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Project title: Cross-lagged relationships between motivation and engagement for college
engineering students

Project Principle Investigator : Kuo-Hung Tseng
1. Period

The period of study is from August, 2010 to July, 2011.

2. Purpose

The purpose of this study is to test the theory of SDT and to clarify the casual relationship
between motivation and engagement, which has been unclear in past cross-sectional studies. In this
study, data was used from technological university students who major in Electrical Engineering
and Civil Engineering. A two-wave panel design was used combining data from freshmen students
at the start of the course (time 1) and after two months in the course (time 2).

The cross-lagged panel analysis (e.g., Rantanen, Kinnunen, Feldt, & Pulkkinen, 2008) was
used to examine the effects of Time 1 engagement on Time 2 engagement and motivation, and the

effects of Time 1 motivation on Time 2 engagement and motivation (seen in figure 1).
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H1-4 external

Figure 1 Hypothesized cross-lagged relationships between engagement and motivations.

3. Method
3.1 Participants

The sample was comprised of 111 students (102 males and 9 females) from two classrooms of
students majoring in Electrical Engineering and Civil Engineering. There were 63 students of
Electrical Engineering and 48 students of Civil Engineering. The participants came from the same
technological university. Participants were all freshmen of the ages of 19 to 20. These students were

measured at time 1 in the beginning of semester and at time 2 (two months after first measure).

3.2 Measurements

3.2.1 Translation of Self-regulation Questionnaire and Engagement scale in Chinese
This study used a questionnaire survey. Questionnaires were translated from English to

Chinese, the participants” mother tongue( see Appendix 1 ). In line with approaches to cross-cultural
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scale translation (Brislin, 1986), the translation of scales was thoroughly assessed by a committee.

The committee includes researchers who participated in the back translations of original items and

two other experts. A pretest was conducted with 50 college students in order to determine whether

the scale was clear and formulated in a language to which college students can relate.

3.2.2 Instrument of motivations

The motivation used the questionnaire from Ryan and Connell (1989) for assessment. The

questionnaire was initiated by asking the students, “Why are you motivated to continue your

studies next year?”” The motivation scale was constructed from four types of motivation: external

(e.g., because others expect me to do so), introjected (e.g., because | would feel ashamed if I didn’t

do so), identified (e.g., because it is personally valuable), and intrinsic (e.g., because 1 like to study).

The scores of each type of motivation are the combination of four items.

3.2.3 Instrument of engagement

The measurement of engagement was assessed with 24 self-constructed items. The

engagement items are supposed to reflect three underlying dimensions (Schaufeli, Salanova,

Gonza’lez-Roma’, & Bakker, 2002): Vigor (9 items; e.g., “When | get up in the morning, | feel like

going to class/work’); Dedication (8 items; e.g., ‘I’m enthusiastic in my study/job”), and Absorption

(7 items; e.g., “When I’'m studying/working, | forget everything around me’). The total score of

engagement is the combination of the scores of three subscales.

4. Current progress



We just completed literature review and data collection. However, the result of data analysis

had not completed yet.

5. Future plan

We will continue analyzing data and then, complete final report.
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