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Abstract The purpose of the this study is to analyze what business value orientations are more effective on the
enhancement of productivity and performance indexes of IT companies. Especially we are interest in the moderate
effect of business types such as IT manufacturing, IT services, and non-IT manufacturing companies. The empirical
test results was somehow different from the theoretical researches. Customer orientation affects productivity directly
and performance indexes indirectly. Whereas, technology innovation orientation didn't affects productivity and
performance indexes directly, except IT services companies. Corporate social responsibility affects performance
indexes directly, but not productivity. We could conclude that the type of business is an important moderator between
business value orientations and enterprise performance factors.
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[Table 1] Operational Definition of Variables

Factors Operational Definition N
Customer Pursue customer satisfaction and
Orientation customer’'s  needs, and create | 7
(CO) customer’s value
Technology Introduce new technology for the
Innovation development of new products and | 5
Orientation(TT) process
Social Focus on the social responsibility for
Responsibility the company’s  stake-holders 7
Orientation(SR)
Productivity Enhancement of process speed and
(PD) efficiency 6
Enhancement of sales volumes,
Performance market share, profitability, and | g
Indexes(PI) financial income
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[Table 2] Distribution Characteristics of Samples

Variables N % Variables N %
Man 89 | 701 Small 40 315
Sex Size SME 81 63.8

Woman | 37 | 291
Middle 4 3.1

IT Manuf. | 44 346

Top 42 | 331

. . Non-IT
Posio| Middle | 43 | 339 Manuf. 51 40.2

tion Type
Opeartion| ;| 393 IT Services | 31 | 244
. Production - =
<3yr 19 | 151 ' & Sales 73 579
IES}EZE) Busin Sorvice &
s o . ess | Service & | -
Year 37 yr 40 | 317 Model Fee 36 286
>T7vyr | 67 | 532 Others 17 134
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[Table 3] Exploratory Factor Analysis

R (80| o B

Measures Factors
1 2 3 4 5
SR_3 810 .160 017 194 .169
SR_2 .800 083 .030 .097 229
SR_6 766 244 071 098 051
SR_4 764 022 132 063 .260
SR_7 748 294 -.007 096 -075
SR_5 703 .090 .090 351 .265
P2 173 869 136 117 075
PL3 147 839 .209 -.001 .049
PL4 .270 805 222 018 056
PIL5 153 680 276 134 017
PD_4 051 155 855 052 101
PD_6 077 189 348 048 120
PD_5 076 164 808 204 077
PD_3 011 404 735 -.004 072
T2 152 062 -.003 339 176
TL3 171 082 155 .800 282
TL1 157 023 .006 7196 187
TIL4 168 132 241 730 323
CO_6 113 171 043 275 822
CO_5 .270 163 -.033 184 756
CO_1 168 -.047 194 284 725
CO_2 194 -115 303 283 671
Eignenvalue | 7.710 3.196 2493 1.417 1.106
Variance(%) | 17903 | 14.116 | 13989 | 13875 12.490
Cumul.(%) | 17.903 | 32019 | 46.008 | 59.833 72.373
A+ 14 AAE 7P BA S Bl AES]
dste] el EHPW 2l FEWE 1ol
Pearson®] #ATE -8 A3+ Table 49} 2t} 2+
wolkel JHAE FAG A3 HAwA E 4
(9] BHAE ot 5 ek 19 7} wele]
T RFHAE AN A a7 G 7)Y
A G o] AFS| A AJQA PR} TA JEREoH
FAAE A hepdth, 405 FoAE 4940
E el 9 GRANY Bk ot A hebdnk
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[Table 4] Reliability & Correlation Analysis

Cronb
Factors | Mean | STD | CO | TI SR | PD | PI | ach’
a
CcOo 3913 | 670 1 345
TI 3953 | 689 | 564 1 876
SR 3438 | 755 | 467 | 417 1 391
PD 3374 | 741 | 302 | 269 | 203 1 877
PI 3531 | 712 | 231 | 241 | 408 | 490 | 1 | .879
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[Table 5] Test Results of Relationship between Value Orientations and Productivity

Non-Standard Standard 2 v
Model t-value Sig.(p) R ) F 'Val
Beta SE Beta (AR?) (Sig.)
(Constant) 1.755 428 4.102 .000
stenl Customer Orientation 224 120 .203 1.872 064 108 4952
step Technology Innovation Orientation 143 113 133 1.257 211 ’ (.003)
Social Responsibility Orientation 052 097 053 536 593
(Constant) 1.934 463 4.283 .000
CO 218 120 198 1.811 073 5633
step2 | Independent TI 177 115 167 1.537 127 107 (008)
SR -.007 101 -.007 -.073 942 ’
Moderator Type -.066 083 -.069 =793 430
(Constant) 1.665 1.157 1.439 153
CO 640 351 583 1.822 071
Independent TI -422 311 -.398 -1.359 177 147
ten3 SR 283 271 282 1.043 .299 9 2913
SEP ™ Noderator Type 035 527 036 066 o3 @R (.008)
Ccoendent - CO*Type —ooa 164 “1043 1366 174 =0.04)
nﬁ‘(’;relrs;r TI+Type 331 161 1.480 2.059 042wk
SR*Type -.150 129 -.589 -1.165 .246
¥ Sig. level: *p<0.1  ##p<0.05 ##xp<0.01
[Table 6] Comparative Analysis of Business Types(Dependent Variable: Productivity)
Non-Standard Standard F-Val
Model t-value Sig.(p) 2 .
Beta SE Beta &P R (Sig.)
(Constant) 1.633 905 1.804 079
1T CO 409 275 285 1.490 144 14 1711
Manufacturing TI -.046 219 -038 -209 36 ' (.180)
SR 133 .209 113 634 530
(Constant) 1.887 697 2.705 .009
NonIT co 204 173 187 1.176 245 0 1604
Manufacturing TI 197 162 201 1.219 229 ’ (20D
SR -.068 151 -.071 -.449 656
(Constant) 1.529 571 2678 012
‘ co 174 187 231 935 358 5601
IT Services 384
TI 739 216 812 3429 0020 (.004)
SR -.082 146 -.101 -.561 579
oA QEelAE 1 Gzt g Aoz e 4.2.3 FHXIREATE ZYMTIRIEStO| T
weA] 7Hd 312 FEHOR wolsold 4 itk & 719e] Al 7HA 7EX A gd o] BRA AR el
8], IT Mul=ge] A5 7Isgalxgido]l dA gk A(ne) 93&S pd Aolgte 71 29 1 &9
ol WAL GFgRAL WS A9, 1 AFHR)E AEES AAST 23, Table 7914 1 il o] 78]
AR ob o] @ Wgel JYWAE QAT & Ak o) AR H AYAGY W] FFE 1%014 whS frel
ol& IT AHI2 7199] A% Axdde 98 Aurles F9 938 A, YA udxakdal 71&8 A2 g
£ o] &g frAde] WS FoA HE RokR B AL 7|99 AGANAE el AF 4SS nHg=
Atk wEhA IT Auj~ge] 29 AR7Es o] &d & 533 $AE 28 5 0tk waba] 71 2-3v o}
249 QREZRALY FHS B AT Pl 51 5 o
F2% 2t gtk o §4F Felel wek 1 dge] th Flolt}
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[Table 7] Test Results of Relationship between Value Orientations and Performance Indexes

Model Non*Standar‘d Standard t-value Sig.(p) RZ,) Fi\fal
Beta SE Beta (AR?) (Sig.)
(Constant) 1.955 396 4934 .000
Customer Orientation 016 111 015 143 886 8540
stepl Technology Innovation Orientation 081 105 079 775 440 172 (.000)
Social Responsibility Orientation 347 090 368 3877 0005
(Constant) 2.213 423 5.231 .000
CcO .003 110 .003 028 978 _
step2 Independent TI 129 105 130 1.228 222 146 (“)015519)
SR 271 093 .289 2.925 0045
Moderator Type -.064 076 -.072 -.843 401
(Constant) 2116 1.044 2028 045
CO 256 317 .250 808 A21
Independent TI -503 280 -508 -1.79% 075+ o0
, SR 725 245 72 2.961 0043 5 4.320
stepS I oderator Type ~058 476 ~ 065 “122 903 @R 00y
CO*Type -.144 148 -717 -972 333 00
ndependent TIType 348 145 1,663 2394 018
Moderator
SR*Type -232 116 -977 -2.001 0483
% Sig. level: #p<0.1 ##p<0.05 #xxp<0.01
[Table 8] Comparative Analysis of Business Types(Dependent Variable: Performance Indexes)
Non-Standard Standard . F-Val
Model etn . e t-value Sig.(p) R 2 (Sig)
(Constant) 1.895 627 3.022 004
IT co 145 190 127 1760 452 6333
Manufacturing TI -167 152 -176 -1.102 217 2 (001)
SR 519 145 560 3.578 (00 ek
(Constant) 2.304 751 3.069 004
Non-IT CO -.081 187 -.069 -436 665 004 1.620
Manufacturing TI 213 174 201 1.220 229 - (197)
SR .201 163 194 1.232 224
(Constant) 1.804 650 2.776 .010
IT Services CO -.164 212 -215 =77 447 o1 2558
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