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Kyung-Ihl Kim

Profesor, Division of Convergence Management, Korea National University of Transportation

8 of T F4719900 Yo 2LA] o) F AR A1) ok Fa HlEv 2 Ao Aol HYATE
& JFHL Tk o) 78 Q902N 2 nis T34 5 8ol 52 vl 2ol =ejse] ok, vl vy
& elolEdA AVl WY e @ Eol Fashl it ARFAL MAs et g B aTe
quasi- Delphit £ 17131 BA1s] 190) kel AR BAAY & A AEE Shopsle] ol 24 EE
4 Y £ Sl BOE Rk B4 A3, SRS ARNTE A, 2 FA e B9 wE
aelm AR SR/ TEASE et B WA 3A9) ks de) $RWE aTAY Y SRR

: A AA ek, 33} BEAVL T AE 9 gelE P Mo AN sn welshs

FAlo} A9, A4, AR ok i, TRAE HY

Abstract Researchers have suggested successful risk management as a key factor in successful IT outsourcing
projects implementation. The documented investigations, however, have mainly addressed risk management only
from a single perspective of either clients or IT vendors. This study explored the potential perception inconsistency
regarding the risks between the client and the vendor for IT outsourcing projects by using a quasi-Delphi approach.
The analysis results indicated some inconsistencies in the risks perceived by the two parties: (1) the clients regarded
(a) lack of vendor commitment to the project and (b) poor vendor selection criteria and process as top critical risks
but the vendors didn't; and (2) on the other hand, the vendors perceived (a) unclear requirements and (b) lack of
experience and expertise with project activities as significant risks but the clients didn't. Insights into how the client
and the vendor perceive risks may help both parties determine how to partner and manage project risks
collaboratively to succeed in outsourcing.
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Table 1—1. The Explanation of Variables

z
o

Variables

Incomplete contracting

Poor vendor selection criteria and process by the client

Lack of active management of the contract and relationship

Lack of top management support

Lack of experience and expertise with project

Fig. 1. Risk factors rated by clients and vendors
(rated by relative importance, 1= not
important, 7= most important

Table. 1. Risk items, the associated project type
and the risk source

No. | Risk Factors Type First Author, Year
/Source
1 o/B Aubert, 2005
2 o/c Willcocks, 1999
3 oN Willcocks, 1999
4 G/B Keil,2002
5 oN Aubert, 2005
6 Oo/B Nakatsu, 2009
7 G/B Aundhe, 2009
8 G/B Nakatsu, 2009
9 Oo/B Nakatsu, 2009
10 G/B Liu, 2010
1 o/C Taylor, 2007
12 G/B Schmidt, 2001
13 G/B Earl,1996
14 G/B Eal, 1996
15 o/c Sumner,2000
16 G/B Aundhe, 2009
17 see. belows G/B Schmidt, 2001
18 ’ o/B Taylor, 2007
19 G/B Moynihan, 1996
20 G/B Aundhe, 2009
21 G/B Earl, 1996
22 o/B Natovich, 2003
23 G/B Earl, 1996
24 G/B Taylor, 2007
25 G/B Earl, 1996
26 G/B Keil, 2002
27 o/c Tafti, 2005
28 oN Earl, 1996
29 G/B Keil, 2002
30 G/B Taylor, 2007
31 G/B Aundhe, 2009
32 o/B Aubert, 2005
33 OoN Earl, 1996
34 G/B Schmidt, 2001

‘O’: unique for outsourcing, ‘G" for both general and outsourcing,
'V,C,B";vendor,client,both

Biased portrayal by the vendor

Lack of experience and expertise with outsourced project
activities

Inadequate staffing

Lack of communication between the client and vendor

OO N O ;| |wiNd|—

Lack of Commitment

10 | Requirements misunderstanding (or unclear)

High expectation with multiple objectives for outsourcing

12 Poor change management

13 | Business uncertainties or technical change

14 Lack of organizational learing

15 | Client readiness

16 Lack of schedule and budget management

17 Lack of documentation management

18 Customization of the product

19 Complexity of the product

Lack of project management know-how about outsourced
project

21 Failure to consider all costs

22 Difficulty in breaking the contractual engagement

23 Lack of knowledge of the new technology

24 Lack of an effective development methodology

25 Possibility of weal management

26 | Conflict between the client and vendor

Lack of audit and control from the client

Outdated technology skills

Improper definition of roles and responsibilities

Lack of team morale

Lack of knowledge transfer

Measurement problem of the system’s value

Vendor financial instability

RIBIG|L 8 IB|BIN

Inadequate planning

Table 2. Comparison of the client and vendor

rankings
Risk Factors Client Vendor

19 1 2
1 2 1
9 3 10
4 4 5
16 5 4
34 6 9
3 7

2 8 8
10 9 6
6 10 3
7 " 17
21 12 19
12 13 7
3 14 12
31 15

5 16

18 17

17 18 20
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20 19 16
27 20

24 "
15 13
29 14
30 15
26 18

Table 3. Ranking results for the vendor panel.

Mean Rank Each Round
Final Rank Risk Factor No.
1 2 3

1 1 6.30 7.72 8.90
5 19 6.20 6.61 7.85
3 6 6.05 378 6.65
4 16 6.00 5.67 575
5 4 6.10 5.44 515
6 10 5.80 389 4.15
7 12 595 244 3.80
8 2 6.00 2.00 3.15
9 34 5.80 317 315
10 9 595 3.50 1.95
11 24 550 1.28 0.75
12 3 5.65 250 0.65
13 15 590 1.22 0.65
1 29 535 0.83 0.40
15 30 5.70 0.94 0.40
15 20 5.60 1.28 0.40
17 7 5.65 1.28 0.40
18 26 5.60 0.22 0.40
19 21 5.85 1.06 0.30
20 17 5.65 0.17 0.15
Kendallsw M3 | 3w | s

Table 4. Ranking results for the client panel.

Mean Rank Each Round
Final Rank Risk Facor No.
1 2 3
1 19 593 7.19 8.50
2 1 5.88 6.15 7.58
3 9 590 6.58 7.38
4 4 5.61 5.00 5.50
5 16 573 3.88 4.46
6 34 5.63 3.69 4.00
7 33 5.20 2.69 3.62
8 2 5.88 2.69 3.19
9 10 5.61 2.92 3.15
10 6 5.41 215 227
1 7 5.51 2.62 204
12 21 534 1.92 1.15
13 12 534 1.23 0.88
14 25 5.49 1.31 0.85
15 31 5.41 0.96 0.31
16 5 498 0.54 0.08
17 18 5.07 1.00 0.04
18 17 5.44 1.15 0.00
19 20 5.12 0.96 0.00
20 27 5.15 0.35 0.00
Kendall'sW .149 .359 .638

Table 5. T—test of mean risk importance levels
= denoted the difference is significant at p<.05

Risk vendor Client t-test

Fac. Me SD Me Sd t p sig
6.61 061 | 700 | 0.00 -2.715 0.015 *
000 | 0.00 | 658 | 0.64 3.353 0.003 *
091 091 | 700 | 0.00 -18.70 0.000 *
169 | 1.69 | 504 | 1.34 0.838 0.380
109 | 1.09 | 388 | 1.68 4.271 0.000 *
. 143 | 369 | 1.2 -1.258 0.215
109 | 1.09 | 319 | 1.23 -3.308 0.002 *
1.4 141 | 292 | 1.06 2.600 0.013 *
122 | 122 | 215 | 097 4.929 0.000 *
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