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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
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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
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