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Abstract

This study examined the relationship between motivational regulation strategies and behavioral
engagement in cooperative learning using a relative weight analysis. By using relative weight
analysis, the relative importance of multiple predictor variables in a regression model was clarified.
A self-report questionnaire was administered twice to undergraduates who participated in a lecture
including cooperative learning activities at two universities. In this study, five motivational
regulation strategies were measured: active interaction, task value, enhancement of the sense of duty,
self-consequating, and structuring learning activities. The results of the relative weight analysis
indicated that active interaction strategies and behavioral engagement (Time 1) were more effective
in behavioral engagement (Time 2) than the other four motivational regulation strategies. The effects
of motivational regulation strategies on behavioral engagement in cooperative learning were

discussed in light of the present findings.
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