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Table 2—1. Previous Research for Project Risk Factors

Researcher

Risk Factors

Hyunsoo Kim(1999)

Managed risk factors by SI companies were compared with those suggested by
academia. He was feasibility test and verify for management of eight risk factors,
including cost, schedule, technology, quality, scope and requirements, human resource
procurement and management, supplier risk, and customer risk.

Kyungsik Yang(2004)

He identified a total of 65 risk factors in 2 stages(planning and execuation), 6
sub-areas, including outsourcing planning stage risk(environmental risk, contract risk,
organizational and managerial risk) and outsourcing execution stage risk (outsourcing
acceptance risk, partnership risk, hidden cost risk) excavated.

Sukjin Cho, Seogjun
Lee, YuKeun
Hahm(2006)

Combining the list of risk factors presented in overseas research and the list of risk
factors surveyed by project managers in Korea, 46 risk factors in 12 areas are identified
and risk factors were prioritized.

Jongmo Park, Junghee

Si, Sang-eun Lee(2011) between stakeholders

Presenting the has occurred risk factors for the K company project as development
prioritization error, lack of communication with stakeholders, and conflict of opinion

Sungbong Jang ,

Keeyoung Kwahk(2011) | project control

Present 12 items as project risk factors for 3 areas: communication, skill sharing, and

Sangwoo Park, Sunggu
Cho,(2014)

Thirty-—nine risk factors that can occur in a project, such as lack of knowledge and
experience in contract management, was proposed by divided into four stakeholders:
outsourcing support team/business team, PM, vendor, and customer/use

Seunghee Kim(2019)

She proposed 6 groups of 520 risk factors from 77 related studies.

that's including risks due to unique project characteristics, risks related to participating
personnel, risks related to project planning, risks related to project execution, risks
related to project organization, and risks related to technical factors. and then she
presented 64 major risk factors applicable to big data projects and their priorities.
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Table 3—1. Operational definition for risk factors

Risk Item Operational definition H]aL
It means the possibility of not satisfying the requirements in the process H.S Kim(1999),
Tech. of carrying out the project. Performance experience, design capability, | S.J Jo et al(2006),
Risk staffing rate, and dependence on partners are measured on a 5-point S.B Jang et
Direct Likert scale al(2011)
Risk S LS Kim(1999),
Scflrelélule Measuremgnt of sufficient project executiog schgdule, compensation for | K.S Yang(2004),
Risk delay, details of project plan, etc. on a 5-point Likert scale S.W Park et
al(2014)
Financial | Measurement of the difficulty of the payment conditions, such as the ratio New
Risk of advance payments, and reserves, etc. on a 5-point Likert scale
. Strategic It 1s an item that stre}tegically evaluates Whgther.or not to participate in
Indirect Risk the project by evaluating whether there are risks in ESG and legal terms. New
Risk Measure on a 5-point Likert scale
Special It is an item that evaluate; exchange risk, .tax/commgnicat@on
Risk management mask, and the environment of the project execution site. New
Measure on a 5—point Likert scale
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Table 3—2. Operational definition of project performance and customer satisfaction

Performance Items Operational definition Note
It refers to the financial performance of the winning
o company as a result of performing the IT service project.
profitability Direct sales profit, operating profit, and expected profit New
achievement rate at the time of the plan were measured.
Project Degree of It means the Whether or not schedule, contract, and cost Hormozi&Dube(1999);
Performance plan change originally planned, and is measured based on the | Baccarini, 1999; Arkinson
achievement | number of changes 1999; SM Lee et al, 2013
It refers to new technologies, experiences, and references
knowledge . .
L that are acquired and accumulated in the progress of New
assetization . . .
project execution. Measured by the project manager
This is a score that the customer directly evaluates for
Performance . . . . . -
capability project execution ab.lhty, .Such as issue handling ability. New
Measured on a 5-point Likert scale,
These are the results of customer evaluations felt during
Execution the project implementation process, such as customer
. . . New
process response and issue handling. Measured on a 5—point
Customer Likert scale
Satisfaction , , , ,
Result quality | (obieetives podoced trough the projoct. Measurcd on g | Barkus et al, (009
quatity | objectives) € project. DeLone&McLean(1992)
5-point Likert scale
After the project is completed, it means the customer’s
Post . . . .
management satisfaction with post management such as maintenance New
g and post support. It measured on a 5—point Likert scale
Aol AFA A BAE 7HA7] vl U] b= R B4 E FH o
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Table 4—1. Characteristics of analyzed target and

whether subsequent business

Subsequent
business Total
No Yes
Fr 16 15 31
Public |———
Type of % of total| 11.9% | 11.2% | 231%
Customer| Freq 88 15 103
Private
% of total| 65.7% | 11.2% | 76.9%
Freq 104 30 134
Total
% of total| 776% | 22.4% | 100.0%
)% ZzAE FHolF F& Aol FAd
A= 9F 301(224%) 0.5 FEAY B @)
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80
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Z).

Table 4—2. Business Scales of analyzed target

Unit: 1 million won

o @ Csiamin Or'der Diregt Estimated
Size profit |risk amount
Mean 3,031 359 431
Pub. N 31 31 31
Std. 3,252 393 1,053
Mean 4,322 357 558
Priv. N 103 103 103
Std. 9,286 958 1,592
Mean 4,023 368 529
Total N 134 134 134
Std. 8,296 860 1,483
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Table 4—3. Reliability of measurement
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Table 4—5. Correlations between factors
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Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).*x
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*
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Table 4—4. Result of Factor Analysis

Factor name Detailed variable Factor Loading Cronbach’s a KMO%:
Supplier dependence 900
Profitability 873
Design ability 349
Direct risk Securing execution 85 o2
manpower
Late payment 832
profitability TR
Performance schedule 779
Customs tax 905
: 884
Currency risk 901
Social 87
Governance 785
Execution site 745
Indirect risk 932
Legal 17
Environment 642
Reserve fund 634
Collection method 621
Financing 615
) . . Direct profit 900
Financial (Direct) performance [— - 998 500
Direct profit from sales 873
Cost change 946
Degree of plan o 1416 change 946 967
achievement
non-financial Contract change 945
(indirect) Secure RER 905 802
performance | Accumulation . .
of intellectual Acquire performance skills 900 Q9
assets New technology U8
acquisition ’
Result quality 941
Execution process 914
Customer satisfaction 934 850
Post management 913
Execution performance 338
sel A% GggEd A9l fold BAS b 23 sQe ATHAE 2 AA A
A3 Loy, A2 Apite] 4 9l 7 RS FHBAE 7D A g2 AoZ YERgoL)
£ RO WAE AE Ao ey ANt HA7 1 BERd] gEAE RO
@9, AY @22 WESG 3% 59 0§ o ARUAS AME Ao vegon], Agg
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A Axo] tisiM = AEFE 006822 H(+)9] St Zlo® UERY] ditdd 2 dAgelAdeds
ol wAE 7= AR YE A e BASAAS(VIF;  Variance

FITA BA A3 B AFAN =ES A Inflation Factor)& &3l ¥Hdslith
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Table 4—6. Results of regression analysis on the relationship between risk factors and performance

Unstandardized Coefficients Sctng(lic?r](:fff Cé)ilalge?il;zy
Pependent Variable Ingl/(;%e;;ilznt B Std. Errorj Beta t o Tolerance VIF i o
. . (Constant) | -.457 215 -2.130 035
p;gg;lce Direct risk | .33 | .108 315 | 3112 | 002 692 1445 | 072 | 1779
Indirect risk| -132 | 119 | -112 | -1110 | 269 692 1.445
Degree of | (Constant) | ~955 | 192 -4976 | .00
Non_fin]  Plan | Direct risk | 612 | .09 574 | 6346 | .00 692 1445 | 259 | 7%
ncial (chievementtgiect risk| -169 | 107 | -.143 | -1580 | .116 692 1.445
performa , ¢ | (Constant) | 678 | 211 3217 | 002
"¢ lintellectual | Direct risk | ~043 | 106 | -041 | -408 | 634 692 1445 | 105 | 1333
assels  |Indirect risk| -.354 | 117 | -300 | -3.017 | .003 692 1445
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Table 4—8. Correlations between performance and Customer Satisfaction

Customer Satisfaction

Performance Execution . Post
o Result quality
capability process management
Pearson Corr. 215 280 .286%* 324
Direct profit from sales Sig. (2-tailed) 001 001 001 .000
Financial N 134 134 134 134
performance Pearson Corr 306%* 310%x 320 .3D3%
Operating profit Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 134 134 134 134
Pearson Corr 062 045 -.031 014
Cost 1™ g5 ™ (2 tailed) 479 604 724 871
change
N 134 134 134 134
Pearson Corr 034 069 -.031 007
Degree of planip 4o qle] Sig. (2-tailed) 3% 430 4 933
achievement
N 134 134 134 134
Pearson ‘3% .006 008 -.066 -.047
Contract g o155 (= 941 930 450 59
change
. . N 134 134 134 134
Non-financial
performance oo Pearson ‘¥t AbAse A1 Ad2x A28
TEr - LARE (9% 000 000 000 000
N 134 134 134 134
N tion of Acquisition| Pearson %% Bk 461 520 520
ccumulation o = (or=
mtellectual of 85 (=) .000 .000 .000 .000
‘s performanc
asse e skills N 134 134 134 134
Acquisition Pearson 73 D74 529k D81k D04k
of new | F9&E (%=) .000 .000 .000 .000
technology N 134 134 134 134
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).*x
Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*
o WA BN A gol ARATE  Ax AW Pra Poh P ARH A 3
ANAY 24 @ole] wAmEEd BANeR  n ARH Azl A0 Fol3 JFs vHe
ot dFgs mAE AeZ Yo, oF Ao 2 vEREth g, A AAE A6l A
Ao AAAE SAL A SR g =AY faa Brp 4 gaart ()9 Fe
44 gs vAE Aoz YEyi, b JF HA = Aom YEged], ol AAA
ol’de] AnE Fdstel AAH S AFSt A EAd o] WA BAA A Fo] IFgFS
A oS 2o )z = 9l WEeRE sk 4 gk e,
AR, ZRAE gxash Ausel BAd BF U@ 9T A dedE o wad 2
FA%Y A% ZzAsd APHoR WS /b o WRY o Buw
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Table 4—9 Result of Regression analysis on the relationship between performance factors and customer

satisfaction
Unstandardized Coefficients Stand?r.dlzed Collmeapty
Dependent Coefficients ) Statistics
Variable Independent Sig, R2 DW
Variable B Std. Error Beta t Tolerance| VIF
(Constant) | 4.445E-17 062 000 1.000
f}“a“aal 217 064 217 | 339 | oot | %7 | 1om
Customer ngrgerrgfanglzn
satisfaction | achiovement | 142 063 “142 | 2271 | 025 | 999 | 1001 | A% | 1488
Accumulation
of intellectual 609 064 609 9.531 .000 959 1.043
assets
uwebA] glaa gRlo] Ao F(-)9 dEgds 4.3 FIEM
A Aolgh pe ¥ A
S5 ZRAE g2rzas uAuELe A MRS ARe @A 2 AT = A R
= 5E-O. 2] = S ¥ =
rﬂ@_ T,‘i_}j' 7&34. g]/\ﬂﬂ_ J—y_ﬂlqgl.g':g:q] EA(,)Q/] :‘E] 7—\}@1@19‘; Oo%]:e U] ]1_ -g-?_a '&%0}
0] 3 T S} SO Ealnls
i"_}ﬁ]—% 7]’X]l§ Zigi 1/}5]—‘;,\]'31/}, Z_]__%;]] Fq_/:ﬂ 7] HEH ‘74—}:‘137]’ —(S;)l-"li]- }\éi’]' 6&—12 = }:l%_l‘
=] Z = = O <~ =N
el BAAoR fold Aom ey me ¢ TR BES A Fadn
A, AR 7P 2 A AE e, nEse B4 THe wgel 49Ee 34
= = SEO. AR
Amo g u Gus wAuEEse] g O S WA A R v Al
QXRE T3 22 o]l W A : b
2 2A38 Azt Ay P} g2l AgFE Aol ;:—e EE% T = @A A (Stepwise)
o =L O
oA ARl F A4 Ak FA agle] e HHSAH.
o 108 3 B ] = =1
nAREEd Anel folg duaAg xe o Tdle 4108 SATH RS melTe
o0 fol IFS

Ao, 1A wED FAA

Table 4—10. Multiple regression analysis results for key factors that affect customer satisfaction

Unstandardized Coefficients Standgr.dlzed Colhqegnty
Dependent Coefficients . Statistics
Variable Independent Sig, R2 | DW
Cpencerr B Std. Error| Beta t Tolerance| VIF
Variable
(Constant) 399 143 2781 | .006
AommlEEn 6 | gy 067 | 50 | 8057 | 000 | 86 | 112
Customer intellectual assets
. . i i . 1.444
satisfaction el 239 064 239 | 3762 | 000 | 941 1063 |
performance
Indirect risk -.239 078 -202 | -3.078 | .003 379 1.138
Aoz e} 7bd 3& BE AuEg, A adle ANANEA, AR, 44
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An Exploratory Study on the Relationship with Previous

Project Risk Evaluation and Project Performance

Hosnag, Kim* - Kyungsik Yang**

ABSTRACT

Project risk assessment is the most important activity performed at the beginning of a project because it
can judge the performance of the project in advance. In this study, We were evaluated risk with traditional
risk factors such as technology and schedule, etc, and Indirect risks factors such as financial, strategic, and
special risks. and then, we analyzed what kind of relationship these risk evaluation factors have on business
performance and customer satisfaction.

As a result of the research, it was found that the risk evaluation items had a relationship with
performance and customer satisfaction. However, It is possible that the performance may differ depending on
how risks are managed after risk assessment. Therefore, follow-up studies should be conducted, including
information on risk management practices. This study is meaningful that presenting practical risk evaluation
items and at the same time identifying the relationship with performance. We plan to further the study in
future studies including the evaluation of risk management process.

Keywords: Project KRisk, Risk Management, Previous Risk Evaluation, Froject Performance,

Customer Satisfaction
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