Journal of Digital Convergence ISSN 1738-1916
Vol. 16. No. 7, pp. 131-144, 2018 https://doi.org/10.14400/JDC.2018.16.7.131

AHHe o] nhe
Argfe] g7 deniel Mg Aol Bk AT

An Ethical Dilemma and Unethical Behavior of Information Sharing
by Information Asymmetry Level

Jung, Byoungho
Global Project Management Training Center, Kyungnam University

4 o W ATel BHe 24 PANG] ARAY Sl B ey AUFHE AFHoE Pgsks itk A
o4 el w24 PYAS AuEh el vaed R Es) BFe) Aol YAS HelstuA et AT
W FERYPNS ASSAT BAE AR Rel 204 gevh nae O%, vaed 35S A A0d 3P
ol grka thEhdeh, 531, AFEEE &4 Deptsh naeld ow ol g4 Delrkel AY 2950 etk
Uebiteh ool AT AnEA, 2Ae AF £EA vebd] £24 o548 th Belsor Gk B AT Flelwi Mgl
s #AolM AR HEF oS A4 WS wHom, ATA Bl AdEs geld Qe Belvt A aTac
B WS FF ATE YRRt Axdd oshA nged 5ol pastsd] A Bask vk

FAo] - ulge AF, AET, AREOA, &4 Dl 719 &9

Abstract The purpose of this study is to empirically examine the unethical information sharing by information
asymmetry. I will confirm the effect of ethical dilemma, unethical intention and behavior by the information
asymmetry. A research method used the structural equations. The analysis showed causal relationship that ethical
dilemma and unethical intention and behaviors by the information sharing. In particular, The ethical dilemma by
position level showed different from the factor between dilemma and intention. As a result, the organization should
manage differently ethical issue according to position level. The contribution in this study has expended an
interpretation scope of broken windows theory from social science and explained a discriminative management of
the ethical dilemma by position level from the practical view. A Future study should investigate an unethical
behavior reduce by information security systems.
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o7] 518 201565 58 17 3t A2 S gpqqey, 1219709¢ Cronbachi's a7l 2 2439 o]
ATk 71 Uil ARl whE R Aes Al w ggpo) el 24 ware] Al Aol BA47} gk 5
UEHA 28] Y8l WA 2 olH Y ZAME F Ar}. e TR Bl AAS 95 20 BAS 4
TS T Ed ST T OTIAREA, oV T sjeirh awAe FAREA (principal component)
A w&= b9 foR SHAUAY ASHel AT was alasigion aold Ao A7Ed B F
A5 24ME AlskaTt ol wEt 6137) ARE HE o) 2 gole] EAS A A JERE w)eu s
w4l ARg-skalTh (Varimax) W48 o] £3515it), AL3| 7t 4] 20l A7
210l sl ZF WrE 891 7 g3 BAI7E 05017891 A
hva E
12 #eel 574 ol felstoha paskgeisT)
ARFFO] vH&YA Pwo] g 54 Yolr 7] a3z &4 2o tigk WA daA] A4S A
o) MEEA e SASAT 3 A% WeE 7he] R e W) o3 B Al
HEE A=E YeEE KMO(Kaiser-Meyer - Olkin)
Table 1. Sample Characteristics = APt AREH A9, AETH A, A
: T8 s A & YH By AH Lo o]
Classification frequency ng)ht Badr e, ARE J"'T ’ ]Wa] S "]
Ve e o 9] KMOE 0.830(p=0.000)2.% vtelyror vlga AH
Gender Female 208 39 I A o] 0.704(p=0000)% =A vreRth ole] gt
20729 76 124 = 5] B
30739 168 274 58 A1= Table 2o AA3FSAtE
Age 40749 195 31.8
50759 113 18.4
Beyond 61 61 10.0 Table 2. Analysis of Reliability and Validity
Clerk/Staff 123 20.1 Variables Factor AVE C.R. Rel.
Senior Clerk 30 49 842
Assistant manager %2 15.0 Coercion 685 706 | 625 | .83
position Manager 158 258 558
Deputy Manager 79 12.9 T 835
General Manager 72 1.7 F’FIOF_IW :854 813 70 | 890
Director 59 9.6 Ethical Handing 605
Under 10 workers D 14.7 Dilemma 780
, 11749 118 19.2 Conflict 789 814 | 729 | 890
Firm 50799 89 145 710
Size 1007199 69 11.3 '721
2007299 39 6.4 Rule :
Beyond 300 workers 208 33.9 Abuse 351;31 870 794 920
Manufacturing 205 334 .863
Distribution % 90 Unethical intention 8% | 871 | 794 | 920
Finance 39 6.4 807
Construction 49 8.0 -
Industry Senvice 230 375 855
Public 16 2_'6 Unethical Behavior .922 834 831 937
Education 13 2.1 - . 8
Etc 6 1.0 AVE :Average Variance Extracted

C.R.: Composite Reliability, Rel. : Cronbach Alpha Reliability



ARNgA o e ARIFo fu4 denie} vlge]d Pl w4 139
Table 3. Correlation coefficient and discriminant validity
Construct Ethical Dilemma l_Jneth?caI Unethi_cal
Coercion Priority Handing Conflict Rule Abuse intention Behavior
Coercion 0.791
Ethical Priority Handing 0.444" 0.854
Dilemma Conflict 0432 0.541" 0854
Rule Abuse 0.535" 0.449" 0.604" 0.892
Unethical Intention 0.410” 0.377" 0414" 0.491" 0.892
Unethical Behavior 0.355" 0.395" 0.359" 0.322" 0.468" 0.911

3% The shaded area is the square root of the AVE value.

ddeldA AAS Y8 AVE(Average Variance
Extracted)7} 2E 73701d 1+ 3 AsAHT 2 g-&
7?"]*57‘] 5 TAATHIT. AAES AVEA

Yol AAHeL ohE A HS 18] BE AR
% 735 3w Bl A FTH3RI.
Table 30 UEstEo] e AAHEe] AN IS
WAFED & 35 7 208 YEst 19
WA S ’é}ﬂl‘ﬂﬂ w9 AR 2F e
< 73 e, BE ¥WgTt fojsitta vERY
B3A4E 7RItk Yelsth

T
&l

l

oy

rE % kI
032

D

4.4 A72E HA

A7 Ee] TMIAAE SAs] flel R B
B2 FHeisith TR BY A4S vt
ZAdge] #AE AdHor AAste] Frf E3 7
2Ael A7) WY, A Fo, A WeE §
ol A HE TSN Ak 58 Avehs A
O% o] Feiiin
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B myo] wd AL x4 A3l= Table 4]
% £ A9 B GFI(Goodness - of
-fit Index):= 0918% uEte™  AGFI(Adjusted
Goodness-of-fit Index)©= 0832, CFI(Comparative Fit
Index)+= 937, NFI(Normed Fit Index)& 919, RMR
(Root Mean Square Residual)2 0.05% e o=
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Table 4. Goodness of Fit on Structural Model

GFI

AGFI CFI

NFI

RMR

918

.882 .937

919 .050

P& Ay AR ZdAdel vlee

C.R.(Critical Ratio)4t

427} 1]

ANTH 25O Mk 7

2,068 (p= 0039)

RA U] 0T

=0.001) = &}

7 Hll:'rEi H577P<] IS ZHEW

ARZF o= vA= TR
o] 3232(p=0.002)% YeETh HH I
&8 ARTH me WA= 9dFe CR
2.808(p=0.005)2 LFERT, d;
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2 el AR 9y
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Table 5. Path Analysis

Path Est. | S.E. C.R. P
< Coercion 377 | 17| 3232 .002
Priorit;
Unethical o din’; 219 | 078| 2808 | 005
Intention
<« Conflict 159 | .077 | 2.068 .039
< Rule Abuse | .229 | .071 3.229 .001
Unethical tnethical 1 795 | 080 | 10.008 | .00
Behavior Intention
Est: Estimate, S.E.: standard error, C.R.: Critical Ratio
94 Table 5= AHF 28 B3 9T P94
@ ARG Mo R, AR, S i EIHE A
27k QEAE AR PR B RaE
B s BEUE A4S Fdeda, ool digt A=

Table 691l A A3t}

Table 6. Indirect Effect of Path Analysis

Information Sharing Dilemma
Variable . Priority . Rule
Coercion Handing Conflict Abuse
Unethical .300 174 126 182
Behavior (.016) (012) (.094) (.009)

Value: Estimate(p-value)
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Ethical Dilemma
By Broken Windows theory

Unethical Intention and Behavior
By Social Capital Theory

@ .377(.002)
2 .300(.016)

®.219(.005
Unethical
Intention

Priority \ @ .174(.012)

Handing

®.159(.039)
® .229(.001)
Rule ®.182(.009)

(@ Direct Effect : Estimate(p-value)
@ Indirect Effect : Estimate(p-value)

Fig. 2. Research Model Result
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Table 7. Multiple Group Analysis

NFI IFI RFI TLI
Model DF CMIN P Delta—1 Delta—2 rho-1 rho2
Structural weights 8 16.086 0.041 0.003 0.003 0 0
Classification Path Analysis Estimate SE. C.R. P
«— Coercion 0.555 0.263 2112 0.035
Unethical — Priority Handing -0.048 0.139 -0.344 0.731
Lséjfefl Intention - Conflict 003 0.132 0224 | 082
«— Rule Abuse 0.403 0.165 244 0.015
Unethical Behavior «— Unethical Intention 0.747 0.108 6.941 0.000
— Coercion 0.438 0.255 1.721 0.085
Middle Unethical «— Priority Handing 0.414 0.128 3.236 0.001
Manager Intention <« Conflict 0.241 0.121 2.003 0.045
Level — Rule Abuse 0.057 0.097 0.588 0.556
Unethical Behavior «— Unethical Intention 0.887 0.163 5455 0.000
— Coercion 0.144 0.201 0.715 0.474
Top Unethical -« Priority Handing 0.381 0.145 2635 0.008
Manager Intention — Conflict 0.164 0.146 1122 0.262
Level — Rule Abuse 0.182 0.112 1619 0.105
Unethical Behavior «— Unethical Intention 1.014 0.235 4.319 0.000

o i3 : o
@ e menwe] L SR 25 74
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e ARATOR BRAGL AT 3,

il ™
=
oM,
Hl of 1> of

AR AlEaes 2457), kA2 2377,
o
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(CR.=2.440, p=0.015)7} Hl&-2] Arar o=l
G ekt F3 gl A= ARE 5
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