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ABSTRACT

Increasing uncertainties in the technological innovation environment and increasing
technology competition also present new challenges in terms of industrial technology security.
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to identify the direction of policy change necessary
for the improvement of related policies in the future by examining the importance and
implementation of the government’s industrial technology security support policies for small
and medium-sized enterprises engaged in industrial technology innovation activities.

As a result of the analysis, first of all, small and medium-sized enterprises that responded
to the government’s industrial technology security support policy were perceived to be less
performing than the importance of the program. These results can be said to mean that

* First Author, Assistant Professor, Department of Industrial Security, INJE University(yhjung @inje.ac.kr)
=* Corresponding Author, Professor, Department of Industrial Security, Chung-Ang University

(hbchang @cau.ac.kr)
Received: 2020-06-29, Review completed: 2020-07-17, Accepted: 2020-07-31



3|7 A254 A4z

5}
3}

A AAAY

16

selective budget expansion for related policy programs may be necessary, along with efforts

to improve the quality of each program.

Second, an analysis of the differences in group recognition between new technology
certification firms and industrial technology verification(certification) companies showed that
significant differences exist between groups for the program. These results suggest that

more effective operation of the relevant policies may require policy enforcement in consideration
of the level of security and will of each company in industrial technology, as much as the

quantitative characteristics of the entity.

This study is meaningful in providing the necessary policy directional basic information
for the design and execution of more specific and effective industrial technology security
policies by presenting empirical research results that domestic small and medium-sized
enterprises are aware of about the government’s industrial technology security policies.

Industrial Security, Industrial Technology Security, Security Policy, SME, IPA
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(Table 1) Industrial Technology Secu-
rity Policy Program for |IPA
Analysis

sort policy program

Promotion of industrial technology

1 verification policy programs

9 Support for the convenience of the industrial
technology verification (application) process

3 Provide latest information on industrial

technology protection

The usefulness of the latest information
4 |provided regarding industrial technology
protection

Policy support for prior technical protection
activities (diagnosis, consulting, certification,

o etc.) of industrial technology verification
companies
Government tax support for expenses

6 incurred in relation to technology protection

activities of enterprises verifying industrial
technology

Support of labor costs for security personnel
7 |in industrial technology verification
companies

Industry Technology Identification Support
8 |the associated costs of deploying security
systems solutions for enterprises

Legal cost support for industrial technology
verification companies

Support related expenses when companies
10 |that identify industrial technology enter
overseas markets

Government R&D support for industrial

11 . .
technology validation companies

Support consulting costs for industrial

12 . .
technology checking companies
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(Table 2) The Basic Status of Companies Responded to the Survey

frequency . national companies

sortation (number of Wg)l/g)h t R&D with R&D
company) ? experience center
New Technology Certified Companies 46 61.3% 10096 10096
Industrial Technology Certification Companies 29 38.7% 100% 100%
Total 1) 100% 100% 100%
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(Table 3) Results of IPA Analysis by Individual Program

Policy Program Mean | SD | t-value
. . . o . importance | 3.79 | 905 ;
1 | Promotion of industrial technology verification policy programs 2784
performance | 3.36 650
9 Support for the convenience of the industrial technology importance | 391 825 3026°
verification (application) process performance | 3.45 703 '
. . . . ) ) importance | 3.80 71 .
3 | Provide latest information on industrial technology protection 2435
performance | 3.44 702
4 The usefulness of the latest information provided regarding| importance | 407 | 704 5018
industrial technology protection performance | 321 | .703 '
Policy support for prior technical protection activities (diagnosis,| jmportance | 421 | 793
5 | consulting, certification, etc.) of industrial technology 8.022"
verification companies performance | 304 | 706
Government tax support for expenses incurred in relation to importance | 4.35 814
6 | technology protection activities of enterprises verifying 9.197"
industrial technology performance | 303 | 657
7 Support of labor costs for security personnel in industrial | importance | 4.28 924 6508°
technology verification companies performance | 3.09 825 '
g Industry technology identification support the associated costs| importance | 4.27 | .859 7 046"
of deploying security systems solutions for enterprises performance | 3.05 320 ’
9 Legal cost support for industrial technology verification importance | 399 | .878 5 036"
companies performance | 3.05 | .84 ‘
10 Support related expenses when companies that identify importance | 4.25 755 6797
industrial technology enter overseas markets performance | 3.15 | .881 '
1 Government R&D support for industrial technology validation| importance | 4.23 746 5749°
companies performance | 340 | .735 )
19 Support consulting costs for industrial technology validation| importance | 3.80 | .788 9510
companies performance | 3.37 | .802 ‘
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(Table 4) Results of IPA Analysis by Individual Program(New Technology Certified

Companies)

Policy Program Mean | SD | t-value
import. 396 | 759
1 | Promotion of industrial technology verification policy programs [Thportance 4187
performance | 3.20 | .687
Support for the convenience of the industrial technology importance | 4.13 | .749 .
2 D L. 4.826
verification (application) process performance | 3.26 | .713
import. 393 | .680 "
3 | Provide latest information on industrial technology protection [hportance 3.308
performance | 3.35 706

4 The usefulness of the latest information provided regarding| importance | 3.93 715 4919°
industrial technology protection performance | 3.17 7109 ’
Policy support for prior technical protection activities (diagnosis,| importance | 4.13 | .806 .

5 | consulting, certification, etc.) of industrial technology 4562"
verification companies performance | 3.26 681
Government tax support for expenses incurred in relation to| importance | 4.20 | .833 .

6 | technology protection activities of enterprises verifying 5678
industrial technology performance | 3.15 | .631

7 Support of labor costs for security personnel in industrial | importance | 4.07 | 975 3 957"
technology verification companies performance | 3.30 126 ’

8 Industry technology identification support the associated costs| importance | 4.07 | .879 3564°
of deploying security systems solutions for enterprises performance | 3.28 807 '
Legal cost support for industrial technology verification importance | 3.89 67 .

9 . 3.09%
companies performance | 3.22 867

10 Support related expenses when companies that identify importance | 4.11 737 2619
industrial technology enter overseas markets performance | 3.39 302 '
Government R&D support for industrial technology validation| importance | 4.30 | .662 .

11 . 5.391
companies performance | 3.48 658

1 Support consulting costs for industrial technology validation| importance | 3.80 | .778 9187
companies performance | 3.33 | .818 '
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(Table 5) Results of IPA analysis by Individual Program(lndustrial Technology

Certification Companies)

Policy Program Mean | SD | t-value
import. 352 | 1.096
1 | Promotion of industrial technology verification policy programs Importance =422
performance | 3.62 494
9 Support for the convenience of the industrial technology importance | 3955 | 827 | 97
verification (application) process performance | 3.76 577 ’
import 359 | &7
3 | Provide latest information on industrial technology protection [portance .000
performance | 3.59 632
4 The usefulness of the latest information provided regarding| importance | 421 | 675 4902
industrial technology protection performance | 3.28 02 '
Policy support for prior technical protection activities (diagnosis,| importance | 4.34 | .769 .
5 | consulting, certification, etc.) of industrial technology 8.267"
verification companies performance | 2.69 604
Government tax support for expenses incurred in relation to| importance | 459 | .733 .
6 | technology protection activities of enterprises verifying 8.433"
industrial technology performance | 2.83 | .658
7 Support of labor costs for security personnel in industrial | importance | 4.62 | .728 719
technology verification companies performance | 2.76 872 '
8 Industry technology identification support the associated costs| importance | 459 | .733 871"
of deploying security systems solutions for enterprises performance | 2.69 12 ’
9 Legal cost support for industrial technology verification importance | 4.14 | 1.026 41638
companies performance | 2.79 | .81 '
10 Support related expenses when companies that identify importance | 448 | .738 7107
industrial technology enter overseas markets performance | 2.76 872 '
1 Government R&D support for industrial technology validation| importance | 4.10 | .860 2000"
companies performance | 328 | .841 ’
1 Support consulting costs for industrial technology validation| importance | 379 | .819 1307
companies performance | 3.45 183 '
p<0.05 2 p<0.01 FFEANA FoH AL on].
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(Table 6) Results of IPA Analysis by Respondent Companies
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(Table 7) Results of IPA Analysis by Respondent Company and Program

sotation F p-value | partial n? sortation F p-value | partial n?
1 4384 0.040 0.0566 1 8358 0.005 0.1027
2 9.79 0.003 0.1183 2 9.997 0.002 0.1205
3 3771 0.056 0.0491 3 2.08 0.153 0.0277
4 1.899 0.172 0.0254 4 0371 0.544 0.0051
5 1.304 0.257 0.0176 5 | 13633 0.000 0.1574
Importance 6 428 0.042 0.0554 Performance 6 4549 0.036 0.0587
7 6.952 0.010 0.0869 7 8584 0.005 0.1052
8 7.071 0.010 0.0833 8 | 10487 0.002 0.1256
9 1413 0.233 0.0190 9 4282 0.042 0.0554
10 4577 0.036 0.0590 10 10.34 0.002 0.1241
11 1.296 0.259 0.0174 11 1.354 0.248 0.0182
12 0.004 0.953 0.0000 12 0.41 0.524 0.0056
* B3 o Eb A F(partial n2)2 E¥A7] #E& sz, gtol 0.0 ©]’¢~0.06 W ¥relH T3} A7)} Fow,
0.06 ©]’~0.14 w|¥ro]¥H F3F 1E|ar 014 °] dold & Ao 'Er?_ [12].
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