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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study was to investigate the relation between learning strategy and academic achievement in the dental
hygiene students.

Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed by 207 dental hygiene students in Gyeongnam from April 1 to 30,2014. The
questionnaire consisted fo 51 questions of learning strategy and 1 question of academic achievement. The data were analyzed using
SPSS 17.0 program for descriptive analyses, t-test, Pearson correlation and multiple regressing analysis.

Results: The organized strategy and learning time management had a significantly positive influence on high scores in the junior and
senior students. Learning strategie(r=0.419) and cognitive strategies(r=0.343), metacognitive strategies(r=0.239), resource management
strategies(r=0.415) had significantly positive correlation to academic achievement. Cognitive strategy of learning strategies(p<0.05)
and resource management strategies(p <0.001) had a positive effect on higher academic achievement.

Conclusions: The learning strategies will provide the dental hygiene students with active participations.
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Table 1. Grade status of students

Division N %

Grade 1 74 36.45
2 65 32.02
3 64 31.53

Total 203 100.00
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Table 2. The number of questionnaires configuration information and questions

Variable Subdivision

Grade Grade
Cognitive Rehearsal
Refinement
Organized

Critical Thinking
Metacognitive

Learning Time Management
Effort adjustment

Peer learning

Learning strategies Metacognitive

Resource

Management
Getting help

Academic achievement GPA

Total
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Table 3. The reliability of the measurement tool
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Strategies Cronbach’ «
Cognitive 0.88
Metacognitive 0.67
Resource Management 0.74

Table 4. Differences in learning strategies, according to the grade

. Younger Seniors

Variable Mean+SD Mean+SD !
Learning(Total) 3.08+0.62 3.31£0.53 2324
Cognitive 3.49+0.70 3.60+0.54 1.738
Rehearsal 3.76+0.66 3.89+0.65 1.684
Refinement 3.384+0.51 3.64+0.68 1.195
Organized 3.43£0.42 3.83+0.70 2215
Critical Thinking 3.25+0.56 3.33+£0.59 0.186
Metacognitive 3.234+0.64 3.29+0.84 1.828
Resource Management 3.19+0.68 3.27+0.75 1.962
Learning Time Management 3.194+0.65 3.40+0.69 2.347
Effort adjustment 3.36+0.75 3.38+0.54 0.278
Peer learning 2.99+0.69 3.11+0.60 1.385
Getting help 3.24+0.84 3.36+0.59 0.981

"p<0.05 by t-test
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Table 5, Correlation of learning strategies and academic achievement

Variable Learning Cognitive Metacognitive Resource Academic
Management achievement
Learning(Total) 1
Cognitive 0.883" 1
Metacognitive 0.811" 0.681" 1
Resource Management 0.808™ 0.484" 0.472" 1
Academic_achievement 0.419™ 0.343" 0.239" 0.415™ 1
“p<0.01 by pearson’s correlation analysis
Table 6, Effects of cognitive strategies for academic achievement
Non-standardized Standardized
Dependent Independent coefficients coefficients 2
- . t F R
variables variables B Standard 3
error

Academic Constant 2.434 0.273 8.673" 5648 0.214
achievement Rehearsal 0.021 0.018 0.104 1.173

Refinement 0.009 0.015 0.065 0.597

Organized 0.032 0.014 0.204 2.243"

Critical Thinking 0.013 0.016 0.074 0.713

sk

*p<0.05, **p<0.001 by multiple logistic regression



Table 7, Effects of metacognitive strategies for academic achievement

Non-standardized Standardized
Dependent Independent coefficients coefficients 2
. . t F R
variables variables B Standard 3
error
Academic Constant 2.563 0.272 6.4217" 97217 0.049
achievement Metacognitive 0.025 0.012 0.233 3.112"
“p<0.01, “'p<0.001 by multiple logistic regression
Table 8. Effects of resource management strategies for academic achievement
Non-standardized Standardized
. fficient fficient:
DePendent i skt vl coefficients coefficients ; F R2
variables Standard
B 6
error
Academic Constant 2213 0.236 8.086™" 11299 0.157
achievement Learning Time Management 0.021 0.011 0.206 2.245"
Effort adjustment 0.053 0.014 0.311 3.245"
Peer learning 0.020 0.016 0.078 1.031
Getting help -0.009 0.016 -0.050 -0.491
"p<0.05, "p<0.01, ""p<0.001 by multiple logistic regression
Table 9, Effects of cognitive, metacognitive and resource management strategies for academic achievement
Non-standardized Standardized
Dependent Independent coefficients coefficients 2
. . t F R
variables variables B Standard 3
error
Academic Constant 1.809 0.287 6.421"" 11257 0.189
achievement Cognitive 0.011 0.006 0.239 2.256"
Metacognitive -0.008 0.009 -0.112 -0.875
Resource 0.013 0.003 0.346 3.8437
Management
"p<0.05, “p<0.01, "p<0.001 by multiple logistic regression
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