JEMSE, 25(3), pp. 632~642, 2013. www.ksfme.or.kr
FoBI ST, M25H M3E, 83635, 2013. http://dx.doi.org/10.13000/JFMSE.2013.25.3.632

AoqyetAle] bl ek thshyst el Q14 2

2 g 5
(Sorherm)

A Study on the Recognition of University Students and
Parents about Legacy Preferences
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Abstract

Legacy preferences has become the key issue of educational policy. The purpose
of this study was to investigate the recognition of university students and parents
about legacy preferences. The questionnaire which was made by researcher of this
study was used as the method of this study. As a sampling, university students 360
and parents 312 were sampled. And SPSSWIN 20.0 was used as the method of data
analysis.

As a conclusion, this study indicates as follows. First, the ratio of disagreement
of legacy preferences was higher than the ratio of agreement of legacy
preferences. But higher-income class parents were tended to agree with legacy
preferences. Second, many university students and parents regarded ‘economic
advantages for tuition payments and a scholarship’ , ‘excellences for education by
helping financial deficit of university’ as agreement reasons of legacy
preferences. And many university students and parents regarded ‘reproduction of
social class’ , ‘promotion of one's sense of values of mammonism’ as
disagreement reasons of legacy preferences.
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<Table 1> characteristics of sampling

classification N(%) total
male 162(45%)
sex
female 198(55%)
1 83(23.1%)
grad 2 97(26.9%)
] 0,
stud 3 110(30.6%) 360
ents 4 70(19.4%) (100%)
humanities & | (53 g0,
social science
maJo| patural science| 88(24.4%)
"1 business | 110(30.6%)
art & sports 47(13.1%)
thirties below | 92(29.5%)
forties 103(33.0%)
age .
fifties 78(25.0%)
sixties above | 39(12.5%)
scho| high school | 106(34.0%)
pare 312
nts | O college 155(49.6%) | (100%)
care
graduate o
er <chool 51(16.4%)
. low 91(29.2%)
MeO T middle 154(49.4%)
mes
high 67(21.4%)
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<Table 2> students’ recognition on agreement /
disagreement of legacy preferences

examples
classification total
(Dagree | @disagree
male 71(43.8%) | 91(56.2%)
sex|
female 96(48.5%) | 102(51.5%)
1 50(60.2%) | 33(39.8%)
ora 2 30(30.9%) | 67(69.1%)
de 3 49(44.5%) | 61(55.5%)
stu 4 38(54.3%) | 32(45.7%)
den| humanities 1?)?)(3/
ts & social | 21(18.3%) | 94(81.7%) (100%)
science
maj ARl g 30300 | s6(63.7%)
or | science
business | 78(70.9%) | 32(29.1%)
art & 36(76.6%) | 11(23.4%)
sports
total 167(46.4%) | 193(53.6%)
agar 7114 EtAle] ZE o] el tigk g}
Aol QAS Yol A= <Table 3>3 Zt}
B sl oSS WS g 2 ol
= 7oAl AR oelee Av A=
Ml THFT FEes HFAY Aw FIEE B
o] & & Q7] W (55.0%) o2 YrERstal, 1
G olfmt TlelgslE deel tEe A
Aol Bge Fa Osnse 48 £94S 3
B3] v (27.6%) 2.2 YEeRgTh whde,
B Eel 7ol SAE sk b 2 ol
= 7ddsAlE AREAITE] AEsadE 7HA
7] WE (44.0%) o2 YER, 1ty o]
FEE TS FEwsT ANwne

Abslel 27¢3k7] Wi (36.3%) ©& LERR

<Table 3> students’ recognition on the reason
about agreement/disagreement of legacy
preferences

classif’
icatio
n

total
(%)

examples N(%)

(Dlegacy preferences gives
students economic
advantages

92(55.0)

legacy preferences gives
universities financial
advantages

46(27.6)
reason

of
agree
ment

167
(100%)

(legacy preferences gives

social donation climates 13(7.8)

@legacy preferences
promotes educational
culture and condition

(®legacy preferences depends
on autonomy of
universities

(Dlegacy preferences gives
negative effects on social
status

10(6.0)

6(3.6)

85(44.0)

@legacy preferences gives

mammonism 70(36.3)

reason
of
disagr
eemen
t

Qlegacy preferences gives
rich-get-richer,
poor-get-poorer
phenomenon to education

@legacy preferences is not
good method to solve
financial problem of
universities

26(13.5)| 193

(100)

7(3.6)

(®legacy preferences gives

injustice 3(2.6)
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<Table 4> parents’ recognition on agreement /
disagreement of legacy preferences

examples
classification total
(Dagree | @disagree
thirties 0 0
bolow | S6(60:8%) | 36(39.2%)
forties | 41(39.8%) | 62(60.2%)
age
fifties | 40(51.3%) | 38(48.7%)
sixties o o
bove | 12030.8%) | 27(69.2%)
high , ,
o Scl; wchool | 4230.6%) | 64(60.4%) |
ents:a(;e college | 67(43.2%) | 88(56.8%) |(100%)
graduate
er 0, 0,
henl | 4078.4%) | 11(21.6%)
0, 0,
inc low 38(41.7%) | 53(58.3%)
om| middle | 64(41.6%) | 90(58.4%)
S| high | 47(70.1%) | 20(29.9%)
total 149(47.8%) | 163(52.2%)

)3 AejqlstAlel Ak o) fell Tjet st
o1 Q14 AoRk Ak Table 53} 2.
pEEe] AolgstlE S 4 2 ol

Sl AAA ol e At SR
A BHT BHE BRAG g FelE wol
Z F 7 W (45.6%) o2 JEbga, 1 o
= olfEE Vg EgAE digte] B A
of BgE 1 dstEse) 44 +94¢ S
7] Wi (40.9%) = JEeRsth wbdef,
SHEEEo] 7]l E vtk 7?’8 & ol

1o

t= o o] o]Al EA

Ao

= Vg AlE AREAIEY AEEYE 7HA
97 WE (46.6%) % eI, 1 the o]
2= VY99 datkeTe VRS

Abglel etr] e

<Table 5> parents’

" (35.6%) 0.2 vEbyT)

recognition on the reason

about agreement/disagreement of legacy

preferences

classif

icatio
n

examples

N(%)

total
(%)

reason

of
agree
ment

(Dlegacy preferences gives
students economic
advantages

68(45.6)

@legacy preferences gives
universities financial
advantages

61(40.9)

Qlegacy preferences
promotes educational
culture and condition

10(6.7)

@legacy preferences gives
social donation climates

5(3.4)

(Blegacy preferences depends
on autonomy of
universities

5(3.4)

149
(100%)

réason

of
disagr
eemen
t

(Dlegacy preferences gives
negative effects on social
status

76(46.6)

legacy preferences gives
mammonism

58(35.6)

Qlegacy preferences gives
injustice

15(9.2)

@legacy preferences gives
rich-get-richer,
poor-get-poorer
phenomenon to education

10(6.1)

(Blegacy preferences is not
good method to solve
financial problem of
universities

2.5)

163
(100)
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