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Abstract The purpose of this study is to analyze the effectiveness of university convergence curriculum
using CIPP model. With 758 data surveys of professors and students participating in K University's
convergence education, the analysis of differences according to group characteristics and the factors
affecting performance recognition and course satisfaction were analyzed. As a result of analysis, first,
class activity(CA) was the highest (M=3.85), and coursework design(CD) was the lowest (M=3.35), and
there were significant differences in the course objectives, course content, and class activities
according to the characteristics of the group. Second, the factors affecting the performance recognition
and course satisfaction of the convergence curriculum were needs analysis, coursework design, learner
activity, performance recognition, and course satisfaction. In conclusion, it suggests that from the
planning stage, it should be designed to reflect the needs of professors and students, and to improve
satisfaction and performance recognition with novel contents and active teaching and learning
activities. This study can be used as basic data for improving the quality of the convergence

curriculum.
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Table 1. Participant Characteristics

2018 2019
Variable|  Items Professor | Student Professor Student
N % N % N % N %
Gender Male 67 |77.0] 100 [39.2| 49 | 67.1 | 106 | 30.9
Female | 20 [23.0| 155 |60.8| 24 | 32.9 | 237 | 69.1
Education| 30 |345| 90 [353| 26 | 35.6 | 149 |43.4
Humanities|
& Social | 15 [17.2| 17 | 6.7 8 10| 25|73
Science
Natural | ) | 253|115 [45.1| 11 | 151 | 62 | 1811
College Science
9 Engineering| 9 |10.3| 17 | 6.7 11 15.1 | 54 |15.7
Industrial | 5 | 53| 7 | 27| o |123] 18 |52
Science
Nursing &
Health 9 |103] 3 1.2 4 55 17 | 5.0
Art 0 0.0 6 24 4 5.5 18 | 5.2
1 68 | 26.7 7 2.0
Year 2 124 | 48.6 235 | 68.5
3 54 | 21.2 74 1216
4 9 35 27 | 7.9
Theory 45 |51.7| 117 | 459 | 43 58.9 | 246 | 71.7
Conten -
s typ Practice 8 |92 | 5 | 20 2 2.7 5 |15
T+P 34 |39.1]133 522 | 28 | 384 | 92 |26.8
Total 87 | 100 | 255 | 100 | 73 | 100 | 343 | 100
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Table 2. Reliability test of CIPP model
Model Sub factor Cronbach’'s a
@ NAQ) .846
Context @ COE) .893 913
@® 0C(Q2) 611
@ CD(3) .866
nput ® COMQ) 733 864
® CCEQ) .834
Process @ LAQ) .874 931
® CAR) .873
© PR(2) 925
Product © CSQ) 77 .936
Total(26) 973

CIPP B7} £39] H3x A5 9o &914 a1E
A& AAIsto] HFE U 57 £ FRE2 7telRt
59 g Atd APE A=<l CFl(Comparative Fit
Index), TLI(Tucker-Lewis Index), RMSEA(Root
Mean Square Brror of Approximations)?] A&

2-83to] A3 B/ EEol= CFIg TLIZF 0.9
Ol/z]‘%_‘ ) AgerF sty Hal, RMSEA 32 0.5
Hoh 22 off o HgletH, 1.050 I 2P A=
o] o¥tja & ufj, & CIPP 232 A7} e 45
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Table 3. Model Fit index of CIPP model

Model Fit X2 df CFl TLI RMSEA
Context 88.182 17 .976 .961 .084
Input 21.677 4 .988 .969 .086
Process 91.383 17 979 .966 .086
Product 2.198 1 .999 .997 .040
CIPP 289.350 29 .937 .960 123
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Table 4. Difference Analysis on Participant and Class

UETHR =.824). & W91 & o] AA5] AwEd,
Ag WRlojAE 9749 (t=7.876, p{.001)3 & =F
(t=-2.002, p<05), A& WA= I TEFL
(t=4.129, p<.001)7F Folm]gt A& HJCR et
S W2l FolA 87REF(8=518)°] 7FF & Zo=w
vetgton, thgo 2 waghEE(8=.332)7F el
PP vAE= Aoz e

ESH DIEEE(CO)E SHHUSLE o IARFEL &
AR o= [oulgt AR Uepgow(F=85.337, p<.001),
HEL WIS o] HA| W 5 83.7%E AHoh= A
o8 YERFTHR?=.837). A& HS & o AA|3] Au
B, A% HRlolxe mabEI(t=2.448, p<.05)2t &3
IeH(=2.223, p<05), Y HQldAe nijol4HA
(t=3.827, p<.001)2t +=H-=F3R(t=2.984, p<.05), T
7 HQlo A sh&Al 85(t=5.241, p<.001), AH& HQl
ol A= ATHIA(t=4.129, p<.001)°] F-oJu|st & W
1oz yelgrh oS Wl FolA AgTl14l(8=.308)°]
7P 2 AeE Ueyon, tggoR I5AEE(R
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Table 5. Analysis of Effectiveness influence factors in

Characteristics Professors
p-value Model Performance Recognition Course Satisfaction
. _ ode
Model M | sp L trtest ANOVA Blse| s | t |sg|B|seEl 8| t|sga
Participa Survey |Conten

nt Gender |College Date |ts Type

NA 1.480.061|.518|7.876| .000 |-.022|.065| -.025 |-.337| .736

NA |341[1.00] 535 .000 | .197 .000 | .002

Co | CO |377| 94| .000 .000 | .002 .007 .001

OC |375| .83 | .021 .024 .022 .001 .032
CD [335|1.05] .116 .000 I .005 459

Co| CO |.077].082|.071| .951 | .343 |.177].072| .172 |2.448] .015
OC [-.140.070|-.102]-2.002| .047 |.140].063| .109 |2.223| .028
CD [-.048| .058 |-.049/-.815| .416 {.193].050| .211 |3.827| .000

COM |367| .90 | .040 100 | 570 | .001 .071
CC |376] .89 | .000 .000 | .005 .037 .028

Pc LA |3.63|1.00] .286 .001 .394 .000 .035

CA |385] .85 | .000 .000 | .001 .034 | .002

COM [-.018].054 |-.016/-.325| .745 |.143|.048| .133 |2.984| .003
CC |.114(.121].081| .936 | .351 |-.099/.110| -.075 |-.904| .368
Pc| LA |.089|.064|.084|1.388| .167 |.282|.054| .283 |5.241| .000

Pd PR |362]1.06] .301 .000 219 .004 .044

CS |3.63[1.00] .419 .002 100 .000 174
* Co: Context, In: Input, Pc: Process, Pd: Product

(CoE 4 F&5Hr= o

AR AL S LA
AE gdes A9 23, CIPP #ide =

Z JIRIH(PRIE F5HFE T ARG S

2 FYufet Ao® e om(F=77.929, p<.001),

P A4 9] WA WY F 82.4%F sk Ao=

CA 1.061.093|.040| .661 | .510 |-.035/.084| -.024 |-.415| .679

Pd /%SR 354 (.086(.332(4.129 .000 | .289|.070| .308 [4.129] .000
Constant .652 .363

RYAdj. R 824(813) 837(.827)
F(p-value) 77.929(.000) 85.337(.000)

4.3 oMol gutd QA0 OXl= SR 2

S5 Sy &
A3t A3} CIPP HS =
SR 3 FARYL FAZCE Foulgt Aoz U
EPt o m(F=285.372, p<.001), P2 47149 A
Bk 2 81.4%S AWsks Aog YehgthR’=.814).
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A3 HAE £ o AAls] AHEH, 4% HldAe &
TS (1=5.369, p<.001), TY HRAojM=
Al(t=1.970, p<0.5), Tg HRloAE WA H-8(t=2.646,
p{.05), $UEF(t=2.288, p{05)7}, A& HAdA=
DINFEE(1=10.566, p<.001)7} F-QJuigt dl& #olo
2 Yt S He FolN nAdSE(8=.447)7t
71 33, @79k(B=.171)°] ko2 A7l o
FE HAE Ao Yepth

S WINEEE(CSE THHSE T IARES B
AH R [omgt AR e om(F=374.075, p<.001),
HPL nIREEE O] HA| HEF F 85.1%F AHok= A
o7 YERFTHR’=.851). A& #lS & o AA3] A
B, A% #iRlolA= 878E3(1=2.433, p<.05), &Y
Holo A wWatolaAA(t=6.160, p<.001), T3 WSl
oM SRR BE(1=3.654, p{00DT $UERE(t=8.526,
p<.001), A& WHRloA = AA7HR14(1=10.566, p<.001)
o] folujgt o= Wlo g LUERdT) dl& ¥Rl FojA
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Table 6. Analysis of Effectiveness influence factors in
Student

Performance Recognition Course Satisfaction

B |SE| B8 t |Sig.| B |SE| B t | Sig.
NA |.187].035|.171|5.369|.000|.073|.030 | .070|2.433 | .015
Col CO |.083].043|.072]1.926|.055.042|.036|.038 |1.153]| .249
OC |-.046|.041|-.037-1.118.264 | .025|.035 | .021 | .710 | .478
CD |.062.032|.061|1.970|.049|.159.026 |.166 |6.160 | .000
COM |.009|.033|.008 | .290 |.772|.001.027|.001 | .037 |.970
CC |.135].051|.115|2.646|.008|-.036| .043 |-.033| -.837 | .403
Pc| LA |.052].031|.049|1.659|.098|.096 |.026|.096 |3.654 | .000

CA |.121.063|.100(2.288|.023|.358 | .042 | .314|8.526 | .000

Model

Pd /CPSR 476 |.045 | .447 [10.566| .000 | .335 | .032 | .357 [10.566| .000
Constant .004 024
R%(Adj. R) 814(.811) .851(.849)
F(p-value) 285.372(.000) 374.075(.000)

2ol vAlE 9F 80ez HA4(PR)OI= 8
9 99T, wole A, i, g, 1
2|3 WIREETE G VA ACR YEREDL, Wt
HEZE(CO)olle 7Y, A=, FGT, Lol
A, AR, AEAES, FUDT, Aol
Y2 vAlE Aoz e o] FolA 4R el

Table 7. Influence Factors of Effectiveness

PR CS
Model
Professor | Student | Professor | Student
NA *x *x *
Context CcO *
OC * *
cD * *x *x
Input
COM *
cC *
Process LA ** **
CA * *%
Product CS/PR ** ** ** **

* (.05, ** p¢.001
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