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An Impact on Management Performance by Risk Management
System and Risk Management Factor
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B Abstract ®

For the continuous growth of firms, the contributions of effective risk management system are required. This
research analyzes the impact on the firm's performance related to risk management structure which includes the risk
management system, risk management activity and risk management competency.

In this research, the structural equation model considering the variable which contains enterprise risk management
system, risk management activity and risk management competency was suggested. Also risk management organiza-
tion and management procedures are identified as in enterprise risk management system. The implementation activity
and control activity were the factors related in risk management activity. And risk management competency can be
described as the response level of managing risk in outside and inside the firms’ environment. Finally this model was
analysed empirically for 112 firms in Korea using SPSS 18.0 and Amos 16.0.

As the results, the suggested hypothesis were adopted. So as to manage risk performance for their firms, the
development of systematic Risk Management Framework is important for their risk management activity and risk
management competency. Ultimately, we can conclude that the focusing to the systematic risk management approach
could be effective on the firm's risk management performance.
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Traditional Paradigm

New Paradigm
Applied to Speculative, Biz
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Applied to Pure Risk

Risk Mgt. (Including Functional and
Scope Process)
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Descriptive Items Respondents | Ratio
Manufacturing 21 19%
Type of Services 59 53%
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Financial 18 16%
~under 50 15 13%
50~under 100 2 2%
100~under 200 16 14%

Employees
200~under 300 12 11%
300~under 500 8 %
500~ 59 53%
~under 10 BW 13 12%
10~under 30 BW 2 2%
Sales(MW) | 30~under 50 BW 3 3%
/Year | 50~under 70 BW 4 4%
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100BW~ 84 5%
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(Tab. 4 Factor Analysis for RM System

RM System Organization | Procedural
RM sys-3 0.867 0.299
RM sys-5 0.861 0.207
RM sys-1 0.841 0.383
RM sys—6 0.818 0.378
RM sys-2 0.774 0.419
RM sys-7 0.747 0.454
RM sys—4 0.681 0.533
RM sys—8 0.658 0.446
RM sysll 0.065 0.775
RM sys-12 0.359 0.731
RM sys-10 0.464 0.722
RM sys-13 0.365 0.712
RM sys-9 0.418 0.711
RM sys-14 0.481 0.691
RM sys-16 0.437 0.666
RM sys-15 0417 0.666
RM sys-17 0453 0.622

(% cumulative) 63.723 71.106

KMO 904




An Impact on Management Performance by Risk Management System and Risk Management Factor 123

A e= Agukst dapgtow wdakeinh
glaada] AAL A5 177 Edel did 29l
B A3} <Table 4> A ¢} 7ro] A AA 2 o
YARA A 5 20 AFeser FREAL =
AR A= gl2ae AElshs Adgzze 1A, =
2ol g A T g #e, AV1HA WG
T, A% Sol, FHAA AN E BIAA, W

KMO %= 0.

oA 0.956, 0.92824] 41

W
B AA, Alxg G5 FoRE FAdH| Ao
MEA FRAE
ot 4 9191, ﬂiu].o]_ olo} 74]
Sl
o

gt

N

=

£
rlr 1z
X fo

'} = IRASE T8 g

AA r)r °]& COSO,

T2 Tl AAg A

#e] 8.2 (Jeung,

o x4, B3, ZeAs A A
T s Fde AnE 1Y

5 o digt a8 dne

(Table 5) Factor Analysis for RM Activity

RM Activity | Implement Activity |Control Activity
RM Act-3 0.858 0.207
RM Act-5 0.823 0.369
RM Act-4 0.822 0.408
RM Act-1 0.807 0.378
RM Act-14 0.684 0.453
RM Act-2 0.67 0.581
RM Act-13 0.614 0.601
RM Act-12 0.614 0572
RM Act-7 0.344 0.812
RM Act-10 0.191 0.8
RM Act-9 0.497 0.788
RM Act-11 0.36 0.757
RM Act-8 0.393 0.72
RM Act-6 0.502 0.679
(% cumulative) 68.086 75.290
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(Table 6y Factor Analysis for RM Competency

(Table 7> Factor Analysis for RM Performance

RM Competency|Mgt. Risk|Outside Risk|Inside Risk
RM Comp-20 | 0.818 0.36 -0.019
RM Comp-15 | 0.790 0.279 0.284
RM Comp-18 | 0.768 0432 0.198
RM Comp-22 | 0.756 0.258 0.248
RM Comp-16 | 0.753 0.457 0.264
RM Comp-21 0.719 0.506 0.193
RM Comp-23 | 0.707 0.022 0.483
RM Comp-14 | 0.695 0.343 0.437
RM Comp-17 | 0.662 0.565 0.15
RM Comp-12 | 0.627 0.367 0.3
RM Comp-24 | 0.622 0415 0.343
RM Comp-8 0.251 0.787 0.24
RM Comp-11 0.372 0.739 0.323
RM Comp—6 0.436 0.732 0.117
RM Comp-7 0.311 0.705 0.19
RM Comp-10 0.208 0.7 0.387
RM Comp-2 0.336 0.642 0.38
RM Comp-19 0.56 0.636 0.058
RM Comp-5 0478 0.502 0.173
RM Comp-9 0.224 0.29 0.793
RM Comp-13 0.28 0.267 0.737
RM Comp-1 -0.01 0517 0.675
RM Comp-4 0.49% -0.024 0.586
RM Comp-3 0.27 0.4 0.565

(% cumulative) | 58926 66.155 72.184
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RM Performance |Quantitative| Qualitative | Organizational
RM Perform-2 0.898 0.09% 0.028

RM Perform-1 0.837 0.09 0.169

RM Perform-3 0.831 0.341 0.054

RM Perform-4 0.806 0.181 0.164

RM Perform-7 0.797 0.054 0171

RM Perform-6 0.790 0.382 0.006

RM Perform-5 0.722 0.422 0.185

RM Perform-10 0.204 0.937 0.064

RM Perform-11 0.12 0.882 0.217

RM Perform-12 0.206 0.848 0.273

RM Perform-9 0.238 0.821 0.199

RM Perform-8 0.446 0.747 0.267

RM Perform-16 |  0.253 0.201 0.877

RM Perform-14 0.13 0.009 0.832
RM Perform-15| -0.007 0.355 0.821

RM Perform-13 0.116 0.248 0.754

(% cumulative) | 49545 66.239 77.900
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(Table 8> Model Fit Indices for Structural Equation Model

p

GFI AGFI

RMR RMSEA NFI

200.352

29

.000

0.829 0.837

0.035 509 850 .869




glaze] AA 9 2l

23} gk
A, Baan AAE 7199 @aae)
Frzd f9% 9P e Aoz ey
(B = 1072). wabd 714 1 A,
S, gave AAE 7199 deane o

% 5 oﬂ el AR v

810, A Bibe] GonA, L vl 3%
2 X Agelm, 44 Go] Ad gt

(Table 9> Regression Weights for SEM

Path B [SE| CR | p
H1 RyMSYASCtgﬁW_) 1.072| 069 | 15565 | 0.000
H2 RR% gg;;‘z?er;/ 352 | 132 | 2665 | 0008
3| S OVSEm g0 | 216 | 3753 | 0000
H4 }%\1\44 é*(fg;lettyen; 564 | 128 | 4.3% | 0.000
H5 %éﬁ?ﬂ%ﬁ; 360 | 212 | 1694 | 0000
g | M) Competency 1z | 256 | 2898 | 0,000
EEHAANATE sfobe ALEFE shotah A
[0l

le] 7 dAdtell wx= d3F 125

2(0910), gl2ane] JFro e Adeaa
21(0986), e €239 (0.880), T @ 2=
#0709, 7‘003/‘444-01]/\

A7

o

VH 2] 24 7H0.982),

o4 2aanes addor THs
22 270 94 0 sl 4
&% 4 gle @z AAERM)

N
o
:(|>1:4"
X
o m&'
)

Sl % S %}# 2194k,
AAe] w1 A
F3) elzane o

o
i
QL
2:
2
AC)
>‘
lii

J
EE

71%’301]/\1“ FJ*EMFJ %

YrES wolu, o gz AAZ 49
ARl dFe MAE AR 4EAtE A
o] Felwgle.



A7k aPsE FAZA A

Jae Hee Jeung - Yeon S. Ahn

glzaade] AAe] &8l

L

L

&l

9

7] %

126
A

3T

I CCy o E=ER S 2 L L = 2 B s L
B — N %m L o~ o] oF mmwg A aﬂp.lﬂ. = =< 92}
NN g = 2 Q —_ L 5 — op B 5 a0
SRR g2 5 - 2 e 9 = F nE g Z S T S o
ﬂwazomwﬂr. mw = 3 c._w_m m.o.o = o o= Bm nLu h= Am
‘Iv‘lnwﬂnNESi\Ol ﬂwm m&ue4a& Mmm..l ‘acn_ﬂ - N I RS
I W 3 oS = & g € 8 of 7 £ X Mo 2 2
XS 25033828 Z5Ef 2RE g8 w E 8
W o Z2§PsT sn® EERES 3 _E E ~ & 5
o = SFe- 82 g™ o MRy Z ol oo g g X ® . 5
T ens sSgaStr g Sl Eot E2 & FER
- Jlo = = By R X o= g5 % = o= S ~ !
0y Q. = oS W G; )
T ia0 Erg ESTe SSESTILHSEN 5 598
— o B ™ 2~ X - R P
ﬂﬁ_ﬁﬁnm " AMnmm]mewmw mwm,@mﬁ%ﬂmmmmw mmm
of I 3 o 8 = 7 12 505 O 2 = ~ 2
™ o . T} o 2 2z2§TE i > < B o= 8 M<EE B
ﬂ.ﬂ X _,o,_ﬂw_mo Q - A 0 5 S Ho ,mﬂx).“, iz = w_E ‘_“ £ x m m. 3 o
mEzT e 5 WMmM%.mm%aLWIN.m&MU%@%%.,wm‘az,mm&,
JFe o 8 S s R RN GE gy W RS A g
ﬂHMﬂLLfﬂ}l ral.w mmwﬂm&ﬁm‘ﬂufmmzm:WMMMwﬂﬁuﬂr yvmﬁllO,HM
- S B S R
mwwTT® W HEBHERMIW ST MT G Tt T T B XT
JdTTEBELL BANRH 8 A TTR I o S T "N =% F
™ R Mo o 70 T <] dgo X = o w oo T X E S — A 2 m
. H 4 W 5w X iy GO o 7 5 s
gTodpy wETpYeaElesa® & o wP X
ﬂﬁﬁ@%op a%jo*iﬂ_ao\wﬂ@ﬂ7ﬂwu.. w oﬁﬁ%_/?
3 Nromr N - ) T o 2 S %
FrprTl dededisTitigzeck  dz TREE
N W S B B - DU S AN o Hhx ¥R
o el o = N F B O_ Al — O ) &) B N 2) T | il Wy oM
Br ﬁ 710 el = zﬂE A ) ,,JI frol oﬂﬁ WM = T m_x M 1r B mmu o o W oy mw plo T T %o
TRE N L X L LN R
B gl B E I G s R R W T TR D
mo= N w0 Er oy — o o R g oo B0 o) BTIT I W K Moo o .
{Sb oS s BE o Tac 2288 20T 8 Sralizgns
™ ol Bo oo °% B W0 my | = =0 = 2 =
o] Eo N ‘_lr\ﬂ ﬂ ,ﬂl T o (%) .ﬁ N ‘_n.ﬂ _
Nl S R G I I R O TR A TR i H%ﬂamjjﬁ%
w2 A TRETRT U o aqT T TEw o F T B T oo G
Aﬂﬂi - L=l H_mo ™ my A oAy I~ a2 ) X ol B S T o B o
B o BN X E ~+ X = o ™ T R = ojn G = do ok M oy ™ = mm oo o
cEn ATt T eags e Tl aes @ TeagmiTalk
rw AT wm Y Tn oo mE T T NT o 7 o WX RN W
W R R T FORT W T T WIT R HRA T S of T T T R W

rategic Group Members”, Graduate School

of Korea University, 1992.



An Impact on Management Performance by Risk Management System and Risk Management Factor 127

(BT, A7 W 719e] axtoloh 1
U, arefuietal tighel HhAbERe] =, 1992.)

ISO 31000, “International Standard”, ISO, 2002.

Jung, BD., “On the Substance and Concept of
Business Risk Management”, Financial Su-
pervisory Service, 199%.

(Ao, 719 el==zae]e] Adst Al wat

T EeREd, 199%.)

Jung, Y.S., “A Study on the Role of Export In-
surance for Enterprise Risk Management
for International Trade Business”, Graduate
School of Konkuk University, 2010.

(&4, “F=7199] A gaades Ad +
=57, A=distu skl MAbehel=E,
2010.)

Jeung, J.H., “A Study on the effect of the Enter-
prise Risk Management on Organization’'s
Management Performance”, Graduate School
of Gachon University, 2014.

(BA=], 719 A elaagert 249
gatell mx]= Gkl gk A7, 7R gt
et whALERe] =2, 2014.)

Kang, D.S., “(The) Effect of Sport Organizational
Culture on Organizational Effectiveness and
Management Performance”, Graduate School
of Chosun University, 2013.

(B, “AsaAe =243t 24 %!
Gl A= G, 2Ad s EH@%
ubALERe] =42, 2013.)

Kong, D,J., “A Study on the Influence That the
Success Factors of the ERP System Have
upon Financial Performances”, Graduate
School of Dong—A University, 2002.

(&%, “ERP A|2=/le] Aaaglo] A4 A
njAE G, solista tighd vhALShel =
i, 2002.)

Kwak, Y., “The Effects of Risk Recognition and
Characteristics of Risk Management on the

Business Performance”, Graduate School of
Hanbat National University, 2010.

(F <, 1A Adae] 540 7194 el
n e G, hddehal gkl AAbekees
=, 2010.)

Kim, G.S., “Structural Equation Model Analysis”,
Hannarae Academy, 2011.

(AAIF, (Amos 180) FX2WAA Ry FEA]
# olzdIn], 2011.)

Kim, HC., “A Study on the Influence of Leader—
ship and Organizational Culture upon the

=

U

Organizational Effectiveness : Focused on
the Infantry Battalion of the Army”, Gra-
duate School of Konkuk University, 2008.

AR, AT 2A 237 24 @A 1A
v ol # AT, AxuiEta miEkd 1
AFeh9) =g, 2008.)

Lee, KL, “Principles of Insurance”, Youngchi
Publishers, 2005.

(o] 7%, “HFEYE", GAL3AL 2005.)

Lee, S.T., “An Analysis on the Determinants of
Organizational Effectiveness by Organiza—
tional Types”, Graduate School of Seoul
National University, 2009.

(o]El, ‘AR E 2 a9 FGgFacle
g A, MEdista ekl Bpabekel =
2009.)

Lee, S.C., “Understanding Knowledge Manage—
ment by Case Study”, Samsung Economic
Research Institute, 1999.

(ol “AHHE 2 A2 AE ols)”, A A
A4, 1999.)

Lee, EK, “A Study on the Risk Analysis of
Information System for Risk Management”,
Graduate School of Dongkuk University,
2006.

e

i

’



128 A3

AHEE FACR” Sadstal tjghd AAFe)
=, 2006.)

Lim, LT, “An Empirical Study on Enterprise
Risk Management by Changing Financial
Environment : The Risk Management of
Korea Federation of Community Credit Coo-
perative”, Graduate School of Korea Mari-
time University, 2008.

(Y9H), “Fedwstel 5234y F5718
’WW gaAge]o] gk AFAT", g3
oftfgtal sk H]—/\].B‘]—_Alr:% 2008.)

National Security Council Secretariat, “The Crisis

o

Management Guideline of Public Organiza-
tions”, National Security Council Secreta-
riat, 2007.

(7P R3] J(NSCOAHFA, “2-37]81 713
217, 2007.)

POSCO Research Institute, “Understanding of
Enterprise Risk Management”, POSCO Re-
search Institute, 2011.

(E2TAGAT2, “HAAH Ao gaz v
9] o))", TAFHGATA, 2011.)

Samil Pricewaterhouse Coopers, “Enterprise Risk
Management-Integrated Framework”, Samil
Pricewaterhouse Coopers, 2006.

(s Ael A glaave]-E3 oy’

)

/\1—01§] 71] H \_, 2006)

Seo, J.S., “Hotel Associate's Organizational Com-
mitment Influencing non-Financial Perfor-
mance : Moderating Effects of Labor Union
Ethics”, Graduate School of Sejong Uni-
versity, 2013.

(A%, “EdA 910 2425]0] w7 Aol
HAE g, AETStaL ol Harere

T, 2013.)

Way, S.A. and D.E. Joinson, “Theorizing about
the impact of strategic”, human resource
management Review, Vol.15, 2005, 1-19.

Yu, W.J., “An Empirical Study on the Relation—
ship between The Extent of Use of Non-
financial Performance Measurement and
Financial Performance”, Graduate School of
Chongju University, 2000.

(0%, WATH A FE3 AT A4
shepel ol B 17, AF UL et
uPALBLS i, 2000)

Yoon, S.O., “An Empirical Study on the Imple-
mentation for Enterprise Risk Management”,
Graduate School of Inha University, 2013.

(&S, A gaany e A A AF
A AT, letrstal ekl WALSHS] =,

2013.)



glazte] AA 9 elame] 8<le] ATl mlA= dEF 129

<4 About the Authors <

Jae Hee Jeung (skrkwk88@naver.com)

Jae Hee Jeung received the Ph.D. degrees in MIS(Management Information
System) from the Graduate School of Gachon University. He is currently
charge of general manage in Risk Management Dept. of POSCO ICT Co,,
LTD. His research interests include ERM(Enterprise Risk Management),
KM(Knowledge Management), MIS (Management Information System) and
IT deployment and impacts on organizational performance. His published
research articles appear in The Korea Society of Information Technology
Service, Korea Corporation Management Association, Korea Information
Processing Society and others.

Yeon S. Ahn (ahndreo@gachon.ac.kr)

Yeon S. Ahn is currently a Professor of School of Business Administration,
Gachon University. He received his Ph.D. in Management Information
System from Kookmin University. He received an award from Korea Prime
Minister for his contribution to Korea software industry in 2007. His current
research interests include technology management, service management,
information system evaluation etc.




