51 ~r=.71).
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<Table 5> Descriptive Statistics and Correlation for Cognitive
Learning Strategies and Learning Engagement (7= 139)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 66™

3 a0 81

4 o7 S Y

5 407 50" 52T 30"

6 49® 58T 52T 60" 51T

7 60 74t 69" 65T 627 71T

M 389 372 3656 332 3656 331 350

SO 68 61 65 68 50 53 66

1=Rehearsal; 2= Elaboration; 3= Organization; 4 = Critical
Thinking; 5 = Behavioral Engagement; 6 = Emotional Engagement;
7= Cognitive Engagement; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation;

w5 p< 01

SAUEY 899 H712AAY AHgel wE 28
YRAS ANE 23 F A THRIS ek
19 AFA BHEA(WardBH) e Fol 428 24
s QARE wEow 3ale 2UFIL AAaT
29 HAFH K-Bit FREAA 2HF 275
2 Fste] AF TAFYS B3k olo] <Table
o4 A FARFE FARS ANstglon, 74
FEW ABE, AT VS vy TPLe 504

|
(o1: 427, &89, 36.

0%), =32+ 659 (:547, 11
8, 46.7%), wF3S 247 (1 147, & 107, 17.3%)°]th
=% TAHYY EE8 45 (Fig 2% 2ol #3
2 kit TARYE 54 BAST et 2
o o]5e ARSIk TH1E W29 EH3 W)
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<Table 6> Final Cluster Centers (Mean-Centered Values)

Variable Cluster Number Univariate Sig.
1 2 3 F
Xy 87 -.29 -1.01 66.95 .000
Xy a7 -17 -1.13 56.63 .000
X3 78 -07 -1.44 97.55 .000
Xy 65 -04 -1.23 49.09 .000
Xs 68 -35 -46 24.97 .000
X6 .56 -.07 -97 2694 .000
Xz 63 -.02 -1.24 4858 .000
Xs 76 -17 -1.13 56.13 .000
N(%) 50(36.0) 65(46.7) 24(17.3) Total: 139

X;: Enhancement of Situational Interest, X, Enhancement of
Personal Significance, Xs: Mastery Self-Talk, X, Performance
Approach Self-Talk, X5: Performance Avoidance Self-Talk, Xg:
Environmental Control, X7 Self-Consequating, Xs: Proximal Goal
Setting; N: Cluster Sample Sizes.

Cluster 1 g Cluster 2 Cluster 3

-2

Xi Xa Xs Ka Xs Xs X Xe

(Fig. 2) Cluster Profiles from Mean-Centered Data Plotted

X1: Enhancement of Situational Interest,
X2: Enhancement of Personal Significance,
X3: Mastery Self-Talk,

X4: Performance Approach Self-Talk,

X5: Performance Avoidance Self-Talk,

X6: Environmental Control,

X7: Self-Consequating,

X8: Proximal Goal Setting

(F=14.048, p<.001, Wilks' A =494, ¥&n2=297). -
Ao ol FHFHPE Hol7} EA g
&l AFEH A (Scheffe)S AAE Ay, F-1(aH
sl =]
H

<Table 7> Differences in Cognitive Learning Strategies for
Cluster Types (n=139)

High Medium Low

Dependent  Profile  Profile  Profile Univariate
Variable M M M F
(SD) (SD) (SD)

4.03 351 2.89
Rehearsal (54) (55) (58) 36.70xxx

. 4.16 3.64 3.04
Elaboration (A7) (45) (54) 4683w«

L 4.11 3.52 3.04
Organization (50) (53) (61) 35.80%:x:x

Critical 3.82 3.12 2.80
Thinking  (46) (62 (58 oA
M*p<001

4.4 ZHRE0 OE st&5=22 =9 X0l

M B2 THFIN whek SFAE S
(WEA, ANA, A48 G529 Fuol oA
b QA 2AG A, <Table 8>3 7o
2 YL FHEL FI0)e ol7t 9

e THEF = 22.897, p<.001, Wilks” A = 437, -+ n°=
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272
(.35)
2.69
(.46)

139)

Profile
(SD)
3.61
(43)
3.20
(.37)
3.42
(.50)

Types (n
Medium

High
Profile
M
(SD)
3%
(.42)
3.74
(43)
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