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7t A% AGel) wEe] BFW Tl A, BN 25 2#¥ 923 A7HY
Z (unbalanced bidding and underestimation)-& S3. It}.

Ren, Z. et al.2001)& S de] HAAAAL A1) @ A g9l Z2AE glor FR3
o Agstdth. &, AFEl Q9Ql(social factors) S ZA] AMAYLS ALS|2HH H]E, Al7H E3
g 873 ol T FHoIAM Hoh & AAGue T AU A old Ho HF
(risky) 3+ A5 oz = 7t itk &4, 4FY 2.8l (industrial factors) 24 ALZ 2 A
EQ Fofztel g, iixii TR F7F AAUNZES g, 71y Bl S, ddS

7o B34, dujie] B ¥(unbalanced risk allocation), T2AE wubalo] w2 A
oA ERA EF So] AAZHUYS Sl dFE vT riAFer 22AE
S (project factors) 2 2= oS E7Fs A2, 71EAE B APEAMS Hddd EEAl

o o3 AW, E7153, ZRAE FoR}e] ofFEol|dq, B713H(force majeure) T2
ol % Aol Y APHYL ale] Hrk= Zelth

T old Edlddel s/le S HPHer JFL mAle add AFste] A
FHde BEete FAJA FoARY AF, 58, BHzH, JAaF T BAE LA
uj A =0} Slct.

olg gt ZHgA ZZAE Fost= YAt Z2AE Ao Q1S FAHSE  Bristow
9} Vasilopoulos(1995)= el adez Zdd FAAe] vjdAAA 7]t ofufdl AloF

A, ZRAE JoAz3t SJataF e BAl, FAARte] €e BE Z2AE Foztol 47
W7 B 7R B 24 tig A& B3 £ 52 AHs At
obge] wEale] f37 25 £3 B WEe] AAWAE B 25 dUS =5

Conlin et al(1996)2 Z5<9 9doz FAM] X EH2)(payment)Z ol 2Hbudget), A+GAd3}
(performance), F7]|A 3 F7](delay and time), T} (negligence), F3Z (quality), #z
(administration) 5 £ Utk o]y g 259 HAclo] FEste] FH YL E HHSA FHH,
TAHOR AlFAe] ogh dAWA FulYe FAH] AFHA T dabde] ZAEol 1 4]l
o= 7#&&5}’5 Aot
Eeh G52 2N E Pt dFS nX= Q8¢ 3] Cheung et al.(2000)2
3} environment specific), Al FA] HFFTE T (H5}H), Al
Ak 9, AleAe] Fud 9A4E, FA tE AR o 3FE AlEA
T5E HFA BE, AlEA HFAL FAL o] A, dFA o4 Aok
x3sle 238 Ql(organization specific), AA|2] 74, AlFe] A, AAWHTE, Z72A4
oAt BA, A AE, AFEAS BEHd, Z2AE HAY7|E, AleAte] A8,
ANZARRED), At oF, Z2AE fAed oA wFAke] Y, dge dds
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AYES] Fo(dTa 2 AlEA), et B2, A= a4, #hH2 F715-H (LA
2 AlEAY, @A71eEFA B AEAY, vlge] FAk gk ZEEA B AlEA) 5
2 gst= FF 2 A(process specific) 5 Yl 7HAE WHFdletd AAs Aok
St Diekmann®} Girard(1995) = vl=F 1597]2] AL Z2AEA LA ZH Y AHHE 5
3 Fude] WHAVEEE dESd AT Z2AE E4o] HFE A (people), 73
(process), ZZA| E(project) 812 FE3dta, o2g alle] 49 TATIEAS 53
= ol 83 9L sin, 53] Atd /o] BA ool ml¢ FaFE AHsATH.
Vidoagh 9} Ndekugri(1998) & A<z} w5ct gl gk £33 olserEo|) Z
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AR, Aol EAl(people issues)e ZRAE Fozte] JFgE mAE 24, F5E
(relationships), @&, AY 2|1 7|tl(expectations) S EFH3IH, =4, A (process
issues)= Alofe] A AT} AokolF FAL FHHE WAL TS, riARer Z=AE
E A (project issues)= Ad-FA] 7144 A A|(technical nature
o olsk ZE& Al 7HAY] WFelA 3671 S Jhed Z2AEL EAEY AH 725
S0 2Ast AdFHd B EAd FAHCE o7 HFE v
o3 go] 7l EH< (hybrid variables)2 H] B3stA .
=
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distribution)& 7F3& H-$ T34 (maximum likelihood estimation, MLE)S 2]-£-g
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S AAE YT 238 Z7Hmodel evaluation) 2]
fi s AFste FHoR & FHATrE 48 5 Ukl E. 1990. pp77-89)

rr
-
N
o
ol
%
2
2
il
ol
to
)
o
hy
g
Q
= 0
&
<

RERtE Tl 4% Bdo] 3% AR AASHA && B¢ AHEIE 74 (model
modification)$+ & thA] BA5t= IHLS B3 A4 (modification index)s FLste] 4

W ARG 4IRAD APEE okstel AFRIL A

V. FEEA 299 B4 A5 B



L ZEd 2 7bs 2y 7=
o} BRzAE wigog B ATdAE g go] ZH Y wslsA 1Y
ArEAT 5, &t 2 2 TS EFAY #YEE, £ By,

= =
ZeAE 9454, ZeAE B0 54, ZRAE B34, Aowy Foz FRAAT.

<3d 41> AFEEAA

el 2 7Fed

B

olglgt EFL nigo=m ?_Jﬂrlﬁ] el F2EAAEFA  FZEF (structural

EE oot 2o

2
jo
=N
il
Og{é
i)
OBL
’B‘
2
=
=3
|
HU
£ o

o
T JAFAAAE Uelle ArzE FART sgstd, = WA FAHTe Q5o
o

o2 B 2 B0 me JeSw thedt g £H02 UEd £ gtk

Ny = ¥ 8 F¥ 8 FYgds Y8, TX¥;8 T¥3% T%,



A71M, n, = S 2 ks 5 = EFA] +95E

58 9 74, 3y = TRAE 94 54, 1, = T2AE B 54 1, = TRHE B3

A4, 3 = AR, U = LAY

HEo] 248 TEA YL AWEA UL 2
(DHCDIZ Cl)13 Cl)14 Cl)15 Cl)16

EQY)=0 = y, '

obge the 7ML whEgitt,
i) E()=0, E(¥)=0, EQ)=0
ii) COV(e; n, &, 6)=0, COV(6; n, & €)=0

i) (& Bw4Hd (homoscedasticity)

T2 R A S B2 ¥ (measurement model)2 FE 3

q7|4 xv to #EHES 9E, ye ne #EHES AH, o= JAH I

3}, 65 GAF FARS ZReAlt #E Axd AyE ASHB= o]% 2 7ol
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EA o A thHFEM A FETE T 212X (Kolmogorov-Smirnov) 7788 F3l A+t
A AL AAZE 2R fol5F 5%l FHEEE o2tk AFVMEE R Ay
g 99 FAL 4219 HEHE FRlsty] Al AR aE FES FH aQlAdBEREH
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gagel | AlHw

5 olylA 2>
RacHll: 3= e oA |
1890 |Q2a, Q3a, Q4a, Qba, Qba 5 5 0.8192
2891 |Q2b, Q3b, Q4b, Q5b, Q6b, Q7b, Q8b 7 5 0.8243 Q7b
3941 |Q13, Q14, Q15 3 3 0.6595 -
48941 |Q16, Q17, Q18 3 3 0.7168 -
5290 |Q19, Q20, Q21, Q22 4 3 0.6886 Q2
6291 |Q23, Q26, Q27, Q28, Q29, Q30, Q31, Q32, Q33 9 9 0.8826 -
7290 |Q34, Q35, Q36 3 3 0.8188 -

F) 1 g FEHEE FQl A 2 3| -dHS Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.
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714 2t GAER g8 4o HAAYHE EE57] S8 23 o] FoIX AR gAY

B Ao AREASODG, & AANE AREATE 7, o U pR
7122 A 4=(goodness-of-fit index, GFI>0.9), 2343 A|4(adjusted goodness-of-fit index,

AGFI>09), 947t =}o](root mean-square residual, RMR <0.1), 33232 s(normed fit

index, NFI>0.9), At gx]4>(comparative fit index, CFI >0.9)Z A}%s}giu}.

BN A = A4 (modification index) = RHd pA+E st FIHA

AgEsl AP Aoy 2leeslE ey FE AR & APRRd 43RS ¥

ANE e TS Ad FAE B FEsA U9 2As

TE AHo|x 504 (Joreskog, Sorbom. 1993)e. 2 # &35} Th.

ZF Q] speiAtd s ek S adEAE AT Z2RE vy <& 43>9 o] YERY

ReH, FH B dFdA 8dE FAskE FFo] T olatd a9l 3, 87 4 8115 29

78 A UEAAA AL = AT

-

891 | ZVFE | HEyE X2 dt p RMR GFI AGFI NFI CF1
gl 5 5 46.534 5 0.000 0077 0934 0872 0911 0919
{12 6 6 82.993 9 0.000 0.069 0.898 0863 0872 0883
[9l6 9 9 68.309 27 0.000 0.056 0952 0920 0.942 0964

1) A4 (construct validity) o] & ZAd
Ashal =72 ARSI, 3k AAHke] #3171 dAE BEAE 2reErlE RS Aol



Solaclesds wRae) Be5y R 74, 2R By L T4, AU 4
Aoz UEht BAF Qe Aoz B

g S&E}.
Z, W4 ElgdA(content validity, face validity)2 AE<] dESo] AFIA F33AL
Y HASAE drid & wrdshs el Ui FEA oHYR FTE ettt E 4
Z 3l o] &g Ao e WEEFES T2 TIATFE B3 AR 5 e, & o
= A g 71E S AFE ARl AdEA FHYY 3F dEES EE5HY
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ABSTRACT

A Study on the Claim Potential in Public Construction Works Using a Structural Equation
Modeling Approach

Sung-1, Kim - Hyung-Chan, Lee

% Key Words : Public Construction Works, Structural Equation Model, Factor Analysis, Claim

We analyzed the claims’ factors in the public construction projects. According to the
previous studies, construction claims and disputes complexly result from various causes.
As researchers would define the claim by operational definition, they presented factors of
a construction claim differently. Considering all things, the causes of a construction claim
result from so many factors; that is institutional conditions, the practice of construction
contract, and so on.

This study presents the results of a Structural Equation Model (SEM) for describing and
quantifying the fundamental factors that affect a contract claim between owners and
contractors in the public construction project.

Therefore, the purpose of this analysis is to identify the factors that affect a construction
project, and to construct a model to predict a construction claim in public construction
projects. Data for the model development were collected using questionnaire surveys
which had been undertaken of project managers or contractors working on public sector
construction projects. This analysis developed a model and the factors of a construction
claim in public works were modeled by using the SEM.

Process and project issues play a role in predicting the likelihood of the construction
claim in public works. When these variables can be measured through surrogate variables.
It is rejected the null hypotheses that the capability of owners and contractors, the
external characteristics of the conducted project are related to the potential of claims in a
significant level. However, the physical characteristics and complexity of projects and
contract management are related to contract claim potential. From these results, we
conclude that the potential of contract claims in the Korean public works is influenced by

the process issue rather than the people issue.



