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Recently companies have increased the new projects to improve and innovate the business process in order to adopt the advanced
technologies such as IoT (Internet of Things), Big Data Analysis, Cloud Computing, mobile and artificial intelligence technologies
for sustainable competitive advantages under rapid technological and socioeconomic external environmental changes.

However, there are obstacles to achieve the project goals, corporate's strategy and objectives due to various kind of risks
based on characteristics of projects and conflicts of stakeholders participated on projects. Hence, the solutions are required to
resolve the various kind of risks and conflicts of stakeholders.

The objectives of this study are to investigate the impact of the project governance, agency conflicts on the project success
based on agency theory by using the statistical hypothesis testing the relationship among those variables.

As a result of hypothesis testing, we could find that the project governance impacts positively on project success and negatively
on the agency conflicts. Further, the agency conflicts impacts negatively on the project success.

Finally, we could find that the agency conflicts such as goal conflict, different risk attitude and information asymmetry between
project manager and team members impact negatively on the project success. Meanwhile, the project governance impact positively
on the project success, negatively impact on the agency conflicts such as goal conflict, different risk attitude and information
asymmetry between project manager and project team members.

In order to increase the project success rate, the project governance institutions such as PGB (Project Governance Board),
EPMO (Enterprise Project Management Office), PSC (Project Steering Committee) are needed to prevent or reduce the agency
conflicts between project manager and team members.

Keywords : Project Governance, Agency Conflicts, Agency Theory, Project Success

Received 6 August 2018; Finally Revised 11 September 2018;
Accepted 18 September 2018
+ Corresponding Author : srjeong@kookmin.ac.kr



12 Eun—Joo Jeong - Bo—Ram Kim - Seung—Ryul Jeong

1. M E g9 7 54 Z2E, g B Aol B AR vt 2
& gl #AlA Y] sl A5 ToE Tt o
T 714l = 43k A S AIYE stolste] Al Bg tiEQl A5 S AaAT|E Wt R R AE A
As(AL), MElolE 4], 55, IoT ol A7l& & dx Ak 2 gad dgisiA dstast s m3 22
P 7] BxEd 2 ASAQ AT gEE 9 AE fpExet g 1 g 45S AT 24
3 =y ZeAlxe] S 8 NS A Al = E Ao g3 ol s A st g
go7 FHea . ZRAEG W HEF7F FoA o] =it Al 2o E & A9 7ukS o] F =
A 717k goHg ] Aok 2l FREE AR A gl o2 ZRAE Az gigt o]2H w7 L
2 71delld FeaL = A7ls B9 HlEY s 22 AgATE aEd JE o R FAH] 9lom, A 3%
Az gA RO 5& FAGeE Q) A AW A o2 AR MAdTE EYE AT Ms A
o] getolgtar & 5 UTH5] gataL, Al 4o e A A5 Y HE AAE A
webd ZzAES] ¥ vtz Ve 5% 94 B NStk A sFAE 4 ARE JPe R AT U
ek Ay Aao AHAA FES vAE v T2 &S e%sigion, ATE Ea) wHd AAbE, Ao
sith oA ZRAE FRA A st olsjAl A E &FF AT kel ois] AAIEH
AZE dEQl 25 3 ude glaa 8950 ZRAE
gl wholu 2 gk mAaL QIHH8]
3 1T ZRAEAE swel aplgez ag 2 2. 0|2 HiE
TAREe Eed 9 WA 7heA, A7lE 7Y oY
%, sedlol @ azeslols] Ba9 By, gaw o) 21 HER HS
ALY o TORE QT Ads so] ZRAE AHF i
o) vl x JEFL wlHm QuiT, 9. 2] ¢l o] Z(Agency Theory) &2 F9l-tg|Q o] &
(Principal Agent Theory)> <13k thE|?l Aol digh

o
L ClEeE FAd Q] BAE oW @ AlKF
dop  TE A(HE o sl A o] ]
AE gl AFor sto] & AL

[e) 2 & AFO =) =
e S RRa v e AN T oo g 0 gy gEe olge Felut gl
delel deom Qs Z2AE AddMs A8 24 )7 = 2eglgl HEAlof 3l o]Tlo] HPH OB =
12l o s Fhalo] Aol HFAEL T Ak o AEl u](ﬁ‘[‘ﬁ‘[‘go}f <iim| EH\_ \_:FL/] o H-— nn
Z}'Ex‘ﬂv—a— L‘ﬂ/]x}'ela O]'J——J—\_ A= =X ol o LAl EE 2= ol H.ol 3 -
. S o3} dielel AN AT & 9= BIXs} pAw
=84 #el 5o tieel FAFe] wAse Z2AE 89 7I A Z &~ 9] HlolS g1 oFZFo] A FZF 9]
Aol FEAACl kS njA 4 QtHl AEE aAE F SlE Widd B3 G5 4FH9
secl TRAY GEE WE T WML g @ 4 ol 249 ddEns Agstd 24
AW A 2 (Governance) ¥+ &3} H(to steer), &2 =7 o] H= o]Zo|th wat o3 thejol 7k =x el
=) . ‘:_ E_‘ =157 E_ :‘l: q - L . 1= -
S piloyetis £fP] 2, A5t 715 W 54 g g gg) gat g 2o Toz s BT > 9
A 74A] QEEHAl =eet] fla) == Aol wel oy = BAES sdsk=d #alo] k6]
ol Rl 2= Ahgetel WEA SES ZHAEA gojel ojge) ge dhg vl AR 2ok 5 Ao,
o2 ST gtk AMAAS UN, 575 719 1T 2 g weist gigjolel ofsjarles A2 35k 497
o E5ARL, ZRAE Fo FRLSA AHEHL At wo s Rolw giEele BT A5 o)) = &8
ZRAE Zudsg TRAE AYE AITE O o gggspe 2k Aol A, 2o deldlel
e ERAE FHZE AeHoR ofFoARS ZRA - o g Ang 4X Ry dEde] B5E BA
E s 2ysta shol=, RUHE B AW T8 3 4 gloke lolw, WA, B3 gde BaAH 87
ZVgeletal & 4 glth v ZRAE AWML V152 opela] o] gfgk Aloke AAFTHE Aolti3]
ZRAE et AeAom dpd F YES ZRAE oo} ge JE A o)A FAL oA 51 o
selo] sl A7, g2, A9 GAtaE wok Bol o 1oz dhe] A F<ld ol ddke] PR 5
3 Agstar SAlsts 7lsolekal A skATH10] 3 4 QEE 3 A} BE AW HgAS e
71E AgATelME ZRAE Ba3 H ol 52 Y Hadel AAEE Wte] FodvE RIFTH6].
zZeAE 4ol () JFE MAE Ao getdn, gl FAE o3 BoolA FusH, gLl o
AgolAel 494 Beore ZRAE 2aast ol Aol e ML FHow YA do, o A
Sol MAshE: 2EAQ aQot ZRAE B © A R & g B2 Q4w vk



The Impacts of Project Governance, Agency Conflicts on the Project Success 13

22 ZEME HHHAA

ZeAE Audas T2AE 2R Y AREES
% 71 A 2y s B GE s Z2AE
HelgEas 7tol=sta 29 v oR 719 A
Aok d7d ozt guis]. 719 Avdas F5 2
e olsligAAEe] A olel= fl8 7I9d D=
AR EEH R Sgstn] T Adgk A AHE
A& € 7 AES ok BUHE Qe He} g2 1A
R Aok e wAYFeRta & 4 Ql13].

ZRAE AdLE gl ZRAE Audsdt S
ZRAE AEAZ FRE 5 3lon, T ZRAE 7
Hdss fgsiA ged = ik PMI[IS]el A= Z24)
E AMALE 229 Qe 8 9 545 D] 9le)
FHATE AR, ARl A & Aaks A4 ZRAE e
FsES 7tolE sk 29N, Ve B ZEA LG
Aelatdeh. ZRAE Avdzol tis) 1S021500[5]°1 A
T AA 2 BA 2 AR Foletd oH, Garland[4]E

AN AA Zel 9 2R QOB Pinto[14]5 A A 2
BA Z2AAE, Joslin[11]S A 24 7]5ol2kal 4 2ls}
3L, Tuner[17]= 3 94 vlAY ol G ost3itt.

23 Z2ME 43

Baccarini[1]9] 2]3FH ZZAE A (Project Success)©]
2] A& (Project Management Success)?} A% A F(Pro-
duct Success) 0.2 FAHET L2 AE I AFojgt L2
AEo] FJ5 29 E(Inputs) S -&3Fo] 2HEE(Outputs)
S AgE HE, 9A, T4 53X GAS s, FE
ZeAE 7|7to] ¢hud u] A o F7F WrtE = 94
Q1 A Ztoln, T AE #e] ZrA27F AeE s W
wEth Z2AE AF Aol Z2AE A3 Outcomes)
&} o] S(Benefits) ] A& S ow|st=d], A3 A = A
SAke] QI ZE Al A Xl 58
atH, o] 5ol Aol 7|uks Fo| X229 A
2 AT AHE AT
ZAE AE AT Z2AE
S F, A7A ©]

ZRAES HF AFe] EHE oW FTHI2, 16].

3.1 ARy

AF7MEES] HAFS 3 ATFEIS <Figure 1>3
ragwy

Agency Conflicts

Project
Governance

Project

H2 —>j
Success

— H3

<Figure 1> Research Model
3.2 97 d

311 ZRAE Awdre} EAE 4F 7k A4 &)
ZeAE Zudas F2 799 49 32 A

(Enterprise Project Management Office)®] &=,

Eo B 9 Ae A4y, e AES

@AY R AYS ATsHw, ALY 1%

|\

2

N,

=)

2

>

1@‘@
NZN
o X O oX

o,
ol
ol
o
N,

lo,

1

=

23, oF 58 FUIHoR BUHPsta EA 24
A o9 AL AUetH, Fa ol BAAT JAILE
& 3= 7152 dusini0]. Beb ZRAET} 4EE
7] QEldE Z2AE e g5 o ZRAE
Avdz &5 P5dolatm stotdt), wEby B o
TAHE LZZAE AWMUyl T2 AE AL nx=
dFe) Aeg AR A Fasita ddste] g

HI : Z2AE Ad e Z2AE 3o Ao 9%
H

312 ZRAE Aupdze} djg]el 25 2t
2]l Z5(Agency Conflicts)o] & th2]91 FA(Agency
q

N
v ojeel ol 8L 4ol A§E ul, FE(F)s)
AR ), BIAGEN)TF KA, B
(Fehst gAEeenS 44 sbseith, 10) Wby
meAE 244 ZRAE 993} Beld #AE o
A PAZ MAT 5 Ak EF T AE Avdas



14 Eun—Joo Jeong - Bo—Ram Kim - Seung—Ryul Jeong

A% YAAE] PFo| JFS VAL AF A=
2 A, ZEAzEE ¥ 4 Tk vekd] Z2AE
WAz T2 AE ol ASdA 9 MAE A4 &

Ao 4, AR, ZaAz 43 5L ouan i
made P $EEL slo|=g)
w2z, A, A7 So] ZzAE ¥l v 2
4 2%, @22 B Ao, An WA 5ol gl 2

Sol MAE gl AEE Hokay] faiel AL A
A Aol Basithn Budel gy 2 AT 7}
e s,

H2 : Z2AE AWdAE 1
n & Zolt},
H2-1 : ZRAE Avjdrys B3 2450 F(-)9 93
S 1A Blojt}
H2-2 ¢ ZRAE AdxE gl23 HExjolo] ¥y
o] g5 mE Aot}
H2-3 : ZRAE Anjdxs AR g o] F(-)9 o

&g ug Aol

ch
ro,
m

I
=2
-z
e
o2
ot
tlo

313 Bl 2o Z2AE 3 7 AF a3 54
izl #AA el d5e V1] da 3 2=
AE] Ag3to] JFE A= Aow FdAT A3 =
ARSI el el 54 e F)lat geldd
b FTeks HA o] Am Aelrh glvke AL ovlsiy,
ZRAENAY B4 452 T2AE pe|xtel §9 3t
A B Fojste A3} Fr1E0] 4 A7t it

2o i) A5 Bolt FoA Fol Ael7t e AL
o), ZRAEeA Yelelt 4u MYge e
E weash 99 7 miehn Qi Aok AR B9

st A% oleja

& ATlA = 4 7

.—.
< Ho

H3 : EH‘:ch =1 Al o 4
2 Zloltt
H3-1 : djgld 259 53 245 Z2AE 439
()8 FF= mE Aol
H3-2 . tiej}l 2459 gl=a gejol= ZrAE 4
ol F(-)e dFe mH Aotk

R
o, o] T A& Aol tjst 4
E #g Fgo] 5 TEAE
o AR Ué HE A4S
g4 stAth
A4 A AUERAL 28
o, 34" 84 F A7)
AEAE A9t F

{Table 1> Sample Characteristics

tf et} ikl &
Seate] A9 = Babo] 70.9% 2 B4 E Qo)

< £ fo
i
Ha
i
o
rlo
AC)
N
{m
wn
et
Y
ki
fru
e
ol
Q‘L

4

N
(3]
[
dn
Ll
o
o
M
1%

=
oF 1719el] AA A
sRAEe] AT AT BAKY B

BT T AN s Z2AEg A4 F4d FY
2l

| ALHS o= 20174 8
=g

Re ZeAE 43
I

14 g olsh B

hoz AgH0

L SIEE L

#e) AR} 792 o

AR AT AR BYL

i)

B > o

o] o] 4o] 100% = FEFG:

Classification Person %
Male 203 92.3

Gender
Female 17 7.7
26~35 13 5.9
36~45 77 35.0

Age

46~55 102 46.4
Over 56 28 12.7
Bachelor degree 97 44.1

Degree
Master degree 1 123 559
CEO 7 3.2
Executive 30 13.6
Position Deputy director 156 70.9
Deputy manager 25 114
team member 2 9
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<Table 2> Measurement Model

| ZRAE A

= 7Hd 19 A4

w3y

Variable Factor loading Communality | Eigen value |% of Variance | Cronbach’s Alpha
GC4 .801 .641
GC2 7192 .628
GC5 73 .598
Goal Conflict GC7 172 .596 3.984 56.921 873
GC3 153 568
GCo6 739 .548
GCl .638 408
1A6 .839 705
1AS 191 .626
Agency 1A4 790 .624
Confiets | 7 5 565
nrormation . .
Asymmetry 1A1 744 .554 3764 67639 18
1A8 743 552
1A7 735 541
1A10 720 519
1A3 687 472
DRA2 .868 753
Different Risk DRAI .860 739
Attitude DRA4 841 708 2823 70565 861
DRA3 789 623
PG4 .874 764
PG3 .862 743
PG8 .860 740
Project Project PG7 .854 729
governance governance PG2 .852 725 3738 71726 943
PG5 845 714
PG6 .843 11
PGl 183 613
PS6 .803 726
PS14 .802 137
PS13 195 713
Product PS7 184 .638
Success PS12 157 .683 7909 38.970 923
Project PS5 .685 671
success PS8 611 710
PS10 .542 453
PS1 877 .843
e i —— 2
Success PSO 644 41 1.133 30.589
PS4 .641 .651
{Table 3> Regression Analysis Result(Project success : Project governance)
Dependent variable Independent variable B SE B t
Proi constant 1.902 154 12.346
roject success Project governance 531 .047 .604 11.202°

R = .604, R? = 365, adjusted R*> = 362, F = 125477, p < .001.
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<Table 4> Regression Analysis Result(Agency Conflicts :

Project governance)

Dﬁiﬁgﬂfi”t '”"VZ?,Z%‘.’: i B SE B t Statistics(R, F)

Project governance constant 3977 162 24'597* - R =.404, R? = 163,
Agency Conflicts -324 0350 -404 -6.516 adjusted R*> = 159, F = 42.464

Goal Conflict constant 3792 185 20475 ) R = 346, R* = .119,
Agency Conflicts -310 057 -346 -5.439° adjusted R* = 115, F = 29.584

. . . constant 4.118 198 20.839 R = 350, R? = .123,
Different Risk Attitude Agency Conflicts -336 061 -350 5521 adjusted R* = .119, F = 30.482

Information Asymmetry constant 4022 165 24'328* - R =399, R? = 159,
Agency Conflicts -327 051 -399 -6.428 adjusted R*> = 155, F = 41.324

p < .001.
<Table 5> Regression Analysis Result(Project Success : Agency Conflicts)
DSSﬁggﬁem In?,i?;%?: nt B SE B t Statistics(R, F)

constant 5.437 184 29.515 R = .578, R? = 334,
Agency Conflicts -.632 061 -578 -10.445" | adjusted R* = 330, F = 109.106

constant 4.862 172 28.326 R = 469, R* = 220,
‘ Goal Conflict -460 059 -469 -7.845 adjusted R* = 217, F = 61.551

Project success

constant 5.064 167 30.326 R = .533, R = 284,
Different Risk Attitude -.489 053 -533 -9.309° adjusted R* = 281, F = 86.663

constant 5.368 185 28.947 R = 561, R? = 314,
Information Asymmetry -.601 060 -561 -9.998" adjusted R* = 311, F = 99.966

"p < .00L.
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<Table 6> Hypothesis Verification Summary

Hypothesis Result
Hypothesis | PrOJect governance will have a Positive 0
impact on Project success
. Project governance will have a negative
Hypothesis 2 impact on Agency Conflicts 0
. Project governance will have a negative
Hypothesis 2-1 impact on Goal Conflict 0
. Project governance will have a negative
Hypothesis 2-2 impact on Different Risk Attitude 0
. Project governance will have a negative
Hypothesis 2-3 impact on Information Asymmetry 0
Hypothesis 3 Agency Conﬂllcts will have a negative 0
impact on Project success
Hypothesis 3-1 Goal Conflict Wlll have a negative 0
impact on Project success
Hypothesis 3-2 lefer.ent 'RISk Attitude ‘w1ll have a 0
negative impact on Project success
Hypothesis 3-3 Inforrpatpn Asymmetry. will have a 0
negative impact on Project success

o0 : Selection, x: Dismissal.
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