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The purpose of this study is to analyze the effectiveness of arts-engineering interdisciplinary education
for improving creativity-convergence thinking. Using response data from 263 participants who attended
an arts-energy extracurricular program at K University, we applied Kirkpatrick’s Four-Level Model for
analysis, and used Excel 2018, SPSS 25.0, and Process macro 4.0 software programs. The main findings
are as following: (a) Overall means for STEPI: program satisfaction (M=4.43), STEP2: understanding
of the program (M=4.52), STEP3: increased interest in energy (M=4.26), and STEP4: expansion of
creativity-convergence thinking (M=4.41) were high, indicating effective learning outcomes. (b) While
STEP1 did not differ significantly, males showed significantly higher in STEP2 and STEP3 compared
to females. Additionally, males and STEM learners was significantly higher in STEP4 than non-STEM
learners. (c) STEP1 had a positive effect on STEP2, and STEP3 had a positive effect on STEP4, but
STEP2 did not have an effect on STEP3, failing to support the assumption of serial causality in
Kirkpatrick’s model. STEP1, STEP2, and STEP3 had positive effects on STEP4 directly. STEP2 or STEP3
mediated the relationships between STEP1 and STEP4 respectively. However, STEP2 and STEP3 did
not serially mediate the relationships between STEP1 and STEP4. Based on these findings, discussions
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energy were held, and implications for academia and practice in the fields of engineering and science education
were provided.
I N2 2J5] UA|(Friedrich Nietzsche) 5] Qlth Al719] MRS 43t F3},
sl 5], ok 1l 5 ofe] Mol Sk o4 A2 g3t
HYARBIE  HEAN(Volatile), E&-A14(Uncertainty), 234 W82 g 7+ A 3K Boundaryless)E A&t} 8K Science),

(Complexity)T} T35 4)(Ambiguity) 5 of]Z0] oj#]& HIKVUCA) 7]4(Technology), -58KEngineering), 4~8{Mathematics)-S H2}5t
A2 Qofich. AIFO| B sdsjof & w50 s, STEM iR ol cl(Ar)o] 71 STEAM 5.0 Hs17h
A7]49] EAF 27)7) TE=E T Qlo] shte] Ztjo| 21} AEstaat Grfj=] $ith(Innella, & Rodgers, 2021; Peppler, & Wohlwend, 2018).

[ e lhuy INLNEEY

o2 WA ) ofeigck olefat BARE ofs] Hopel x| eIl oFF RISHE shele] STEAM 353 7] 91f STEAM =
A} 7)4e g3bsla Bk - tlokst BAE AojA o sidsis 2 BAES] FAAQ At ofg ASAEIE Sl HaE Aokl

A2 gaFolR o] WaAe Aus] Fu) o] ulio| oy RS Peppler, & Wohlwend, 2018; Schnugg, & Song, 2020). & £¢1,
Aale A - g3t - Ealsl= &Fo] - gateleke. njg oA ol R u=e] Qltjoliut Hiske: A 4, gl o, A S& 4
= 3l

T A dero 2 e Aor) thetl A 3 7F AAS R B3 AR 23} ollES HRRIshs 6% T2 st
ST AFGATL S5, WoIA T v|wy) T2 7B 3L 1087 343t oo AE IAR Y] EAls A
3 o] - gatelere ksl o8t WS AlEsla kel AlsA EFo] A2l BES Sl FdE AL B thPeppler,
Jeong, 2022; Lim ef al., 2019; OK, 2020). & Wohlwend, 2018). E3F, 34 7F H¢ o] = dieh 7193t

Fh, T3, 714 QU AlE] 5 SHERRte) Sl digo] qick 71 &5 clerieh RS thdo R 4z ss3lef QlEhE A
z3H - thElA|A IS B 49AS HolE guAl JESS gt Aol M= le-1}8, ols-Fate] o Ag-2 o U oAk

E3AE oF 4 9=t dl9U}2 % thElx|(Leonardo da Vinci), 17 U} 32 Halel vl S Foll 2219 AuE =Sivka Harst
2H8 2(Michelangelo), YH|2E o}l{rEF](Albert Einstein), 2| SATHSchnugg, & Song, 2020).
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et ExRIF; FBHA|(): Joo et al., 2016), AE-3eF F4-5
(ll: Jeong, & Choi, 2021), AFEQIE]YIT} 7H48|eh)(e]: Huh, 2022)
5ol gtk o]o} e MPAFELS o8t 58 T=IAHE 5
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5 HARRIoIU(ell: Kim, 2023), 9= A=A 2] FZFHARI(4]): Chi,
2008)] That THilo] olefeh TS F HofErk ey ZHA|T oy
A71g0] Bagt ¥}t FopollA ol 283 7 == Al
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UA] Bl 22 090) Sks RS #AISHLAL Bith o] 7k 9
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HA F7P7t 7hsstol 2RO Sk AapdS EH o FAG)H
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m2nY 94 A WIS A L sk AAROR B
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At HAL 2] At ArEAE o ok AA,
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7Fs3HA sted gt ofoltjo] 7+ AAE Zslelal QA EEE =
et 3ol S FgAIFITHL ATE5teiTt. Ghanbari(2015)= vl=19]
Histol A 59 ol &3t ol 7IRke] AR, Aot 258
o0 e}, ol ART L W AE AlRlE EA4lste] Kkl
o} ol 7|ke] §9F =IO YL SH|et 5718 = o
AAE E711L @Y S5 ARLE S| Bt okl B
t}. Poindexter ef al.(2016)2 AMEH ZZcifjstolA] 6|7t vy
o35t e 1t P ZRAEES W8t A3, =9 2,
M55 e, EAlE Y Aol otk Harsigir. 4
b 35He) oA 7t S5 o f 9] dnojEgor A
e, 2ol S S Bl TRE EokE olsffstal vj-=t|
Tgol Elrkal gl

] A5tollA] Lee(2016)+= ICT Fafefistollx] 25t v|&
F el 2FAAURY T s AT 29, YA
AEEE, 2R 59 WEo g XeE S -l
FA4A Aol 5 Al oikaE W EA AT E 0] A E]
Stk e, vl g osnt 2gE] o] wat y-go]
o|7|Kth= sHE0] 7|9 HuAA e nleAAlE k= il
o] o ojEsl= o] USith olet Zo] 27| FThuSolA
ol 718k oSS HErdS 7IENE YsHHA ol EoF
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AARARE BAAE 5ol sk Aol vl
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2. Kirkpatrick 2%S 85F 2 24 T}

2] tigt Hrhe 22O 2o il dddte
Y A, Ak 4, & T2 5 vl A S 2R R A
Al FQ37F FA7E "k shue] Z29E S5k ffsiMe £4,
AAARY FRA AL atE R Gl e P8l 2=
9] 3154 Learning Outcomes)E F7Fslal, A 4Q1 o< a4
(Leaming Effectiveness)S A= Ao| Hasic) eAll= T2

WS £ 1) <38 - FA T (Attainments): 2) ©]3[%=(Understanding),
3) 217 - o)A LA (Cognitive * Creative), 4) A3) - & (Using), 5)
2} Sl (Higher-order Learning), 6) Bl - 914] + 57](Dispositions),
7) 247t - A7]7FX|(Membership) 52] WH3HE 3Z33ItHJames, &
Brown, 2005). SRR 2 1Re] E4o) nje 27 welel g
o] tizn] me1E Ao B kiR Hef o2 H71E
oh EEIBS A P TRIWEZ, A4 At 5, @)
g TRIYEE, DAY 5, AHHE T2, W) )
o TRty WA Z2IRe stAT 240 Wl hg
F3 fste, skeate] §7] Yol A wae) S wat Fo
2 35ATE 718 4= 9IthHussey, & Smith, 2008). Bk &4
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Stietsts w7l Hee] dAIE dA| shefdt o= ks Aol Stk
Kirkpatrick W& 9] wa-gdl 2203 grinde 2Hs] 2
S S, sfejolM =yt ekl 23S B, 203 3
7ol 1~ 4eAE W5 283t At 10%0]] Estrh(Nawaz e dl,
2022). Hol} 2Tl ks [ ~29 A0l T AR A -
T2 F7rsk=d], olsietAR B 78 39 Aea4dA 2
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Table 1. Characteristics of Respondents

T, SIRHAE ) Hof % 3 Hofe} ofufx] Hopo] o] 9l 7|4

o gasto] el S-S olE BT} AlQlol 218 A

Ao i) 2 W o x| A7 BES S5 gy AN T
A oy,

ISR QUARRe] B Bal 248 2ol Bl e 7] oy
o) AL A1, Hef nldolH AT HRER BE 2
FEo el agHe % ABUE AASS syl

| 2Aie} 5, <lEfelo] Tzl
of vl A= Al wel taf 5
sl 2ol S| sl

E

=

ol

T
lo

_E o
N

5 thol Shstct 43S ofThe Haole AEE At
v A3 1% 4% 7, A58 A8 o ALl

2 AT BTk KefslollA] 2-ok= ool i ] g3t vl
Z230e S7get SA SOl Wi BRI FR T S
oz 289l A Al o7 A=A Complete Survey)sto] 3

5 b A1) olat % 26390) 28 AR7}
AREEISIEE SEHARY] A HA(160%, 60.8%)0] ©1/d(1037,
39.00%) e} HROFTL BRAIo] 2231(84.8%) 2HE 410140, 15.2%) 1.
o} @k} Ao ® s SHEAY(1747, 66.2%)°] thehe Y49
9, 18.6%) e} Wekon), sk Aelsisais A} 2eizn
o= ISt oA oRE A, o]FA HoKI86™,
70.7%)7} Hlo]5A| FoRT7, 29.3%)H ot Wkth. HAEAGS Al
StafiA A, FBHA|E(1497, 56.7%)°] 7Fd WAL, ARIAIE
(337, 12.5%), AFAAL(19%, 7.2%), A=AIE(167, 6.1%), WL5A|
H(13, 4.9%) =olSith AFAL(THE, 2.7%) 1} AATAE(SS,
19%)2 A& B3-S AASAT, el Sesk slgket el
] AL 352192, 73.0%)7}F 591711, 27.0%) X ch Wttt
Ml SebAe] BAS Table 13} 7k

Contents Code Frequency % Contents Code Frequency %
Male 1 160 60.8 Yes 1 186 70.7
Sex STEM
Female 2 103 39.2 No 2 77 293
1 1 25 9.5 Engineering 1 149 56.7
2 2 47 17.9 Natural Science 2 19 7.2
3 3 61 23.2 Medical 3 7 2.7
Grade 4 4 41 15.6 . Humanities 4 16 6.1
Major
Master Course 5 31 11.8 Social Sciences 5 33 12.5
PhD Course 6 18 6.8 Education 6 13 49
Adult 7 40 15.2 Arts and Sports 7 5 1.9
Under Graduate Student 1 174 66.2 etc. 8 21 8.0
Graduate Student 2 49 18.6 Yes 1 192 73.0
Status Inhouse
Employed Adult 3 19 7.2 No 2 71 27.0
Unemployed Adult 4 21 8.0 Total 263 100.0
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3. RAES E ZjEEA

C /\7}-01_L_ T~ ] S

°1-r

B 23S st Qe gelsksAb) 1
AR ) BR T oK ] BAH 5 S WERE 2
. Kirkpatrick %% 9] 44

m]o

ol wfel, 2 32 Te] B A welsiol £318 A
B SEpS SHPE, AR, S, 4, ol of, 13, i
o EY) 3} Kirkpatrick =39 thAE 24 82 #sl= £3lo=z

TAJ8FATHSTEPL: 427} T2 Q3, STEP2: o]af%= Q2, STEP3: o]
U%] Hof TAE Ql, STEP4: #o] - §314 AluaA) Q). A=t
= 808 S-S Eels| S8l 8 B4 o2 AL S (Direct
Oblimin)& #-43lo] BMlA QQlBAS AAEtYI, 29l ARG
50 7102 STEP1 ~STEP4:= 4 3{12; TEEo] Ers 3
Qlstaick T ks ALJRt 44 TS (Cronbach’s a=861)2} ©]
3| (Cronbach’s a=.904) &3} % Wz Qale Hol Alges
5}0l5} It Table 2).

Table 2. Factor Analysis

1. olig-oiluiz| g%t Hlwat T2 ato] x| g5 Tard 7A]

A2ALe] sgshe ola-olvA] ¢ Bluat =270 A
Sk BIMgS 243 Sl HA Akme] 5443 #Ql 7 A
£ A EQITHTable 3 ). AHRE HE2] H9Y(-1.06~-1.24)2} &
0] H)0.29~148)7} ZHZF £29} 78 HlojulR| oo} xL7.0] A4t
A 71 o] FZE Tk Hair ef al., 2010). AE 0]174] oK (=323,
p<001), AF=349, p<.001)T} A(+H)Z Afo] AL, o]3j=2} ofy
Alof| TRk B(=-161, p<01), %] - §Z=] ARal(=-230, p<.001)
oF R Aao] QAT AR, TSt AR k49l
SH5AD2 o5 A o1Fr=210, p<001), Z1E(=495, p<001)3} Z(+)
2] Ao] AL, olsf=et F(-) 2] Aol UATHr=-123, p<.05). &
Bk Ao] - §FA AL B()A AR=-173, p<01)0] gl3iom,
sk aIHAY(STEPL: <=7 WS, STEP2: o3, STEP3: o4 A
Hof 34 27}, STEP4: 9] - g3kt 23 71 AaAl= A+
o7 2 Aol Ak

1 2 3 4 Cronbach’s a
STEPI: QI 910 016 -.001 -105 Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Coefficients
STEPI: Q2 953 .019 -.029 .044 .861 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
STEP1: Q3 501 109 405 137 1. Sex |
STEP2: Q1  .166 779 067 256 2. Staus 091 1
STEP2: Q2 -064 961  -017  -.151 904 3. STEM  323% 210%* |
STEP3: Q1  -046  .000 999 034 - 4 Major 349%%+ 495kRR T7RRx |
STEP4: Q1 387 191 256 -524 ] 5. Inhouse -014  -004 -003 -052 1
6. STEPI -118 -017 020 -039 .066 1
Sehe A7 1A% 57 Likert Seale(1=13 w31 oty 7. STEP2 -161%* -123* -017 -053 .050 733%% |
8 STEP3 -161** -058 -071 -117 004 .663*** S530%xx 1
e elatr] et Sl TSR Selrtth = S4s 9. STEP4 -230%** _038 -089 -173** 089 .J26%** 655%% @3ges+ |
o S SOl i SRRl s AN 02 Wi o L= Mean 443 452 426 441
—LR9] dolme Ak, 2 2RSS ouAl 2okl SD 067 063 088 076
sl B e 2 E9leE, i RS ThE 2okE olsist Skewness A2 -120 4109 -106
L] - g9 ARLE skt Eo] P SOl ik Kurtosis 148 092 078 029

go. g8

A 2t

Figure 1. Kirkpatrick Model-process and Assessment

4315 ZpE+= MS Office Excel 2018, SPSS 25.0, Process macro
40 AZEG] Z2IBS Agsto] BB ATEAIL 714
Ao ATPAS BASIT, ATEARE testoh ANOVAR &
A5kt ATLEABL Process macro2] Model6S 2-g5}o] 7+ ¢4
7t wAeh O lEIE BAsllT. T RE ATy
(Bootstrapping, N=5,000) H4] 02 95% ¢ UloA] HF 2A =
(Bias-corrected Bootstrapping) A1Z|--7HConfidence Interval: CI)<
gRelste] (0°¢f et ot [olds BT

Note. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001; STEM=Science, Technology, Engineering and
Mathematics Yes or No; Inhouse=Yes or No
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© B 2obg ofseka e - §AA A 719w mgol Hlsiet
31 galgc £ Aol oe-oludx §8 ZRIe| Gk A
& Amslo] Wit EAL gl AROIX, SUHES Uk o}
e MERT Bl gk} u)S Fojicke] Sustol
STEP1 ~STEP49| 2t @hA9] o] %7 AE=Isict

2. SRk BAdoll THE offd-ollix] §% Hlaat ma 13| o

AHEARS} St A&y ] § vlant ZR 0] slsy
aapdo] shgAte] EAdo wket 2oz} Al EAISHGITE = At
oAl SR5ALE] B2 SEAlol wt AW, o]FA| o, i o
£ ttest® FASF AL, H3A D3t Al whE 5442 ANOVAR
ALk sis5Ate] B4 7h HlnE fJel UA SEAF 7PES Eel
3}t Table 4 Za7).

A, JE9] Levene?] G4t 7MY ERIH3IT) STEPI(F-0.172,
p>.05), STEP2(F=3.725, p>.05) STEP3(F=0.098, p>05), STEP4
(F=3.128, p>.05) 25 FoJskA] grot S84 7Hyo] ™=t &
A, o]FA oF-2] Levene?] SHAN AAS EIst A}, STEP4
(F=4.869, p<.05)Z A|2J5}1, BE G-01512] UQITHSTEPI: F=1471,
p>.05, STEP2: F=0.061, p>.05, STEP3: F=1.044, p>.05). STEPI,
STEP2, STEP3-S- 554l 7}4o] A& E|glal, STEP4:= S5AF 713
o] JHEA] okdrh AA|, HFel Levene?| SEAN A% ZHil,
STEP1(F=0.701, p>.05), STEP2(F=1.527, p>.05) STEP3(F=1.210,
p>.05), STEP4(F=0.863, p>.05) T §-2]8}] ¢ko} SHAL 714 o]
d-E et YA, iy o2 Levene o] G4l A4S ERIGHTE
STEP1(F=5.919, p<.05)¥} STEP 4(F=5.916, p<.05)= §-0lalo] SHA}
7}Ao] A-E|A] 9kokal, STEP2(F=2.849, p>.05)2} STEP3(F=2.010,

Table 5. Differences in STEP1

p>.05)2 -8J5tA] grof SEAE 7o) A =S oA, AR
Levene®] S84 74 A7 sRIa%ch STEP2(F=4.084, p<.05)=
A|2)5}ka1, STEP1(F=1.468, p>.05) STEP3(F=1.475, p>.05), STEP4
(P=1366, =051 0f31%] 9ol 54t 71go] Agwglch

Table 4. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances

Sex STEM Major Inhouse Status

F P F p F p F P F P
STEP1 0.172 .679 1471 226 0.701 .675 5.919 .016 1.468 .227
STEP2 3.725 .055 0.061 .805 1.527 .158 2.849 .093 4.084 .007
STEP3 0.098 .755 1.044 308 1.210 298 2.010 .158 1475 222
STEP4 3.128 .078 4.869 .028 0.863 .536 5.916 .016 1.366 .254

S5 A9olut SHA AN AEgLoR Basiert 74 o
w3l et PAIMS Ak et 2ok

7} STEPL: 7}F WHE%9] Zjo] EA4

2H3(M=4.50, SD=0.66)1} ©1/3(M=4.34, SD=0.67)9] B+ 47
= A7) YIAHA=0.16, =193, p>.05). o3 AIE 54
(M=4.45, SD=0.69)9} H|o|ZA Y 152 M=4.39, SD=0.61)2] H+
527} WEE(A=0.06, =0.64, p>.05) %= Zo|7} iglck E3h iR 5t
LAHM=4.41, SD=0.71)9} )% 852 M=4.51, SD=0.53) 7+ xjo]m=
B0J5H7] UYTHA=0.10, =123, p>.05). 7L @] AFa} Alko] o
7 W0 Aok AER] oiie). BIA o R ) o]

e F Bhte] B Gl 02 SRIEIIchTable 5 2,

I J I-J SE p Contrast I J I-J SE p Contrast
M F 0.16 0.08  .055 - . H E -0.12 018  1.000 -
Major
Sex  (M=4.50) / (M=4.31)
(SD=0.66) (SD=0.55) N -0.06 023  1.000 -
US GS 004 011 984 - Me -0.02 030  1.000 -

(M=445) EA 017 016 772 -
(SD=0.18) UA  -005 016  .992 -

GS US  -004 011 .98 -
(M=441) EA 013 018 919 -
(SD=0.72) UA 009 0.8  .966 -

Status
EA us -0.17 0.16 172 -
(M=4.28) GS -0.13 0.18 919 -
(SD=0.76) UA -0.22 0.21 789 -
UA us 0.05 0.16 .992 -
(M=4.50) GS 0.09 0.18 966 -
(SD=0.18) EA 022 0.21 789 -
Y N 0.06 0.09 524 -
STEM (M=4.45)
(SD=0.64)
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S -020 020 995 -
Ed  -020 025 999 -

AS  -042 034 982 -

etc 007 022 1.000 -

S E 008 013  1.000 -
M=452) N 015 019 999 -
(SD=0.65) Me 0.8 028  1.000 -
S 020 020 995 -

Ed 000 022  1.000 -

AS =022 032 1.000 -

etc 013 019 999 -

Ed E 0.08 0.19 1.000 -
(M=4.51)

(SD=0.52) N 0.14 0.24 1.000 -
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I J I-J SE p Contrast

I J I-J SE p Contrast

Major E N 0.07 0.16 1.000 -
(M=443) Me 0.10 0.26 1.000 -
(SD=0.67) H 0.12 0.18 1.000 -
S -0.08 0.13 1.000 -
Ed -0.08 0.19 1.000 -
AS -0.30 0.31 .995 -
etc 0.05 0.16 1.000

N E -0.07 0.16 1.000 -
(M=437) Me 0.04 0.30 1.000 -
(SD=0.76) H 0.06 0.23 1.000 -
S -0.15 0.19 .999 -

Ed -0.14 0.24 1.000 -

AS -0.36 0.34 991 -

etc -0.01 0.21 1.000 -

Me E -0.10 0.26 1.000 -
(M=4.33) N -0.04 0.30 1.000 -
(SD=0.58) H 0.02 0.30 1.000 -

S -0.18 0.28 1.000 -
Ed -0.18 0.31 1.000 -
AS -0.40 0.39 .994 -

etc -0.05 0.29 1.000 -

Me 0.8 031  1.000 -
H 020 025 .99 -

S 000 022  1.000 -

AS  -022 035  1.000 -

etc 013 024  1.000 -

AS E 030 031  .995 -
M=473) N 036 034 991 -
(SD=044) Me 040 039 994 -
042 034 982 -

S 022 032  1.000 -

Ed 022 035  1.000 -

et 035 033 993 -

et E 005 016 1000 -
(M=438) N 001 021  1.000 -
(SD=066) Me 005 029  1.000 -
H 007 022 1000 -

S .03 019 .99 -

Ed  -0.13 024  1.000 -

AS 035 033 993 -

Inhouse Y N -0 008 221 -
(M=4.41)
(SD=0.71)

Note. E=Engineering; N=Natural Science; Me=Medical; H=Humanities; S=Social Sciences; Ed=Education; AS=Arts and Sports; US=Undergraduate Student;

GS=Graduate Student; EA=Employed Adult; UA=Unemployed Adult
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7] UQITHA=0.15, =1.58, p>.05). 2|1 HEgA LT} AR 2
o] - 94 Atarggat Sk Heo] glis A E YR TH Table

8 ).

3. Kirkpatrick 2%0| Tl ofjg-oilL2| §¢} H|wat T2 30|
S mapg 7 Al 24

7

A5

-

HATZAR T} TAste] Kirkpatrick 13 0] @A o5 A%
QIIFTA k] el 9I5| Figure 29} o] s}
Kirkpatrick *.&-2 STEP19J|A] STEP47}A] <=x}JA 02 YAA
B AATAE 7PSHAINL AA| T2 wet BAE 7t
Al JeER 22 (Bates, 2004; Reio et al., 2017), #4221 A1}E A
5] 9l5) theat o] BAalitt WA, STEPI, STEP2, STEP3,

;;R oL,
ke

o

A
2

493



Choi

Table 6. Differences in STEP2

I J I-J SE p Contrast 1 J 1-J SE P Contrast

M F  021** 0.8  .009 M>F H E -006 017 1000 -

Sex (M=4.60) (M=4.47)
(SD=0.60) (SD=0.56) N 0.10 0.21 1.000 -
Status Us GS 021 010 226 - Me 004 029  1.000 -
(M=459) EA 025 0.15 446 - S 020 019 994 -
(SD=055) UA 016 015 745 - Ed -019 023 999 -
GS Us  -021 010 226 - AS 013 032 1.000 -
(M=438) EA 004 017 998 - etc 016 021 999 -
(SD=0.75) UA  -0.05 017 9% - S E 014 012 989 -
EA US  -025 015 446 - M=467) N 030 0.8 910 -
(M=434) GS  -004 017 998 - (SD=038) Me 024 026 997 -
(SD=073) UA  -0.08 020 982 - S 020  0.19 994 -
UA us  -016 015 745 - Ed 001 021  1.000 -
(M=443) GS 005 017 994 - AS 007 030  1.000 -
(SD=0.77) EA  0.08 020 982 - etc 036 018 763 -
Y Ed E 0.12 0.18  1.000 -

STEM  (M=4.54) N 0.07 0.09 394 -

(SD=0.63) (M=4.65) N 029 023 979 -
Major E N 016 015 993 - (SD=047) Me 023 0.29 999 -
(M=453) Me 010 024  1.000 - H 0.19 0.23 999 -
(SD=063) H 006 017  1.000 - S 001 021  1.000 -
S 014 012 .98 - AS 005 033 1.000 -
Ed -012 018  1.000 - etc 034 022 933 -
AS =007 029 1000 - AS E 007 029  1.000 -
etc 022 015 943 - M=4.60) N 0.23 0.32 999 -
N E 016 015 993 - (SD=0.65) Me  0.17 037  1.000 -
(M=437) Me -006 028  1.000 - H 0.13 032 1.000 -
(SD=0.74) H 0.10 021  1.000 - S 0.07 030  1.000 -
S 030 018 910 - Ed  -005 033  1.000 -
Ed 029 023 979 - etc 029 0.31 997 -
AS 023 032 999 - etc E -02 015 943 -
e 006 020  1.000 - (M=431) N -006 020  1.000 -
Me E 0.10 024  1.000 - (SD=0.80) Me -0.12 027  1.000 -
(M=443) N 006 028  1.000 - H 016 021 999 -
(SD=061) H  -004 029  1.000 - S 036 018 763 -
S 024 026 997 - Ed 034 022 933 -
Ed  -023 029 999 - AS 029 031 997 -
AS  -0.17 037  1.000 - Y N  -0.07  0.09 421 -

Inhouse  (M=4.50)

etc  0.12 027  1.000 - (SD=0.66)

Note. E=Engineering; N=Natural Science; Me=Medical; H=Humanities; S=Social Sciences; Ed=Education; AS=Arts and Sports; US=Undergraduate Student;
GS=Graduate Student; EA=Employed Adult; UA=Unemployed Adult
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Table 7. Differences in STEP3

I J I-J SE p Contrast I J I-J SE p Contrast
sk -
- o 3‘38) F 029 011 009 M>F (Mj.OO) E 03 023 963
(SD=0.84) (SD=0.82) N 037 030 981 -
Us GS 003 0.14 997 - Me 014 040  1.000 -
(M=430) EA 035 021 436 - S 018 027 1000 -
(SD=0.84) UA  0.05 021 997 - Ed  -038 033 986 -
GS Us 003 014 997 - AS 020 045  1.000 -
(M=427) EA 032 024 615 - etc -0.14 029  1.000 -
Status (SD=0.84) UA 0.2 023 1.000 - S E -014 017 998 -
EA US  -035 021 436 - M=4.18) N 019 025 999 -
M=395) GS  -032 024 615 - (SD=098) Me 032 037 998 -
(SD=1.18) UA  -030 028 762 - S 018 027  1.000 -
UA Us 005 021 997 - Ed 020 029 999 -
M=425) GS  -002 023 1000 - AS 002 042 1000 -
(SD=097) EA 030 028 762 - etc 004 025  1.000 -
Y N 0.23 012 059 - Ed E 0.06 025  1.000 -
STEM  (M=4.33)
(SD=0.84) (M=438) N 0.02 032  1.000 -
Major E N 005 021  1.000 - (SD=0.96) Me  0.53 0.41 977 -
(M=4.32) Me 047 034 966 - H 0.38 0.33 986 -
(SD=0.86) H 0.32 023 963 - S 020 029 999 -
S 014 017 998 - AS 018 046  1.000 -
Ed  -006 025 1000 - etc 024 031 999 -
AS 012 040  1.000 - AS E  -012 040  1.000 -
etc  0.18 020 998 - (M=420) N 017 044  1.000 -
N E 0.05 021  1.000 - (SD=045) Me 034 051  1.000 -
(M=437) Me 051 039 973 - H 020 045  1.000 -
(SD=0.68) H 037 030  .981 - S 0.02 042  1.000 -
S 019 025 .99 - Ed  -0.18 046  1.000 -
Ed  -002 032 1000 - etc 006 044  1.000 -
AS 017 044 1000 - etc E  -018 020 998 -
etc 023 028 999 - M=4.14) N 023 0.8 999 -
Me E 047 034 966 - (SD=0.96) Me 029 038 999 -
M=38) N  -051 039 973 - H 0.14 029  1.000 -
(SD=1.07) H  -0.14 040  1.000 - S 004 025 1000 -
S 032 037 998 - Ed 024 031 999 -
Ed -053 041 977 - AS 006 044 1000 -
AS  -034 051 1000 - Inhouse Y N  -0.01 -0.07 953 -
(M=4.50)
etc  -029 038 999 - (SD=0.88)

Note. E=Engineering; N=Natural Science; Me=Medical; H=Humanities; S=Social Sciences; Ed=Education; AS=Arts and Sports; US=Undergraduate Student;
GS=Graduate Student; EA=Employed Adult; UA=Unemployed Adult

495



Choi

Table 8. Differences in STEP4

I J 1-J SE p Contrast 1 J 1] SE P Contrast
Sex (Mi\f.SS) R (Mj.sl) e e _
(SD=0.63) (SD=0.79) N 0.00 026  1.000 -
Us GS 007 012 960 - Me -0.12 034  1.000 -
(M=443) EA 007 0.8 988 - S 004 023  1.000 -
(SD=0.72) UA  0.08 018 974 - Ed 023 028 999 -
GS UsS  -007 012 960 - AS 009 039  1.000 -
(M=437) EA 000 021  1.000 - etc 007 025  1.000 -
Status (SD=078) UA 002 020 1.000 - S E 020 0.5 962 -
EA Us  -007 018 988 - M=427) N 004 022  1.000 -
M=437) GS 000 021  1.000 - (SD=0.88) Me -0.16 032  1.000 -
(SD=096) UA 002 024  1.000 - S 004 023 1.000 -
UA Us  -008 018 974 - Ed 027 025 992 -
(M=435) GS  -002 020 1000 - AS  -013 036  1.000 -
(SD=0.81) EA  -0.02 024  1.000 - etc  0.03 021  1.000 -
% Ed E 006 022  1.000 -
STEM  (M=449) N  028* 011  .009 Y>N (M=4.54)
(SD=0.71) (SD=0.66) N 0.22 0.27 999 -
Major E N 016 019 998 - Me 0.1 036  1.000 -
(M=448) Me  0.05 029  1.000 - H 0.23 0.28 999 -
(SD=0.74) H 016 020 998 - S 027 025 992 -
S 020 015 962 - AS 014 040  1.000 -
Ed  -006 022  1.000 - et 030 027 989 -
AS  0.08 035 1.000 - AS E  -008 035 1000 -
etc 024 018 969 - (M=440) N 0.08 038  1.000 -
N E 0.16 0.9 998 - (SD=0.55) Me  -003 044  1.000 -
(M=432) Me -0.11 034  1.000 - H 009 039  1.000 -
(SD=0.67) H 0.00 026  1.000 - S 0.13 036  1.000 -
S 004 022  1.000 - Ed  -0.14 040  1.000 -
Ed 022 027 999 - etc 016 038  1.000 -
AS  -008 038  1.000 - etc E  -024 018 969 -
etc  0.08 024 1.000 - M=424) N 008 024  1.000 -
Me E 005 029  1.000 - (SD=0.83) Me  -0.19 033  1.000 -
(M=443) N 0.11 034  1.000 - H 007 025  1.000 -
(SD=0.79) H 012 034 1000 - S 003 021  1.000 -
S 016 032  1.000 - Ed 030 027 989 -
Ed  -011 036  1.000 - AS 016 038  1.000 -
AS  0.03 044  1.000 - Inhouse Y N 015  0.01 117 -
(M=4.37)
etc 019 033 1000 - (SD=0.79)

Note. E=Engineering; N=Natural Science; Me=Medical; H=Humanities; S=Social Sciences; Ed=Education; AS=Arts and Sports; US=Undergraduate Student;

GS=Graduate Student; EA=Employed Adult; UA=Unemployed Adult

STEP47} &AjHom olf wio] 9are masA BAsha,
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o] - §314 AT, viANSE olsjmet ouix) Hofol et
BHER EAeielrh AR SARES ARSIAIF=290.701,
p=001), S2.7%(R=527)0] AWele Zre Aoz SelEglth v
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Figure 2. Kirkpatrick Model-Direct & Indirect Effects
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Table 9. Analysis Result of Relationship Among Variables

Model B SE t LLCI  ULCI
Total Effect 824%+% 048 17050 729 919
S?g;?_g;“; , e 075 sgal 087 581
STEPISTEP2  .691%** 040 8155  1.102  1.807
STEPISTEP3  .762%** 089 8542  .587 938
STEP2—STEP3 159 095 1685 -027 346
STEP2STEP4  284%%* 070 4040  .145 42
STEP3STEP4  222%+% 046 4857 132 313
Indirect Effect ~ .390%** (095 - 213 583
Ml 196%% 073 - 059 346

M2 169%%% 058 - 068 300

M3 024 023 - 017 064
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