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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The aim of this study is to investigate extracurricular program needs according
to the learning styles of dental hygiene students, and to develop and organize non-subject
programs that strengthen student competencies. Methods: The subjects in this study were
dental hygiene students from three colleges located in Chungbuk, Chungnam, and Ulsan,
respectively. The survey tools were composed of learning style, a non-subject field, and non-
subject teaching and learning methods. Lastly, 313 data points were analyzed. Results: Learning
styles of subjects were as follows: assimilators, divergers, convergers, and accommodators, at
44.6%, 33.0%, 16.0%, and 6.4%, respectively. Preference of the non-subject field, according to
learning style, showed that accommodators were higher than divergers on startup, and the
difference was found to be statistically significant (p<0.05). Preference of non-subject teaching
and learning methods, according to learning style, shows that both divergers and convergers
prefer special lectures, while assimilators prefer tours, and convergers prefer experience/
exercise. The results had achieved statistical significance (p<0.05). Conclusions: This study
shows that dental hygiene students had different learning styles, and their learning methods
varied depending on learning style. Therefore, a method should be identified to develop and
run non-subject programs suitable for each learning style.

Key Words: Extracurricular program, Kolb’s learning type, Teaching and learning
method
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Fig. 1. Classification of learning style by Kolb[20]

(3) Bt 2of

]} Hop S STl T 4 Hols] HRARALS B 94 MASHEAE Al Ulo) 94
S chol{21] Sl i ulaaiiobs 2Afsto] 1 ool B =2 Agslairt.

ul - HoR AR, Yo, 4, B, AV, 71281, Golel, W= o ¢ wgom Tl
on] uf A FZICFolA - M &5kA) eRerye] 57 Liket 2= 2 H7H5i3ict
= ﬂ“_'u Hli’—*} Hof =7 = 310] A2 &= Cronbach’s a=0.778°] ik

ot s sl A 17} 40 2 elglon ok ATecpol oje Ase o
ol 57 Liket W2 H7Hi9ic
1 QAo Mo ulawa} sk 2470 A1 Cronbachs 08820191,
2) A
Q7 xslE MEAS BoH AR AN 0N vt} 18 42 35

o) 2ol g

:
Mo

o= flal Mz oieh Ml w4 59l o = TRte] A d B o) HEAY'e] 2717] 7]l thisf S
A] ekrfollA] - 13Ty o] 44 Likert 4 = & 17}51%] 0™, CVI(Content Validity Index)zko] 0.8
TEoR 3}93\2[4 508 o2l 2k Heple

A2 At Bl ele} AP} Qe Al ol o] FA1 2t iR e AR AR ek S AP o
ol 51“3%01]71] ARAIE HlAESAL, 2Pg WPol| tisl et o 277 |YA 0 2 2Pd & 34519

[
OI'E':'.

n#}.
M
l-))j
>
_>xi
E
o|.

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20190090



U3l - AE2/K|9dnt xijeh o] ShE Qa0 e vl wat wol| Cigt s~ Hjw - 1051

3) A
SPSS 12.0(SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) 21512 o]-85}o] ofzfie} Zho] FAIM 2| & A AR o™ A4
ol 77 0.052 31ct
A date] LukyQl B9} SRR Rl R A S 5o Rleel vl -8 2 ALESIct
/g wh2 ] mat-Rop 3l wapsksri Ao E B2 SRl t 7478 AlYei,
A
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o

ha, ] 4

e Atk
814030l 2 W] iLa} ot 3 WS o) S419] BAS Slo) 491 1 testS AT
A7 Z 1t
E
1. ChatRte] iaiol S

CdAke] Ubd E/d-2 <Table 1>} 2. S22 984%7F ozt 18Hd, 25Hd 38h 0] ZH2) 349,
34.3%, 3L.7%H 1 21A5E7| A2 4.0 0|4k, 3.0~34, 2.5~2.9, 2.0~2.47}+ 212} 8.7%, 11.5%, 20.8%, 18.9%,
4.29%, 1.9%3Ict. II-SHAL 4%+ 15 0 = 2174 817 AbZo] E7sslith

Table 1. General characteristics of the subject

Characteristics Division N %
Sex Male 5 1.6
Female 307 98.4
Grade Ist 106 34.0
2nd 107 34.3
3rd 99 31.7
Last semester marks Good 27 8.7
Fair 101 32.4
Poor 78 25.0
N/A 106 34.0
Total 312 100.0

2. CHARte Qs

tdALe] S-S 8RR 44.6% = 71 Hokl BARR} 33,006, 422} 16.0%, Z-SA}F 6.4% w=0]3icH
<Table 2>.
Table 2. Learning style of the subject

Characteristics Division N(%)  Diverger Converger Assimilator Accommodator

Grade 1st 29(27.4) 16(15.1) 54(50.9) 54(50.9)
2nd 36(33.6) 17(15.9) 45(42.1) 45(42.1)
3rd 38(38.4) 17(17.2) 40(40.4) 40(40.4)
Total  312(100.0) 103(33.0)  50(16.0) 139(44.6) 20(6.4)

Last semester marks  Good 10(37.0) 4(14.8) 10(37.0) 3(11.1)
Fair 37(36.6) 14(13.9) 46(45.5) 4(4.0)
Poor 27(346)  16(20.5) 29(37.2) 6(7.7)
Total ~ 206(100.0) 74(35.9)  34(16.5) 85(41.3) 13(6.3)
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Table 3. Preference of the field of extracurricular program according on general characteristic

o}o

=L (p<0.05) 2748} /g2 o] Age1o] 31elHo] H]

(p=0.05), "F<210] 5 - 5Felol Hlal X1 2 Zofof] et H] wa w2

Variables Grade _ Last semester marks i
1st 2nd 3rd p Total Good Fair Poor J2) Total

Get job 4.29+0.70 4.15+0.71 4.16+0.74 0278 4.20+0.72 4371063 4.1630.72 4.08%0.75 0.191 4.16+0.72
Start up 2894093 3.06:099 2.76+1.04 0.094 290+0.99 2894125 2.89+0.99 2954099 0.925 2.91+1.02
Refinement 3074092 2904096 280090 0.113 2924093 3.1941.21 274092 2.87%0.81 0.087 2.85+0.93
Learning 362+0.88 3441085 35114084 0287 3524086 3.81+092* 3.47+0.82" 3.36+0.82° 0.050 347+0.84
Self development 3871076 3.75%0.86 3.71£0.84 0.339 3.78£0.82 4.07£0.78 3.67£0.86 3.68%£0.83 0.074 3.7310.85
basic learning 3481+0.86 320095 3374092 0.072 3.35Xk0.92 341%+128 3.18%092 3.37£0.81 0.296 3.2840.94
Club 3.394+0.88* 3.19+1.06° 2.97+1.02° 0.011 3.19+1.00 337+118 2.94+1.10 3.17+0.89 0.109 3.08+1.04
One's course 4074085 395+0.81 3.87+-0.78 0220 396+0.82 4.30+0.61° 3.86+-0.84° 3.851+0.76"° 0.025 3.91+0.79
"by ANOVA

*"The same characters are not significant by Turkey's multiple comparison at a=0.05

4, YU S0 2 H|wat W WH MSE H|

18hdlo] 2, 3810l |8 HE = el S A5 1, 25hdo] 3atol uls) HXITHE), 71}, 35
2 y1E35)00, 2511d0) 38hel u]3h )]

UERSTH(p<0.05)<Table 4>.

T
o a1=
S AT

o

shdl 2 28kl )

T

Table 4. Preference of non-subject teaching and learning method according on general characteristic

5

Variables Grade _ Last semester marks _
1st 2nd 3rd p Total Good Fair Poor p Total

Lecture 301+1.05% 310+1.08 2724095 0.021 295+1.04 2.89+137 3.04+1.00 2774094 0221 2.92+1.03
LMS(on-line) 3.00£1.23 298+1.08 2.84=x1.04 0.532 294+1.12 296+1.29 290*+1.04 291+1.01 0964 291+£1.06
Special lecture 2961087 2.75+096" 3.19+0.82° 0.002 296090 3.04+094 2.95+092 295+092 0.901 2.96+0.92
Workshop/Seminar  2.82+098 2.84+1.04 261+1.02 0193 276+1.02 263*+1.15 2.70+1.04 2.79+1.00 0.727 2.73+1.04
Contest 2554096 2.63+1.06° 2234095 0.012 247100 2524116 2.31+1.03 2584096 0.196 2.44+1.02
Open exhibition 2701096 2.65%£1.05 241£1.02 0.099 259+1.01 2.78+122 248%1.09 254+0.89 0407 2.541+1.04
Mentor/Tutor 3631094 3194113 322+1.06° 0.003 3.35+1.06 348+119 3.194+1.07 3.13+1.09 0.346 3.20+1.09
Tour 393+095a 390+0.82" 3.56+1.08" 0.008 3.80+097 3.93+0.83 3.82+1.01 3.55+093 0.097 3.73+0.97
Camp 3.34+1.19 321+£1.13 3.00£1.25 0.123 3.19£1.19 289+1.15 3.09+129 321*+1.06 0483 3.11£1.19
Community 3374107 333+095 298+1.03" 0012 323+1.03 3.00+111 3271099 3.08+098 0.305 3.16+1.00
Experience/Exercise  4.00+093 393+0.87 3874086 0.567 3931+0.89 3.59+0.93" 4.03+090° 3.83+0.76™ 0.045 3.90+0.86

‘by ANOVA

*PThe same characters are not significant by Turkey's multiple comparison at a=0.05
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Table 5. Preference of the field of extracurricular program according on type of learning

Variables Diverger  Converger  Assimilator Accommodator p Total

Get job 4214074 4324071 4.1740.68 405+0.89 0476 4.20+0.72
Start up 2.70+£1.02*°  320+1.03"  2.89+0.94"  3.30+0.86°  0.007 2.90+0.99
Refinement 2.83+1.01  3.08+0.72 2.924+0.93 3.00+0.97  0.482 2.924+0.93
Learning 3.54+0.92  3.66+0.75 3.45+0.84 3.55+0.89  0.517 3.52+0.86

Self development ~ 3.80+0.90 3.98£0.65 3.681£0.80 3.80£0.83 0.174 3.78£0.82
basic learning 3.33£0.99 3.36£0.96 3.32£0.84 3.60£0.88 0.648 3.35£0.92

Club 3.02+1.07 3424086  3.19+097 345+1.05  0.072 3.19+1.00
One's course 3.99+0.87  4.14+070  3.91+0.78 3.75+1.02  0.227 3.96+0.82
"by ANOVA

*"The same characters are not significant by Turkey's multiple comparison at a=0.05

Table 6. Preference of non-subject teaching and leaming method according on type of leaming

Variables Diverger  Converger  Assimilator Accommodator p° Total

Lecture 2.8511.06  3.20%1.03 2.9310.97 2.95t1.36 0.281 2.95+1.04
LMS(on-line) 294+1.10 3.14+1.13 2.87+1.12 2.95+1.23 0.547 2.94+1.12
Special lecture 2.97+0.81° 3.24+0.87°  2.92+0.89% 2.50+1.32°  0.016 2.96+0.90
Workshop/Seminar ~ 2.67+1.01  2.98+1.00 2.75+0.99 275125  0.361 2.76+1.02
Contest 2.38£1.03  2.54%0.99 2.4910.97 2.70t1.13 0.533 2.47£1.00
Open exhibition 2.54+1.09 2.60+1.03 2.631+0.94 2.55+1.10 0.920 2.59+1.01
Mentor/Tutor 3.29+1.13  3.42+1.07 3.331+0.98 3.60+1.27 0.642 3.35+1.06
Tour 3.58+1.07" 3.94+0.89% 3.92+0.88™  3.75+1.02" 0.036 3.80+0.97
Camp 3.01+1.23  3.36+1.08 3.22+1.17 3.45+1.39 0.224 3.19+1.19
Community 3.09+1.13  3.36+1.08 3.261+0.94 3.451+0.89 0.285 3.23+1.03

Experience/Exercise  3.7240.97° 4.20+£0.76"  4.01£0.81" 3.80£1.01*  0.006 3.93%0.89
"by ANOVA

**The same characters are not significant by Turkey's multiple comparison at a=0.05

" The same characters are not significant by Turkey HSD's multiple comparison at a=0.05

6. H| 3} 20f 3 washEdiH QM| B4
B} Hote] Ao} B4 At 149k 2], AP IPHE, F2 0|90 T 249k W2, A7), #¢]
ol om 3 X, AP, Fole] <ol {tiTable 7>.
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Table 7. Priority of the field of extracurricular program

Rank  Getjob Startup Refinement Learning Self development baSI.C Club e
learning course

1 194 12 5 13 40 8 12 37

2 49 16 10 42 76 13 12 99

3 27 33 10 49 74 23 30 85

Total 270 5 25 104 190 44 >4 221

Table 8. Priority of the field of non-subject teaching and leaming method

LMS  Special Worksho en  Mentor . erience
Lizss e (on-line) lfcture Semmarp/ Contest e}&qullj)iﬁon Tutor/ Tour Camp Community EXEE{ermse /
1 60 48 8 4 2 4 19 60 22 1 85
2 25 23 17 11 3 7 33 94 22 15 63
3 25 20 31 12 6 10 43 42 40 18 66
Total 110 91 56 27 11 21 95 196 84 34 214
1. §.*§ &of| thE H| w2} 2o U K WHH M2 Hw

EIees Oﬂrt}%ﬂl Hofo] @X4-9] xjo]i=EA|Z| 0 2 §oJ5ta}o] & LrehA] 9kotout vl wat w

9= 5AIK 0 2 Aol 5 Yelit, BARfel faizhs Al - A, 78] el 4l fA7te] &
0]911,1; ‘ZI*—%J AT L AE - Ae, ko3l om, A-3A = 7Fe], YA e HE - FE{F o
QX297 = A UERHTHp<0.05)<Table 9,10>.

Table 9. Priority of the field of extracurricular program

Rank Field of non subject education Non subject teaching and learning method
Ist 0.761 0.003"

2nd 0.188 0.447

3rd 0.868 0.249

"by ¥ test

Table 10. The comparison among type of learning on top priority of non-subject teaching and
learning method

Variables Diverger Converger Assimilator Accommodator  p
Top priority 0.003
Lecture 8(16.0) 22(15.8) 25(24.3) 5(25.0)
LMS(on-line) 8(16.0) 13(9.4) 22(21.4) 5(25.0)
Special lecture 4(8.0) 0(0.0) 4(3.9) 0(0.0)
Workshop/Seminar 2(4.0) 1(0.7) 1(1.0) 0(0.0)
Contest 0(0.0) 1(0.7) 1(1.0) 0(0.0)
Open exhibition 0(0.0) 3(2.2) 1(1.0) 0(0.0)
Mentor/Tutor 3(6.0) 4(2.9) 6(5.8) 5(25.0)
Tour 10(20.0) 35(25.2) 13(12.6) 2(10.0)
Camp 3(6.0) 11(7.9) 8(7.9) 0(0.0)
Community 0(0) 1(0.7) 0(0) 0(0)
Experience/Exercise  12(24.0) 48(34.5) 22(21.4) 3(15.0)
"by ¥ test
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Ul - A2/ X|eldnt xijeh ol Sha R0 we Hlwat wKof| it~ Hlw - 1055

X3k o
2 % et

ek Akg) 10] Retsh= QIS P51 | <lsl w83y 9 Hlagabyo] Fagtolle Brakal 51
o] TOﬂlElZl o % §o2 SPYE0) 28] o7} of 27| wigol ks Ate] B3 e PARFE Rt T2

el B4 2 eheg e S453, 2RI, HEA A, Moy, e S S U o
Sl ke o 4 S FQ3 b4 B0l R[] HlmgapY 21 7|8 U 29wl o]
Tefsio] 4Rl SHAETE P 4 LS sfok ek,

ool & 917 2| ST AP S ThAF0 2 B9 ol ke Hl et w8 o Tt 502 AR 24 |
Syt spgse] ofke i}%}ﬁo@ e olza} 22130 /18 9 141 28] il 2054

lo

QAT thRto) SRS B 4460 7 Bo] Lpehian ofo] HAIK), 4503k, 484 02
UEpstT. 2 A 3 SR} 71 ko] Ushd ks xlolagal Afstile ko = Qi 71t ole)
A7t QxJsigiort17]. 4 Shoje] Aelr s AP 38502 §3HA 25796 T A Lpeht 2
ok ollsleh £ UGS oy R Bl et el Aol S 1
bo] U} £ ite g AsIgLou, B25]e] Aol Al BARP 4Rl SR P B
£ 5o} 1 ¢l Zulet tht Aolsleick. ole} o] 7k B2 SRl 94 REolA A
ChE Zaks Lt 2 ok 8 m.80] o]t 7b) 2 B4 5 hak 2.91e] wet s B o]
Phfete  sicisls ek Al e

LB
HiT
L

Aol 2 §iAIot EAbAte] B Auke XAt FH10] THLS 98 Btsh Ak
E7}o|o] TR AT AR Mol T84 0] R et ol st B4 0S4 AkE 4
Yok s slsapat che O R THIZ AR sk WS MEshe Ateln Azl

24| EAJof a} 2 H] s} ok S 5 SATe Aat Aol 71 Ay Rt Solelol g et
sgkom, MAs] 4i7o) 472 7 shgo] F5tgllel ulsh sl 212 Hoo| ciet v} .82
Mg 5o 2l ol Ae) 79 ishyol tie At slhA S 9 sl ge) Wa st =
QS AL, 57] U Aeeto] AR S 93 Solelol tieh e e} ek wogic

Q2] E ol k2 u| st 8 WS ZARSE AT Shdlo] 248 ol S e A st shdol
olU4E 7o) i B4 MESH 102 FARIICE o) Ashdo] 9 A 132 9j rhoyet et
SRS MEsha IEIUSE S 615 91t 579 oS HEsh 20 Az

5i5-930l e ALE SR HlaLat Hobs AR AT A 87 Akl sl gl Lole] i ulmat
SHEEA70 ehdek a%xm “l8e] o %%w ]3] aho] sk o foje e

2 7ue Mesh- 2427t

E =
R Hoﬁxwwmm 2191 ggoleh Ml PR7lo] HlZof o} £7o))
o] 27El WEHFE e ZlojehiTiery,

PR A i MBS s ol PUESIE A L7 elkou, Ao 2 Rl
2] Slolet. ol thiito] ]t e 12 olol AHilo] AR Tt Hedute] A0 R Hesh
S{2 thsE] chepE 0] 35 AR TN e R B2 ekt Akl Zlofekn et m
p8]0] Qo bt .80 2 A U0] 2757} ohrhs b Autel Uit

a459:400] nfe} S she BT S AR AT AR S RARE B4 S5, SRR 2
ah2 HEsIglon], S AT} RS HEshe Jlos ZAE:

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20190090



J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2019;19(6):1047-58

1056 -

3
3
ko
ow
Holr.

o
=
lo]

A
=

s

5
5
!

o, &2 71kH5

she el

o] 274 Al

|
o

T

Hol 2ol FHH Y

=

o] Rt {rtal K.

Joll A Hol S0 ofolclol A

FA et
=

|

=]
A

o

A

Xlo

E]

a}

.]

A

-

-

o]

Ol—
22, 7]

7

X250 Tleft 8] 4:51o]
9=

)
gl

o
‘.DI‘
H2 5730)

3

il
=
T

1=

L

H

Che Zollx] 242 7}
2

[20]2] Atoll M= ¢

kA

ch Al
247 Fhdistet

=
=

s

424}

| 3o 2[30]

o, ol

d—%

Uok=

S

o

4]

Pz
the ZRol £ ¢l Aupr} 7] 4ot

[30]2t &
7]

[e]
[e]

SFo

& BA5H %

°

Oz

N
<)

 Atte] 2

O] ZAE nFdste] Al

ueke) FAEVITE)

|

o]

1=!
=
=l

AQ] Bl 2 2 7Y

Z

FAAelan

ks

L
i

O =M X9

b
=

ENG

(e}

Zolct.
Q=
=]

51
=

kel

Al
oo}

4

=5

|

74

toichee) 1 oo} gk, et el 3] A

[17 101 Lrtetr)7) =8l F=)7h

3}

)

Il

[e)

9

Al 6.4%= LFE}

HARR} 33,006, 252} 16.0%, 22

g,

7+ 44.6% = 71

SIX

A~ 03F 0 o
=] oélt‘B’

Sk
of

Loyvaztel

H .}

=

S
A

i gz orol o

O

HhH o] C}2 0 & o|of gk=H] w1}

ExJo]| H]

il
5]

= 02 ZARE ATHp<0.05).

1

kel
=l

She

A
(o)

.0
10
k2

A}

S SH=H]
frgoll o7 AL 2t g =

X

%

of wket

F A UrebattH(p<0.05).

o5

A
vl

<]

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20190090



U3l - A2/ X|eldnt xijeh ol Sha R0 M Hlwat wKof| it~ Hlw - 1057

Conflicts of interest

The authors declared no conflict of interest.

Authorship

Conceptualization: ME Kim, HK Kim; Data collection: ME Kim; Formal analysis: ME Kim; Writing -
original draft: ME Kim, HK Kim; Writing - review & editing: ME Kim, HK Kim

References

[1] Kim SK, Lee SC, Chung JY, Gil YS. The future outlook and development strategy on
higher education of Korea. Seoul: Korea advancing schools foundation; 2017: 36-8.

[2] Shin HS. Analysis of students’ perception on extra-curricula program of L university.
Korean Journal of General Education 2017;11(6):303-32.

[3] Kim SY, Lee MK. A study on students’ perceptions and needs about college
extracurricular programs. Journal of Learner-Centered Curriculum and Instruction
2016;(16)9:585-609. https://doi.org/10.22251/jlcci.2016.16.9.585

[4] Kim JM, Yu YU, Lee SW. The analysis of effectiveness and review of university extra-
curricular programs. Journal of Learner-Centered Curriculum and Instruction
2017;17(17):773-91. https://doi.org/10.22251/lcci.2017.17.17.773

[5] Kim JM. Colleage students awareness of extra-curricular and extra-curricular
graduate certificate qualitative and quantitative approach. Journal of Learner-
Centered Curriculum and Instruction 2018;18(13):245-66. https://doi.org/10.22251/
jlcci.2018.18.13.245

[6] Park CN, Chung WH. Study on the effects of non-subject educational programs
influencing the core competency of university students-focusing on the case of K
university. Korean Journal of General Education 2017;11(1):39-71.

[7] Kim MS, Song YS, Park YG. The effects of learning competency of college students
participated in extracturicular programs on core competency. Global Creative Leader:
Education&Learning 2019;9(1):83-100. https://doi.org/10.34226/gcl.2019.9.1.83

[8] Kim HJ. A study on cases of perating extra-curriculum programs in liberal arts classes-
focused on the team-based reading discussion activities. Korean Journal of General
Education 2017(11);761-90.

[9] Lee HS. Comparison of basic education for students with disabilities-focusing on
“writing supplementary class” of Konkuk university glocal campus. Culture and
Convergence 2018;40(5):381-412.

[10] Kim JO. A study on learner effect through the english extra-curricular program. The
Journal of Humanities and Social Science 2018;9(5):737-51. https://doi.org/10.22143/
HSS21.9.5.52

[11] Lee HJ. A meta-analysis study for the effectiveness of extracurricular program in
university: based on the study of the effectiveness of the early extracurricular program
in Korea, 2015-2016. Journal of education & Culture 2019;21(1):273-90. https://
doi.org/10.24159/joec.2019.25.1.273

[12] Lee HS, Jeon JH. Aresearch on operational status of non-curriculum program of
character education in university. Journal of Learner-Centered Curriculum and

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20190090



1058 - J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2019;19(6):1047-58

Instruction 2017;17(23):2:375-96. https://doi.org/10.22251/jlcci.2017.17.23.375

[13] Lee R. Discussion on development direction of out-of-classroom activities in University
education. The Journal of Research in Education 2018;31(4):155-82.

[14] Park SH. Improvement of students’ satisfaction through learner-centered
extracurricular programs: focusing on S university. Journal of Learner-Centered
Curriculum and Instruction 2018;18(13):1-20. https://doi.org/10.22251/
jlcci2018.18.13.1

[15] Lee SD. The comparison of student preference of instructional methods according to
Kolb’s learning styles. Asian Journal of Education 2005;6(4):125-44.

[16] Jeon MN. Deep approach to learning according to the Kolb-McCarthy’s learning styles.
Korean Journal of Educational Psychology 2004;18(4):279-92.

[17] Kim MJ, Lim CY. Kolb learning styles and self-regulated learning strategies of dental
hygiene students. J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2013;13(2):343-50.

[18] Lee YK. A study on learning style of level-differentiated college mathematics classes:
focusing on college of engineering students. Journal of the Korea Academia-Industrial
cooperation Society 2016;17(3):373-9. https://doi.org/10.5762/KAIS.2016.17.3.373

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

[20] Shin MR. The relationship between the Kolb’s learning style and e-learning satisfaction
of public officers[Master’s thesis]. Jeonju: Univ. of Jeonbuk National, 2017.

[21] Korean Council for University College Education. KCCE news [Internet]. Korean
Council for University College Education;2019.[cited 2019 Nov 05].Available from:
http://www.kcce.or.kr/web/board/3769.do?mode=view&schBcode=&schCon=&schStr=
&pagelndex=1&pageUnit=20&idx=51090.

[22] Laschinger HK. Review of experiential learning theory research in the nursing
profession. Journal of Advanced Nursing 1990;15(8):985-93.

[23] Ha JY. Learning style, learning attitude, and self-directed learning ability in nursing
students. J Korean Acad Soc Nurs Educ 2011;17(3):355-64.

[24] Sun KS. Learning style and preference for instructional methods of undergraduate
nursing students. Journal of College Education 2012;13(12):1-12.

[25] Hong SY. Clinical performance competency by nursing students’ learning
styles[Master’s thesis]. Daegu: Univ. of Kyungpook National, 2009.

[26] Hur HK, Shin YH, Park SM, Lim YM, Kim KY, Kim KY, et al. Effectiveness of an emergent
care management simulation education among senior nursing students according
to learning styles. Jour of KoCon.a 2014;14(3):314-27. https://doi.org/10.5392/
JKCA.2014.14.03.314

[27] Kolb DA. Learning style inventory. Boston: McBer & Company; 1985: 78.

[28] Kim EY. A study on the extracurricular activity of women’s university-student
perceptions and directions for development focusing on C women’s university. Korean
Journal of General Education 2019;13(4):39-70.

[29] An GJ. Learning styles and preferred learning methods of undergraduate nursing
students. J Korean Acad Soc Nurs Educ 2007;13(1):13-22.

[30] Kolb DA. Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development.
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall Inc; 1984: 20-38.

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20190090



