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Effects of Nursing Students’ Learning Concepts and Learning
Approaches on Problem-Solving Abilities

Mi-Hyun Han

Department of Nursing, Hyejeon College
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Abstract This study examined the impact of nursing students' learning concepts and approaches on their
problem-solving abilities. Data from 225 participants were collected between September 25 and October
13, 2023, and analyzed using SPSS/WIN 22.0. Results indicated higher scores for concepts of 'learning
as a duty' and 'personal change', with increased satisfaction in the major correlating with higher
learning concept scores (p{.001). Deep learning approach scores surpassed surface learning approach
scores, with students who were satisfied in their major demonstrating higher deep learning scores
(p€.001), while those with lower satisfaction and grades exhibiting higher surface learning scores (p<{.01).
The problem-solving abilities correlated positively with the grade level (p{.01), major satisfaction
(p€.001), extracurricular activity participation (p{.001), and previous semester grades (p{.001). Learning
concepts correlated positively with deep learning approaches (p{.001) and negatively with surface
learning approaches. Problem-solving abilities were positively associated with deep learning approaches
(r=.401, p<.001) and negatively with surface learning approaches (r=-.285, p<{.001). Factors influencing
problem-solving abilities included deep learning approaches and the 'personal change' learning concept,
while surface learning approaches had a negative impact. The model's explanatory power was 25.8%.
To enhance nursing students' problem-solving abilities, curriculum improvements taking into
consideration their learning concepts and approaches are crucial.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of participants

(n=225)
Variables Categories N(%)
Ist grade 42(18.7)
2nd grade 46(20.4)
Grade
3rd grade 53(23.6)
4th grade 84(37.3)
female 194(86.2)
Gender
male 31(13.8)
20’s 158(70.2)
30's 2109.3)
Age
40's 2109.3)
=50 25(11.1)
single 181(80.4)
Marital status
married 44(19.6)
very satisfied 35(15.6)
Satisfaction satisfied 128(56.9)
with major moderate 53(23.6)
dissatisfied 9(4.0)
very proactive 12(5.3)
proactive 47(20.9)
Extrac'ur.r}cular moderate 74(32.9)
activities
passive 59(26.2)
very passive 33(14.7)
> 4.0 88(29.3)
Previous 3.5~39 78(34.7)
Semester grades 3.0 ~ 3.4 47(20.9)
(3.0 34(15.1)
2 okEuHE, SEEIWA, EXeHESH
shedel 671 sisigdele e elgaAe) oy

(Duty)°] 523802 7 &9k, 7iRle] WSKPERS)
5.15%, 719}-2-8-0]3)(RUV) 5.023, At Fo] +
oz ¢F= IH(PROC) 5.014, FE HE(INFO)
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approaches, and problem solving ability
(n=225)
Problem solving
ability
(range 1~6)
Sub-
domain

Learning
approaches
(range 1~5)

Sub-
concept

Learning concepts
(range 1~6)

Sub-
concept
INFO
RUU
DUTY
PERS
PROC
SOC
Total

Mean+SD

4.96+0.49
5.02+0.49
5.23+0.51
5.15+0.47
5.01£0.49
4.82+0.43
5.03+0.44

Mean+SD Mean£SD

4.26+0.47
4.02£0.40
3.25+0.59

2.96+0.48
3.54£0.40

Surface
Deep

3.98+0.36

3.3 Yere Sof mf2

SHHZ S
elae AFRERE) o}
e oS- whESHe Spajo] o
Sl e AT, W
o A7k w9,
SFEHIHRAIE HIZUEL o)A
o ek Aol Baiek A3 e
X SRR W7 B9, WEws)
I I e | P KNS Eevd SC=te) yl
o] WA 4.0 ol HIE0] 3.0 o1 3.5 1]
v 3.0 IRkl SHYERTE BSH SR et
wolth. 71847} vjEAE 457
57b &Sk,
BAREEL P, ATUSE, v} TF Hol
oA o] ] ek Aol ) 4ohd bl 1
2803 PSR BANESY d4vt B4 Yehty
3, 4314 Zloll Aol7h ejst] Pkt ABUSEIL
w9, whEel sho] B, BuiEel syt 24
AE5Y Fh wh vnn 95 o
2 31 o] 238 EX v £3Ho = Sl ohy
St BAESY 47t A vehdth ol 8]
A&o] 4.0 o]ARl §H3E0] 3.0 oJAF 3.5 |9 3.0 1]
Rkl SIS HTE BR84S 457 ETHTable 3).

i}

ksl

0132 —111
fo
_L?L

oX o o

2oy

of

ik
=

kel
el

lo ol}lt
[N _IO“

2 u:l

o]x%

0

£ rlo
N,
off,
nZi

&
H35o

3.4 shevld, SEEZEA, ZM6iEdsHe
2
So7hael 67) HAPRS B AEE SETRA
S} 3] W A} SIEk VARl VIS, A 55,
ARRVE g AL, A o] FopA] g I

719)-2-Q-0l5f, QLR A]Q] s £:0]THTable 4).



QHEANSH | &80 =5 A A248 A|125, 2023

Table 3. Differences in learning concepts, learning approaches, and problem solving ability by general

characteristics (n=225)
Learning approaches
Learning concepts Problem-solving ability
Variable Categories surface deep
t/F(p) t/F(p) t/F(p) t/F(p)
M#£SD Scheffe MSD Scheffe M#£SD Scheffe M#£SD Scheffe
Ist grade® | 4.89+.64 2.89+.63 3.55+.52 3.85+.43 4663
Grad 2nd grade® | 5.08+.62 | 2016 | 3.14+.67 1.525 3.69+.53 2.602 3.86+.45 (004)
rade 3rd grade® | 4.94+.71| (113) | 2.97+.81 (.209) 3.36+.74 (053) 3.92+.63 dab
4th grade! | 5.14+.60 2.88+.72 3.56+.55 4.15+.55 '
Gend female 501+.65| -1.507 | 2.95+.71 -.427 3.53+.59 -.151 3.96+.54 -1.131
ender male 520+.60 | (133) | 3.01+.77 (670) 3.55+.65 (.880) 4.08+.54 (259)
20's 5.03+.58 3.02+.71 3.51+56 4.00450
A 30's 479+.96 | 1.741 | 2.96+.61 2.043 3.44+ 85 930 3.73+.55 2.406
8¢ 40's 516+.86 | (159) | 2.83+.94 (.109) 3.70+.56 (427) 4.16+.65 (.068)
> 50 5.18+.44 2.96+.72 3.63%.63 3.93+.64
Marital single 5.01+.61| -1.280 | 3.00+.70 1.938 3.49+.58 -2.431 3.97+.52 -.389
status married | 5.15+.75| (202) | 2.77+.78 (.054) 3.73+63 (.016) 4.01+.64 (.698)
v..satisfaction®| 5.36+.78 9.039 3.10+.85 574 3.90+.59 8.270 4.23+.63 12.680
Satisfaction satisfaction® | 5.09+.50 | (€.001) 2.79+.67 <'001) 3.55+.53 (<'001) 4.07+.49 (€.001)
with major moderate | 4.74+.69 aye,d 3.21+.66 ) b 3.32+.61 >'b q 3.67+.45 aye,d
dissatisfaction’| 4.64+.86 | bdc 3.22+.69 ¢ 3.19+.89 | ¥P° 3.59+.51 bye,d
v. proactive® | 5.34+.81 3.25+.94 3.78+.80 4.43+.62
X proactive 5.11+.48 2.84+.74 3.64+.55 4.05+.44 4.029
Ema‘g}*fg‘cum moderate | 4.90+.78 (2'035549) 2.88+.69 (2‘035462) 3.50+.57 (1'229443) 40355 | (004)
activities passive® | 5.15+.51| 2.92+.66 ‘ 3.52+.59 ‘ 3.85+.57 b.c
v. passiive® | 4.93+.60 3.24+.72 3.42+.66 3.84+.48
>y 4.0° |5.11+.59 2.65+.67 8.008 3.68+.59 4.12+.53 4333
Previous 35 ~39 [508+.57| 1.103 | 2.97+.70 €001 3.50+.54 1.969 4.03%.55 (003)
semester grades| 3.0 ~ 3.4° | 4.93+.78 | (349) 3.15%.67 .<b 3.43+.64 (.120) 3.83+.47 '>b
(3.0° | 4.94%.70 3.27+.70 anbe 3.49+.66 3.80+.58 abe
Table 4. Correlations of learning concepts, learning approaches, problem solving ability (n=225)
Learning concepts Learning approaches Problem
Variable P (p) sol?fi-ng
ability
INFO RUU DUTY PERS PROC SOC Surface Deep (p)
INFO 1
RUU |.715(£.001) 1
Learning | PUTY .591(£.001) | .614(£.001)
coneepts | pprs | .771(€.001) | .711(.001) | .646(<.001) 1
PROC |.729(.001) | .674(€.001) | .634(£.001) | .757(.001) 1
SOC  |.663(£.001) | .583(£.001) | .508(£.001) |.691(£.001) | .670(£.001) 1
Learning | Surface |-.022(742)| .069(302) | -.058(391) | -.058(391) | -.020(767) | -.078(.243) 1
approaches Deep |.436(€.001) | .377(.001) | .265(<.001) | .514({.001) | .382(£.001) | .418(<.001) | .042(.534) 1
Pr““:g;hjsmng 1228(.001) | .196(.003) | .164(.014) |.337(€.001) | .237(¢.001) | .223(.001) | -.285(<.001) | .401({.001) 1
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Table 5. Factors influencing problem solving ability
(n=225)

B
2.961
.305

SE
.280
.061

Factors ya t
10.579
5.007
-220 .044 -.291 -5.029 .000
114052 147 2182 .030

Adj. R*= .258 , F=26.940 (p<.001)

D
.000
.000

(Constant)

Deep Approach .337

Surface Approach

Learning Concept(PERS)
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