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Abstract

Even though there are growing numbers of IT utilization in many organizations, they are required to use
only constrained amount of resources due to the decrease in IT Investment, following economic recession.
Besides, the CEOs in those organizations are required to assess how IT Investment, which has been gradually
increased during the industrial growth, affects their organizational performances. Thus, they began to enforce
IT governance so as to measure IT efficiency and minimize business risks. As a result, they improved the
decision making process of IT Investment, enforced IT value assessment, and established the IT
Investment-performance evaluation process as well. In this article, I aimed to make it clear how IT
Investment affects the IT Performance by analyzing the effects of the factors constituting the IT Investment
managing system and the Process Maturity on the User Satisfaction. This analysis can suggest a
practical IT Investment-performance model, which can increase organizational performances.
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Information Systems Audit and Control Association)
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* PO: Planning & Organization

* Al: Acquisition & Implementation
* DS: Deliver & Support

* ME: Monitor & Evaluate
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4 Quantitative Organizational Process Performance
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Standardizatio Technical Solution
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Verification
Validation

Organizational Process Focus
Organizational Process Definition+
IPPD

Organizational Training
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Risk Management

Decision Analysis and Resoiution

2 Managed Basic Project

Management

Requirements Management
Project Planning

Project Monitoring and Control
Supplier Agreement Management
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Assurance

Configuration Management
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Table 14. Estimation of Regression Weights
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Table 16. Estimation of Squared Multiple Correlations
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E A79 BH ITFAT, T2Asy4E 2 At
VEE 29 0)AE JFE FASP] Ak 2 skl s
¢ A= gT 2.

TRz 22| $F0| 228 Z2Mx 45Tt =2

M1 2ot M
| B gam 4F0 sEeR e oE 4BE |
=8 Zolch
IT Sxjal gie] 50| £B4% MSX 0AE 25E |
MEE .




IT AR} 222 A% F AHEA S5 uXEs 9% 115

V.2 &

IT FAH3Tel #g A7 23dA] [T B2 A& A
HE} A4F 0z dPso] gton], §3] LZEse] Falo) iy
3o} B4} glA=7) Holk|, IT E&8t 8} S7islo] A
T} Zo) i3t F84o] Folddl el IT %Al 45E o))
gt =Fe] AFsa Yok

B =RMe IT $ARae) Z2Ax das 2 AR g
FEg 5] AT WrE Aoia, dols A B4&
E3) IT SA38} o8 43 2l vlale F3l dgle] 71
& FYsla ol AWt FKAE 23 A BsE e 7}
e 2% o] g3 X 202 Jelgon, ofd A
Ao} Aol AARIE HuEE tga 2ok

A IT FAdzhe A3 7193} IT $Abt ddid ez 52

F& Mo Fe] 24 9 Al2dle] F&Esm AW, IT &
e} dele] digh 30| ZRA2 Aew Ak, AR T
Z% gPS % ke WR 3slm Qo] 43 dAAol
U 55 S2lol] |E AlLR)7L ol Ed Aol

wEhA IT 2R TAE #o)7] Haixe= IT F41 2 CIO 34
oz fEdos 80 e IT 283 9 2243 =&& IT
Baie) ALl HA71e) Mgla) UG e =3 & 1T A
Hdz S FYgheas) Ak Adlx ol g o
ujgiel ol IT FAVSHE o)) Heixie IT 22e) =24
29 et 9 §83lE e B8 AMA B A
i HETTL & FRBE FAlO| FPeor IT FAAE =
izl & = sloke & duish, ol 2 BYAale) o
AFdhe A& S5t

aeiez, E A7 453 A7 2ee sl 24
AT FAe Bele] e A3 w38 Tada e 3
A AR TS A|ms} 34 BRFER] FaelM =7l R,
B} g AT 2 e 35S 71dE 4= gle Aot

1

S|

(1) Aileen Cater-Steel, “Information Technology Governance
and Service Management: Frameworks and Adaptations,”
Hershey: lLondon:
pp.254-262, 2000.

(2] COBIT 4.0,ITGI,2005

(3} COBIT 4.1,ITGI.2006

Information Science Reference,

(4) COBIT. http://www.itgi.org

(5] ISACA, http://www.isaca.org

(6) FRHEA 2R S, "2007 CISA  Review

Manual,” 20073
[7) BAYTT A2 87 € 34 AA] Agk A3,
Ad) gk, Al =8, 7-10%, 20074

(8) Capability Maturity Model Integration(CMMI)
for Development V1.2, SEI, Carnegie Mellon
University, 2006.

(9) AWl wlae "w=u A TaAA AeE "KMAC, 2008

(10) i<, o|ate, "SWERZH A FHS4E B4 S B3t =2
W SW7IY Z2AA AT =T 288, A 68
Al 3%, 129-139%, 20074 12¥

(11) i, 4%, "Z242 5H7 299 ol#e A&
Wy =g, A 59, A 5%, 84-92%,
1998 94

(12) PEEITEEA A e 30 A% AT cobitd]
TR, B3 e, MAL =8, 9-17%, 2006

(13) 38}, v "ZaAdx 59 d4s Zd(CMMD 9
A& ITFIND FPles% 1171%

(14) CMML, http://www.sei.cmu.edu

{15) DeLone, W. H. & McLean, E. R., "Information

The Quest for the Dependent
Variable,” Information Systems Research, vol.3,
pp.66-95, 1992.

{16) DeLone, W. H. & McLean, E. R.. "Information
System Success Revisited,” System Sciences,
Proceedings of the 35th Annual Hawail International
conference on, pp.3057-3067, 2002.

{17) DeLone, W. H. & McLean, E. R., “The DeLone
and McLean Model of Information System Success:
A Ten-Year Update,” Journal of Management
Information Systems, vol.19, pp.9-30, 2003.

(18] Frolick, M. N. and R. Thilini, “Business
Performance Management: one Truth,” Information
System Management, vol.23, Nol, 2006.

[19) A&7, T AH| 2 7[&§H0] IT 47 vlA]= Fg
TP A7 A= g, MAL =7, 26-39%, 2004
d 24

(20) John Ward, Elizabeth Daniel. “Benefits
Management: delivering bvalue from IS & IT
Investment,” Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons,

System Success



116  #®EAHFEFRSe wGE2009. 6.)

pp.26-34, 2006.

(21) Weil, Peter, "Generating Premium Return on
Your IT Investments,” MIT Sloan Management
Review, Winter 2006, vol.47 Issue 2,p.39,
2006.

(22) BAL, ITRA} 71940l v]R= Jak4ie) 24
HEE FHoR” ITHBREAEY HAL =&,
14-24%, 2008 24

(23) AE3, "nAe A Eed A, Auj2AFA 40
Td 2 vlX= Gl A} AT FTHFEFE
&3l =8A, 1348, A5Z, 315-321%, 20084 9¥

(24} Wim van Grembergen, Steven De Haes, “Tmplementing
Information Techonology Governance: Models, Practices,
and Cases,” Hershey, PA: IGI Publishing, 2008.

(25) A, "ZHEAT AAR T Aazte] FA g
AFAT, IEAFERI LI =8A, A|134Y, A7E,
260-264%, 2008 12¥

2y

19824 : M7thgtm E) Zi(olgAh

19964 : sAEn AraskE PR

AARAF (o]

2006\ ~3A) : AR R vieta
AFE S E7IET} wt
g g

19953 ~99d P83 AR

19999~2001d AT)AZE ALY A

SXE
20014~20064 FolHE1%, lels)
¥4 CEO
20074 ~8A TR vERERE,
2

FalRol (IT Augel, IT Awda 1T
Ak g A", ITEEAY

ksl
197549 : Foloieln 27138k Z0(3AD
1878 : AFwsR FRASTHARD
1991d ¢ HA APRHEE EFElE S/wW
TAB(IHRP
19753~7949 : STEYAE A
198014 ~054 : Zsichehy Akl m
19861~87d Bz RAIRHE Aad1d
19959 ~021d I8/ WEAATAE 2%
19993 ~3AA sMdigtm WAAEdEY
F
AR} (AT EYFEHES], 5/W
EFdwgy) gyl a7,
ZzAER:], CBD7IWWIE,
ITE349



