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A Study on Informatization Performance Management:
A Case of Defense Informatization Policy Evaluation
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ABSTRACT

For the visualization of outcome is relatively limited in informatization filed especially,
systematic and quantifiable performance management of IT projects and policies is needed.
Thus, the government developed its informatization evaluation system and has reinforced
it. And Ministry of National Defense (MND) continues to strive for the settlement of the
informatization performance evaluation system as well. According to Defense Informatiza-
tion Law which was legislated in 2011, informatization policies should be assessed annually
through informatization policy evaluation system in terms of their enforcement and outcome.
However, informatization policy evaluation has not carried out since its pilot enforcement

=2 @iy de] "Ryt £ 9 grke] 84 B Weh017)” Al g dRE

mim

o

3L 3}

=1

*  First Author, Assistant Professor, College of Business Administration, Myongji University (hjlee1l609@gmail.com)
#% Corresponding Author, Ph.D. candidate, Management Information Systems at School of Business, Seoul

National University; Research Fellow, Korea Institute for Defense Analyses(withtea@kida.re.kr)

Received: 2019-12-19, Review completed: 2020-03-10, Accepted: 2020-03-30



30 F=AAAHEI A A254 A28

just after the legislation of the law. Hence, we conducted informatization policy evaluation
aimed at performance investigation of 31 policies in '14~"18 Defense Informatization Master
Plan. We sophisticated the current informatization policy system and we provide guidelines
and tools to support the development of performance goal and indicators for each of the
policies. Then, the policies were assessed by the evaluation committee we organized for our
study, and we analyzed the problems we tackled in the whole process of evaluation and
provided proposals for effectiveness enhancement of defense informatization evaluation system.
The proposals will be meaningful for performance management in defense informatization
sector and in public informatization sector as well.
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(Table 1) Government Business Evaluation Overview

Assortment Type Grounds law Evaluation subject
Framework Act on . s,
. . . . Prime Minister’s
Major policy Major policy Government Assessment .
. Secretariat
of Business
al fi i ) . ini f
Generdl' inancial National Finance Law Ministry o' Economy
business and Finance
Performance Evaluation .. .
Integrated . . Ministry of S
Self- n.egra.e R&D evaluation Act of National R&D fustry of wclence
financial . and ICT
assessment . Projects, etc.
business —— -
. . Presidential Cor ttee
Regional Special Act on Balanced reen mml
. . for Balanced National
development project | National Development
Development
Administrati . F k Act .. .
mstrative Organization, HR, TAneWork Act on Ministry of the Interior
management . .. Government Assessment .
e informatization . and Safety
capabilities of Business
National tasks, core tasks, collaboration
Creating a job E k Act
Specific ramework Act on Prime Minister's
. Regulatory reform Government Assessment .
evaluation Secretariat

Policy communication and national satisfaction

Institutional commons

of Business

(Table 2> Self-Assessment Indicators in the Field of Information Management in
the Area of Administrative Management Capability

Fl.e g Valuatlor.l e Detailed indicator(points)
(points) (points)
E-Government performance management(13)
- Level of information resource management system(3)
) - Informatization implementation level check(4)
Implementation of | - prevention of duplicate investment(3)
capable - Information system operation performance management(3)
E- ; B .
Gozlze(;l ment Website operation management efficiency(4)
- Website total management level(0.8)
Informatization - Web compatibility accessibility level(3.2)
(35) E-Government promotion(3)
Privacy level(4)
. E-Government civil service information security level(4)
Strengthening oh - lovel®)
cyber safety level yber 'se'curlty mc.mageme.nt evel .
(15) - Administrative information security level(3)
- Cyber crisis management and technical information security level(3)
Cyber attack response training results(1)




34 FAAAHEI A A254 A28

7y 713 AAF Y FREE 1 A%RE
Ed 2 vepg 7yt o] FoZint mERE 7h=
B7p7 el A Faek AR 7] A el of
ate] Hrlshes A=A dgdae =k Fiol
)3 vlE}E 7} A F = <Table 3>01A4 ¥ Hf
oF ZoH14]. wlErE 7Fol A= 91387} did 71
o] F7HAE ABAE 1 o] A=t
A HE Aol tigt #i7F A o] oA
=7F 5 7k, WA A JrrERe Al
Hofol el Z 127) ARAFZ H71ekA
o}, webd 7be AR R Aas A
of Asta Adel wet 15E S5 - B -
ug7 s Mg eei14].

Pats)|
TH
=
T

2 A °H—r7l(hfe cycle) ©AEE Frlala @
3oz QA gdAEe] YTl g

datae] o2 wjekel] 71edatsinh =g Bt
wobl| tiaiM = FAH7} Awe] Azpe] Q.
o o] fret & = Qv S H s A 7L A
5 Sote] A ek et AAH e
Z o]Fold wj Ao FA A % g
o] PO ojojd F UG FOR V]
ksl

ohek, 9773 el A B S 9
g g4 F Bt o] HAY el L
o} FEAC] AE F e A gEiME 5
o7} 7 EE Aor dddy Hu AEs
agEAAE ARe] A0S AT F =S
st Ao Fae Aoz Bz} ofge 3
A Ee] AEA T Hr Adte] A g,
AAgt F7HAA 75 2 F7F Aol igk &
& ek vl gisiAE Fa o]frE A4y
o gttH14]. o= ARt AAF7} A% B
Aol sdstA e ojopd ARbo ® et
o,

(Table 3) Meta Evaluation Indicator of Administrative Capability Sector

Field Evaluation indicator
(points) (points)

Detailed indicator(points)

Agency director’s will and interest(5)

Efforts to improve | Efforts to spread the administrative management capability
institutional capacity | evaluation system(5)

) (20) Fidelity including establishment of evaluation index
EvaluaFlon implementation plan(10)
operation . - - ;
50) Fidelity of Appropriateness of the self-evaluation committee(3)

self-evaluation

Compliance with procedures such as inspection deadline(4)

operation(10)

Disclosure of operational status inspection results(3)

Relevance of

Fidelity of cause analysis by evaluation index(10)

self evaluation(20) | Policy suggestions faithful(10)

Achievement of actual administrative competence(10)

Evaluation results Reliability of
(20) evaluation results(20)

Consistency between self-assessment and actual inspection
results(10)

Feedback of evaluation Relevance of

Excellence in case studies(10)

results(30) feedback(30)

Appropriateness of the check result feedback(20)
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(Table 4) The Evaluation Index of the Existent Policy Evaluation

Phase Evaluation indicator Measurement indicator
Degree of alignment with defense informatization policy
Appropriateness of Appropriateness of policy analysis
planning Sufficiency of collecting opinions
Plan Sufficiency of feasibility test
Appropriateness of Degree of specificity of policy goal
performance plan Appropriateness of performance index
Appropriateness of implementation plan
Do . Appropﬁatengss of Appropriateness of contingency plan
policy implementation process
Degree of alignment with policies of related organizations
See éﬁﬁ;ﬁgtoﬁ.‘gﬁi Degree of achievement of performance objective
Feedback of evaluation results | Degree of use of evaluation results
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(Table 5) Example of Revision of Defense Informatization Policy Evaluation

Guidelines
Judgment Existent guidelines Proposed guidelines Remarks
Opinions were collected through formal,
Opinions were collected through relevant expert meetings such as public
related expert meetings such as public| hearings, debates, discussions, councils,
Very good . XD tmg . b & Redeem
hearings, debates, discussions, surveys (for experts and many affected
conferences, surveys, etc. people by the policy), and the results were
reflected in the policy.
If opinions were collected through formal
Great - related expert meetings and the results Add
reflected in the policy were partial.
When the opinion collection process . ..
. D P If the official opinion was collected but the
is performed but the performance of . ..
Normal reflecting related opinions in the polic performance of reflecting related opinions| Redeem
rerect P POIYVin the policy is limited.
1s limited.
In case of collecting opinions but insufficient
Inadequate - . p . . . Add
reflecting related opinions in policy.
If you have not followed the comment| If you have not followed the formal
Very poor Redeem
process. comment process.
313 A4 AFAE A of e FAUE G, B ARGt o
@ ols g ol vholsk Aol vt At
QAo A4 AZ] AANE AY wleleg S 93|tk BRH A
of ASHEESE A 1 4NE AYHOR F AnuEe ABAR FUu, A 2
A% 5 Qe RAE BRAolh AW Ak BH, AARA S Sl istel 7
A AR EAE o A PR AHEE el 9uAEe Jae SEsg,
o A E7E FHEY AA S FE AT = AT A= 2 AE ddatEe] dE A
BT AT W AHEEAE A0 Aol O 43S ARAES AL 5
Zol Bl vk B ATl AL AARA A % s] Aske] TR L AR %M, FAS
B AT A FHRA AL ARAZ A AT BN R AL A1EA 9 A F
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