QYa g HEHE olgF vy

a5 ol
(E2Ysta Adsty HHRSH)
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QA E AT e AN A7 (A FEM] WAL v dHSA QA
Ase] vk AR el 2o ART AGAEE wED AZT G A3 Aol
MARQLY] ARAF 4 2P ¥ 5 Utk AT && ddtede A 8 le] ARIFAATE 4
Agol AZe mAe Ao FFE T A & P& Aotk 22 Z AP Frl9
JGEHE MAdE e 8L A Fo] FRT AZoAY BEG Ao AY #E3] A&Ho &
o AGALE Frio JFLHE MHste de A8 7HR $Eo]l A& + Y. Yarbrough
(1981 A HAtgle] JAAEHE /NA37] A ez AFRS, FH=Z2a, JESIY F
h AR Bl A, e Wie] ojfES Un ol W] rIegHoR AXNHo=
AAHon 7tEstd old WHE Algste HE o) ugAscn FRFFT. gukstd old
U EL JIYLAHE NHEed vy FL 70 H& Yo APHeln & ARE 7Y
& 4 7] dieoltt a2y ofE g 43T (Nutrition Behaviors)2 foA Ja3% WRezs
WslEs) oYz Qe ApRHolm A&FHQ PFo WIHT M) stEdrh YJFA{EL o]
d Aol A&AHQ PFF WUIE oA e FoF Wl F F A& Helth

Gillespie®} Shafer (1990)% ¥ ¥R & & oS3 o] H 3t} Nutrition education is
a process that assists the public in applying knowledge from nutrition science and the
relationship between diet and health to their food practices. It is deliberate effort to improve
the nutrition well-being of people by assessing the multiple factors that affect food choices,
tailoring educational methodologies and messages to the publics being reached, and evaluating
results. It can help individuals develop a knowledge base, make a commitment to good
nutrition, select nutritionally adequate diets, and develop decision-making skills. $1¢ A2l
o3t FFoA FAL 7tEFHof st Ui AGH 4 ¥ g FHHY EFE &ut
2 FdAAg AHd e T WHEd duE AS ¢ F Ak A9 Ao EF JY¢m
%8 Aoz AANEY YsiMe n&E A Py, AFUAR T o8 TE
wofe] olEoy By Fo] $8E F UL T ¢ F Utk HAR IS {E AAFAY AFE
o, LNHEEFEL AYsln dAsledEs o8 & g EoldA sdd B o] Y E
o] Ab&Eo] gttt B wgoME I FU ol§® BUR F8F olEH RS s ok

2. o} (Theory), 28 (Model)ol& ¥9i1217}?

AT o]&HE 03 RH P ML sy Ao ol Yol AU
sl sl Bz o olge dd Ao gAEdd wet tt2A g (Glanzs, 1990), Gillespie
9} Gillespie (1990)2 ©]&2 t}&3 Zo] o3, A theory can be defined as an interrelated
set of general statements that describe how some things works. 25& L3 o]Eo]d ojH 4
ol F& do] dojd = JYeIE 43T 5 A dFn FAo] FLI}D Fo] FLEHA
qex duste AL deE A ) F S Avzm Fo FL o|Eol@ FAAA dojue
Adte AEA, d84, YA (parsimony), &HA, #AHA (directness) 58 1%
AL Holth, 28]EE Kurt Lewin (GlanzF, 1990)2 F& oj& & A&434A AL gl
There is nothing so practical as a good theory)gtx F&A#d. z2y HdAlz od =8
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FEANIE ol ¥R o WY 2y tgz gol Ao "rk. A model orders events
and concepts, often in diagrammatic form, but it does not attempt to explain the reasons
underlying that order (Achterberg ¢} Clark, 1992). ¥]& 2 #o] dAd] thd HdPAlec] £ F31x
T A8l %7 Wi #8384 o8 ’

3. 442 [ ALHE o]gA Y
A AL A EEt o3 E
1) &2l3 3 %Fo]& (Theory of Reasoned Action)

a3 PFo|& (GlanzF 1990)2 Fishbein®} Ajzencll ol 7/id @ oot A% #
HE PFTEL UEE ANY XA FAse] AR AXL FAHoln zo) o]&F F UE
ARE AAHoz AHLdtE 7140 EdE F1 Utk 57072 3AE AXEN AGe A%
€ AN PFole AT Fstn Ad73S Al F de P52 A & A= E ML,
od PFol i FH d=E AL JoeW 1 PFE ¥ st df ¥va v ag=
2 o] oA ¥ 1A R nviel Zo] oW FF fyFeol ¥ 359 = (Behavior
intention)v 1 #EE AA3}E FAHF FAHKe] €z B3 vk 1 o9 PF & F93
Tt 08 8052 YFrE 53 Adddy 21 Qo EF PFgET 2 PFol Ui HE
(Attitude toward the behavior)®} F#3 9 (Subjective norm)9] F7FAl 8<lo] 23 FAHHA
g3 23 k. gFe] i s ojd EF yFd did] sile] #A He XY v A
A =g B FAE FHF Aol Fasttn AZEE AL Eo] HAEIE FFH o
g A T AERE i YFe g Bxe} FHH 7HEE 47 FrHA adez FAE
o 5F 850 U BlEE 2 359 Ao diF AdI PF Ao diF Hrr2 FAFHID
FoA 8L 83 A9 (Normative belief) @ +8 % 7] (Motivation to comply)® A @3
B3 . fH3E Adeld EAAGIY EAU] Al PFE& AT AAA ¥R 31U
of g siAe ALE L #8571t od FAHGEY JIdE = A= & ZHAE T
gt o] ol & H2E Fr o]f FHHd AHFH, Ay HdE HFH, ¢F HAH F& d7sked
Zo] o] &= gt} ( Saunders®} Rahilly, 1990)

Behavioral Belief
X Attitudes toward

Outcome the behavior
Evaluation

Normative Belief
X Subjective Norms Behavioral Behavior
x ject IS 4 —
Motivation to (Social influence) Intentions
Comply

Fig.1 Theory of Reasoned Action

2) A¥ZA 8Fo)E (Theory of Planned Action)

AYH yFol& (Schwarzer, 1992)& Ajzenoll &3] AT o213 F A3 o] YA F&
PEo ZALE Y& FaF FPFolEA A AHolr o B v Ago] Ho|dEE



e AS 2 AHge) A A E HAL YA A stsAdo) ui$ &7 WEd old A%
9] YF & A7 ALY AW Y5 FY3e AL 2 PYFL e gAY Fxd @
g ANE AN £F 8 FNFH 8aQ ALYy Fade dHME Hedr) ARe oW
Y5 & FYPsed A9E /AT JdE DR gled 271 ¥F 1 YFo dE FHHA |
TE Z3 AR GE AIFE I PFE AT HE 2 PF S e = E e o8
Aolth, 28l g o] oEdME IH| 244 B & UAE RAANH FYAH PFo)E8dAMe FIX
222 yFo diF HE, FEHH FY ol AMHA 822N AXNE AFTFAH (Perceived
behavioral contro)©] H7FE %t AxE FEFFAPo|d EA PF& FYPs=d dsl 7ol
AA3e 4AY o2 $ AT E T AXEH PFEAHL 5 PFS w£YPsied Yod A
43 718 HE FA A (Contol belief)o]l 712 € F3 %o AYE PYFoldME 19 2
GA 24 e R Y AANY YSEAYo) Y5 To] F¥L vjd By oy PFof AP
Hog &g oA 4 QUdu AP A, o] o]EL JAFR £H4H A3 ( Kim and
Ureda, 1996) ol o] &5},
Con)

Behavioral Belief i
X Attitudes toward

Outcome the behavior
Evaluation
BRILU T R

Normative Belief
X Subjective Norms je—me—=pd Behavioral j————pd Behavior
Motivation to (Social influence) Intentions
Comply

,Lﬁerceived behavioral
Control Beli ‘W
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Fig.2 Theory of Planned Action S T Yy Y2 wIZy DG
\iJ.,’,/z();m/c":; ne n/]‘z}v, /;//}‘/

3) A3 8t59] & (Social Learning Theory)

A} 3] dt5 o) & (GlanzE, 1990; Olson and Kelly, 1989; Solomon%, 1984; Bandura, 1977)
2 Rotter, Bandura 59l 9l3] 7igd o|&o|r} o] o]EL & UL PF& i § gozy}
R zAFUoR o]F] = Aol ofl} AT BF ZAE Aol FURE FE5F L 9
3 ZAEY T B3 ok §438QA, ¥F, MUY a8]lel A M2 LEM M= JFE 7
x]7] W@l %2 W3l o] FF Wzl BAsE BE KAEC] FAl wsld o 7Y Yo
U7zl fgxn B2u o Al EgolEed F283 A WAy siheE BFEFLE B e
(Observational learning)elth. QIte & AIg g T3 M2¢ dFS w2 & Qled 33 o
2 AgY 352 B3y o WFe 2o M (modeling) W€ F Jx thE Aoz ¥
B 73} (reinforcement)E WLozH N2e 5L F58 o oty g Q2L AFS &
Halrl 2% & WY Eo 715E ALdE F& Y5 ZdS ol8de AL YFE F5I=
ANZE BA 3 2 5 It ol & 2dgo o] 20F, 715, AYQAtE, 23 diFolA
A F&3HA olf8 F Uk FAH A3e 2 PFE ALKE F A M5 E ¥9 &4

A3 8ol 8 e EIE 84+ self-efficacyeltt. Bandura$ & 3F< ¥3}E A% 713
8% HAY2P o2 self-efficacy & %-T’-} th olRAL & AT FY3ed diF g A

24 2 39 15 TLEwl e
3 Lrmnrg o



gE& 284, self-efficacys Fo1 doll ol AEe =L 7124 AR o= F£F9 HFo
e AUANE Z2ALY AW 5F 5 S YT £ A+ 29 FHA AF Yo AL
g M2 PTE Wol £t} 22 YPEWale FHAHAM self-efficacyE FAAIN= YL
¢ Fast @A A BT L FYsa BB E AL MUY self-efficacy® Pz
3 PAHY self-efficacy’} £ ALHE 859 A a8 4 ot

A etgolEe] A WA 82 self-control £ Self-managemento]th. IZHE 982
#3g ARHoz AASNL N2 45 P52 222 74 & 5 AEES o9 Ao ERE
222 3 & & A €. self-controlS ®017] YAMe P59 FEH ZHE T3 4F
e o] F83 o] o8 YFUUINE FE37 AT IS ZT2aYA H85A ol8&E
T e BFYE, LA, VIEES, ATV T 2L BSFH FHIYL AAEn Uk
I BE o] °]%mfn:nity Studies, Minnesota Heart Health Program, Pawtucket
Heart Health Program & o8 #¥/M A &5 o] &= %ot (Gillespie, 1987).

232 g5 044

4) AF3 140 & (Social Cognitive Theory) )

A3 A o] & ( Glanz and Eriksen, 1993; Schwarzer, 1992)2 Bandura®l 3] A}3]3t&
o|oA WHE o]olt} o] o2} 2l3H HFEL 7t (expectancies)® 2 (incentives)dl
o3 ZAAT FAdold ow EAF AU B ds] FAHOE 7E FLAHL on§ith
5 yFold 2 ZI (Reinforcement)ol &8 #FLdoh Zlde AR HE2 Urol 2 $£ 9l
o A F3-A5 Jd ( AQY FE Aol AHAsE dof @ 7ﬂ°]q),w
ol (FF FAA AH), Al HAE self-efficacy 71t (¥1EAF PF BE & = YA
W Aol ANsE Y ) ol $5WSE  incentives, outcome
expectancies, self-efficacyoll ¢|3] g} Al3g o] 2ol el nlzrtx2 A3 QAo BN E
observational learning, self-efficacy, self-control|environment 5°] 8.3 713 d] A}3] Q4] o]
29 M & incentives (reinforcement)’} 8% 842 Hr7l5 Yt

%‘oiﬂ’%\-))"l'*a AL MW ) ) CHmsu v - R T N ‘

5) 2&1%«‘1‘33@ (Health BeTiEﬂVl%el)/;/Lzm,‘ von it RS NS e T
2y AALIE
BAANEEED (Glanz%s, 1990; Schwarzer,1992)2 Rosenstock® Beckerol ¢ls] 7@
olgoltt A7 HEILEo] Bo] o] L o]Eo|t} o] o)L AZHFL o]FH AlnE ZAH=R
olFolAttx AT aY 39A B £ de AANY AQY AR g AAH 2 AE £F
g & e FAHLAEL & o] AFe) BAY P FAQAI o}dsle JRE 28 4
AA sSESh /YA A4 (individual perceptions)e Ao thdt AAE APA (perceived
suscepﬁbility_)l__gl,x].%—'ﬁi‘}l%g%(perceived severity)S X gA71 Ut} AXH AFAol@ AW
ag 99l ga A9 FuH A4e T AXY AAHS o Ao AAwEA @i F
¢ R W RBE F A oA, AHH A diF A =& T ALY APAAH QA
yimn B A0l AXE AEA (perceived threat)E FAH &t 32 < (modifying factors)E AT
’) SAGARUQA, ALY RA W, T2 W, PF) i A7) (cue to action) FolH olH F
Ao o8 dAE ¥4 dAsE F U FFY AL A" g S v &-EHE
A (cost-benefit analysis) #I3& 3 ZAAYY. HE-F7 £MLS AA" o]S(perceived
benefits)®} QA€ Fof (perceived barriers)ol] ¢l3] ZAA LT 3§ /fALe AW d§ AP
AAEE AAE3] 21 oz A vFAG A7 PFL e AL oYy 2ELS 8 TFHE ¥
3

P
in w

Fol #Ysksstn EH7t Uom 1 BEL FYsted B Mg
&7 Btk o] Rde AWE oY HAL AWe WAstE Zzadel FojqdRE AT,
gebAgel G B £eAR, HlTol AAAY @ oMU £EdY F& ATFEHE
o5 gteh,



INDIVIDUAL PERCEPTIONS

%n%@ﬁ%
Perceived Susceptibility

Perceived Severity

. MODIFYING FACTORS

pog

s R
a1 S "\‘&

LIKELIHOOD OF ACTION

Demographic variables (age,
sex,race,ethnicity etc.)
Sociopsychological variables
(personality,social class,peer
and reference group
pressure,etc.)

Structural variables
(knowledge about the disease,
pre-contact with the disease,

LW A E
Perceived benefits .

minus

Perceived barriers

etc)

gny 3N &7

Perceived Threat
g SV

Likelihood of Taking

|| Recommended Preventive

Health Action

]

Cues to Action

Mass media campaigns
Advice from others
Reminder postcard from

physician or dentist
Illness of family member

or friend
Newspaper or magazine
article

1, K ll.
AL uvy &
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Aupin 45T I Wy
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T

s 34) Lol

6) A3 F 9 (Social Support)

Fig.3 Health Belief Model

A3 A 9 (Glanzs, 1990; McIntochs, 1989)2 #AE A1 Y& AT Alojdl &3
 ALE 9guag. A3 49L& FaHA A (A3 Mulz) ZAFAHL Aol (FAH, A%
5) Aok AlF A FYLe Uk, IAF, ARZFE, o)X, FRGA oA & £ Uk AN A AW
(social network) § Qzteo] AAF S Y& A RFo|th. ALY LGS M7HA] Afog T
28 £ Qo 23 EMoz 2P AVl M2 ¢ e AEE YEIWE BX (density)
g 5 £ Ut g sJE A3 aAA EHoZ A3HAAA (reciprocity), A4 (durability),
283 A3dA HxE Fo] XA 7FH S4e 23 F4, F3Y FY, A2 AHY
2 BAE AAN F+ A3 ¥ (social outreach)F ol ot 2717 2 =7 ¥ F3IA
g ZtE ANE BASL A F4& ¢wed 9 AYsin 2n vay 257 B3 oA FHY



AFA BARES o B2 ARE ded AdFolch AlslE FHL& I Aol e 2EHSY
AZE SAIE SFAY 48 FIE AAAFAL AW ANA, SAH A%} YH

37l %aa:}.w ol§3te] ATY =REL EXAM HAste Abdoly WU
A FUE TE ARE FA &S AAAHE 2D YT BAFT o] oJEL <l

Te
FEF ey v g s Bol o€

STRESSORS » STRAIN +» PROBABILITY OF
POOR NUTRITION

FINANCIAL POOR DIETARY
STRESS > APPETITE > INTAKE

aT / -
(L $°CZ\:$/H2 VA

v
SOCIAL SUPPORT 3’ 5
v
a: A main effect of social support i A
b: A buffering effect of social support "44\‘1&'\ 4 t')\ LREE E [

e et

Fig.4 Conceptual Model Describing the Relationships Among Social Support and Stress.
) LA ey 0
O) \))% AN 9_'//15&20 R AL
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7) A+3ul A" (Social Marketing) D et %
Aol e o] & (Glanz%, 1990; Solomons, 1984)& AE S e vizlgo]l2 & H3lA

An e ASH FAL cleltold] $8% olth Z whAY o8 o3t HFE HE
AAYCERIT o4 Wae Pl dshe Relth Kotlers ASWIARE thest o)

,v\’/‘/\( A o] 84}, Social marketing is the design, implimentation, and control of programs seeking to
A \/M increase the acceptability of social idea or practice in a target group(s). Novellis AF3| 5

« o] BAHE 7HN A A R, AL ok, Mk AT, (&9 Zotm A H [ o) A
Yo gasiae BAYse AfnAgelgoR Hus 28 Asu A" e Faddes
"

Y &9 2d= four P's7h vl Product, Price, Plage, and Promotio
A ;\’V 4 FE A3 otolrjoju} MujAx[Fo] B F Pricet® =°] ¥ #&2RIA9 A1z A8 3,
' AH8H ulgel @ £ E ok Plates EHUIAASAR HE, otoltiol, Mul2sPA o148 #

AEE 3led o]lfEyE A2E Btk Promotione pryduct® o da g ed AbKEE o8
VS 5 2@ olF dZkA PE B A43pE 99
> RAolt}, o] o]&& ulFe] Natiohal High Blood\Pressure ENucation Program & %<&

AR Ty g
Vmw\«giaﬂoﬂ o] &5lo} g}, \/ o i
L ~ T Lwe AL A2 )

N 2Rl L1z A At 11y

B. AR A o] & Wt D e M pgavys MY *
. T tal Lo _ M-VV& ﬁqb\ o~ Ui% ’ A Lpel v
+ A% g
¥ /A\}n\,\— 5‘5/ 7;4,27‘, X /;.% “év"l

1) Gillespie®} Yarbroughe]l =¥ oY) MR

2N
Gillespie$} Yarbrough (1984) F%o] &3 AFUAlolde AAHS ZPo2 AAHA
t} o] BYL g HAL ojsfsly, Y=Y FIHE =8, I¥2FE AYst
o 434 o]48 F Atk 2 544 B £ de A AP o AFUAR AAdE 37H¥



Z98 74827 ot 2 R AA 84%F inputsel™ o] inputol reciever inputs¥ nutrition
communicator inputs®] 1T+ Nutrition communicator inputs® FIF2E B g A
BuAolMe] o} o Yt AAYEL Audr) o§ 9 od FE2 WAANE I A
A, 7l JHE AGY R, oW ARE 7Fz¥ AYA, T4 d3 vEHe 2FL TEH
Receiver inputs (predisposition)& F¥Z8%<] dAAEC] JIFAFA ARFYANE HAH 71A
o= HE, A, BA AY, 71E, FF 5 o v @l Gillespie®} Yarbrought F¥u$ i
5ol AFUA NN HAd 7HHLE oA M2 thE receiver inputs®] T HAAAE Mz
g uee Hol: = g9lodm FAFY nyrz AFUANHL ARE Holy] HiAME
receiver inputs& °133lE AL vl§ FL&H dolrt .

Yarbrough (1981)% Receiver inputs& HA¥ 37k F8% ol€3 AN olsjdg +
Az F3eo. ol & _A7HA = individual differences, social categories, and social relationship
olt}. o]E BHL ARUANH ATl R Ao o]@Eolt A A4ES] Hovland A7
g a7ATe) oad AU a7F Y SAd gt o Azt S5 HE, A, B
¢ HAF oA A AAdxe AR da HdeHez A HHsH AFUA
Aol aFE oY ARt o 498 JFE WA Pt Lazarsfeldgd = ©]%¥ predispositionol
gl g ¥ AL AYPA T o)L AFAAER 2 AL AAe] &3 U AHYH
A Tt AZHoz wad YA AAY v L e AFEL JU A
BAHL F8 2Fstn AP APAAE vy N2 H£E PFIFAE BAGE Aeld. 2
deg e d8n A4 vlsd 35 ISSFEH A5FFA U AAFEL 493 vixd 3
AL By AMA social relationship BHANAE QUL Alg|d o2 FAH U T4
24 TE FAHLEL AFYAIA dF wgo] M2 F3& vtz FFEH 71FHY
HEY Ause ojd £RPve] BEE 2 Jae Tl FFMAAY wgsted 9FE
I E =

% W5 24% 7F4 74 (Intervening process)olth. WIAIX| 9] Az 19 Ao F
ol W= A] receiversdl Al dojvtE A S YA ek olH AL REA] receivers7t
HAA Ao g s a(Attention), ©l 313 (Comprehension) th##9 2% A5 24 (Interaction)
o] dojdr} A WA 24 A7 (Outcome) &.2A vl § Aae 7ido] FFuAAE o}
Eolx Aoltl, 2EL 92 (cognitive), #A (affective), 352 % (behavioral intention), ¥F
(behavior)e] doollA ZTzayPe] AR &= FEE F£E3AY ARY Hojth o] 2y IY
Wgo] AAEZA receiver inputs® ZAIEHE Ao W ol&F ZAHE AFdIL ZAE
receiver inputs® AL EAFHH JYuE Z2aYPL AYY £ AESF HECH £ HIHY
EL AT o] RYE £ w7 ofd o oA Ad wgHEXE F7HE F I




Inputs ,—+ Receiver Inputs  }----p Nutrition Communicatior Inputs T‘ == ":
H :
' e
4 Vo
. - - . " \
Intervehing Attention ¢ | Interaction "’5 L4 < j
' /
Proces T den ApAfeits
l T - Communicator-Receiver™— r/'/f
* Reference Group T2, ak< é "
s ————p W < b g
Comprehension . LAL3E 3 I

1 l T infera it v

Acceptance or Rejection

« Cognitive
QOutcomes - Affective
+ Behavioral Intention
+ Behavior

Fig.5 Communicating Nutrition: A Conceptual Framework

e . - Ty M ENAA
2) §419] #&4} (Diffusion of Innovations)  — ‘77,5‘ «Let’s s {c "
»w\%,u\ Wasuus i
\n“ﬂ 2 Al g4t (Glanz-o‘, 1990; Rogers, 1983)2 F&A3] &AM sidd ooz N2
TP s4s 2271 350 7t ARl Ryan® GrossSol 8AE WolSols 454 FBe W
e o8 8AEE A7 EA ALHAT. Rogersel Aol oald 3N Fiold ANFohx
w AARE olelto] T 7Zlgo] AW A'dE T3 ALY FAHALAA AdHE AL v
o ok e B3 e T8 A A ATRAS AR sue A9y (Adoption)eln ¢hE 3
Vi e B8 (diffusion)olth. AWAB L @ AAe] A& Aol FeA HIL 2R B F
bm‘) AR Ev 2P HEE PFAASA =Ho A& woled AUAA ARE AA st Wolegl AS
AAR gFo] &7, BT &2 F 2 PFE ZHFANE £ JdE 92U 2L o ¥ #A
€ AXNYA dojdrh. FiaAg L g Ade) AYd o] A3 FAH YA FAHO st 3
AL duigt. 282 gdoly AZPo i ML olojtyoiy &L o) T Al it
H4AE AF A FAALNA A= dFe HUIE Jod = . A Fio] HFHe=
]-:*01117] e JA& Brx EAL gFojor 3o HAL AdHsiug X doXE oY
Wﬁwwwwwﬂ
g 834 & d HA& Hoz A HE & Ag , ¥N FRE 44 #
e £ e o AL weE &2 3’%"'-‘5101 Z o ayEg AFT S YLo] oY E
AES Z g 3rd AAE PFo W= A = A 5 AE Aol

%

r

C. &%l

1) Theory of Meaningful Learning



Ausubel 2u|le A& M2 AR SfE2e] AAFzd ojm EAdE MEdH
Bho] oA o o|Fod F yutw FAYD. 122 I gnA 2 {9 Y

& gFATL olu dmYe Aol FAUM FA&n 2Rl wi slExe Reldn FAEG
(Novak, 1977). Novak (1977)& A &7t 223 e A& AAdez g & 5 e W
o=z AYE (Concept Mapping)S A<t Utk MYEE FAY dejz AFH AE A
g Aol fujde BAE dgd Holg Aot JAdEr AT 2AF BFA FEHor &
FT8Y otoltyolE HHI RAFH /Y E PAY PEHE AFE & YE L Y FE AR
2L 948 o Ad=e B FA A e FRE NIES 3834 2o Frh
NEEE BLLS UM FEA7 olv] 3 e A4S Lo} Rejn & o, FH5HFL B
o & o, 2R, g&A, FAA FAF duiE 2T o, AP, dFAEF FoAM FLG 9
tg 2%9% o, uRAHE ALY o, u§FNE P o, YEXNE MY o, I, AF
A7 =72 gFdA o]&d + Urh.(Park, 1992)

2) 53 %45%4 ( Learning and Learning Style)

Kolb& ZdH #gol& (Devinel983)2 ALsged 2t sgoldt AL T3 A4
< ZER3E ALE Y RAolgn B aE MR Aoz o] o)Foxs] YiME 1Y
6ol YEtH = viZtR 9 @R Ao (1Y 6) ¥t=A] EdEojof i FAET. o] caHA
< FFA7F FAHHE (Concrete Experience, CE)Ol /MAA o2 Fo3ts A BE AlFg
o9 gEAE 98 FHANM o) FEE Fusday 23FY guE 2A @ (Reflective
Observation, RO). o180 HAls e #AHE AA gFAE =3 FEL =tz MUy FE
o] & Al E9 o8 H73l7)1E 3§} (Abstract Conceptualization, AC). ©]& A&7} o|&F
o] oJArAA 2 3 F (Active Experimentation, AE)E F 5314 ot 2 A Fol&dMe ¥
w249 =73, B3, AZEin, dFste FPHIES d5o HEslnaA d&5a2 sdgdF
o AEE FAG & YA & BT ol 2 HPes RE rjg S £ UA A Fo ¢S
o] o] o]&& FFol@d WY HAHo|n XYL AN&HEFHog FRHN A AFREHE Hojdn
B3 3tk d¥ng E3AE o c¥RAEL E5E BEY & UE e €502 stEAok
ot 29 72 2 gFHUE =9 £ & UE dFEEE AAG 2ol

SEYAL AEH gEoldA FEH LHHUZ o] ofRA UE wHoe=z 4L
gs5sterted FHE T Yk s A gEdAe @ o) e £dAA F F
ol3tAl RS Y53 WY S ot & Jide] AxAHA &S 7l YHMAE A
CHAEE BF AEse 5ol dojof sted HARE o] RE 7]|&S ZEE AL 44
B B8 FHFoEY #HH o 3 AL AH83 AL AXNEAN g 7 88 o ¥
HE 4HY £ JdE EWF ddo] st Kolbol wad g U EAL AHAEE oRA
Aztsta oA AHEgsertg 2o A ol 2L FqF5E stod $AHF T
7Hd e el FAJA7E HAE

Kolbe 7019 &5gde oA ZAdn AdHel FoJ7E FAE £+ de dad
Learning Style Inventory (LSDE 73238ttt o] LSIE #4924 u7kA (CE, RO, AC, and
AE) ¥ 7i9 ZHe] ool A=A, FgFArt Folste Fdgwye] FAUAE ¢E . Kob
£ LSl ¥+g& SAxdocz X439 gulgle UZEA gEFFHE AdIAG. a2AHL
Converger, Accomodator, Diverger, 18] Assimilator ¢]t}. Converger? $-#13+ &FU2 &
ACS} AE°lt}. Converger? <$A4% 35d4& AE9 CEeoltl. Divergere= CE® RO,
Assimilator+ ROSF AC7F $AM& dgg2eld. Z 534S 1 YEURZ 71X 9 ZFHE 33
ATt YR E gI2E FqH5Ae SdF5FAES 2AET O XolHE g3 AV o Y2 9%
WS HHe A £ gl Aol



CONCRETE AR 2
EXPERIENCE (CE)
(feeling)
ACCOMMODATIVE DIVERGENT
ACTIVE REFLECTIVE
EXPERIMENTATION OBSERVATION (RO)
(AE) (watching) N
(acting) v/ W A
v
Y
CONVERGENT | ASSIMILATIVE
ABSTRACT
CONCEPTUALIZATION
(AC) !
(thinking) A s ’%‘” . V/
')Vl N 3 44]’
/ 2% v \
Fig.6 Experiential Learning Model — ~\\
Leammg and styles wot %3,7/ 4G 2 L~ szq
(1 % ig ; ¢
2 : <
/ // e
‘
ViH 2\ M3, _
; 2 18 Bt we
NNz N
2. A S
%&5 v oy LY o
n
S _ . M Y]
AT T
[z v ¢
R S
% 1’1/?) / (/\ D N v
' |
T (V%
/ gise 21 & gr 7T
‘ATl ™ ‘ 1)
-~ - 70
PR
T N ad

10



CONCRETE EXPERIENCE
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Fig.7 Instructional activities that may support different aspects of
the learning cycle.

oj ol A FFu Kol o] fHE o]l RYEL AHReEH o oo o g g
Foke] £ ol25L wl$ ¥l Achterberg® Clark (1992)= B389 AAls} @A Fo) o
Ae olBEE TFA, Sz, AMEH, BE ol Fo2 Uy Hysiyo. gL o
T o= @ o]0 BE NS A HAYHAE Ry Z o]2e YEyr AT A
HE 7HAx gtk a82E JYusE 99dste 28U dFAE g9d o)lge £A51
o dad FAevitt Ao R o]EL S&oF ¥ Holn),

g
o

30 % rjy op MU

5 Fngd

Achterberg C., Clark KL(1992): A retrospective examination of theory use in nutrition
education. Journal of Nutrition Education 24(5): 227-233
Bandura A.(1977): Theoretical perspective in Social learning theory. Prentice-hall, Inc. 1-13

11



Devine M.(1988): Professional perspective: Learning and learning style. An extention
publication of Division of Nutritional Science. Cornell University

Gillespie AH., Scafer 1(1990): Position of the American Dietetic Association: Nutrition
education for the public. Journal of the American Dietetic Association 90: 107-110

Gillespie GW,, Gillespie AH(1991): Using theories in nutrition education: Is it practical?.
Working paper

Gillespie AH.(1987): Professional perspective: Community interventions for health enhancement.
An extention publication of Division of Nutritional Science. Cornell University

Gillespie AH., Yarbrough P.(1984): A conceptual model for communicating nutrition. Journal of
Nutrition Eduaation 16: 168-172

Glanz K., Lewis FM., Rimer BK(1990): Health. behavior and health education-Theory,
Research and Practice. John-Bass Publishers

Glanz K., Eriksen M.(1993): Individual and community models for dietary behavior change.
Journal of Nutrition Education 25: 80-86

Kim K. Ureda JR.(1996): Applying the Theory of Planned Behavior to understand milk
consumption among WIC pregnant women. Korean Journal of Community Nutrition
1: 239-249

MclIntosh WA., Shifflett PA., Picou S.(1989): Social support, stress events, strain, diet intake
and the elderly. Medical Care 27: 140-153

Novak JD.(1977): A theory of education. Cornell University Press

Olson CM., Kelly GL.(1989): The challenge of implementing theory-based intervention research
in nutrition education. Journal of Nutrition Education 21: 280-284

Park DY.(1992): Concepts about diet and cancer of highly educated Korean young parents
residing in America. Korean Journal of Nutrition 25: 518-528

Rogers E.(1983): Diffusion of innovations 3rd ed. The Free Press: 1-37

Saunders RP., Rahilly (1990): Influences on intention to reduce dietary intake of fat and sugar.
Journal of Nutrition Education 22: 169-176

Schwarzer R.(1992): Self-efficacy in the adoption and maintenance of health behaviors:
Theoretical approaches and new model in Self-efficacy: Thought control of action.
Hemisphere Publishing Corporation

Solomon DS., Maccoby N.(1984): Communication as a model for health enhancement in
Matarazzo et al: Behavioral health. John Wilev & Sons: 200-221

Yarbrough P.C 1981): Ineffective communication in Nutrition in the 1980’s, Alan R. Liss, Inc,,
New York

Yarbrough P.(1981): Communication theory and nutrition education research. Journal of
Nutrition Education 13: s16-27



