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Interaction Analysis between Construction Business Indicators and Business

Performance Indicators of Specialty Contractors providing Labor and Small
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Abstract

This study suggests business strategies by interaction analysis of indicators related construction business and
business performance for specialty contractors that provide labor, materials and small sized equipments. To do this
research, the data was analyzed for construction orders and business performance indicators of specialty contractors
with KRW 7 bil. or more of assets during 1997 through 2010. For specialty contractors that provide labor, materials
and smaller sized equipments, the amount of construction orders affects profitability the most and therefore some sort
of strategy needs to be established to respond to decrease in operating margin due to dwindling construction orders.
In other words, it is determined that increase in the amount of construction orders enhances operation of gross assets
as well as the operating margin, ultimately increasing the profitability.
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Table 1. Selection of business performance indicators

Calculation Method
Equity capital / Total capital

Indicators(abbreviation)
Equity capital ratio(SO)

Stabilit ) ) )
aolity Debt ratio(SD) Total debt / Equity capital
Liquidity Current ratio(SC) %gﬁﬁ;t assets | Current

Tumover ratio of total
liabilities and net Sales / Total capital
Activity worth(AC)
Current assets turnover
rate(AT) Sales / Current assets
Operating income to total  Operating income / Total
_— assets(PB) assets
Profitability

Ratio of operating profit

o net sales(PS) Operating income / Sales

A2 7135741011 T, A7 |AREHEE(SO)
0.334~0,535¢] F£5 Holal glow, Hx} T71k= 34|
£ Holg Zlog RAMESIH, FAMIE(SD)E 1.217~
2,9989] FALE Holi= A 0= Ao A} 7HAsk=
MEW#£EW%Q5WW#%MQ%
7toll whet FARE(SD)= Hasks FAIE Hole 2o
Eyﬁﬂyﬁk7%%ﬂ€ﬂ&3%5L8H~4(m%ﬂE%Eéﬁwl
aLglom, Xzt F7keke SAIE Holis Z0E ZARE S
& AP IAREHEES0) Y] F71Rtel whet s Hke(SO %= HAt
71l FAIE Hole A oR Uehylt), Jeiu SAREY]
HAHREHAC) T -5 AR EAAT) = FoJuIRh FAIE o]
A b= Ao AR

R3] A BA9] B2 o] IANS =&
o= ok jo] izt thE Wao] ghs dlSsh] ffRlol
o}, A AEaAdAAe] 877 l IE R
L] A At AR A A
ARHIE(SO), FAH1E(SD), TEHEGQ
°lE(PB), mEHFHIdEPS)TH *Pﬂr’%l MHO}L
Aoz FAESI 53], FAHle-e A dES A9
g W= A3l disiA Aol e Ales Z:/\]-E] At
(Table 3).2)
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics’ results of indicators

Table 3. Correlation result of specialty contractors
providing labor and small sized equipments

Descriptive

1p SO SD SC AC AT PB PS
Statistics Division TO SO _SD _SC_AC AT _PB_FPS
Average 0334 2998 1871 2276 3467 - - Pearsons Tz 75 ke 7o

_ _ correlation . * PR . . . .

o N 352 352 32 352 352 o Scoeffﬁcient 5
Standard _ B ignificance
deviation ~0-185 2403 5442 1.301 2137 probabilty 001 002 019 596 730 186 011
Average 0367 2523 2000 2120 6456 - - elh. ses: :

S 795 -87 673 e
N 352 352 31 32 3/ - - correlation /%21 ol 975 191 000 655 922

98 Standard S0 coefficient

Sandald 0179 2600 5023 1286 58793 - - Significance
probability 001 000 008 512 736 040 000

Average 0414 2038 040 0084 3744 - - (k;)oth sides)
_ _ earson's oz _ _ _ _ — 899"

% N 350 350 350 350 350 Fearsons 25 87 1 .6;5 .28 14 _ g 899
Standard _ B coefficient
Sancalc 0188 1901 4875 1.582 3084 SD - Sonicance
Average 0425 B35 5550 B BA 3ET LT Brobabity, 002 000 V12 474628062000

N 352 352 352 352 352 - - Pearson’s .
0 dard corrslation 012 678 =Bty o78 237 105 114
deviation 0175 7563 4897 1.091 1692 - - sC Qoefficient
Significance

Average 0457 1616 2970 2330 3497 0081 0042 probability 019 008 012 335 414 773 754
N 352 352 352 352 352 352 352 (both_sides)

ol i ot =0 o 1 98 493 615
Standard correlation .155 191 - . TR =
Sanderd 0179 1321 3054 1179 1785 0059 0.034 . Sgoegfioient 9

Ignificance
Average 0463 1561 0894 5338 3575 0084 0042 obsily 596 512 474 385 00 594 058

0 N 32 32 32 352 352 352 352 (both _sides)

Standard g3 1907 6988 1.125 1941 0060 0.031 coeton 101 000 ~14 27 U8 | 270 a7
deviation ) ) : . . : : coefficient ’ ’ 2 ) . ’
Average 0467 1B89 D447 D487 3867 0.088  0.041 AT Significance

03 (both_sides)

Standard Pearson’s B
deviation 0191 1295 3885 1.367 2494 0057 0.034 corelation 455 655 0 105 18 270 1 624
Average 0481 T A8 B AT 608 3894 0,095 0.043 PB Sclgﬁffflfe'l‘f{g}e
o N 32 352 332 352 352 352 352 probabilty 186 040 062 773 594 450 054
Standard g 15 1005 3190 1519 2428 0070 0.035 (%Oth sides)
fie . . . . . . . earson’s . B _
deviation correlation 799 922, gg 114 '6; '4z 624 1
Average 0499 1405 7645 2506 3877 0.096 0.046 PS coefficient
Significance

05 '\; ; 351361 351 3BT 3BT 3BT 35 JO0aBIly 011 000 000 754 058 169 o4

tandar both_sides,

nd 192 1242 81924 1516 2712 0064 0035 : :

deviation 0.19 9 00 0 Note) * : 0.05(both sides), ** : 0.01(both sides)

Average 0515 1334 34315336 3684 0.100 0052
6 N 32 352 332 352 352 352 352

20| OFXM ZH
ggfjﬂgt?gﬂ 0.198 1201 6993 1.356 2336 0.070 0044 4.2 REEs2| 28Y A¥
E;Lcﬂ/\ 7 A Az a2 B8 oloj =

Average 0510 1339 3530 5281 3610  0.094 0.051 Aol o] AAAALES ARl Alojate

o7 N 32 352 3 32 32 P2 32 YL 2AGHEE EF AAE ArY AL AESH
Sandard o190 1212 14781 1346 2215 0061 0041 HWR7} Qlek, o}7|oflA TRolto] ZAslA EH AlA D]
Average 0513 1.307 3383 2182 3377 0.091 0050  EOFTRS OJu|sHA| T, o]AL FAF|Z el A o] u]

® r\; d 352 352 352 32 352 352 352 eHjo] ik 02 odake ul XA El AA o] oFEol
anaar

dk 0193 1.137 11945 1244 1806 0067 0039

deviation FAA A HlojuA Eof Alz]/do] "Hojx]A HrH8|.

Average 0535 1217 3021 5111 3323 0.102  0.060 olTo] = b s
4 _— Xe) o] O] O}FAA] AZ
HRH ol T); _ A A - _
Slanderd 0190 1309 4809 1347 1966 0077 0082  © tolli= Dickey—Fullerf g, Augmented Dickey
AHA] 1l ipe— o] ¢]Jo
Average 0523 1254 4002 1956 3056 0.084 0.052 Fuller (ADF)%17%, Phillips—Perron Test 5°] 91

" N 32 32 3\ 32 3/ 3’2 3B w H ﬁ:,Loﬂ/qL ADFAAHLS AAEKIT) thejof| of
Standard
Sandard 0190 1.111 20974 1216 1770 0073 0043 3} A AT}, SEHSL Thello] ZAEH= A oF HA
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Table 4. The result of ADF test

Variables Level variable F|rstve<ljr|if;%rlgnt|al d?fg(r:grr:fijal
variable
SO -3.1122 -3.5474" -3.2232"
SC -2.1845 -4.3599™ -10.1977"
SD —2.4943 -4.5228" -6.7255"
AC -1.5450 -3.0564° -6.1357"
AT -1.1582 -3.8345" -6.8161™
PB 29914 -4.0127" -38374"
PS -0.0397 -4.6431" -3.6336"

Note) Significance level @ *x =1%, * =5%, * =10%

4.3 X|EZt2| Granger 2122t HH

wElR7|elAn e 24 B wne] At pelstol
H7tel o' o] elo] HU=AIE SIS flsiile=
HPEEH] 1A E A E B a7t 9loh Granger ¢
Tl e SRR S Tl 1ol oA Hee) 4
A& Aokt F83t AHEE AlFshA Hot. Granger
QUi AL WEA |37 Rl FIRR WS A}
olof] Y} Axe] TAE A= Flolrt, & ¢Iol|A]
« W9 AE 9l SFEAdol A AR E 85t
of IIRHAE Ao, ARl 104 221 = 313
CHTable 5).

w4 Ay, AssA AAA gAY S, AIRE 1olA
G A(C0) 0] A Aol EPB)oll, wEH YA

O

E(PS)o] FAMIFUIAE(PR)of P = o=
LR om, AJRE 2014 FAElE(SD)o] FARES e
(AC)Oll = = A= YehthTable 6).
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Table 5. The result of granger causality test

I h hesi lags=1 lags=2
Null-hypothesis ¢ iistic  Probabilty  F-statistic  Probability
SO > CO 13455 0.2841 24011 0.2065
CO—>SO  0.1647 0.6970 35598 0.1294
SC—>CO 00733 0.7944 0.1846 0.8382
CO—>SC 15002 0.2477 0.0316 0.9691
SD—>CO 0759 0.4124 10177 04393
CO—>SD 06700 0.4400 02186 08127
AC—CO  1.1002 0.3291 1.9299 0.2590
CO—>AC 23106 0.1723 0.7896 05140
AT >CO 03486 05735 06718 0.5604
CO—> AT 00029 0.9586 0.1225 0.8879
PB—>CO 00512 0.8321 03722 0.7571
CO—PB | 65128 0.0632 408390  0.1100
PS> CO 04931 05213 0.0381 0.9640
CO—>PS 35608 0.1322 0.3702 0.7580
SC—>S0 16186 0.2439 0.2872 0.7646
SO —>SC 07382 0.4187 1.3563 0.3551
SD—SO 00242 0.8808 0.2967 0.7583
SO—>SD 27373 0.1420 0.8214 0.5025
AC—SO 00110 09193 0.1287 0.8828
SO > AC 08221 0.3947 0.7505 0.5287
AT >SO 06720 0.4394 0.1079 0.9003
SO — AT 0.0450 0.8381 0.5479 0.6162
PB—SO 00007 0.9801 1.3032 0.5266
SO > PB 00399 0.8514 1.6524 0.4820
PS —> SO | 92521  0.0383 88900 0.2308
SO —PS 03433 0.5891 178160  0.1652
SD—SC 03193 0.5896 0.4835 0.6485
SC—SD 02466 0.6347 0.1355 0.8772
AC —>SC 00286 0.8704 0.4630 0.6594
SC—AC 01767 0.6868 0.2059 0.8221
AT —>SC 00589 0.8151 2.1264 0.2349
SC—> AT 08709 03818 1.0687 0.4248
PB—>SC 00002 0.9889 0.1677 0.8653
SC—>PB 07114 0.4465 0.1890 0.8519
PS —>SC 22993 02040 227316  0.1467
SC—>PS 12364 0.3285 28092 0.3835
AC —SD 00007 0.9803 20622 0.2424
SD—>AC 06987 04308 | 53110°  0.0748
AT —>SD 05581 04794 0.8499 0.4925
SD— AT 03624 0.5662 1.0733 04235
PB—>SD 2938 0.1616 1.0044 0.5765
SD—>PB 00084 09316 0.0910 09198
PS —>SD 00260 0.8796 1.3743 05165
SD—>PS 01704 0.7009 0.2212 0.8326
AT > AC 10981 0.3295 0.6669 0.5624
AC — AT 03057 0.5976 1.0736 0.4234
PB > AC 40530 0.1144 1.8400 0.4622
AC—PB 04403 05432 00818 0.9270
PS —> AC  0.0000 0.9974 0.4850 0.7125
AC—>PS 08161 04174 25507 0.4047
PB — AT 06070 04794 130860  0.1918
AT >PB 03179 0.6030 0.9603 0.5851
PS — AT 0.0266 0.8784 0.3691 0.7585
AT >PS 01321 0.7347 1.3507 05198
PS — PB | 8.82107  0.0411 3.0863 0.3734
PB > PS 00032 09575 0.0821 0.9268

Note) Significance level :

HEE :10/0, x :50/0, * =10%
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Table 6. The result of causality

Division Lag
X Y lag = 1 lag =2
CO PB —
SO PS —
SD AC x —
PB PS —

AeEH A2AEGA] AT E A1) EPB)9] |
Slof| thaf) A=A (CO)ol 3AAF o] $5E FEgh Ay
o] S713t0] 10A13}]] 16%2] Arele Hols AR
YERHTHTable 7).

Table 7. The result of variance decomposition test of CO to PB

Note) — : in the case that X influences Y
< 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
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T o] opjet fet
7] g}l Aoz wekEnt

(Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Impulse response of CO to PB
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Period Std Error CO PB

1 12875277.9229 100.0000 0.0000
2 13054836.6580 99.7248 0.2752
3 14903113.2158 85.6109 14.3891
4 20274779.2338 87.1102 12.8898
5 30669413.4909 86.2281 13.7719
6 45600949.6345 84.1326 15.8674
7 72615729.0542 83.0722 16.9278
8 117138435.4361 83.2992 16.7008
9 189606139.0961 83.1840 16.8160
10 306869157.2180 83.1135 16.8865
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