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[structure of B2B e-commerce guarantee]

3. Concluded a sales contract
enter transaction details

e-Marketplace

Sales company

Buying company ‘

1. Gﬁarantee
Application

4. Transfer transaction

information

KCGF

(Gateway System)

2. Issuance of a
guarantee

\ 4

4. Transfer transaction
information

BANK

6. Purchase payment

5. Advance payment

[Role by participant]

@D e-MP Inter-company trading using the Internet
@ KCGF guarantee service support and Gateway system operation
@ BANK Loan commodity operation for purchase payment support

(Figure 1) Structure of B2B e-Commerce Guarantee Service and Role by Participant

(Table 1) B2B e-Commerce Guarantee Balance

(Unit: Billion)

Yearly 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
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(Table 2) Major Preceding Researches on the Use of B2B e-Commerce and e-Commerce

Guarantee Service

Authors Research Type

Performance of utilization

Klein and Quelch(1997) | Case study

Benefits of Buyer(Price cut, Reduce transaction costs), Benefits
of the seller(Increase sales, Reduced credit risk)

Case study &

Choudhury ez al.(1998) Empirical ‘study

Price decline, Decrease inventory level, Decrease in the number
of brokers

Zhu and Kraemer(2002) | Case study

Increase sales, Strengthen the competitiveness of enterprises, B2B
relationship development

Wu et al.(2003) Case study

Increase sales, Efficiency of operation, client satisfaction

Swilley et al.(2012) Case study

market share, Increase in the number of customers, Strengthening
relationships with customers

343 5(2010) Empirical study

Financial support and activation support for SMEs

HZ7(2013) Case study

Degree of competition, Inter organiza- tional trust, Supplier’s
pressure and ability, Top management support and organizational
resource capabilities

W odw], o] H<=(2016) | Empirical study

Increasing exports, Enhancing the corporate image

ole} g, ¥4 4(2017) | Empirical study

Improve shipping service quality, Performance of reorder
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(Table 3) Management Performance Measurement Items of Major Preceding Researches

division Performance indicator Authors
gross in net sales, Increase in total assets, return on net sales, operating
profit on net sales, total assets net Income Kaplan et 4l.(2005)
gross in net sales, sales performance, market share, change in employment Boselie et al.(2005)
return on equity, total assets Income, return on investment, total assets
net Income, value added, debt ratio, market value added, Interest coverage

Fi ial ratio, ratio of ordinary income to sales, asset turnover ratio, gross value Niven(2006)

inancia

o added to total assets, cash flow, credit rating, value added by employee,
indicators | pet Income, weighted average growth rate

return on assets, return on sales, operating income to assets, operating
income to sales, operating expense to sales, sales

o]} 3] 5(2006)

sales, sales growth rate, return on equity, share holder interest, and profit.

HHA18(2017)

ordinary income to sales

Net profit compared to competitors, return on assets, cash flow, ratio of

37 5(2018)

product innovation, customer satisfaction, market share

Banker et al.(2000)

. . - . . O’Regan and
product promotion, quality stability, price competitiveness Ghobadian(2004)
Non- market share, own brand sales portion, new product release period Kaplan et al.(2005)
financial | satisfaction with work, goal achievement Miller and Besser(2005)

indicators

Lead time etc

Flexibility in production line, Customer integration, Order delivery rate,

o]M=, 717]%(2007)

improvement efforts

Customer Satisfaction, Business management efficiency, Corporate

=F97], 2A121(2016)
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(Figure 2) Research Model
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(Table 4) Hypothesis Setting Through Preceding Researches

Financial indicators

Hypothesis

[H1] Growth potential

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will improve the growth potential of companies.

[H2] stability of companies

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will have a negative impact on the stability

[H3] Profitability

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will improve the profitability of companies.

[H4] productivity

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will improve the productivity of companies.

[HS] Activity

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will improve the activity of companies.

[H6] Cash balance ratio

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will improve the Cash balance ratio of companies.

[H7] Credit rating

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will increase the credit rating of companies.

[H8] number of employees

companies.

The use of B2B e-commerce guarantees will increase the number of employees of
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(Table b) Operational Definitions

Variables (Operational Definitions§ Evaluation items Detailed formula preceding
Authors
Indicators that [(Total assets at the end of the year
measures how much | [H1-1] Total Asset -Total assets at the end of last year)
[H1] the business Growth Rate | /(Total assets at the end of last year)]
X100 Kaplan and
Growth performance of the
. . Norton(2005)
potential | company has increased [H1-2] net sales growth [(Sales of the end of the yea-Sales
Compared to the thesa S 8IOWI ¢ the end of last year)/(Sales of
previous year the end of last year)]x100
[H2-1] Debt ratio (total debt/Equity)>100
[H2-2] the raElo of (Equity/Total capital)x100
. owner’s equity
Indicators related to © & shortt b -
[H2] the continuous [H2-3] total borrowings ong & short-term boIrowings, :
stability | operation of business to total assets | Other borrowings and bonds/Total Niven(2006)
activities assets)* 100
[H2-4] EBITDA
Interest EBITDA/Interest expense
Coverage Ratio
Indicators that [H3-1] return on asset | (Ordinary profit/Total capital)>*100
measures performance
Proglasgilit over a period of ime | j53.) radio of ordinary | o) . ; 52‘33335335)
Y| that is the end result of income to sales | (Ordinary profit/sales)><100
a business activity
Indicators that [H4-1] rztéo of value (value added/sales)*100 .
[H4] measure the efficiency added Niven(2006),
productivity of business activities | [H4-2] gross value Kaplan and
and the contribution of added to total | (value added/Total capital)x100 | Norton(2005)
production factors assets
[HS5] A measure of how
Activit active the capital is | Asset Turnover Ratio | (sales/Total assets)*100 Niven(2006)
Y being used
CRI1(Very good cash flow
generating ability)
Indicator for CR2;§i(1)i(§) cash flow generating
compr§hen51ve CR3(Above-average cash flow
[H6] analysis of cash enerating ability)
Cash balance |inflows and outflows | Cash flow rating & g 4 .| Niven(2006)
. . CR4(Average cash flow generating
ratio through business, ability)
mnvestment and CR5(Bad cash flow generating
financial activities o
ability)
CR6(Very poor cash flow
generating ability)
The results of a
LH7] company s operations, Step from higher level to lower level | Niven(2006)

Credit rating

investments and
financial activities

[HS]
number of
employees

Employment creation
index

Employees who work regularly in
the enterprise

Boselie et al.
(2005)
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(Table 6) State of B2B e-Commerce
Guarantee Company

(Unit: Piece, %)

Number of
Index . Percentage
companies
Insolvency occurs 5,994 22.5%
Service normal shutdown 8,735 32.9%
Service normal use 11,849 44.6%
Sum 26,578 100%
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ol At

—
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(Table 7) General Characteristics of the Sample

(Unit: Piece,%)

Index frequency ratio Cumulative
Small business 18,244 88.6 88.6
Company scale More than medium business 2,340 11.4 100
sum 20,584 100
Less than 2 billion won 10,855 52.7 52.7
Asset size More than 2-10 billion won 8,022 39.0 91.7
Corporate More than 10 billion won 1,707 8.3 100
property sum 20,584 100
manufacturing 5,020 24.4 244
Wholesale and retail 13,645 66.3 90.7
Industry Construction 1,266 6.1 96.8
Service Industry&Other 653 32 100
sum 20,584 100
female 2,248 109 109
gender male 18,336 89.1 100
sum 20,584 100
Founder 17,393 84.5 84.5
Management type . Successor 762 3.7 88.2
president Professional manager & Other 2,429 11.8 100
property sum 20,584 100
30 or less 3,602 17.5 17.5
40s 8,851 43.0 60.5
age 50s 6,278 30.5 91.0
More than 60 1,853 9.0 100
sum 20,584 100
YEAY £4 F AERE G4 UE 7 5.2 AEEM Hi}
Aol 18,3367H(89.1%) 27 of/do] thEel 714
o] 22487}(10.9%)2 el FIFHE== 5.2.1 THd Z1t
EA7E FDA 719G 0] 17,39370(84.5%), A% A5E WrE FAE 4, 484, 794,
7492 5 71EE 2,42970(11.8%), S AR 719 AN, BERRES T ¢ FES 18T
& 76270(3.7%) ol ATk thEALe] A% 40t % 1270 gl tiste] B2B HAVIAY BT o] &
2l 719 0] 8,85171(43%), 50t 71<d¢] 6,2787) A, o B ghe] wstol gk Fojm g 2po] o}
(30.5%), 30t ©]&}3] 719 3,60270(17.5%), 60 < AANT

o o)Al 710] 1,85370(9%) S A sHE AL
Z Uestth
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[H1-1], W& Z7}&[H1-2], SHBA 3= [H2]9]

B E) S H2-1], A7) A2 & [H2-2], AL F9] &
%[H2-3], EBITDA ©|A}R/Ju)-&[H2-4], 24 &

E[H3]Y] FAHE Aol & H3-1], W& B4 o]
O &{H3-2], WA FE[HA]S] F717HX] & {HA-1],
FARTAT LML, BENFE) FANIH
[e]

13 99 & FEHgS Biel Wt

<Table 8>3} 7+o] 7 H ol we} p-valueZ} 0.05%.

2o fojm|gk Zpol7h Jvka BgFe =
FEolM FAHCE Fovld Aol 7} Ak
W7t =EH A

Hep BE

o,
o
2
=2
rr

o2 §ou@ Aol7} Ygo

S, T3 E SAH] HT % <Table 8>3

(Table 8) Result of Hypothesis Test Details

2ol A= .

Hl ol 74

U th 47199

. . Standard

Hypothesis Separation Average Deviation t p-value | result
- Bef ing th i 11.5 3423

[H1-1] Total Asset Growth crore U.Slng © ser.v1ce 350 | 0.000 | Accept
[H1] Rate After using the service 22.8 74.2
Before using the service 249 605.8

[H1-2] net sales growth rate ; - -3.57 | 0.000 | Accept
After using the service 433 155.4
. Before using the service 306.1 1,125.3

[H2-1] Debt ratio - - -2.14 | 0.032 | Accept
After using the service 333.9 1,619.6
- i ’s | Before using the servi 43.1 25.0

[H2-2] the.ratlo of owner’s | Before ll.S g the Se. ce 13.09 | 0.000 | Accept
[H2] equity After using the service 40.8 25.2
- i Before using the servi 137.4 2,985.7

[H2-3] total borrowings to | Betore u.s g the se. ce 264 | 0008 | Accept
total assets After using the service 223.0 4,131.8
- Before using the service 11.3 353

[H2-4] EBITDA Inte.rest : g . 493 | 0,000 | Accept
Coverage Ratio After using the service 4.0 165.1
Before using the service 8.7 255

[H3-1] return on asset - - -19.48 | 0.000 | Accept
[H3] After using the service 15.4 31.8
- i i Before using the service 2.7 224

[H3-2] .ratlo of ordinary u g 'V 118.83 | 0000 | Accept
income to sales After using the service 52 27.0
. Before using the service 12 27.0

[H4-1] ratio of value added - - -15.12 | 0.000 | Accept
[H4] After using the service 17.4 19.3
- Before using the service 359 57.3

[H4-2] gross value added to : g . 2576 | 0.000 | Accept
total assets After using the service 50.0 80.7
. Before using the service 3.8 8.4

[H5] Asset Turnover Ratio - - -22.71 | 0.000 | Accept
After using the service 52 10.2
Before using the service 12.00 26.2

[H8] Number of employees - - -18.43 | 0.000 | Accept
After using the service 13.43 29.5
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5.2.2 WAtEAM At 5E3h <Table 10> o] AJH] 2 ©]-§ % higher
Wry s 749 d9585 w8 7Y level 5& EAT 7199 B BIES 2%, AHI =
o] A&Fw F=ol tisiA= B2B A A 1€ o= 656%= el 73t 2ol B2B %A}
BZ o8 A, o H o wiste] g v A B o]l 7|9 duied AR A=
& Aolsh /) AL S WARAL AN EESTS b QWA Ao vebd
shglat. 7190 AEEF FEE AFEEEF 92
B AFo HEy HEEL BN U3 5 Z+o] higher level™} lower level 2 %235} chi-square
FOZ AlEstE o] Qlof E 55 3 vl Eg AAE IS A3b= <Table 11>3} 2] chi-square
© 4, oY TRoE Edte Hlaske Aol ¢ #ke] 8506.1(df = 58), fr|&E(p)o] 00022 1t
T8 o)} 459} HEOFS higher levelZ  ER} BARCR o3 Ho|7} Yool £EH
B ol5ke} v FS lower levelZ HJetHA] & AT
3t 5E3h <Table 12>9} o] AH]2 ©]-§ X higher
1A 5855 H F5S higher levelZ} lower level 55 28749 Hit v &L 46%, AH] 2~
level £ YE5to] chi-square 78-S A A= o]-& Fol= 63.7%E e B2B AAGAR B
<Table 9>9} 2] chi-square Zko] 2467 =7), f & olgol 71 FUH T4 L AT BF 5
°]g-E(p)°] 00002 YEIY} FAAHSE fo3h BRgE A NAAA 7HE R o] 7199
#ol7k %ol EEE Ak NEEFE 4E A0 tehdoh
(Table 9) Hypothesis Test Result for Cash Flow Rating
Division Value df Significance Probability
Pearson chi-square 246.768 7 .000
likelihood 246.369 7 .000
Effective cases 31,438 14,448 16,990
(Table 10y Cross Tabulation Table for Cash Flow Rating before and after B2B e-Commerce
Guarantee Use
Separation Before and after service use
Before After
. frequency 8,957 11,137
Cash flow A higher level of cash flow ratio(%) 2.0 5.6
rating[H6] frequency 5,491 5,853
A lower level of cash flow -
ratio(%) 38.0 34.4
(Table 11> Hypothesis Test Result for Credit Rating
Division Value df Significance Probability
Pearson chi-square 8506.127 58 .000
likelihood 9140.642 58 .000
Effective cases 40,957 20,459 20,498
Information Systems Review, Vol.21, No.2
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(Table 12) Cross Tabulation Table for Credit Rating before and after B2B e-Commerce

Guarantee Use

Sepatation Before and after service use
P Before After
fi 9,416 13,056

.| A higher level of Credit rating Todueney
Credit rating ratio(%) 46.0 63.7
H7 fr 11,043 7,442
[H7] A lower level of Credit rating raet:?ou(zl; Y 540 363

VI, A =2j¢} A2

AAAY 8ol we aFH7E A HRk
SR A AAH R ARG AY A EoF
op 7L 543 g 2 Fkska glem s
AR AN A= 25T O ARAE Bol
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Guarantee Provided in Connection with e-Marketplace
on the Management Performance of SMEs
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Abstract

Recently, the domestic e-commerce market has achieved remarkable growth through the spread of
e-commerce throughout the industry. Nevertheless, the ratio of e-commerce use by our small and me-
dium-sized enterprises has turned out to be very low. The reason for this low participation rate of SMEs
in B2B e-commerce market is due to various reasons, but also the lack of empirical performance measurement
and evaluation considering the characteristics of B2B e-commerce market in which SMEs participate.

Therefore, this study was intended to analyze the effectiveness of B2B e-commerce use of B2B e-commerce
to companies that are provided in conjunction with e-Marketplace by public credit guarantee agencies
with experience in use. To this end, 14 items related to finance derived through prior research were
used to conduct management performance analysis and hypothesis verification from a financial perspective.

The implications of this study are expected to be that an empirical performance analysis from the
financial perspective of a B2B e-commerce guarantee Utilized company can be used as a basis for policy-
making for the activation of the B2B e-commerce guarantee in the future, thus contributing to the establishment
of a stable business environment by supporting the expansion of e-commerce by small and medium-sized

businesses.

Keywords: B2B e-commerce guarantee, e-Marketplace, Public credit Guarantee Institution,
Management Performance, Financial Perspective
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