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ZHAREY N B 7HEA e v2Y.

upA g MR AR £E0] w2 9 1%
A &g 7199 #YARY AolE Hmdtnz &
t}. Kaplan® Norton(1992)& ulgag Z3 o]
A g ol Fojdvtn 2atn 3ok £
Grembergen(2003)2 IT #84HEE P42
BSCe 7ol 4 74A] #F il JAFABAI FHst
o, o e 29 7199 FE Jlad g
AFo| BqAHH 99 TEA] FolAA, FHA|
28 ALSAHE wESH & &l 2AHer 3
GA e 7148 £ gittn FozH, IT-BSC &
AT HF AHRE dZstq M. ol
n2d vl APPd g2 HFe T2 B V)
de %A &L 71l vl ITY 437t gold
gz 383 & 7 Itk & =AM e IT 437t

X

VR o)

1813



B2 719€ AR 7o) B& solgtn AR
&, AHE £30] & 7L 1A %L NYS
ok olg APAS o B HFoR Belstm YE
A ANz e 2L S AR EA.
7Hd 3: 1T A8 53] 2 71de 184 &
£ 7199 IT-BSC AEZ A5A7} o
2o,

3.2 £8xno| MY

AAEH AR 44 L 94 IT-BSCol @3 43

A - &% - ol84Y

AT =85 A 4 714 BHE FA40E A

€ %Y 34 AFEY 49 Ad 4
WL AEAI2E A 29 FPHoz vy
g Martinson(1999)% Grembergen(2003)2]
ATE 71Ee2 AYNH Jlds, AHEaF AgHY,
+9 2&4, v d3Hoz EHAY.

AFA e IT-BSC #8 =259 A E s
7} & FES FHoE ArAeige, 4 4
FAEC] 2 F84E AEIAAY H2 IT Myl A
AAE FHoE AzHE ARE FHAIA %1
ggatgltt. 22y 8 Ade) 2E" IT-BSC £
ol 7} 7129 IT H7H 12 =829 vjg 84

Fel

(¥ 3) IT-BSC =¥ &

AHgAE A3
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AE HEL Saarinen(1996), Seddon(1997), Edberg(1997)

e~ wtzr | Venkatraman(1997), GAO(1998) Saull(2000)
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Analyzing Weighting of Corporate IT Performance
Measures by IT Balanced Scorecard

YoungHee Lim* - Myung Ho Sohn** - Heeseok Lee***

Abstract

Not like few years ago when many enterprises invested in IT resources competitively,
nowadays they emphasize realistic investment and evaluation. It is difficult to evaluate the
benefits of IT investment, in spite of radical rising of its scale. IT performance evaluation
studies are divided into two categories. One focuses on quantitative effects measured in
terms of monetary value: the other focuses on qualitative effects (soft benefits). Because it is
not a trivial task to measure the effects of IT from a single perspective in isolation, several
integrative concepts have been proposed: IT-BSC (IT-Balanced Scorecard) is one of them.

IT-BSC applies BSC(Balanced Scorecard) performance measures proposed by Kaplan and
Norton to evaluating information systems. It consists of four perspectives such as ‘Business
Contribution’ (financial benefit of information systems), User Orientation’ (benefits of
systems users), ‘Operational Excellence (efficiency of information systems provision), and
‘Future Orientation’ (preparation for future business changes). Furthermore, IT-BSC provides

the links among IT strategic focuses.

The choice of performance measures and the relative importance (i.e., weights) of
measures are critical to formulating strategies. It can help companies better identify which
measures to focus on and which to ignore. These weights vary depending on the purpose of
information systems and managerial factors of companies. To understand the relationship
between managerial factors and IT performance, this paper addresses the following research

issues: (i) Does industry type as a managerial factor affect the weighting of IS performance
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measures? (it) Do companies outsourcing their systems have different view about IS
performance measures? (iii) Like the BSC concept, do companies with the emphasize on the
‘Future Orientation perspective get better performance in information systems?

To solve for these questions, this paper investigates the weights of IT performance
measures according to industry type and IT outsourcing characteristics. In addition, the
effect of IT intensity is explored. A survey is conducted from 75 corporate IT managers, who
work for manufacturing companies (26.7%), financial companies (25.3%), service companies
(29.3%), and nonprofit institutions (18.7%). It is found that IT-BSC weights differ in
industry type and outsourcing characteristics. While the manufacturing group emphasizes
the business contribution perspective, the service and financial groups emphasize the user
orientation perspective. Specially, public organization group emphasizes user satisfaction
and stable operation more than financial benefits. It is also found that the selective
outsourcing emphasizes the business contribution while the integrative outsourcing
emphasizes the future orientation. Finally, this paper found that IT intensive companies
tend to emphasize future readiness measures than operation excellence measures.

Our study results will be able to help IT managers align IT strategies with the enterprise’s

strategic direction.

Key words: Balanced Scorecard, Information systems evaluation, IT performance measures
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