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A study about the convergent effects of team interaction and team
metacognition affecting a continuous participation in learning
community of university

Hye-Lan Roh’, Mi-Na Choi
Dept. of education, Seowon University*

Dept. of teaching profession, Cheongju University**

2 2 o] Ay it SgFFAlel ol WS e A8 GuElIAT} SEEs Al Bl A&t
o] et g5 Y2 FertE B4 A% Aot BT AE 197) F33 FHERIA 17 SR
H SHER, A gt shgasA RO ot 157 ° 1379 ishlS gido® Ax|akylct o] 2]
2E BAEAE Foto] Wl A7 A= A, SEE A AL o] HATAE I gHERIA $F0
P MA= AR YERTE BASAE £E0] e, HHEIA a0l Wers &g 7egol
ZFetgich. B4, Shaaa Al A&l el dFe Fe BATAE 89§, E S WEes, "9YE0] g
S f8l AR AYdes A& TeAdel SUI8kHAL HYSe] A3 FestA] eSS, el EYSHA o
=75, 35 ARbe] AoeE A& Thego] gadsle AR UEhTh A, ShE3EA] A& 7] ¢
FE o GHEIA 849 3, 3 sl WESR o] ¥ JheAdol SUIshL Ydt SeETE AT,
. SEAIO] Bers Fo] oF ThsAo] fasirh ol AN uigoR sk sgaEA A&
£ SR REA A U o g g AEE S48 fef g SleE sEal, 29Ut A4S A5}
=5 Agste] S EEeAl AAS f=eky, HuElA 2F9 2843 §84E8 sHEC] T&3] U4
stes Al 2§ PHE AYT o7t Aok

FHl0f : HuletelA], HATAE, A&, SaEEAl, 2ALE AR

Abstract The purpose of this study is to analyze convergent effects of team interaction and team metacognition of
participants on a continuous participation in_the university learning community. We developed 19 items of team
interaction and 17 items of team metacognition through literature review. The subjects were 113 students who
participated in learning community in A university. Tﬁe results are as follows. First, team interaction level and
team metacognition igével can affect a continuous participation in learning community. The higher team
interaction is and the lower team metacognition is, the higher continuous participation is. Second, among team
interaction factors that affect a continuous participation in learning community, t%e more number of learning is
and the more encouragement of one another is, the higher  continuous participation is. But the %ess
participation of members is, the less flow to learning is, and the less learning time is, the lower a continuous
participation is. Third, among team metacognition factors that affect a continuous participation in learning
community, the more number of learning is, the higher continuous participation is. But the more use of various
learning tools is and the more learning time is, the lower continuous participation is. Based on these results,
the convergent ways of support for continuous participation in the university learning community are as
follows. First, supporting system is needed to induce students to experience the positive atmosphere of learning
commumg by increasing number of learning to facilitate team interaction and urging them to encourage one
another. Second, providing the effective utilization method is necessary for students to fully acknowledge the
necessity and value of team metacognition activity.
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(Table 3) The logistic regression of the intension
of persistence in learning community

dependent | independent B Wald | Exp®) P
factor factor
. . . team' 2394 | 8192 10959 | 007
the intension| interaction

of team
persistence | metacognition
a constant | -2.001 | 1.135 135 287

-2.506 | 7401 082 0045
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Logit(the intension of persistence in learning community) =
-2.001 + 2.394(team interaction) — 2.506(team metacognition)
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(Table 4) Classification table of team interaction
and the intension of persistence in
learning community
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—-2LL=33.042a,x%=61.334(df=23, p=.000), Nagelkerke = R?=.743,

truncation value .500
Hosmer & Lemeshow test x?=9.17(df=8, p=0.999)
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(Table 5) The logistic regression of team interaction
and the intension of persistence in
learning community

dependent

independent factor B Wald | Exp(B) P
factor

encourage one another| 3935 | 5645 | 51.147 | 018+
participate hard -4.085| 4.633 017 031

_ the flow on learning | 4115| 5054 | 016 | 025+
ntension learni antity a
of carmng ‘lu;“y 5583 | 8129 | 265786 | 004
persistence n Wee
learning time a week | -4.556| 7.669 011 | 006
a constant 2230 | .18 9.299 667
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and the intension of persistence in
learning community
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persistence Correct(%%)
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of no 5 13 722

persistence | overall % 91.6
-2LL=45.026a,x?=51.929(df=21, p=.000), Nagelkerke = R?*=.645,

truncation value .500
Hosmer & Lemeshow test x2=5.814(df=8, p=0.669)
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and the intension of persistence in
learning community

dependent

independent factor B Wald | Exp(B) P
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