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A Study on the Recognition and Development plan of
Local official’s Competency assessment system in B Metropolitan city
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to seek the recognition and development method of the competency
assessment in order to set up the competency assessment system introduced for the manager promotion in
B metropolitan city. The following conclusion were obtained by studying the recognition of competency
assesment system of candidates for promotion and non-candidates. First, it is found that non-candidates
have a higher recognition of the necessity of competency assessment system and its credibility, fairness
and influence on relieving nepotism than candidates for promotion. Second, competency factors that
recognized to be necessary for the performance of manager’s role were direction guidance, fostering
members, integrative thinking and communication in sequence by candidates for promotion, while direction
guidance, communication, integrative thinking and management of organization in sequence the
non-candidates. Third, in terms of the operational aspect of the competency assessment system, both
candidates and non-candidates wanted a pass rate of 70~90%. And the time required for the assessment
task was most favored for 1~2hrs, and the judges of the competency assessment were preferred in the
order of professors, public official, consultants, and headhunters. Fourth, 1¥ candidates than non-candidates
recognized that the person who are from 5" or 7" class appointment are younger, have high education, are
better at presenting, are in administrative positions, and are more optimistic would be more advantageous
in competency assessment.

Key words : Competency assessment, Performance evaluation, Civil service reform, Government efficiency
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<Table 1> Assesment target competency

Competency Contents
L Recognizing administration and setting
Direction .
. direction and way the group should move
guidance
forward.
. Collecting and arranging information so that
Planning . . . .
ability optimal alternative are organized logically
and systematically.
Management |Establishing performance goals consistent
of with group’s strategy and maximizing its

achievement |performance.

Achieving the objectives of a given task in
order to accomplish the business goal
successfully.

Power of
execution

Recognizing the necessity of fostering

Fostering |members and developing them through
improvement of the competence.
. |Listening to the other person's opinions
Communi .. L
cation positively, understanding it correctly, and

conveying opinion persuasively.

Source: B Metropolitan city(2016)
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<Table 2> Type of competency assessment tasks

Type Contents
A situation in which various issues are
In-Basket L
handled in time
11 Interview with reporters to confrontation to
’ current issues, announcement of work
Role-Play . .
measures, and coaching of subordinates.
1:2 Situation to solve the problem of overlap of
Role-Play [work between divisions.
. |The situation that consensus and coordination
Presentation o
such as common problem by divisions.

Source: MOPAS(2010)
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<Table 4>9} Z+t}. non-candidates
. _ - Sample si Rati
<Table 3> Demographic characteristics of 1 Division porsomy | %)
candidates S Male 146 702
X
Division Sample size | Ratio Female 62 29.8
0,
(person) | (%) 2029 4 1.9
48 88.9
Sex Male . 3039 39 18.8
(<]
Female 6 11.1 g 4049 85 409
3545 1 19 50~59 80 38.5
N 46~50 2 3.7 Headquarter 158 76.0
(5
# 51~55 14 259 Current Branch 24 115
workplace
56~59 37 68.5 Gu/Gun office 26 12.5
5th 1 1.9 9th 10 4.8
First
appoint 7th ) 14.8 8th 13 6.3
Current 7th 69 33.2
ment 8th 3 5.6 it
class posttion 6th 91 43.8
77.8
o 42 5th 23 1.1
Post Administrative 25 46.3 4th 2 1.0
Non-administrative 29 53.7 Post Administrative 135 64.9
0S|
High school 5 93 Non-administrative 73 35.1
College 5 93 High School 11 53
Diploma
University 18 333 Diploma Cf)mgé 16 77
University 142 68.3
Graduate school 26 48.1
Graduate school 39 18.8
T Less than 15 years ! 19 Less than 10 years 37 17.8
enure
of 15~19 years 0 0 Ten;xre 10~19 years 54 26.0
20~29 8 333 o N
office years office 20~29 years 101 48.6
Over 30 years 35 34.8 Over 30 years 16 77
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<Table 6> Analysis of overall recognition

=
Zo A, AR 104S hFoT 13} oENEZ He"‘t:f“ar 158 317 322 298 242 282
ARE AAEAY HE ARRA FES 08T N(;’g Branch 24 396 4.04 3.67 3.08 342
1
ojglom AFEEE 85007 ugtow, Argm U GuGm 26 342 338 342 269 285
S Total 208 329 333 312 253 289
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<Table 5> Reliability test for measurement O it g4z 52 Aol Hof Qla,
2 AT SRSl A7 g 2y
L. Number of h
Division N Questions Cronbach « 7]_ 1= % % 7)_1 o= T'b_" }ﬂ' % 1:]—
o 5 0.780
1** candidate 54 Z 0812 A Hezke] QAn|w
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<Table 7> Age distribution by workplace

1. A2 7N =0 cHst ZMEFX ol oAl Age Headquarter Branch Gu/Gun
7} F Aage] axe — ; : :
30~39 21 12 6
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<Table 8> One-way ANOVA on overall recognition
by group of workplace

Group SS df MS F p
Bcftwee“ 10993 2 5496 5703  .004
roups

Jihin 197,585 205 964

roups

Total 208.578 207

=42 AR, s Al A WE Scheffe AR
Mg AR A¥e <Table 9>9 o), £33}
ARIaze] AR Fatael= -711810]aL, #-2l%
B 005, ARIAeh rel ARE FetAks
479490111, o gE2 2280]H, 2H3 Ll
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<Table 9> Scheffe analysis by overall recognition
by group workplace

Groups MD SE P
Headquarter Branch -71181 21508 .005
Branch Gu/Gun 47949 27790 228
Gu/Gun Headquarter 23233 20778 536

p<0.05
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<Table 10> T-test for overall recognition by post

Vari-

M .D t
ables can S P

Group

Administrative 320 1.196
Ql Non-administrative ~ 3.47 1.444 1343182

Administrative 321 1.120
R %
@ Non-administrative ~ 3.56  1.323 2040043

Administrative 311 .990
Q@ Non-administrative ~ 3.12  1.384 -0.067 947

Administrative 243  1.156
Q4 Non-administrative  2.73  1.521 1454149

Administrative 2.84 1253
QS Non-administrative 299 1420 50 436

= The number of the specimens is 135 administrative and 73
non-administrative in non-candidates.
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<Table 11> Competency factors required to
shi= #ol7}k gk
perform role manger
o~ o el o) shAlel et <14 vl
Rank COI;;EE::&Y candidate Corfzngsncy candidate 45 SAYEAES AFF A 7] sk A
(%) (%) & GrhaAlE AREIHE44%)01H, a9
Direction Direction =
o 11 oy PR | A 0/)’ 5] O] A
1 guidance 30(18.5) guidance 145(23.2) ol 7|93t 7 A= lTh(55.2%) 3L Q14
N 3]_1 O]O‘H:]_
2 Fostering  22(136)  COMMUM o654 m
cation
i i <Table 12> Avoided task from competenc
Intt.:gre?tlve 19(11.7) lntt.:gre?tlve 95(15.2) p Yy
thinking thinking assessment tasks
C . Management
omm1 19(11.7) of 79(12.7) Variables 1** candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
cation L.
organization In-Basket 24 (44.4) 54 (26.0)
Management Integrative
achievement None 21 (38.9) 115 (55.2)
Power of Profession
6 ecution 1609 ality 29(4.6) Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
Management Creative ol SATAAEL FHE Aol Foiz
7 of 15(9.3) thinkin 29.(4.6)
organization g ;(}.C;J o= 7@@@7@% 3]_}‘_; 7}4\01] T;Hf"H 01/‘0]%]
i - S ] =i
v o ool el e AR ) dies
4 FRAWEAS DA o] Frkz Ashs
9 Planning 6(3.7 Planning 2134 o -
ability 37) ability 34) AFRG 7t A ] F82 None, I BEE, 7F
i vk =0 ZA = zjol = o]
10 P“’;ii;“’“ 53.1) Fostering  15(2.4) ik Tom AR Fol= #gleh
Creative Management <Table 13> Additional type of assessment tasks who
11 o 42.5) 132.1)
thinking of changes answerer wanted
Management Customer
12 of changes 106) orientation 9(14) Variables 1 candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
Customer 000 Manag;:ment 014 Group discussion 13 (24.0) 76 (36.5)
orientation 00 o (14) Presentation(PT) 11 (20.4) 33 (15.9)
achievement
Etc 0 (0.0) 11 (5.3)

<Table 11>°IA St 7449 SAS None 30 (55.6) 88 (42.3)

23 wrek A 9 284 Alurp 2e3itha Q) Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
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<Table 15> Time required for each assessment tasks
who answerer wanted

Time 1* candidate(%) Non-candidate (%)
Less than lhr 6 (11.1) 47 (22.6)

1~2hrs 21 (38.9) 100 (48.1)

2~3hrs 15 (27.8) 37 (17.8)
More than 3hrs 12 (22.2) 24 (11.5)

Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0)
TRh22.6%) % ol M@ skl

e e ° ] <Table 16> Respondents’ preference of judge
FE2AZR FAEC] FobA = Flo fsiA=
HAAQ QAL 31 e Aoz BAF Types of Judges 1% candidate(%) Non-candidate(%)
Psychology 22 54
<Table 14> Pass rate who answerer wanted o
administration 24 89
Professor . 37.0 33.2)
Pass rate 1* candidate(%) Non-candidate(%) adrEiunsilsr:f:tsion 10 ( ) 38 (
Less than 70% 5 (9.3) 47 (22.6) Pedagogy 4 26
70~80% 18 (33.3) 81 (38.9) . Senior 17 77
public 12 (284 67 (305
80~90% 14 (25.9) 53 (25.5) official ___ —O7CEN (284) (30.5)
Other regions 17 46
0,
More than 90% 17 (31.5) 27 (13.0) Consultant 0 (19.8) 12 (180)
Total 54 (100.0) 208 (100.0) Headhunter 18 (11.1) 80  (12.8)
Civil petitioner 6 3.7 34 (5.5)
v F7hAE A8 AR vaL
4 SRS A dEe] Asdhe 3 Cho(2015)°] °Jstd, +44, wsg, HAHE
THRAE A QAIRES A 2R Al AES o ® AFESIE, 53] Anl FFY(37.3%) S
o SRS HrkgAE 13Ee] gk & P @o] AIFom thEoE  WT(25.0%)=
QA 1~2hrs W|RE38.9%)°] 7HE Weoka, A3 ol ¥ A+ A¥et Aolg ARE
|
it

2~3hrs W|RH27.8%)% o] AEsirt. dvkA
S8 1-2hrs(48.1%)7} 7H Wo] A 53k al, lhrs
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<Table 17> Personal factors perceived as beneficial
to the candidates

Type N QI2 QI3 Ql4 QI5 QI6 Ql7 QI8

54 352 396 3.80

Candid 394 322 359 219
ate

Non-ca

ndidate 208 3.27 342 3.78

3.68 332 351 241

olei Avke B
A Qg
Eheth. 2

A9} Cho(2015)2] Aol
He Bgan A9 g 494E v
AFelA ) 45 AU EAET At
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i

<Table 18> T-test for the difference in recognition of
personal factors between 1% candidates
and non-candidates

Variables Group Mean S.D t P
Candidate 3.52 1.411
Q12 Non-candidate 3.27 1.274 1.270 205
Candidate 3.96 1.213
Q13 Non-candidate  3.42 1.175 3.002 003
Candidate 3.80 1.053
Ql4 Non-candidate  3.78 1.052 115908
Candidate 3.94  1.265
QIS Non-candidate 3.68 1.143 1501 135
Candidate 3.22 1.192
Q16 Non-candidate 332 1.122 -584 560
Candidate 3.56 1.174
Q7 Non-candidate 351 1033 49 621
Candidate 2.19 1.150
QI8 Non-candidate 241  1.000 -1429 154
p<0.05
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