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Abstract 

 
The number of youth at risk increases every year, and the 

severity and variety of youth crises presented in various media are 

also growing. In particular, youths at risk tend to occur complex due 

to overlapping multiple risk factors. Currently, in Korea, youth 

safety net systems for each ministry aim to help youth in crisis, but 

the integrated service provision for youth is not being carried out 

smoothly. The reason is that personal information and service 

beneficiary history information, etc., are not smoothly linked 

between ministries and agencies that directly conduct business. 

Some services are provided redundantly, and some are not offered 

even though they are needed. 

 

In this regard, this study tried to determine what factors 

influence information sharing between front-line institutions, which 

is a prerequisite for providing comprehensive youth welfare 

services. This is because information sharing among youth support 

agencies is essential to provide integrated services to youth in 

crisis. In particular, this study found that the attitudes and 

perceptions of front-line officials who share information 

significantly impact the vitalization of information sharing. 

Therefore, this study focused on what factors influence information 

sharing among front-line organizations and whether the beneficiary 

factors for information subjects also act as influence factors for 

information sharing. 

 

For the research method, multiple regression analysis was 

performed based on the results of an online survey targeting 294 
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youth counseling and welfare center workers nationwide. In addition, 

to supplement the quantitative analysis, in-depth interviews were 

conducted with six Youth Counseling Welfare Center employees. 

 

The analysis results are summarized as follows. The results 

were derived that the more the relevant organizations considered 

that the legal basis was well established, the better the information 

sharing was. In addition, it was concluded that the more they 

thought that business cooperation for the integrated support of 

youth in crisis between institutions was successful, the better they 

thought information sharing was achieved. The result of a 

quantitative study that recognized that the more trusting each other 

between institutions, the better the information sharing is, is a 

qualitative study that shows that collaboration can be made well 

through the trust relationship built on the basis of the network 

created by those who have worked in the local community for a long 

time. It was also derived from the quantitative analysis that the 

more convenient the information sharing system was, and the more 

errors were judged, the more information sharing occurred. 

However, in reality, there is currently no function that allows 

information sharing between related organizations, so this is a 

result derived from the premise that information sharing between 

youth counseling and welfare centers is possible. Therefore, these 

quantitative research results are contrary to the qualitative 

research results that it is difficult to determine the absence of an 

inter-institutional information sharing system as an influencing 

factor. It was found that the more the organization thought that the 

management system for information security was well established, 

the more likely it was that information sharing between related 
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organizations occurred. In addition, it was also concluded that the 

higher the level of interest of the head of the agency in information 

sharing between associated organizations, the better the information 

sharing was. It was also found that the higher the level of expertise 

in information sharing between related organizations, the better the 

information sharing was. Finally, it was concluded that the more 

people recognized that the work process became more efficient 

through information sharing with relevant organizations, the more 

likely it was that information sharing occurred. 

 

This study implies that, based on the analysis results, it is 

possible to know which areas should be developed to affect the 

activation of information sharing positively. First of all, the current 

laws and systems are focused only on responsibilities for violations 

of personal information protection. Therefore, it is necessary to 

provide more detailed guidance and education on specific methods 

and scopes from workers' perspectives to activate information 

sharing. Collaboration experience and trust were derived as 

essential factors in activating information sharing. Therefore, 

central ministries must actively encourage each affiliated institution 

to participate in regional cooperative meetings. Since the 

management system for information security is a prerequisite for 

information sharing, it is necessary to systematically complete this 

security system in the newly launched (tentative name) integrated 

information network for youth at risk. In addition, publicity and 

education on the importance of sharing information on a large scale 

for all agency heads and employees are required. It is also 

necessary to supplement the evaluation criteria to measure the 

degree of information sharing more clearly in the Youth Counseling 
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Welfare Center evaluation. Finally, to simplify the process through 

information sharing, it is necessary to organize the relevant 

required documents or requirements for each relevant institution so 

that everyone can recognize the standard procedure. 

 

However, this study was able to measure only the 

independent and dependent variables at the level recognized by 

practitioners due to the limitations of the analysis technique. In 

other words, if an index that can measure objective information-

sharing-related influencing factors is developed, it will be possible 

to derive more objective information-sharing-related influencing 

factors, not workers' perceptions. This study was targeted at the 

Youth Counseling Welfare Center. It is necessary to conduct a study 

on the influencing factors that each institution thinks through a 

survey of other organizations that are not involved in the youth 

counseling and welfare center but in connection with youth in crisis. 

In addition, it is necessary to reanalyze information technology 

factors after the launch of the integrated information network for 

youth at risk because technology-related factors were evaluated 

before the launch of the integrated system. Lastly, it will be 

possible to examine whether there is a difference in the perception 

of information sharing in workers' positions. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1. Research Background 
 

The number of youth at risk has been increasing, and the 

severity and diversity of the youth crisis presented in various 

media have been increasing as well. Deliberate self-harm or suicide 

as a cause of death for juveniles continues to rank first from 2007 

(8.6%) to 2017 (7.7%) (Statistics Korea, 2019). Various youth 

safety net systems currently exist in Korea to help youths at risk, 

but the provision of integrated services to youths has not been 

made smoothly. Looking at the various systems operated by 

ministry, the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family operates a 

youth safety net that provides customized integrated services to 

at-risk youth, shelters for runaway youth. The Ministry of Health 

and Welfare provides customized integrated services ‘Dream 

Start’ to children from economically vulnerable groups. The 

Ministry of Education is running the 'Wee Project' as a school 

counseling program. In addition, the Ministry of Justice is operating 

the 'Cultivating Dream Center' to contribute to the prevention of 

juvenile delinquency, and the Korean National Police Agency is 

operating the 'Classroom of Love', a leading program for school 

violence perpetrators and general juvenile offenders (Kim Dongil et 

al., 2019). However, because personal information and service 

beneficiary history information are not seamlessly linked between 

ministries and organizations that directly conduct business, some 

services are provided in duplicate, and some services are not 

provided even though they are necessary (Kim Ji-yeon et al., 

2019). 

 

   Regarding the policy for youth at risk, the necessity of 

establishing a cooperation system and sharing information between 
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ministries has been continuously proposed. Lee Yoo-jin et al. 

(2018) asserted that it is essential to establish a cooperative 

system between ministries and provide integrated service support 

in order for the policies established by each ministry to be 

efficiently and closely communicated to the targets of the policy to 

be effective. In particular, This is because there is a tendency for 

at-risk youths to have multiple risks that are generally overlapped 

and complex, and the problems are often interrelated (Koo Bon-

Yong et al., 2005). In fact, the Ministry of Gender Equality and 

Family has made efforts to provide customized services such as 

counseling, protection, medical care, and self-reliance to youth at 

risk, centering on the youth counseling welfare center, which is 

mainly a private institution. However, from 2019, five local 

governments began piloting the 'Local Youth Safety Net Team 

Leading Project', which performs integrated case management for 

youth in collaboration with various related organizations centered 

on local governments. After 2020, it was expanded to 9 local 

governments as a full-fledged business model. However, it is still 

in the early stages of policy implementation, and the number of local 

governments in which this project is being operated is too small, so 

the reorganization of a service system centered on the policy target 

of youth in crisis is a task to be solved in the future. 

 

 

1.2. Research Objectives 
 

In this study, the prerequisite for the provision of 

comprehensive youth welfare services is to find out what factors 

influence information sharing among front-line organizations. In 

order to provide integrated services to youth at risk, it is essential 

to share information among youth support-related organizations. 

However, there is a tendency that information sharing is difficult 

due to differences between the institutions and the ministries in 

charge. In particular, using an information system for information 

sharing depends on how the people who use it use it (Constant et al., 
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1994). In other words, the use of the system for information 

sharing depends on whether it is activated or not based on 

organization members' attitudes. 

    

Looking at previous studies related to the sharing of 

administrative information, Ham Young-jin (2013) and Park Jeong-

hoon et al. (2009) suggested standardization of work processing 

and system standardization as a policy plan for sharing 

administrative information for policy linkage between ministries. 

Kim Taejin et al. (2011) categorized factors for sharing information 

into six categories, including organization, understanding, security, 

legal/institutional, technical, and financial factors while analyzing the 

obstacles to joint use of administrative information. Wang Jae-seon 

et al. (2013), Moon Jeong-wook (2016), and Wang Jae-seon 

(2017) analyzed attitudes, influencing factors, and obstacles to 

information sharing among public institutions, focusing on the 

perceptions of public officials in the central government. 

Organizational structural dimensions, organizational cultural 

dimensions, organizational management dimensions, legal and 

institutional dimensions, and technical dimensions were presented. 

For obstacles, security, organization, technology, legal and 

institutional, human and financial aspects were derived. 

    

Looking at a series of studies, there is a consensus on the 

necessity of information sharing, but first, there is a limit in that the 

analysis was centered on the perception of central government 

officials about influencing factors or obstacles to information 

sharing. This is because, in many cases, policy execution is mainly 

carried out by front-line organizations or officials which is called 

‘street-level bureaucracy’, so it is important to consider not only 

the recognition of the central government officials who make the 

policy but also the person who directly implements the policy. 

Second, there is a limitation in which only a few limited variables 

are considered based on the results of previous studies. In the same 

context as the first limitation, for the ‘street-level bureaucracy’, 
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new variables that have not been previously considered can be 

derived. This is because they usually deal with private and sensitive 

information of youth-at-risk. 

    

Therefore, this study assumes that the attitudes and 

perceptions of front-line bureaucrats who share information 

significantly influence the vitalization of information sharing. I 

intend to solve the research problem of 'what factors influence 

information sharing among front-line organizations?' and 'Do the 

beneficiary factors for information subjects also act as influence 

factors for information sharing?'. 

 

 

 

Chapter 2. Theoretical discussion and Literature Review 
 

 

2.1. Information Related Concepts 
 

The concept of modern information has been mainly defined by 

mathematicians. Shannon, C., & Weaver, W. (1949), who wrote the 

mathematical theory of communication, defined the concept of 

information as 'a tangible and intangible entity that reduces the 

uncertainty of the receiver'. Davis, G., & Olson, M. (1985) defined 

information as 'data that is processed in a form that gives meaning 

to the recipient, and gives value in reality or perception in current 

and future activities or decisions. According to Article 2 of the 

current Framework Act on Intelligent Informatization in Korea, 

“information” refers to all kinds of data or knowledge expressed 

in codes, texts, voices, sounds, images, etc. processed in an optical 

or electronic manner. Thus, information is a combination of data 

that can give meaning to the recipient, and the expression method 

of data can be understood as encompassing all codes, texts, voices, 

and images. 
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Personal information is also included in this wide range of 

information. According to Article 2 of the Personal Information 

Protection Act of Korea, personal information is information about a 

living individual, it means information that can identify an individual 

through name, social security number, and video, or information that 

can be easily combined with other information to recognize a 

specific individual even if the information alone cannot be used for 

designation of others. Lee Balae(2013) refers to personal 

information as “a matter that characterizes an individual's personal 

identity, such as a person's body, beliefs, and social status, and is 

all information that enables the identification of the individual's 

identity. It is not limited to information belonging to the private 

domain, but includes personal information that has been formed or 

has already been disclosed in public life.” In particular, among 

personal information, sensitive information was regarded as 

"including information on ideologies and beliefs that may 

significantly infringe on the privacy of the data subject, membership 

or withdrawal of trade unions and political parties, political opinions, 

health, sex life, etc." Therefore, in summary, it can be seen that 

personal information refers to information that can infer a specific 

person by combining it with relevant information or other 

information about a living individual. 

 

Among them, personal information managed by administrative 

agencies is interpreted in a limited way. Hong Jae-Hwan et al. 

(2007) said that personal information managed by administrative 

agencies was collected by the government to achieve administrative 

purposes under legal grounds. In other words, it is used for 

administrative management to achieve the purpose of the state, or 

for profitable administrative measures of individuals. In addition,  

personal information used for this purpose is limited and allowed 

when the country has legal grounds for personal information or 

consent of the person directly involved. 

 

Personal information has a variety of attributes, but in e-
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government it is also part of administrative information under the 

government's administrative responsibility. In the information 

society, identification information about an individual is used to 

certify the legal status of an individual online. In addition, 

administrative information, including personal information, is utilized 

to achieve the administrative purpose of the state and has a 

attribute of public property. Besides, when individual information 

converted into collective administrative information managed by the 

state, it has non-exclusive and non-competitive features. However, 

from the standpoint of individual data subjects, since personal 

information has personal rights, discussions on privacy to protect 

personal rights must be specially considered. 

 

Finally, administrative information is defined in the e-

government law. According to Article 2, No. 6 of the e-Government 

Act, “administrative information” refers to data created or acquired 

and managed by administrative agencies, etc., and processed 

electronically and expressed in code, text, voice, sound, and video. 

In other words, administrative information can be said to be data 

processed in an electronic manner that administrative agencies 

collect and manage to perform their duties. However, the concept of 

administrative information is gradually changing as the 

administrative environment changes. In the past, administrative 

information was managed in order to efficiently process 

administrative affairs for the simple purpose of issuing civil 

petitions or various documents. However, in recent years, the 

government has reached the level of collecting, managing, and 

reproducing a wide range of data in order to provide more active 

services to the public. 

 

Such administrative information has several characteristics, 

according to Shin Chung sik et al. (1992; re-cited from Gang, do 

tae (2012)). First, administrative information has publicity in that it 

should not be used for personal benefit. Second, administrative 

information is monopolistic because it is often owned, operated, and 
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managed exclusively by administrative agencies. Therefore, it is 

difficult to use the information at the expense of its use, as in the 

private sector. Third, administrative information has a political 

character. Fourth, administrative information plays a role in 

supporting strategic administrative and policy decisions within the 

administrative organization. As such, administrative information has 

a public nature, but there are administrative information that 

includes personal information. Therefore, how to find a balance 

between the achievement of the public purpose of administrative 

information and the protection of personal information acts as an 

important prerequisite for activating information sharing in the 

future. 

 

 

2.2. Concept and Importance of Information Sharing 
 

Just as the concept of information is diverse, the concept of 

information sharing is also defined in various ways. It can be 

broadly divided into general information sharing and administrative 

information sharing. 

 

For general information sharing, similar concept definitions are 

generally used. Kim Koo (2004) defined information sharing as "a 

means not limited to simply sharing information, but ultimately 

aimed at increasing the productivity and efficiency of an 

organization." Moon Jung-wook (2016) stated, after establishing a 

technology-based information sharing system, collecting and 

storing various information in the system, we established an 

institutional foundation so that members can easily use the 

accumulated information, and finally, through information sharing. It 

includes all of the holistic processes that improve the organization's 

performance. Gil-Garcia et al. (2016) considered that information 

sharing provides an opportunity to share data, and improves 

productivity, eases decision making, relieves administrative power, 

and enables advanced information and integrated services. Taken 
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together, information sharing can be conceptualized as collecting, 

managing, and sharing information with the purpose of improving 

performance, such as productivity and efficiency of an organization. 

 

Regarding the sharing of administrative information, the 

discussion was divided into a narrow meaning and a broad meaning, 

respectively, depending on the range of sharing public information 

or the range of information users and providers. In a narrow sense, 

administrative information sharing means information sharing 

between government organizations. In a broader sense, it means 

sharing administrative information at the pan-government level 

between the government and the government, between the 

government and the private sector, and between the private and 

private sectors(National Computerization Agency, 1998; 

Administrative Information Sharing Promotion Committee, 2007). 

As a similar definition, Oh Kang-Tak & Lee Jae-Ho (1999) have a 

concept of shared use of information, and a system for improving 

the efficiency of business performance and quality of service to 

customers by public institutions, which are the subject of 

information shared use, to collect, store, and manage information 

collected, stored and managed by private companies for the purpose 

of business performance. It was considered to be shared and reused 

by using various methods such as connection, integration, relay, and 

linkage of services and information and communication technology. 

Jeon Young-han(2007) defined joint use of administrative 

information as follows. With the aim of improving the efficiency of 

business processing and the rationality of policies, by sharing the 

information held with each other, the value of information is 

maximized, and administrative agencies participating in the 

provision of information can benefit from the shared use of 

information. Kim Tae-jin et al. (2011) remarked on the same 

concept as “All information collected, stored, and managed by public 

institutions and the private sector, which are the subjects of shared 

use of information, are shared with each other using information and 

communication technology to improve the efficiency of internal 
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work and the quality of public service.” Thus, The sharing of 

administrative information can be conceptualized as a 

comprehensive meaning in which the public and private sectors 

collect, store, manage, and link information to improve work 

efficiency within administrative agencies and the service quality of 

the public. 

 

The sharing of administrative information plays an important 

role in enhancing the efficiency of business processing and the 

rationality of policies. The value of information can be maximized by 

sharing the information held by each institution, and administrative 

agencies participating in the provision of information can enjoy the 

benefits of shared use of information (Jeon Young-han, 2007). Han 

Se-eok (2019) further strengthened the foundation for joint use of 

local information resources and information sharing and 

collaboration between ministries and regions as conditions for 

transforming into an intelligent local government based on creativity. 

In particular, Wang Jae-seon&Moon Jeong-wook (2013) pointed 

out that as administration in modern society is becoming 

increasingly complex, the area of work that a single ministry can 

handle alone is gradually decreasing. In fact, front-line welfare 

service organizations, street-level bureaucrats, are trying to 

provide the best integrated services for youth in crisis through 

information linkage with various related organizations, but it is 

difficult. According to Jeong Yeo-ju et al. (2020), case managers 

need to additionally identify additional information about the target 

youth, but there is no way to search for information if contact with 

the youth is lost or service is denied. This suggests that information 

sharing between institutions is becoming more important in solving 

complex social problems more actively. 

 

 

2.3. Factors Influencing Information Sharing 
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1. Legal and institutional aspects 

 

Legal and institutional factors in sharing information are 

particularly important in the public sector (Gil-García, et al. (2007), 

because public institutions can justify work according to legal 

grounds(Fountain, 2001). In more detail, whether or not there are 

restrictive laws or regulations restricting information sharing, and 

whether there is a legal or institutional basis for information sharing, 

are the criteria for activating information sharing (Gil-García & 

Pardo (2005); Wang Jae-seon&Moon Jeong-wook(2017)) 

Specifically, whether there are measures related to information 

disclosure, privacy protection measures, and clarity of 

responsibility regulations (Kim Seong-tae, 1998) are also subject 

to consideration. In addition, whether administrative or legal support 

is provided for information sharing plays a very important role, 

especially at the beginning of information sharing projects (Gil-

García, et al., 2007). Karlsson et al. (2017) insisted that an 

important influence in that legal and institutional factors directly 

affect information sharing among public institutions, but also affect 

overall boundaries between organizations, concerns about abuse of 

information by other institutions, trust, procedures for performing 

work between institutions, and lack of resources. 

 

 

2. Organizational Aspect 

 

    The factors influencing information sharing on the 

organizational side can be divided into the individual level of the 

members of the organization and the overall level of the 

organization. First of all, personal aspects include resistance to 

change, various personal challenges and goals, misunderstandings 

of shared information, and abuse of shared information (Best, 1997; 

Bradshaw-Lynn, 2000; Du Plooy, 2003; Kolekofski & Heminger 

2003; re-cited from Gil-García, et al., 2007). Sharing information 

that was previously used only within individuals or organizations 
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with other individuals or organizations is a new change for members 

or organizations. In particular, in the modern society where the 

importance of information is increasing recently, the rejection of 

information sharing is natural. In addition to this, the manager's 

attitude and the size of the information sharing project also have an 

influence (Gil-García, et al., 2007). In particular, if the members of 

the organization are highly reluctant to change and the awareness of 

their lack of competence in using and interpreting data increases, 

the profits that can be obtained from sharing information will 

decrease (Wang Jae-seon& Moon Jeong-wook, 2017). . 

 

The impact of information sharing between organizations is due 

to external and internal differences between organizations 

participating in information sharing (Gil-García, et al., 2007). 

Differences in organizational goals, lack of understanding between 

organizations, diversity of organizational culture, structure, 

philosophy, and conflicting priorities between organizations(Chang 

et al., 2001; Fearman et al., 2001; Zhang et al., 2002, Gil-García, et 

al., 2007). This is because it is very difficult for several 

government agencies to have a single shared goal in the context of 

their own values (Yang & Maxwell, 2011). As it increases, the 

expected benefit from sharing information decreases. 

 

 

3. Technical aspects 

 

The technical aspects include system factors related to 

hardware, software, communication networks, etc. Mainly, the 

complexity and incompleteness of the system are presented as 

important obstacles in the use of information technology (Chang et 

al., 2001; Dawes & Pardo, 2002; recited in Gil-García, et al., 2007). 

In addition, inconsistency in data structure, incompatible database 

design, and inconsistency in information distribution channels are 

also factors that can appear in information sharing (Barret & 

Greene, 2001; Ambite et al., 2002; Umble et al., 2003, Gil- García, 
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et al., 2007). In addition, even if the organizations involved in 

information sharing use the same type of data, if the definition of 

the data is inconsistent with each other or the terms of the data are 

different, the extensibility of the data and the sharing of information 

are limited. There are studies dealing with security-related issues 

in the aspect of information technology (Gil-García, et al., 2007), 

but in order to focus on the recently increasing privacy issues, I will 

discuss it in separate aspect. 

 

 

4. Security aspect 

 

The security factor is related to the possibility of information 

leakage that can occur when sharing administrative information. 

When information begins to be shared by multiple organizations, it 

may become easier to obtain personal information or confidential 

information, even if it is not directly related (Wang Jae-seon & 

Moon Jeong-wook, 2013). According to Kim Eun-jung (2004), 

security factors were suggested as identification of information 

users and anxiety about leakage of state secrets, invasion of 

personal information and privacy, inadequate systems to prevent 

information abuse, and inadequate security system construction. In 

particular, they react more sensitively to the possibility of personal 

information leakage when sharing information between public and 

private institutions than when sharing information between public 

institutions (Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook (2017)). 

Therefore, in the case of personal sensitive information such as 

adolescents in crisis, the security part can act as a strong 

influencing factor in sharing information. 

 

 

5. Financial aspects 

 

Fiscal factors dealing with the problem of securing financial 

resources have been suggested as another factor influencing 
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information sharing. Kim Seong-Tae (1998) emphasized securing 

the system construction budget, budget support and manpower 

reinforcement for information providers. Kim Taejin et al. (2011) 

also considered that insufficient budget could act as an obstacle to 

joint use of administrative information due to the burden of 

investment costs. That is, the cost of establishing an information 

system, the cost of providing information to other institutions, and 

the cost of sunk for the existing system may be included as a 

financial factors (Kim Eunjung, 2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 

Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 2017). 

 

 

6. Human Aspect 

 

The human aspect can be broadly divided into the 

understanding and work aspects. First of all, it has been commonly 

mentioned in various previous studies that the interest of the head 

of an institution in information sharing between public institutions is 

essential (Taejin Kim et al., 2011; Jeongwook Moon, 2016; Jaeseon 

Wang, Jeongwook Moon, 2017; Gil-García & Pardo, 2005). In 

addition, information sharing can also affect how much the members 

understand information sharing. Kim Eun-jung (2004) pointed out 

that this part was a behavioral factor. Suppose the person in charge 

lacks professionalism and can use information is low. In that case, 

information sharing becomes difficult, and even if the information-

sharing experience is insufficient, it harms information sharing 

activation. In the case of Taejin Kim (2011), information sharing is 

difficult if the system currently used is complicated, if the methods 

and procedures for joint use of administrative information are 

complex, or if there is a lack of awareness of the importance of 

information sharing. 

 

If the amount of information sharing increases, the work 

increases compared to the existing self-accumulation or utilization 

of information, which can negatively affect information sharing. 
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According to Lee (2013), as a large amount of comprehensive 

information on social welfare recipients was accumulated after the 

operation of the integrated social welfare management network, 

there was a voice from the field that not only the main tasks but 

also the additional tasks were increasing. Dotae Kang (2012) also 

pointed out that one of the factors of conflict in establishing social 

welfare integration was the burden of work of local government 

welfare officials and the level of familiarity with the new system 

and adaptation to the new system. There was an additional burden 

in rearranging information previously managed in a distributed 

system or manually rearranging data for each individual. In addition, 

since information sharing is possible only with data that can be used 

jointly by multiple organizations, data standardization was also 

suggested as one of the prerequisites before information sharing. 

Taejin Kim et al. (2011) also addressed the 'comprehension factor' 

issue but pointed out that additional work could lead to loss of work 

control. 

 

7. Beneficiary Aspects for Data Subjects 

 

   Sharing of information can also be affected by who is 

providing the information. According to Kim Ji-yeon et al. (2019), 

the result of expert opinion survey suggests that ‘youth safety and 

rights protection’ must be carried out together in order to expand 

social services for crisis adolescents using information technology. 

Specifically, it should be at a level that not only collects information 

and shares it with related organizations, but also helps the 

counselor accurately diagnose the situation of adolescents at risk 

and set the direction of intervention through data analysis. Of 

course, it is important that not only the counselor, but also the 

youth, who is the subject of information, can be provided with 

information on what kind of supporting methods are there in various 

crisis situations. In addition, it was pointed out that a separate 

management plan, responsible entity, work manual, and punishment 

criteria for violations should be prepared for the scope and level of 
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disclosure of sensitive information about youth (Lee Balrae, 2013; 

Kim Jiyeon et al., 2019). The reason is that the degree of 

understanding among counselors about youth counseling records is 

different, and there is a conflict between the protection of personal 

information and the request for information disclosure in the 

process of supporting adolescents in crisis and their families. 

Therefore, the beneficiary aspect for data subjects can also act as 

an influencing factor in information sharing. 

 

 

<Table 1> Summary of previous studies on the concept of information 

sharing and influencing factors among public institutions 

 

Researcher Concepts related to 'information sharing' 

and 'information' 

Factor/Variable 

Kim  

Seongtae 

(1998) 

Joint use of administrative information* 

*No concept presented 

laws and regulations, 

policy establishment, 

implementation system, 

organizational culture, 

technical measures, 

awareness raising, 

securing financial 

resources 

Oh Kang-Tak, 

Lee Jae-Ho 

(1999) 

Information Sharing “Information that 

public institutions and private companies 

collect, store, and manage for business 

purposes are shared and reused using 

various methods and information and 

communication technologies to improve the 

efficiency of business performance and 

quality of customer service.” 

Subject of information 

sharing, information 

content, technical basis, 

legal and institutional 

basis 

Kim Koo 

(2004) 

Information Sharing “In addition to simply 

sharing information, it is an instrumental 

concept aimed at increasing the productivity 

and efficiency of the organization” 

Information characteristic 

factor, relational factor, 

organizational factor, task 

factor 

Kim Eun-jung 

(2004) 

Shared use of information “ the joint use of 

information held or managed by the 

government or public institutions for the 

purpose of performing business between 

departments and departments, institutions 

and institutions, public sectors and private 

sectors, and individual companies.” 

Legal/institutional factors, 

technical factors, financial 

factors, organizational 

factors, security factors, 

behavioral factors 

Kim Taejin et 

al. (2011) 

Joint use of administrative information 

“Enhancing the efficiency of internal work 

and improving the quality of public service 

for all information collected, stored, and 

managed (inquired, viewed, and issued) by 

Legal and institutional 

aspects, financial aspects, 

technical aspects, 

organizational aspects, 

understanding aspects, 
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public institutions and private sectors, which 

are the subjects of shared use of 

information. To share and use each other by 

using information and communication 

technology for" 

security aspects 

 

Wang Jae-

seon, Moon 

Jeong-wook 

(2013) 

Information Sharing “It means accumulating 

information on the basis of a technical basis, 

opening it up, and actively using it, and 

further, including maximizing the 

organization's capabilities and performance 

through these activities.” 

Technical factors, 

organizational factors, 

political and legal factors, 

security factors, etc. 

Moon Jung-

wook (2016) 

Information Sharing “Establish an 

information sharing system based on 

technology, collect and store various 

information in the system, and establish an 

institutional foundation so that the members 

can easily use the accumulated information, 

and finally, the organization through such 

information sharing. Inclusive of the overall 

process to improve the performance of the 

company” 

Organizational structure, 

organizational culture, 

organizational 

management, technical 

factors 

 

Lee Barae 

(2013) 

 

Personal information “All information that 

characterizes an individual's personality 

subjectivity, such as an individual's body, 

beliefs, and social status, etc., and must be 

limited to information that belongs to the 

individual's private or private domain. 

Including personal information that has not 

been established, has been formed in public 

life, or has already been disclosed” 

Sensitive information “Including 

information on ideas and beliefs that may 

significantly infringe on the privacy of the 

data subject, membership or withdrawal 

from labor unions and political parties, 

political opinions, health, sex life, etc.” 

System factors, business 

factors, security factors, 

legal and institutional 

factors 

 

Kim Ji-yeon 

(2019) 

 

Personal information* “Information that can 

identify a specific individual and 

information that can be easily combined 

with other information to identify a specific 

individual even if the information alone 

cannot identify a specific individual” 

* Directly quoted in Article 2, Paragraph 1 

of the 「Personal Information Protection 

Act」 

Legal and institutional 

factors, system factors, 

organizational structure 

factors, information 

subject safety and rights 

protection factors 

 

Gil-Garcia et 

al. (2009) 

Information sharing between organizations 

consists of four elements: social network, 

shared information, integrated data and a 

technology structure that can be used jointly. 

 

Information·Technology 

Factors, 

Management·Organization 

Factors, 

Political·Institutional 

Factors, Economic Factors 

Cornford, 

James. (2019) 

Information sharing is a prerequisite for 

efficiently handling civic services and 

Socio-technical factors, 

information governance 
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making effective decisions in multiple 

collaborative environments. 

factors, organizational 

cultural factors 

Karlsson et 

al.(2017) 

*No separate concept presented Legal/Institutional 

Factors, Organizational 

Structural Factors, 

Security Factors, 

Behavioral Factors, 

Financial Factors 

Yang & 

Maxwell 

(2011). 

*No separate concept presented Organizational structural 

factors, organizational 

cultural factors, financial 

factors, behavioral factors, 

technical factors, 

institutional factors 

 

 

 

2.4. Legal and institutional environment for information 

sharing 
 

In prior literature, the legal and institutional aspects, 

organizational structure and cultural aspects, technical aspects, 

human aspects, financial aspects, information content aspects, 

security aspects, task aspects, and political aspects were suggested 

as influence factors from various angles. Among these factors, legal 

and institutional elements serve as a basis for determining whether 

an institution should share information and its method and serve as 

a basis for information sharing and a constraint. Therefore, it is 

necessary to examine the current legal and institutional 

environment before extracting the influencing factors. 

 

1. Laws and systems related to information sharing of the Youth 

Counseling Welfare Center 

 

According to the Ministry of Gender Equality and Family 

guidelines, based on Article 4 (2)1 of the Enforcement Decree of 

                                            
1  Article 4 of the Enforcement Decree of the Youth Welfare Support Act ② 

The integrated support system carries out the following projects. 1. Support 

for activities of local resident groups to discover, protect, and support youth 

at risk under Article 11 of the Act 2. Establishment and operation of a 



 

 １８ 

the Youth Welfare Support Act, the Youth Counseling Welfare 

Center is an essential linkage organization in the integrated support 

system for youth in the local community. If the youth need 

integrated support, such as dropping out of school, they are 

supposed to link with “Out-of-School Youth Support Center” and 

“Youth Shelter” when they need food, clothing, and shelter and 

provide professional counseling. In addition, it is stipulated that the 

provision of professional counseling and connection with healing 

schools should be made for Internet-addicted adolescents. 

(Ministry of Gender Equality and Family, 2021). 

 

Accordingly, following Article 122 of the Youth Welfare Support 

Act, the youth counseling and welfare center currently uses the 

Youth Safety Net Comprehensive Information Network for workers 

operated by the Youth Counseling and Welfare Development Center. 

In addition, the system is used to share information between youth 

counseling and welfare centers. However, information and 

communication network operation regulations related to youth 

counseling, such as Article 12 of the Youth Welfare Support Act, do 

not constitute a basis for linking information between institutions. 

 

Article 9 of the Youth Welfare Support Act and Article 4 of the 

Enforcement Decree of the Act3 are related to the integrated youth 

support system centered on the local community. Therefore, in 

                                                                                                               

helpline under Article 12 (2) of the Act (hereinafter referred to as 

“consultation telephone”), etc. 3. Providing services such as counseling, 

emergency rescue, protection, medical support, academic support, and self-

reliance support for adolescents 
2 Article 12 (Counseling and Telephone Installation, etc.) of the Youth 

Welfare Support Act ② The State and local governments shall install and 

operate telephones or operate information and communications networks for 

consultations under Paragraph 1 of the same Act. 
3 Article 9 of the Youth Welfare Support Act (Establishment and Operation 

of Integrated Community Youth Support System) (1) The head of a local 

government shall establish and operate an integrated community youth 

support system in cooperation with local governments, public institutions, 

and youth organizations under Article 3(8) of the Framework Act on Youth. 
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practice, most organizations supporting youth in crisis are currently 

working together to solve crisis cases in an integrated manner, such 

as opening an operating committee or an executive committee to 

discuss case solutions. However, since the relevant laws and 

regulations do not presuppose establishing an information system, it 

cannot be a legal basis for linking information through computer 

systems of various related organizations. 

 

In fact, according to Article 37 of the Framework Act on Social 

Security 4  under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Health and 

Welfare, which operates the social security information system, it is 

specified that what information can be integrated and processed and 

that it can be used within the scope of purpose. However, under the 

Youth Welfare Support Act, there are no provisions based on the 

                                            
4 Article 37 of the Framework Act on Social Security (Establishment and 

Operation of Social Security Information System, etc.) (1) The State and 

local governments shall endeavor to electronically manage social security 

affairs to promote national benefits and improve the efficiency of social 

security affairs. ② The State may establish and operate a system (after this 

referred to as the "social security information system") to integrate and link 

information on the selection, salary management, etc., of social security 

beneficiaries implemented by relevant central administrative agencies, local 

governments. ③ The Minister of Health and Welfare shall oversee the 

establishment and operation of the social security information system. ④ 

The Minister of Health and Welfare shall prepare policies necessary to 

protect personal information in the entire process of establishing and 

operating a social security information system. 

⑤ The Minister of Health and Welfare may request relevant central 

administrative agencies, local governments, and related institutions and 

organizations to provide information necessary to operate the social 

security information system and hold and use it within the scope of the 

supplied purpose. In such cases, a person requested to provide data shall 

comply with such request, except in extenuating circumstances. ⑥ Where it 

is necessary to utilize the social security information system about the 

social security information under paragraph (2), the heads of the relevant 

central administrative agencies and local governments shall consult with the 

Minister of Health and Welfare in advance. In such cases, the Minister of 

Health and Welfare may provide information within the scope necessary for 

related duties. The heads of the relevant central administrative agencies 

and local governments may hold and use the information within the range of 

the provided purpose. 
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information system related to connection and integration. Or on 

what information can be exchanged. So it is difficult to say that a 

solid legal or system basis is established despite the urgent need 

for information sharing. 

 

Therefore, it can be seen that the current sharing of personal 

information is carried out following the Personal Information 

Protection Act. According to Article 155 of the Personal Information 

Protection Act, standards are provided for collecting and using 

personal information. Item 1 is the case where consent is obtained 

from the information subject. Item 2 is the case where there are 

special provisions in the law, or it is unavoidable to comply with the 

legal obligations. In other words, for smooth information sharing, it 

is ideal to have special provisions related to information sharing in 

the Act, such as the example of the Framework Act on Social 

Security. However, due to the lack of current legislation, 

information related to youth at risk is linked with the information 

subject's consent based on Article 15, Paragraph 1, Item 1 of the 

Personal Information Protection Act. 

 

                                            
5 Personal Information Protection Act Article 15 (Collection and Use of 

Personal Information) ① A personal information controller may collect 

personal information in any of the following cases and use it within the 

scope of the collection.  

1. When the consent of the data subject is obtained. 

2. When there are special provisions in the law or when it is unavoidable to 

comply with the statutory obligations. 

3. When it is unavoidable for a public institution to perform tasks under its 

jurisdiction. 

4. In case it is unavoidably necessary for execution and execution. 

5. When the information subject or their legal representative is unable to 

express their intention, or if prior consent cannot be obtained due to 

unknown address, etc. When it is recognized as necessary for the benefit of 

body or property.  

6. When it is necessary to achieve the legitimate interests of the personal 

information controller and takes precedence over the rights of the 

information subject. In this case, it is limited to issues that are significantly 

related to the legitimate interests of the personal information controller and 

do not exceed a reasonable scope. 
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The Ministry of Gender Equality and Family is also guiding the 

management of personal information through the Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center guidelines. A personal information processing policy 

and internal management plan shall be established and operated for 

each center to protect and safely manage personal information 

under the Personal Information Protection Act. Only personal 

information should be legally and legitimately collected, and the 

collection of personal information about youth in crisis, such as the 

youth safety net, must be made on the premise of consent (Ministry 

of Gender Equality and Family, 2021). In particular, information 

acquired related to youth at risk, such as the youth safety net, can 

only be entered and managed in the youth safety net comprehensive 

information network, and in principle, it cannot be used for purposes 

other than the provision and collection to a third party. 

Exceptionally ① When the client agrees to the provision of 

personal information to a third party (Personal Information 

Protection Act Article 17), ② When the counselor, client, or a third 

party wants to prevent imminent infringement or endangerment of 

life, property, etc. (Criminal Act) Articles 20 and 21), ③ When 

legally required to provide consultation materials (Article 19 of the 

Criminal Act), it is possible to provide information to a third party. 

That is, information sharing is possible only in extremely limited 

cases. 

 

2. Results of law and institution review 

 

There is no clear basis for linking information through the 

information system between related institutions, and an integrated 

system has not been established. Currently, under the Personal 

Information Protection Act, information collection and use, and 

provision to third parties, etc., are being made within the scope of 

obtaining consent for personal information protection. Of course, the 

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family is planning to establish a 

system that can be used by several related organizations through 

the ‘Integrated Information Network Construction Project for Youth 
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at Risk’ in 2022-2023. In addition, as of March 23, 2021, the Youth 

Welfare Support Act was partially amended, including the 

establishment of Article 12-2 of the Youth Welfare Support Act6, 

providing a clear legal basis for an integrated information system 

and information sharing. From September 24, 2021, when the 

amended Act goes into effect, the Minister of Gender Equality and 

Family receives the information that falls under any of the following 

subparagraphs as information necessary to establish and operate an 

integrated information system by the relevant provisions of the Act, 

with the express consent of the information subject. Collect, retain, 

use, provide, and link. In addition, the Minister of Gender Equality 

and Family can be requested and receive data and information 

necessary for the establishment and operation of an integrated 

information system from related central administrative agencies, 

local governments, and related organizations and organizations 

(after this, referred to as “relevant central administrative agencies, 

etc.”). You may collect, retain and use them within the scope of the 

purpose. 

                                            
6 Article 12-2 (Establishment and operation of integrated support 

information system for youth at risk) (1) The Minister of Gender Equality 

and Family shall be responsible for the efficient operation of the integrated 

support system, such as the efficient processing of information related to 

youth at risk, information sharing, and inter-agency service linkage, as 

prescribed by Presidential Decree. An integrated support information 

system for youth in crisis (from now on referred to as an “integrated 

information system”) may be established and operated. ② The Minister of 

Gender Equality and Family may collect, retain, use, provide, and link 

information necessary for establishing and operating an integrated 

information system that falls under any of the following subparagraphs with 

the explicit consent of the information subject: 1. Information on the 

operation of the integrated youth support system in the local community 

under Article 9 ③ The Minister of Gender Equality and Family shall provide 

integrated information to related central administrative agencies, local 

governments, and related institutions and organizations (hereinafter 

referred to as “relevant central administrative agencies, etc.”) You may 

request the provision of data and information necessary for the 

establishment and operation of the system and collect, retain, and use it 

within the scope of the purpose for which it was provided. In this case, the 

relevant central administrative agency, etc., requested to provide data and 

information shall comply unless there is a justifiable reason. 
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However, as of June-July 2021, when a survey was conducted 

on workers at the Youth Counseling Welfare Center, there were 

clear legal and institutional limitations. In addition, it isn't easy to 

see that workers have a high level of understanding of the legal 

system. They believe that legal and institutional factors have an 

important influence on information sharing.7 Therefore, rather than 

controlling the legal and institutional factors, I would like to discuss 

them by considering them as one of the influencing factors. 

 

 

2.5. Literature Review and Raising issues 
 

Looking at previous studies, legal and institutional aspects, 

organizational structure and cultural aspects, technical aspects, 

understanding aspects, financial aspects, information content 

aspects, security aspects, task aspects, political aspects, etc. were 

presented as influencing factors from various angles. Among them, 

legal and institutional factors, organizational factors, technical 

factors, security factors, and financial factors were suggested as 

factors that can affect information sharing in common in several 

previous studies. However, it is challenging to act as an influencing 

factor in financial factors. Unlike the central government, which has 

to build an information-sharing system, front-line bureaucrats do 

not need additional construction costs or usage fees. In addition, the 

understanding factor and task factor are composed of the interests 

and capabilities of the subject performing actual information sharing, 

so they can be discussed together under the category of human 

factors. 

 

                                            
7 The average of the responses to “I understand the legal basis and system 

related to information sharing” was 3.16 (Likert scale, number of samples 

290, standard deviation 0.84) and “The legal basis and system related to 

information sharing are important for information sharing between 

institutions. factor.” The average of the answers to the question, “It is 4.06 

(Likert scale, number of samples 290, standard deviation 0.69) is shown. 
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<Table 2> Summary of the influencing factors for information sharing 

classification Sub-factor author 

Law and 

system 

Lack of decision-making power 

of the person in charge for the 

provision of information 

requested by other public 

institutions 

Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 

2017; Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; 

Weak privacy regulations for 

information sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; 

Unclear responsibility for 

information sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 

Jaeseon & Moon Jeongwook, 2017; 

Lack of legal and institutional 

basis for information sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Moon 

Jeong-wook, 2016; Wang Jae-seon & 

Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; Gil-García & 

Pardo, 2005; 

Insufficient administrative 

system to promote information 

sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; 

Compensation system 

specialized for information 

sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Moon Jeong-wook, 2016; Yang & 

Maxwell, 2011; 

Organization The problem of data distortion 

when sharing information with 

other public institutions 

Wang Jaes-eon & Moon Jeong-wook, 

2017; Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; 

Cooperation between public 

institutions 

Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang Jae-seon, 

Jeong-wook Moon, 2017; Gil-García & 

Pardo, 2005; Yang & Maxwell, 2011; 

Trust between public 

institutions 

Moon Jeong-wook, 2016; Jaeseon 

Wang, Jeongwook Moon, 2017; Yang & 

Maxwell, 2011; 

Conflicts of interest between 

institutions 

Taejin Kim et al., 2011; Wang Jae-seon 

& Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; Gil-García 

& Pardo, 2005; 

Change and innovation-oriented 

organizational culture 

Moon Jeong-wook, 2016; Gil-García & 

Pardo, 2005; 

No dedicated organization for 

information sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; 

Technology Software or computer device 

compatibility issues with other 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 
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public institutions Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 2017;  

Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; Yang & 

Maxwell, 2011; 

Inconvenient function of 

information sharing system 

between public institutions 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jaeseon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; 

The system related to 

information sharing among 

public institutions is unstable 

Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang Jae-seon 

& Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; 

Standardization of information 

format or DB owned by each 

institution 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 

Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; 

security Information security issues such 

as network vulnerabilities when 

sharing information 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Lee 

Balae, 2013; Wang Jae-seon & Moon 

Jeong-wook, 2017; Gil-García & Pardo, 

2005; 

Risk of leakage of confidential 

or non-public material 

Kim Eunjung, 2004; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; 

Risk of leakage of personal 

information 

Kim Eunjung, 2004; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; 

Insufficient management system 

for information security 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; 

finance High cost when providing 

information to other public 

institutions 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 

Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; 

Insufficient budget to build a 

new system for information 

sharing with other public 

institutions 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Eunjung, 

2004; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; Wang 

Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; 

Costs invested in existing 

systems are sunk 

Kim Eunjung, 2004; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-

wook, 2017; 

Human 

factors 

Agency heads' interest in 

information sharing among 

public institutions 

Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; Kim Taejin 

et al., 2011; Moon Jeong-wook, 2016; 

Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 

2017;  

Lack of expertise in information 

sharing between public 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Gil-García & 

Pardo, 2005; Kim Taejin et al., 2011; 
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institutions Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 

2017; 

Increased personal work volume 

due to additional work 

occurring due to information 

sharing with other public 

institutions 

Kim Eunjung, 2004; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; Balae Lee, 2013; Wang Jae-seon 

& Moon Jeong-wook, 2017; 

Complicated information 

sharing methods and procedures 

Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; Kim Taejin 

et al., 2011; 

Recognition of the importance 

of information sharing 

Kim Seongtae, 1998; Kim Taejin et al., 

2011; 

Protection of 

the rights of 

data subjects 

Consequential usefulness of 

information sharing 

Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; Gil-García 

et al., 2007; Kim Ji-yeon et al., 2019;  

Accessibility of the data subject Kim Ji-yeon et al., 2019; 

Provide more efficient service Gil-García et al., 2007; 

 

 

1. Necessity to consider factors influencing information sharing 

at the level of street-level bureaucrats 

 

Previous studies have discussed factors influencing information 

sharing with the aim of activating shared use of administrative 

information or how to establish e-government (Kim Seong-Tae, 

1998; Oh Kang-Tak, Lee Jae-Ho, 1999; Kim Eun-Jung, 2004; 

Gil-García & Pardo, 2005; Park Jeong-Hoon & Oh Jeong-Mi, 

2009; Taejin Kim et al., 2011), a study based on the perception of 

government officials of central government departments or local 

governments (Kim, 2004; Wang Jae-seon & Moon Jeong-wook, 

2013; Moon Jeong-wook, 2016; Yang & Maxwell , 2011; Gil-

García & Sayogo, 2016). In other words, although the factors 

influencing overall information sharing are explained, it is difficult to 

find research at the level of street-level bureaucrats that actually 

aggregate information and provide public services based on the 

accumulated information. Therefore, this study will identify the 

factors affecting information sharing, focusing on the Youth 

Counseling Welfare Center, which provides integrated welfare 

services to youth in crisis. 
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2. Necessity to consider the influencing factor of ‘the degree 

of benefit to the data subject’ 

 

Considering the characteristics of workers at youth counseling 

and welfare institutions that deal with sensitive personal information 

of adolescents, it is necessary to review additional factors as well 

as factors commonly considered by public officials of central and 

local governments. It is the aspect of the degree of benefit to the 

data subject. Establishing an information system and sharing 

information through the system ultimately aims to improve public 

service to the people. From the perspective of youth counseling and 

welfare center workers who want to provide integrated services to 

youth at risk, information sharing between organizations should be 

in a way that helps them overcome the crisis situation. In addition, 

the accessibility to use the aggregated information and whether or 

not efficient services can be provided by reducing additional 

procedures or increasing the speed of business processing through 

information sharing can affect the youth, who are information 

subjects. Therefore, it would be meaningful to study whether the 

benefit aspect of information subjects, which was not carefully dealt 

with in previous studies, can also influence information sharing of 

front-line workers. Therefore, this study will identify the factors 

affecting information sharing, focusing on the Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center, which provides integrated welfare services to 

youth in crisis. 

 

 

 

Chapter 3. Research Design 
 

 

3.1. Research model and hypothesis setting 
 

1. Research problem and hypothesis setting 
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The first research question of this study is 'What are the 

factors that affect information sharing among front-line public 

institutions that provide integrated support to youth in crisis?' 

Existing prior studies between public institutions mainly consist of 

information sharing as sharing basic information necessary for 

administrative work. It deals with sensitive personal information 

such as crises such as delinquency or crime and abuse or violence. 

In the health and welfare field, sensitive information of individuals is 

processed in many cases, and if it is leaked, the damage and impact 

are more severe than in any other area (Lee Yari, 2014). In 

particular, the person in charge of case management in the social 

welfare field has a hard time deciding whether to prioritize the 

protection of personal information of the recipients of the service or 

whether to seek expansion of support through information sharing 

(Lee Balae, 2013). Therefore, we will examine what influences 

factors may exist in information sharing between front-line public 

institutions, which have the peculiarity of sharing information on 

sensitive information of youth at risk, away from the current 

information sharing between public institutions. 

 

The second research question is 'Does the beneficiary factors 

for information subjects also influence information sharing?' In the 

current central government-centered information sharing 

influencing factors, it was not important how much the information 

provider benefited from information sharing between agencies 

because the information was not directly shared with the policy 

target. However, in the case of a direct service provider such as the 

Youth Counseling Welfare Center, it is not only collecting 

information and sharing it with related organizations but also 

analyzing the data so that the counselor can accurately diagnose the 

situation of the youth in crisis and set the direction of intervention. 

Only at a conducive level to information sharing can there be a real 

benefit. Therefore, we will examine whether 'beneficiary factors for 

information subjects' can also become factors influencing 
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information sharing among front-line organizations. 

 

Hypothesis 1. Relationship between legal and institutional 

factors and information sharing 

Hypothesis 1-1. The lack of legal basis for information sharing 

will harm information sharing. 

Hypothesis 1-2. The weaker the privacy regulations for 

information sharing, the more negatively it will hurt information 

sharing. 

Hypothesis 1-3. The more unclear who is responsible for 

information sharing, the more negatively it will harm information 

sharing. 

Hypothesis 1-4. The better the system for information sharing 

is in place, the more positive the information sharing will be. 

 

Hypothesis 2. Relationship between organizational factors and 

information sharing 

Hypothesis 2-1. As frontline officials perceive that cooperation 

with relevant organizations is easy, it will positively affect 

information sharing. 

Hypothesis 2-2. The more frontline officials perceive that trust 

with relevant organizations is strong, the more positively it will 

positively affect information sharing. 

Hypothesis 2-3. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

interests of the relevant institutions' conflict, the more negatively it 

will harm information sharing. 

Hypothesis 2-4. The more frontline officials perceive that data 

is more likely to be distorted when sharing information, the more 

negatively it will harm information sharing. 

 

Hypothesis 3. The relationship between technology factors and 

information sharing 

Hypothesis 3-1. As frontline officials perceive that the system 

is compatible with other public institutions, it will positively affect 

information sharing. 
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Hypothesis 3-2. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

system's function is inconvenient when sharing information between 

public institutions, the more it will hurt information sharing. 

Hypothesis 3-3. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

system for information sharing is unstable, the more it will harm 

information sharing. 

Hypothesis 3-4. The more frontline officials perceive that each 

institution's information format or DB is non-standard, the more 

negatively it will affect information sharing. 

 

Hypothesis 4. The relationship between security factors and 

information sharing 

Hypothesis 4-1. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

network is weak in the information system and the security problem 

increases, the more it will negatively affect information sharing. 

Hypothesis 4-2. The higher the frontline officials perceive the 

risk of leaking non-public data, the more it will harm information 

sharing. 

Hypothesis 4-3. The higher the frontline officials perceive the 

risk of personal information leakage, the more it will hurt 

information sharing. 

Hypothesis 4-4. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

information security-related management system is insufficient, 

the more negatively it will harm information sharing. 

 

Hypothesis 5. The relationship between human factors and 

information sharing 

Hypothesis 5-1. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

head of the agency is interested in information sharing between 

agencies, the more positive the information sharing will be. 

Hypothesis 5-2. The more frontline officials perceive that they 

lack expertise in information sharing, the more it will hurt 

information sharing. 

Hypothesis 5-3. The more frontline officials perceive that 

additional tasks are increased due to information sharing, the more 
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negatively it will harm information sharing. 

 

Hypothesis 6. Relationship between Beneficiary Factors and 

Information Sharing for Data Subjects 

Hypothesis 6-1. The more frontline officials perceive that 

information sharing between agencies is vital in business processing, 

the more positively it positively affects information sharing. 

Hypothesis 6-2. The more frontline officials perceive that 

service provision performance achieved through information sharing 

between agencies increases, the more positively it affects 

information sharing. 

Hypothesis 6-3. The more the youth, who are frontline 

bureaucrats, who are the subject of the information, perceive that 

the accessibility to the information accumulated through information 

sharing increases, the more positive effect on information sharing. 

Hypothesis 6-4. The more frontline officials perceive that the 

service provision process becomes more efficient through 

information sharing, the more positively it affects information 

sharing. 

 

2. Research Model 

 

Based on the above discussion, the analysis framework of this 

study is as follows [Figure 1]. 

 

[Figure 1] Analysis frame 
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3.2. Research Objects and Data Collection 
 

 

1. Quantitative research 

 

In this study, a survey was conducted to empirically analyze the 

factors affecting information sharing among related organizations 

for comprehensive support for youth at risk. The Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center plays a role in supporting the healthy growth of 

youth by providing customized services such as counseling, 

protection, medical care, and self-reliance for youth in crisis by 

linking resources related to youth in the local community. An online 

survey was conducted for employees of youth counseling and 

welfare centers in 221 cities, guns, and wards nationwide (as of 

2021), and most of the questions answered on a scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

 

For this analysis, a survey was conducted on 294 people who 

were sampled for convenience. The survey period was achieved by 

distributing questionnaires online from July 6 to 8, 2021. The final 

sample size (n=290) is the result of excluding responses with 

incomplete or missing data (n=4). Table 3 provides basic summary 
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statistics on respondents' human and occupational characteristics. 

 

<Table 3> Summary Statistics 

 Frequency % 

Total 290 100 

Age   

   20's 46 15.86 

   30's 106 36.55 

   40's 82 28.28 

   50's 53 18.28 

   over 60 3 1.03 

Years of service   

   less than 2 years 94 32.41 

   More than 2 years and less than 4 years 49 16.90 

   More than 4 years and less than 6 years 52 17.93 

   More than 6 years and less than 8 years 30 10.34 

   More than 8 years 65 22.41 

Rank   

   Center head, team leader (manager) 60 20.69 

Team members (employees performing practical tasks) 144 49.66 

Administrative officer (administrative staff) 16 5.52 

Youth companion (full-time, part-time) 65 22.41 

Others (living guidance staff, temporary shelter worker) 5 1.72 

Education   

Ph.D., Ph.D. course and completion 36 12.41 

Master's, Master's Program and Completion 179 61.72 

college graduate, college student 67 23.10 

Two year college graduate 6 2.07 

high school graduate 2 0.69 

 

 

2. Qualitative research 

 

Meanwhile, in this study, an in-depth interview was conducted 

to supplement the questionnaire that verified the influence of 

various variables. And it is possible to deepen and understand the 

perceptions of those involved in the actual integrated support for 

youth at risk. An in-depth interview is an appropriate way to 
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understand the complex and subtle interactions that do not appear 

through surveys and to examine cases and needs from user 

experiences. 

 

The in-depth interview was based on those who had 

experience in the integrated support service for at-risk youth. The 

subjects of the investigation were five employees of the Youth 

Counseling Welfare Center (two team leaders, 4 team members). 

The in-depth interview was conducted in July 2021, either in 

person (5 people) or a written interview via email (1 person). For 

the interview, a semi-structured questionnaire was prepared. 

However, in the actual interview, various open-ended questions 

were also asked according to the answers of the research 

participants in an attempt to elicit the research participants' 

experiences and perceptions fully. The content of the semi-

structured questionnaire is based on the demographic 

characteristics of the research participants, the current level of 

information sharing, the most crucial part when sharing information, 

the most challenging part when sharing information, the level of 

awareness of the laws and systems related to information sharing, 

and the legal information sharing. It was composed based on the 

rationale and importance of the system, the sufficiency of the 

current legal system, the level of cooperation with relevant 

organizations, the status of the information sharing system, the 

status of information security, the degree of action of human factors, 

and the effectiveness of information sharing. 

 

The interview contents were recorded with the consent of the 

research participants in advance for the study's accuracy, and the 

data were recorded through transcription as soon as possible after 

the in-depth interview. As a data analysis method, company-wide 

data was read repeatedly, the question organized answers, and 

themes were categorized according to standard patterns. 

 

<Table 4> Participants for Qualitative Research 
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Case Sex Age Rank Office 

A Female 30s Team member ○○Gu Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center 

B Female 30s Team leader ○○Gu Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center 

C Female 30s Team member ○○Gu Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center 

D Female 30s Team member ○○Gu Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center 

E Female 40s Team leader △ △ City Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center 

F Female 40s Team member □□Gu Youth Counseling and 

Welfare Center 

 

 

3.3. Measurement of variables 
 

1. Measurement of dependent variable 

 

    Looking at previous studies, studies dealing with 

information sharing between organizations have measured the 

degree of information sharing in organizations through surveys and 

in-depth interviews (Dawes, 1996; Kim & Lee, 2006; Jian & 

Jeffres, 2006; Zhang & Dawes, 2006; Gil-Garcia et al., 2007; 

Willem & Bullens, 2007; Klischewski & Scholl, 2008). Jian & 

Jeffres (2006) used the question “willing to submit information 

that I know about customers and competitors to the relevant data 

bank” for their willingness to share electronic data. Kim & Lee 

(2006) used three items to measure the degree of information 

sharing in an organization. “I voluntarily share know-how, 

information and knowledge with other practitioners.”, “I cooperate 

or communicate with other organizations by sharing information or 

knowledge.”, “I have free access to documents, information and 
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knowledge of other departments. can do." In addition, Willem & 

Bullens (2007) said, “Intensive cooperation is often made with 

other members of the organization.”, “We cooperate with other 

organizations to track and manage performance.” The degree of 

information sharing was measured through such as. Moon Jeong-

wook (2016) used the question “Our institution actively shares 

information with other ministries” in a study on factors that 

influence information sharing for public officials in central 

government departments.  

 

Therefore, in this study, information sharing is manipulated into 

'acts of collecting, storing, managing, and linking information to 

improve internal work efficiency and service quality of the public.' 

To measure this, 'information sharing between our institution and 

other institutions (ex. shelter, Dream Start, National Police Agency, 

school, etc.), 'Other related institutions are doing well enough to 

share information with our institutions at the level of necessity.' 'I 

think the results of information sharing between institutions are 

overall positive.' Through these questions, it would be possible to 

measure the degree of information sharing between related 

organizations perceived by the youth counseling and welfare center 

workers. The information-sharing question consists of a Likert 5-

point scale, with 1 being 'strongly disagree, 2' being 'disagree', 3 

being 'normal', 4 being 'agree', and 5 being 'agree'. It means 

'strongly agree'. 

 

 

2. Measurement of independent variables 

 

In this study, the independent variables predicted to have an 

influence on information sharing between institutions are divided 

into six categories, such as legal and institutional factors, 

organizational factors, technology factors, security factors, human 

factors, and data subject rights protection factors suggested 

through prior research. And measure. All questions are composed 
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of a Likert 5-point scale, with 1 point meaning ‘strongly 

disagree’ and 5 points for ‘strongly agree’. However, in the 

case of a question that examines negative causality, it can be 

interpreted as a strong affirmation of the influencing factor as the 

score increases through reverse scoring. 

 

   The questions to measure the independent variables by 

category are as follows. First of all, concerning legal and 

institutional factors, it refers to laws, policies, and systems that 

include information related to information sharing. It means whether 

laws and institutions are in place to promote information-sharing 

with other organizations. To measure such legal and institutional 

factors, ‘the legal basis for information sharing between 

institutions is insufficient,’ and ‘the personal information 

protection regulations for information sharing between institutions 

are weak.’, ‘The location of responsibility for information sharing 

between institutions is unclear’, ‘Our institution has a systematic 

system for delivering data or information generated to other 

institutions. 

 

Regarding organizational factors, variables can be composed of 

cooperation with other institutions, trust, conflict of interest, the 

possibility of data distortion, and information sharing education 

support of the relevant institution. Therefore, 'our institution 

cooperates well with other institutions,' 'our institution and other 

related institutions trust each other,' 'interests conflict between our 

institution and related institutions,' 'information with other 

institutions data is often distorted when sharing 

 

The technology factor is related to the IT level of the 

organization. In other words, in terms of system compatibility and 

inconsistency in data format, 'Our institution is well compatible with 

other institutions and software', 'The information sharing system 

used by our institution is inconvenient to function.' ,'The system 

used by our institution is unstable', and 'The information format or 



 

 ３８ 

DB owned by the relevant organization is non-standardized.' 

 

The security factor means that information sharing can have an 

effect in terms of adverse functions of information, such as the 

instability of the information system and the decrease in the 

reliability of personal privacy. To measure this, 'the system used by 

our organization is vulnerable to information security', 'If 

information is shared with other organizations through the system 

used by our organization, the risk of leakage of non-public data is 

high.', 'The risk of leakage of non-public data is high.' When sharing 

information with a person, the risk of personal privacy invasion 

increases.'. The questions ‘Our organization has insufficient 

information security management system’ are used. 

 

Human factors refer to those that can influence the attitude of 

workers toward information sharing or cultural aspects. To measure 

this, These questions like 'in our institution, the head of the 

institution has a high interest in information sharing with other 

institutions', 'I lack expertise in information sharing with other 

institutions', 'Due to information sharing with other institutions, my 

workload increases.' are used. 

  

The beneficiary factor for data subjects means that information 

sharing should be in a direction that is actually helpful to at-risk 

youth based on the specificity of data subjects as youth at risk. To 

measure this, 'work performance is high when services are 

provided through information sharing with other organizations', 'The 

more information is shared with other organizations, the more 

information adolescents can access', and ‘Through the sharing of 

information with other organizations., the work process becomes 

more efficient.' 

 

3. Measurement of control variables 

   

 This study analyzed the factors influencing information sharing 



 

 ３９ 

between related organizations by using the results of a survey on 

the perceptions of employees belonging to the City, Gun, Gu Youth 

Counseling and Welfare Center, which is operating 221 locations 

nationwide as of 2021. Because it is to analyze the influence of each 

variable measured based on the workers' perceptions of information 

sharing, the different conditions of the workers must be the same. 

For this, it is necessary to control the factors affecting information 

sharing, that is, the variables of individual characteristics of 

workers and the perceptions of workers. 

 

The academic background is highly likely to affect the use of 

information and information sharing based on information and 

communication technology. In other words, it can be inferred that if 

the academic background is high, it is highly likely to be more 

familiar with information and communication technology, and that it 

can have a more positive effect on information sharing based on it.  

 

In this context, age can also be expected to be a factor 

influencing information sharing. In other words, as the age 

increases, the access, utilization, and understanding of information 

and communication technologies decrease, which can negatively 

affect information sharing.  

 

In addition, the higher the number of years worked at the 

affiliated organization, the higher the understanding of the 

organization's work and functions, and the more embodied in the 

organizational culture, a sense of belonging and a sense of identity 

spread. Therefore, the relevant worker may be reluctant to share 

information with other organizations in order to maintain the vested 

rights of the organization they belong to.  

 

The ranks of the youth counseling and welfare center workers 

can be divided into two categories: director level (including vice-

director, secretary-general, manager, manager, manager, manager, 

etc.), team leader, team member, administrator, and others. In the 
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case of managerial positions above the team leader level, they are 

mainly in charge of planning work, but those below the team 

members are mainly engaged in practical and executive work. The 

characteristics of these tasks are also likely to affect information 

sharing. This is because the need for information sharing can be 

more highly recognized by those who actually promote the work 

rather than those in charge of planning the work. Therefore, in this 

study, considering these points, we intend to use the employees' 

education, position, age, and years of service as control variables. 

The questionnaire was attached through [appendix1]. 

 

 

 

Chapter 4. Analysis 
 

 

4.1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

 

 

1. Analysis of basic statistics of control variables 

 

The control variables in this study were composed of a total of 

4 control variables, including age, years of service, class rank, and 

final educational background, referring to previous studies. 

 

<Table 5> Descriptive statistics of control variables 

variable name average SD minimum maximum N 

Age 2.52 0.99 1 5 290 

Service year 2.73 1.55 1 5 290 

Class Rank 2.34 1.09 1 5 290 

Education 2.16 0.68 1 5 290 

 

 

2. Analysis of basic statistics of independent variables 
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The independent variables of this study were divided into legal 

and institutional factors, organizational factors, technical factors, 

security factors, human factors, and beneficiary factors of 

information subjects. For the convenience of interpretation, reverse 

coding was performed in the case of a questionnaire to identify a 

negative causal relationship. In the case of legal system factors, 

variables were divided into legal system basis, personal information 

protection regulations, clarification of responsibility, the 

establishment of implementation system. Organizational factors 

were divided into the degree of ease of cooperation, degree of trust 

in related organizations, degree of conflict of interest, the 

possibility of data distortion, and technical factors were divided into 

variables such as compatibility with other organizations, system 

function convenience, system safety, and DB standardization. 

Variables were divided into the degree of vulnerability, the risk of 

leaking private data, the risk of personal information leak, and the 

security management system. Human factors were divided into 

variables such as the interest of the head of the agency, the 

professionalism of the workers, and the amount of work. Lastly, in 

terms of the beneficiary factors of the data subject, the variables 

are divided into 25 variables in terms of importance in business 

processing, service provision performance, accessibility to data 

subjects, and service provision process efficiency. The descriptive 

statistics analysis results of independent variables are shown in 

<Table 6>. 

 

<Table 6> Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables 

 variable name Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Min Max N 

Legal 

and 

instituti

onal 

factors 

Legal and institutional basis 2.52 0.89 1 5 290 

Privacy Policy 2.73 0.97 1 5 290 

Clarity of Responsibility 2.22 0.89 1 5 290 

Establishment of promotion 

system 

3.06 0.95 1 5 290 

organiza

tional 

factors 

Ease of cooperation 3.63 0.87 1 5 290 

Trust between relevant 

organizations 

3.72 0.74 1 5 290 

Conflict of interest 3.46 0.86 1 5 290 
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Possibility of data distortion 3.58 0.84 1 5 290 

Technic

al 

factors 

Compatibility with other 

organizations 

2.90 0.99 1 5 290 

System Functional 

Convenience 

2.52 0.97 1 5 290 

System stability 2.81 1.03 1 5 290 

DB standardization 2.35 0.93 1 5 290 

Security 

factors 

Security Network 

Vulnerability 

2.91 1.02 1 5 290 

Undisclosed data leaks 2.83 0.98 1 5 290 

Personal Information 

extrusion 

2.63 0.93 1 5 290 

Security management 

system 

3.52 0.89 1 5 290 

Human 

factors 

Chief's interest 3.70 0.91 1 5 290 

Practitioner Expertise 3.18 0.92 1 5 290 

Increase in workload 2.63 0.88 1 5 290 

Benefici

ary 

factors 

Importance in doing 

business 

4.09 0.66 1 5 290 

Service delivery 

performance 

3.82 0.76 1 5 290 

Accessibility of data 

subjects 

3.22 1.04 1 5 290 

Efficient service provision 

process 

3.48 0.86 1 5 290 

 

Among the independent variables, the highest average value 

was 'importance of information sharing in service provision (4.09 on 

average)' regarding benefit factors for policy recipients. In other 

words, in the case of youth counseling and welfare center workers, 

there is a high tendency to think that information sharing with other 

organizations (shelter, Dream Start, National Police Agency, school, 

etc.) is essential for business processing. On the other hand, the 

lowest average value was 'clearance of responsibility (2.22 on 

average)' in legal and institutional factors. In other words, it can be 

seen that there is a strong tendency to think that the location of 

responsibility for information sharing between related organizations 

(shelter, Dream Start, National Police Agency, school, etc.) is 

unclear. 

 

3. Analysis of basic statistics of dependent variables 

 

The dependent variable in this study can be viewed as 'the 
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degree of information sharing with related institutions'. However, 

various detailed variables were used to examine how well 

information sharing is progressing from multiple angles. They are 

'Is mutual information sharing at the expected level', 'Is the 

information sharing of our institution to the extent necessary for 

work', 'Do other institutions share information to the extent 

necessary for work', 'What is the evaluation result related to 

information sharing? 'cognition and the degree of information 

sharing performance perceived by workers'. The descriptive 

statistical values for the dependent variables are shown in <Table 

7>. 

 

<Table 7> Descriptive statistics of dependent variables 

 

 variable name Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Min Max N 

Degree of 

informati

on 

sharing 

The degree of information 

sharing at the mutually 

expected level 

3.31 0.83 1 5 290 

The degree to which the 

organization shares 

information 

3.58 0.74 1 5 290 

The extent to which other 

organizations share 

information 

3.31 0.86 1 5 290 

Evaluation results related 

to information sharing 

3.82 0.72 1 5 290 

Awareness of information 

sharing performance 

3.68 0.65 1 5 290 

 

The overall average value of the information sharing level of 

the dependent variable is 3.54, which is somewhat positively 

evaluated and shown for the information sharing level. In particular, 

the highest average (3.82) was derived for the 'information sharing 

related evaluation result' variable. On the other hand, the lowest 

average (3.31) was obtained for ‘the degree of mutually expected 

level of information sharing’ and ‘the degree of information sharing 

by other institutions’. Therefore, it can be seen that information 

sharing is not achieved to the mutual expectation level. In addition, 
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it was found that they thought that information sharing from other 

organizations was relatively unsuccessful. 

 

4. Analysis of validity and reliability of independent variables 

 

The following <Table 8> shows the analysis results of the 

validity and reliability of the items to measure the influencing 

factors. Validity analysis was conducted through factor analysis 

targeting the items constituting the six types of influence factors, 

and the reliability analysis was judged by Chronbach's α. 

 

As a result of the factor analysis, four items measuring the 

technical factor are grouped as the first factor, and four items 

measuring the organizational factor are shown as the second factor. 

Also, the security factor is grouped as the third factor, and the 

information subject's benefit factor is grouped as the fourth factor. 

In addition, the legal system factor is grouped into the fifth factor, 

and the human factor is grouped into the sixth factor. It can be said 

that each measurement item satisfies convergence validity and 

discriminant validity in that the items measuring the same category 

are grouped with the same factor. In contrast, the items of each 

type are grouped with different factors. 

 

As a result of the reliability analysis of the measurement items 

by category, it can be considered that the reliability level is also 

desirable in that most of the measurement items have Chronbach's α 

value of 0.64 or higher. However, in the case of human factors, 

Chronbach's α value is at the level of 0.27, so it is necessary to 

analyze factors excluding human factors by integrating them by 

dimension. In addition, it is also required to look at which sub-

fractions influence each factor. <Table 8> shows the validity and 

reliability analysis results for information sharing influencing 

factors. 

 

<Table 8> Validity and Reliability Analysis of Factors Influencing 
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Information Sharing 

 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 chronba
ch’ α 

Legal 

and 

instituti

onal 

factors 

There is insufficient 
legal basis for 
information sharing 
between relevant 
organizations. 

    
0.4853  

 

0.747 

Personal information 
protection regulations 
for information sharing 
between relevant 
organizations are 
weak. 

    
0.5624  

 

It is unclear who is 
responsible for 
information sharing 
between relevant 
organizations. 

    
0.5149  

 

Our institution has a 
systematic system for 
transferring the data or 
information it 
possesses to other 
institutions-related 
institutions. 

    
0.2502  

 

organiza

tional 

factors 

On average, business 
cooperation for 
integrated support of 
youth in crisis is well 
established between 
our institution and 
related institutions. 

 
0.4329 

    

0.722 

On average, our 
institution and related 
institutions tend to 
trust each other. 

 
0.4418 

    

Our organization and 
related organizations 
usually have 
conflicting interests. 

 
0.5131 

    

When information is 
shared with relevant 
organizations, data are 
often distorted. 

 
0.4283 

    

Technic

al 

factors 

Our institution is 
compatible with 
related institutions and 
systems on average. 

0.4159  
     

0.642 

It is inconvenient to 
use the information 
sharing system used 
by our institution to 
share information 
related to youth at risk. 

0.4759 
     

The information 
sharing system used 
by our organization is 
prone to errors when 
using it. 

0.4364 
     

The information format 
or DB owned by each 
relevant institution is 
not standardized. 

0.4204  
     

Security 

factors 

The system our 
organization uses for 
information sharing is 
vulnerable to 
information security. 

  
0.3463 

   

0.773 
When information is 
shared with other 
organizations through 
the system used by 
our organization, there 
is a high risk of 
leakage of non-public 
data. 

  
0.4743 
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When information is 
shared with other 
organizations, the risk 
of personal privacy 
infringement 
increases. 

  
0.4676 

   

Our organization has 
insufficient information 
security management 
system. 

  
0.3778  

   

Human 

factors 

In our institution, the 
interest of the head of 
the institution in 
sharing information 
with other institutions 
is high. 

     
0.6275  

0.267 
I lack expertise in 
information sharing 
with other 
organizations. 

     
0.3003 

My workload increases 
due to information 
sharing with other 
organizations. 

     
-0.3969 

Benefici

ary 

factors 

I believe that sharing 
information with other 
organizations is 
important in doing 
business. 

   
0.4460 

  

0.702 

When services are 
provided through 
information sharing 
with other 
organizations, work 
performance 
increases. 

   
0.5273 

  

Information obtained 
(accumulated) through 
information sharing 
with other 
organizations (shelter, 
Dream Start, National 
Police Agency, school, 
etc.) can also be used 
by young people. 

   
0.4207 

  

By sharing information 
with other 
organizations, work 
procedures are 
streamlined. 

   
0.5167 

  

Note) Factor extraction was performed through principal component analysis using varimax rotation, 

and the minimum eigen value is 1.0. 

 

 

4.2. Multiple Regression Analysis 

 

 

1. Review of Basic Assumptions 

 

In this study, starting from the hypothesis that factors related 

to information sharing may have affected the degree of information 

sharing between institutions, multiple regression analysis was 

performed to investigate the relationship between variables. 
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First, a review of the basic assumptions for multiple regression 

analysis is as follows. The linear regression model assumes that 

there is no autocorrelation between error terms. If this assumption 

is not followed, one variable becomes dependent on the other 

variable, which affects the value of each regression coefficient. In 

this study, autocorrelation was tested using Durbin-Watson's d. 

Durbin-Watson's d has a value of 0-4, and when it has a value 

close to 2, it can be considered that the autocorrelation is low. 

There was no problem with autocorrelation in this study, as it was 

maintained between approximately 1.82 and 2.06. 

 

On the other hand, when multicolinearity is high, the correlation 

between variables is high, which may cause problems in 

mathematical calculations or unstable estimates. This 

multicollinearity problem was tested with the variance inflation 

factor (VIF). The higher the VIF value, the higher the degree of 

collinearity between the independent variables. A general criterion 

for judging collinearity is VIF 10 or higher (Hak-Sik Lee & Ji-

Hoon Lim, 2005). 

 

In this study, VIF maintained a value of 1.21~2.23, so it was 

judged that the problem of multicollinearity did not appear. Also, a 

high correlation between independent variables (generally 0.90 or 

higher) is used as another indicator for judging collinearity (Hak-

Sik Lee & Ji-Hoon Lim, 2005), and the correlation between 

variables is also generally below 0.64. Therefore, it is not a high 

level of correlation to be concerned with. 

 

2. Correlation analysis results 

 

In order to examine the relative influence and explanatory 

power between the dependent and independent variables, which are 

the main concerns of the study, the correlation between each 

variable was examined before regression analysis. The results are 

shown in <Table 9>, and it can be confirmed that there are many 
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cases showing a significant correlation between the dependent 

variable and the independent variable. A significant correlation was 

also found between independent variables, but the highest 

correlation coefficient was 0.64, which was judged not to be a 

problem in applying regression analysis. 

 

The legal basis for information sharing is whether information 

sharing is achieved at the expected or necessary level, whether 

other organizations are doing well in information sharing, what kind 

of evaluation related to information sharing has been received, and 

whether the performance of information sharing is positive, etc. All 

dependent variables showed a significant positive (+) correlation. 

 

Personal information protection regulations for information 

sharing showed a significant positive (+) correlation with the 

extent to which information sharing was achieved at the expected 

or necessary level, and whether other organizations were doing well 

in information sharing. 

 

The clarity of responsibility for information sharing and the 

systemic system for information sharing depend on whether 

information sharing is achieved at the expected or necessary level, 

whether other organizations are doing well in information sharing, 

and whether the information sharing performance is positive. 

showed a significant positive (+) correlation. 

 

Ease of business cooperation with relevant organizations, level 

of trust, agreement of interests, the degree to which data is not 

distorted when information is shared, and system compatibility are 

at the level expected for information sharing, except for any 

evaluations related to information sharing. It showed a significant 

positive (+) correlation in whether the information was achieved at 

the required level, whether other organizations were doing well in 

information sharing, and whether the information sharing 

performance was positive. 
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The convenience of the system for information sharing had a 

significant positive (+) correlation with whether information sharing 

was achieved at the expected or necessary level, whether other 

organizations were doing well in information sharing, and what kind 

of evaluation related to information sharing was received.  

 

The stability of the information sharing system has a significant 

positive (+) correlation with whether information sharing is 

achieved at the expected level, whether other organizations are 

doing well in information sharing, what kind of evaluations related to 

information sharing have been received, and whether the 

performance of information sharing is positive.  

 

When sharing information, the standardization of information DB 

and the stability of information security, except for any evaluations 

related to information sharing, are determined whether information 

sharing is carried out at the expected level or at the required level, 

and whether other organizations share information well There was a 

significant positive (+) correlation in whether the information 

sharing performance was positive or not. 

 

The degree of low risk of leakage of undisclosed data during 

information sharing showed a significant positive (+) correlation in 

all dependent variables. 

 

The degree of privacy protection of an individual when sharing 

information showed a significant positive (+) correlation in what 

kind of evaluation related to information sharing was received and 

whether the performance of information sharing was positive. 

 

The excellence of the management system for information 

security depends on whether information sharing is performed at 

the expected or necessary level, whether other organizations are 

doing well in information sharing, and whether information sharing 

is conducted at the expected level, excluding any evaluations 



 

 ５０ 

related to information sharing. A significant positive (+) correlation 

was shown in whether the performance was positive or not. 

 

The interest of the head of the institution and expertise in 

information sharing showed a significant positive (+) correlation in 

all dependent variables. 

 

The degree of workload increase due to information sharing 

showed a significant positive (+) correlation in whether information 

sharing was achieved at the expected level, whether other 

organizations were doing well in information sharing, and whether 

the information sharing performance was positive. 

 

The degree to which information sharing was recognized as 

important in business processing showed a significant positive (+) 

correlation in whether information sharing was achieved at the 

expected or necessary level, and whether the performance of 

information sharing was positive. 

 

The degree of perception that work performance is improved 

through information sharing showed a significant positive (+) 

correlation in whether other organizations are doing well in 

information sharing and whether the information sharing 

performance is positive. 

 

The youth's availability of information obtained through 

information sharing showed a significant positive (+) correlation 

with whether other institutions were good at information sharing. 

 

Awareness of the degree to which work procedures are 

streamlined through information sharing, excluding any evaluations 

related to information sharing, determines whether information 

sharing is carried out at the expected or necessary level, and 

whether other organizations There was a significant positive (+) 

correlation in whether the information sharing performance was 
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positive or not. 

 

<표9> Summary of Correlation between variables 

Working years 0.53*(age) 

Position -0.36*(working years) 

Education -0.27*(age), -0.18*(working years) 

Article 0.16*(education), 0.48*(law) 

Responsibility 0.13*(age), 0.16*(education), 0.54*(law), 0.56*(article) 

System 0.34*(law), 0.26*(article), 0.39*(responsibility) 

Cooperation 
-0.19*(position), 0.26*(law), 0.16*(article), 0.26*(responsibility), 
0.43*(system) 

Belief 
0.16*(working years),-0.15*(position), 0.20*(law), 0.18*(article), 
0.19*(responsibility), 0.32*(system), 0.63*(cooperation) 

Interest 0.13*(law), 0.33*(cooperation), 0.28*(belief) 

Data 
-0.14*(position), 0.20*(law), 0.25*(article), 0.30*(responsibility), 
0.17*(system), 0.34*(cooperation), 0.34*(belief), 0.45*(interest) 

Interchangeability 
0.14*(position), 0.37*(law), 0.15*(article), 0.28*(responsibility), 
0.37*(system), 0.30*(cooperation), 0.26*(belief), 0.13*(data) 

Convenience 
0.12*(education), 0.31*(law), 0.21*(article), 0.28*(responsibility), 
0.24*(system), 0.12*(cooperation), 0.18*(belief), 0.21*(Data), 
0.32*(interchangeability) 

Error 

0.37*(age),0.26*(working 
years),0.15*(law),0.17*(responsibility),0.16*(system),0.19*(coop
eration),0.27*(belief),0.13*(interest),0.16*(data),0.15*(interchan
geability),0.35*(convenience) 

Standard 

-0.14*(working 
years),0.17*(position),0.13*(education),0.38*(law),0.24*(article),
0.36*(responsibility),0.24*(system),0.16*(cooperation),0.17*(inte
rest),0.34*(interchangeability),0.43*(convenience),0.28*(error) 

Security 

0.19*(age), 
0.27*(law),0.29*(article),0.40*(responsibility),0.28*(system), 
0.17*(cooperation), 0.21*(belief), 0.19*(interest), 0.30*(data), 
0.19*(interchangeability), 0.42*(convenience), 0.31*(error), 
0.44*(standard) 

Leakage 

0.19*(law), 0.24*(article), 0.25*(responsibility), 0.15*(system), 
0.12*(cooperation), 0.12*(belief), 0.24*(data), 
0.12*(interchangeability), 0.25*(convenience), 0.17*(error), 
0.31*(standard), 0.48*(security) 

Privacy 
0.16*(law), 0.24*(article), 0.23*(responsibility), 0.17*(system), 
0.26*(data), 0.16*(convenience), 0.21*(standard), 
0.37*(security), 0.64*(leakage) 

Management 

0.19*(law), 0.29*(article), 0.29*(responsibility), 0.26*(system), 
0.19*(cooperation), 0.17*(belief), 0.20*(interest), 0.34*(data), 
0.13*(interchangeability), 0.27*(convenience), 0.19*(error), 
0.25*(standard), 0.50*(security), 0.40*(leakage), 0.37*(privacy) 

Leader 
0.16*(system), 0.24*(cooperation), 0.13*(belief), 0.18*(data), 
0.15*(interchangeability), 0.35*(management) 

Specialty 

0.19*(age), 0.28*(working years), 0.14*(law), 0.15*(article), 
0.21*(responsibility), 0.13*(system), 0.26*(cooperation), 
0.23*(belief), 0.21*(interest), 0.21*(data), 0.13*(convenience), 
0.18*(error), 0.19*(security), 0.22*(leakage), 0.16*(privacy), 
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0.35*(management), 0.24*(leader) 

Workload 

0.15*(article), 0.19*(responsibility), 0.13*(system), 0.13*(belief), 
0.14*(interest), 0.22*(data), 0.17*(convenience), 0.16*(error), 
0.24*(security), 0.14*(leakage), 0.20*(privacy), 
0.15*(management), 0.13*(specialty) 

Importance 
0.14*(leakage), 0.12*(privacy), 0.17*(management), 
0.21*(leader), 0.12*(specialty) 

Performance 0.13*(leakage), 0.15*(workload), 0.58*(importance) 

Youth 
-0.21*(age), -0.14*(working years), 0.13*(privacy), 
0.15*(workload), 0.24*(importance), 0.29*(performance) 

Efficiency 
0.13*(cooperation), 0.17*(belief), 0.12*(data), 0.16*(leakage), 
0.13*(leader), 0.23*(workload), 0.37*(importance), 
0.55*(performance), 0.36*(youth) 

Expectation 

0.31*(law), 0.14*(article), 0.29*(responsibility), 0.29*(system), 
0.48*(cooperation), 0.30*(belief), 0.27*(interest), 0.26*(data), 
0.22*(interchangeability), 0.18*(convenience), 0.13*(error), 
0.22*(standard), 0.31*(security), 0.22*(leakage), 
0.36*(management), 0.30*(leader), 0.31*(specialty), 
0.13*(workload), 0.14*(importance), 0.15*(efficiency) 

Necessary(we) 

0.19*(law), 0.17*(article), 0.24*(responsibility), 0.21*(system), 
0.35*(cooperation), 0.36*(belief), 0.13*(interest), 0.27*(data), 
0.18*(interchangeability), 0.17*(convenience), 0.16*(standard), 
0.26*(security), 0.22*(leakage), 0.32*(management), 
0.33*(leader), 0.28*(specialty), 0.12*(importance), 
0.12*(efficiency), 0.58*(expectation)  

Other 

0.21*(law), 0.15*(article), 0.26*(responsibility), 0.28*(system), 
0.49*(cooperation), 0.40*(belief), 0.14*(interest), 0.28*(data), 
0.19*(interchangeability), 0.25*(convenience), 0.21*(error), 
0.19*(standard), 0.20*(security), 0.18*(leakage), 
0.26*(management), 0.22*(leader), 0.19*(specialty), 
0.12*(workload), 0.15*(performance), 0.14*(youth), 
0.32*(efficiency), 0.53*(expectation), 0.58*(necessary) 

Evaluation 
0.13*(law), 0.12*(convenience), 0.16*(error), 0.15*(leakage), 
0.13*(privacy), 0.22*(leader), 0.16*(specialty), 
0.19*(expectation), 0.28*(necessary), 0.20*(other)  

Performance 
(dependent 

variable) 

0.14*(law), 0.10(article), 0.17*(responsibility), 0.23*(system), 
0.32*(cooperation), 0.38*(belief), 0.27*(interest), 0.27*(data), 
0.19*(interchangeability), 0.12*(error), 0.15*(standard), 
0.25*(security), 0.22*(leakage), 0.16*(privacy), 
0.28*(management), 0.20*(leader), 0.23*(specialty), 
0.14*(workload), 0.26*(importance), 0.24*(performance), 
0.08(youth), 0.25*(efficiency), 0.38*(expectation), 
0.46*(necessary), 0.43*(other), 0.29*(evaluation) 

 

*p<0.05, Displayed only when statistical significance is derived 

 

3. Multiple Regression Analysis Results 

 

In this study, regression analysis was performed by dividing 

independent variables into legal system factors, organizational 
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factors, technological factors, security factors, and benefit factors 

for information subjects with respect to the degree of information 

sharing, which is a dependent variable. However, human factors 

with low reliability were not integrated and analyzed separately. 

 

Then, in order to find out what detailed independent variables 

have an effect on each factor, the explanatory power of each of the 

25 independent variables belonging to the legal system factor, 

organizational factor, technology factor, security factor, human 

factor, and benefit factor for information subjects, etc. found out 

The criterion for judging explanatory power was a p-value of 0.05 

or less. 

 

It is also meaningful to analyze the degree of information 

sharing, which is a dependent variable, by integrating five detailed 

variables into one. However, whether the information sharing is at 

the expected level, whether our organization is sharing information 

at the level necessary for its work, whether other organizations are 

sharing information at the level necessary for their work, what 

grade was received in the objective information sharing related 

evaluation, It can be a meaningful analysis to look at the degree of 

subjective performance of information sharing from various angles. 

Therefore, I proceeded including the analysis of detailed dependent 

variables separately. 

 

(1) Relationship between each factor and the dependent variable 

(1-a) Result of regression analysis with ‘the level of mutually 

expected level of information sharing’ as the dependent variable 

 

<Table 10-1> shows the results of regression analysis with 

‘the level of mutually expected level of information sharing’ as the 

dependent variable. In other words, it was found that the legal 

system factors, organizational factors, and the factors of interest of 

the head of the institution were statistically significant. 
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<Table 10-1> Results of regression analysis with ‘the degree of 

mutually expected level of information sharing’ as a dependent 

variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.136298* 0.052554 0.01 

Working years -0.03088 0.03509 0.38 

position 0.014124 0.042665 0.741 

education 0.063598 0.063892 0.32 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor 0.151058* 0.072077 0.037 

Organizational factor 0.402497** 0.079584 0.000 

Technical factor 0.018697 0.074257 0.801 

Security factor 0.094436 0.06728 0.162 

leader 0.167179** 0.048486 0.001 

specialty 0.09977 0.051636 0.054 

workload -0.00818 0.050369 0.871 

Beneficiary factor 0.076012 0.071083 0.286 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.3231 

 Adj. R² 0.2937 

 F(df)  11.02(12, 277) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(1-b) Result of regression analysis with ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for our agency’s work’ as a 

dependent variable 

 

<Table 10-2> shows the results of the regression analysis with 

‘the level of information sharing required by our institution for 

work’ as a dependent variable. In other words, it was found that the 

organizational factors, the factors of interest of the head of the 

institution, and the factors of the professionalism of the workers 

were statistically significant. 

 

<Table 10-2> Results of regression analysis using ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for our organization’s work’ as a 

dependent variable 
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Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age -0.01099 0.048479 0.821 

Working years -0.02609 0.032368 0.421 

position 0.04514 0.039356 0.252 

education -0.08204 0.058937 0.165 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor 0.086517 0.066488 0.194 

Organizational factor 0.283395** 0.073412 0.000 

Technical factor 0.034801 0.068498 0.612 

Security factor 0.105099 0.062063 0.091 

leader 0.178256** 0.044726 0.000 

specialty 0.102419* 0.047632 0.032 

workload -0.0385 0.046463 0.408 

Beneficiary factor 0.054903 0.06557 0.403 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.2645 

 Adj. R² 0.2326 

 F(df) 8.3(12, 277) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(1-c) Result of regression analysis with ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for the work of other institutions’ as 

a dependent variable 

 

<Table 10-3> shows the results of regression analysis with 

‘the level of information sharing necessary for other organizations’ 

work’ as a dependent variable. In other words, it was found that the 

organizational factor, the technical factor, and the beneficiary factor 

of the information subject were statistically significant. 

 

<Table 10-3> Results of regression analysis using ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for other organizations’ work’ as a 

dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.1011921 0.055391 0.069 

Working years -0.0344632 0.036984 0.352 

position -0.0003101 0.044968 0.995 
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education 0.0445257 0.067341 0.509 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor 0.1297677 0.075968 0.089 

Organizational factor 0.4371182** 0.08388 0.000 

Technical factor 0.1548942* 0.078265 0.049 

Security factor -0.0257834 0.070912 0.716 

leader 0.099475 0.051103 0.053 

specialty 0.0345581 0.054424 0.526 

workload -0.0220552 0.053088 0.678 

Beneficiary factor 0.2988537** 0.07492 0.000 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.2906 

 Adj. R² 0.2598 

 F(df) 9.45(12, 277) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(1-d) Regression analysis result using ‘information sharing-

related evaluation result’ as a dependent variable 

 

<Table 10-4> shows the results of regression analysis using 

‘information sharing-related evaluation results’ as a dependent 

variable. That is, only the factors of interest of the head of the 

institution were found to be statistically significant. 

 

 

<Table 10-4> Regression analysis results using ‘information 

sharing-related evaluation results’ as a dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age -0.03135 0.052492 0.551 

Working years -0.00581 0.035048 0.869 

position 0.06987 0.042615 0.102 

education 0.052369 0.063817 0.413 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor -0.05723 0.071993 0.427 

Organizational factor 0.037529 0.07949 0.637 

Technical factor 0.11365 0.074169 0.127 

Security factor 0.047599 0.067201 0.479 

leader 0.144477** 0.048429 0.003 
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specialty 0.087213 0.051575 0.092 

workload 0.037472 0.05031 0.457 

Beneficiary factor -0.00188 0.070999 0.979 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.1033 

 Adj. R² 0.0644 

 F(df) 2.66 (12, 277) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(1-e) Result of regression analysis using ‘the degree of 

information sharing in one’s opinion’ as a dependent variable 

 

<Table 10-5> shows the results of regression analysis using 

‘the degree of information sharing you think’ as a dependent 

variable. In other words, it was found that the organizational factor 

and the information subject benefit factor were statistically 

significant. 

 

<Table 10-5> Results of regression analysis using ‘the degree 

of information sharing you think’ as a dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.022621 0.043028 0.600 

Working years -0.02231 0.028729 0.438 

position 0.03447 0.034931 0.325 

education 0.040181 0.05231 0.443 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor -0.00631 0.059012 0.915 

Organizational factor 0.338718** 0.065158 0.000 

Technical factor 0.021128 0.060796 0.728 

Security factor 0.099785 0.055084 0.071 

leader 0.047733 0.039697 0.230 

specialty 0.073911 0.042276 0.082 

workload -0.00222 0.041239 0.957 

Beneficiary factor 0.226149** 0.058197 0.000 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.2651 

 Adj. R² 0.2333 

 F(df) 8.33 (12, 277) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  
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*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(1-f) Relationship with one integrated dependent variable, 

‘degree of information sharing’ 

 

<Table 10-6> shows the results of the regression analysis 

using one integrated variable, 'information sharing degree', as the 

dependent variable. In other words, it was found that the 

organizational factors, the factors of interest of the head of the 

institution, the professionalism factors of the workers, and the 

information subjects benefit factors were statistically significant. 

 

<Table 10-6> Relationship with one integrated dependent 

variable, ‘degree of information sharing’ 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.043553 0.032238 0.178 

Working years -0.02391 0.021525 0.268 

position 0.032659 0.026172 0.213 

education 0.023727 0.039193 0.545 

Independent    

 Law·Institutional factor 0.060761 0.044215 0.170 

Organizational factor 0.299851** 0.048819 0.000 

Technical factor 0.068634 0.045551 0.133 

Security factor 0.064227 0.041272 0.121 

leader 0.127424** 0.029743 0.000 

specialty 0.079574* 0.031675 0.013 

workload -0.0067 0.030898 0.829 

Beneficiary factor 0.130807** 0.043604 0.003 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.4116 

 Adj. R² 0.3861 

 F(df) 16.15 (27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Through factor-by-factor analysis, it was investigated what 

factors influence among legal/institutional factors, organizational 

factors, technological factors, security factors, information subject 
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benefit factors, and the interest of the head of the institution, the 

professionalism of the workers, and the factors increasing the 

workload. However, since it is difficult to determine which variables 

within each factor are valid, we will also look at the results of 

inputting all variables. That is, multiple regression analysis was 

performed between each of the 25 independent and dependent 

variables. 

 

(2) Relationship between each detailed independent variable 

and dependent variable 

 

(2-a) Result of regression analysis with ‘the degree of 

mutually expected level of information sharing’ as the dependent 

variable 

 

<Table 11-1> shows the results of regression analysis with 

‘the level of mutually expected level of information sharing’ as the 

dependent variable. Among the control variables, ‘age’ had a 

significant positive (+) correlation with the dependent variable. 

That is, as the age increases, information sharing at the expected 

level is achieved. 

 

However, among the independent variables, ‘lack of legal basis 

(reverse coding)’ among the variables at the legal and institutional 

level was found to exert a statistically significant positive (+) 

influence. In other words, it can be seen that the more the legal 

basis for information sharing is sufficient, the more smoothly 

information sharing between institutions is achieved at the overall 

expected level. 

 

Among the variables at the organizational level, ‘whether or not 

cooperation between institutions is successful’ had a positive (+) 

statistical significance. In other words, it indicates that the better 

the cooperation between agencies for the integrated support of 

youth in crisis is achieved, the smoother the information sharing 
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between them is generally expected. 

 

In terms of security, it was derived that 'insufficient level of 

management system for information security (reverse coding)' had 

a positive (+) influencing factor. It can be seen that the better an 

institution's information security management system is in place, 

the more smoothly information sharing between institutions is 

achieved at the expected level. 

 

Among human factors, 'interest in information sharing' was 

derived as a positive (+) influencing factor. In other words, it can 

be seen that the higher the interest of the head of the agency in 

information sharing, the more smoothly the information sharing 

between agencies is expected to occur. 

 

<Table 11-1> Results of regression analysis using ‘the degree 

of mutually expected level of information sharing’ as a dependent 

variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.113384* 0.055271 0.041 

Working years 0.00196 0.03582 0.956 

position 0.018419 0.042295 0.664 

education 0.055693 0.062857 0.376 

Independent    

 law 0.169832** 0.05924 0.004 

article -0.08625 0.053426 0.108 

responsibility 0.012841 0.064677 0.843 

system 0.014775 0.052003 0.777 

cooperation 0.324183** 0.067559 0.000 

belief -0.04501 0.072764 0.537 

interest 0.066426 0.054401 0.223 

data 0.01122 0.061102 0.854 

interchangeability -0.00667 0.048558 0.891 

convenience -0.00229 0.050721 0.964 

error -0.0868 0.046774 0.065 

standard 0.031867 0.054972 0.563 

security 0.088739 0.05571 0.112 

leakage 0.066556 0.056532 0.24 
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privacy -0.10647 0.058422 0.07 

management 0.132707* 0.060936 0.03 

leader 0.104178* 0.050417 0.04 

specialty 0.075529 0.051331 0.142 

workload 0.022559 0.049865 0.651 

important 0.10644 0.07977 0.183 

performance -0.04057 0.075112 0.59 

youth 0.01476 0.044039 0.738 

efficiency 0.078491 0.060231 0.194 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.4134 

 Adj. R² 0.3530 

 F(df) 6.84(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(2-b) Result of regression analysis with 'the level of 

information sharing necessary for our organization's work' as a 

dependent variable 

 

<Table 11-2> shows the regression analysis results with 'the 

level of information sharing necessary for our organization's work' 

as a dependent variable. Among the control variables, there is no 

variable showing a significant correlation. 

 

Among the independent variables, among the variables at the 

organizational level, 'whether or not cooperation between 

institutions is successful' had a positive (+) statistical significance. 

In other words, it indicates that the better the cooperation between 

agencies for the integrated support of youth in crisis is achieved, 

the smoother the information sharing between them is generally 

expected. 

 

Among human factors, 'interest in information sharing' was 

derived as a positive (+) influencing factor. In other words, the 

higher the interest of the head of the organization in information 

sharing, the better the organization is in sharing information with 

other organizations to the level necessary for their work. In addition, 
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it was found that 'professionalism in information sharing' had a 

positive (+) correlation. In other words, the higher the level of 

expertise in information sharing with other organizations, the better 

the organization can share information with other organizations to 

the level necessary for their work. 

 

<Table 11-2> Results of regression analysis using 'the level of 

information sharing required for our organization's work' as a 

dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age -0.0055426 0.052637 0.916 

Working years -0.0283533 0.034113 0.407 

position 0.0525374 0.040279 0.193 

education -0.0914512 0.059861 0.128 

Independent    

 law 0.0144621 0.056416 0.798 

article -0.0033194 0.050879 0.948 

responsibility 0.0599378 0.061595 0.331 

system -0.0432215 0.049525 0.384 

cooperation 0.1106636 0.064339 0.087 

belief 0.2002838** 0.069296 0.004 

interest -0.0621252 0.051809 0.232 

data 0.0717325 0.05819 0.219 

interchangeability 0.0066138 0.046244 0.886 

convenience 0.0296841 0.048304 0.539 

error -0.063432 0.044545 0.156 

standard -0.0063207 0.052352 0.904 

security 0.0813023 0.053055 0.127 

leakage 0.0771469 0.053838 0.153 

privacy -0.0927444 0.055638 0.097 

management 0.0747159 0.058032 0.199 

leader 0.1466923** 0.048014 0.002 

specialty 0.099924* 0.048885 0.042 

workload -0.0276432 0.047489 0.561 

important 0.0514522 0.075969 0.499 

performance -0.0632826 0.071532 0.377 

youth 0.0346276 0.04194 0.41 

efficiency 0.0436195 0.05736 0.448 

 Number of Obs 290 
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 R² 0.3207 

 Adj. R² 0.2507 

 F 4.58(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(2-c) Result of regression analysis with ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for the work of other institutions’ as 

the dependent variable 

 

<Table 11-3> shows the results of the regression analysis with 

‘the level of information sharing required by other relevant 

institutions for our institution’ as a dependent variable. Among the 

control variables, there was no independent variable that had a 

significant correlation with the dependent variable. 

 

Among the independent variables, among the variables at the 

organizational level, 'whether or not cooperation between 

institutions is successful' had a positive (+) statistical significance. 

In other words, it shows that the better cooperation between 

agencies for the integrated support of youth at risk is achieved, the 

more information other related agencies share with our agency at 

the necessary level. 

 

Among the organizational factors, there was no independent 

variable that had a significant correlation with the dependent 

variable. 

 

Among the technical factors, it was found that 'inconvenience of 

the information sharing system used by the institution' had a 

significant positive (+) effect. In other words, the more convenient 

the function of the information sharing system is to use, the better 

it is for other related organizations to share information at the level 

required by our organization. 
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Lastly, in terms of the beneficiary of information subjects, the 

'degree of efficiency in work procedures through information 

sharing' shows a significant positive (+) relationship. In other 

words, the more efficient the work process becomes through 

information sharing with other organizations, the better it is for 

other related organizations to share information at the level 

required by our organization. 

 

<Table 11-3> Results of regression analysis with ‘the level of 

information sharing necessary for other organizations’ work’ as a 

dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.098832 0.057843 0.089  

Working years -0.02782 0.037486 0.459  

position 0.034866 0.044262 0.432   

education 0.02079 0.065781 0.752  

Independent    

 law 0.057584 0.061996 0.354 

article -0.01229 0.055911 0.826 

responsibility 0.035591 0.067686 0.599 

system -0.00364 0.054423 0.947 

cooperation 0.356813** 0.070702 0.000 

belief 0.108613 0.076149 0.155 

interest -0.10476 0.056932 0.067 

data 0.094411 0.063945 0.141 

interchangeability -0.06553 0.050817 0.198 

convenience 0.112346* 0.053081 0.035 

error -0.00291 0.048951 0.953 

standard 0.042347 0.05753 0.462 

security -0.04545 0.058302 0.436 

leakage 0.027401 0.059162 0.644 

privacy -0.05403 0.06114 0.378 

management 0.096906 0.063771 0.130 

leader 0.055494 0.052762 0.294 

specialty 0.023779 0.053719 0.658 

workload -0.0321 0.052185 0.539 

important -0.07593 0.083481 0.364 

performance 0.054788 0.078606 0.486 

youth 0.064112 0.046088 0.165 
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efficiency 0.232808** 0.063033 0.000 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.3939 

 Adj. R² 0.3315 

 F 6.31(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(2-d) Regression analysis result using ‘information sharing-

related evaluation result’ as a dependent variable 

 

<Table 11-4> shows the results of regression analysis with 

‘information sharing-related evaluation results’ as a dependent 

variable. Among the control variables, there was no variable that 

showed a statistically significant eelation with the independent 

variable. 

 

Among the technical factors, ‘the degree of error (reverse 

coding) of the information sharing system used by institutions’ 

showed a positive (+) correlation with the dependent variable. In 

other words, it can be said that the fewer errors when using the 

information sharing system, the better the grades in information 

sharing related evaluations are. 

 

Among human factors, 'interest in information sharing' was 

derived as a positive (+) influencing factor. In other words, it can 

be determined that the higher the interest of the head of the agency 

in information sharing, the better the agency receives in the 

evaluation related to information sharing. 

 

<Table 11-4> Regression analysis results using ‘information 

sharing related evaluation results’ as a dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age -0.05597 0.057791 0.334 

Working years -0.00189 0.037453 0.96 

position 0.078273 0.044223 0.078 



 

 ６６ 

education 0.068771 0.065722 0.296 

Independent    

 law 0.093852 0.06194 0.131 

article -0.06054 0.055861 0.279 

responsibility 0.01537 0.067626 0.82 

system -0.0569 0.054374 0.296 

cooperation -0.01521 0.070639 0.83 

belief 0.047543 0.076082 0.533 

interest 0.039681 0.056882 0.486 

data -0.03119 0.063888 0.626 

interchangibility -0.02862 0.050772 0.573 

convenience 0.020689 0.053034 0.697 

error 0.113359* 0.048907 0.021 

standard -0.02562 0.057478 0.656 

security 0.015099 0.05825 0.796 

leakage 0.041719 0.059109 0.481 

privacy 0.054768 0.061086 0.371 

management -0.065 0.063714 0.309 

leader 0.190371** 0.052715 0 

specialty 0.085345 0.053672 0.113 

workload 0.027256 0.052139 0.602 

important -0.05309 0.083407 0.525 

performance -0.01293 0.078536 0.869 

youth 0.035799 0.046046 0.438 

efficiency -0.00971 0.062977 0.878 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.1485 

 Adj. R² 0.0608 

 F 1.69(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

(2-e) Result of regression analysis using ‘the degree of 

information sharing you think’ as a dependent variable 

 

<Table 11-5> shows the results of regression analysis using 

‘the degree of information sharing you think’ as a dependent 

variable. Among the control variables, there is no variable showing 

a significant correlation. 

 

Among the organizational factors, it was found that 'trust 

between institutions' had a positive (+) correlation with the 
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dependent variable. In other words, it can be seen that, on average, 

the more trust between institutions, the more the workers perceive 

the performance of information sharing between institutions as 

overall positive. 

 

There were no variables that had a statistically significant 

correlation with the dependent variable in terms of 

legal/institutional factors, technology dimensions, security 

dimensions, human dimensions, and the beneficiary factors of 

information subjects. 

 

<Table 11-5> Results of regression analysis using ‘the degree 

of information sharing you think’ as a dependent variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age 0.012371 0.047096 0.793 

Working years -0.02758 0.030521 0.367 

position 0.017227 0.036038 0.633 

education 0.066753 0.053559 0.214 

Independent    

 law 0.01982 0.050477 0.695 

article -0.04008 0.045523 0.379 

responsibility -0.02971 0.05511 0.59 

system 0.035596 0.044311 0.423 

cooperation 0.019356 0.057566 0.737 

belief 0.213121** 0.062001 0.001 

interest 0.075826 0.046354 0.103 

data 0.023672 0.052064 0.65 

interchangibility 0.02821 0.041375 0.496 

convenience -0.03959 0.043219 0.361 

error -0.02427 0.039856 0.543 

standard 0.033188 0.046841 0.479 

security 0.06759 0.04747 0.156 

leakage 0.019058 0.04817 0.693 

privacy -0.01043 0.04978 0.834 

management 0.050104 0.051922 0.335 

leader 0.037065 0.042959 0.389 

specialty 0.074874 0.043738 0.088 

workload 0.017123 0.042489 0.687 

important 0.111855 0.067971 0.101 
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performance 0.086937 0.064001 0.176 

youth -0.00985 0.037525 0.793 

efficiency 0.066091 0.051321 0.199 

 Number of Obs 290 

 R² 0.3103 

 Adj. R² 0.2392 

 F 4.37(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

(2-f) The relationship between each independent variable and 

one integrated dependent variable, ‘degree of information sharing’ 

 

<Table 11-6> shows the results of regression analysis based 

on one representative dependent variable, ‘the degree of 

information sharing between related institutions’ by averaging the 

five detailed dependent variables. Among the control variables, 

there is no variable showing a significant correlation. 

 

However, among the independent variables, among the variables 

at the organizational level, the variables ‘whether cooperation 

between institutions are well established’ and ‘trust between 

institutions’ had positive (+) statistical significance. In other words, 

it can be seen that the better the cooperation between agencies for 

the integrated support of youth in crisis is achieved, and the 

average trust between agencies increases the level of mutual 

information sharing. 

 

Among the human factors, 'interest of the head of the 

organization in information sharing' and 'professionalism in 

information sharing of employees' were derived as positive (+) 

influencing factors. In other words, it can be seen that the higher 

the interest of the head of the agency in information sharing and the 

higher the professionalism of the workers in information sharing, 

the better the information sharing between agencies. 
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Lastly, in terms of the beneficiary of information subjects, the 

'degree of efficiency in work procedures through information 

sharing' shows a significant positive (+) relationship. In other 

words, it can be seen that the more efficient the work process 

through information sharing with other institutions, the more 

smoothly information sharing between institutions is achieved. 

 

<Table 11-6> Results of regression analysis using ‘degree of 

information sharing between related institutions’ as a dependent 

variable 

Model Coefficient SE P value 

Controls    

 age .0326152 0.034923 0.351 

Working years -.0167367 0.022632 0.46 

position .0402646 0.026724 0.133 

education .024111 0.039716 0.544 

Independent    

 law .0711098 0.03743 0.059 

article -.040495 0.033757 0.231 

responsibility .0188059 0.040866 0.646 

system -.0106781 0.032858 0.745 

cooperation .1591602** 0.042687 0.000 

belief .1049102** 0.045976 0.023 

interest .0030102 0.034373 0.93 

data .0339692 0.038607 0.38 

interchangibility -.0131993 0.030681 0.667 

convenience .0241688 0.032048 0.451 

error -.0128105 0.029554 0.665 

standard .015093 0.034734 0.664 

security .0414558 0.0352 0.24 

leakage .0463761 0.035719 0.195 

privacy -.0417821 0.036914 0.259 

management .0578861 0.038502 0.134 

leader .1067602** 0.031855 0.001 

specialty .0718903* 0.032433 0.028 

workload .001439 0.031507 0.964 

important .028145 0.050402 0.577 

performance .0049893 0.047459 0.916 

youth .0278893 0.027826 0.317 

efficiency .0822591* 0.038056 0.032 

 Number of Obs 290 
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 R² 0.4591 

 Adj. R² 0.4033 

 F 8.24(27, 262) 

Note. SE indicates robust standard error.  

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

4. Synthesis of multiple regression analysis results 

 

First, the influence of each factor on the dependent variable is 

shown in <Table 12-1>. 

 

<Table 12-1 Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis 

Results by Factor> 

Dependent Variable Expect We Other Evaluate Perform Average 

Controls       

 age 0.1363* -0.0110 0.1012 -0.0314 0.0226 0.0436 

Working years -0.0309 -0.0261 -0.0345 -0.0058 -0.0223 -0.0239 

position 0.0141 0.0451 -0.0003 0.0699 0.0345 0.0327 

education 0.0636 -0.0820 0.0445 0.0524 0.0402 0.0237 

Independent       

 Law·Institutional 

factor 
0.1511* 0.0865 0.1298 -0.0572 -0.0063 0.0608 

Organizational 

factor 
0.4025** 0.2834** 0.4371** 0.0375 0.3387** 0.2999** 

Technical factor 0.0187 0.0348 0.1549* 0.1137 0.0211 0.0686 

Security factor 0.0944 0.1051 -0.0257 0.0476 0.0998 0.0642 

leader 0.1672** 0.1783** 0.0995 0.1445** 0.0477 0.1274** 

specialty 0.0998 0.1024* 0.03456 0.0872 0.0739 0.0796* 

workload -0.0082 -0.0385 -0.0221 0.0375 -0.0022 -0.0067 

Beneficiary factor 0.0760 0.0549 0.2989** -0.0019 0.2262** 0.1308** 

 *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

In other words, only the expected level of information sharing is 

affected in the case of legal system factors. On the other hand, in 

the case of the organizational factor, it can be a strong influencing 

factor because it affects all dependent variables other than 

information sharing evaluation. In the case of technical factors, it 

affects whether other institutions are good at sharing information. 

Factors of interest of the head of the institution were found to 
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affect the expected level of information sharing, the level of 

information sharing of our institution, the results of information 

sharing evaluation, and the overall level of information sharing. The 

professionalism of workers has a significant impact on the level of 

information sharing in our institution and the general level of 

information sharing. In the case of information subject beneficiary 

factors, it was found that they affect the level of information sharing 

with other organizations, the degree of information sharing that the 

individual thinks, and the overall level of information sharing. 

 

Thus, it can be deduced that the influence of the organizational 

factor is powerful among various factors and that the information 

subject benefit factor can also be included as a new information-

sharing influence factor. However, it is difficult to know which 

specific variables within each factor have an effect only by factor 

analysis, so it is necessary to examine how each detailed 

independent variable affects the dependent variable. 

 

<Table 12-2> Summary of the analysis results on the effect of 

each variable on the dependent variable 

Dependent Variable Expect We Other Evaluate Perform Average 

Controls       

 age 0.1134* -0.0055 0.0988 -0.0560 0.0124 .0326 

Working years 0.0020 -0.0284 -0.0278 -0.0019 -0.0276 -.0167 

position 0.0184 0.0525 0.0349 0.0782 0.0172 .0403 

education 0.0557 -0.0915 0.0208 0.0688 0.0668 .0241 

Independent       

 law(reverse 

coding) 
0.1698** 0.0145 0.0576 0.0939 0.0198 .07111 

article(reverse 

coding) 
-0.086 -0.0033 -0.0123 -0.0615 -0.0401 -.0405 

responsibility(rever

se coding) 
0.0128 0.0599 0.0356 0.0154 -0.0297 .01881 

system 0.0148 -0.0432 -0.0036 -0.0569 0.0356 -.0107 

cooperation 0.3242** 0.1107 0.3568** -0.0152 0.0194 .1592** 

belief -0.045 0.2003** 0.1086 0.0475 0.2131** .1049* 

interest(reverse 

coding) 
0.0664 -0.0621 -0.1048 0.0397 0.0758 .0030 
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data(reverse 

coding) 
0.0112 0.0717 0.0944 -0.0312 0.0236 .0340 

interchangeability -0.0067 0.0066 -0.0655 -0.0286 0.0282 -.0132 

convenience(rever

se coding) 
-0.0023 0.0297 0.1123* 0.0207 -0.0396 .0242 

error(reverse 

coding) 
-0.0868 -0.0634 -0.0029 0.1134* -0.0243 -.0128 

standard(reverse 

coding) 
0.0319 -0.0063 0.0423 -0.0256 0.0332 .0151 

security(reverse 

coding) 
0.0887 0.0813 -0.0455 0.0151 0.0676 .0415 

leakage(reverse 

coding) 
0.0666 0.0771 0.0274 0.0417 0.0191 .0464 

privacy(reverse 

coding) 
-0.1065 -0.0927 -0.0540 0.0548 -0.0104 -.0418 

management(rever

se coding) 
0.1327* 0.0747 0.0969 -0.065 0.0501 .0579 

leader 0.1042* 0.1467** 0.0555 0.1904** 0.0371 .1068** 

specialty(reverse 

coding) 
0.0755 0.0999* 0.0238 0.0853 0.0749 .0719* 

workload(reverse 

coding) 
0.0226 -0.0276 -0.0321 0.0273 0.0171 .0014 

important 0.1064 0.0514 -0.0759 -0.0531 0.1119 .0281 

performance -0.0406 -0.0632 0.0547 -0.0129 0.0869 .0050 

youth 0.01476 0.0346 0.0641 0.0358 -0.0099 .0279 

efficiency 0.0785 0.0436 0.2328** -0.0097 0.0661 .0823* 

 *p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Among the control variables, age significantly affected the 

dependent variable, 'the degree of the mutually expected level of 

information sharing'. According to Moon Jeong-wook (2016), the 

result is somewhat contradictory to previous studies that have a 

high possibility of negatively affecting information sharing as access 

to, utilization, and understanding of information and communication 

technology decreases as the age increases. The sharing of 

administrative information has been conceptualized as a 

comprehensive meaning in which the public and private sectors 

collect, store, manage, and link information in order to improve 

work efficiency within administrative agencies and the service 

quality of the public. Suppose information sharing is mainly carried 
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out through information and communication technology. In that case, 

the hypothesis of previous research is valid, but considering the 

reality that information sharing in front-line organizations is not 

only made through systems but also through various channels such 

as offline meetings and landline telephones, rather than age, It can 

be inferred that the more you listen, the easier it is to share 

information through the accumulation of experience. 

 

At the legal system level, it was found that 'sufficiency of legal 

basis' had a positive (+) effect on 'expected level of information 

sharing'. From these results, it can be inferred that the better the 

legal basis for information sharing between relevant institutions is 

established, the higher the expected level of information sharing 

and the overall level of information sharing. In fact, previous studies 

have also pointed out that a lack of legal and institutional basis for 

information sharing can act as an obstacle to information sharing 

(Seong-Tae Kim, 1998; Eun-Jung Kim, 2004; Tae-Jin Kim et al., 

2011; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook Moon, 2017; Gil) -Garcia & 

Pardo, 2005). 

 

In terms of organizational factors, 'cooperation level' had a 

positive (+) effect on the 'expected level of information sharing,' 

'information sharing level of the relevant institution,' 'information 

sharing level of other institutions, and the overall level of 

information sharing. This conclusion is consistent with previous 

studies (Taejin Kim et al., 2011; Jaeseon Wang & Jungwook Moon, 

2017; Gil-Garcia&Pardo, 2005; Yang&Maxwell, 2011) that 

cooperation between institutions is important for information 

sharing. In addition, it was found that the independent variable 

'mutual trust level' had a positive (+) effect on 'information sharing 

level of the relevant institution,' 'information sharing performance,' 

and 'average information sharing level.' Through this, it can be 

inferred that the more trusting each other, the smoother information 

sharing occurs. This is consistent with the results of previous 

studies that information sharing is facilitated when trust between 
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related institutions is the basis (Jungwook Moon, 2016; Jaeseon 

Wang & Jungwook Moon, 2017; Yang&Maxwell, 2011). 

 

In terms of technical factors, it can be seen that the ease of use 

of the information sharing system has a positive (+) effect on the 

information sharing level of other organizations. This supports the 

results of previous studies (Seong-Tae Kim, 1998; Tae-Jin Kim et 

al., 2011; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook Moon, 2017) that the 

function of the information sharing-related system should not be 

inconvenient in order to facilitate information sharing. In the case of 

the frequency of errors when using the information sharing system, 

it was found that there was a negative (-) effect on receiving 

excellent information sharing evaluation results. In other words, this 

result is consistent with previous studies that the more stable the 

information sharing system between related institutions, the more 

smoothly information sharing occurs (Taejin Kim et al., 2011; 

Jaeseon Wang & Jeongwook Moon, 2017). 

 

Regarding the security factor, it was found that the 

completeness of the information security management system had a 

positive (+) effect on the 'expected level of information sharing'. In 

other words, it can be inferred that the better the information 

security management system is in place, the higher the expected 

level of information sharing. This is in line with previous studies 

that it can act as an obstacle to information sharing if the 

information security management system is insufficient during 

information sharing (Seong-Tae Kim, 1998; Tae-Jin Kim et al., 

2011; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook Moon, 2017). 

 

Human factors cannot be grouped into one factor as a result of 

factor analysis, but the chief's interest is mainly focused on the 

'expected level of information sharing,' 'information sharing level of 

the institution,' 'information sharing evaluation result,' and 'overall 

information sharing level'. All of them were found to have a 

significantly positive (+) correlation. Also, it was found that the 
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professionalism in information sharing of workers had a positive 

(+) effect on the 'information sharing level of the relevant 

institution' and the 'overall information sharing level'. This is the 

same conclusion as the results of previous studies (Taejin Kim et 

al., 2011; Jeongwook Moon, 2016; Jaesun Wang & Jeongwook Moon, 

2017) that the head of an agency in the sharing of information 

between public institutions affects information sharing. It is also 

consistent with the results of previous studies (Seong-Tae Kim, 

1998; Tae-Jin Kim et al., 2011; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook 

Moon, 2017; Gil-Garcia & Pardo, 2005) that lack of expertise in 

information sharing between public institutions can act as an 

obstacle to information sharing. . 

 

Finally, in terms of the beneficiary factors of information 

subjects, it was found that the degree of efficiency in work 

procedures through information sharing affects the 'degree of 

information sharing with other agencies' and the 'overall degree of 

information sharing.' It can be inferred that overall information 

sharing increases as work procedures become more efficient 

through information sharing. However, the recognition of the 

importance of information sharing, the perception that work 

performance is improved through information sharing, and the 

youth's availability of the accumulated information did not have 

statistical significance. This is a conclusion consistent with previous 

studies (Gil-Garcia et al., 2007) that being able to provide more 

efficient services has a positive effect on information sharing. 

 

5. Hypothesis Test Results 

 

This study tried to investigate the factors affecting information 

sharing among related institutions to provide comprehensive 

services for youth at risk. Based on the regression analysis results, 

the verification results of each detailed hypothesis are presented in 

a table as shown in <Table 13>. Among the hypotheses, all 

hypotheses with a negative direction were reverse-coded and set 
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to positive (+). Therefore, if the influence relationship is positive 

(+) and statistical significance appears, it can be seen that the 

previously established hypothesis is adopted. 

 

<Table 13> Hypothesis verification results 

Classi

ficatio

n 

Hypothesis Dependent Variable influence 

relationship 

Degree of 

significan

ce 

Hypoth

esis 

1-1 

The less the legal basis for 

information sharing, the more 

negatively it will have a negative 

impact on information sharing 

(reverse coding). 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ ○(**) 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

1-2 

The weaker the privacy 

regulations for information 

sharing, the more negatively it 

will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

- × 

Hypoth

esis 

1-3 

The more unclear who is 

responsible for information 

sharing, the more negatively it 

will have a negative impact on 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

+ × 
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information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

by this institution 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

1-4 

The better the promotion 

system for information sharing 

is in place, the more positive the 

information sharing will be. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

- × 

Hypoth

esis 

2-1 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that cooperation with 

relevant organizations is easy, 

the more positive the 

information sharing will be. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ ○(**) 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ ○(**) 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ ○(**) 

Hypoth

esis 

The more front-line officials 

perceive that trust with relevant 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 
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2-2 institutions is strong, the more 

positively it will have a positive 

effect on information sharing. 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ ○(**) 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ ○(**) 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ ○(*) 

Hypoth

esis 

2-3 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the interests of the 

relevant institutions are in 

conflict, the more it will have a 

negative effect on information 

sharing (reverse coding). 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

2-4 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that data is more likely 

to be distorted when sharing 

information, the more negatively 

it will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth The more frontline officials Information sharing - × 
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esis 

3-1 

perceive that the system is 

compatible with other public 

institutions, the more positively 

it will have a positive effect on 

information sharing. 

at the expected level 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

- × 

Hypoth

esis 

3-2 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the function of the 

system is inconvenient when 

sharing information between 

public institutions, the more it 

will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ ○(*) 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

3-3 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the system for 

information sharing is unstable, 

the more negatively it will have 

a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ ○(*) 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

- × 
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Hypoth

esis 

3-4 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the information 

format or DB owned by each 

institution is non-standard, it will 

have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

4-1 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the network is 

weak in the information system 

and the security problem 

increases, the more it will 

negatively affect information 

sharing. (reverse coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

4-2 

The higher the frontline officials 

perceive the risk of leaking non-

public data, the more it will have 

a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information + × 



 

 ８１ 

sharing 

Hypoth

esis 

4-3 

The higher the frontline officials 

perceive the risk of personal 

information leakage, the more it 

will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

- × 

Hypoth

esis 

4-3 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the information 

security-related management 

system is insufficient, the more 

negatively it will have a negative 

impact on information sharing. 

(reverse coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ ○(*) 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

5-1 

The higher the frontline officials 

perceive that the head of the 

agency is interested in 

information sharing between 

agencies, the more positive the 

information sharing will be. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ ○(*) 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ ○(**) 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ ○(**) 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 
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Overall information 

sharing 

+ ○(**) 

Hypoth

esis 

5-2 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that they lack expertise 

in information sharing, the more 

it will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ ○(*) 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ ○(*) 

Hypoth

esis 

5-3 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that additional tasks 

are increased due to information 

sharing, the more negatively it 

will have a negative impact on 

information sharing. (reverse 

coding) 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

6-1 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that information 

sharing between agencies is 

important in business 

processing, the more positively 

it has a positive effect on 

information sharing. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

- × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

+ × 
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performance 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

6-2 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the performance 

of service provision achieved 

through information sharing 

between agencies increases, 

the more positively it affects 

information sharing. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

- × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

- × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

6-3 

The more the youth, who are 

frontline bureaucrats, who are 

the subject of information, 

perceive that the accessibility to 

the information accumulated 

through information sharing 

increases, it has a positive 

effect on information sharing. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ × 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

+ × 

Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

- × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ × 

Hypoth

esis 

6-4 

The more frontline officials 

perceive that the service 

provision process becomes 

more efficient through 

information sharing, the more 

positively it affects information 

sharing. 

Information sharing 

at the expected level 

+ × 

Degree of 

information sharing 

by this institution 

+ × 

The extent to which 

other organizations 

share information 

+ ○(**) 

Information sharing 

evaluation result 

- × 
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Awareness of 

information sharing 

performance 

+ × 

Overall information 

sharing 

+ ○(*) 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

When examining the case where the relationship between the 

independent variable and the dependent variable has a statistically 

significant correlation, even if the independent variable has 

influence, it can be seen that the effect of each sub-dependent 

variable is different. In this analysis, I will not consider the 'overall 

information sharing degree' variable, which is the average of five 

detailed variables. 

 

Considering the legal basis factors, among the detailed 

dependent variables, only 'information sharing between our 

institution and other institutions is smoothly carried out at the 

expected level' had statistical significance. The reason can be seen 

as the legal basis stipulates the scope and limits of information 

sharing. This means that even if the legal basis is in place, there is 

a lack of information sharing to the practically necessary level. 

 

In the case of cooperation factors, among the detailed dependent 

variables, 'information sharing between our institution and other 

institutions is progressing smoothly at the overall expected level.' 

Statistical significance was shown for the two variables '. In this 

case, it helps to have a positive effect on information sharing at the 

level expected when business cooperation is normally achieved 

between related organizations, and it means that it helps other 

organizations to share information well to the required level. It can 

be seen that the accumulation of trust through mutual cooperation 

experience also affects information sharing (Powell, Walter W., 

1990). 

 

However, when looking at the trust factor, if the youth 
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counseling and welfare center worker believes that the institution 

and the related institution trust each other on average, the 

organization to which the worker belongs is recognized as being 

good enough to share information with other organizations to the 

level necessary for their work. In other words, it can have an 

impact only when the organization recognizes that a direct trust 

relationship has been established in order to share information well 

enough. Also, in the case of the trust factor, it was found to have 

statistical significance in the performance-related dependent 

variable, 'I think the overall performance of information sharing 

between institutions is positive.' In other words, the better the 

mutual trust relationship is established, the more positive the 

information sharing performance is. This can be supported by the 

research results that cognitive trust has a positive effect on mutual 

information sharing between companies(Byoung Chun Ha & 

Hyunjeong Nam, 2015). 

 

The technical convenience variable had a significant effect only 

on the information sharing level of other institutions among the 

detailed dependent variables. Because the current information-

sharing system is accessible only to the Youth Counseling Welfare 

Center, likely, the current situation in which the information-

sharing function is insufficiently used has acted as an obstacle for 

other organizations to facilitate information sharing. 

 

The stability factor of the information sharing system had a 

significant effect only on the evaluation factor among the detailed 

dependent variables. It can be inferred that this is because all 

numerical data affecting the evaluation are aggregated through the 

information system. That is, the lower the stability of the 

information sharing system, the more difficult it may be to 

accumulate performance that can be properly reflected in the 

evaluation. However, it can be inferred that it is difficult to influence 

other information-sharing factors because there is currently no 

system that can directly share information with related 
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organizations other than the Youth Counseling Welfare Center. 

 

The management system factor for information security had a 

significant effect only on the expected level of information sharing 

among the detailed dependent variables. This can be considered 

because, like legal factors, the extent to which information sharing 

is possible is defined by how robust the information security 

management system is. 

 

Regarding the factors of interest of the head of the institution, 

the evaluation results of the expected level of information sharing, 

our institution's information sharing, and information sharing all 

showed statistical significance. It is self-evident that the higher the 

interest in information sharing by the head of an agency, the easier 

it is to share information at the expected level. It will inevitably 

affect the level of information sharing of the agency affected by the 

head of the agency. In addition, since the level of information 

sharing is a factor in the evaluation of the youth counseling and 

welfare center in the future, the higher the interest of the head of 

the organization, the higher the evaluation related to information 

sharing is likely to be affected. 

 

The factor of expertise in information sharing only affected our 

institution's level of information sharing, among many factors. This 

also mainly affects how well our organization can share information 

since the expertise of information sharing indicates the information 

sharing-related competency level of the workers belonging to the 

relevant institution. 

 

Lastly, it was found that the efficiency factors of work 

procedures affect the level of information sharing of other 

organizations. It can be seen that, from the perspective of other 

organizations, the will to share information becomes stronger when 

apparent procedural efficiency is achieved through information 

sharing. Suppose work hours are shortened, or steps are reduced 
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through actual information sharing rather than qualitative results. In 

that case, this is a clear achievement since it is highly likely that 

information sharing will be more active. 

 

 

4.3. Qualitative Analysis 

 

1. Legal and institutional factors 

 

Regarding the legal and institutional factors, there was an 

opinion that the legal basis and system are important parts 

necessary for the protection of personal information of service 

recipients and the provision of accurate information in common. 

However, there was an opinion that the current law and system's 

concentration on the responsibilities of working-level workers 

could act as a negative factor that made them reluctant to share 

information. In addition, although they are aware of the laws and 

systems, they said that it has a negative effect on information 

sharing because knowledge about the extent to which information 

sharing can avoid punishment is not supported in practice. In other 

words, although legal and institutional grounds are factors that have 

an important influence on information sharing, it can be deduced 

that the legal system centered on responsibility is a qualitative 

factor that makes information sharing difficult. 

 

We believe that the legal basis and system are necessary to protect 

personal information and provide accurate information. (□□ Gu Center, 

F) 

 

I think that information sharing is possible only if there is a legal basis. 

In fact, I think that the part that doesn't work well for sharing is mainly 

due to legal issues or the introduction of responsibilities... ....Since the 

current legal basis is one of the factors that we are reluctant to share 
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information smoothly because it seems that we are focused on duties and 

the responsibilities of practitioners. (○○ Gu Center, D) 

 

We are burdened with too much responsibility, so if it is clear what the 

organization can protect to some extent when sharing information, it will 

not be much more challenging to share information. Since the subject of 

responsibility is given priority, isn't it rude to say this for nothing? 

Because there is such a thing, I don't really want to talk about it. (○○ Gu 

Center, C) 

 

I don't know the laws and systems, so I think information sharing is not 

going well. For example, when I have to provide information, I have more 

information, but I will be penalized for providing this part? Because of 

these things, it is reluctant to do it, and it is difficult to determine how 

much openness the friend wants, even if they have received the consent 

form for the use of personal information. (○○-gu Center, A) 

 

There are times when we have a few things, and we continue to 

wonder whether or not this will become law. I don't have a detailed enough 

guide. Instead, the individual counselor's subjective interpretation would 

not be acceptable. Still, when it comes to the center, it would be nice to 

have a minimal organization, such as a place to discuss information 

sharing, such as a case judgment meeting or an executive meeting. (○○ 

city center, E) 

 

I don't know the laws and systems, so I think information sharing is 

not going well. For example, when I have to provide information, I have 

more information, but I will be penalized for providing this part? Because 

of these things, it is reluctant to do it, and it is difficult to determine how 

much openness the friend wants, even if they have received the consent 

form for the use of personal information. (○○-gu Center, A) 
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2. Organizational factors 

 

It was agreed that cooperation between relevant organizations is 

a prerequisite for information sharing at the organizational level. In 

addition, it was evaluated that the current status of cooperation is 

relatively well done. In particular, in regions implementing the youth 

safety net system centered on local governments, where the pilot 

project has been implemented since 2019, it was evaluated that 

cooperation with the youth safety net team in the local government 

was better than before. However, when the Youth Counseling 

Welfare Center requests cooperation from other organizations when 

other organizations request the Youth Counseling Welfare Center, 

they tend to prepare more information and cooperate. It was 

evaluated that there was a consensus that the Counseling Welfare 

Center was the last line of case management, and there was not 

enough infrastructure to provide information to other organizations 

and link them. In other words, the better the cooperation, the 

smoother information sharing can occur. Still, there are differences 

in direction. It can be seen that how much connection infrastructure 

is in place in the local community can also be an essential 

information-sharing activation factor. In addition, it was found that 

some people who have worked in the area for a long time showed a 

willingness to cooperate through the trust relationship built based 

on the network built up. 

 

When making a request, it varies from institution to institution as much 

as possible, but please prepare a lot of information and make a request. 

However, when we seek cooperation from partner organizations, it seems 

to be less in terms of the number of sessions. (○○-gu Center, A) 

 

Coordinating is not easy, and there are not enough institutions to do 

that. I strongly believe that if I don't get it, I should do it here.... That's 

why resources must be prepared, but just like we can't just build a shelter, 
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it's great to feel the lack. (○○-gu Center, D) 

 

My personal opinion is that there are people who have worked for the 

institution for a long time. There is a network of people who have worked 

in this area for a long time. So, I think there is a desire to do something for 

each other more. (○○-gu Center, B) 

 

3. Technological factor 

 

 Regarding technical factors, they agreed that the system 

used for information sharing between related organizations is not 

sufficient to carry out information sharing. This is because a 

computerized system currently does not exist that can share 

information between various associated organizations, centering on 

youth in crisis. However, even if it was not automated, it was not 

considered to affect information sharing directly. This is because, in 

many cases, information is shared based on the counseling results 

of clients so that direct communication can increase the accuracy of 

information sharing. 

 

CYS-NET (Safety Net System for Youth in Crisis) is not compatible 

with other related organizations and can only be viewed between 

counseling and welfare centers, so it isn't easy to link with other 

organizations. (○○ gu Center, B) 

 

We do not believe that the system used to share information between 

relevant organizations is insufficient to carry out information sharing. In 

particular, system compatibility is the biggest obstacle. (□□ gu Center, 

F) 

 

Even if the system is built correctly, it seems complicated to see that 

it greatly impacts information sharing. I don't know if it's because we're a 
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consulting place. Since each person who writes the content writes in their 

language, I wonder if it will adequately convey the client's desire, 

situation, and environment? I think it is more accurate to communicate 

directly with the necessary information based on the minimum amount of 

data. (□□City Center, E) 

 

4. Security Factors 

 

It was agreed that the security factor is a prerequisite for 

information sharing. When the relevant organizations gather and 

hold an integrated case conference to discuss the case of youth at 

risk, they pay attention to security by sharing the principle of 

confidentiality and obtaining a signature on a separate form. In 

addition, data is shredded after the meeting, or when information is 

shared online, a password is set and communicated. However, 

concerns were also raised that such security could vary depending 

on individual capabilities. 

 

When I go to an integrated case meeting, I often sign a paper about the 

principle of confidentiality (○○-gu Center, A) 

 

    Some say that you should never leave the materials behind or discard 

them, and after the meeting is over, you should never talk about what we 

talked about here today. There is an information security manual, but it 

seems to vary depending on individual capabilities. (○○-gu Center, B) 

 

    On paper, passwords are sent and received, access to the system is 

limited, and access rights are given to employees separately and managed. 

After receiving the document, it is sometimes deleted immediately. (○○ 

City Center, E) 

 

5. Human Factor 
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At the human level, there was an opinion that, in particular, the 

interest of the head of an institution and the professionalism of the 

workers had a significant impact on information sharing between 

related institutions. This is because when the head of the agency 

was more active in information sharing, there was an experience in 

which information sharing took place better. In addition, the 

workers' professionalism, judgment, and activeness have an 

important influence on what kind of information is shared and 

communicated with which organization after seeing the case. 

 

 When I was discussing the case, I told the people in my payment line at 

our center, "We decided to do this on our line." There are times when you 

give Supervision's opinion-whether or not it is not. At that time, what I 

felt was, 'Ah, you seem to think more about the interest of the head of the 

agency and the importance of sharing information than I do'. I think that 

things like that work (positively) for information sharing. (○○-gu Center, 

A) 

 

   Among the human factors, I think the workers' professionalism is 

critical. Looking at the examples, what should be shared and 

communicated with, where to connect... I think we need to be proactive in 

that area. Given the methods we've been learning in general, I think 

professionalism impacts. Some teachers cannot connect with external 

institutions due to their characteristics. I see that as an unprofessional 

person, and I think it's fatal. (○○ City Center, E) 

 

6. Factors benefiting data subjects 

 

Regarding the beneficiary factors of information subjects, it was 

agreed that the basis for information sharing is whether or not it is 

of practical help to the youth in crisis. In addition, it was said that 

the shortening of intervention procedures for youth at risk also had 

a positive effect on information sharing. Intervention in crises is 
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often essential, and simplifying processes in these situations can 

affect information sharing. 

 

 When I need to intervene quickly, for example, if a friend I meet also 

sees the police, knows the school police officer (SPO), and also knows the 

anti-abuse police officer (APO) who is dedicated to preventing abuse. If a 

friend has a problem, we ask for a way to solve the problem together... It 

is helpful because it is possible to intervene right away, and the process is 

shortened. (○○-gu Center, A) 

    

   I think I can quickly learn a lot of information about a young person. 

When one institution is in charge, the information that can be collected is 

minimal, and when this friend treats the counseling welfare center, the 

police station, and the school, there are different cases. In such a case, it 

is helpful because we can see the friend in a three-dimensional way by 

looking at him and seeing it together. (○○-gu Center, B) 

 

   I think it's good that the counselor doesn't have to repeat the exact 

words repeatedly. If organizations share information, the person in charge 

will not ask questions about it, and it is good because it is taken into 

account. (○○-gu Center, C) 

 

 

 

Chapter 5. Conclusion 
 

 

5.1. Comprehensive analysis of research results and 

implications 
 

1. Comprehensive analysis of research results 
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The independent variable was divided in detail to confirm 

the relationship with the dependent variable, and the hypothesis 

was tested. In addition, the interview was also reviewed to 

supplement the limitations of the survey and to understand the 

context of the factors that influence information sharing in the case 

of integrated support for youth at risk. Combining the above results, 

it can be summarized in <Table 14> as follows if the results are 

summarized through the mixed research method focusing on the 

variables with high statistical significance. 

 

<표14> Joint display of integrated data 

Independent 

variables 

Qualitative Quantitative 

(coefficient) 

Convergence

/Divergence 

law An important part necessary for the 

protection of personal information of 

service recipients and the provision of 

accurate information in common with the 

legal basis and system 

0.1698**(Expect) Convergence 

cooperation Agree that cooperation between 

relevant organizations is a prerequisite 

for information sharing 

0.3242**(Expect), 

0.3568**(Other),  

0.1592**(Average) 

Convergence 

belief It shows that they are trying to 

somehow collaborate with each other 

through the trust relationship built on 

the basis of the network built by those 

who have worked for a long time. 

0.2003**(We), 

0.2131**(Perform), 

0.1049*(Average) 

Convergence 

convenience Even if it is not computerized, it is not 

considered to have a direct impact on 

information sharing. 

0.1123*(Other) Divergence 

error There is no computerized system that 

can share information among various 

related organizations. 

0.1134*(Evaluate) Divergence 

management Agree that the security factor is a 

prerequisite for information sharing to 

take place. 

0.1327*(Expect), Convergence 

leader When the head of the agency is more 

active in information sharing, the 

0.1042*(Expect), 

0.1467**(We), 

Convergence 
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experience of information sharing is 

better 

0.1904**(Evaluate), 

0.1068**(Average) 

specialty Judgment and activeness are important 

influences on what kind of information 

to share and communicate with which 

organization based on case studies 

0.0999*(We), 

0.0719*(Average) 

Convergence 

efficiency Shortening the intervention process for 

youth at risk also has a positive effect 

on information sharing 

0.2328**(Other),  

0.0823*(Average) 

Convergence 

*p<.05, **p<.01 

 

Quantitative and qualitative results converge on the 

hypothesis that information sharing occurs better when the legal 

basis is well established. In particular, the legal basis and system 

are essential for protecting service recipients' personal information 

and can be seen as a prerequisite for information sharing. This is in 

line with Jaesun Wang & Jungwook Moon's (2017) analysis results, 

who pointed out that significant obstacles in information sharing 

exist at a broad institutional level. 

 

The result of the quantitative study that information sharing 

occurs better as work cooperation for integrated support of the 

youth at risk between institutions is made is consistent with the 

conclusion of the qualitative research that cooperation between 

related institutions is a prerequisite for information sharing. In the 

existing research on information sharing obstacles for public 

officials in central government departments, it was pointed out that 

the lack of cooperation due to the ministries' dominance and 

partitioned administration were the factors that made information 

sharing difficult (Jaeseon Wang & Jeongwook Moon, 2017). In the 

youth counseling and welfare center unit, it can be said that the 

administration of partitions between ministries is relatively weak. 

However, the police are operated centered on the delinquent youth 

system. In the case of youth shelters, the focus is on the protection 

of runaway youths. In other words, cooperation is not easy due to 

the specificity of each related institution. Therefore, it can be seen 
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that information sharing occurs more smoothly as the experience of 

business cooperation is accumulated and collaboration is made 

centered on the target of youth in crisis rather than considering the 

specificity. 

 

The results of the quantitative research that the trust 

between institutions increases information sharing is in line with the 

results of the qualitative research that cooperation is successful 

through the trust relationship built based on the network established 

by those who have worked in the local community for a long time. 

This is consistent with the analysis results of previous studies that 

trust enhancement is a prerequisite for collaboration (Jaeseon Wang 

& Jeongwook Moon, 2017). 

 

System convenience and stability are factors that are dealt 

with at the technical level. As a result of the quantitative study, it 

was derived that the more convenient and error-free the 

information sharing system used by the institution, the better the 

information sharing occurred. However, in reality, there is currently 

no function that enables information sharing between related 

organizations, so this is a result derived on the premise of 

information sharing between youth counseling and welfare centers. 

Therefore, the quantitative research results are at odds with the 

qualitative research results that it is difficult to discuss the 

influencing factors due to the absence of an information sharing 

system between institutions. In particular, in the qualitative study, 

even if computerization was not performed, it was not considered 

that it had a direct effect on information sharing. Since each person 

who writes often expresses a specific situation in their own 

language, it was evaluated that direct communication can increase 

the accuracy of sharing information more and more. 

 

The quantitative research results show that the information 

sharing between related organizations occurs more readily as the 

institution has a better information security management system. 
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The qualitative research result that the security management 

system is a prerequisite for information sharing is consistent. In 

particular, a previous study targeting central government officials 

pointed out that among security factors, the risk of data leakage and 

the problem of personal information leakage were the highest 

obstacles to information sharing (Jaeseon Wang & Jungwook Moon, 

2017). Therefore, it can be inferred that the management system 

for information security is inevitably important even when 

information is shared between the Youth Counseling Welfare Center 

and related organizations, which handle sensitive data of 

adolescents in crisis. 

 

The results of the quantitative study that the higher the 

interest of the agency's head in information sharing, the better the 

information sharing is converged with the qualitative research result 

that the information sharing is better experienced when the head of 

the agency is more active in information sharing. This is consistent 

with the results of a survey of central government officials showing 

that top managers' leadership and middle managers act as 

significant influencing factors on information sharing (Jungwook 

Moon, 2016). 

 

As a result of quantitative analysis, the higher the expertise 

in information sharing between related organizations, the better the 

information sharing is. The conclusion of a qualitative study 

converges with that judgment and activeness about what 

information to share and communicate with which organization 

affects information sharing. In a study by Wang Jae-sun & Moon 

Jeong-wook (2017) targeting public officials in central government, 

professionalism was recognized as a relatively low barrier 

compared to other obstacles. However, there is a difference in that 

individual competency is a significant influencing factor at the level 

of youth counseling and welfare center workers, who are front-line 

bureaucrats who conduct counseling directly. 
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Lastly, the quantitative analysis result that information 

sharing occurs more efficiently as work procedures become more 

efficient through information sharing is consistent with the 

qualitative research result that shortening the intervention 

procedure for youth at risk has a positive effect on information 

sharing. This is a result supported by previous studies (Gil-García 

et al., 2007) that the provision of more efficient services can affect 

information sharing. 

 

2. Policy Implications 

 

The need for information sharing among related 

organizations is growing day by day to provide integrated service 

support centered on youth in crisis. Based on the analysis results of 

this study, it is possible to know which areas should be developed 

to have a positive effect on the activation of information sharing. 

 

First, it was derived that laws and institutions are essential 

factors in activating information sharing. However, since the current 

laws and systems are too focused on responsibility for violations of 

personal information protection, to promote information sharing, it 

is necessary to provide more detailed guidance and education on 

specific methods and scopes from the perspective of workers. 

 

Collaboration experience and trust were derived as essential 

factors in activating information sharing. In particular, in the case of 

workers who have worked in the local community for a long time, it 

was found that they accumulated collaboration experience using the 

human network they had built up, and that trust was also built 

through it. Therefore, although the executive committee, where 

relevant organizations gather to discuss cases of youth at risk, is 

being operated, it is necessary to encourage each affiliated 

institution to actively participate in the joint meeting at the regional 

level at the central ministries level. 
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Since the information security management system is a 

prerequisite for information sharing, the newly launched integrated 

information network for youth at risk is equipped with a security 

system to automatically manage security regulations and 

procedures without requiring employees to search for security 

regulations or guidelines. It is necessary to make it possible. In 

addition, the offline work style also needs to be revised to keep 

pace with these changes. 

 

Since the interest in information sharing of the agency head 

and the workers' professionalism were also derived as essential 

factors for information sharing, publicity and education on the 

importance of information sharing for all agency heads and workers 

are necessary. It is also required that evaluation criteria that can 

measure the degree of information sharing more clearly be 

supplemented. 

 

Finally, to provide an integrated service, rather than 

overloading the work through information sharing, the required 

documents and requirements are organized by relevant 

organizations to simplify the process so that everyone recognizes 

the standard procedure. To this end, it is also essential to reflect 

the information sharing procedure in a more detailed inspection and 

diagnosis in the newly constructed integrated information network 

system for youth at risk. 

 

 

5.2. Research limitations and Future research challenges 
 

 

1. Limitations of the study 

 

The first limitation of this study is that it was possible to 

measure only the independent and dependent variables at the level 
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recognized by the practitioners due to the limitations of the analysis 

techniques such as surveys and interviews. In other words, it is 

difficult to derive independent variables such as the legal system 

level or security level that can objectively measure the influencing 

factors related to information sharing, and objective indicators to 

evaluate the degree of information sharing. If objective explanatory 

variables and dependent variable-related indicators are developed, 

it will be possible to derive more objective factors affecting 

information sharing rather than employee perceptions. 

 

The second limitation of this study can be pointed out that 

the 'Youth Safety Net Comprehensive Information Network' system 

currently used by the Youth Counseling Welfare Center does not 

have a function to link information with other related organizations. 

The Ministry of Gender Equality and Family is working to establish 

an integrated information network for youth in crisis in 2023 

(tentative name). However, it wasn't easy to properly understand 

the information technology level factors because the research was 

conducted before building the integrated system. In other words, at 

the current level of technology, only information sharing between 

youth counseling and welfare centers is possible, and it was 

impossible to determine the convenience, stability, and 

standardization of data for information sharing with other related 

organizations. Therefore, after launching the integrated information 

network for youth in crisis that can provide practical information 

sharing with relevant organizations, it is necessary to examine the 

factors affecting the technical aspects once again. 

 

Third, factor analysis was conducted based on previous 

studies, but in the case of human factors, the reliability between the 

items was low. Therefore, unlike previous studies (Eun-Jeong Kim, 

2004; Tae-Jin Kim et al., 2011; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook 

Moon, 2013; Jae-Sun Wang & Jeong-Wook Moon, 2017), which 

category of influencing factors has a more significant impact than 

other categories of influencing factors? It was challenging to 
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comprehend. Therefore, conducting a more reliable and refined 

factor-by-factor analysis is necessary. 

 

Fourth, this study lacked consideration of infrastructure-

level factors such as available resources and existing human 

networks. As the previous research focused on public officials in 

central government departments, the scope of resources available 

through information sharing was not considered. However, when 

front-line organizations provide integrated services, the ultimate 

purpose of information sharing is focused on providing high-quality 

services to the youth concerned. Therefore, the possibility of 

providing various services, that is, the presence or absence of 

available resources in the local community, can be a factor in 

information sharing. In addition, it was found that in the case of 

workers who have been active in the local community for a long 

time, information sharing becomes easier as many cases have 

already established a human network between related organizations. 

Therefore, it can be said that the limitation of this quantitative 

survey is that it did not review the factors of infrastructure in 

advance. 

 

2. Future research challenges 

 

It is necessary to reanalyze information technology factors after 

launching the integrated information network for youth at risk. In 

this study, it was difficult to accurately analyze the influencing 

factors because technology-related factors were evaluated before 

the launch of the integrated system. Therefore, additional studies 

supplementing the technical factors can be considered in the future. 

In addition, it will be possible to additionally analyze how 

infrastructure-level factors such as available resources derived 

based on qualitative analysis and existing human networks affect 

information sharing. 

 

It will be possible to examine whether there are differences in 
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the perception of information sharing by employees' positions. In 

this study, the analysis was focused on the factors affecting 

information sharing with all workers participating. Among the 

previous studies, a study looked at public officials level 5 or higher 

and below level 6 to examine the difference in the types of 

information sharing attitudes by characteristics of respondents. 

Therefore, it can be a meaningful study in the future to determine 

whether the factors affecting information sharing can be different 

depending on the position within the front-line organization. 

 

Finally, a more multifaceted analysis will be possible if the 

influence factors considered by each institution are comparatively 

analyzed through a survey of other institutions that carry out link 

work for youth in crisis rather than the Youth Counseling Welfare 

Center. This study looked at information sharing influencing factors 

for youth counseling and welfare center workers only due to the 

limitations of available budget and time. However, information 

sharing is meaningful when it is done bilaterally. Therefore, it will 

be helpful to set the future policy direction to look at information 

sharing factors that are considered important from the point of view 

of various other related organizations. 
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[Appendix1] Questionnaire 

 

청소년상담복지센터 종사자 대상 

정보 공유 인식 조사 문항 
 

◎ 귀하가 해당하는 정보에 체크해 주십시오. 

1. 귀하의 연령이 어떻게 되십니까? 

① 20대 ② 30대 ③ 40대 ④50대 ⑤60대 이상 

2. 귀하의 근무연수가 어떻게 되십니까? 

① 2년 미만 ② 2년이상 4년 미만 ③ 4년 이상 6년 미만 ④ 6년 이상 8년 미

만 ⑤ 8년 이상 

3. 귀하의 직급은 어디에 속하십니까? 

① 센터장, 팀장(관리업무 수행 직원) ② 팀원(실무업무 수행 직원) ③ 행정

원(행정업무 수행 직원) ④ 청소년동반자(전일제, 시간제) ⑤ 기타(생활지

도 직원, 일시보호시설 근무 등) 

4. 귀하의 최종 학력이 어떻게 되십니까? 

① 박사, 박사과정 및 수료 ② 석사, 석사과정 및 수료 ③ 대졸, 대학 재학 

④ 전문대졸 ⑤ 고졸 

 

◎ 다음 문항들에 대하여 귀하가 동의하는 정도에 표시하여 주십시오. 

i. 본 설문에서 ‘유관 기관’의 의미는 청소년쉼터, 드림스타트, wee센

터(학교), 꿈키움센터(청소년비행예방센터), 경찰서, 학교밖청소년지

원센터 등 위기청소년의 통합적인 지원을 위하여 연계협력하는 기관

들을 의미합니다. 

ii. 본 설문에서 ‘정보공유’란 기관 내부의 업무 효율성과 대국민의 서

비스 품질의 향상을 위하여 정보를 수집, 저장, 관리, 연계 등을 하

는 행위를 의미합니다. 예를 들어 청소년상담복지센터에서 위기청소

년이 가진 여러가지 문제를 해결하기 위하여 유관 기관들과 위기청소

년 관련 정보, 지원서비스 관련 정보 등을 연계하는 것을 의미합니

다.  

5. 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 간 정보 공유에 대한 법적 

근거가 부족하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 
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6. 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 간 정보 공유를 위한 개인정보 

보호 규정이 미약하다.  

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

7. 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 간 정보 공유에 따른 책임 

소재가 불분명하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

8. 우리 기관은 보유한 자료 또는 정보를 타 기관 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 

경찰청, 학교 등) 에게 전달하기 위한 제도가 체계적이다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

9. 우리 기관과 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 사이에는 

평균적으로 위기청소년의 통합적인 지원을 위한 업무 협력이 잘 이루어진다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

10. 우리 기관과 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)은 평균적으로 

서로를 신뢰하는 편이다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

11. 우리 기관과 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)은 보통 

이해관계가 대립하는 편이다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

12. 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과 정보를 공유할 경우 자료가 

왜곡되는 경우가 많다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

13. 우리 기관은 유관기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과 시스템이 

평균적으로 잘 호환된다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

14. 우리 기관에서 사용하는 정보공유시스템(청소년안전망 종합정보망)의 

위기청소년 관련 정보를 공유하기위한 기능은 사용하기 불편하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 
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15. 우리 기관에서 사용하는 정보공유시스템(청소년안전망 종합정보망)은 사용 시 

오류가 잦은 편이다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

16. 유관 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 별로 소유하고 있는 정보 형식 

또는 DB가 표준화 되어있지 않다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

17. 우리 기관이 정보공유를 위해 사용하는 시스템(청소년안전망 종합정보망)은 

정보보안에 취약하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

18. 우리 기관이 사용하는 시스템을 통하여 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 

학교 등)과 정보를 공유할 경우 비공개 자료의 유출 위험이 크다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

19. 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과 정보 공유 시에는 개인의 

프라이버시 침해 위험이 높아진다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

20. 우리 기관은 정보보안에 대한 관리체계가 미흡하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

21. 우리 기관에서는 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 

공유에 대한 기관장의 관심이 높다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

22. 나는 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 공유에 대한 

전문성이 부족하다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

23. 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 공유로 인하여 나의 

업무량이 늘어난다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

24. 나는 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 공유가 업무를 

처리하는 데에 있어 중요하다고 생각한다. 
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① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

25. 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 공유를 통해 서비스가 

제공될 경우 업무 성과가 높아진다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

26. 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과 정보 공유를 통해 

얻은(집적된) 정보는 청소년들도 이용 할 수 있다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

27. 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)과의 정보 공유를 통하여 업무 

절차가 효율화 된다 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

28. 나는 정보 공유 관련 법적 근거와 제도에 대해 잘 이해하고 있다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

29. 정보 공유 관련 법적 근거와 제도는 기관 간 정보 공유에 중요한 요소이다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

30. 우리 기관과 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등) 간 정보 공유는 

전반적으로 기대하는 수준으로 원활히 이루어 지고 있다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

31. 우리 기관은 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)에 정보 공유를 

업무에 필요한 수준으로 충분히 잘 하고 있다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

32. 다른 유관기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)들은 우리 기관에 정보 

공유를 업무에 필요한 수준으로 충분히 잘 해주고 있다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 

33. 최근 정보 공유 관련 평가(청소년상담복지센터 종합 평가 내 연계협력기관 

활용 실적 등)에서 대략적으로 어떠한 평가를 받았습니까? 

① 0점(D등급) ② 1점(C등급) ③ 2점(B등급) ④ 3점(A등급) ⑤ 4점(S등급) 

34. 본인은 기관 간 정보공유의 성과가 전반적으로 긍정적이라고 본다. 

① 전혀 동의하지 않음 ② 동의하지 않음 ③ 보통 ④ 동의함 ⑤ 매우 동의함 
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[Appendix2] Interview questions 

 

 

i. 본 설문에서 ‘유관 기관’의 의미는 청소년쉼터, 드림스타

트, wee센터(학교), 꿈키움센터(청소년비행예방센터), 경찰서, 

학교밖청소년지원센터 등 위기청소년의 통합적인 지원을 위하

여 연계협력하는 기관들을 의미합니다. 

ii. 본 설문에서 ‘정보공유’란 기관 내부의 업무 효율성과 대국

민의 서비스 품질의 향상을 위하여 정보를 수집, 저장, 관리, 

연계 등을 하는 행위를 의미합니다. 예를 들어 청소년상담복

지센터에서 위기청소년이 가진 여러가지 문제를 해결하기 위

하여 유관 기관들과 위기청소년 관련 정보, 지원서비스 관련 

정보 등을 연계하는 것을 의미합니다.  

 

1. 현재 우리 기관과 타 기관(쉼터, 드림스타트, 경찰청, 학교 등)간의 

정보공유가 원활히 이루어지고 있다고 생각하십니까?  

1-1. 원활히 이루어진다면 그 이유는 무엇입니까? or 원활히 이루어

지지 않고 있다면 그 이유는 무엇입니까? (구체적 상황 설명, 5

줄 이상) 

 

2. 유관 기관 간 정보를 공유 시에 가장 중요한 부분은 무엇이라고 생각

하십니까?(구체적 상황 설명, 5줄 이상) 

 

3. 유관 기관 간 정보를 공유할 때에 가장 어려운 부분은 무엇입니까?(구

체적 상황 설명, 5줄 이상) 

 

4. 기관 간 정보 공유 관련한 법과 제도에 대해서 어느 정도로 알고 계십

니까? 알고 계신 내용을 간략하게 서술 해 주세요. 

 

5. 정보 공유 관련 법적 근거와 제도가 기관간 정보 공유에 중요한 요소

라고 생각하십니까? 

 

6. 현재의 법제도가 기관 간 정보 공유를 활성화 하기에 충분하다고 생각

하십니까? 

(법제도의 예: 법적 근거, 개인정보보호 규정, 책임 소재 규정, 전달 체

계 등) 

6-1. 충분하지 않다면, 어떠한 점이 보완되어야 한다고 생각하십니까? 
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7. 유관 기관과 청소년상담복지센터 사이에는 협력이 잘 이루어 지십니

까?  

7-1. 협력이 잘 이루어진다면 그 이유는 무엇입니까? or 그렇지 않다

면 협력이 잘 이루어지지 않는 원인은 무엇이라고 생각하십니

까? 

 

8. 유관 기관 간 정보 공유 시에 사용하시는 시스템은 정보 공유를 수행

하기에 충분하다고 생각하십니까?  

8-1. 그렇지 않다면 시스템적으로 무엇이 가장 큰 장애 요인입니

까?(예시: 시스템 호환성, 시스템 기능, 시스템 안정성, 기관별 

소유하고 있는 DB의 표준화 정도 등) 

 

9. 유관 기관 간 정보 공유 시에 정보 보안이 잘 이루어지고 있다고 생각

하십니까? 

9-1. 그렇지 않다면 보안의 어떠한 부분이 정보 공유를 어렵게 만든

다고 생각하십니까?(예시: 네트워크취약성, 비공개 자료 유출 

위험, 개인정보 유출 위험, 정보보안에 대한 관리체계 미흡 등) 

 

10. 유관 기관간 정보 공유에 대해서 인적인 요인(기관장의 관심, 종사자의 

전문성, 업무량 증가 정도, 정보 공유 중요성에 대한 인식 등)이 어느 

정도로 작용한다고 생각하십니까? 

10-1. 위에 제시한 인적인 요인을 포함해 어떠한 인적 요인이 정보공

유에 가장 중요하게 작용한다고 생각하십니까? 

 

11. 유관 기관 간 정보공유 시에 위기청소년에게 실질적으로 도움이 된다

고 생각하십니까?  

11-1. 도움이 된다고 생각하신다면 구체적으로 어떠한 점이 도움이 

된다고 생각하십니까? or 도움이 되지 않는다고 생각하신다면 

구체적으로 어떠한 점 때문에 도움이 되지 않는다고 생각하십

니까? 
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초록(국문) 

  

위기청소년의 수는 매년 증가하는 추세이며 다양한 매체에서 

제시되고 있는 청소년 위기의 심각성 정도나 다양성도 증가하고 있다. 

특히, 위기청소년들은 여러 위험 요인들이 대체로 중첩되어 복합적으로 

일어나는 경향이 있다. 현재 우리나라에는 위기청소년에게 도움을 

주고자 하는 청소년안전망체계가 부처별로 존재하고 있으나, 청소년 

대상의 통합적인 서비스 제공은 원활하게 이루어지지는 못하고있는 

실정이다. 그 이유는 부처 간의 그리고 사업을 직접 수행하는 기관 간에 

개인의 신상 및 서비스 수혜 이력 정보 등이 원활히 연계되지 않아, 

어떤 서비스는 중복으로 제공이 되기도 하고 어떤 것은 필요함에도 

불구하고 서비스가 이뤄지지 않는 경우도 발생하기 때문이다.   

 

이와 관련하여 본 연구에서는 종합적인 청소년 복지서비스 제공의 

전제 조건인 일선 기관 간 정보 공유의 영향 요인이 무엇인지 

알아보고자 하였다. 위기청소년을 대상으로 통합적인 서비스를 제공하기 

위해서는 청소년 지원 유관 기관 간의 정보 공유가 필수적이기 때문이다. 

특히, 본 연구는 실제로 정보공유를 실시하는 일선 관료들의 태도와 

인식이 정보 공유 활성화에 주요한 영향을 끼친다고 보고, 일선 기관 간 

정보 공유에 영향을 미치는 요인들은 무엇인지 그리고 정보 주체에 대한 

수혜 요인도 정보공유의 영향요인으로 작용하는지를 초점에 두고 연구를 

수행하였다.  

 

연구방법은 전국 294명의 청소년상담복지센터 종사자를 대상으로한 

온라인 설문조사 결과를 토대로 다중회귀분석을 실시하였다. 또한 

양적인 분석을 보완하기위하여 청소년상담복지센터 종사자 6명을 

대상으로 심층 인터뷰도 진행하였다.  

 

분석 결과를 요약하면 다음과 같다. 유관기관들이 법적 근거가 잘 
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갖추어져 있다고 여길 수록 정보 공유가 잘 이루어진 다고 여겨진다는 

결과가 도출되었다. 또한 평소 기관 간 위기청소년의 통합적인 지원을 

위한 업무 협력이 잘 이루어진다고 생각할수록 정보공유가 잘 

이루어진다고 생각한다는 결론이 나왔다. 기관 간 서로를 신뢰한다고 

인식할수록 정보 공유가 잘 이루어진다고 인식한다는 양적 연구의 

결과는 지역사회에서 오래 일한 종사자가 구축한 네트워크를 바탕으로 

쌓아둔 신뢰관계를 통해 서로 협업이 잘 이루어질 수 있다는 질적 연구 

결과와 맞닿아 있다. 또한 정보공유시스템이 편리 하다고 여길수록, 

그리고 오류가 없다고 판단할수록 정보 공유가 잘 일어난다고 

생각한다는 것이 양적 분석에서 도출되었다. 하지만 현실적으로 현재 

유관 기관간 정보 공유가 가능한 기능이 전산상으로는 존재하지 않아 

이는 청소년상담복지센터 간의 정보공유가 가능함을 전제로 도출된 

결과이다. 따라서 이러한 양적연구결과는 기관 간 정보공유 시스템의 

부재를 영향요인으로 단정하기 어렵다는 질적 연구결과와는 배치되었다. 

해당 기관이 정보보안에 대한 관리체계가 잘 갖추어져 있다고 

생각할수록 유관 기관 간 정보 공유가 잘 일어난다고 여기는 것이 

발견되었다. 또한 유관 기관 간 정보 공유에 대한 기관장의 관심이 

높다고 판단할 수록 정보 공유가 잘 이루어진다고 생각한다는 결론 또한 

도출되었다. 유관 기관 간의 정보 공유에 대한 전문성이 높다고 

여길수록 정보공유가 잘 이루어진다고 생각한다는 결과도 도출되었다. 

마지막으로 유관 기관과의 정보공유를 통하여 업무 절차가 효율화 

된다고 인식할 수록 정보공유가 잘 일어난다고 여긴다는 결론이 

도출되었다.  

 

본 연구의 시사점은 분석 결과를 바탕으로, 어떠한 부분을 

중점적으로 발전 시켜야 정보 공유 활성화에 긍정적인 영향을 줄 수 

있는지 알 수 있다는 데에 있다. 우선, 현재의 법과 제도는 지나치게 

개인정보 보호 위반 시의 책임소재에만 집중되어있기 때문에, 정보 

공유를 활성화 하기 위해서는 종사자 입장에서의 구체적인 방법과 
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범위에 대해 더욱 자세한 지침 안내와 교육이 이루어질 필요가 있다. 

협업 경험과 신뢰는 정보공유를 활성화하는 데에 중요한 요인으로 도출 

되었다. 따라서 중앙 부처 차원에서 각 소속기관이 지역 단위의 협업 

회의체에 적극적으로 참여할 수 있도록 독려하는 것이 필요하다. 정보 

보안에 대한 관리체계의 경우 정보 공유를 위한 전제조건이므로, 새로이 

출범하는 (가칭) 위기청소년 통합정보망에 이러한 보안 체계가 

시스템적으로 완비될 필요성이 있다. 또한, 전체 기관장 및 종사자를 

대상으로 한 대대적인 정보 공유의 중요성 홍보 및 교육이 필요하며, 

청소년상담복지센터의 평가 시에도 보다 명확하게 정보 공유 정도를 

측정할 수 있는 평가 기준을 보완하는 것이 요구된다. 마지막으로 

정보공유를 통해 실제로 절차가 간소화 될 수 있도록 관련 필수 문서나 

요구사항을 유관 기관 별로 정리하는 작업을 거쳐 모두가 공통적인 

절차를 인지할 수 있도록 노력하여야 한다. 이를 위해서는 역시 정보 

공유 절차에 대한 보다 구체적인 점검과 진단을 통하여 새로이 구축되는 

위기청소년 통합정보망 시스템에 반영 될 수 있도록 하는 것이 중요하다.  

 

하지만 본 연구는 분석 기법 상의 한계로 인하여, 종사자가 

인식하는 수준에서 독립변수와 종속변수만을 측정할 수 있었다. 즉, 

객관적인 정보 공유 관련 영향요인을 측정할 수 있는 지표가 개발 

된다면, 종사자의 인식이 아닌 보다 객관적인 정보 공유의 영향요인을 

도출 해 낼 수 있을 것이다. 청소년상담복지센터를 분석대상으로 한 

것으로, 청소년상담복지센터가 아닌 위기청소년 대상 연계 업무를 

수행하는 타 기관 대상 조사를 통하여 각각의 기관이 생각하는 

영향요인에 대한 연구가 수행될 필요가 있다. 또한 

위기청소년통합정보망의 출범 이후 정보 기술 요인에 대한 재분석이 

필요하다. 이번 연구에서는 통합 시스템의 출범 이전에 기술 관련 

요인을 평가하다 보니 정확한 영향요인을 분석하기 힘들었기 때문이다. 

마지막으로 종사자의 직위별로 정보 공유에 대한 인식이 차이가 

있는지도 향후 살펴볼 수 있을 것이다. 
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