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The Actual Conditions and Ensuring Fairness of the Admission Officer System
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(Pusan National University)

Abstract

The Admission Officer System is a selecting system that evaluates potential and talent of students in
multiple aspects and selects whom each university wants to pick and fits the specific recruitment units.
However, the issue about fairness of the system has been discussed continually. This study conducted
online survey, using fairness checklist with 31 universities to know how admission officers perceive the
fairness of the system and secure that. Also, three times of expert FGI were conducted, too. The result
shows there are still many universities that adjustment for deviated evaluation in interview, separation of
operating agency, stabilization of the statue of admission officers, analyzation of each evaluator's tendency,
and so on are not achieved well. To assure the fairness of the admission officer system, securing validity
by clearly defining the concept of fairness is proposed first. Stabilizing the statue of admission officers and
continuous education training for them is also proposed to improve their professionality. Furthermore,
expansion of education programs about the admission officer system in both quantity and quality is
suggested for fairness of the system.

Key words : Admission Officer, Admission Officer System, Fairness
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<Table 1> Basic characteristics of the survey i}
I . s I awRASTAG AL w5 58 fgAto I8
participating universities , LRAFAFAAL, AT = thFoE W
%3t 71405 JEFE 32k AAstel 104
Classification : Freq(%) | Total(%) 92 RS uhpEEE TAATE Ol BL
Universit National 13(41.94) 31 = -
Y Private | 18(58.06) | (100) Abde] AgabEe] MAyAdT AvE HEoR =
= Q18 A 3 IAN FRE 5 = Q
Timing of the |1~2vears ago | 2(6.9) fil A :;}94 7 j o%] OHW f%ﬁﬂ jz{jL
. . . QA (F k<l I} % z}o] AL
introduction time 3~dyears ago | 14(48.28) 29 (5 0‘0 l = ]
of admissions (93.5) A4, dsAbgd e AEhHE FAR o)FoF
officer system more than 13(44.83) t}
Syears ago :
2. IR Y ATE 3 AZ 2T Y BN
QA BA BAY MG YAES B§ B APNE SR RA 384 A
g 2Rl AES AAEIt AAZIES 2012 Wl A)RE A 10% o149 St
91249 1994 128 26974 = *Pﬂoﬂ A3tz g9x grba SEet 2EVE 9n Sl AdE
A el gk AAlst tUE 72 digt AAskglon, SPSS A RIS gt Wl
o QAR dE 1900 BeHES stk o mRAow RAsdn. A7 97 £9L 9
s g A el 38 AE A =T RE sk ARt AdE oo ® AAS FGI(Focus
A=t A st ALY BA T4 A7F Group Interview)ol A= =] thEhe] AR @
A w7 e A gAES 8tk Ao ¥4 HElel 3 Fr et digt 9
T TFTT HTTLE 599 sk 1 9o AS w1 AdE dFes BAEIth

<Table 2> The sub-division of study instrument and the number of question

Division Sub-Division Question No.
o A. Independence of Organization 4
1. Organization System

B. Clarity of Duties Division 1
A. Information preparation 4
B. Avoidance-Exclusion systems 5

2. Securing the fairness for .
Qualitative Evaluation C. Multi-level Assessment by Many Evaluator 9
D. Securing the Reliability of Evaluation 5
E. Procedure of Dealing with Objection 2
3. Securing the faimess for Including A. Selection Factors(material) 4
high school curriculum B. High school DB construction 1
4. Process Control for the Consistent A. Process control 5

Application of Selection Principle :

5. Securing Professionalism A. Education-Training 9
Total 49
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<Table 3> The Questions Subjects said ‘Not’ More than 10%
Division Sub-division Contents (Ij/z))t F;zgtglrllcy
Independent constitution of the Organization exclusively operating
Organization Indepet}dence Admission Officer System. 1291 10
Syst o . - ) o
ysiem Organization | Preparation of the rules for Admission Officer’s position stabilization. | 30.0 3
Avoidance: DB construction and Regular renewal for Exclusion system. 16.13 7
Exclusion Separation of Evaluation organization and the institution operating 36.66 ’
systems Avoidance-Exclusion systems :
Proper evaluation number and time for each evaluator 12.9 11
Preparation of analysis materials about each evaluator’s rating tendency| 29.03 4
Multi-level Processing reconsideration when Deviation occurs in Interview. 38.71 1
Assessment | Having the way to prevent an innocent victim by using Plagiarism 16.13 7
Securing the | by Man Searching Systems.
- y y ; . :
fairness for Evaluator | In case of having a doubt about plagiarism, take a call or an action 200 5
Qualitative for it. :
Evaluation The same evaluation team rates the same single application unit in | |5 o 1
document evaluation :
The same evaluation team rates the same single application unit in 19.35 6
The interview. )
Reliability of | System for adjusting the evaluation result when plural evaluation team 1154 14
Evaluation rates single application unit in document evaluation. ’
Process S — - .
ystem for adjusting the evaluation result when plural evaluation team 14.29 9
rates in Interview. :
Securing | Education-trai | The Result of Education-training affects the selection of Evaluation 12.9 1
Professionalism ning officer. )
% ‘Not” meaning the sum total percentage of ‘Not’ and ‘Totally not’

% Only suggesting the question among the results, where the frequency of ‘Not’ and ‘Totally not’ is more than 10%
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