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Abstract Since 1980, the number of universities have increased dramatically. However, compared to the quantitative
growth, the lack of qualitative growth has often been criticized. Students entering university are estimated to decrease
by half in 2025 compared to 2014. In swift response to challenges with decreasing student enrollment, the first
University Reform Evaluation (URE) for innovating universities, was conducted and resulted in controversy. Opposition
is based on distrust of the overall system, questioning the reliability of the evaluation process utilized for the URE
evaluation index. Meta-evaluation is required to improve the quality of evaluation, and standards developed prior to
conducting the URE. Therefore, an interdisciplinary approach is necessary for the evaluation of human resource
development. This research uses the interdisciplinary approach from the human resources development point of view
in attempting to develop meta-evaluation criteria which will enable effective evaluation and analysis of URE. The
meta-evaluation standard features the creation of the ERPOU model, by conducting literature review, and considers
data from expert symposiums, and surveys. The ERPOU model consists of 5 evaluation fields, 21 evaluation
categories, and 42 evaluation standards.
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Table 1. Evaluation Indicators and Methods of University

Reform
Phase Items Evaluation Indicators Evaluation
method
. Secured full-time instructors (8) Quan.
Conditions Qual.
(18) Facilities retention rate (5) Quan.
Educational restitution rate (5) Quan.
Quan.(5)
Administrat Class management (8) Qual(3)
ion (12) . Quan.(1)
Student evaluation (4) Qual(3)
Phase 1 Student learning capability support (5) Qual.
Student ge;rccr and general counseling support Qual.
It
?Tgf © Scholarship support (5) Quan.
Job employment, start-up business
Qual.
support (2)
Students supplement rates(8) Quan.
Outcomes | Graduates employment rates (5) Quan.
15
(15 Measurement of education satisfaction Qual.
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Evaluation

Phase method

Items Evaluation Indicators

survey (2)

Suitability of the plan (5)
Development strategies and
correlation with a department and
student population

Curriculum of liberal arts education to|
raise key competencies(5)
Curriculum of major education to
improve major related abilities (5)
Curriculum and lecture improvement
(10)

Distinct plan for establishment,
execution and the outcome (10)

Long-term
developmen|
t plan (10)

Phase 2| Qual.

Curriculum
(20)

Specializati
on (10)
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Table 3. Evaluaiton areas, Categories, Standards of Meta
Evaluation
evaluation .
categories standards
area
El purpose E 1.1 concrete purpose
E 1.2 valid purpose
E2 ground E 2.1 legal and institutional
ground
E3 cycle E 3.1 rationality of the cycle
E 4.1 rationality of the request
Environment| . from the parties concerned
E4 parties concerned| — -
E 4.2 communication with the
parties concerned
E5 organization of |E 5.1 independence of the
independence and | organization
specialty E 5.2 speciality of the organization
R 1.1 Efficiency of reform
R1 system and evaluation systems and strategies
strategies R 1.2 Practicality of reform
evaluation systems and strategies
Resource R 2.1 Sufficiency of research
R2 planning and | hyman resources and planning for
research human reform evaluation
resourees R 2.2 speciality of human

evaluation

categories standards
area
resources of research and planning
for reform evaluation
R 3.1 rationality of evaluation
committee members elected
R3 cveluanon R 3.2 Sufficiency of evaluation
committee members .
committee members elected
R 3.3 Speciality of evaluation
committee members elected
R 4.1 Suitability of education for
R4 P " ; evaluation committee members
reparation o - -
,p R 4.2 sufficiency of education for
evaluation . .
. evaluation committee members
committee members - -
R 4.3 Ethics of evaluation
committee members
R 5.1 Completeness of Provision
R5 Development on| of information about reform
human resources for| evaluation (public hearing,
the university information session
assessed R 5.2 Sufficient support on the
universities assessed
R6 finances R 6.1 government resources
P 1.1 Validity of evaluation
criteria
P1 Evaluation P 1.2 Precision of evaluation
Criteria criteria for evaluation committee
P 1.3 Rationality to enact and
reform evaluation criteria
P 2.1 Suitability of letter and
interview evaluation
P2 Evaluation P 2.2 balanced portion of
qualitative and quantitative
evaluation criteria
P 3.1 Detailed self-evaluation
P3 Evaluation forms and instruction
procedure: P 3.2 Suitability of the
self-evaluation self-evaluation contents requested
by organization
Process Y o8
. P 4.1 completeness of document
P4 Evaluation .
dure: evaluation
rocedure:
p . | P 4.2 suitability of document
document evaluation .
evaluation procedure
P 5.1 Validity of interview
evaluation contents
P5 : Evaluation P 5.2 suitability of interview
procedure: evaluation procedure
interview evaluation | P 5.3 sufficient interaction
between evaluator and the
evaluation recipient
P 6.1 Validity of consultin
P6 Evaluation Y &
contents
procedure: : TR -
. P 6.2 Suitability of consulting
Consulting
procedure
O 1.1 suitability of procedure of
Ol result evaluation result confirmation
confirmation O 1.2 credibility of evaluation
results
Output O 1.3 equity of class rating

O2 result publication|
and formal objection

O 2.1 suitability of ways to
publicize evaluation results
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Table 4. Demographic features for the validity test N(%)

Question item Assessor Professor staff  total
respondent 90 46 138 274
male 69 41 113 223
(25.2) (15.0) (41.2) (81.4)

21 2 1

gender female 5 3 5

(77 (1.8) (O.1) (18.6)

90 46 138 274

total (32.8) (16.8) (50.4) (100.0)

200 4 39 64
(1.7 (15 (142) (23.4)

56 38 61 155

Less than 10years

employment ~ 10-20 years (204) (13.9) (22.3) (56.6)
period 13 38 55
over 20 years @7) 4 (1.5) (13.9) (20.1)
Total 90 46 138 274
(32.8) (16.8) (50.4) (100.0)
The metropolitan area 18 17 o1 %
P 6.6) (62) (22.3) (35.0)
Location The province 72 2 7oA

(26.3) (10.6) (28.1) (65.0)

90 46 138 274

Total (32.8) (16.8) (50.4) (100.0)

P74 Goel viEgrt #A=
AR
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Table 5. Validity and variation analysis of the survey
groups on the evaluation environment area
meta-evaluation standards

Categories Criteria Assessor Professor Staff Total F
411 408 435 422
*
EL El.1.Concrete purpose 0.77) (0.88) (0.86) (0.86) 0.042
Purpose . 409 401 424 414
El.2.Valid purpose (0.98) (0.85) (0.94) (0.92) 0.174
E2. E2.1.Legal and 428 439 432 434 0.843
Ground institutional ground ~ (1.15) (0.92) (1.21) (1.11)
E3. E3.1.Rationality of the 4.13 4.12 43 421 0303
Cycle  cycle 0.91) (0.79) (1.0) (0.92)
i4.1.11(.:1:tatfl‘::r;a1htti’100fthc 4.2 434 404 417 0.112
EA. au (1.02) (0.89) (1.17) (1.07)
. parties concerned
Parties E42
concerned Co.m.munication with 417 439 4.07 4.19 0.080
the parties concerned (095) (091) (1.14) (1.04)
gs' izati isd.cl.cndcncc of the 42 432 403 415 0.116
reantzati fncepence (1.13) (0.85) (1.14) (1.05) ~
on of organization
independ.
cad Sy of e 42 424 412 418 o
specialty  organization (L17) - (09) (1.06) (1.03)
P-value: * “p<.001, " “p<.01, "p<.05
A, B7r7 dGelX AA BrkeA F 7P v
71 Wt BANSTE Bt 3 GrpEA o] AL
2 40140 7P =2 7 Bie BAusr Bt
& 7ol WA, AmA A S B etel 2
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A HAEAT 22, Scheffe A5 23 1wt 3ol
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Table 6. Validity and variation analysis of the survey
groups the
meta-evaluation standards

on evaluation resource area

Categor

e Criteria Assessor Professor  Staff Total F
R1.1.Efficiency of
structural reform 4.11 427 424 423 0.622
RI. evaluation systems and  (0.48) (0.87) (1.05) (0.92)
System  strategies
and R1.2.Practicality of
strategies structural reform 4.11 408 422 4.16 0.498
evaluation systems and  (0.8)  (0.9) (1.05) (0.97)
strategies
R2.1.Sufficiency of
research human resources
Elz' . and planning for (3';2) (g'gg) (41‘-(3)3) (:56) 0.444
é:lnnmg structural reform . . : ’
an " evaluation
T
hzs;zrﬁ R2.2.Speciality of human
resources of research and 4.15 42 424 421 0.876
planning for structural ~ (0.92) (0.95) (1.1) (1.02)
reform evaluation
R3.1.Rationality of 41l 404 433 42
evaluation committee ’ ’ ’ 0114
R3.l " members elected (0.82) (1.13) (1.05) (1.05)
(c;aual R3.2.Sufficiency of 407 413 42 416
. evaluation committee ' ' ) o, 0.688
zgmmltt members elected (0.85) (0.9) (1.07) (0.98)

i R3.3.Speciality of 402 406 422 414
evaluation committee ’ ’ ’ © 0335
members elected ©83) (099 (1.09) (1.02)

R4. R4.1.Suitability of 404 402 422 412
Preparati education for evaluation (0-82) (1'04) (1'11) (1‘04) 0.326
on of committee members : ! : !
evaluati R4.2.Sufficiency of 413 427 423
on education for evaluation © '96) (1'07) (1'13) (1'08) 0.578
committ committee members : : : ’
ec R4.3.Ethics of evaluation 4.3 4.09 422 419 0.490
members committee members (1.05)  (1.06) (1.11) (1.08)
R5.1.Completeness of
Devel Provision of information
V‘: P about structural reform 437 404 419 417 0236
ment O oy aluation (public (1L.04) (1.1) (1.05) (1.07)
human .. .
hearing, information
resource .
for the SESSion
fnﬁmtyRS.Z.Sut‘ﬁcient support 433 413 401 41
on the universities ’ ’ ’ 0216
d . X . .
assessed 0 © 0.84) (1.09) (1.15) (1.09)
R6. R6.1.Government 433 4.04 421 418 0233
Finances resources (0.79) (0.99) (1.01) (0.97)
P-value: " 'p<.001, " 'p<.01, p<.05
AR, B7HY GolA WA WrtEA F 7P B
71 BT PR o] HrReh A7k gl tigh A
A9 FRA 0T 40101, 1 e FA BTE B}
o] 7R FRAEATE FEA T 02 EAFHA
A, A o J7He9, 2R, gAY
o7 AEE Sobnr] ) LA A3k, 13 B
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Table 7. Validity and variation analysis of the survey
groups on the evaluation performance area
meta-evaluation standards

Categories Criteria Assessor Professor  Staff Total  F
P1.1.Validity of 402 402 428 4.15 0.090
evaluation criteria (0.86) (0.96) (1.03) (0.98)

P1.Evaluati E\ijl'll;‘fic(f:lcorriltciifa for 407 404 438 422 0.030*

R . . (1.0) (1.06) (0.98) (1.02) ~

on Criteria evaluation committee
A T
evaluation criteria (1.09)  (1.04) (1.08) (1.06)
s ooy 413 403 404 405

. 1. . 94)

P2. evaluation 06 (1.03) (097) (0.94)

Evaluation P2.2.Balanced

method  portion of qualitative 4.04  4.03  4.03 4.03 0.996
and quantitative 0.59) (1.09) (1.0) (0.97)
evaluation criteria

P3.Evaluati :;;é]\?zjlfgggn forms 42 417 412 415 0.880

~valuall setreva nat 0.69) (0.84) (1.04) (0.92)
on and instruction

procedure: P3.2.Suitability of the

self-evaluat self-evaluation 404 412 422 416 0.454

ion contents requested by (0.97) (0.76) (0.99) (0.92)
organization

P4 Evaluati P4.1.Completeness of 4.22 4.06 42 415 0452

on document evaluation (0.55) (0.83) (1.03) (0.9)

dure: P42 Suitabili

evaluation procedure ©8)  081) (1.02) 092)
f;st'elr'v\i/:\gd:\}/,aliition 417 408 422 417 0.533

I contents 0.9) (0.94) (1.0) (0.97)

.Evaluati N
Proce(.iure: procedure (0.78) (0.85) (1.01) (0.92)
interview .
. P5.3.Sufficient

evaluation | .
interaction between  3.76 357 346 3.55 0212
evaluator and the (0.87) (0.92) (1.07) (1.0)
evaluation recipient

P6.Evaluati P6.1.Validity of 411 404 401 404 0.833

on consulting contents ~ (0.92) (0.94) (1.06) (0.99)

procedure: P6.2.Suitability of 402 403 42 412 0331

Consulting consulting procedure (1.04) (0.85) (1.0) (0.97)

P-value: *~ "p<.001, ~'p<.01, p<05
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Table 8. Validity and variation analysis of the survey

groups on the evaluation outcome area
meta-evaluation standards

Categories Criteria Assessor Professor Staff Total F
Ol.1.
S::i’;:;g ;’ff 422400 422 415 oo
le)valuation result (103) . (1.09) (109 =

Ol. confirmation

chjglrtmation g}e.jibility of 417 404 409 4.09 0.806

1.1 1. 1. 1. ’

evaluation results (h (108 (109 (1.09
g;u?ty of class | 428 401401 406
rating (1.07)  (1.05) (1.11) (1.08)
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02.1.

Suitability of 422 408 411 412

0.739
22. it ways to publicize (0.96) (0.95) (1.05) (1.0) 7
cst{ . evaluation results
publication
and formal 02.2.
objection Suitability of 4.00 4.04 415 4.09 0,569

formal objection (0.94)
procedure

P-value: * * *p<.001, * *p<.0l, *p<05

0.94) (1.02) (0.98)
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Table 9. Validity and variation analysis of the survey
groups on the evaluation utilization area
meta-evaluation standards

Categories Criteria Assessor Professor Staff Total F
UlL.1.
Utilization of 3.65 3.67 3.67 3.66 0,996
evaluation purpose (0.99)  (1.05) (1.06) (1.04)
Ul.Evaluat about the results
ion Ul.2.
tilizati o
on university 0.91)  (0.81) (1.01) (0.93)
structural reform
U2.1.
Suitability of 4.17 422 412 4.16
.741
U2 Bvaluat ;o ovement ©095)  (096) (1.08) (1.02) *7
¥on procedure
improveme U2
" Iml;r;)velnent 4.02 409 416 4ll 0.651
results (1.04)  (0.7) (1.01) (0.92)
value: * * *p<001, * *p<.0l, *p<.05
A, B7r2E F9olM AA BrkeA F 7P v
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Table 10. Results
evaluation areas

on the internal agreement by

. Cronbach's a Cronbach's
Evaluation

Categories (evaluation a (Whole
areca
area) area)
El Purpose
E2 Ground
E3 Cycl
Environment o 0.781 0.948

E4 Parties concerned
ES5 Organization of
independence and specialty
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Cronbach's a Cronbach's
(evaluation a (Whole
area) area)

Evaluation

Categories
area

R1 System and strategies
R2 Planning and research
human resources
R3 evaluation committee
members

Resource R4 Preparation of evaluation 0.904

committee members

R5 Development on human

resources for the university

assessed

R6 Finances

P1 Evaluation Criteria
P2 Evaluation method
P3 Evaluation procedure:
self-evaluation

P4 Evaluation procedure:
document evaluation

Process 0.919

P5 Evaluation procedure:
interview evaluation

P6 Evaluation procedure: :
Consulting

O1 Result confirmation

Output ~ O2 Result publication and 0.771
formal objection

Ul Evaluation utilization

Utilization 0.772

U2 Evaluation improvement

z} P71 4o A9 Cronbach's aAlS5ES BH, H7}
0.781, 37k 4 0.904, 7153 99
%99 0.771, B7HEE 49 0772
oA 0.7 oo EA EAEAoH, A
9 09482 w9 =A BAFA wEkA, B
To] WEEE EFARHY Wd dA%EE 07

19 Afolol] H-EE|o] glon, A= 0.948% v}
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Table 11. Developed the final Evaluaiton areas,
Categories, Standards of Meta Evaluation

evaluation .
categories standards
area
E 1.1 Concrete purpose
E1 Purpose
E 1.2 Valid purpose
. E2 Ground E 2.1 Legal and institutional ground
Environm
ent E3 Cycle E 3.1 Rationality of the cycle
E4 Parties E 4.1 Rationality of the request from
concerned the parties concerned

660

evaluation
area

categories

standards

E 4.2 Communication with the parties
concerned

ES Organization of]

E 5.1 Independence of the organization

independence and
specialty

E 5.2 Speciality of the organization

Resource

R1 System and

R 1.1 Efficiency of reform evaluation
systems and strategies

strategies

R 1.2 Practicality of reform evaluation
systems and strategies

R2 Planning and

R 2.1 Sufficiency of research human
resources and planning for reform
evaluation

research human
resources

R 2.2 Speciality of human resources of
research and planning for reform
evaluation

R 3.1 Rationality of evaluation
committee members elected

R3 Evaluation
committee

R 3.2 Sufficiency of evaluation
committee members elected

members

R 3.3 Speciality of evaluation
committee members elected

R4 Preparation of

R 4.1 Suitability of education for
evaluation committee members

evaluation
committee

R 4.2 Sufficiency of education for
evaluation committee members

members

R 4.3 Ethics of evaluation committee
members

RS Development
on human

R 5.1 Completeness of Provision of
information about reform evaluation
(public hearing, information session

resources for the
university assessed

R 5.2 Sufficient support on the
universities assessed

R6 finances

R 6.1 Government resources

Process

P 1.1 Validity of evaluation criteria

P1 Evaluation
Criteria

P 1.2 Precision of evaluation criteria
for evaluation committee

P 1.3 Rationality to enact and reform
evaluation criteria

P 2.1 Suitability of letter and interview
evaluation

P2 Evaluation

P 2.2 Balanced portion of qualitative
and quantitative evaluation criteria

P3 Evaluation

P 3.1 Detailed self-evaluation forms
and instruction

procedure:
self-evaluation

P 3.2 Suitability of the self-evaluation
contents requested by organization

P4 Evaluation
procedure:

P 4.1 Completeness of document
evaluation

document
evaluation

P 4.2 Suitability of document
evaluation procedure

P5 : Evaluation
procedure:

P 5.1 Validity of interview evaluation
contents

interview
evaluation

P 5.2 Suitability of interview
evaluation procedure

P6 Evaluation

P 6.1 Validity of consulting contents

procedure: :
Consulting

P 6.2 Suitability of consulting
procedure
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evaluation

categories standards
area
O 1.1 Suitability of procedure of
Ol Result evaluation result confirmation
confirmation O 1.2 Credibility of evaluation results
O 1.3 Equity of class rating
Output itabili ici
p 02 Result O 2.1 Suitability of ways to publicize

evaluation results
O 2.2 Suitability of formal objection
procedure

publication and
formal objection

U 1.2 Contribution of evaluation results
on university reform

Ul Evaluation
utilization

U 2.1 Suitability of improvement

U2 Evaluation procedure

improvement

Utilization

U 2.2 Improvement results
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