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HW 2 W 37 2 8 40 16.3 ote] FAE 2H3E 7] GAQ gaF A7
Network &5 % %) 14 5.7 AFolH, T2 WA A 7o) HlE] FE
PC % AME77) B # @) | 18 7.3 BIEEE L8 Fote He FA7IHY
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#A 246 | 1000 o] AYEAT. $-4, 24 wHo] Zku Y= A&
o] A, AR WA YHA 2 AW
() ZEAE Fr¥ EA Fo] HEFIY S o9 o] HEATE AA,
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(F 3) ool MalM FRHTo| LMY Zat
FAws | BEwEs | @E | 2294 | 2984 | TEAF | (Composite | i eraee
Reliability) \ERENTL
Extracted)
SVl 5.37 1.497 0.910 48.000
9 FFGA SV2 5.35 1.490 0.903 38.386
FAo BATZE|  SV3 5.42 1.417 0.906 48.320 0.956 0.816
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Ag+st7] A= AVEY AlF 3ol 05 o]4to]
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BEI|EorRaY Pt

SVO: 0.308*** (T=4.431)
>

MVO: 0.244** (T=3.202)

R?=10.125

R?=0.110

INE=IN
SV0:0.015 (T=0.213) [ > .Lf_;;_ t
o=

<
MVO: 0.139* (T=1.966)

* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.001

(& 6) PLS Z2&4 Z1t

A7 e BAEAF g7 T-5A% 2229
SV —PS 0.308 0.069 44317 )
H1 = He
SV —US 0.244 0.076 3.202
MV —PS 0.015 0.072 0.213 )
H2 % e
MV — US 0.139 0.070 1.966
) 1L SV: Y FFUA T4 B, MV: 55 FE9A F4 2Y, PS: ZRAHE JF, US: AMHEA T
2. toos = 1960, toor = 2.576, toonr = 3.291.
3. P < 005, "P < 0.01, P < 0.001.
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Abstract

Information technology (IT) outsourcing is considered an effective strategy to manage and maintain
organizational technologies in a rapidly changing business environment. In particular, to meet diverse
market needs, many organizations that outsource their IT functions practice a multi-vendor approach
as their main outsourcing strategy. Although a few studies have been conducted about the multi-vendor
approach, most previous works primarily emphasized conceptual arguments and normative prescriptions.
In addition, scant attention has been directed toward the relational structure between the client and multiple
vendors in the multi-vendor approach and its implications for outsourcing success. This study proposes
a model from the transaction cost perspective by conceptualizing two dominant relational structures of
the multi-vendor approach, namely, single-vendor dominant model and the multi-vendor dominant model,
and hypothesizing their relationships with two outsourcing outcomes, project success and user satisfaction.
The proposed model is examined using the data collected from 246 companies that have implemented
multi-vendor outsourcing. As expected, results indicate that the single-vendor dominant model has a
more significant impact on project success, whereas the multi-vendor dominant model has a more significant
impact on user satisfaction. The study concludes with the theoretical implications and directions for future
research.

Keywords: Multi-Vendor Outsourcing, Multi-Vendor Dominant Model, Single-Vendor Dominant Model,
Relational Structures, ITO Performance
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