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Impact of Outsourcing Risk on Corporate Performance
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Abstract In this study, small and medium—sized manufacturing and distribution businesses were asked
to demonstrate how the risks that could arise from implementing ITOs affect their performance. Small
and medium—sized enterprises that want to reduce costs or secure competitiveness through outsourcing
ITO conducted research to identify and analyze risks of ITO and improve corporate performance.
Strategic, technical, and financial risks were selected as independent variables for analysis by the survey
method. In addition, relationship risk was selected as a parameter and corporate performance was
selected as a dependent variable to conduct a path analysis. The analysis showed that the variables
injected as independent variables had indirect and total effects on corporate performance. This can be
interpreted as the higher the level of awareness of strategic and technological risks and financial risks,
the higher the level of relational risk, and thus the positive impact on corporate performance. We

expect to improve corporate performance through analysis of more and more risk factors in the future.
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Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis for all units of variables

research measuring non—standardized standardized _
variable variable coefficients loading value Z—score s.€ CR AVE
al 1 0.831
strategic a2 0.806 0.593 11.524%% 0.07
. 0.897 0.638
risk a3 0.908 0.777 15.896 0.057
ad 0.944 0.829 16.97 2+ 0.056
ab 1 0.807
technical a6 0.788 0.722 14.205%x 0.055
. 0.890 0.619
risk a7 0.94 0.786 15.64 7k 0.06
a8 0.833 0.738 14.566%# 0.057
a9 1 0.824
financial al0 0.663 0.516 9.682:#xk 0.068
. 0.907 0.663
risk all 0.672 0.616 11.810%#x 0.057
al2 0.949 0.817 16.038%#x 0.059
bl 1 0.802
relational b2 1.076 0.810 17.11 3%k 0.063
. 0.925 0.754
risk b3 1.038 0.842 17.964 0.058
b4 1.076 0.799 16796 0.064
cl 1 0.819
performance c2 0.631 0.524 7.505%x 0.084 0.746 0.511
c3 0.87 0.755 13.000%#x 0.067

%*=253.792(p=.0000), d.f.=142,
CFI= .967, TLI=.961, RMSEA= .046

x*/df=1.787, GF1=.934, IFI= .968, NFI= .929,

* p<0.1, #* p<0.05, *** p<0.01 significant at the level.

Table 2. Results of correlation analysis

performance relational risk strategical risk technical risk financial risk
performance 1
relational risk 556 1
strategical risk 285%%x A2T % 1
technical risk 4 39sesx 605 37 S 1
financial risk 493k 61 T .350x 520 1
average 2.5957 2.4670 2.7466 2.8046 2.3288
standard deviation .6949 .6885 7296 7584 6198
* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, **+* p<0.01 significant at the level.
Table 3. Test of goodness fit index
¥2 df GFI AGFI NFI TLI CFI RMSEA
Coefficient 258.792 142 934 911 .929 .961 .967 .046
* p<0.1, *=* p<0.05, = p<0.01 significant at the level.
3.3 7T B=0.426(3=.317), p<0.01fh ¥415]o] 7|45} 2]

7Vd31%-2] Axk= Table 47 o] 8.0k A3l
AT 7 ARZA e tig s A A g
o} 7]% P23 72H7 B=0.151(B=.029), p>0.05,
B=0.065(3=.067), p>0.05% %4150} 7|3}l = &
AX SR frolgh GaFs WA ¥= F o= Ve 7}
A 1-13 1-2%= 714900, 2y Y g aas
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= Ak gaae) 7|4 gaas 79T AL os
S X% LAk AT AT v AT 2 A
K X Aow 1 ouZ gae 4 g

T3 e gaas) Ve gaas FEA7F 47
=0.151(B=.144), p<0.01, B=0.388(3=.388), p<0.01
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Table 4. results of path analysis

. direct effect - test of
path between variables B 8 e . indirect effect total effect hypothesis
strategic — relational 0.151 0.144 0.053 2.865%x - 0.151 % accept
technical — relational 0.388 0.388 0.064 6.05 4% — 0.388#xx accept
financial — relational 0.568 0.409 0.100 5,700 - 0.568#x* accept

strategic — performance 0.030 0.029 0.059 0.510 0.062* 0.092x* reject
technical — performance 0.065 0.067 0.076 0.854 0.160%x* 0.224%% reject
financial — performance 0.426 0.317 0.116 3.6623 0.23 45k 0.660%: accept
relational — performance 0.412 0.425 0.091 4.507#x - 0.41 255 accept
Table 5. Test of mediating effect
indirect effect model conceptualization VA
strategic — relational — performance 2.41 1%
mediating_ effect of technical — relational — performance 3.628#xx
mediator
financial — relational — performance 4.51 3k
* p<0.1, #* p<0.05, *** p<0.01 significant at the level.
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Fig. 1. Comparison Between Research Models and
Competitive Models
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