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Chapter 1

Introduction





The child welfare service delivery mechanism in Korea has 

been developed focusing mainly on children needing care. This 

delivery system is not centered on those who need it, but con-

centrated on institutions or facilities. The dominant view is that 

such delivery mechanism varies by each child welfare service 

and these services are not delivered in an integrated manner 

owing to lack of network for such services. In detail, existing 

researches indicate that the problems with domestic child wel-

fare service delivery mechanism are the absence of the central 

pillar for various child welfare services (Jeong Ik-Joong, 2009); 

lack of public nature of child protection (Lee Hyun-Joo and 

Jeong Ik-Joong, 2013); individual and fragmented network (Lee 

Tae-Soo et al., 2008); and insufficient cooperation system (Lee 

Bong-Ju, 2005; National Youth Policy Institute, 2011). 

Collaboration among those within social welfare delivery sys-

tem is structurally weak, and the central and local governments 

are supporting children needing protection in a piecemeal 

fashion. Child protection agencies are also providing pro-

tection independently, so some say that this situation entails 

many limitations for a valid welfare service, which could help 

the sound growth and development of such children (Shin, 
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4 Collaboration in Child Protection Services

Min-Jeong, 2004). This dearth of collaboration in child pro-

tection is noticeable in every process ranging from connection 

with a child requiring protection and at the place where pro-

tection takes place to its follow-up (Shin, Min-Jeong, 2004; Lee 

Bong-Ju, 2005). Against this backdrop, what is called for at this 

juncture is searching for a collaborated child protection service 

mechanism, building and expanding public and private collab-

orative system, and establishing a connected protective mecha-

nism among child protection-related service providers in a way 

that it puts children first in their protection services. 

The objective of this research is to analyze the status and is-

sues in today's fragmented child protection mechanism in 

Korea, and then offer a positive ground for building a system-

atic and continuous child protection system. There have not 

been many studies on the connection of child protection sys-

tem until now and existing researches are somewhat weak in 

terms of providing a positive ground though they are serving as 

valuable data presenting ways to improve public child welfare 

delivery mechanism. Therefore, this study has focused on the 

blind spot and potential groups demanding community welfare, 

among various protection types, meaning a protective mecha-

nism of the local community targeting those who are highly 

likely be in danger if there is no intervention. Also by tapping 

the wisdom of service providers highly experienced in such 

collaboration at site, this exercise has explored the difficulties 
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in connecting community-based services and concrete service 

improvement plans designed to promote this connectivity. 

Expectation is that this research will positively examine sys-

tematically-collaborated services of child protection mecha-

nism in the local community, helping lay the framework for op-

timal service for children. 





Chapter 2

Theoretical Background

1. Concepts of Child Protection Mechanism and 

Service Collaboration

2. Necessity and Typical Diversity of Service 

Collaboration

3. Recent Researches on Collaboration of Services 

in Child Protection Mechanism





1. Concepts of Child Protection Mechanism and 
Service Collaboration

Child protection mechanism is a delivery system needed for 

protecting and aiding a child in need of protection. Here a 

child in need of protection is someone requiring social pro-

tection and care because of family issues including poverty, 

abuse (especially neglect), family dissolution, and inadequate 

child-rearing environment to name a few. Children exposed to 

crisis in development demand the arrangement of legal, institu-

tional and policy conditions for their protection and protective 

atmosphere, which is built on systematic collaborations be-

tween these conditions. Child protection system is a series of 

mechanism to give professional and systematic services re-

quired for child protection. 

It is a well known fact that the problems faced by children 

and family in our modern society have become very complex 

and diverse. Social issues have become varied and desires of 

social members have become diverse too. Also expectation for 

the efficiency and effectiveness of social welfare administration 

has risen. So in many cases wide-ranging and diverse child wel-
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10 Collaboration in Child Protection Services

fare services have to be granted to children subject to these 

services and the challenge is practically breaking down the bar-

riers lying in any way between institutions or between dis-

ciplines (for instance, health and welfare) in child-related serv-

ices and creating a system allowing collaboration and collabo-

ration among them. 

According to the manual (2009) of the Ministry of Health and 

Welfare, the concept of collaboration is defined as 

"relationship, status or collaboration system between various 

elements of society or between people, and further, a mu-

tually-dependent and systematic network combining physical 

and personal resources of the local community (Ministry of 

Health and Welfare, 2009)." It shows that this concept of col-

laboration is understood as being very comprehensive. In this 

broad sense of the word, collaboration has been used in social 

welfare sphere mixed with concepts like 'collaborative mecha-

nism' (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2011), 'integration' 

(Horwath & Morrison, 2007; Waldfogel, 1997), 'network' (Lee 

Tae-Soo et al., 2008), 'partnership' (Bayle, 1989), and 'collabo-

ration network or connection network' (Lee Hye-Won, 2002). 

Each concept has a slightly different emphasis but these con-

cepts are alike in that they are all systematic efforts to address 

fragmentation of services and mismatches between child or 

family's demand and professional aids. In this undertaking, col-

laboration means "different organizations regularly working to-
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gether to achieve a common goal" as defined by Lee Hye-Won 

(2002), and it can be broken down into different stages depend-

ing on development phase - the stage of exchanging in-

formation on an individual organizational level; the stage of 

contacts; the stage of regular alliance between organizations; 

and the stage of integration by establishing sustained con-

nectivity within the community" (Lee Hye-Won, 2002: 193). 

This study has adopted this wide-sense of meaning and aims to 

look at various endeavors, types, and processes of collabo-

ration as a higher-level concept of communication, coopera-

tion, coalition, and integration. 

2. Necessity and Typical Diversity of Service 
Collaboration

Necessities of child-related service collaboration can be 

broadly divided into three categories  - availability, efficiency, 

and effectiveness of services. They fully explain why child-re-

lated services should be related to one another. 

First, service availability takes up the most essential compo-

nent of the debate on the need for service collaboration. The 

basic assumption of service collaboration is that the problems 

a child and a family encounter are fundamentally complex and 

various desires generated from them are hard to be resolved 

with categorized and individual services. Regarding the issue of 
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availability, a child and a family often cannot adequately ad-

dress their own problems unless they themselves shop around 

various institutions. This is because it is impossible for them to 

find an institution that can solve their diverse problems and 

specialists are only interested in their own area of speciality in 

many instances under categorized and specialized service 

environment. 

However, this is very difficult for any family and it could be 

almost impossible for a child and a family in most desperate 

need of the service (Waldfogel, 1997). So, what is necessary is 

establishing a mechanism that best combines services if we are 

to increase the availability of services to any child or family in 

demand of at least one service. 

Second is efficiency. Efficiency in the context of service col-

laboration is closely associated with service availability. 

Mismatches between the child and the family needing the serv-

ice and the service an institution can afford to deliver means 

inefficiency of service delivery and resource usage. For exam-

ple, suppose that an institution can only provide parental edu-

cation instead of alcoholic treatment to a family where alco-

holism has continuously led to child abuse. Then, it just results 

in waste of resources without addressing the root cause that 

puts the child at risk. If the service given is more expensive 

than the one that is needed, then it is a very serious waste of 

resources (Waldfogel, 1997). What this tells us is that, service 
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efficiency is much higher when services are consolidated than 

when they are fragmented. Such availability-efficiency ration-

ale has acted as the major theoretical ground for service in-

tegration since the 1970s when discourses on service in-

tegration gained momentum (Kagan & Neville, 1993). 

Third is effectiveness. The quality of service is something 

that has been relatively neglected in availability-effective 

rationale. Still effectiveness is an ultimate, basic question in 

service collaboration discussions. It is relevant to the matter of 

how much actual quality of service delivery experienced by in-

dividual child and family has improved as a consequence of 

child-related service restructuring and ultimately how much 

positive changes have been derived in these individual child 

and family life. Effectiveness is becoming more important these 

days with a rising awareness on the accountability for service 

outcomes. This means that service effectiveness can go up only 

under conditions where a child-related service collaboration 

echanism is properly established. The chance is high that the 

outcome intended from the service for individual child and 

family life is more positive if services are correlated.

Under categorized and specialized service circumstances, 

service options available for individual child and family could 

sometimes be broadened. Yet on the flip side, it is really chal-

lenging for most children and families to find the service they 

need and create a portfolio of services by themselves. This task 
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is virtually impossible given complicated service qualifications, 

dearth of information and travel distance involved. Lee 

Hye-Won (2002) summarized the reason why child-related 

service connection is required "because child-related service 

collaboration can make sharing of experiences, ideas, and oth-

er resources between relevant organizations possible and it can 

thereby maximize service delivery capabilities of entire organ-

izations in a given community, raise service availability for cli-

ents, and minimize duplication, conflict, dispute, and animosity 

between relevant organizational services. In other words, its 

goal is more effectively meeting complex needs of clients by 

maximizing the use of resources." Seen from the perspective of 

service availability, efficiency, and effectiveness, service col-

laboration is a must for service reform. 

Actual collaboration varies when diverse child-related serv-

ices are implemented in the local community and many schol-

ars explain these different kinds using a framework called 

phased process. A case in point is Agranoff (1977) who grouped 

the many trends that are generated before debate and action 

takes place over service integration into the following five cat-

egories: First is that categorized program is extended. Next is 

that changes are witnessed in the public role that has overseen 

this program. Thirdly, the issue of fragmentation, dis-

connection, low availability, and non-accountability emerges 

over conventional categorized-type of service. Fourth, goal at-
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tainment rate goes down. Finally, public officials show desire to 

combine categorized programs into a new and somewhat con-

sistent policy framework (Agranoff, 1977; Kagan & Neville, 

1993, recited p.85-86).

Although Agranoff's notion gives useful information for un-

derstanding the process of service connectivity, more general 

discourse over child-related service collaboration process can 

be found in Ragan and Nathan (2002), Lee Tae-Soo, et al. 

(2008) who is based on the former two scholars' findings or 

Horwath and Morrison (2007). These arguments are extremely 

similar among each other, and Horwath and Morrison (2007) 

explains the process of collaboration by adopting concepts like 

communication, collaboration, cooperation, coalition, and 

integration. 

According to Horwath and Morrison (2007), communication 

is the lowest level or the starting point of cooperation. At this 

point, two independent institutions share information and 

common interests and form meaningful ties but one in-

stitution's programs are operated independently from the other 

institution's programs. Collaboration denotes the phase in 

which low-level of cooperation happens case by case. Typically 

general information between institutions are shared and in-

formal support is provided to manage common cases at this 

step. Each institution uses counterpart institution's programs 

and resources but this type of cooperation is not in-
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stitutionalized yet. 

During coordination phase, much formalized collaboration 

occurs but no sanction is possible on non-compliance. 

Institutions jointly plan programs or activities and run joint 

projects. So, a basic framework for integration takes shape at 

this juncture. Coalition is the phase of forging a common 

mechanism based on the sacrifice of individual institu-

tional-level autonomy. Programs are merged under a common 

goal or employees and budgets are jointly adjusted in the policy 

decision-making process during this period. Finally, integration 

is a step where institutions consolidate and form a new com-

mon identity. By this phase, almost all, except for some part, of 

each institution's autonomy is gone and institutions are left 

with common policies and missions (Lee Tae-Soo et al., 2008). 

Horwath and Morrison (2007) insisted that connection can be 

understood in such diverse forms. They also claimed that in-

formal and local cooperation and formal and cross-institutional 

cooperation can be seen on a single dimension. Detailed ex-

planation on this argument is summarized in Figure 1. As is il-

lustrated in Figure 1, the more strengthened cooperation is, the 

less autonomy enjoyed by each institution and this tendency is 

consistently evidenced across the goal, budget, resource man-

agement, and decision-making of an institution. Initially coop-

eration begins autonomously, but it tends to become more and 

more formalized. In the end, autonomy and identity on an in-
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dividual institutional level is consolidated under a common 

goal. 

〔Figure 1〕 Characteristics of Collaboration and Coalition

Source: J. Horwath & T. Morrison (2007) Recited p.57 

3. Recent Researches on Collaboration of Services 
in Child Protection Mechanism

Researches on collaboration of child-related services has 

continued since the 1990s until now, and the focus of these 

studies is finding the determinant factor of such collaboration 

in various areas of child-related services. Lee Hye-Won (2000; 

2002) has studied the collaboration of network existing across 
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organizations that help poorly-fed children, and in detail she 

analyzed the process and the structure of local-level service 

network while identifying the determinant of service con-

nection (the number of collaborated organizations and degree 

centrality of service collaboration network). It was revealed 

from her research that there are more organizations connect-

ing services if organizations involved are private ones rather 

than government ones, the person in charge of such services is 

granted with more autonomy, more visits to the children's 

households have been made in latest one-year period, and if 

there is a licensed social worker assigned. 

Kim Kyo-Jeong and Kim Yong-Joon (2004) have investigated 

service collaboration level concentrating on child abuse pre-

vention center and have examined individual and organiza-

tional elements determining such connection. Their study has 

shown that the extent of collaboration child abuse prevention 

centers have with administrative agencies is high but such col-

laboration is low with treatment institutions. The awareness 

and necessity of this collaboration is high among workers, but 

employee ducation for manager or workers necessary for actual 

collaboration remains at low levels. In terms of determining 

factors, it turned out that organizational factors are relatively 

more influential than individual ones. Similarly, Kim Hyun-Joo 

and Lee Jong-Hwa (2008) have looked at the status of service 

collaboration for child protection institutions and determinants 
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of this collaboration and have indicated that most child pro-

tection agency counselors are experienced in this collaboration 

but are not maintaining close and sustained networking. 

Education level, autonomy, supervision, and working hours are 

critical among collaboration determinants, so they proposed 

that we have to ensure continuity of duty, integrated education 

and training, and supervision system for counselors to effi-

ciently collaboration child protection agencies. 

The focus of Kim Hyun-Joo and Hyun Ahn-Na's study (2011) 

is collaboration experience of community child center workers 

and they have surveyed the state of connection of community 

child center services and its determinant like in other 

researches. The study demonstrated that almost all community 

child center workers hold experience in collaboration but fre-

quency of such collaboration and type of collaboration in-

stitutions are limited. Similar to existing studies, this research 

argued that determinants of collaboration is possession of 1st 

grade social worker license, work experience, size of an in-

stitution in question, and employee education experience   

Lastly, Ahn Yun-Sook (2012) has explored the state of com-

munity collaboration of child welfare agencies entrusted with 

youth subject to protective disposition by conducting in-depth 

interviews with relevant workers. According to her study, these 

institutions think that securing resources through local com-

munity collaboration is important but connection with correc-



20 Collaboration in Child Protection Services

tion administration or that between community and such in-

stitutions is not so effective. Also it was revealed that geo-

graphical accessibility of institutions and local community play 

a critical role in this collaboration. Based on this finding, Ahn 

Yun-Sook (2012) has proposed ways to deliver integrated com-

munity services enabled by exploring public and private 

resources.   

To sum up recent child service collaboration studies, there 

are not so many such researches and areas of collaboration are 

dealt with in a fragmented fashion and not in a comprehensive 

manner. As illustration, studies on child abuse-related agencies 

are most numerous with two such cases and there were one pa-

per each for institutions helping underfed children, community 

child center, and facilities targeting youth under protective 

disposition. Most of these researches are concentrated on the 

state of collaboration and collaboration determinants. In addi-

tion they found that constraints exist in the kind or continuity 

of related institution even though workers in virtually whole 

disciplines think there is a strong necessity for the connection 

and they hold experience in collaboration services. Regarding 

determinants of collaboration, collaboration takes place more 

often when 1st grade licensed social worker, longer work 

hours, and relevant education training are involved. In all, con-

ventional studies reveal that a research on the entire child pro-

tection system is desired if we are to learn about the state of 
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child-related service collaboration. They also show that what 

we need in addition to researches on collaboration determinant 

factors are studies relevant to implementation of collaboration 

and cooperation mechanism within the community. Also the 

ones that are required are those on changes in and effective-

ness of service users witnessed after implementing collabo-

ration system. They point out that more diverse and abundant 

researches should be carried out. 

The questions asked for this study are as follows:

1. What is the extent of collaboration between commun-

ity-based child protection service providers?

2. Are there any differences in the extent of collaboration 

depending on the kind of community-based service pro-

vider? Does this degree show differently in actual service 

processes?

3. What are the constituents that promote collaboration be-

tween service providers in the community? What influence 

does the elements for more collaboration have on the col-

laboration in service process?





Chapter 3

Methods

1. Survey Period and Target

2. Key Variables

3. Data Analysis





This research carried out both quantitative and qualitative 

investigations on child welfare officials and working-level per-

sonnels in child protection mechanism. The purposes are figur-

ing out the degree of collaboration between service providers 

of child protection system and the collaboration status of rele-

vant institutions, along with searching for concrete solutions 

for stimulating this collaboration. Because almost no study ex-

ists today on child protection mechanism collaboration, we 

carried out focus group interviews six times with site workers 

with extensive collaboration experience and child welfare offi-

cials, since considerable shifts have happened lately in child 

protection system-related services. A questionnaire was pre-

pared based on this exercise and a survey was carried out on 

related workers nationwide in a measure to verify the findings 

from the focus group interviews. This study has adopted the 

data obtained from the above quantitative study as the main 

focus of analysis.  

1. Survey Period and Target

Web-based online survey was held from the 21st of October 

<<3 Methods
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until the 8th of November 2013 on 530 child welfare officials of 

city, county and district offices, Dream Start Center employees, 

child protection agency working-level personnels and 

branch-type community child center working-level staff 

nationwide. A branch type is selected for community child cen-

ter because a branch type is the one organizing personal and 

physical resource network for neighboring local child centers 

in the community (Headquarters for Community Child Center, 

2014) rather than a general kind. 

2. Key Variables 

Items in the survey include general characteristics concern-

ing respondents; extent of collaboration with other organ-

izations (the stage of discovering and placing potential and 

at-risk children, the stage of service planning and intervention, 

and the stage of completion and monitoring); elements neces-

sary for facilitating cross-institutional connection; and the ex-

istence of organization in a given community like a child delib-

eration committee and a child welfare association (see Table 3 

and Table 10). Each item employed questions developed for 

this study. Covered during this survey are a question regarding 

the biggest difficulty in collaboration services, and a recom-

mendation on the service that site workers believe is necessary 

to encourage this collaboration, which are identified from six 
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Category
Number of 
questions

Details

General matters on 
respondents

Sex, age, organization, position, venue 
of business, total working hours (based 
on the organization you are currently 
working for), child welfare-related work 
hours, possession of license 

Degree of fluidity of 
collaboration with other 
institutions

7

Public-private cooperation, information 
exchanges regarding community social 
welfare programs, information 
exchanges over welfare recipients, 
development and collaboration of 
community resources, and request for 
delivery of welfare service and 
collaboration in the community, etc.

Extent of connection with 
relevant institutions

10

The stage of discovering and placing 
potential and risky children, the stage of 
service planning and intervention, and 
the stage of completion and monitoring

Drivers facilitating 
institution-to-institution 
collaboration

17

Legal ground for mandating 
collaboration, an official body to build 
and mediate collaboration network, 
database system, physical size of the 
area under jurisdiction, degree of 
understanding on child issue at hand, 

〈Table 1〉 Survey Items

times of focus group interviews (How does a child requiring 

protection get found and come to child protection center?; 

Please tell us what was the biggest difficulty you faced when 

you tried to connect services. Give your idea on how we can fa-

cilitate and develop such collaboration; etc). The responses of 

workers were analyzed and questions developed by Sung Eun-Mi 

(2013) to study the results from the establishment of Namyangju 

Public-Private Welfare Cooperation Team were referenced. The 

details of this survey are summarized in Table 1. 



28 Collaboration in Child Protection Services

Category
Number of 
questions

Details

and sufficiency of the resources required 
for cooperation in the community, etc.

Child-related consultation 
and deliberation Body

3
Existence of this organization, degree of 
how active this body is, the extent of its 
necessity

Meanwhile three kinds of categories were used to measure 

the connection of child protection agencies. In order to identi-

fy collaboration, seven questions were asked regarding the de-

gree of cooperation with institutions and the extent of the ties 

with ten institutions was examined by each phase of service 

delivery (the stage of discovering and placing potential and 

at-risk children, the stage of service planning and intervention, 

and the stage of completion and monitoring). Finally 17 ques-

tions were included to review the elements prompting con-

nection between agencies. These questions encompass what 

were found out from the qualitative research.  

  

3. Data Analysis

Frequency analysis and analysis of variance were carried out 

to understand the degree of  collaboration among service pro-

viders and the state of collaboration with associated in-

stitutions in child protection system. As for the factors promot-

ing connection, principal component analysis was applied to 

17 elements to screen out main components and a model was 
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constructed and subjected with regression analysis. 

Independent analysis was conducted on each of the three fac-

tors identified (a model on the extent collaboration system is 

established, a model on sufficiency of collaboration resources, 

and a model on the adequacy of worker's working conditions). 
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1. General Characteristics of Respondents

A total of 530 respondents have participated in this survey 

and 20.8% and 79.2% of them are respectively male and female. 

By age group, 33.6% are in their 40s, 32.2% are in their 30s, 

20.6% are in their 20s and 9.6% are in their 50s. By organ-

ization, 132 work at city, county and district offices, 173 at 

child protection institutions, 51 at Dream Start Center, and 174 

at community child center. By position, majority of re-

spondents are in rank-and-file level (80.8%) and the rest 

(19.2%) are in managerial level. Their venues of business are 

evenly distributed covering large cities, small and medium sized 

cities and agricultural and fishing villages. Speaking of child 

welfare-related working experience of respondents, 48.5% (the 

largest portion) of them have 1~5 years of such experience, 

31.5% have 5 years or more years of experience and 20% hold 

less than 1 year of the experience. 

<<4 Findings
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Category N %

Total 530 100.0
Sex
Male 110 20.8
Female 420 79.2
Age
20s 109 20.6
30s 192 32.2
40s 178 33.6
50s or older  51  9.6
Organization
Municipality 132 24.9
Child protection agency 173 32.6
Dream Start Center  51  9.6
Community child center 174 32.8
Position
Managerial level 102 19.2
Rank-and-file level 428 80.8
Venue of Work (Area)
Large city 176 33.2
Small- and mid-sized city 178 33.6
Farming or fishing village 176 33.2
Child welfare-related work experience
Less than 1 year 106 20.0
1~5 years 257 48.5
5 years or more 167 31.5

〈Table 2〉 General Characteristics of Respondents 

2. Degree of Cross-Agency Collaboration by Fields

Extent of collaboration with other institutions are examined us-

ing 7 items concerning matters like information exchange, joint 

management of targets and service recipients, and joint commun-

ity resource development. Overall average is slightly above 3 out 

of 5 points, showing a moderate level. The item with the highest 

collaboration level is public-private cooperation, scoring 3.35 
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points, followed by request for the provision and collaboration of 

welfare service with 3.28 points and information exchanges over 

community welfare programs with 3.27 points. 

Comparison of institutional-level averages indicate that the 

gaps in just two items are significant. The differences in dis-

covering and connecting new welfare recipients and the re-

quest and collaboration of new service delivery are shown to be 

significant. Follow-up verification has proven that the former 

has an average of community child center significantly lower 

than that of other three institutions and the latter displays no 

significant group-to-group gap. 

〈Table 3〉 Degree of Cooperation with Other Agencies 

Horwath & 
Morrison (2007)

Communication Cooperation

Item

Information 
exchanges 

on 
welfare 

recipients

Information 
exchanges 

on 
community

welfare 
programs 

Public-pri
vate 

cooperation

Discovery 
and 

collaborati
on of 
new 

welfare 
subjects

Request 
and 

collaborati
on of 
new 

service 
delivery

Request 
and 

collaborati
on of 

welfare 
service 
delivery

Discovery 
and 

collaborati
on of 

community 
resources

Overall average 3.21 3.27 3.35 3.21b 3.20 3.28 3.17

Municipality 3.29 3.17 3.27 3.15b 3.19 3.22 3.12

Dream Start 
Center

3.29 3.20 3.37 3.42b 3.34 3.32 3.16

Child protection 
agency

3.14 3.39 3.51 3.35b 3.22 3.41 3.27

Community 
child center

3.09 3.37 3.35 2.99a 3.07 3.24 3.19

F value 2.490 2.587 1.163 9.408*** 3.444* 1.055 0.472

Notes: 1) Criteria for 5 points (1=Not at all...5 I fully agree), * p<.05, *** p<.001 / 
Follow-up test: Tukey test

           2) Cooperation with other institutions refers to tasks such as information 
exchange, joint management of targets and service recipients, and joint 
development of community resources. 
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3. Degree of Mutual Collaboration among Four 
Major Agencies of Child Care Services

Next, we have looked into the extent of connection existing 

among four main players of child care system in each service 

step. In general, this degree is low. The following figures in-

dicate the cases with the degree of connectivity scoring at least 

2 (somewhat low) out of full score of 3 and each of the arrows 

exhibits the direction of the relations each institution perceives 

it has with its counterpart institution. First of all, degree of col-

laboration at the stages of discovery and placement (see Figure 

2) and service planning and intervention (Figure 3) in service 

process are in an identical pattern. Close relations are revealed 

to be found between municipality offices and child protection 

institution and between city/county/district and Dream Start 

Center. Dream Start Center is collaborated with child pro-

tection agency besides city/county/district but child protection 

agency is virtually not connected with others except for 

city/county/district. Community child center is holding ties 

with all three players - city/county/district, Dream Start Center 

and child protection institution - but other organizations al-

most do not have any collaboration with community child 

center.  

A slightly different picture is observed at completion and 

monitoring phase (see Figure 4). In case of city/county/district, 

it has been maintaining a close relationship with Dream Start 
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Center as it is in the two preceding steps. But city/county/dis-

trict is showing almost no relationship with either child pro-

tection agency or community child center. Child protection 

agency has relatively intimate ties with city/county/district but 

not with other two institutions. Dream Start Center is keeping 

mutually close relations with only municipality and community 

child center is maintaining one-way ties with the other three 

players. As such, unlike in the phases of discovery and place-

ment and service planning and intervention, completion and 

monitoring stage is demonstrating municipality’s alienation 

with child protection agency. Dream Start Center is also enjoy-

ing a not so close association with child protection institution 

during this step. Still, community child center holds one-sided 

connections with other institutions.

〔Figure 2〕 Collaboration at Discovery and Placement Stage 
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〔Figure 3〕 Collaboration at Service Planning and Intervention Stage

 

〔Figure 4〕 Collaboration at Completion and Monitoring Stage

Note: Criteria for 3 points (1=Almost none, 2=Slight, 3=A lot) 
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4. Degree of Collaboration between Institution and 
Relevant Institution in the Community

First, we have reviewed as to what extent the four major 

players of child care system interact with related institutions in 

the community by looking at average scores in each service 

stage. Relevant organizations here are school (an educational 

institution), mental health center and counseling center 

(counseling institutions), and health and family support center 

(a welfare institution) and they were each examined by in-

dividual phase of discovery and placement, service planning 

and intervention, and completion and monitoring. Overall 

average scores before dividing them by institution are illus-

trated in summary in Table 4. Municipal offices, Dream Start 

Center, child protection agency and community child center 

are demonstrated to have the most intimate relationship with 

school, an educational institution in the discovery and place-

ment stage. During service planning and intervention and com-

pletion and monitoring phases, welfare center or healthy family 

support center is the welfare body keeping the most active col-

laboration with these four protection institutions. It turns out 

that a local society organization having the most remote ties 

with them is mental health center across all three stages. 
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〈Table 4〉 Connection with Related Institutions in the Community by Service 

Phase (Total Average)

Discovery 
and 

placement 
stage

 Service 
planning 

and 
intervention 

stage

 Completion 
and 

monitoring 
stage

School 1.98 1.94 1.88
Mental health center 1.69 1.78 1.68
Counseling center 1.82 1.85 1.79
Welfare center, Healthy family 
support center 1.96 2.01 1.94

Notes: Criteria for 3 points (1= Almost none, 2= Slight, 3= A lot) 

Presented next in Table 5 are the outcomes from the review 

on the state of ties the four key players of child protection 

mechanism have with associated bodies in the community for 

each service phase. Current status of interaction at discovery 

and placement step indicates that child protection agency is 

having the closest ties with institutions in the local community 

(see Table 5). What this means is that child protection organ-

ization is the one mostly closely associated with school and 

counseling center among these four institutions. collaboration 

with mental health center is weak across all of them. In terms 

of connectivity with welfare center or health and family sup-

port center, city/county/district or Dream Start Center demon-

strated a similar level of collaboration, trailing child protection 

agency, and their relationship with community child center was 

weak. Weak ties are witnessed in the relations community child 

center is experiencing with other bodies in the community, 

barring its relationship with school.  
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〈Table 5〉 Ties with Other Institutions at Discovery and Placement Stage

School
Mental 
health 
center

Counseling 
center

Welfare 
center, 
Healthy 
family 
center

Municipality 1.88a 1.67 1.83a  1.98ab
Dream Start Center 1.90a 1.76 1.81a  2.03ab
Child protection 
agency

2.39b 1.76 2.20b 2.14b

Community child 
center

2.01a 1.62 1.71a 1.83a

F value 9.082*** 1.593 6.458** 4.126**

Notes: Criteria for 3 points (1=Almost none, 2=Slight, 3=A lot),  Follow-up test: Tukey 
test a<b ** p<..01, *** p<..001

〔Figure 5〕 Collaboration with Relevant Institutions at Discovery and Placement 

Stage

Notes 1) Criteria for 3 points (1= Almost none, 2= Slight, 3= A lot) 
          2) 1 instead of 0 is used as the starting point to make the differences between 

institutions appear starker (the same below).
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The second phase of service planning and intervention is 

seeing the largest interaction between child protection in-

stitution and the four key players. As is indicated in Table 6, 

child protection agency's ties demonstrate statistically sig-

nificant difference compared with mental health center, 

school, counseling center, welfare center, and health and fam-

ily center in the community. At this juncture, these four organ-

izations have the most intimate relationship with welfare center 

and health and family support center. In comparison with other 

three bodies, it turned out that community child center's col-

laboration with other community institutions is weak, except 

for its connection with school. 

〈Table 6〉 Collaborations with Related Institutions at Service Planning and 

Intervention Stage

School
Mental 

health center
Counseling 

center

 Welfare 
center, Health 

and family 
support center

Munucipality  1.85a 1.70a 1.86a 2.00a 

Dream Start Center 1.91a 1.83a 1.87a 2.07a 

Child protection agency 2.37b 2.12b 2.27b 2.37b 

Community child center 1.91a 1.68a 1.71a 1.86a 

F value 9.014*** 6.020*** 8.279*** 8.141***

Notes: Criteria for 3 points (1=Almost none, 2=Slight, 3=A lot),  Follow-up test: Tukey 
test a<b ** p<.01, *** p<..001
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〔Figure 6〕 Collaboration with Related Institutions at Service Planning and 

Intervention Stage

Note: Criteria for 3 points (1= Almost none, 2= Slight, 3= A lot) 

Regarding connectivity at the last completion and monitoring 

phase, child protection organization has the closest relations 

relative to other three major institutions (see Table 7). Yet 

Dream Start Center shows a relationship with mental health 

center lower than the one of child protection agency but some-

what higher than the one of city/county/district or community 

child center. Community child center's connection is even 

weaker than other three institutions. 
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〈Table 7〉 Collaboration with Related Institutions at Completion and Monitoring 

Stage

School
Mental 
health 
center

Counseling 
center

Welfare center, 
Healthy family 
support center

Municipality 1.84a 1.67a 1.80a 1.92a
Dream Start Center 1.85a  1.70ab 1.78a 1.95a
Child protection agency 2.33b 1.92b 2.18b 2.27b
Community child center 1.80a 1.60a 1.68a 1.80a
F value 9.737*** 3.151* 6.471*** 6.746***

Notes: Criteria for 3 points (1=Almost none, 2=Slight, 3=A lot),  Follow-up test: Tukey 
test a<b ** p<..01, *** p<..001 a<b

〔Figure 7〕 Collaboration with Related Institutions at Completion and Monitoring 

Stage

 

Note: Criteria for 3 points (1= Almost none, 2= Slight, 3= A lot) 
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5. Degree of the Establishment of the Footing for 
Facilitating Collaboration

In order to arrive at descriptive statistics quantity, 17 items 

required for constructing the foothold to stimulate collabo-

ration have been chosen by employing a preceding research 

(Sung, Eun-Mi et al., 2012) and qualitative interviews. After this 

exercise, principal component analysis have been taken to de-

rive such components. Table 8 contains the outcomes from the 

descriptive statistics and component analysis on the 17 items 

needed for facilitation. First, descriptive statistics quantity 

shows that these 17 items scored average points from 2.13 to 

3.31 out of 5 points. What this result is allowing us to see is that 

working-level people view these factors to be below average 

and mostly not suitable at site. The one that scored the lowest 

among them is 'the number of cases per a case-manager' with 

an average of 2.13 points (standard deviation of .89), revealing 

that there is a considerable challenge to promoting service col-

laboration as a single case manager taking too many cases 

seems to hamper this. Items concerning institution-to-in-

stitution cooperation, such as 'related organization's under-

standing of child issues', 'counterpart institution's under-

standing of task at hand,' and 'information exchanges between 

institutions' got responses of 'moderate' with average score of 

3.0 or higher. They won relatively higher scores but were still in 
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'moderate' level. Overall tendency of responses is that entire 

environment or concrete infrastructure for prompting collabo-

ration is less adequate than workers' understanding or 

cross-institutional cooperation. 

As is suggested in Table 8, three elements were derived from 

Scree plot and Varimax rotation-based principal component 

analysis. The first of them has been named the degree of the 

establishment of collaboration infrastructure, the second the 

sufficiency of collaboration resources, and the third the ad-

equacy of worker's working conditions. Any item whose factor 

loading is low or the variation in loading with other factors is 

0.15 or more is excluded. Item 9 (facilitation of commun-

ity-based child welfare council) and item 14 (public-private co-

operation) are the ones satisfying this criterion. In the end, 7 

items in total have been included in the element concerning 

the degree of the establishment of collaboration infrastructure. 

6 items and 3 items have each been included in the sufficiency 

of collaboration resources and the adequacy of worker's work-

ing conditions. A single variable has been created from com-

bining items. Confidence level of all three factors is at least .81, 

standing at a high level.  
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All of the three components have been given the assessments 

of no more than 'moderate' in terms of adequacy, as is in-

dicated in their average score of 3 or lower. The one with the 

lowest extent of adequacy is the factor associated with working 

conditions. In every three factors, managers rather than the 

rank and file, and a group with longer child welfare-related 

working years than the one with shorter years tend to regard 

adequacy of facilitation elements negatively. Characteristics of 

service providers in the community vary depending on their or-

ganization and venue of business. Child protection agency 

workers see the characters of service providers in the commun-

ity more negatively than other organization workers. Also farm-

ing and fishing village workers than large or small-to-mid sized 

city workers display a tendency to view such providers in a 

more negative light. On the other hand, working conditions 

showcase a pattern somewhat different from the characteristics 

of service providers in the community. Workers at Dream Start 

Center or community child center perceive working conditions 

as a driver vitalizing connection more negatively than munici-

pality offiece officials or child protection agency workers. No 

variation by venue of business was noticeable. 
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〈Table 9〉 Comparison of the Averages for Three Groundworks Facilitating 

Collaboration depending on Respondent's Characteristics 

Category 

Degree of the 
establishment 

of collaboration 
infrastructure

Sufficiency of 
collaboration 

resources

Adequacy of 
worker's 
working 

conditions

5 point average 
and F(t)-value

5 point average 
and F(t)-value

5 point average 
and F(t)-value

Overall average 2.88 2.57 2.28
Organization 1.461 3.174* 9.435***

Municipality 2.77 2.60b  2.54b
Dream Start Center 2.86 2.60b  2.14a
Child protection agency 2.87 2.30a  2.48b
Community child center 2.96 2.60b  2.18a

Position -3.570*** -2.472* -3.066**
Managerial level 2.68 2.42 2.08
Rank-and-file level 2.93 2.60 2.33

Venue of business 0.371 10.992*** 0.963
Large city 2.86 2.70b 2.26
Small- and mid-sized city 2.87 2.62b 2.24
Agricultural and fishing village 2.92 2.39a 2.35

Child welfare-related working years 3.910* 4.552* 14.194***
Less than 1 year 3.02b 2.71b  2.57c
1 ~ 5 years  2.89ab  2.58ab  2.30b
5 or more years 2.80a 2.47a  2.08a

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 / Follow-up test: Tukey test (abc denotes significant 
groups).

On the issue of whether a given institution is forming a col-

laboration-related organization or not, child welfare council 

scored the highest with 58.9%, trailed by child deliberation 

committee (33.8%) and other child-related consultative bodies 

(27.2%). In terms of how active each organization is, all got very 

low scores no more than 2 out of 3. Still, the most active col-

laboration-related organization is other child-related con-

sultative body, followed by child welfare council. The one with 
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Type of collaborated 
organization

A collaborated 
organization exists

Activeness of collaborated 
organization

Frequency % Average
%

Not 
active

Active
Very 

active

Child welfare deliberation 
committee

178 33.8 1.46 55.6 42.7  1.7

Child welfare council 311 58.9 1.68 37.9 55.9  6.1
Other child-related 
consultative body

141 27.2 1.99 17.1 71.4 11.4

the least activity is child deliberation committee. 

〈Table 10〉 Existence and Degree of Activity of collaboration-related Organization

6. Ground Facilitating Collaboration's Impact on 
Collaboration

Finally, we have covered what actual effect the ground for fa-

cilitating connectivity has on collaboration between 

institutions. A total of four models have been constructed and 

among them, the first one is a basic model with no groundwork 

for encouraging collaboration. The second model is a model 

analyzing the impact of collaboration system infrastructure and 

the third model is the one analyzing the influence of collabo-

ration resource sufficiency. The last one is something that ana-

lyzes the effect of worker's working conditions. Institution's 

characteristics, worker's position, venue of business, child wel-

fare-related working experience, and existence of  collabo-

ration-related organization have been selected as control 
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variables. Influence of collaboration base has been looked into 

using three phases; discovery, intervention, and completion.

First, we have examined discovery and placement stage. As is 

in Table 11, community child center (-), small- and mid-sized 

city (-), agricultural and fishing village (-) and child deliber-

ation committee are significant in the basic model. Extent of 

connectivity of community child center is weaker than that of 

city/county/district at the discovery and placement step. In ad-

dition, degree of collaboration for a small- and medium-sized 

city and an agricultural and fishing village is lower than that of 

a big city. Connection is much higher for child deliberation 

committee. In model 2, establishing collaboration infra-

structure is significant, having a huge effect (beta value of .369) 

on collaboration. So the more collaboration infrastructure is 

built, the higher connectivity there is. Besides, child protection 

organization and community child center (-) in institution's 

characteristic category and a small- and mid-sized city (-) and 

a farming and fishing community (-) in venue of business cat-

egory are significant. Compared with city/county/district, ex-

tent of connection for child protection agency is higher while 

that for community child center is lower. This degree is lower 

in a small- and medium-sized city and a farming and fishing 

village than in a big city. 

In model 3, sufficiency of collaboration resources shows a 

significant very large influence (beta value of .345). Other vari-
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ables have virtually similar patterns to those in the second 

model. Still, the third model illustrates a significant effect of 

child deliberation committee, meaning collaboration is high in 

an organization equipped with this committee. Others show 

similar results. 

The last or fourth model on the adequacy of worker's work-

ing conditions exhibits that such adequacy is having a static 

impact on connectivity, indicating the more adequate worker's 

working conditions are, the more active the collaboration is. 

Other variables show a trend alike in the previous model. 

Connection is lower for community child center than for 

city/county/district. This collaboration is active in a small- to 

mid-sized city and an agricultural and fishing community rath-

er than in a large city, and when there is a child deliberation 

committee. The most influential one of all variables in the en-

tire models is the factors serving as the foothold for increased 

collaboration, suggesting that building this footing is necessary 

for a strong collaboration. 
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Review of service planning and intervention phase was 

followed. As is indicated in Table 12, child protection agency, 

community child center (-), and farming and fishing village are 

significant in model 1. More active association is seen in child 

protection agency than in city/county/district and it is weaker 

in the case of community child center. Connectivity of an agri-

cultural and fishing village is lower than a large city. In model 

2, establishment of collaboration infrastructure is significant, 

having the biggest influence (beta value of .369) on 

connectivity. The more collaboration infrastructure is estab-

lished, the higher the collaboration is. In addition, institution's 

characteristics (child protection agency, community child cen-

ter) and venue of business (farming and fishing community) are 

significant. Degree of connection is higher in child protection 

agency than in city/county/district and it is low in community 

child center. Such extent is lower in  an agricultural and fishing 

village than in a big city. 

In model 3, sufficiency of collaboration resources has a sig-

nificant effect with the largest influence (beta value of .366). 

Other variables present similar patterns as in model 2. Extent 

of association for child protection agency is higher than 

city/county/district and it is low for community child center. 

When an institution is situated in a farming and fishing com-

munity rather than in a major city, it displays a lower degree of 

connection. 
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Adequacy of worker's working conditions is having a static 

effect on connectivity in model 4 on adequacy of worker's 

working atmosphere. What we can learn from this finding is 

that the more adequate worker's working environment is, the 

more active connectivity is. Here this factor's influence is the 

largest (beta value of .207) and other variables give similar 

trends as in previous models. Extent of association is higher in 

child protection agency than in city/county/district and such 

collaboration is more active in an agricultural and fishing vil-

lage than in a big city. 

During this stage, the one with the largest impact among all 

variables in all models is fundamental drivers facilitating 

collaboration. This analysis result has confirmed that it is a 

must to build this fundamental if we wish to see collaboration 

function properly. But unlike in the previous phase, service 

planning and intervention step contains no model that has a 

significant collaboration-related organization like child delib-

eration committee, telling us that this organization is having a 

significant impact during discovery and placement stage. 

Dissimilar to child protection agency that is active in associa-

tion, community child center is passive when it comes to 

collaboration.
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Analysis on service completion and monitoring phase is sum-

med up in Table 13. In model 1, it turned out that child pro-

tection agency, community child center (-) and farming and 

fishing community (-) are significant. More active connection is 

witnessed in child protection agency than in city/county/dis-

trict and this connectivity is relatively weaker for community 

child center. Extent of collaboration is lower in an agricultural 

and fishing village than in a city/county/district. Establishment 

of collaboration infrastructure is significant, having the largest 

effect (beta value of .415) on this collaboration in model 2. The 

more connectivity infrastructure is built, the more connected it 

is. Institutional features (child protection agency, community 

child center) and venue of business (agricultural and fishing vil-

lage) are significant too. Child protection agency is more inter-

acting in city/county/district and this connection is low for 

community child center. This association is weaker in a farm-

ing and fishing area than in a big city. 

In model 3, significant influence is noticeable in sufficiency 

of collaboration resources item and its impact is the most 

far-reaching (beta value of .386). Other variables entail pat-

terns like the ones in model 2. Child protection agency is more 

interacting than city/county/district and this degree is low for 

community child center. But no variation between venues of 

business is evident in this model. 

Adequacy of worker's working conditions is having a static 
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effect on connectivity in model 4 on the adequacy of worker's 

working environment. What this outcome lets us know is that 

the more adequate worker's working conditions are, the more 

active the association is. Also here the influence of this variable 

is the highest (beta value of .242). Other variables show similar 

tendencies as in the preceding model. collaboration is stronger 

for child protection agency than for city/county/district and 

this collaboration is more active in a farming and fishing com-

munity than in a metropolitan city. 

At this stage too, the factor with the strongest impact among 

all elements in all models is fundamental drivers facilitating 

collaboration. Dissimilar to the previous step, service planning 

and intervention phase involves no significant impact of a col-

laboration-related organization like a child deliberation com-

mittee in every model. Still, child protection agency is sig-

nificant in all models, indicating it is actively associated.  
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Chapter 5

Conclusion and Recommendation





In this study, we have dealt with the state of in-

stitution-to-institution collaboration and problems in child 

care system by way of interviewing public and private child 

project officials and private workers. It then focused on drivers 

associated with promoting connectivity to understand the sta-

tus of such collaboration and the factors affecting this degree 

of collaboration. The results are as follows:

  First of all, examination of how smooth collaboration with 

other organizations has revealed that overall above average 

level of cooperative relationships exist in seven areas. 

Next, mutual interaction is overall weak among the four 

players of service process. Of course, municipality and Dream 

Start Center are maintaining mutually intimate ties in the whole 

phases of discovery and placement, service planning and inter-

vention, and completion and monitoring, and municipality is 

mutually close with child protection agency in early and mid 

stages of service. But municipality or Dream Start Center has 

only a slight connection with Child Protection Agency and 

Community Child Center so it was not much involved in com-

pletion and monitoring. In addition, Child Protection Agency 

perceives that all other three institutions are collaborationing 

<<5 Conclusion and 
Recommendation
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services in early and medium stages of service. Community 

Child Center is actively attempting to have ties with public and 

Child Protection Agency but often other organizations are not 

considering Community Child Center as the one they contact 

with, resulting in imbalance of relationship. 

By service process, we reviewed the above four players' con-

nectivity with relevant institutions in the community - school, 

mental health center, counseling center, welfare center and 

health, and family support center. This exercise reveals that 

their relationship with school is the closest in discovery and 

placement phase, and they have the most active interactions 

with welfare center or health and family support center in serv-

ice planning and intervention, and completion and monitoring 

stages. Since mental health center's collaborations with child 

protection organizations is the weakest, there is a need to sol-

idify these bonds. When these four institutions' relative degrees 

of collaborations with related community bodies are compared, 

child protection agency is enjoying the most active connection 

in all three service stages and community child center shows a 

weak collaboration except for some connectivity witnessed in 

early and mid phases of service. 

Third, 17 items for activating collaboration have been de-

rived to first examine how the footing for encouraging con-

nection is seen. Then 3 different components have been 

screened out. The three dimensions involved are 'the degree of 
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establishment of collaboration infrastructure,' 'sufficiency of 

collaboration resources in the community,' and 'working con-

ditions for workers.' Working-level workers generally give bad 

feedback on the groundwork for vitalizing connectivity and the 

one ranked most bottom is the item on 'the number of cases 

per each case manager.' This finding indicates the view that 

too much cases are considerably hindering more active per-

formance of duties. Relative high scores are given to cross-in-

stitution collaboration items including 'collaborated organ-

ization's understanding of child issues.' 

Looking at the characteristics of respondents on the three 

drivers revitalizing collaboration, managerial level than 

rank-and-file level, a group with lengthy working years than 

the one with shorter years, and a farming and fishing village 

than a city viewed the characters of service providers in the 

community more negatively. As for the above three drivers, 

child protection agency is different from other three in-

stitutions in that its collaboration resources are insufficient and 

Dream Start Center and community child center are more neg-

ative regarding the item on worker's working conditions. 

Meanwhile very low activities are reported for collabo-

ration-related organizations although child deliberation com-

mittee, child welfare council and child-related consultative 

body exist as such organizations. 

Next undertaking was about investigating what impact these 
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drivers have on the interactions between institutions by each 

service stage. There are a total of four models but a basic mod-

el based on control variables (institution's characteristics, 

worker's position, venue of business, child welfare-related 

working experience, and existence of collaboration-related or-

ganization) and facilitation drivers 1, 2 and 3 have been added 

each to analyze their influences on collaboration in models 2, 3 

and 4. It turned out that a model on the establishment of col-

laboration infrastructure is most explanatory and most influen-

tial on connectivity. If we look at how powerfully each variable 

affects each service step, there is no difference discovered for 

worker's position or working experience. Speaking of venue of 

business, collaboration is less adequate in an agricultural and 

fishing community than in a big city except for during mid and 

final service stages. As for relevant organization, perception of 

community child center is that connectivity is lacking in the 

basic model, the collaboration-infrastructure establishment 

model and the collaboration resource sufficiency model. This 

collaboration is viewed especially weak during the initial dis-

covery and placement phase of the adequacy of worker's work-

ing condition model. In case of child protection agencies, it 

boast more active association in most instances than other 

bodies. Positive difference is evidenced in all three activation 

models in service planning and intervention stage, and child 

protection agency enjoys more connection than other in-



Conclusion and Recommendation 67

stitutions even in completion and monitoring step. Meanwhile 

with respect to a collaboration-related organization, existence 

of a child deliberation committee in discovery and placement 

phase is shown to ensure a strong collaboration.

Based on these key outcomes, this paper intends to propose 

policy recommendations designed to invigorate connection as 

follows:

First, cross-institutional collaboration is somewhat lackluster 

in general among child protection facilities in the community, 

suggesting there is a need to build collaboration infrastructure 

to facilitate institution-to-institutional connection. Research 

findings underpin 'the establishment of collaboration infra-

structure' as the element most influencing collaboration across 

the whole service process. Against this background, establish-

ing network between institutions centered on public should be 

highlighted. Until now, child protection service has been rely-

ing heavily on private players, contributing to increased use of 

expertise and better service quality. But what we should not 

forget is that the main driver is 'public' and it has a central role 

to play in building a systematic cooperation mechanism and it 

should be the one who is stating the roles and responsibilities 

for service intervention bodies. City/county/district and Dream 

Start Center now are the organizations with public nature and 

they are acting as the center of connection for children need-

ing protection in the community. In the same vein, it should be 
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pointed out that connectivity is unclear between central and 

local child policy departments today, making it difficult to di-

vide personnel in a manner reflecting child and project charac-

teristics on a regional level (Jeong, Ik-Joong, 2009). To address 

this constraint, it is ideal to consolidate and thereby scale up 

the service axis of public, which is serving as a hub in central, 

provincial and regional areas, and to diversify service providers 

existing locally and raise the share of region-oriented services. 

Second, a public-private partnership should not be neglected 

even if the public acts as a central player of connectivity. 

Community child center is found out to be making either a 

one-sided collaboration or a poor connection, implying that 

not only adjusting the roles between public and private but also 

creating mutually communicative atmosphere is necessary. Up 

to now, there have been hierarchical relationships existing be-

tween public and private in child policy delivery system, such 

as an entrusting organization and an entrusted organization; a 

budget executor and a budget recipient; and a policy executor 

and a policy planner. However, future child policy delivery 

mechanism should set the stage for much smooth horizontal 

cooperation based on expanded private policy and public in-

volvement in policy implementation (Kim, Mi-Sook et al., 

2012). Private institutions must participate in child policy plan-

ning and assessment so that the input from actual player run-

ning the policy can be incorporated starting from policy draft-
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ing and supplementation. On the other hand, public bodies 

must share mainly the roles private players find hard to handle 

(for instance, forced intervention for a child or interface with 

community, etc.) in executing child policies.   

Third, more service providers should be added to the local 

community if we are to collaboration services for the children 

in need of protection in this society. Of course it would be too 

much to emphasize this connectivity to a farming and fishing 

village whose child welfare infrastructure is not strong enough 

compared with a big city or a small- and mid-sized city in all 

service stages. The most active interaction is exhibited in child 

protection agency thanks to its association with school, mental 

health center, counseling center, and welfare center but this 

degree is not so great. Service providers still express issues on 

deficiency and shortage of service providers targeting youth 

population or disabled children. Therefore, it is imperative to 

secure sufficient collaboration resources as is verified in a 

model on the foothold necessary for expanding connectivity.  

Fourth, constructing a database used for institution-to-in-

stitution information-sharing is called for  to make this collab-

oration smooth. A database system, enabling information shar-

ing on welfare subjects and tracking of services children get, 

must be built to allow efficient and effective service delivery. In 

the short run, information like status, workers, finance, and 

users of each child welfare facility should be gathered and a 



70 Collaboration in Child Protection Services

database should be established through leveraging data on var-

ious facility assessments that have been undertaken for the last 

several years. Regarding child field, what we should do is col-

lect not only regular status survey data but also irregular status 

survey data generated by individual central government agency 

and local government office. In parallel, such data should no 

longer be kept and maintained separately and individually by 

an official in charge and be entered and managed in a database 

instead. Such a wide-ranging check has to happen.   

Fifth, a child welfare-related consultative body needs to be-

come a regular active organization. Varying desires for child 

welfare make it impossible for a single institution alone to meet 

them. So we should install a consultative organization that pro-

motes exchanges of opinions and collaborations among 

institutions. The finding from the analysis on the footing for 

encouraging  collaboration showed that the existence of a child 

welfare deliberation committee has a significant impact on the 

collaboration in discovery and placement of a child in need of 

protection. Meanwhile, most consultative bodies exist only per-

functorily and their function are not vigorous in many cases. 

Thus, consultative council should be held on a regular basis be-

tween child-related organizations to enable various exchanges 

of information, services and resources. 

Last but not least, it is urgent to help collaboration person-

nels and improve their working conditions while strengthening 
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the expertise of child welfare manpower. It was pointed out 

that more than enough cases for case managers and frequent 

movements of professionals are impairing collaboration. Also 

what could be verified is that adequacy of worker's working 

conditions is the main driver of the groundwork stimulating 

connectivity. In order to consider, plan, and evaluate child pol-

icy aligned with child characteristics in the community in the 

future, expertise of public child welfare resources in the com-

munity must be enhanced and more people specialized in the 

field of child should be added. Qualitative improvement in ex-

pertise-based community child protection service can be guar-

anteed only when there are conditions favorable to ensuring 

job stability and forming a network of child protection person-

nels in the community. 
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