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A Study on Actual Condition and Recognition of Structural Reforms of the

University in Busan Area University

-Focusing on the Recognition of each type of University and Position-

Ju-Young JUNG - Choong-Ryul LEE*
(Dong-Eui University)

Abstract

This Study was analyzed the multifaceted Recognition and approach according to the type of University
and Positon about the Current Structural Reforms of the University policies promoted by the government
targets 23 Universities including National universities, and Private universities, Colleges in Busan Area, and
The Ultimate goal is to presents a win-win potential of Local Universities and Local Communities.

As a result, First, the Busan area Universities are generally ‘negative’ recognition about Structural
Reforms of the University policies, it was found that awareness to the most ‘negative’ from the ‘National
University’ and ‘staff’ group. Second, the perception of department reorganization and capacity reduction
was in the order of ‘college (86%)’, ‘private university’ (64%) and ‘national university (57%)’. Third, for
Cut enrollment of key policy in Structural Reforms of the University policies that is the most important
Recognition from ‘Colleges’, in particular, Decision-making high likely ‘Dean’ group are the most
important recognition. Last, In the case of University Evaluation, Every Universities recognized as an
important problem, it is important to consider the Balance between access to Seoul areas/Regions,
Universities/colleges, Finally, ‘Local universities’ was presented a win-win potential of the Local
Community depending on the ripple effect and role on Regional Development and Local Communities.

Key words : Busan area, Structural reforms of the university, National university, Private university, College
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<Table 1> Main status of university in Busan (unit: person, %(Rate of change))
2014 2015 2015 2016
University Employment| Employment [|Recruitment|Recruitment| Dropout | Recruitment | Recruitment Dropout rate
rate rate number rate rate number rate
KyungSung Univ 62.6 | 65.9(5.3) 2,870 99.7| 45 2,800(-2.4) | 99.5(-0.2) |4.4(-0.1)
Kosin Univ 68.7 | 73.9(7.6) 886 100.0| 5.2 886(0) | 100.00) | 5.5(0.3)
TongMyung Univ 729 | 73.9(1.4) 1,990 100.1] 6.9 1,858(-6.6) | 100.0(-0.1) | 6.5(-0.4)
DongSeo Univ 649 | 66.4(2.3) 2,593 1003] 5.1 2,470(-4.7) | 100.2(-0.1) | 4.8(-0.3)
DongA Univ 64.1 | 74.6(16.4) 4,134 99.7] 3.0 4,133(0) 99.8(0.1) | 3.2(0.2)
DongEuiUniv 654 | 71.709.6) 3,595 100.0| 4.7 3,595(0) | 100.000) | 4.9(0.2)
Pukyong National Univ 62.9 | 77.7(23.5) 3,470 99.8| 2.7 3,320(-4.3) | 100.0(0.2) | 3.0(0.3)
Catholic Univ of Busan 72.8 | 79.7(9.5) 916 99.8| 3.7 916(0) 99.9(0.1) | 4.3(0.6)
Pusan National Univ 61.1 | 83.4(36.5) 4,385 94| 22 4,244(-3.2) 99.5(0.1) | 2.5(0.3)
Bsn Ui of Foeign Sudes 61 | 63.9(4.8) 1,975 100.0| 5.1 | 1,890(-4.3)) | 100.0(0) | 5.4(0.3)
Silla Univ 634 | 64.3(1.4) 2,210 1002| 6.2 2,143(-3.0) |100.1(-0.1) | 6.7(0.5)
Korea Maritime and
Ocean Univ 76.6 | 78.12.0) 1,451 999| 2.6 1,451(0) | 100.1(0.2) | 2.9(0.3)
Mean 66.4 | 72.8(10.0) 2,539 999| 43 2475(-2.4) | 99.3(0.02) | 4.500.2)

Source: www.academyinfo.go.kr(2016)
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<Table 2> Main status of college in Busan (unit: person, %(Rate of change))
2014 2015 2015 2016
College Employment | Employment || Recruitment |Recruitment | Dropout | Recruitment | Recruitment | Dropout
rate rate number rate rate number rate rate
Kyungnam College 70.3 68(-3.3) 2,806 100.0 5.4 2,731(2.7) 100.00) | 6.7(1.3)
Daedong College 71.2 74(3.9) 640 99.2 6.2 580(-9.4) | 93.4(-5.8) | 6.6(0.4)
DongBusan College 65.8 | 66.3(0.8) 1,253 98.0 11.9 | 1,048(-16.4) | 96.6(-1.4) | 13.4(1.5)
DongEui Institute of
Technology 68.9 | 70.1(1.7) 2,438 99.8 94 | 2,376(-2.5) | 100.0(0.2) | 7.6(-1.8)
DonglJu College 66.4 | 63.4(-4.5) 1,435 99.7 8.6 | 1,385(-3.5) | 99.6(-0.1) | 13.5(4.9)
ggls&“geKy‘mgsa“g 66.8 | 63.7(-4.6) 1,506 100.0 | 188 | 1437(-4.6) | 99.9(-0.1) | 9.6(-9.2)
Busan Institute of
Science&Technology 624 | 63.1(1.1) 2,114 99.5 54 | 2,003(-5.3) | 99.4(-0.1) | 13.0(7.6)
Busan Worren's College 61.3 | 66.6(8.6) 1,276 96.6 5.3 1,216(-4.7) 99.8(3.2) | 6.6(1.3)
Busan Arts College 44 | 47.5(8.0) 475 96.0 12.4 465(-2.1) | 100.0(4.0) 13.4(1)
Mean 64.1 | 64.7(1.3) 1,549 98.8 9.3 1,471(-5.7) | 98.7(-0.01) | 9.63(0.8)
Source: www.academyinfo.go.kr(2016)
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<Table 3> Composition of sample
division frequency % division frequency %
Private University(4yrs) 64 48.1 Vice President 54 40.6
National University 19 14.3 Dean 55 41.4
College 50 37.6 Faculty 24 18.0
Total 133 100.0 Total 133 100.0
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<Table 4> University Reform Policy awareness analysis (unit: %)
Positive | Very . .A A little . | Very | Negative
Division awareness| desir Desir 11tt1.e Ave undesir| Undesir undesir |awareness| Total Mean| S.D | F Sig
(Total)" | -able | 201¢| 9e5ir | -rage | | -a0le |~ bl | (Total)”
-able
Private Univ. | 21.9 4.7 | 3.1 | 141 |14.1 | 29.7 | 26.6 7.8 64.1 64 [4.72|1.506
Type| Natl. Univ. 10.6 - 53153 (105263 | 263 | 263 78.9 19 |5.42(1.427|3.470(0.034"
College 280 | 4.0 [10.0]14.0]20.0| 260 | 220 | 4.0 520 | 50 [4.36(1.522
Vice Presi. 27.8 1.9 | 74 | 185 | 11.1 | 31.5 | 24.1 5.6 61.2 54 |4.57|1.461
EZ? Dean 20.1 73 | 55|73 218|236 | 21.8 | 127 58.1 55 14.65]1.680(0.656| 0.519
Faculty 16.7 - 42 |125]125] 292 | 333 8.3 70.8 24 (5.00|1.319
Total 22.6 38 | 6.0 [ 128|158 | 27.8 | 2438 9.0 61.6 | 133
*p<0.05

" Positive awareness = Very desirable + Desirable + A little desirable
” Negative awareness = A little undesirable + Undesirable + Very undesirable
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<Table 5> Importance of Department Reorganization awareness analysis (unit: %)
Positive | Ve A A little Very | Negative
. Ve YO | Deir | Tittle | Ave |Undesir| ‘oY | TeBAY .
Division awareness| desir _able | desir | -race undesir able undesir [awareness| Total Mean| S.D | F Sig
(Total)” | -able ol £° | _able -able | (Total)”
Private Univ. 64 156 234 25 [ 234 7.8 3.1 1.6 12.5 64 |3.001.403
Type| Natl. Univ. 57.9 53 | 10.5|42.1(263] 105 | 53 - 15.8 19 |3.42]1.170|1.647|0.047°
College 85.7 28.6 [36.8 1203 | 12 0.8 0.8 0.8 24 50 [2.80|1.125
| Vice Presi. 82.7 12 [43.6|27.1] 98 | 1.5 45 1.5 7.5 54 12.93|1.242
EZ:}I Dean 67.7 12.8 | 23.3 [ 31.6 | 21.8 | 6.8 3 0.8 10.6 55 13.11]1.423|0.481| 0.619
Faculty S1.1 105 1256 | 15 263 | 135 6 3 22.5 24 (2.83|1.007
Total 56.4 12 233 |21.1{203| 83 12 3 233 133
#p<0.05
<Table 6> Difference in recognition of importance for capacity reduction (unit: %)
.. A . .
o Positive Very Desir | little | Ave A httl.e Undesir Ver}{ Negative .
Division awareness| desir _able | desir | -rage undesir| able undesir |awareness| Total Mean| SD | F Sig
(Total)" | -able ol 1 able _able | (Total)”
Private Univ. | 56.3 6.3 |328 (172203 | 109 | 109 1.6 234 64 |3.36|1.537
Type| Natl. Univ. 31.5 10.5 1 10.5]10.5]26.3 | 105 | 26.3 53 42.1 19 14.16|1.803[2.9540.046*
College 66 20.0 | 16.0 | 30.0 | 18.0 | 4.0 8.0 4.0 16 50 |3.10|1.644
Posi Vice Presi. 64.8 185 [27.8|185]13.0| 11.1 9.3 1.9 22.3 54 13.06|1.664
tizfll Dean 47.3 55 |182(23.6]255| 5.5 18.2 3.6 273 55 13.76|1.59812.763 [0.037*
Faculty 58.3 12.5 1 25.0 [ 20.8 | 25.0 | 8.3 4.2 4.2 16.7 24 |3.21|1.560
Total 56.4 12.0 | 233 (21.1 1203 | 8.3 12.0 3.0 23.3 133
p<0.05
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<Table 7> Difference in recognition of importance of objective university evaluation (unit: %)
Positive | Very . .A A little . | Very | Negative
Division awareness| desir I-)ali)slg g;tsl; -/r\avee undesir [{I;?jzlr undesir [awareness| Total Mean| S.D | F Sig
(Total)” | -able il £° | _able -able | (Total)”
Private Univ.| 829 | 29.7 [39.1|14.1] 94 | 3.1 | 3.1 1.6 78 | 64 [2.33]1.381
Type| Natl. Univ. | 94.7 | 263 |31.6|368]| 53 | - - - 0 19 [2.21]0.918]0.300| 0.741
College 84 4 |30 | 14| 12| 2 - 2 4 50 |2.14 [1.309
| Vice Presi. 87 | 389 (333|148 |11.1| 1.9 - - 1.9 | 54 |2.04|1.081
Ez: Dean 89.1 |29.1 |382(218] 1.8 | 1.8 | 36 | 3.6 9 |55 [2.35]1.468(1.196 | 0.306
Faculty 709 292 (292125 25 | 42 - - 42 | 24 |2.46]1.285
Total 85 | 331346173/ 98 | 23 | 15 | 15 53 133
*p<0.05
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<Table 8> Perceptions of the importance of lifelong education as a policy alternative (unit: %)
Division asv(;ilet;\c]zess zileesri}r/ Desir Ade];ti?e Ave ﬁncllletglf Undesir-ab w\l/g;ysir ;\Iwea%:?l;/:s Total
(Totaly | -able | %€ | _able | ™ | _able le -able | (Total)”
Private Univ.| ~ 45.4 63 | 203 | 188 | 266 | 188 7.8 1.6 282 64
Type| Natl. Univ. 26.4 53 | 158 | 53 | 263 | 211 15.8 10.5 474 19
College 36 40 | 100 | 220 | 220 | 220 16.0 4.0 42 50
| Vice Presi. 2738 37 | 111 | 130 | 333 | 222 13.0 3.7 389 54
EZ: Dean 45.4 73 | 236 | 145 | 218 | 145 | 127 55 327 55
Faculty 50 42 83 | 375 | 125 | 292 8.3 - 375 24
Total 39.1 53 | 158 | 180 | 248 | 203 12.0 3.8 36.1 133
*p<0.05
diehEd, A9 AAAelE B, ARIY o g2 cdigtgr el gk A gt
&H(45.5%) 0] 7HE T ORE Q1AgE whd, = Ulﬂ 3(38.1%) S 7 =A #ka, =
Al 47.2%) % AT HEH42%) > HFg 240l AZ3s A8K33.2%), 7)o B
Zow Qs Qlo] tixAo|t). AgdEE H 3.6% %4 TOoE il vk thEhRE,
A, w A HJdo] 50%%E 7MY cFHAow 9 l% WAHEA S BE Q1A AfolE EAS A
Ak whd, A A 389%E 7 FAA A dA wwky ZAPe] dha] ohehR-EE
o= st Qlof @Y dEkil, g Agke] 1 2 WY, cdEuisho] 43%% 7H =9k, AR
A zpo) 7k wj- F AR e tfsk 37.8%, %‘jﬂr/ﬁbﬂ" 263% =02 e,
AR s wAd HAd4dT%), AT A
6. SEAK[ Cysto| QlAlSID U= CHSHE  (37%), ‘DMWSW AH364%)°] +O=Z e
NS Mol 2™ ok o, ed sAoE AFs Hdsbel o
getrzAse gae Al de Fax O ‘5*‘%”*6“”5%) AT seTsNy, A

25%) wo®2 =4 ?

128k g, AR

<Table 9> Problems of university structural reform policy (unit: %)
Adverse effects Unsuccessful |Possibility of .
. . Centralized
of local Reality of | overcapacity X
Collapse of concentration
L economy due to . Local due to .
Division . basic L S in the Etc Total
the withdrawal o Universities | specialization .
. discipline o metropolitan
of private on University| of local arca
universities Reform universities
Private Univ. 5.5 12.6 37.8 6.3 37.8 - 127
Type | Natl. Univ. - 31.6 26.3 2.6 39.5 - 38
College 5.0 8.0 43.0 17.0 25.0 2.0 100
Posi Vice President 6.5 12.0 37.0 10.2 34.3 - 108
fion Dean 3.6 15.5 36.4 10.9 31.8 1.8 110
Faculty 2.1 12.8 44.7 6.4 34.0 - 47
Total 4.5 13.6 38.1 9.8 332 0.8 265
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