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Abstract As the scope of information system projects expands, not only size and complexity but also
associated risks could be heightened. Identifying and managing risk factors are emerging as crucial
factors in Information Technology (IT) project management, necessitating research studies evaluating the
risks in public IT projects. In this study, we sought to analyze the priority of public IT software project
members by applying an analytic hierarchy process (AHP) methodology that measures the relative
importance and priorities of risk factors in the public IT software project sector.

In addition, the project members in public IT software projects were divided into occupation groups,
such as managers and developers, to further analyze the differences in the importance of risk factors
between the groups. As a result, "scope and requirements' were found to be the most important overall

risk factors and differences in the risk factors were identified between two occupation groups.
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Table 1. All weighted value result of calculation

Main factor Sub factor
. Part All
Name Wi;%gt:d Priority Name Weighted Priority Weighted Priority
value value
Skill shortage 0.2698 2 0.0540 6
Project 0.1691 5 Plan shortage 0.2508 3 0.0502 10
management Excessive document 0.3020 1 0.0604 4
Role and Responsibility 0.1774 4 0.0355 19
Team relationship feud 0.1686 4 0.0337 20
Member of 0.2272 ) Customer manpower 0.2680 2 0.0536 7
project Workforce shortage/Excessive 0.3036 1 0.0607 3
Manpower change 0.2598 3 0.0520 8
Leak of support 0.3151 1 0.0630 2
P 0.1709 4 Participation/ Responsibility shortage 0.2503 2 0.0501 11
Negative attitude 0.2411 3 0.0482 13
Department opinions conflict 0.1935 4 0.0387 17
Project scope 0.1826 4 0.0365 18
Scope and 0.2616 1 Invalid scope/Purpose 0.3625 1 0.0725 1
Requirements Frequent change/Delay 0.2186 3 0.0437 15
Technical error 0.2363 2 0.0473 14
Flexibility/Scalability 0.2455 3 0.0491 12
Complexity 0.2141 4 0.0428 16
Skill 0.1713 3
Experience shortage 0.2551 2 0.0510 9
Nonconforming methodology 0.2852 1 0.0570 5
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Table 2. Project manager weighted value result of calculation

Main factor Sub factor
Part All
Name WL Priority Name Weighted Weighted
value & Priority 8 Priority

value value
Skill shortage 0.2534 2 0.0507 10
; Plan shortage 0.1959 4 0.0392 17
mal:];::;tem 02198 2 Excessive document 0.3496 1 0.0699 1
Role and Responsibility 0.2011 3 0.0402 14
Team relationship feud 0.1672 4 0.0334 20
Memb'er of 0.2976 . Customer manpower 0.2888 2 0.0578 6
project Workforce shortage/Excessive 0.3302 1 0.0660 3
Manpower change 0.2139 3 0.0428 12

Leak of support 0.2699 2 0.0540

Customer 0.1567 4 Participation/ Responsibility shortage 0.3239 1 0.0648
Negative attitude 0.2086 3 0.0417 13
Department opinions conflict 0.1976 4 0.0395 16
Project scope 0.2006 3 0.0401 15
Scope and 0.1203 s Invalid scope/Purpose 0.3487 1 0.0697 2
Requirements Frequent change/Delay 0.1726 4 0.0345 19
Technical error 0.2780 2 0.0556 7
Flexibility/Scalability 0.1948 4 0.0390 18
Complexity 0.2439 3 0.0488 11

Skill 0.2056 3

Experience shortage 0.2672 2 0.0534 9
Nonconforming methodology 0.2941 1 0.0588 5
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Table 3. Developer weighted value result of calculation

Main factor Sub factor
Part All
Name edhed Priority Name Weighted .. Weighted .
value Priority Priority
value value

Skill shortage 0.2768 2 0.0554 6

Project 0.1719 3 Plan shortage 0.2706 3 0.0541 8
management Excessive document 0.2839 1 0.0568 4
Role and Responsibility 0.1686 4 0.0337 20

Team relationship feud 0.2079 4 0.0416 16

Member of 0.2194 2 Customer manpower 0.2805 1 0.0561 5
project : Workforce shortage/Excessive 0.2367 3 0.0473 12
Manpower change 0.2748 2 0.0550 7

Leak of support 0.3724 1 0.0745 1

Customer 0.1502 4 Participation/ Responsibility shortage 0.2071 3 0.0414 17
' Negative attitude 0.2377 2 0.0475 11

Department opinions conflict 0.1828 4 0.0366 19

Project scope 0.2107 4 0.0421 15

Scope and 0.3221 1 Invalid scope/Purpose 0.2933 1 0.0587 3
Requirements ' Frequent change/Delay 0.2360 3 0.0472 13
Technical error 0.2599 2 0.0520 9

Flexibility/Scalability 0.3183 1 0.0637 2

. - Complexity 0.1928 4 0.0386 18

Skill 0.1364 > Experience shortage 0.2352 3 0.0470 14
Nonconforming methodology 0.2538 2 0.0508 10

Table 4. Analysis of differences in weights value and priorities for main factors criteria between groups.

Project manager Developer Weighted Priority differences
Main factor Weighted . Weighted L differences value value
Priority Priority
value value
Project management 0.2198 2 0.1719 3 0.0479 1
Member of project 0.2976 1 0.2194 2 0.0782 1
Customer 0.1567 4 0.1502 4 0.0065 0
Scope and Requirements 0.1203 5 0.3221 1 0.2019 4
Skill 0.2056 3 0.1364 5 0.0691 2

Table 5. Analysis of differences in weights value and priorities for sub factors criteria between Categories.

Project manager Developer Weighted Priority
Main factor Sub factor Weighted Brior Weighted - differences differences
value riority value riority value value

Skill shortage 0.0507 10 0.0554 6 0.0047 4
Project Plan shortage 0.0392 17 0.0541 8 0.0150 9
management Excessive document 0.0699 1 0.0568 4 0.0131 3
Role and Responsibility 0.0402 14 0.0337 20 0.0065 6
Team relationship feud 0.0334 20 0.0416 16 0.0082 4
Member of Customer manpower 0.0578 6 0.0561 5 0.0016 1
project Workforce shortage/Excessive 0.0660 3 0.0473 12 0.0187 9
Manpower change 0.0428 12 0.0550 7 0.0122 5
Leak of support 0.0540 8 0.0745 1 0.0205 7
Customer Participation/ Responsibility shortage 0.0648 4 0.0414 17 0.0233 13
Negative attitude 0.0417 13 0.0475 11 0.0058 2
Department opinions conflict 0.0395 16 0.0366 19 0.0030 3
Project scope 0.0401 15 0.0421 15 0.0020 0
Scope and Invalid scope/Purpose 0.0697 2 0.0587 3 0.0111 1
Requirements Frequent change/Delay 0.0345 19 0.0472 13 0.0127 6
Technical error 0.0556 7 0.0520 9 0.0036 2
Flexibility/Scalability 0.0390 18 0.0637 2 0.0247 16
Skill Complexity 0.0488 11 0.0386 18 0.0102 7
Experience shortage 0.0534 9 0.0470 14 0.0064 5
Nonconforming methodology 0.0588 5 0.0508 10 0.0081 5
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