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[Abstract]

This study used gamification to help the understanding of job stress in the job stress education process. The Purpose of this
study is to analyze the relationship among fun experience, learning effect, transmission effect and learning flow when job stress
is taught using a gamified board game. For this study, a gamified board game based on gamification development methodology
and karasek’s job strain model is developed. 62 people voluntarily participated in the experiment. Questionnaire were developed
by borrowing the questionnaire items of previous studies related to job stress. According to the experiment results, this study
showed that the gamification had a positive effect on learning effect, transmission effect and learning flow. Based on the
experiment results, this study recommends to apply gamification to educational content for soft skills.
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Table 1. The Demographic Distribution of Participant ransmission Effect ’
Transmission Effect 2 0.93
Index Participans(rate) Transmission Effect 3 0.93
Transmission Effect 4 0.29
Gender Male 32(51.6%) -
Female 30(48.4%) Learning Flow 1 0.937
20 18(29%) Learning Flow 2 0.93
Age 30 34(54.8%) -
more than 40 10(16.1%) Learning Flow 3 0.932
0 Learning Flow 4 0.932
Year of Work Less than 5 years 38(61.3%) g
More than 5 years 24(38.7%) Fun 1 0.931
Less than 1 hour 12(19.4%)
Daily Average Game | 1 ~ Less than 2 hour 26(41.9%) Fun 2 0931
Play Time 2 ~ Less than 3 hour 11(17.7%) Fun 3 0.931
More than 3 hour 13(21%) Fun 4 0929
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Table 3. Analysis Results of Descriptive Statistics, Skewness and Kurtosis

. N Min Max Avr S.D. Skewness Kurtosis
X Result Result Result Result Result Result | SE. | Result | SE.
Learning Effect | 62 3.00 5.00 47419 047686 | -1593 | 0304 | 1.624 | 0599
Learning Effect 2 62 3.00 5.00 45161 0.62047 | 0914 | 0304 | -0.143 | 0.599
Learning Effect 3 62 3.00 5.00 44194 066649 | -0.724 | 0304 | -0520 | 0.599
Leamning Effect 4 62 3.00 5.00 47258 051754 | -1.745 | 0304 | 2296 | 0.599
Learning Effect 5 62 3.00 5.00 45968 063915 | -1349 | 0304 | 0696 | 0599
Transmission Effect 1 62 3.00 5.00 46290 055023 | -1.147 | 0304 | 0366 | 0.599
Transmission Effect 2 62 3.00 5.00 45000 059368 | -0.729 | 0304 | -0.405 | 0.599
Transmission Effect 3 62 3.00 5.00 4.5484 0.64471 134 | 0304 | 0.196 | 0599
Transmission Effect 4 62 3.00 5.00 46613 057098 | -1491 | 0304 | 1322 | 0599
Learning Flow 1 62 3.00 5.00 47258 048483 | -1476 | 0304 | 1.199 | 0599
Learning Flow 2 62 3.00 5.00 47258 054830 | -1915 | 0304 | 2838 | 0599
Learning Flow 3 62 3.00 5.00 4.6774 050487 | -1.168 | 0304 | 0236 | 0.599
Learning Flow 4 62 3.00 5.00 47903 044857 | 2.010 | 0304 | 3397 | 0.599
Fun 1 62 3.00 5.00 47419 047686 | -1.593 | 0304 | 1.624 | 0599
Fun 2 62 400 5.00 47581 043175 | -1235 | 0304 | -0491 | 0.599
Fun 3 62 3.00 5.00 47742 045877 | -1858 | 0304 | 2705 | 0.599
Fun 4 62 3.00 5.00 4.8226 042558 | 2.368 | 0304 | 5231 | 0599
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Table 4. Correlation Results among Questionnaire ltem RHr=0.2~046).
LE1 LE2 LE3 LE4 LES TE 1 TE 2 TE 3 TE 4 LF1 LF2 LF3 LF4 F1 F2 F3 F4
LE1 1
LE2| 0236 1
LE3| 0243 | 657 | 1
LE4| 306% | 550°% | 5290 | 1
LES| 208* | 575%F | 557+ | 50 | 1
TE1| S04% | 330% | 431%% | 385%* | 360%* | 1
TE2| 290% | 668%F | S80% | s07F | 497 | s | 1
TE3| 255% | S9%F | So4% | 07 | S06% | 308%F | edov | 1
TE4| 306 | S04%F | S09% | 6% | 653 | 324F | 556t | 60+t | 1
LEL| 0185 | 0151 | 0209 | 28% | 0219 | 350" | 256* | 332% | 310¢ | 1
LF2| 4157 | 470% | 499" | 44 | g™ | 41g™ | 5290 | ST | dgaer | 39%F | |
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F3 | 479% | 339% | 4767 | 4157 | 513 | 377 | AR | 4067 | 300 | 0159 | 662t | S30%F | o | 4T | s4T |1
Fd | 4170 | 5307 | 5567 | 669%F | 637%F | Al4TF | S50t | S9%F | 693 | 317¢ | J01% | 492%F | 6617 | 639%F | 6557 | &1 | 1
*< .05, **<0.01
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9 3£ 5, 6, 7> AWE o] S5a, dolad, wSE A A3 ehaaat, dolad, igEy
Yol WA= FeFS gRlskr] 9k 3] 74] Aol 3]9]% HAAAS 208 5] "ol A
A A slFEA o] Agdnt A 3w BES A5} ok AE 3]AEA Aol
7] 913l 3-2F8HA(Tolerance)9F HAHIAIT(VIF)E ERR15] ok olgy}, nSESed FAALI Jgk
st} FAsHAE 0150 Aokslka, HalgA|4E= 108tk a2 7% F = 81.538, p < 0.00
Zrofol Fri24]. 3|75 o] FAH R fro

E 5. Mo|ZEo| &
Table 5. Regression Analysis Result on the Effect of Fun on the Learning Effect

st&glol| olxlE &l gt 572 Zat

SS df MS F Sig.
Regression 7.005 1 7.005 81.538 0.000
Residual 5.155 60 0.086
Total 12.160 61
R R 2 Ajusted R 2 S.E
0.759 0.576 0.569 0.29311
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients . Si Colinearity Statistics
1
B S.E. B & Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 0.257 0.482 0.532 0.597
Fun 0.91 0.101 0.759 9.03 0.000 1 1
# 6. MolZeol Molgmol o|xlE P&l chiet 37 =A Aot
Table 6. Regression Analysis Result on the Effect of Fun on the Transmission Effect
SS df MS F Sig.
Regression 8.532 1 8.532 103.203 0.000
Residual 4.961 60 0.083
Total 13.493 61
R R? Ajusted R 2 S.E
0.795 0.632 0.626 0.28753
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients ¢ Si Colinearity Statistics
1 9
B SE. B & Tolerance VIF
(Constant) -0.209 0.473 -0.441 0.661
Fun 1.004 0.099 0.795 10.159 0.000 1 1
E 7. MolZdEol ws2¢lo ojxle Gl gt sHEN Zot
Table 7. Regression Analysis Result on the Effect of Fun on the Learning Flow
SS df MS F Sig.
Regression 5.038 1 5.038 105.193 0.000
Residual 2.874 60 0.048
Total 7.912 61
R R 2 Ajusted /7 2 S.E
0.798 0.637 0.631 0.21885
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients " Si Colinearity Statistics
12,
B SE. B & Tolerance VIF
(Constant) 1.046 0.36 2.905 0.005
Fun 0.772 0.075 0.798 10.256 0.000 1 1
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