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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of cooperative learning on the learning attitude and self-directed
learning capability of learners.

Methods: The subjects were 50 sophomores enrolled in cooperative learning for 12-week period from March to June, 2014. A self-reported
questionnaire was completed by the subjects. The instruments were 16 questions of learning attitude, 32 questions of self-directed learning,
academic achievement, and 12 questions of satisfaction with instruction by Likert 5 scale. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84 in the previous
study and 0.78 in this study. Self-directed learning was modified by Yoo and Cheong. Cronbach’s alpha of self-directed learning was
0.86 in this study. Academic achievement was assessed by before and after the cooperative learning class. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95
in this study. Their learning attitude and self-directed learning capability were evaluated before and after the cooperative learning, and
their satisfaction with the instruction and academic achievement were assessed by the written examination.

Results: The score of learning attitude increased from 2.89 in the pretest to 3.38 in the posttest. The self-directed learning of the students
increased from 2.98 in the pretest to 3.48 in the posttest. The academic achievement of students also increased from 82.0 in the pretest
to 85.2 in the posttest. The satisfaction with instruction was 4.24 of Likert 5 scale. There were significant differences in satisfaction
with instruction, cooperative learning and academic achievement.

Conclusions: It is important to develop the cooperative learning program linked to self-directed learning for the dental hygiene students
continuously. This study will provide the basic data and information for the development of new teaching methods for the dental hygiene.
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Fig. 1. Cooperative learning design

2, AT

gz ‘¢ st 3WA| XY 28R A 50
garom 28hd 28l ALl wake A7 BHgsto] ulul
Ao BFs A Ao AYstA 7 MY Hgste] g

5ot BRS Esiglon, 127 52§ 4908 A
AE AT © P Hsh) AAgAT A L ans 4
% 7lzoR 491 29, 391 2%, 319) 1902 YARE
12 AR 107) o|A-Ho 7 FASIYt<Table 1>, 8
SHTR SR W AIEEISES AU, %
F2 T FUnEme) SRIYATS ZARIh 1% 13
WA= BANA A BAAE, A ol 184 Ee)
2 23 g9y9 o3, g J WAErs W YEadE eyt
7k W mEs fon AAETFig. 2

Table 1, The general characteristics of subjects

Academic achievement Score N(%)

Total 50(100.0)

High 90 < 20( 40.0)

Medium 80-89 19( 38.0)

Low = 79 11( 22.0)
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Table 2, Differences in learning attitude between before and after cooperative learning Unit : Mean®SD
Classification Before learning After learning p-value®
Self concept 2.87+0.57 3.26+0.54 0.004
Study attitude 2.95+0.58 3.27+0.48 0.010
Study habits 2.85+0.42 3.61+0.43 <0.001
Learning attitude 2.89+0.38 3.38+0.29 <0.001
"by paired t-test, a five-point scale
Learning attitude component items
1) Self-concept: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5(5 question)
2) Study attitude : 6, 7, 8, 9, 14, 15(6 question)
3) Study habits : 10, 11, 12, 13, 16(5 question)
Table 3, Each group’s differences in learning attitude between before and after cooperative learning
Source N SS DF MS F p-value”
Learning group 50 1.080 2 0.540 8.735 0.001
Error 2.906 47 0.062
Before & after learning Sphericity 8.012 1 8.012 87.352 <0.001
hypothesis
Before & after learning'group  Sphericity 3.350 2 1.675 18.260 <0.001
hypothesis
Error Sphericity 4311 47 0.092
(Before & after) hypothesis
by GLM, a five-point scale
Table 4, Differences in self—directed learning capabilities between before and after cooperative learning Unit : Mean®SD
Classification Before learning After learning p-value”
Learning attachment 3.04+0.66 3.45+0.44 0.001
Self-conviction as a learner 3.09+0.56 3.40+0.46 0.005
Openness toward challenge 3.01+0.78 3.47+0.32 <0.001
Learning curiosity 2.96+0.67 3.56+0.47 <0.001
Self-understanding 3.01+0.63 3.49+0.47 <0.001
Assuming learning responsibility 2.78+0.74 3.53+0.48 <0.001
Self-directed learning capabilities 2.98+0.47 3.48+0.20 <0.001
“by paired t-test, a five-point scale
Self-directed learning capabilities component items
1) learning attachment : 1, 3, 8, 12, 14, 25, 26, 27(8 question)
2) self-conviction as a learner : 5, 9, 13, 17, 21, 22, 31, 32(8 question)
3) openness toward challenge : 2, 4, 10, 15, 23, 24, 28, 30(8 question)
4) learning curiosity : 16, 18, 19, 20(4 question)
5) self-understanding : 7, 11(2 question)
6) assuming learning responsibility : 6, 29(2 question)
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Source N SS DF MS F p-value*

Learning group 50 1.227 2 0.614 5.158 0.009

Error 5.592 47 0.119

Before & after learning Sphericity 6.577 1 6.577 55.689 <0.001
hypothesis

Before & after learning” Sphericity 0.736 2 0.368 3.115 0.054

group hypothesis

Error Sphericity 5.551 47 0.118

(Before & after) hypothesis

by GLM, a five-point scale

Table 6, Changes in academic achievement of each group Unit : Mean+SD

Classification N Before learning After learning p-value”

High group 20 90.8+1.03 93.243.50 <0.001

Midium group 19 82.4+1.98 84.4+2.94 <0.001

Low group 11 65.4+6.59 72.0+6.89 <0.001

Total 50 82.0+10.1 85.249.02 <0.001

"by paired t-test, a five-point scale
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Table 7. Each group's satisfaction with the instruction by academic achievement Unit : Mean=®SD
. . Lecture Cooperative Achievement Total class «
Ot N satisfaction learning satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction LT
High group 20 4.28+0.58 4.06+0.58 4.13£0.50 4.40+0.52 <0.001
Medium group 19 4.42+0.54 4.07+0.65 4.25£0.67 4.11£0.63 <0.001
Low group 11 4.59+0.32 4.25+0.69 4.34+0.52 4.22+0.57 <0.001
Total 50 4.24+0.49 <0.001

by t-test, a five-point scale
£ 9 ot ST A, 5718 TSR oIS 27 ek B A@7elHs
oJAYHOR YL TAIo] o] Re SHAL F

ARdere A 1 A, 27, LA2E 5o

TE HHo| 9lo] W& /\H]x}o] Y R Fwrt ujE

ngaz 92 Mgl 7 5o agg wjels

A Q3ich 0mA 8 Al R A SRS

tEAs mre] QoA HA ALk PSS Fel

4 glrk Eﬂ I‘Hfﬂﬂ wIIgol| AFAAIZE e ' sk
O o

ohd mFAe] E%Ol 1‘41%‘%0191412).
olell A2k BFARA oH S SRk st
9ho) A7 FEA S ZhT BEel8E frolv, TiEo] sely
Hze @4 28 A7t Dasich
o153l HlTh 7o ARE y|zZ oy L6 1102
Ay} 2=

[e]
B9 @ e o1 B
8 7 AR $holel 3, 1ok ol
A

2 A% 7|2 ARE AAStLA AlETE At
Fof| ofal] =23 B chat Aok
Feohsel AHe A= &gste] Ak 71 QlAtet
AxE Zolaat Pedat Hual = 2P 7 2-g-sto]
S A ST S WISkE B|wst A} slssd
2.89%, Sh5F 3387 0= Y=k 3 S5 SHRIN
3l Ao, SR, St BiRollA S E‘z‘il
R, SR, SR Al et B sy R0] 8
e reo] M3k ot Bt 319e] dto A% °‘BP0«I#‘
Zcke] Ss5H|E 3.48%0f| H]sf E‘ﬂ‘ﬂ&s% 283t @au
SEE Hav) 3.58H 0 R E}A = Ve
o] AtoME EAEATRES A8 o i
Bl7t SgF o2 Hslshs 5ol AvtE Bals
A ATE St Qlrt. shsE s S5AL]

I

$L
32

Lo
2o oy [

O]
o
rL1>
rzi

o o

£

1

_|01|
2

5 *H
3 H?LOIEO] ﬂjl a]ﬂ w Eu}ﬂ 15t ;%XPP
AL FApARl o] & 4 glon =
WA TR ¥ @.OHAH shaEvlet egAke] wRakgol
2s] dolgd 4= Sl Sh5AEr el o] Fasiria
ARE QT E]E - Aol ShsEl=S M= W,
o1Fe] g agloly 4l A AIA] 5o FAIH Q] €l
A HUF FEATFE B SksA] ShaEE S SRt

4549 A7 Basithal ARRE ATk

Fsohs B F A SR ARk
o] s 2ATE Ak Skid 2.98%, Shs$ 34832
= FLET =2 XMTE@H;E# SHI7iEQl Bkl o
Sroft, shsAtR Y] }71 2l EX*Oﬂ et WA, Bkl
g oA &
gl —H—ZH 1}71 =5 E 34
o= %wvm A=A o= w3 4P AtollA
A Je] 27| 2 sk 34070 vl g7t
83 A A7|smsksd Aot 3.6180%
4 A UERE Aok fAkstal 210 w3 dukrkel
o} JEsls AL AT r|ErsksEo] RAES BT
of 2 At A StEel] L ek A2 WSt
T2 A A5 A A48 FET TR0l Eot
A7|1Fmeg o] wolitkal selaL, 4 51 ERk A7)
SHEAF AAR B0 Fr L JEA| SR
FEE AL SR ANSIER HE s FolA A
7] 5

FEstaele F85 Y 4 gone 4¢ed

|

il

‘A
o5
Z

x-L

il
4

eh BESHE A8l QloiAl shaktel AEYIE A
Sk ek EL_/:_JHﬂxl 7H1:ﬂ—_9_ a}

TTH YTy Ty



wols - MO / HSES0| siEAle| SAEIE W b |REaEl lxls &3t 309

FENS FB AL 440 SARAE Wet & 2N S5, 54 110) HERSS B A
2 wagn G 8207, S F 852H0R G A4S B S Uk B4 0] WEA Basich THE
3 sl B A 6547, e ¥ 22WOR b o= Bt oY MuoAet ol S5 SAe] W A
2O PYES MY ol v 409 WS AT R A Heb ART 4 gk ok 344 5
of ST 8647, A AU B3SYOE 2AE 2 SUUEES oly] St F& aade} Arac
A3 AR, BAZHEAGHGNA SaAe] mRA Q7Y APHORE FEIL LUE Y5 9
ANEE B AESAS D 4 AR B ox S wl et SNSE TaEe] BEAL Au O A%
B ApAne Sue Fu gtk WEHY skl mkEe] Hgsiel el A9 i w50 st sk
FRIOA DL 4 Gt oS GadFo] HHAL AY & AR AL YOHR FARAS 22 o dhet S
oleh, SR BEAD ol Hol THUGSL o T Y PEoR P ShelTE §
oo Alzel AFge] GHHT SBAe] YA B S F o AFH At Aastokn ARHe. B 3
Aol PARANYe] 4520 Woioh B 5 QHFE P 298 Seluatno] ohd ee Hsjag
9o APAAZCL SR B4 MM ko mUROR ZAstel I FYES AN d thk
Spsin Aol a7He @Y APY, BARAdel e e} itk skl FhTel AHUET e
NSNS STIT ek A L ofefat Wel o TES] s A8 ATE sHe sl gek AT
A huAe] BARS serstn SANEALE Skt Au A R Aolek AREh olefat A7
Aol BAYes BANAR T FUH AmFEOR o= B & elysk Nslel ApAe] sisewet 4
o W7ol 65.4%, F/MAIBIT E BA| HAF BA F AFESEUS IO WeslLe 589 72w
ol 454%z Huslgich WY s8o g Feld Y 24 28 & UL Row et

of w3 thstuwS-o] e A W&o Hiskel ARIA|
O] gtof gl= QIS Hlsl WststoloF sh, X]¢1AY

wRe] BUH B4 BEAYO] a7 Usle] st 4E
/\]—pj_oﬂ 1A E]_o]:z‘;_} zﬂém e o 71—7\1:401 ]; kas 7—]0]T;]—

H T1701w o

ol & skIAHofut watalz] %l Uoprt hsate] 2] & e detkse] o4 wsans e R

Behe wolFol A% o) Aoj A4S SsiA vy BEHe) 4R8It | o] iAo SAtel 4

83tk AzE ok e EolAL, AAR ST o Jle A|FEsE Y o
5ot 28 ¥ ohaAke] kgl oiE e v SRS MEE HoleAs 2Aste] sk Sl v

5 AR A9 A4 SUNESEE 424702 Joux el A SR 71E ARS Xﬂ*lo}ﬂ} A=A

ZoA 7MY w2 A E UL SEEE e ATEE 39A 29183 2803 507E iAo thaat

BE S SR, ST w02 2y of RS 2B 4 £ A

© 2 599 FEdhs & AN AvESET) 3.94%,

otz E 7t 7HF A ZARE ATF SARSh, 8 5109 1. A58k A% 3 ks a4A i;?; BRSO

H o
AollFE SRR H5Ed A8 A ST Sk e 2AT AT okad 2.897, S5% 3.38%

o H =] o T10 H e =] =
o] ZOUIEEE JHMOo R WA B LS Hurg 07 FAES H(p<0.001), SHSEl= ALY 3}
23 Ytk SANEEE o7 95t $YHAL BfEA, HE Ao, SREE, Shesd EolA 2
B, AR, FUYY S A etslel ohs 3 AolS BArkp<0.05).
o] EA O o|RolX R Aol TGP, B ATolA 2. AEIS AW F WA SUFR ARG
T 7|E dE599] xw_% =3 &Eslso] AT} S2odut o] SRAIEE B35t Ayl 5 2.984, 55
E5E o) $AAAE ol o] | e wiEsise 348402 FHBE RATP<0.001), F9IHY 3
AES 59l g e waeyd HAAE FEl Ssaesol 5ol tietolial, shaAtRe] 2718k, ol digt 7h
ko zcko] HkEsks 3|3E Sk w3t g ) o W, ol digt 2714, A7lolsl, Stssell digt
o] B2 SR WS A WIER Be] Aala UG RO Frolet Ao]E HULHp<0.001).
S % BERIL usiel A8 A AN 3o@%thr Y F oshidel sidgse ok
ALREICE A 520 mi2 shsAel BRHQl BeE 820%, Sk ¥ 852002 SHAFR ol Aol
Q0lof| 24, 7%, 3% 202 JeRgo omgoww E H33(p<0.001), HeE = s, A4
KRz HEA, AEgeR ZAEYL. © 85 3] A F9A 20 Lrekdrh(p<0.001).

=
0] Y=o uﬂgz‘& A A XY 0|3 Sl El 3IEo o 4. ks A3 B k510 £ T4, 247 o7



310 © J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2015; 15(2): 30310

O, FESISUSLE, Sij] AN B RO

= 02 AL O (p<0.001), S5
e vk A sl Seild w0
2 UERITHp<0.001).

PO/
o]

olde] Eolg Faf 7jEe] At gelaglel A

A3 AR a |9t S5Ak B4 W 249l 3%

HAE A7el AR AT L WS ASAE

o Alws] 27 ulzhu, APATIAL] HRE @5

g7 71zAmns B8 5 9 Aow F|dH
References

1. Park IS, Kim MJ. Effect of reflective journaling in team
learning on the learning motivation of learners. J Korean
Soc Dent Hyg 2012; 12(5): 849-59.

2. National competency standards, introduction[Internet]. [cited
2014 April 27]. Available from: http://www.ncs.go.kr/nos/
dispatcher.jsp.

3. Kil YS. A survey on college teaching practice. J Korean
Teach Edu 2003: 20(1): 33-56.

4. Lee YS. An ethnographic study for the improvement of
teaching at the college level. J Anthropl Edu 2001: 4(3):
227-52.

5. No EH, Min KI. Practical education for the 21st century
teaching and learning methodologies. 2nd ed. Seoul: DMS
Pub INC; 2002: 23-71.

6. Park IS, Song GS. Effect of cooperative learning on learning
strategies academic self-efficacy and class satisfaction among
dental hygiene students. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2012; 12(1):
93-101.

7. Kim SH. Effect of collaborative learning on dental hygiene
student education. J Korean Acad Dent Hyg 2013;15(4):
253-60.

8. Yun HS. A case study for the application of collaborative
learning-college of education 3rd grade math learning
psychology class. J Open Edu Action Res 2010: 13: 45-67.

9. Park IS. Effects of team assisted individualization on
underachiever’s academic achievement and learning attitudes.
J Korean Learner-Centered Curri Ins 2001: 7(2): 141-61.

10. Hwang SY. Effects of problem-based learning on the

knowledge achievement, critical thinking ability, attitude
and motivation toward learming of nursing students[Doctoral
dissertation]. Gwangju: Univ. of Chonnam National, 2003.

11. Yoo KO, Cheong JW. A study on the self-direction of adult

learners and its demographic and socio-psychological

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

22.

23.

24.

variables. J Life Long Edu 1998; 4(1): 119-50.

Ham BS. College self-innovation in the field. Seoul: Samsung
economic research Institute; 2009: 19-20.

Park IS, Kim DK. Effect of TBL(team-based learning) on
oral prophylaxis education of dental hygiene curriculum.
J Korean Acad Dent Health 2009; 33(1): 125-33.

Kim SH. A study of problem based leaming(PBL) experience
in dental hygiene education-learning attitude, student
assessment. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2010; 10(5): 797-805.
Park IS, Kim DK. Astudy on dental hygiene students effects
of team-based learning in the dental hygiene curriculum
on learning motivation and self-directed learning
capabilities. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2010; 10(1): 127-40.
Park IS, Woo SH, Choi MH. A study on the development
and application of inclusive dental hygiene practice model.
J Dent Hyg Sci 2010; 10(3): 155-60.

Kim JS, Na SI. An ethnographic case study on interaction
and learning strategy in course-linked learning community
instruction of junior college. J Agricultural Edu & Human
Resource Develo 2006: 38(4): 161-85.

Chang KW. Effects fo full problem based learning of dental
education in terms of problem solving process, meta-
cognition, and intrinsic motivation. J Korean Acad Dent
Health 2009; 33(1): 90-102.

Jung YR, Lee WS, Cho DJ. Development of PBL packages
for the improvement of the problem-solving ability,
self-directed learning capability and communicative
competence of dental hygiene students. J Korean Soc Dent
Hyg 2010; 10(1): 33-49.

Park SI. Effects of cooperative and competitive learning
stratege on cognitive-effective. ] Edu Res & Develo 1985:
7(1): 79-94.

Kim SH, Jang JH, Oh SH. A study of the improvement
subjects of the Korean dental hygienists licensing
examination. J Dent Hyg Sci 2009: 9(3): 353-60.
Yang JS, Seo EJ. Recognition of dentistry college students
in teaching about preventive dentistry practices by
achievement. J Korean Acad Dent Health 2007; 31(3):
432-43.

Jung YR, Hwang SH, Ahn SY, Sim SY, Han HJ, Choi
HS. Efficient teaching behavior in lecture-style instruction
of dental hygiene. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2012; 12(1):
189-200.

Hwang CI, Lee SH. An analysis of hindrance factors of
students’ questioning in the university lecture class. J Edu
Sci 2011; 42(1): 181-212.



