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Abstract

In non-metropolitan universities, the focus is primarily on managing academically low-achieving students
to prevent dropouts, with insufficient attention given to supporting learning activities for academically
high-achieving students. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to analyze the learning competencies
considered important by academically high-achieving students, investigate the discrepancies in their
performance levels, and provide insights for the development of a learning support program. For this
purpose, research tools were developed, and t-tests were conducted to analyze the differences in importance
and performance across eight items related to four learning competencies. The priority of educational needs
was assessed using the Borich’s Needs Assessment and The Locus for Focus Model. The research findings
revealed significant differences in the importance and performance of all eight items related to learning
competencies, with one item identified as the top priority in the educational needs analysis, and four items
as secondary priorities. In summary, high-achieving students showed a preference for individual learning
but also recognized the significance of cooperative learning. Furthermore, they actively utilized note-taking
as an effective cognitive strategy to restructure learning content and summarize key concepts. Therefore,
this note-taking strategy proves valuable for academic achievement and can be recommended to
low-achieving students. Additionally, high-achieving students expressed the need for mentorship to support
the successful execution of their learning plans and receive feedback on their learning activities. They also
sought learning activities that would enhance their ability to present logical arguments. These learning
activities will contribute to improving the academic achievement of academically high-achieving students.

Key words : Non-metropolitan University, High-achieving students, Learning competencies, Educational needs
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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects

Items Division Frequency Ratio (%)
male 185 45.5
Gender
female 222 54.5
fist 88 21.6
Grade second 119 29.2
(year) third 122 30.0
fourth 78 19.2
Current  Mdividual 276 67.8
. Learning

learning cooperative

style Pert 131 322

learning

ImporFant Ind1v14ual 127 312

learning Learning

styles for  cooperative
the future  learning 280 68.8

Total 407 100.0
2. AHR}
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<Table 2> The rationale for the construction of questionnaire
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il
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srick.

Competency

Educational elements

Related research

Presentation skills

Speaking, Logical Discussion, Presentation Process

Information utilization

Video contents creation, Information research

Note Taking

Logical writing, Contextual note-taking

Sharing learning tips

Clubs, Mentoring, Achievement, Self-Confidence

Time management

Learning management, Time management(Scheduling,
Non-academic time)

Cho(2022)
Kim and Park(2013)
Hong(2009)
Lee and Sung(2011)
Lee and Park(2021)
Lee and Yoon(2017)
Ra(2018)

<Table 3> Content validity of the questionnaire

Competency Items Mean Standard Deviation CVI Deletion Status
1 4.86 0.38 0.96
. . 2 4.14 0.69 0.79 Delete
Presentation skills
3 4.86 0.38 0.96
4 4.00 0.58 0.75 Delete
5 471 0.49 0.93
. . 6 4.00 0.82 0.75 Delete
Information utilization
7 4.00 0.82 0.75 Delete
8 4.29 0.76 0.82
9 471 0.76 0.93
. 10 4.57 0.79 0.89
Note taking
11 4.14 0.90 0.79 Delete
12 4.00 1.00 0.75 Delete
13 3.86 1.46 0.71 Delete
. . . 14 4.14 1.46 0.79 Delete
Sharing learning tips
15 3.57 1.62 0.64 Delete
16 3.57 1.62 0.64 Delete
17 5.00 0.00 1.00
. 18 4.14 1.07 0.79 Delete
Time management -
19 443 1.13 0.86 Modify
20 4.00 1.41 0.75 Delete
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R

AT A 3% AFFE= SPSS version 27.0
RIS AHESte] FA ST 2ol ARE-S
EAIHS 71EEA, t7374, Borich 7% 4,
The Locus for Focus Model #4415 83}
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<Table 4> The final questionnaire

Competency Items
I present my opinion to the others
Presentation clearly.
skills I present my arguments with logical
reasoning.

I search various video media, including
domestic and international to
broaden my perspectives.

I seek for others who can provide

news,
Information
utilization

feedback on my knowledge and
viewpoints.
I summarize the key points and

highlights of class content in my notes
or on my smart device.

I take notes on the course content in
my own unique way by structuring it.
I keep track of schedules and meet
deadlines to achieve my goals.

I create learning plans and make
efforts to execute those plans.

Note taking

Time
management

[e)

o
N I = PR

¥ oTE ¥ HA1-2- Borich(1980)2]
7529} The Locus for Focus Models 283}
Ask3lth

A A, Borichiﬂ QT E e
e 7Iel

Mr to 12

{Z(RCL-PCL)} xRCL

Borich’s needs =

N
RCL : Required Competency Level (importance)
PCL : Present Competency Level (performance)

RCL : average of RCL
N :Total number of cases

[Fig. 1] Borich’s needs.
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Discrepancy (HL) (HH) <Table 5>} o] hFdsfe] tjst Foxel 4
(RCL-PCL) Y7k BE EFelA p<ooldlA folvlsksict.
Quadrant Quadrant . o _ =
3(LL) 4(LH) 3 o} AYEE vlustd, B gFelA
2 AERY A UeEth o= dlx
Low Importance level High 285 2zur P9 229 2QLE O =
L el =
[Fig. 2] The Locus for Focus Model. A ki = Sl ofmlET.
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AR, B AF M= The Locus for Focus b g
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A3 Borich 875 A& &k 35 . _ -
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et ml Te oot o . gy AEE W SAE sl s Gk
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AN A8e =E317] Aol
<Table 5> Awareness level of learning competencies
Level of importance  Level of performance Discrepancy (I - P)
Competency Items
Mean Std. Mean Std. Mean Std. t-value  rank
1 432 0.74 3.87 0.84 0.45 0.81 11.25%** 5
Presentation skills
2 4.26 0.73 3.76 0.84 0.49 0.84 11.88%** 2
3 4.04 0.86 343 1.02 0.61 1.03  12.04%** 1
Information utilization
4 431 0.77 3.79 0.94 0.52 0.89  11.77%%* 3
5 4.40 0.78 4.14 0.86 0.26 0.71 7.28%** 7
Note taking
6 424 0.84 3.96 0.92 0.29 0.79  7.26%** 8
) 7 4.56 0.67 427 0.82 0.29 0.71  8.42%** 6
Time management
8 431 0.78 3.83 0.93 0.49 0.84 11.62%** 4

*kp< 001

- 1216 -



HlSE AT 2

1%

oy, AREI} 7H vhe o
3 EFEA3)0I00h Foke Agee
A ztelzk 7B AA & AR AREgE

Ho.61)01 3L, 7 AFel7h AAl o gL

w
=3
M
oot

‘wIE =ERP s FE3H0.26) U= AW
a4 9 9fE wE £ AvkET||] 4

Borich 7% ¥4 wet s 5o
spolate] @ WHQTE $HEE BAR
A= <Table 6>7} 2t
<Table 6> Borich’s needs assessment analysis
Competency  items Borich’s needs rank
. . 1 1.95 5
Presentation skills
2 2.10 3
Information 3 2.47 1
utilization 4 2.4 )
. 5 1.12 8
Note taking
6 1.21 7
. 7 1.34 6
Time management
8 2.10 4
Arggee] W £Fe4n e ul dEs
8171 Slall =9l w7 T vet 94 AE
4

=4
we F % b AR Fob 9ae

zyAgold Ao 210 W TS
=47 2AE vgoz Additpelgaltaa
o gl .10y U= I AYS ASa,

Al a1
85 st Y& =gty o2 A 1}

>
[ore)
oy
do
1o
SN
=
gl
otk
o
£
2
i
U rlo
2
[\)
oy
do

tA92 291 £ Borich &7 % #2 491 £
o]1, 89+ tAdL 6 F3, Borich &7 %
T2 s Egolt) o= 1t Ao AR A

L9 zpolnks WHYshi= WHH, Borich 7% 4k
= TRECA TtFA7E FAHER =9

71 Zolth. 13y Borich 7% #h
SAEAE A B
o= F=A7HA aeslof sh=Al HehekA] oF
HHE Hesl7] 93] The Locus for Focus
Model& ©]-8-3}31tt.

lo fo kb

30 of{ (&

e
oo sigols $AwdE BAH A

HabA] e s
ol& AUstA vehl it &3

PHERHH)S F227F our F8
],O

W EHe W Aot Aol s W=
F 5 9 RS R gde Ebuh, 354
agele sd R BE AL A9, 1

EDEERIEE

for Focus Model 4]0l &80 % ddst= ¢

S 95s AHEW <Table 7>3F 2t}
H9A =9l alidst

4= W # Aoy #A

T AT AFEE ol gHS Evth £¥ola,

kel slgets S Tl ol o e

R W 94

o =
= fu
dth e oA U FAE wd 2Ag

€

- 1217 -



.70

.60 .@

o] x| ot

g 50 2]
g
2 il
2 a0
a
30 .@
<]
.20
4.00 4.10 420 430 4.40 450 4.60
Importance level
[Fig. 3] Result of the locus for focus model.
<Table 7> Priority comparison result of educational needs
Competency items Borich’s needs rank The locus for focus Priority item
) ) 1 5 Quadrant 1 O
Presentation skills
2 3 Quadrant 2 O
) o 3 1 Quadrant 2 O
Information utilization
4 2 Quadrant 1 [ )
. 5 8 Quadrant 4
Note taking
6 7 Quadrant 3
i 7 6 Quadrant 4
Time management
8 4 Quadrant 1 O
@: first priority competency, O: second priority competency
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