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Abstract

Many studies on ASP outsourcing area have focused on the
Critical Success Factors(CSFs) of ASP outsourcing projects
or on the service quality of ASP Service. But these studies
have limitations to explain how to succeed in doing ASP
outsourcing project. The objective of this research is to
overcome this limitation by using the concept of "IT Risk”
in Outsourcing. The effective control of the risks-caused
during the IS outsourcing process-gives (ASP service using)
users a powerful tool to minimize the risks and thus
maximizes the possibility of ASP outsourcing project
success. In order to perform this objective, this research set
up the research model which is composed of three concepts.
The three concepts are 1. Undesirable Outcomes(:UO) as
IT outsourcing Risks, 2. The Source of Risks(:SOR)
influencing the UO, and 3. the intention to get/execute Real
Option Portfolio to control the risk level of SORs and UOs.
This research has some important and interesting
implications on the ASP outsourcing area. First, this
research classifies the risk factors as three concepts and
finds the interactions among them. Second, Using Real
Option portfolio can control the risks effectively occurred
during outsourcing projects. Third, Vendors(ASP service
providers) can offer users IN TIME the options which can
minimize the occurrence of risks.
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1. Introduction

21 A7) E0f ojH 4
FasA dHaE F

43 oz AFrY) AEFA 715249
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Z7)FF8|Eo] Hol aFHEE AFHY FHA
H3lstE Ag8Ad AAld d-ed 4 7] Hekd
NPEL B2 HgES #Zoton o SEES
#AH A FES A=A gk T R TS
A= Aol AR A ~EH 9
o} A A (Outsourcing)©]th(Jiang and  Qureshi,
2006). AR A 2 E o o}-& /\/\10]3} A}& 2}
ZA(a8)o] dHolHAEY #HT 4 , St= 9o
ﬂ%, AXEYO  FXA, LﬂEJa &,
SEATES Y T oI HEAAE
715 &l 73 ¥ FFAHVendor) z 2 31}
AAdste A%E FtiNam, Rajagopalan, Rao,
and Chaudhury, 1996).

ARA| 2] ol aAde oy kgt FobdlA
AEHD ged, 3R FE T 4 53
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ASPA Zo]  slue]  FQa% -E—C’V} 4 Ae=
=g} 20061 SNH7|E 7R R Tl ASPAF
TEE 2366994 €3stu 99\ o, 20084
ASPol& 7190 = <oF 1009 dA=ZE FHH
ATHEFITA S L E 5,2006).
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ATt A& F 5 Ak Dewire, 2000).

2y A7t FEsEo gy ASP #E Jdie
giEE Add 2 Ade oXE 29 sobd)
A F8t2 tHTao, 2001; Kern et al, 2002;
Jayatilaka et al., 2003; Rohde, 2004). ol 4]
TRE ASP #H AF FA] FZ ASP AMnj2g
BFaF Mujxg BHEHEL Yo BjFE3 Q=
AAo)tHAAN, oz, 2002, AHS, HAH3,
2004; Y 5, 2004). wEkAl ojAlE Aitg
EARTE oys Qoo oud /A A A
Bl dulerE Jge v = = #Hgd gst
AT A4S o HE AHolga B 5

ATFE AHHEAAES of2A AT
sk A¥Risk)E APHoE =A%
Joz Q1% Ade HArslslE d 1
&, " AEA 2T oAy A
9 amdom 4% s
Bz gt d dF £Ho
ZRAEE o] QlojA g
150l A v]xe #AL ojwH
BAoZ FAT & Udg RAA 24 S
= 2Ty Hstq HESA
g8genyn olxad HdY A wAYE(
Outsourcing Risk Control Mechanism)
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2. Theoretical Background

s JPRisk Ad
AgLe Byst AAT AP,
Topol A AFE 72

og F A9

I Atk AFEAH FdolME At
X digk EHERHEAR) FSoz  9gyge
AAgh,  FAabe HWAE ¥ A ge
Mdolth, & 98 XEZQ 71x9 #EAHo=m
Aojd 4 QthHlevine, 2000). BHAA 13
EopllMe Age  #AAY g &A=
4l gt (Bowers et al, 1986). = & 99
A T8¢ Mde WAE A3 85 g

Bdd Aoln gAH AEL 9 EFo m
VY LA e AFeR St BAY £ oUe
Ade Ik AR m=E AL Fo] gAH
Ao} dolnt. b, YA ddL o FFo|
e 94F%E dE ddes Zed d@g,
IT EopliXe BAAL 439 27548

Ngoz vjeka} ATH Levin &
Schneider(1997)= 9¥< " 7|dyg =43

i
SHAEHDE Aach o Ao we si@e

Ak 4
Qeojed
w7 2 H] & o] &(Transaction Cost Theory)

O} A7 ol o gt o] &3 HESS
Aen &2 (Transaction  cost  analysis
TCA)o A ZolE § Uut. AR A= Aol
ols] LAHE H&g IPsiux Foie Aol

Adulgolge] ARl dhtatd slgle)
obpad  AEE  Adugel uwe @957
ol A g olEd] thEd Adg Bt
NEoR  WERARNEE  FE AsWH

Hj&Azb7| e Anl g Aa A9
Aol F REoz UdokWilliamson, 1985).
i, AEla AFe ALE AEEd AMExE
AAH o2 AFEErt ofld R gEF
A o] gt T4 GA o] £ BAHL B &
At 2 E=R of2AAdE B3 7Y 498 /1A
#eld dge #wg F gev, FAdjHoz
obxANE T A4 & Agw] g 3y

HiztE o2 F Uk

m tjjg] <l o] &(Agency Theory)

Afu) gol2e  Aulgze ASAHSL  Hobd)
Hsted Ag=HY, A AuPgEHE Sotsirle
offch. Wi gigd olEL2 UlF  #Eu &
2R FFoEZH AYn[E o] HYAoJEOF
AHE-EH(Fama, 1980). tigQl oy Fd #FL
Qo] digidloA 47 134 E3FE H sk
eEQle]l BlE it old R E FIAIEE
st dig #@Alolth. digd@AdME AR
-9 (information asymmetry) 2 e el
A 2 A (task programmability) 9 U<l o}slo
e ¢l v o] WAsA Ho,

el o]EL ol AT XujzAl Az
AkE OFE o doA R =FAH g7 =3
e AdAHd olHdE Hitsted F8% E&
AFgct &, dEdu g THANAMY oA Ade
el gy FEd dFE HAE 4]
FAJAAE AES £ & HE ATy 23S
olefdt Q848 TAZE &AM of2id HEE
AR A A,

BAHOR of2 AL YFAA Mg AFE
Al o) Fe FEAst AFEte AulaE ol &st=
g got. ol2iAA ok A FAalaiulo]
Afrsta o2 Al FARe] 9ste] ElHA ge
ABE APAA R (private)olth. A& A= Qg
Aok FARAZE ol FE A EAE o gzl
##l(agency problems)7} WAstA @k @i
Alckol EAEtA] &) wjEo] Alof ZAREL FR
EA4¥E Eole Wd ity v ¥ Aek

Ir
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AdE e "9y 58 il digd EAE
At 1 3 A olthHolmstrom, 1979).

B T Outsourcing Risk

el o283 Agnl§ o2 wEW g <table
>3 2 uEAsx 2§ A F(undesirable
outcomes)’t HAY = Utk o YF Q2EL
AA 337 HEFEZ EHE 5 dd AA, A
FAl(principal)?t THE A, =4, dlz<(agent)H
#Ed A, aga viRDo 2 A A (transaction
itselfe} #HEH Aolth o]lFF HUFY LAEER
Sk el A AFE  urEAFA s
7 F}H(undesirable outcomes)7} AT 4 9T}

<Table 1 — IT OQutsourcing Risk Factors>

B Real Option@& ATFF

IT FAZz A= FdHsle HAEFHAFIHUS
AL AT 1990dY ol % BAHoR 5387
XA 2000 @8 71Fo2 1 o)A =AY
dAfAe FE O OAEBZFHI R IpRy
NPV ®of nlslod A4E83AE HEg A7 & o
d4-¢ AgdA FdE £ dde °H 230
g0 A AA T, =, AEZ Mo o] 3t
7P F7HEe] NPV ®ol  uHgle HALHE

7HA I e 44 Az, ey 2000 d
olFRE HEIZM =84 gIAHL ATIFe
B34 (uncertainty)ol] ZHE& 3o

BG4 L satstz, o] EBEFUAS HEINL

ol g&te olEA aRHoz BAT £ dxrld
Zgol 2ol ATy} WaE 1 ok
Santos(1991)% Kumar(1996)= o AbA A 9]

$ %4 (managerial flexibility)& [T BAZ 2 A E
EFARoEHN NPV HHd 8dle $4F
SIP e e A Fge}ar T8
Taudes(1998), Taudes, Feurstein & Mild(2000)=
A X E g o] ks TZAEo o st
AEFAHSYEE o&std 1T HAZRAEI
7kl dig HrtE FY58 . Benaroch &
Kauffman(2000)- 7] 24 X2 AE AHHE
ojg&ted 1T HFAZRAEN UEd "L
7|Eo g A HAESHYEH o El g ghg
AFEA A,

[SRatN
H, 2000 @ oF FANAY 2HAY Z

o 1

Eis i ,
AEAd 28& wFo] o]l HAI HAsd9
AESFHY AHIE Folux FE  ATFEQ
FPEHJo d=d, Benaroch(2002)=

IT FAZRAEEZ F3yPF o nzydor 3=
BdAA4e 719E5RY A¥(Firm-specific risk),
AR H (competition  risk), A %AY & (market
risk)5 o2 AEgstd ol ZZte fPE

AEFA 7R oAmg dgs  uA el
et FHATFE 559 4381 h Schwartz &

Zozaya—Gorostiza(2003)& IT FA= 13 w43
2 Q8 HEHE 79 F, Aty EFGHAAES
15 29-& AaEsdo

3. Research Model

B ITEA T2 AE9 Real Option #3

IT B2 Z2AEE Jgstdr oy dE45
AWEHA  #H¥d, ol¥ real option ¢ FFAE
dulgit, IT FA ZE2AEY FHHAYE  real
option ¢ FTHE AHBEW A7FH(Option to
Defer), 24 &4 (Option to Explore),
4% KA (Option to Expand), &4A&4(Option to
Contract), ¥7]%4A(Option to  Abandon),
AeBEM(Option to Choose), A47%434(Option to
Grow), A3&AM(Option to Switch) %9
A thHKodukula, Papudesu, 2006). o}2A4 A oke
28 1T A ZZAHEE T o ojugt
Argsto A o]lE FAE AMEEt=A Ela ol
#AEE g dued g Zo

A7) ¥ A (Defer)> 49 EFdHAHo=z <ty
7199 ArAABAAAIT BARAE AVEtE AdFolA
LA E FAHALEA ol #AY™E YHEoERE
"ol A, Feok FF SHAAY 9E F,
A% FaEA #a 9do]l EAgH(Benaroch &
Kauffman, 1999;Benaroch & Kauffman, 2000).
g8 S M (Explore)2 A Ajladlo] d#F Tow
o1ty dAVMEE Ade  HHsy]  9Eo
gd @ (Pilot)ol v} T2 EEU(Prototype)S g3t
Agol  AlEEE FAHAo=EA ol9p  #YEH
Aoy IS RHY FE 2 Ag, #Y
AR7|&e AeE ARV AZety FEAHE 2
zAHel  AAdoM e Edd  #AHEE gl
Z A stHAmram & Kulatilaka, 2000; Kambil et al.,
1993). @A A(Stage)2 1T FAZZAEE
Ao doj 7&Hd HF/A, AMEAe #TH
To Ax"e] F2HQ FARE A APl EAT

A% zzAE A4e 9N FAF B 93
£0e %% 4% Adse A% Ags:

FHOEA 0] & Bt
ZAF2L AFA, A9 AY £ AEAY
Ho/APez Ad Aol A% I(Benaroch,
2002). 8 7/% & {4 (Expand/Contract)2
IT RAZZAHAEE AP AdodA 7]
2344 = Al A9z st $gol
gAg Ao ZRAES [FRE  FdstAY
208t A9 AMESle SHOEA ol9) #HH
deogs ZZAE FE 2L HI[Y #HH
Aeux: 5% #Ad€d"®E 99l

b

d dAde=s
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&A%} Gaynor & Bradner, 2001; Kulatilaka et
al., 1999). AZFA(Switch)2 IT FATZAEE
AYste A g ERAEV a4 Jddd
MElAE AFstA R AY =Fd e B9
WA 4= Qs HE2 Hags] Yoty Algste
FHOZAM ole} FAHH P2 E dlY AHl ATt
a7 A AMREHZA B HE F2 =39
IT A= HEFg  FFH T Aol
& A $+}(Braautigam et al., 2003).
4454 (Growth)2 [T FAZZAES AAES
gastd M2 AIHEorRY IEE AARAY AS
Abgete AR o9t AY¥HE AFoRE I
AGEo tiste 3ol duhy AREE AJ7FS}
#ad" 98] &A3cHTaudes et al., 2000; Zhu,
1999).

® IT Outsourcing Risk®} Real Option3}2] #& A
Bahli & Rivard(2005)  AH] &0l o
WM § oL uEoFE IT obxidd HHES
z}z} AP (Transaction), 178(Client) gl
385 HSupplier)®] 3 7HA] Ager EHsIS

ol g A A= g B9 Tk

o

<Table2— QM9 EFH>

Real Option & E&HMo] AXLE 1 7HA7}
AXGT, B0 AcE Be F Yo A=
23 Fdstth. webA, 9983 Real Option & o}
YA BA US A FFE + Ao F,
IT Risk 9 Real Option ZHll= HHI A Ao
AesE ¢ 5 U aglam oA

IT FAZZAHE 3I71H
Benaroch et. al(2006)9] AolA AR IT
Risk 9 JF4A #AAE  ASP o2 A9
W (Context)dl REF b3t 2ol AA e sH3T.

<Table3 -9 28U F4H XEZF Q>

® Research Model

E A= Bahli & Rivard(2005)2] £ (Table 3)&
vler o 2 IT OQutsourcing Risk & Undesirable
Outcome(UO)3} Source of Risk(SOR)ZE EH/-3taL,
SOR € User s Source of Risk(USR)<}
Transaction’ s Source of Risk(TSR)Z Al#&3h
o} o]E3} Intention to Get Real Option(RO)7}9]
BAE T8 AFEEE FHEG Y.

I i

User's Transaction's Undesirable Intenttion to
Sowceof Risk |~ Source of Risk |+ Outcome |1 Get Real Option
(USR) (TSR) ()] (RO)
SMESY -gg;ow * NYlA & Rt g)): gﬁe
colEAN HEY| |'ESRT EEr R - | SN
idainkil - Enay -&2H8 =
- EAY - 0O 0f2AE < &4 M
cgo=Ey

Figure 1 — Research Model

AT+E
Outsourcing @ 0gld ZHE wHJovy, o
Aededert AFBAE fostax
J1ZEe AR 1 FPHo2 APQAUAES YL
b B Ao E oA 544 AFHAE
otst At s,

4, Real Option ¢ REfFXo] 9IS vX
Adacl 2 AAJAES AFHRE Frigoe=
A#yE  JIFLATSR) 2 upEFsA B
A3HUO)7F HEFA ogA FFES HA=
spobst Al sHiTh.

- A

2 ool

User's Transaction's Undesirabl
Source of Risk| | Source of Riskf '} Outcome

Embedded
\ Options /
~
h Y
1 \§
v D vt
v : - ): Value of H ——n
1 X g bee=-x Embedded |-~ b
[ ALy - y ~—a Active t
y tmmmoloen T | Options 1 LT ™ NpY
____________ . Tooes [
1 52 LeTT T e

-
P

Figure2 — ¥ Q72 %3} Benaroch et al(2006)] H]

User’s Source of Risk(USR)

447 JELBUSRE 1T £ Yol
Aol JEFE ofpay B JgrEe

2 7142 AT T AFHY AE L obgL

2 o Transaction £QU(TSRETH gl AA Hrh
AHEAE IS #E o] REFoR st 2R
F de agHd vEade H2ss7 Hsto
o| o) Al 3 Apehe ofgadALE Tt ol @
FAE sAstax & Aoty olM#H AMgA=
of$A4 ol AAHoR HFEs Ae AEE
a7 flete] obgAd A%E Fok IS &
o} B Zlolth F, AMEA IT #4 7+
2 #g SEG FFA #YE ok A
FEU A IS FA HER
AF&-2 2 Q1(Client) ©] A# 2 A(Transaction)l
FFg vAEs APAF7t dhSeo et al., 2005).
upebA] £ AFME AR 2 IT A4+
olgad #EE S SHUsE dAsaR Pk

g, APARALE 9lstd ARt AERE AT
A7 9o BHAJAE FoAA IIFA &AL
AbERE @A e digstrlrh ofujd alde

juan

|
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i
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& A a8y B dAFE AR AE Qe
stal 9goem g FFAHSupplier) £.98 H 9]
SHATE AASIT oyu. gk FFA
QA B AFdA At

Transaction’s Source of Risk(TSR)

AabE- o] A (Asset  Specificity)S  FEA  EE
APEALZLE ol A E Y =], AT EY ]
& dviy FAstn dEsrE JEY, 3R
4*(Small Number of Suppliers): ASP A]# o
A= FEAY #E UElE= Woti(Bahl &
Rivard, 2005). =] ASP Al#&9 A of2AiAAg

Sslo] ASP A28 &S Aol AR
Augsloizla vk 2ed ASP FEAS
AR ARBEY] EAFOR Aste] FFAY
AT AHeA Aol AR sherse
Aol Brbsstch webd, B AT FEAL
ohd AHER ZRAA AWFo| 4L setstu

gttt AF8RZE ASP ARl A AREEY] 9 Eto]
stego] 2 AZTEOY AHFTL AMdsE d
FAaste R} AZAFE, ol TRIAEE
2egs wf FAs = A P ES Sy 9t
g AtL Iyl = AAFSGaA & FE¢
APy BEasjortt st Agol  Fvhedh
Eg4 A (Uncertainty)& A1 € &4 7%, o9
B4 ousy, #AA(Relatedness)S WA
Z A A (Internal Relatedness)® A
#A M (External Relatedness)2 &  UFol&E &
Aed, Wd FAMLE IT 24 WY zZF g5
FAJ Y ALE guisiy, o9 AAGL IT F A9
E} A7 HHAQ A 9 A=
2Ju]stc}k(Bahli & Rivard, 2005), Measurement
Problems < 2¢] E#3}(Job Standardization),
A E &AM (Task  Complexity) 2t HFe
o]2] & (Task Difficulty)& <"sl=d Bahli &
Rivard(2005)8 EdA HFs Azt JF E7A
371x] QA wto]  Measurement Problems £
At W F9AHd AFE RYernz
AT A=  Measurement Problems & 9%
E X (Task Complexity) &2 thxl|staz} 3o},

AEol A, FFA F, BEEAA, BAZMA,2H)
2 EZRHL ol AAHA ZEoE E

Aed Ade BAAAA sl A4
FEAT  ARAE oA AG  ARAA

wyse A¥olth W B AFdHE olE
5 7H WEE AgAY Ad9d ol ol
GPL B VT ARG DA B,

Undesirable Qutcome(UO)

Aubert et al(1998)2 U0 & AA w&
H]-&-(Hidden Costs), Ak o2 ¥ (Contractual
Difficulties), Au]2~& #5H(Service Debasement)

o2 zAoz AA(Loss  of  Organizational
Competencies)d] 47X &2 EF3A90h 52 H| &2
ol AANS  FPgd uwe TS AT,
#g)/&d "8 #H AHA HE FE&
Aokate] o AL WA= <
-
i=}

vlgel 71, FRAs 2EMAL BAZ
1go WA, FEA WAA FAQ

IR
55 9niEth 2 w8 9 A o
ASP o247y ZRAE ZFr|zE o] ¥
#A st BAEE= UO ol B AFdMEs o]
AbgAbe] mj 43 AEE Yge s mokstia g
Aul2=d Aste AR aFEte FFEe
Au 28 AFEY] oguAY, EE AHEAY
ANgzdl wF7] s F7HEA Bl 4ol
LFHEE A4E duigd. 2HA9YEF GA
ITAEAY A4, [Toll 7w £ g4 2 54
Ad, AR Ad g dnat. webA
Mulz=d Asteh 2 AqF FHL ASP b
ZzAES Filo] Eshs ASP 749 29
Zdg Yehis ddolth B dAFdL og
AbgAte] o535 #HE fdoz Hopstaat gt

T

=

o nft eoh (-

Intention to get Real Option(RO)

IT Risk ¢ Real Option ol 7123 @A}
ZA%t. 2 dAFE A ASP ofxAAd
Z2AEE  d7Y WYE du  gomz
Benaroch et al.(2006)°] A 9]¢ Real Option #%
oAl ASP & T ofxaAA BT F e
Real Option & #H¥7t Fog Fstoq &
yeg vgoez AAY sed, o ts Ee

Fig=3
<Table 4 — Real Option®] 3 - ASPA|H] 29 9>

=3 A AL A=) oA ol uf- 2}
2y 3 A (Benaroch et al., 2006) o} As
AAs7) A T A 3 A2 FFA FEA
A M dE S8 4715 A(Defer)ol v
Uex FHEL ob2AA A AZANEEH L
7|7 ANFEn. 38, FFAE AR
Ak o Foe 22 dA FE5T ASP &F A4
st AFAgol F& A AR AHERE
AEstuxt & AoEz  AAFA(Growth)=
BREA & Zolr, ol& dstd AHHo=
ASP  £FAH9 ALHEHE U 7HsAol
EAgch, shE, AREAte] A

i

Bt dHE o= F
ASP £%49 /MERNE 474 3d = F429
7Fs g0l EAste = /% 25 A (Scale
Change)& 2#3tA 2 2ol

ASP £34d& AHgste AR 7Idlol EVladE
grgtte AL @A AHEFA ASP AElAE
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Zosta, olE o
Mulage Mg
Option)& 33t Y&

add, JE7189E Fild 3
ASP AH&-3 7199 A9 trdE AT s
Fa7|dolgt B £ Jed, oS0 AAIMHS
Zk7lole dAHoRZ HFo] ooXr} Eeule
22 E="3gt. =3, dA ASP AHAE

= fAE =g
dujsts A &4 (Switch

AMgEHE AHERE VI ES dide=E  dFE
AFstn ez, GFEFH  FA ATl
EgA7IE Aol AFEA  Eth w2
ATl = el <Table 4>9 AAH JHE

FolM GESHT HFSHL AU,

B Hypothesis

2 d7E AAZAE B8 A7 239 gu4e

AEZ A% TSRLY FoAAM FFz & W5

vogdl Fold zAedsel 44 Wl A7 Rl

Moy olg wastd E 97 2¥e £Asn
A

d o &
ojd wa}t FHd S AHs )
User's H11 Transaction's | {H2] { Undesirable {H4] jon to Get
Source of Risk Saource of Risk Outcome Rea Option
(USR) (TSR) o)
- MUlA B H3kUO_S) _a;};‘:-:{gj;;’
ERenosal ~ Cost Risk (UO.C) ‘%ms M(0_5a)

- ITRZA(USRIT) - ARIMOK(TSAA)
- BF2A FRASTABA.O0UT - ERTH(SAL)

[H1] A AddAUSRHA EAZA 9994
(TSR)ZE #A #F 714

H1-1 : IT dAI4 HAdsFo &%
AFHFEA F944d A9 9Fe v
Aol

H1-2 0 IT A54 A8FFEe] 555 2544
oA A9 9% vd Aol

H1-3 @ olxad #e5d9 AdsEo 255
Aol gl FHA A+ dFE v
Roltt,

Hl-4 @ olx&d A9 APFEo ¥&45
AFELE  FA4HA B+ 9FE 1A
Aol

[H2] EAFRA AJLA(TSRFA wEA A 2§
AIHUO)ZE @Al #% 74

L

E Cost

&

dreEol &
Risk o f<&<l A AL vE FHolt}
H2-2 : J4FEFAY 85T ol &5 Benefit
Risk o] F#9& H(+)9 F&S 71& Folt.
H2-3 : EZdAde HEFTEol EETS Cost
A @ Aotk

Risk o] #9932l A o
H2-4 @ A5olde) g+
Risk o] 93 HH+)9 3%
H2-5: @AY AFFFol &5 F Cost Risk 9
T AA H(+)9 dFg v Ao,

H2-6 : #AAHY HdE5To] &85 B
Risk o] fA< A(+)9 F&S v|d Aol

[H3] EdAAH YEAA(TSRI AEFH Biodx
(RO)ZF TAo &3 7}

H3-1  :  #AARY AT =25
E7)%H(Abandon)e At HAHA

dEHSs vE Aot

H3-2 :  #BAAMY HFFE EE
A7l (Defer)o] atell FoHQd F(+)9 FF
v Aol

H3-3 :  #BAAMY  HAdFEe E=E&
SA &M (Stage)s] A FIHA H(+)o A
od Aol

H3-4 : E3EAHd  AdFEo =eTF
¥ 7] &% (Abandon)9] A}
FEe vld Aot

H3-5 : EZEAHY AdgEe =
A7) M Defer)e ALl F4AQA A(+)o) A
uld Zoltt,

H3-6 : E#LAH AdeyEo =2
DA &AM (Stage)9] A o] SAQ AH(+)9o Ak
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Mul 2~ Fd Ast F-Z(Earl, 1996)
(Lacity & Hirschheim, | =& 34 7 %2(Earl, 1996)
1993) -5 7] AFE kA (Barl, 1996)
=49 EA(Alchian & Demsetz, 1972; Barzel,
1982)
-7 534
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R

of

(Lacity & Hirschheim,

1993; Lacity et al.,

-Akdel 9 #Ed o4 AE % AEA
BZ(Earl, 1996, Lacity et al., 1995)

-ZA 9] & A (Alchian & Demsetz, 1972; Barzel,
1982)

1995)

-Fo  FHHA
B.Z(Earl, 1996)

A9 o

FEel 3

Jodako] A=Al
AT &4 qqro) mel
(Dorn, 1989; Earl, )
-ghAl A 2ko] A (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990)

1996; Lacity et al.,

1995)

$e Auz g | -7

(Lacity & Hirschheim, -

1993)

n
Aol EA(Alchian & Demsetz, 1972)

B-&-2 A (Barzel, 1982)

Table 2 - Y@ Qo] ¥

Source of Risk |

e

-

Risk Factors

_ Transaction

® Asset Specificity

B Small # of Suppliers

® Uncertainty

® Relatedness(Internal, External)

B Measurement Problems

Client

® Degree of IT Expertise with the IT Operation

m Degree of IT Expertise with Qutsourcing

L Supplier o

B Degree of IT Expertise with the IT Operation

® Degree of IT Expertise with Outsourcing

Table 3 — ASPo}%

273 &4 9

o

Qo XA FTEZEQ

Risk Area |

Risk Factor (DLEBIWB)
A&} | Staff lacks needed skills and
o o+ + |+
AE YA |experience
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o N

o &
i

r_.l\g

Al

Project is too large or too

complex

Demand exceeds expectations +

Unanticipated action of regulatory

bodies

Uncooperative internal parties + |+ |+

Application may be infesiable with

the technology considered, or the | + | + | +

technology is immature

The introduction of a new,
superior implementation
technology may render the

application obsolete

Development or operational costs

may not remain in line with + |+ |+ |+

projected benefits

Parties slow to adopt the

application

(D:A71&H, (BAGH, 3L/ EH, (@) F2 e

Table 4 - Real Option®] #3 - ASPAIH] 9] ¢

5)g4&A4

Real Option ¢ %3

it

%

A 71 &M (Defer)

ASP Mulx £9 9d7)

24 34 (Explore)

ASP AMH]x9] A

9 ojde] AR

717v F<toll AFA 7 @ (Beta-Version)

HE 2.

ASP AH| 29 A8 “ABH A’

973/% 2 &M (Scale Change) |ASP MB| 29 A& 9o F4/F4
ASP AMl2 AREL wgoz A
475 A (Growth)

A Eofell X =
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37]5%4(Abandon) ASP AB] 29] A}&S Zuh3}

_1_ 0.7908
USRIT 0.812; 0.693

i_1.2 3.70 1 1.494 | 0.9864 | 5.1222

USR_OU i2_.1 4.03 | 1.738 | 0.9800 | 2.0620

0.905] 0.828
T i2.2 3.69| 1.679 | 0.8355| 0.7243

i_1_1 2.80 | 1.535 | 0.9568 | 18.3670
TSR_A 0.960| 0.923
i_1_2 2.71 | 1.549 | 0.9643|17.7748

i_3_1 3.37 1 1.517 | 0.9488 | 29.7810
TSR_U 0.954| 0.913
ii_3_2 3.61| 1.673 | 0.9618 | 27.2355

i_4_1 4.31 | 1.760 | 0.9364 | 22.4471
TSR_R 0.923| 0.858
ii_4_2 3.96 | 1.722 | 0.9158 | 26.9855

ii5_1 3.23 | 1.506 | 0.8163| 9.5083

TSR_T 1i_5_2 2.67 | 1.307 | 0.8214 9.2117 ;0.831] 0.622

1_5_3 3.26 | 1.311 | 0.7252| 6.4314

O_Abn viii_2 4.53 | 1.522 | 1.0000 | 0.0000 |1.000| 1.000

viii_3 4,521 15629 | 0.9225 | 63.5993
O_Dfr 0.921{ 0.854
viii_4 4.49 | 1.571 | 0.9255 |59.6794

O_Stg viii_b 4.381 1.539 | 1.0000| 0.0000 | 1.000| 1.000

O_Cnt viii_12 | 3.80] 1.573 | 1.0000 | 0.0000 | 1.000| 1.000

ii_1_1 2.50| 1.216 | 0.8964 | 8.8081

ii_1.2 | 2.68| 1.370 | 0.8500 | 8.1834

uo_c Hi_2.1 | 231 1.113 | 0.8285| 8.0382|0.927| 0.717

i 2.2 | 2.39| 1.338 | 0.8472 | 7.7345

ii.3_1 | 2.16 | 1.306 | 0.8084 | 5.3937

uo_s vi_3_1 249 1.189 | 0.6718 ] 1.5476 | 0.869| 0.627
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vi_3.2 | 244 1.073 | 0.8576 | 2.8979
vi_3.3 | 2.39] 1.060 | 0.7627 | 3.1520

vi3 4 | 240| 1.129 | 0.8601| 2.6604

Table 6 - Ao Bty B4
e USR_OUTLTSR_A" TSR_U T,SR_RFSR_T .O—A,"’j O.Dir [ O.Stg o;cﬁt__i_. uo.c J'UO..S]

USR_IT | 0.832

USR_.OUT| 0.443| 0.910

TSR_A | -0.051] 0.036 | 0.961

TSR_U | 0.305| 0.173 |0.121} 0.956

TSR_R | 0.109| 0.146 | 0.048| 0.284] 0.926

TSR_T | 0.288| 0.144 |0.389|0.210| 0.181| 0.789

O_Abn | 0.303{ 0.154 | 0.159|0.698| 0.726| 0.562| 1.000

O_Dfr | 0.341 0.205 | 0.173|0.866| 0.597| 0.508 | 0.925| 0.924

O_Stg | 0.246| 0.159 | 0.176] 0.301| 0.825] 0.618| 0.827] 0.694 | 1.000

O_Cnt | 0.377| 0.200 | 0.187|0.821] 0.310| 0.660| 0.817| 0.922| 0.564 | 1.000

UO_C | -0.055| -0.125 | 0.526| 0.043|-0.099| 0.428| 0.128| 0.096| 0.111| 0.189| 0.847

UOS | 0.015| -0075 |0.322| 0.193| 0.112| 0.504| 0.318| 0.310 0.278| 0.358] 0.559 0.792

) USRLIT : IT M&A, USR_OUT: IT o}AA #e5d, TSR_A: AAHEol4, TSR_U: B844,
TSR_R: #A4, TSR.T: 45¥E%4, 0_Abn: 74, O_Dfr: A71-%4, O_Stg: ©ASH, 0_Cnt:
#2484, UO_C: Cost Risk, UO_S: Ay~ A A3},

Table 7 - vi7/ 4 23] PLSEA Ax

o | . A
Hep 744 s Ag | AZAF T-EA=
[H1-1] USR_IT—-TSR_T 0.288 3.0837 | A¢
USR_IT — TSR
USR — [H1-2] USR_IT-TSR_U 0.305 35428 | A=
TSR USR_OUT — [H1-3] | USR_OUT—TSR_A 0.036 0.2635 | 712
TSR [H1-4] USR_OUT—TSR_R 0.146 1.2065 | 717
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[H2-1] TSR_T—UO_C 0.300 3.3622 | A=A
TSR_T — UO
[H2-2] TSR_T—UOC_S 0.500 4.9607 | A4
TSR — | TSR_U — UO [H2-3] TSR_U—-UO_C -0.024 0.2079 | 71%
uo TSR_A — UO [H2-4] TSR_A—UO_C 0.420 3.8093 | A=
[H2-5] TSR_R-UO_C -0.167 1.6960 | 717
TSR_R - UO
[H2-6] TSR_R—UO_S 0.020 0.1999 | 71%
[H3-1] TSR_R—O_Abn 0.519 15.2133 | A=
TSR.R —
[H3-2] TSR_R—0_Dfr 0.346 13.7276 | A"
Option
[H3-3] TSR_R—0_Stg 0.721 16.4131| A=
[H3-4] TSR_U—O_Abn 0.468 11.8086 | A=
TSR_U —
TSR — [H3-5] TSR_U—O_Dfr 0.704 17.4057 | A4
Option
Option [H3-6] TSR_U—0_Stg -0.006 0.1600 | 71&
[H3-7] TSR_T—0O_Abn 0.370 8.2078 | A=
TSR_T — [H3-8] TSR_T—O_Dfr 0.297 8.0907 | A=A
Option [H3-9] TSR_T—0_Stg 0.495 8.8718 | A=
[H3-10] TSR_T—0O_Cnt 0.628 8.0504 | A=
F7l8A [H4-1] UO_S—0O_Abn -0.013 0.3278 | 71%
U0 — ANZFA [H4-2] UO_S—0_Dfr -0.011 0.4055 | 717
Option SAFA [H4-3] UO_S—0_Stg -0.042 0.8970 | 71z
ZAhF4 [H4-4] UO_S—0_Cnt 0.048 0.5022 1 71z
Table 8 - 4= UOE #A[|AS & PLS A=EA A7
Az AEAS| T-8A% |
USR_IT — [H1-1] USR_IT—TSR_T 0.291 3.1240 | A=
USR — TSR [H1-2] USR_IT—TSR_U 0.305 3.5381 | A=A
TSR USR_OUT — | [H1-3] | USR_.OUT—-TSR_A| 0.050 0.3061 | 71z
TSR [H1-4] | USR_OUT-TSR_R| 0.147 1.2123| 71%
[H3-1] TSR_R—0_Abn 0.518 15.5409 | A=
TSR — TSR_R —
[H3-2] TSR_R—O_Dfr 0.345 13.7740 | A=
Option Option
[H3-3] TSR_R—0O_Stg 0.720 16.6686 | A=
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[H3-4] TSR_U—O_Abn 0.467 11.9327 | A=

TSR_U —
[H3-5] TSR_U—QO_Dfr 0.703 17.5880 | A=

Option

[H3-6] TSR_U—0O_Stg -0.010 0.2725 | 71z
[H3-7] TSR_T—0_Abn 0.368 8.9763 | A&
TSR.T — [H3-8] TSR_T—0_Dfr 0.295 9.4957 | A=
Option [H3-9] TSR_T—0_Stg 0.480 10.0105 | =8
[H3-10] TSR_T—0_Cnt 0.655 12,4750 | A€

Table 9 - 7} [H 3]1& AAT

F PLS A2EN 2%

- A= :

USR_IT — [H1-1] | USRIT—-TSR_T 0.283 2.4654 | Q&

USR — TSR [H1-2] | USRIT—TSR_U 0.310 3.7239 | =
TSR USR_OUT — | [H1-3] | USR_.OUT—-TSR_A| 0.037 0.2973 | 71zt
TSR [H1-4] | USR_.OUT—-TSR_R| 0.154 1.0676 | 7]zt

[H2-1] TSR_T—UO_C 0.298 3.2180 | A=

TSR_T — UO

[H2-2] TSR_T—-UO_S 0.505 6.0368 | A=

TSR — | TSR_U — UO| [H2-3] TSR_U-UO_C -0.015 0.1347 | 712
UO | TSRA — UO| [H2-4] TSR_A—UO_C 0.415 3.7238 | 4=
[H2-5] TSR_R—UO_C -0.181 1.6902 | 712

TSR_R — UO

[H2-6] TSR_R—UO_S 0.010 0.0914 | 71zt

E7)ZA [H4-1) UO_S—0_Abn 0.319 3.8754 | 4

U0 — A4 [H4-2) UO_S—0_Dfr 0.331 4.8020 | A€
Option SAA [H4-3] UO_S—0_Stg 0.283 3.1336 | A=
2284 [H4-4] UO_S—0_Cnt 0.361 5.21711 A=A

Table 10 - A¥T7F g8 F$ PLS 2224 27

w2 744 Az BEAT| T-SA% :

: of 5

USR — | USRIT — | [H1-11 | USR_IT—TSR_T 0.283 2.7750 | A=A
TSR TSR [H1-2] | USR_IT—TSR_U 0.289 3.0074 | A=A
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USR_OUT — | [H1-3] |USR_OUT—TSR_A| 0.118 0.9062 | 71z}
TSR [H1-4] | USR_OUT—TSR_R| 0.129 0.9395 | 717
[H3-1] TSR_R—O_Abn 0.531 14.3410 | A=
TSR_R —
[H3-2] TSR_R—O_Dfr 0.343 13.3554 | A=
Option
[H3-3] TSR_R—0_Stg 0.750 15.8070 | A=
[H3-4] | TSR_U—O_Abn 0.468 11.1261 | A=A
TSR_U —
TSR — [H3-5] TSR_U—O_Dfr 0.706 17.6174 | A=
Option
Option [H3-6] TSR_U—O_Stg -0.016 0.3840 | 71%
[H3-71] TSR_T—0O_Abn 0.374 8.6768 | A=
TSR_T — [H3-8] TSR_T—0_Dfr 0.298 8.8012 | A<
Option [H3-9] TSR_T—0_Stg 0.496 9.7463 | A=A
[H3-10] | TSR_T—O_Cnt 0.663 11.7944 | A=A
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