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The Impact of IT Project Types and Ownerships on

IT Value Evaluation

Kukhie Lee" - Bonjae Koo*™

Abstract

As the budget size and complexity of IT investment are growing, IT value measurement becomes
more critical to the success of IT management in public organizations and private firms. It has been
known that there are many factors such as IT costs, risks, quality, and usage that should be taken
into consideration during the process of measuring IT value and making IT investment decisions.
However, little research has been done so far in order to analysis factors affecting the IT value and
effectiveness. The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of IT project types and own-
erships on IT value evaluation. The three research questions are as follows : (1) Does IT project type
such as transactional, informational, and infrastructure have any impact on IT value measurement? (2)
Does the IT development ownership has any impact on IT value? (3) Does the IT operation ownership
has any impact? The empirical research was done at S-Electronics, world-wide known and the biggest
manufacturing company in Korea, based on the method of structured interview. About 200 individual
information systems have been evaluated to calculate ROl measures, the dependent variable in this
study. The results of statistical analysis show that two of three independent variables, IT project types
and IT development ownership, have statistically significant effects on IT value in terms of ROl mea-
sures.
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