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Interaction Analysis between Construction Business Indicators

and Business Performance Indicators of Specialty Contractors providing

Heavy Equipment
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Abstract

This study is to suggest specialty contractors with countermeasures to construction orders falling off, one of the
construction business indicators for the construction industry, by analyzing the impact of dwindling construction order:
to business performance indicators of specialty contractors as well as identifying inter-relationships between those
performance indicators. To do this study, a data was analyze for construction business indicators and business
performance indicators of specialty contractors providing heavy equipment. For specialty contractors that provide anc
utilize heavy equipment, the amount of construction orders is imposing a lasting impact to the turnover ratio of curren
assets. Therefore, it is determined that a business strategy needs to be established in order to secure current assets t

respond to decrease in construction orders.
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=] o A= AHEsled o o]0 A =2 Indicators(abbreviation) Calculation Method
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Table 3. Variables’ correlation of specialty contractors providing heavy equipments
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Table 4. ADF test’s result

' t : Second
Variables Level variable Flrstvéjrlif;%rlgnnal dgfa{erirggltéal
SO 29913 -3.9089" -3.7567"
SC -2.2446 -5.3345" 54192
SD -1.6636 -4.4239™ -4.7256™
AC -2.0761 -4.7395™ 55337
AT 0.3166 -6.1878™ -6.9494™
PB -1.5366 -5.1129™ -6.9031™
PS 28443 54449 77620

Note) Significance level : *x* =1%, * =5%, * =10%
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B7F QlaaA A oj¥ = Table 52 2t}

A} 1of|A= AR (CO) 0] ARSI ZE(AT) 9
FEFE T, FAHIESD) T FE AR E(AT) 0] A7
AZHE(S0)o FFe = A= e, E3h 5
HIE&(SO)0] FAEIAE(AC) T F-sAHIEIHE(AT)
JekS Fr| ZAREIIHIE(AC)E AR} 104 FAule
(SD)ell FaFs = A= Yepsltt. AJR| 2041 = A7 1A
HEH]E(SO)o] FAREIIHIEAC) F3re 1, FaAHt
HEAT) T F-5HIE(SO)Z ARl 2004 A e +
£ A2 YepdtHTable 6).
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H

7IASA AEAEAA Y] A5 AEeFA(CO)0l &
ARERPIE(AT)O S = A= Yl ofof bt &
ARRSEAE AABIRITE A EF(C0) 2] S40ll Hhel
FEAMIRIIE(AT)E 24271 9H(+) 9] kg2 Holrt
7} BARPIA] ()9 Wk Holal wkgo] ARMA= ZlL.
2 2RI &, 7S A dddle dded
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A 971 el ez drtErk(Figure 1).
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Table 5. Granger causality test’s results

Null lags=1 lags=2
hypothesis ~ F-statistic ~ Probability ~ F-statistic ~ Probability
SO — CO 0.9599 0.3599 1.7804 0.2799
CO — SO 1.1729 0.3147 1.5374 0.3197
SC — CO 0.0107 0.9204 0.9140 04711
CO — SC 1.9522 0.2050 0.2583 0.7843
SD — CO 2.4406 0.1693 1.8140 0.3045
CO — SD 2.0914 0.1983 3.9043 0.1462
AC — CO 0.0624 0.8099 3.2660 0.1442
CO — AC 2.0224 0.1980 42394 0.1027
AT — CO 0.3935 0.5536 0.7019 0.5623
CO — AT 6.5802™ 0.0426 2.2583 0.2521
PB — CO 0.2575 0.6468
CO — PB 1.5886 0.2966
PS — CO 0.1499 0.7359
CO — PS 0.9638 0.4297
SC — SO 0.6329 0.4493 0.2219 0.8085
SO — SC 2.2161 0.1749 1.2496 0.3630
SD — SO 10.2720" 0.0185 49321 0.1126
SO — SD 0.0000 0.9972 1.8673 0.2973
AC — SO 1.3051 0.2908 2.9953 0.1603
SO — AC 0.7946 0.4023 6.7528" 0.0522
AT — SO 10.6098™ 0.0173 5.1188 0.1079
SO — AT 0.0818 0.7845 1.7161 0.3185
PB — SO 0.0220 0.8915
SO — PB 1.2395 0.3467
PS — SO 3.4628 0.2038
SO — PS 0.0606 0.8285
SD — SC 0.0012 0.9735 0.9327 0.4842
SC — SD 0.9029 0.3787 0.8134 0.5221
AC — SC 0.0037 0.9534 0.2571 0.7852
SC — AC 6.2493" 0.0410 3.8026 0.1188
AT — SC 0.0005 0.9827 21.1414" 0.0171
SC — AT 5.6553" 0.0549 6.6918" 0.0784
PB — SC 0.7400 0.4529
SC — PB 44736 0.1248
PS — SC 2.3194 0.2672
SC — PS 0.0343 0.8702
AC — SD 4.6079" 0.0755 0.2263 0.8099
SD — AC 3.4052 0.1145 1.4659 0.3597
AT — SD 0.0996 0.7630 0.5902 0.6079
SD — AT 3.1581 0.1259 2.3210 0.2460
PB — SD 0.5917 0.4978
SD — PB 2.8918 0.1876
PS — SD 0.0047 0.9517
SD — PS 0.2014 0.6975
AT — AC 2.9236 0.1381 0.3922 0.7058
AC — AT 0.7212 0.4283 0.4283 0.6861
PB — AC 0.2615 0.6443
AC — PB 3.0976 0.1766
PS — AC 0.1212 0.7610
AC — PS 0.0508 0.8425
PB — AT 0.0044 0.9515
AT — PB 4.3592 0.1280
PS — AT 0.7982 0.4659
AT — PS 0.0050 0.9503
PS — PB 2.7343 0.2400
PB — PS 1.3479 0.3655

Note) Significance level :

ook =1%, * =5%, * =10%
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Table 6. Causality’ results

Division Lag
X Y lag = 1 lag =2
CcO AT — x
SD “«— X
SO AC x —
AT — x
AC — X
SD AC — X
Note) — : in the case that X influences Y
< 1 in the case that Y influences X
< 1 in the case that X and Y interact with each other
x 1 in the case that no one influences between X and Y
2. 0E+07
1.0E+07 — —
’/) \‘“\L_ ________________ ——
0.0E+00 L,//\\ -
\‘\\\ //,"— T
-1.0E+07 4 ™. ,,,/
T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10
Figure 1. Impulse response of CO to AT
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Table 7. Variance decomposition test’s result of CO to AT

Period Std Error CO AT
1 12201426.5459 100.0000 0.0000
2 17106401.7495 98.5921 1.4079
3 19078437.4825 98.7339 1.2661
4 20008963.1209 97.9606 2.0394
5 20649198.3736 97.9268 2.0732
6 21189663.1982 98.0304 1.9696
7 21550061.7401 98.0935 1.9065
8 21758787.9924 98.0887 19113
9 21893262.9496 98.0821 1.9179
10 21991940.4381 98.0940 1.9060
SC
Current ratio
- 50 W—’_ N
| ey [ ey captel o | R SR
1
SD
Debit ratio

Figure 2. Variables’ impact
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