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Empirical Study on The Interaction Degree between
Social Welfare Management Systems
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Abstract

This study is that internal members of social welfare are divided into the first organization
directly controlling and managing subjects and the second organization supporting and assisting

the first one, and both organizations are analyzed through the empirical study about cooperation

degree on the basis of interaction degree related with cooperation relationship from

interorganizational relationship theories. That is because organic cooperation between both sides is
essential element to effectively approach the ultimate purpose which subjects and related people
need because of the social welfare business. This result suggests that both sides broadly recognize
the need about cooperation between management systems and that it must come first to establish
values and behaviors about the cooperation among the persons in charge on the organizational
internal level for organic cooperation between organizations.

ASE2ER(The Interaction Degree), ZZZF #24(Organic Cooperation), ARSlS

X|(Social Welfare)
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Table 1. Sociodemographic features
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Table 2. Organizational internal aspect of cooperation
degree
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Table 3. Organizational external aspect of cooperation
degree
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Table 4. Recognition degree about organizational internal
aspect
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Table 5. Recognition degree about organizational external
aspect
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Table 6. Need about cooperation between management
systems
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Table 7. Priority rank about cooperation between management
systems
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