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Exploration and phenomenological analysis of factors
influencing technology acceptance in military artificial

intelligence interviews: Focus on Junior Officers
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ABSTRACT

This study find to identify factors affecting the acceptance of military artificial
intelligence interview technology. Previous studies have only studied the
acceptance of artificial intelligence technology, but there has been a lack of
research that conceptualizes and analyzes related influencing factors in depth. This
study was conducted as follows. First, the factors affecting the acceptance of
artificial intelligence technology were analyzed through prior research. Second, a
questionnaire was constructed based on three factors (individual, social, and
technical factors) derived from previous research. Third, a phenomenological study
was conducted targeting junior officers and policy managers with military Al
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interview experience. In addition, frequency analysis was conducted as a
preliminary study to ensure objectivity and ensure systematic research. As a
result of the study, a total of six key themes were identified as factors affecting
the acceptance of military artificial intelligence interviews. As it was confirmed
that the level of technology acceptance of military artificial intelligence interviews
does not meet users’ expectations, improvement of systems and systems is

required.

Key words : Military Al Interview, Technology Acceptance,
Influencing Factors, Phenomenological Study
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<Table 1> Prior research on Factors Affecting the Acceptance of Al

Category Influence Factors
- Risks of Al - Social risks of Al
Bostrom(1998) - Technical risks of Al
Floridi & - Morality of Al - Social morality of Al
Sanders(2004) - Technical issues related to the morality of Al
Hancock et al. - Personal factors of Al - Technical factors of Al
(2011) - Environmental factors of Al

- Economic impact of Al

- Technological and economic impact of Al
- Social and economic impact of Al

- Occupational impact of Al

Brynjolfsson
& McAfee(2014)

Chu(|2§1 g)t al. - Social occupational impact of Al
- Job impact of Al technology
Russell & - Understanding Al - Social impact of Al
Norvig(2016) - Development of Al technology
Taddeo &

- Positive impact of Al

Floridi(2018)
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<Table 2> Classification and Interpretation of Factors Influencing Technology
Acceptance in Military Al Interviews
Category Context
- How an individual understands and interprets an
Cognition Al interview
- Emotions, thoughts, etc. felt by an individual while
experiencing an Al interview
. - The results or benefits an individual expects from an
Expectations . .
o | Al interview
Fersona Self-Efficacy | Belief or confidence that you can perform well in an
actors Al interview
Feeling - Response to personal feelings toward Al interview
Preparation . . .
b - Information on how you prepared for the Al interview
process
. - After the Al interview, what was your reaction and
Reactions and . .
; what did you learn from it?
Actions ; .
Information about what actions were taken
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<Table 2> Continued

Category Context
- How Al interviewing is applied to the hiring process
Recruitment |- Understanding how the hiring culture changes
Culture according to Al interviews and how it is accepted in
society
Social Meanin - How Al interviews are perceived and interpreted
9 socially and the acceptability of Al interviews
Regulations |- Legal regulations and policies for Al interviews
Social | and Policies |- How are Al interviews regulated?
Factors| Job Market |- What changes are there in the job market with the
Changes introduction of Al interviews?
International |- Situation and outlook of Al interviews in South Korea
Comparison compared to other countries
Public - Opinions and reactions to Al interviews shown in
Opinion media and SNS
Education and| - Existence and content of education or training
Training programs for Al interviews
. - What algorithms are used for Al interviews and how
How Algorithm| . . .
interview questions are selected and responses are
Works
evaluated?
. - Does the Al interviews operate fairly, or does the
Bias and . .
) result show bias toward certain factors, such as a
Fairness .
specific gender?
Technical| Data Security | - How Al interview collects, stores, and processes
Factors| and Privacy user data, and how personal information is protected.
Technological | - Current technology level and development direction
Advancement of Al interviews
- Is the interface well designed so that users can
easily understand and use the system?
User Interface . . .
- Incorporating interaction technology to successfully
conduct Al interviews
WA - FA4 AHFH o ~(RIsh) TS V|FLE EFIEIAY. FHE AFEHES
<Table 2>°l|A] €& + Ut}
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<Table 3> Questionnaire Composition(summary)

Category Context
personall What did you think after the Al interview?
- Were you able to confirm the results of the Al interview?
Factors . . .
- How are you preparing for an Al interview?
- What is the reaction of colleagues around you during an Al
interview?
Social |- What were the inconveniences during the Al interview?
Factors| (access after work, security issues, etc.)
- Have public permits or other measures been taken for
User Al interviews?
- How is an Al interview different from a face—-to—face
interview?
. - What if the conversation function is applied to Al
Technical| . .
Factors interviews?
- What do you think the Al interview evaluated about me?
- What are tailgating questions and why do they come up
like that?
Personal|l - What do you think about Al interviews?
Factors | - What is the outlook for Al interviews?
- Regarding companies that use Al interview programs, why
Social do you consistently use only those companies?
Factors | - |s there any type of problem or institutional support (price,
Policy guarantee of conditions, etc.) during Al interviews?
Manager
- How is the algorithm of the Al interview program
structured?
Technicall - Have the reliability and effectiveness of the Al interview
Factors| been verified?
- Do you intend to add technigues such as personification
elements to Al interviews?
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Bk Aol Aol Fold AYE 2R g ZRaAe AEHY] dEd o
AAE Bela gtk =@, @4 2olA ABFA ATAT WYL 2FURE )
o AdE7] wite xEe HHEAY FEAALS GAHATL AEeh & A
TE 3t AdF3gAt= 189olm #HHE Folxte] 54 <Table 4>¢F #t}.
3. A7H¥ T A%

A 20239 59 o @ 2ol AL B ATAIL Y Fohel HH P
272 2F JEREGDRE AT, AAA Arsel XA Ao s
o Al AFEA T U, BA T g T2 AES 3 & ASE s, A

<Table 4> Characteristics of Research Participants
Category Related Department Participants Note

Group I - Men 5
Interview A XB(?iorgdSe_ESr?i'tnger Long-term Service 4,| (Officer 2, NCO 3)
(referred to division staff noncom selection 1 | 2 FIe Ko e
as Group A) Staff Sergeant 2
I thQUD 5 . . Men 2, Woman 1
nterview x Corps—Engineer B . (Officer 1, NCO 2)
(referred to | Brigade—A Battalion Long-term Service 3 * First Lieutenant 1
as Group B) Sergeant First Class 2

Group

X - Men 1, Woman 1
Interview C Reserve division— _ . -
(referred to B Battalion Long-term Service 2 (O(fjflce_r 2)

* Captain 2

as Group C)

Group Long-term Service 3| Men 5, Woman 1
Interview D GOP Division- Military scholarship | (Officer 5, NCO 1)
(referred to C Battalion student 1 Firer Captain 1

. irst Lieutenant 4,

as Group D) noncom selection 2 | sgrgeant First Class 1

Group Men 2
Interview E ArcrgxganT’%rr?gnAnlel Manager 1, (Officer 1, Civilian
(referred to Recruitment Manager Practitioner 1 military worker 1)
as Group E) * Colonel

4) JIFAG AHS AFshe dAE AAAR Be 3 A5d AR AEF o] AlskE g
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T AF3A T WA Ve FEA TS vAE 8 g @48ty B 23 0RE
FAHo=E
<Table 5> Data Analysis Results
Category Group A|Group B|Group C|Group D|Group E| Total
Cognition 22 29 44 76 23 194
Expectations 1 0 2 0 2 5
Self-Efficacy 2 0 0 0 0 2
Personal Feeling 4 5 1 7 0 17
Factors i
Preparation 7 7 1o 15 i 40
process
Reactpns and 6 5 : o 5 16
Actions
Subtotal 42 46 60 100 28 276
Recruitment 4 o o 4 00 34
Culture
Social Meaning 5 4 0 0 5 14
Regulations and| g 13 24 35 32 109
Policies
Social | JoP Market 0 0 0 0 4 4
Changes
Factors International
) 0 0 0 0 3 3
Comparison
Public 0 0 0 0 0 0
Opinion
Educat.|o.n and , 0 0 0 4 5
Training
Subtotal 15 19 26 39 70 169
How Algorithm 10 8 9 0 07 76
Works
Bias and 12 10 16 17 8 63
. Fairness
Technical Data Securit
Factors curlty 0 0 0 0 0 0
and Privacy
Technological 3 5 o o 3 15
Advancement
User Interface 29 2 13 44 4 92
Subtotal 56 25 40 83 42 246
Total 113 90 126 222 140 691
* Total number of sentences : 1374
A3 Aol digk 8218 7H A9
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<Questionnaire>

1. For military Al interview experience (users)

Category Context
(Cognition)
— What did you think after the Al interview?
— Did you feel like you did well in the Al interview?
- How would you describe an Al interview in one word?
— What are the pros and cons of Al interviews?
— Do you think Al interviews are like exams?
(Expectations)
— What do you think military Al interviews will be like in the future?
Personall(Self-efficacy)
Factors — Do you think you will do well in the interview next time?

(Feeling)

- How does an Al interview feel?

(Preparation process)

- How are you preparing for the Al interview?

— Who received the information for the Al interview guestions?
— Where are Al interview questions distributed?

(Reaction and Actions)

— Can | personally check the results of the Al interview?

Social
Factors

(Recruitment Culture)

- What would it be like if interviews were replaced by Al

technology?

(Society Meaning)

— Do you view Al interviews positively? Or are there any colleagues
who are positive about Al interviews?

(Regulation and Policies)

— Are Al interview results used in face—to—face interviews?

— Do you provide support for leave for Al interviews?

— Can an Al interview be done during work?

(Job Market Changes)

— How has the military changed through Al interviews?

(International comparison)

- How does our country’s Al policy compare to other countries?

(Public opinion)
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- What are the reactions of people around you about the
interview?

(Education and Training)

— Are there opportunities to practice Al interviews?

Al

Technical
Factors

(How Algorithm Works)

— What interview questions are asked? Are all question types
the same?

— Did your dialect put you at a disadvantage during the
interview?

- What do you think the interview evaluated about me?

(Bias and Fairness)

— Are you aware of the interview results? What do you think
about scores being made public?

— Have you ever received feedback after the interview?

(Data Security and Privacy)

— Have you thought about the possibility that your information
may be used by others?

(Technological Advancementt)

— What is the direction of improvement in Al interviews?

(User Interface)

- What are follow—up questions and why do they appear like that?

- Is there a feature that shows a person’s face? Do they talk to
each other?
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2. For military Al interview policy managers

Category

Context

Personal
Factors

(Cognition)

- What do you think about Al interviews?

(Expectations)

— What is the future outlook for Al interviews?

(Preparation Process)

— Where do you get information to prepare for an Al interview?
(questions, etc.)

Social
Factors

(Regulations and Policies)

— Are there types of questions asked or institutional support
(official price, guarantee of conditions, etc.) during Al
interviews?

— Are the interview results also communicated to the
face—-to—face interviewer?

— Are you aware that interviews are restricted in some units?

(Education and Training)

— Are there opportunities to practice Al interviews?

Technical
Factors

(How Algorithm Works)

- How is the algorithm of the Al interview program structured?
- How reliable is it?
- Why do tail questions appear?

(Bias and Fairness)

— Do you provide feedback on Al interview scores or results?

— Does the evaluation change depending on dialect or intonation?

— After conducting the Al interview, were the related effectiveness
and reliability verified?

(User Interface)

— Are there any plans to add anthropomorphism elements to Al
interviews?

— Are you willing to further improve the functionality of the interview
program?
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