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Abstract: Increasing demand for various social services in accordance with the global social change
in time requires a systematic and efficient system based on a user-oriented policy operation method
beyond an administrative operation method of social services. Therefore, this study aimed to present
a specific direction for the development of the social service system by empirically deriving and
discussing the critical factors that can lead to sustainable success of the social service system. To this
end, 12 factors in 3 areas were critically analyzed through a questionnaire survey and analysis on the
basis of the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) method for the social service workers and users of the 50
Plus Foundation, an organization that helps the elderly in Seoul to continue their social participation.
The analysis results confirmed that the service delivery system was the most important factor among
the service delivery system, service administration, and service network, and, in particular, factors for
users’ active system access, such as accessibility and participation possibility, were the most influential
factors for sustainable success of the social service system. Ultimately, unlike in the past, system
development and direction should be sought by considering service users rather than a one-sided
policy approach of the government for the development and operation of the social service system.
Keywords: social service system; sustainable success; critical factor; analytic hierarchy process

1. Introduction
As new crises that directly affect the quality of life of people emerge, alongside an aging society
and changes in family structure, the demand for social services, which are difficult to address by social
insurance or public assistance, has rapidly increased [1]. The explosive increase in the demand for
social services is represented by the deepening of social alienation, which is reflected through the rapid
growth in the aging global population in recent years. Many impacts, such as the increasing divorce
rate, suicide rate, and gap between the rich and poor, as well as instability of labor and employment,
have also led to the demand for a service provision system that can respond to such changes [2,3].
Social democratic governments have been caught in a difficult dilemma because of the
contemporary globalization process, as they have been confronted with the dual responsibility
of how to satisfy the rising demands of their citizenry for better welfare provision, while at the same
time, resisting the pressures of the global market for cuts in their welfare states [4]. Globalization
has been blamed largely for undermining the capacity of the nation-state to determine its own social
welfare agenda. The contemporary globalization process in relation to social welfare system has also
been traced to neo-liberal ideological dominance, as neo-liberalism privileges market provision that
has limited redistributive effects rather than state provision [5].
In these contexts, welfare restructuring movements in Europe after 1990 have led to governments
privatizing certain public utilities—transferring part of the welfare burden to the private sector,
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increasing charges for some services, making eligibility criteria more difficult, reducing the generosity
of benefits, introducing new management techniques designed to reduce expenditure, making
employment in public sectors less advantageous, and encouraging communities to take more
responsibility for the everyday running of services [6]. On the other side, an increase in the diverse
social service demands is associated with systematic problems because the demands for social welfare
services, such as childbirth, childcare, economic problems, labor, psychological counseling, healthcare,
and elderly support, tend to become increasingly complex. Therefore, service delivery systems
categorized by a target group or need area can effectively address complex service needs and are thus
positioned within the growing interest around systematic service delivery [7,8].
Furthermore, as the demand for social services with complex needs grows because of the occurrence
of various social problems, an integrated and user-centered approach to social services is required in
accordance with the changing social environment. It is necessary to provide more extended social
services through systematic and integrated system development and management by escaping from
the past policy and administrative perspective, instead considering an opportunity to invest in new
service development through effective and efficient service management [9–11].
In the past, the social welfare system has been discussed from the perspective of service providers
in terms of how to improve efficiency, which was planned by public structures. However, more and
more social welfare services are delivered by local or private social welfare organizations and operated
between service providers and consumers. For example, the importance of a service delivery system is
highlighted by the European Commission’s Social Investment Package (SIP), which calls for member
states to adapt their social models to achieve smart, sustainable, and inclusive growth. Aside from
stabilizing the economy and strengthening social investments, this would also require the improvement
of access to social services. In another way, the main social services for the 50 plus generation—‘Link
Age Plus’ in the United Kingdom, ‘The Tokyo Foundation for Employment Services’ in Japan, and
‘The Seoul 50 Plus Project’ in the South Korea—show that the service delivery system has developed
into a recipient-centered and integrated service system with many stakeholders.
As the importance of social services has been widely recognized, research on the social services
system is also increasing. However, most studies related to social services mainly focus on the social
service policy and status of service, and studies on the theory and system are insufficient when
compared to those on the social security system. This is because the priority of social services in a social
welfare area is lower than that of social insurance and public assistance, and, thus, the institutional
framework of social services is quite weak. This is also because the approach to the relationship with
other social service methods and systems is poor, as the discussion on social services is limited mainly
to micro approaches [12,13]. Therefore, this study aimed to empirically analyze and derive the critical
factors for the successful and sustainable system maintenance and operation of management of a social
service-focused social service system, which especially targets middle-aged people in a social service
area, providing a concrete discussion on the developmental approach of social services.
2. Literature Reviews
2.1. Social Service
Social service differs in conceptual definition according to a country’s level of institutional
development and scholars. In the United Kingdom, the concept of personal social service is used
as a concept of consultation rather than social service, referring to support and care services that
meet the needs of social care [14]. Previously in the United Kingdom, personal social service was
used as a comprehensive term to refer to the duties of local social service agencies, including child
service, education service, housing service, welfare service, local health service, national health service,
probation and aftercare service, supplementary benefit service, and welfare service for the Department
of Social Security’s war pension recipients [15]. However, national social services centering on income
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security, health, education, and housing have developed, and in the first half of 1970, personal social
service was added as a fifth form of social service [16].
In the United States, the concept of social service refers to a consulting-based service that supports
the socially disadvantaged, such as social care, disability, and disease, excluding income security,
education, healthcare and culture, and human service. In South Korea, the concept of social service is
broadly defined as a “service provided socially to improve the welfare of an individual or society as a
whole and to improve the quality of life” [12] in the process of promoting social service policy. Social
service commonly refers to a system that ensures a form of living worthy of human beings in the fields
of welfare, healthcare, education, employment, housing, culture, and environment for all citizens who
need help from the national and local governments and private sector, helping to improve the quality
of life of people through counseling, rehabilitation, care, information provision, utilization of related
facilities, competency development, and social participation support.
However, scholars are attempting a relatively specific definition of social service. Kahn and
Kamerman [17] defined personal social service as an individual, immaterial, and socio-psychological
service. Examples of the specific categories presented by them include childcare; family service
and counseling; local elderly welfare service; elderly care service; housekeeping assistance and
housekeeping support services; community centers; daycare; family camps for children, the elderly,
the disabled, and the general public; information and referral services; group food and food car services;
self-help and mutual aid activities for the disabled and vulnerable groups; adult counseling programs;
institutional care for adolescents; and institutional care for adults and children. Kim [18] pointed out
that social service generally has a characteristic of public service because of the nature of personal
service and the intervention of national or public resources at a certain level.
The concept of social service differs depending on the viewpoints and on the scholars discussing
the topic; however, social service can be identified as a public welfare service for which government
resources are used to improve the quality of life of people by providing services depending on
the need for collective response to individual needs. Jang [19] defined social welfare service by
focusing on the ex-post nature that provides assistance to families and individuals suffering from
loss or facing problems with personal functioning and adaptation. Lee [20] and Park [21] defined
program activities of social welfare facilities and institutions as social service. Furthermore, Nam and
Cho [22] considered social service as an activity to resolve an individual’s problem using professional
knowledge and methods, thereby enabling the individual to return as a normal member of society.
Lee et al. [12] considered social welfare service as a service provided by a society for social adaptation,
focusing on members’ non-material social relationship needs. Meanwhile, Lee and Kim [23] defined
social service as a “social welfare aspect of the service” and a society’s collective, non-profit-seeking,
and personal intervention activity to improve the quality of life (welfare) of an individual and increase
the opportunity for daily participation. They stated that social service is a concept that encompasses
both “social service in consultation” defined by the Social Security Act and “social service” that has a
strong welfare nature as a social job.
On the basis of the above discussion, in this study, social service can be defined as a service
provided through intervention for the needs of individual service users, that is, social risks that cannot
be resolved by direct cash payment, and problems that may arise in interaction with individuals,
families, and the environment surrounding them. Such social service can be classified in various
approaches. Gilbert [15] classified the needs of the continuum concept, as well as social service
in terms of legal relationship, which serves as the basis for providing benefits at the vertical level.
Hansenfeld [24] presented social service as human identification, human maintenance, and human
change services in accordance with the purpose of the social welfare service. Human identification
service refers to a service function that evaluates to provide service. In other words, the selection
of beneficiaries is called human identification service. Human maintenance service is a service that
restores and prevents residual functions such that one’s present situation does not deteriorate further.
It enables one to maintain a certain level, such as in hospices, for example. Lastly, human change
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level objective close to reform, aiming at developing or changing the basis of the social service system.
Therefore, a system-oriented strategy generally aims to change the manner in which institutions
organize and fund the programs to achieve the objectives of developing a new system or reorganizing
the existing organization, developing new services to fill the gaps in the existing service system
or responding to client needs that are unmet in the community, and reducing the inconsistency or
contradictory procedures between the existing service programs.
This system-oriented social service is, in general, a concept that aggregates different service
organizations or programs into one place (or near) through physical reorganization of organizations or
service programs. Of course, service integration cannot be achieved instantly by external pressure [29].
The common view of the academic world is that social service system integration is a phased
development process on a continuum, progressing step-by-step over time [30]. In this respect, even if
physical system integration is an ultimate goal, service coordination should be conducted through
a relationship between the related factors [31–34]. Therefore, discussion on the integration and
coordination of the social service system can be divided into three main approaches: service delivery
system, service administration, and service network.
2.2.1. Service Delivery System
The social service delivery system comprehensively refers to an organization and the labor that
enable the transition of the abstract social welfare law and welfare policy into a specific welfare service
that is delivered to those in need of the service. According to Gilbert et al. [15], the delivery system is
one of the most important issues that needs to be fundamentally considered when establishing welfare
policy and service.
Walsh [34] stated that the delivery system can be divided into the public sector delivery system
and private sector delivery system, which is an appropriate and necessary process for welfare recipients,
and that the delivery system is an organized arrangement among the administrative organization,
deliverer, and welfare recipient. They emphasized the administrative organization of the delivery
system and classified the composition into public and private sectors. Noveck [35] classified the
subjects of the delivery system into social welfare customer or service provider and recipient, and the
components into public and private sectors by defining the delivery system as a systematic device that
connects a service provider, including public and private sectors, to a service recipient, in order to
provide service to a social welfare customer.
With regard to the principles of the social service delivery system, Bennett and Weisinger [36]
and Gilbert and Terrell [15] argued for inclusiveness, accessibility, continuity, non-fragmentation
(integration), accountability, integration, and accountability. Previous researchers [37–41] argued for
accessibility, sustainability, suitability, inclusiveness, integration, impartiality, adequacy, professionality,
equality, and accountability. Burkhardt and Brass [39] mainly emphasized the organizational structure
and systemicity of the operation (service provision) in terms of function. In addition, on the basis of a
long-term research on the public welfare delivery system, Brown and Potoski [1] and Park and Kim [42]
conducted an analysis with connectivity, efficiency, community participation, complementarity,
adequacy, professionality, evaluation, and immediateness. In these studies, the four influencing
factors of the service delivery system were used, namely, the ‘integration’, ‘accessibility’, ‘functional
systemicity’, and ‘participation possibility’ of the service system.
2.2.2. Service Administration
The importance of administrative aspects of the social service system is emphasized because
citizens’ level of satisfaction with social service affects government trust. The government should
combine human and material production factors to develop an appropriate administrative service
and deliver it to the people quickly and accurately. Today, administrative service is considered as the
most important factor that determines the quality of life of residents, as the level of satisfaction for
administrative service is directly related to quality of life.
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Bovaird and Löffler [43] emphasize citizens’ fulfillment of their right to know about an
administrative agency’s policies, decision-making content, and decision-making processes utilized
to achieve citizen-centered administrative service. Furthermore, Stewart emphasizes administrative
agencies’ discussions with citizens regarding important matters of the project and accurate delivery
of the policy direction, citizens’ right to participate in the policy-making process, and their right
to participate as an evaluator of policy outcome. If an administrative agency does not function
appropriately in terms of the content and quantity of administrative service, it will ultimately lose
confidence in terms of competitiveness and efficiency [44]. Therefore, factors of service administration,
which operate and manage the system, need to be considered for the social service system.
As an important factor of service administration, Bachman [45] presented the interest in
accountability, which resulted from an increase in privatization of social services, compliance with
operational regulations, professionalism of the personnel, and compliance with accounting regulations.
As the factors of service administration, Kettner and Martin [46] presented the customer’s level of
functional development, communication satisfaction, and spread of consensus. Shakespeare [47] and
many other researchers [48–51] emphasized usability, feasibility, accuracy, adequacy, meaningfulness,
validity, verifiability, connectivity, and sensitiveness. In addition, Burns et al. [52] and Kwak [53]
presented organization’s mission, expertise, experience, and stakeholder coordination, confidence
recovery, representative democracy healing, and problem-solving skills. In these backgrounds, we
selected the four factors, ‘accountability’, ‘problem-solving ability’, ‘connectivity’, and ‘professionality’,
as sub-factors of service administration on the social system.
2.2.3. Service Network
Networking between social welfare agencies is conducted as an essential strategy in the rapidly
changing organizational environment [54]. In particular, effective service delivery, uncertainty of budget
securing, and diversification tendency of social welfare providers has brought attention to networking.
In addition, in terms of social welfare practice and clients, networks between organizations have an
important value [55]. In general, for clients with diverse psychosocial needs, individual social welfare
organizations are limited in providing only limited resources and services. Therefore, activation of
inter-organizational relationships is important for the provision of integrated service [56]. As part of the
reorganization of the social welfare delivery system, governments are actively attempting to revitalize
network cooperation between private and public institutions, that is, activating networking [57–60].
Alter and Hage [61] emphasized the importance of a cooperative relationship between individual
organizations, cooperation process, degree of network participation, and structure of individual
organizations. Marsden [62] went beyond individual organizational dimensions to address key factors
in terms of inter-organizational network level or overall network level. From a stakeholder’s perspective,
Weech-Maldonado [63] pointed out factors such as role, influence, and responsibility among groups
that substantially affect and are affected by a particular issue of stakeholders or organizations, whereas
Scott and Davis [64] and other related literature [65–68] emphasized the importance of stakeholder
specification, information gathering, utilization, and clear objective and definition. On the basis of
these suggestions, we defined the four influencing factors of service network as ‘reliability’, ‘shared
decision-making’, ‘clarity of role-sharing’, and ‘information sharing and communication’.
3. Research Methods
3.1. Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)
The analytic hierarchy process (AHP), as a new decision-making methodology that captures
the knowledge, experience, and intuition of the evaluator through a pairwise comparison between
elements that constitute the hierarchy of decision-making, was developed by Thomas Saaty, a professor
at the University of Pennsylvania, in the early 1970s [69]. The AHP has the characteristics of simplicity
of theory, clarity, application, and generality; therefore, it is widely used to derive key factors, establish

J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2019, 5, x FOR PEER REVIEW
J. Open Innov. Technol. Mark. Complex. 2019, 5, 77

7 of 16
7 of 16

of simplicity of theory, clarity, application, and generality; therefore, it is widely used to derive key
factors, establish policy alternatives, and formulate strategies [70]. In particular, the AHP
methodology
needs
to obtain
a comprehensive
of the the
alternatives
of the subject
of evaluation
policy
alternatives,
and
formulate
strategies [70].ranking
In particular,
AHP methodology
needs
to obtain
compiling theranking
relativeofimportance
of factors
are calculated
by several
evaluators
[71,72].
aby
comprehensive
the alternatives
of thethat
subject
of evaluation
by compiling
the relative
Therefore, this
study used
AHP
to assessby
theseveral
importance
of factors
in determining
whatstudy
factors
are
importance
of factors
that are
calculated
evaluators
[71,72].
Therefore, this
used
important
for the
successful
and sustainable
thefactors
social service
system for
forsuccessful
the elderly.
AHP
to assess
importance
of factors inmaintenance
determining of
what
are important
and
There maintenance
are two waysof
tothe
compile
results
of several
sustainable
socialthe
service
system
for theevaluators.
elderly. The first is a geometric mean of
pairwise
method
that the
recalculates
relative
importance
of an
from
the
Therecomparison
are two ways
to compile
results of the
several
evaluators.
The first
is aelement
geometric
mean
comprehensive
pairwisemethod
comparison
constructed
by calculating
theof
geometric
mean
of each
of
pairwise comparison
that matrix,
recalculates
the relative
importance
an element
from
the
element of the pairwise comparison matrix,
matrix for
each evaluator.
The second
is an arithmetic
of
comprehensive
constructed
by calculating
the geometric
mean mean
of each
importance
weight
method
that calculates
theeach
arithmetic
mean
forsecond
each element
in the relative
element
of the
pairwise
comparison
matrix for
evaluator.
The
is an arithmetic
mean
importance
of weight
each element
bythat
the calculates
evaluator.the
Although
the analysis
of the two
methods
do
of
importance
method
arithmetic
mean forresults
each element
in the
relative
not significantly
in this
the relative
importance
of multiple
decision-making
alternatives
importance
of eachvary,
element
bystudy,
the evaluator.
Although
the analysis
results
of the two methods
do not
was integrated
commonly-used
geometric of
mean
of pairwise
comparison
method was
[73].
significantly
vary,using
in thisthe
study,
the relative importance
multiple
decision-making
alternatives
Moreover,using
sincethe
AHP
is a type of a probabilistic
method
that evaluates
the uncertainty
between
input
integrated
commonly-used
geometric mean
of pairwise
comparison
method [73].
Moreover,
variables
model
output variables,
thethat
weight
was set
establish the
calculation
of the
since
AHPand
is a set
type
of a probabilistic
method
evaluates
thetouncertainty
between
inputbasis
variables
input
and thevariables,
reliabilitythe
of the
results.
and
setvariables
model output
weight
was set to establish the calculation basis of the input
First,
thethe
Delphi
technique
used to verify the reliability and validity of the elements derived
variables
and
reliability
of thewas
results.
through
studies.
The was
Delphi
is used
to identify
the priority
importance
of
First,previous
the Delphi
technique
usedtechnique
to verify the
reliability
and validity
of theand
elements
derived
various previous
opinions studies.
through The
intensive
expertsthe
regarding
a fundamentally
through
Delphiquestions
techniquecentering
is used toonidentify
priority and
importance
important
issue, or through
to coordinate
or integrate
opinions
for improvements
a sequencing
of
various opinions
intensive
questionsgroup
centering
on experts
regarding a as
fundamentally
technique issue,
[74]. In
study, prior
the composition
of the for
AHP
questionnaire,
were
important
or this
to coordinate
or to
integrate
group opinions
improvements
as opinions
a sequencing
obtained
on
the
reliability
and
validity
of
the
elements
of
the
AHP
questionnaire
for
five
subjects,
technique [74]. In this study, prior to the composition
questionnaire, opinions were
includingontwo
three experts
more of
than
years
of work experience
in social
obtained
theprofessors
reliability and validity
of thewith
elements
the15
AHP
questionnaire
for five subjects,
service, for
2 professors
weeks in May
which
final
evaluation
factors
were determined.
including
two
and 2019,
three from
experts
with the
more
than
15 years of
work experience
in social service,
for 2 weeks in May 2019, from which the final evaluation factors were determined.
3.2. Research Framework and Variables
3.2. Research Framework and Variables
As shown in Figure 2, the research framework was designed for constructing sustainable success
As
in Figure
2, the
research
wasthe
designed
constructing
success
factors shown
of the social
service
system
for framework
the elderly on
basis offor
previous
studiessustainable
on the component
factors
of the social
service
the elderly
on the
previous studies
the component
and success
factors
of thesystem
socialfor
service
system.
Thebasis
mainofevaluation
areas on
consisted
of three
and
success factors of the social service system. The main evaluation areas consisted of three categories.
categories.

Figure 2. The research framework.
Figure 2. The research framework.

First, the “service delivery system” refers to the influencing factors in the process of providing
service to the subject in the social service system for the elderly. On the basis of the precedence of
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Burkhardt and Brass [39] and Park and Kim [42], in this study, integration, accessibility, functional
systemicity, and participation possibility of the service system, which may be needed in the process
of operating and providing the social service system, were designed as sub-factors. Second, “service
administration” was formed through sub-factors on the accountability of the system operator, conflict
resolution mechanism, continuous intervention, and professionality, by reflecting on the nature
of the involvement of administrative activities, such as government or public institutions in the
operation of the social service system based on the research by Bachman [45], Kettner and Martin [46],
and Moulton [49]. Lastly, as “service network” is characterized by network-based activities with various
stakeholders, ranging from social enterprises, private organizations, and NGOs(non-governmental
organizations) to companies, in the case of the social service system, the effects of factors, such as
reliability within the relationship, shared decision-making, clarity of role-sharing, and information
sharing and communication on sustainable success, were examined on the basis of previous studies by
Provan et al. [45], Scott and Davis [64], and Wedel and Colston [66] (Table 1).
Table 1. Evaluation factors and definition.
Evaluation Area

Evaluation Factors

Factor Definition

Integration

Integrated system and operating
system of the social service system

Accessibility

Ease of access to or participation in
the social service system

Functional systemicity

Efficient and effective organization
and role of the social service system

Participation possibility

High participation possibility of the
social service system

Accountability

Responsible attitude of
administrative staff or agency
operating the social service system

Problem-solving ability

Problem-solving ability and
initiative of administrative staff or
agency operating the social service
system

Connectivity

Logical and connected operating
system of the social service system

Professionality

Professional competence of
administrative staff or agency
operating the social service system

Reliability

Cooperation and reliability among
stakeholders within the network
related to the social service system

Shared decision- making

Free discussion culture as well as
decision-making and process
optimized within the network
related to the social service system

Clarity of role-sharing

Clear and systematic role-sharing
among stakeholders in the network
related to the social service system

Information sharing and
communication

Active information sharing and
communication of network
stakeholders involved in the social
service system

Service delivery system

Service administration

Service network

Related References

Burkhardt and Brass [39];
Park and Kim [42]

Bachman [45];
Kettner and Martin [46];
Moulton [49]

Provan et al. [55];
Scott and Davis [64];
Wedel and Colston [66]

3.3. Research Process and Data Collection
To derive the critical factors that influence sustainable success of the social service system in an
objective and empirical manner, this study first developed a questionnaire using the AHP technique on
the basis of the research framework. The questionnaire consisted of a total of 24 questions, including 1
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short-answer question and 23 multiple-choice questions using a pairwise comparison scale, and pilot
tests were conducted on five experts, directors, and managers in a social welfare service center and
foundation in South Korea.
The research subjects included social service staff and recipients of the Seoul 50 Plus, who formed
a professional group with high experience and understanding of the social service system. The Seoul 50
Plus Foundation promotes a private sector-linked 50 plus social service policy that helps to transform
the crisis of early retirement into a new opportunity in association with private institutions and civil
society. It aims to provide a sustainable social participation opportunity for early retiree seniors,
moving beyond employment support policy. Therefore, a survey was conducted for a total of 28 people,
including 13 service providers, who experienced the social service system for the typical elderly, and 15
service users.
The survey was conducted for two months from June to July 2019, and an individual one-to-one
face-to-face interview survey was conducted for about 40–60 minutes for each individual. Finally,
data analysis reviewed the significance and reliability of the questionnaire results, which was based
on the questionnaire completed by 24 subjects with more than 7 years of experience in the public
service system, including 12 service providers and 12 service users. As shown in Table 2, the final data
sample showed that the ratio of females was greater than that of males, and that females accounted
for 66.7% and males for 33.3%, respectively. Those in their 50s and 60s accounted for 41.7% and 25%,
respectively, while those over 50 represented 66.77%. Those with 10–20 years of work experience
in public service accounted for 54.3%, and thereby more than 87.5% of the subjects had more than
10 years of experience. MS Excel software was used for the analysis. The consistency ratio (CR) of the
respondents, which shows how consistently the comparison subjects responded, was 0.061–0.0259,
and all were less than 1, and therefore were significant.
Table 2. Demographic information.
Characteristics
Gender

Age

Work experience
in the public service

Professional area

Frequency

Ratio (%)

Male

8

33.3

Female

16

66.7

30s

3

12.5

40s

5

20.8

50s

10

41.7

60s

6

25

7–10 years

3

12.5

10–20 years

13

54.2

Over 20 years

8

33.3

Service provider

12

50

Service user

12

50

4. Analysis Results
4.1. Comparison of Evaluation Variables
As shown in Table 3, the weight of the service delivery system, service administration, and
service network was found to be 0.549, 0.246, and 0.205, respectively. Thus, the service delivery
system was found to be the most important factor for sustainable success of the social service system.
Considering each area, accessibility (0.284) and participation possibility (0.284) were found to be more
important factors than functional systemicity (0.228) and integration (0.204) among the four factors of
the service delivery system. With regard to the factors for service administration, accountability (0.401)
was found to be the most important factor, followed by professionality (0.377), connectivity (0.116),
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and problem-solving ability (0.106). Lastly, with regard to the area of service network, reliability (0.422)
was presented as the most important factor, followed by information sharing and communication
(0.241), clarity of role-sharing (0.178), and shared decision-making (0.158).
Furthermore, considering the overall ranking of the 12 factors rather than the ranking by area,
the factors that had the biggest effect on the success of the social service system were found to be
accessibility (0.156) and participation possibility (0.156), followed by functional systemicity (0.125)
and integration (0.112). As a result, the service delivery system is shown to be more important
than service administration or service network for sustainable success of the social service system.
Moreover, the factors that constitute the service delivery system were confirmed to be serving as
overwhelmingly important factors as compared to the other factors.
Table 3. Weights and priority of evaluation variables.
The Weights of Areas
Evaluation Areas

Service delivery
system

Service
administration

0.549

0.246

Service network

Total

Local

0.205

The Weights of Evaluation Factors
Evaluation Factors

Local

Priority

Global

Priority

Integration

0.204

4

0.112

4

Accessibility

0.284

1

0.156

1

Functional systemicity

0.228

3

0.125

3

Participation possibility

0.284

1

0.156

1

Accountability

0.401

1

0.099

5

Problem-solving ability

0.106

4

0.026

12

Connectivity

0.116

3

0.029

11

Professionality

0.377

2

0.093

6

Reliability

0.422

1

0.087

7

Shared decision-making

0.158

4

0.032

10

Clarity of role-sharing

0.178

3

0.037

9

Information sharing
and communication

0.241

2

0.049

8

1.0000

3.0000

1.0000

4.2. Comparison of Evaluation Areas between Service Providers and Service Users
As shown in Table 4, the comparison analysis result of the evaluation areas between a service
provider and service user suggested that the service delivery system was the most important factor in
both groups. In terms of a service provider, the service delivery system was the most important factor
with 0.577, followed by service administration with 0.224, and service network with 0.199. In addition,
in terms of a service user, the ranking result was the same, as the service delivery system was the
most important factor with 0.515, followed by service administration with 0.271, and service network
with 0.214.
Table 4. Comparison analysis result on evaluation areas.
The Weights of Areas
Evaluation Areas

Service Provider

Service User

Local

Priority

Local

Priority

Service delivery system

0.577

1

0.515

1

Service administration

0.224

2

0.271

2

Service network

0.199

3

0.214

3

Total

1.0000

1.0000
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4.3. Comparison of Evaluation Factors between Service Providers and Service Users
The comparison analysis result of the evaluation factors between a service provider and service
user suggested that functional systemicity (0.183) was considered as the most important factor for
service providers, whereas participation possibility (0.183) was selected as the most important factor for
service users. Therefore, the needs pertaining to the provider and user side were reflected. Accessibility
was chosen as the second most important factor in both service providers (0.167) and service users
(0.135), and, thus, system accessibility is a factor that needs to be considered in any situation in case
with regard to the social service system (see Table 5).
Considering the results of the 3–5 ranking analysis of other factors, participation possibility (0.126)
was derived as the most important factor, followed by integration (0.101), and accountability (0.086)
on the service provider side, whereas integration (0.118) was derived as the most important factor,
followed by accountability (0.113), and reliability (0.110) on the service user side. Moreover, it was
found that integration and accountability were considered important factors in both groups.
Table 5. Comparison analysis result on evaluation factors.
The Weights of Evaluation Factors
Local

Evaluation Factors

Priority of Factors
(by Global)

Global

Service
Provider

Service
User

Service
Provider

Service
User

Service
Provider

Service
User

Integration

0.175

0.228

0.101

0.118

4

3

Accessibility

0.290

0.262

0.167

0.135

2

2

Functional systemicity

0.317

0.154

0.183

0.080

1

7

Participation possibility

0.218

0.355

0.126

0.183

3

1

Accountability

0.385

0.416

0.086

0.113

5

4

Problem-solving ability

0.138

0.080

0.031

0.022

10

12

Connectivity

0.113

0.117

0.025

0.032

12

11

Professionality

0.364

0.387

0.082

0.105

6

6

Reliability

0.327

0.513

0.065

0.110

7

5

Shared decision-making

0.149

0.161

0.030

0.034

11

10

Clarity of role-sharing

0.196

0.156

0.039

0.033

9

9

Information sharing
and communication

0.328

0.169

0.065

0.036

8

8

3.0000

3.0000

1.0000

1.0000

5. Conclusions
In general, the field of welfare service is operated as a center of social service oriented toward
active welfare through job creation, as it responds to new social problems, such as low birthrate, aging,
and increasing participation of women in economic activities, along with selective welfare services
aimed at supporting the existing vulnerable social groups [3]. Furthermore, the needs of families and
individuals addressed by social service are diverse and usually overlap. For example, many families
in the community need various social services or welfare benefits, such as childcare, work training,
healthcare, and counseling, to be successful in the labor market. For the concept of simplifying and
streamlining the process by which clients in the community are exposed to such complex services or
benefits, establishment of a redundant, interconnected, uncoordinated, and confusing service system in
the community has previously been suggested as a solution [55,75]. Rather than individually grasping
the organizations that constitute the system, an integrated approach is important to analyze the
existence of coordination and integration of the relationship and role, and to systematically understand
whether the service needs of the community or service users are satisfied effectively.
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To this end, this study aimed to present key areas of the social service system in terms of the
delivery system, administration and network, and critical factors for successful operation, and to
explore the developmental direction for management of the social service system by objectively
presenting the critical factors. In particular, AHP was used for the prioritizing processes and pairwise
comparison of factors that comprise the importance of the system success and sustainability.
The analysis results showed that, firstly, the delivery system is more important than the
administration or network in the social service system. As mentioned in many previous studies [58–60],
the fact that the service delivery system is important in the area of social service or welfare service has
been verified in this study as well. However, in this study, as compared to previous studies focusing
on the integration of the delivery system, accessibility and participation possibility were considered
the most important factors of the delivery system. Therefore, accessibility and participation are
considered more important factors for service users. This means that although the physical system for
the integrated and functional structure is important, accessibility and participation must be considered
in terms of interaction by which one uses the system.
Moreover, the analysis results pointed out the importance of administrative accountability.
The results highlighted the importance of considering accountability as an important factor in terms
of relationship, rather than administrative tasks such as problem-solving ability and connectivity.
As mentioned by Jung and Ko [76], as social service has been addressed from the government support
policy perspective, there has been a lack of discussion on the quality, post-implementation assessment,
or sustainability of social service. The characteristic of social service is that it results in an irrational
system in which the issue of accountability becomes ambiguous in the event of a problem or lack of
support, and consequential damage is therein experienced by service users. In this respect, the need
for an integrated process approach was ultimately confirmed, which addresses the pre- and post-social
service system and the strengthening of subsequent problem-solving and accountability. In addition,
a fair distribution of service should be conducted such that recipients can be aware of equity, and the
responsibility and sense of duty of social workers who provide service should be promoted.
On the basis of the analysis results in this study, four implications can be presented. First, it is
necessary to identify the needs and desires of service users rather than of the government or public
institutions, and to make efforts for interactivity to benefit the development of the social service
system. User usability is of paramount importance for the operation and management of the system
beyond the objective of building the system itself, and it is necessary to establish a system operational
process such that the accountability of the government and the institution (that users perceive) and the
reliability between the stakeholders can be well-formed. Furthermore, it is necessary to find clients in
the blind-spot and provide services by expanding the services that are directly provided rather than
services for which users are for which users are on board the characteristics of beneficiaries.
Second, there is a need to determine ways in which to increase the professionality of the
service system itself. It is necessary to efficiently establish a welfare service processing system that
plans, delivers, and evaluates the service. The growing literature [77,78] on service integration has
documented several advantages of well-designed integrated approaches, such as tailor-made, flexible,
and responsive policy options; cost effectiveness and efficiency by sharing knowledge, expertise,
and resources across cooperating actors; and capacity building and innovation, among others, along
with considerable challenges in how to reach these outcomes [79]. Concerning the social service system
and delivery, one of the main challenges is the coordination and balancing of the support provision
with service incentives and other forms of activation.
Third, there is a need to consider a direction for the establishment of a system aimed at service
accessibility rather than the establishment and operation of the social service system itself. If service
accessibility is increased, economical effects by the time and cost of accessing the service can be
sought, along with the simplification process. In this respect, service systems and processes that
consider the accessibility of users’ rather than the provider’s position should be established. Social
service management may change skill requirements in several levels and positions of the system [80].
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If these skills are missing or inadequate, there is a need for capacity building at the beginning of the
implementation stage. Retraining may be necessary, even if existing staff are highly trained. The pace
of the reform process also matters. Piloting in a small scale, expanding gradually, and allowing time
for detecting and correcting problems, along with adjusting staff capacities and skills, can further
improve outcomes, even if the initial plan was already good enough to guarantee success. In addition,
this process should be formed by experts. Continual education and training should be provided to
help social workers and service personnel improve their process understanding and expertise.
Fourth, a direction for network system development in accordance with the expansion of the
social service stakeholders needs to be discussed in more detail. Today, social service is evolving in
the form of sharing and synergy, moving beyond the level of simple support or benefit. Therefore,
an expanded network should be established through associations with various private organizations,
social organizations, and corporations, beyond public and non-profit organizations. Social service
systems require more intense cooperation between public agents. Systems will work smoothly and
efficiently if the roles are clearly divided and allocated on the right level of government and in related
institutions [81].
Nevertheless, this study has the following limitations. First, this study has factor analysis
limitations in that it conducted an analysis by defining 3 areas and a total of 12 factors for the delivery
system, administration, and network of the social service system. Considering various academic
approaches and previous studies related to social welfare, various factors, such as contingency,
consensus, and impartiality, are influential, and thus advanced research is required from a broader
perspective. Moreover, this study has limitations in terms of generalization of the analysis results,
given the limited scope of the study that focused on Seoul 50 Plus Foundation personnel and users in
South Korea. Since social welfare systems address a diverse range of projects that target a wide range
of users, including children, women, and the disabled, in addition to the 50 Plus Foundation project
for the elderly, further research that expands the scope of research subjects may be needed to derive
more objective and empirical factors. Lastly, although this study presented the factor analysis results
focused on an AHP-based interactive hierarchy comparison, it needs to empirically clarify the causal
relationship regarding how the factors actually affect sustainable success of the social service system.
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