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Abstract
I. &

HZT HIAAPANE gols] FHEE 7|33 A2 7]E(Information Technology)
o BHde vjdoew oG NMBE HAHA HIgwHoRe HEE QT8 Ut
olo] wet 7P HE7IE &L FF ¥& ¥FE AT UAT, HE A
Byl g s Bxox EFeti YA S o E FFo T vlE A o
vtz 1tk (Bowen, 1986; Davenport, 1993; Hammmer and Champy, 1992,
Scott-Morton, 1991). BE7]&9 ALAAE Eol7] Al HFAHYRE @&
AgseE7|He 2L A4S MR e AE7]ES ol&3td dFAYAAE
MEA YAIstE Aol Fadtttn 338t th(Hammer, 1990; Davenport, 1993).
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oy AGHANZIYL 71go]l g AR M AAZ(global market)l A FEd
7] 98 sad B ol #HAY Jrf'n’ii NeEE S Eﬂiﬂ%} F e 7149 99

oozt & 5 YA Lee, 1994). HAz9le] de 1090t ol 71l
= 7] ANFFH e, Hammer(1990)-4 \’4‘2*1?‘]1401""«1 7“‘301 ANME o]F B 7]
2 2 E 8 &0} ¥ (restructuring), THAte] 3 (downsizing), #X]}7 (benchmearking),

>

dse

Zlo]E Ato]l A (right sizing) 5 co%¢d el 4484 AP 348 o 59
AHEAN7SS o83 dF AW (process)? WEE 7HHeE A3FA7IHY
v R UA A 2dx1ol Y (BPR : Business Process Reengineering)7] < Wi
Aol AFdgA 7iYolgt & & Urt.

JaRvels Ade e AN A FEEAZ okF s F7AHL
S SdAeld AgE BIAUN 95 g Ua, Fhol B AR 2
WaE 5o AM4e PAAD £ As FAEE AUD Yok oY ALE €
Y57 AAA aonzwoa e A3 249 2en el BHANM FHH
% I AR AYE BES NG TAAA Ko ATE A

4 7

l

A7l Ag Az AMA} fUH VIR, 2ATFE, 9% dd4 2
B9 $2 Tgehe WAEA 23] @870 tHGoll, 1992)

A 2ng HdAyeld Age] g dFE RE JEH Fud A
ol xwo) Bz gen 7ol W, & JaAod A Az AEA O
A8 GRAYHP) AEHOZ HY & U= AAABAY BY BEL FF A
ol g},

2 A7e 2He @23 H2 PN JAdols Age 74 =
27 . 224 2950 @ 4HE AFHow HEsHd BYH}E 3 o1u}. g 9
) 7E T8 "o g §3 % I =EEH P4 HFadEe ¥ 3
@2 nZe] AR Aol M vzt FPEh

-_%

=

MYAF
2.1 4382l #3 HAgA T
AGEARP] FFade AHME BE #Ho "t I APE AASEe B
& AFEo] AUt B AFAEN AFAEL HuAGAEY A AFHANAL
& AeHer F£§s7] 943 71F Fa3 8 delgtar dgtri(Champy and Arnoudse,
1992; Randall, 1993, ]anson, 1993; Davenport, 1993; Bashein et al, 1994; Jackson,
1997). & W= AGEA FPde 23 4% (bottom-up) L EE LA &
o, JuZFFNY 7H5—’]°ﬂ g oxglo] ZEAA HHA 2 AAVLEZE =AY
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2 2

Champy®} Arnoudse(1992)= dx Yoy & AFgAHoz 7837 Haf Bad
g9og2 A=z HE(role), Bl = (attitude), ¥l H(vision) L& A4 (knowledge)S
Ea ok OB g2y, gdxueldy e F4 HEgE aTeE A9

zZtgd ol 7] wio HALAEA G (Total Quality Management) 20h= H 273 gzl ¢
A& dlgko 2 884 (top-down) O & o] Fo] Mo} grham 7FEdh),

ZA9gAAAY 43S AT E b dae FHL dBAM FELE] MER
wigte] dis) F21& 21 AL £ U=E 2EAA F71E FAge Holn

A
Kanin-Lovers®t Keilty(1993)= o}g]dl Er|H oo oz FHYUES nighza sl
gEo i gl By, FHE#Y, $3 Fol ety FFRLH, FAZFAA
=y o] 9] ¥ull(gain-sharing)9} 7S E¥E HAHAAAL AFHA ddAYAH
Adel FEE g Fast HE WEol € Aolgtm FHET  E$ Hammer$}
Champy(1993)& M Zo] HAAE dFAeTAH] o dé ZHG74 ol mE BA
o] Fastttn Zx3 TFAHAUEY A

7 F=A3)

BN TA L qAEAY £ 229 &Y TATA FHAIZ7 Wi 744
of ¥eE FAsE H(empowerment)o] A FHR] FFHNALE AT & sye] F
83 agloltf. =79 "Lt'ﬁﬂ‘“”} olUel BE FAYEC AEAA oA =
F8E HAD o B A HAYE e Ho]l MY r[EAHN7] wFEe EE
aAle AE FAHALEC] 731 B AANE =75 Agd 7NkE F VdEsE A&
st Aol Fod. FHetn IS @3¢ o AbAF(communication) FE A F
A AU A”dE A 8% 8eH, FHUEN HEE FTRee AL BD
Aol Aol A9 FAHUEL A& (resistance)E FHAgsl=d VIdEd + Yot

{Janson, 1993).

Hall® 29 $882(1993) gldAYold 4ol AEatzsid thde 84 d3add
g @A3] AFE(restructuring)dE o] Basigm Fdg. FAxYelyd g
of AF& oAl 71x] A HFed = a3 #H(roles and responsibilities), A 3}
243 BAA EZ(measurement and incentives), %3 Z(organizational structure),

B 7] % (information technology), 7}X] 9] F-(shared value), 7]&(skil)Seo] =4 }1/]
oy Aol Axz s FuitrE ¥WEstertd EiUntn g

Harrison® Pratt(1993)= A9 &A1z 9] & (implementation)& ZZ AE 9] Az}
g Al AFEolol dn ZzaANY. 15 ZJEARY FH| 437
deidE ZedEg sty FEQ] Fols Aozl wgsHoo}r wohn F
3o ¥l i FHLESY IS A4 L Hoh AFH R W X33
1 faAE FR9se Z2AE 27149 FEAT JAaFo]l ZAFARY
A FEE A% 8<9olet & 4= Urh(Bashein et al, 1994; Johnson et al., 1993).

O

4

_91_



TYRA2"gAT, A0E A2E, 20019 129

z7e Tz FAVY Fde BAAE 71&d7] 98 ALEEHAAE F8F A
gzo 3= P9 E¥(integration of tasks)olth <AF9 FTFL AR
Ade] Az Aol AW ZaA2xe 74 VEHo|nx: YA EAon. A
AA A A o] AL EY(division of labor)ol&txn 3l MEstd AF9 HES
5 =& ZEAS FFeA 2y ddxAdely AdL duryer v)ed
AEsg ook g AAES B A T AYow FFIT YAdA Y
o 2R FAEL N EE ATEY Hol dA #Hd HAE Pk Aol F
Aga, T2 AT H & AAE A& £ AT oAl ZEAAGL
& th(Hammer, 1992; Morris and Brandon, 1992). o17]1A¢] 7i¢lelgte &oj&
A2 Ao s FYF @sko] UE case worker £E case managers V| F
(Hammer, 1992; Davenport and Nohria, 1994).
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o

RUB

PRE 7ge 2FFRE 7)%5E 722 3 BEH AFTRE ZULE o|FoH
gth 2FTEAH ZddA FdAYeY AYPL oA FFE 7] AT A=
3 4 ot 8 FAY 2AFRE 70 AAE ZIA HEX 71TH AdE
A A7 utdo) 2o BRFRE GAEA DAV AL FTHH £HOE WA
oz F73s wist:s AF@AH ridel wMEA HEE £ UA FTHWoofe,

1993).

22 A4EAN Mo BF HPAF

ARAENZAY AFTARE A3y & e 5L ZAEAT ATHA 2
dyARYe 9n Z;"_Q_E—‘C‘_— A=A e YEHgoges T84 9 E AFer
olgjdl B £99 $FAL (1) TREAMA Aol ©@=(Davenport, 1993; Davenport

and Short, 1990; Hammer, 1990; Hammer and Champy, 1993; Guha et al.,, 1993), (2)
ZZ A~ 889 ZFA(Davenport, 1993; Davenport and Short, 1990; Hammer, 1990;
Hammer and Champy, 1993; Guha et al., 1993; Morris and Brandon, 1992), (3) &<
9 1&gl dF %29 &FAH(Davenport, 1993; Hammer and Champy, 1993;
Johannson et al., 1993; Randall, 1993), (4) %32 434t X g](Davenport and Short,
1990; Hammer, 1990; Rohm, 1992; Morris and Brandon, 1992), (5) A4 &9 &< 2
g4 (Davenport and Short, 1990) $& ¥&sloy, 9F &g Ay e F+2

) ;e &4 w3l g HgH A (Hammer and Champy, 1993; Janson,
1993) F°] Ut

T A2 N ZaAE RIXE Qe EF5ES AATLEN GAHAE 7 A
o A9YPAZRPL gutH oz AR T2 A2E GagsAY A, A4
E2 doF A AARD ZEA 20 JEe A2 AUES H+EE 1FA U H.(Hammer
and Champy, 1993). ZT2AA7F A AA=E Fu FPgFHod AFE ALY
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ez wasd g, 498044 E se o8 548 Fo e AUVA
AL AAATIE Aotk 53], AAAdA FgoHe i, FAd WE AF
Fo, & F49 AAEA Sol AAEH F& Adsr] A8 FL3tHDavenport

Cl
and Short, 1990). A AAld Z2AA ZIAA HE9 FAis FHE 7&HE
]

fgto @ I AA uAdA FAE FHe ZzAx ARE AFTG. 7Y gHe
2 aAe AGFHAFRYP ALE 93 Zujxe Heg £yt A &F
I 879 Wste] A&EA ddstE Aol L5d ABAHAM AEE FdsEe F
838 g¢lo] 1 v (Hammer, 1990; Janson, 1993).
23 3 2 v A HFgegl w4
orel 219 EadAFo] TAsY AR FAPFY HFAYU FEE
Al 2

A 712 gadez Heste wlam & g A AsaQle oigh A
RTHlAMA F, 1997, 1998). EAof A18"H oAl JHe] AHF 8L
(Hammer and Champy, 1992; Morris and brandon, 1992; Davenport and Nohria,
1994), ¥4 3H(Zmud, 1982), A& 2 7Y & 8HRohm, 1993; Hall et al, 1993), # 17
ozl o] 2 (Hammer and Champy, 1990; Bashein et al,, 1994; Stanton et al., 1992),
Hal A Aol W3l (Hall et al, 1993; Randall, 1993; Harrison and Pratt, 1993;
Kanin-Lover and Keilty, 1993)¢]t}.

298 Y @AY AT 8do #Bsk AT FY AR e 59 HA AFedd
o2E Hi Bt -’]?‘]9} T A= A (A F, 1998), "= A
ATadoeres A&HA 719 &3 A=A WEE AU A A,
1997). #EAZA9 “45}"1]’\1 T Ut 2F #dA Adgeglez vewed,
ol AP dF HAARQ Wstolnz oo dig PFo WIF olne HA
AE, A2 B, 4354, a2y 21 FaoMe WP Ed gt 247 F
{3HA eIV Ao Mg 5 9l

m. o7 2t U JiA
3.1 714 4 A
AEgA%PY AFAFEE Z2 M2 A7 w3 (Davenport, 1993; Hammmer and
Champy, 1993; Guha et al., 1993), Z2A X~ ]%«] ZF4(Davenport, 1993; Hammmer

and Champy, 1993; Guha et al, 1993), ¥ 7Zlgdgoll} JF FHY &Y
(Davenport and Short, 1990), 9zl 2] Ak Z1\’4(Daver1port and Short, 1990; Hammmer,
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1990; Rohm, 1993; Guha et al,
1990; Randall,
Hato] ofdk -8 g (Hammmer and Champy, 1993

UM Hds Fd4d

H 237] 9l e

1993), AL E9 4o 4 FA(Davenport and Short,
A= 2 119 +

5 a8
=R

1993) 5¢ g

Tgerm, gRAFH A
)

| el 49

T 2A%9 dFH vi=

ZENg Fod ol %Ei }t 7+

ruL"J

Al
=2

gl oig o] AFHEA,

ZHE 1) -
7HA(2) -
74 (3) -

7HA(4) :
7+A (5)

7HA(6) :

7HA(T)

n 2719 dF g A 7ZHprocess time)o] #IX7IFHEHT BEHHUTH
o] Z7)1g9] gF e v &(process cost)e] FI7IFRTE FHAHUAT
o] Z7)1ge] AYE 7|EFoly dF 5 (user learning)o]l =71 ET
g = At

n2y)d el Ak E %3 (process output)o]l = 7|PH ) -3}

s upR7)ge AYE a9 A(quality of work life)o] 7| dE T EAE
Aot
271 nAWRE Fro nAe] QFHst] e &Y

(responsiveness to customer need)o] =7|dHc} FAE ot

s 271 A Ao Bk A -F <A (overall perception of BPR

success)e] @F7|dE} EFo}

32 A% 3

B AT7E dAHQA ABAFAY $HAE T 2ARE $HE Ag9stn o
AANAQ HARBAFTAEL o] AdA2 gdxyoy AYE FAH=A AFE 4
Hat7] 98] o) @Y. o E HRAFTAEL 7ol AojA EET Eofe] A
A2 AT YE AEE Y. B dFodMe HEAFTAELS FEAIAY HR
QAR A o] #E)al EE CAs(Change Agents)$} o] BPREZHE] A YA o2
HEo UE AlF Sl

AEAZTAY SEALY FRE olF Fadtt AEAIFTAELE 7Y Fd =
AES 993ty Hrtgdoen AFAE XYt AIFECTh F B AFdA49 A
BAZAESY] 9L A7} thAdvide) BPRE F3deA ARE AAsted =
$8 Fx= otk olg #L ;A ARAZTAEC &M dTAEL BPRAY o
Be AAEE 7Fo] HE 27 Fxo W HEyIE AN, IE1 ZEAX9
ARAA R ARE & & A o

ol Ag BA oF, &4 7u § dEA G Ade 7Idel A7l A
15189 AEA7} wiREgen, 2 FoA 457} FHReH, 39 F§ TAF
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ol A o 291, @3ta} vlarvile) A AT wE vl A

kel 9l 21709l 7]gle]l B el A gaos ALEEHAUT. 144%9] FEAL
HWH%‘L.@#, a2 Fo M 4737} 35 E AU
<E 1> ZAA Z2429 §3

Frequency Percent(%6)
SEETP P

= | vl | x| AlE
57 Aulzs pdd 9 17 | 17 | 3% | 36
FeAe Bdd A7 8 13 | 18 | 29
AR BEd o 7 5 16 11
AAFE A 1%‘1% A 5 4 11 8
Tojg s naEd A7 2 4 5 8
7] e} 5 4 11 8

Z A 44 47 100

2 Ao BEAE FdAxeizgy ZzAxe §3o] <E 1> el
AR £8E FolA 347t E A H A L2 A 20]H(38%), 21711“ At
20)th(23%). F 7 Eobd] ZzAAzF HFEH Avte AL BPR
2o o poE AL wrdstE Aotk (1) AAAFAA
ol SgAge “mANEY FAYHozw ALY (2) WH FAH Z&HS
AP Z2 A2 Aoz Addn

g3l nFzicdel AGEAAd g Aol E vluste MEE
T Ade REHAN Xo)E BT
e gy 2ok
TIME : %38 Azt
COST : dFAg H&9
LEAR : AYE9 V&
QUAL : J#9 A2Ae
LIFE : ZYE 2o & &4
CUST : IAREL g T 27wl oqig 3484
SUCC : BPRY 4394
23 w2rge AFEA ZHde Mg uwsy] Y JMAH HIFAHAI <E
2>o] Ve Utk ®eol Ao wa2w JdFAE Azt &F dFAeE vy 7@
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rAnAl~dgd 2, A108 A2%, 2001d 12¢

&, 4959 71&gold 4RAY SY ¥, ¥ A4H, A5 49 I
3|
[+

b, 24 BEE P4 R aTHs] e 493, 2994 Y9 4TA4 5 2
£ wad o WF/del #F7d mo FRge BA dshtm Jed, ol e
Aol 7t

Adoz fo¥ Aoz Yy A F w27l Hsl @I
A4 AdRez BA Jdedn gled, olsh gol #2714% nRde A
32 4Tt FAF A8 Holk Ae ZAWY HAY Foldlq Bol B £ 9l

[*3

& Aol
<E 2> @33 nz7|de Z98 #de] 4 uvju
Mean
298 Ade A @z o] = t Value o= A2 3
(N=44) | (N=47)

TIME 3.2045 3.8511 3.85 0.000™ Accept

COST 3.2273 3.7234 3.26 0.002" Accept

LEAR 3.1591 3.5957 3.21 0.002 Accept

QUAL 3.0227 3.6596 4.12 0.000™ Accept

LIFE 2.6818 3.2766 3.43 0.001" Accept

CUST 3.3864 3.7660 2.73 0.007"" Accept

succ 3.0682 3.7021 3.53 0.001" Accept

7|49 AAHA HFAHo] 7l dH(functional unit)o] 2BE E BEZQA AF

2] ¢ 7l (improvement)d #%F ojlyel X HQ QAE FFEn e vy, vz
719 B¢ B98N AAe TEHEAN FHHoR aFu AAHeE JFE A

2A s dAlstE H4Al(innovation) 31 FAA A 7] ReZ & + Yt

v. dE

o

2 A7e ¥2 027199 3984 A9 Y38 wustel $F 434
ARVl Ade) TAHA BYIS BAY £ A AYE sz
A7AT @710 WF Gl w3 BG4 AT FHN5EA GRAY A
o @F JTAY g Fx, A4S Nedolt ATHY S F4, 2
AAAE, AAE del B P, 1A BEE $4 L a7 g 3
e A uehdeh S8 Z984 Ao 4IANPRAN vF7de] A Ve
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U gtk ol= #27|gde] A98A Ao 75w (functional unit)ell 2HE &
Byl 2alglel 7§ (improvement)d ®% oibuel AR AL MHE FTta 9
A 7]QstE Ao B 5 . wEd #27IdES IF AAAE A8 BF
Hog Algs] & T %éfﬂ?ﬂi}‘f} X}%ﬂ/] Mol ot 2T FFA
g So] B9 #Ae 9F mE FHL dEZdE =¥g "oz I Aldd
2 ko g Aol fEE E‘%Zﬂﬁ} , Bggsity dgsHe FAHES

2 2 =
szs #@7e &, @A =E v R JAFFHE AT FAHA A=E AFA
e

A oz Z@gsel Yoke Holth FF
ATnAE AGHY Ao APAFE FAATIE Bl BE AT Basi
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<Abstract)

A Comparative Study of Business Innovation Project
: Korean Companies vs. US Companies

Jae Jung Lee Pukyong National University leejj@pknu.ac.kr
Tae Mo Ryu Pukyong National University tmryu@pknu.ac.kr
Moon Kyu Park Pusan Women's College hook@selsong.pwc.ac.kr

The purpose of this research is empirically investigating organizational
/managerial factors affecting BPR implementation between Korean and US
companies. And we compared the critical success factors and business innovation
performance of Korean companies to those of US companies based on the prior
research.

Seven variables that represent success of BPR implementation are identified.
They are! (1) reduction of process time (2) reduction of process cost (3) upgraded
skill or knowledge (4) improved quality of process output (5) improved quality of
work life (6) responsiveness to customer need (7) overall perception of BPR
success.

The result showed that the performance of US companies is better than that of
Korean companies. Especially level of overall perception of BPR success of US
companies is more high than that of Korean companies. The reason is that
business innovation of Korean companies i1s focused on functional unit and
incremental improvement.
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