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MIS piRoll #45t FFfER
The Evaluation Model of MIS Performance

I. REEE AL (MIS) F¥lel £

1. MIS F¥fio| ¥3%

il (Evaluation )= 27“751"3 77 (Managerial
Process)oll oA #ifHl o s]ol=wlo] fijik e
A, EHAQ] Ad< ] il HREM+
AHo g of g ﬁgﬁl BrRE Adde & 4
k.

w3 Aol KR (Performance)ol 933k F
£ B S A ATl YoM FAAHe|n
A 23t FHMEREC] A slojo AFAH FE
prol ot A3 JlFE 5 & Hold, T
v 329 AF3A7E R KB (Conting-
ency Model)& =88l n Q= abE o]} dl 4k
R B R o =2 Mo GEERYQ FHEizHEl
g A= A Aot

ol2{ g BBolA A REAARSE FASL
9l FHLA| A8 E (Subsystems)d 2] gl
BEER A A8 (Management Information Sys-
tem, LITolAes MIS2 A3lrlz §) o g
FERQ FHEH RS 75 AL ddHoz
MIS & ZEHQL EE) EetS AlFTA & Bt
ofvie}, MIS FEathyoll ez s|ojof & M¥
BRI o] ol gt EERIQ Aol YA diz=
A A= ojol 3 Bl & 4 Uk
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LRSS
RECREHTH)
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B EHEH

z B2 R
& H K

2. MISH¥ie] B8 % FIBR

MISFHli= FHEliHEY o SRR (Unit of
Evaluation)oll whe} o}-&-9} ul7lA 2 78 5o
A 4 glen], olo ute} FHEEE S T u9
v SRS mEE 7 debAof & Aol
FHIm AT R EREHEEE & Ased 53 2
o},

O A EE SR, 1EHEE (Instruction)
EE, 71983, CPURIARGR, fib BfExiel
¥tk (Compatibility), 1/0x0d FIAE, E#ER
(Modularity), CPURSAER, & 2249
e %

@OMISzz A E i, A& ¥ FE Bl
Y5, EHYS BEHM (Significance), BB ¥
%ol TaAds, (FHE] FRE o MEE, #
M) BEXRITESN mLE, BE - %R oF
%

Q@ BEHE MIS HIBHE) ¥l FH BE
ol =, EHMe HEH: - H, &4 dF T A
FElol 9% 538 B, T2 2Em N
(), BAIFFHEYS Keystroke$, Aloju]x
H, oz} (Error) B4EHE, BHER 2 54
KEE &,

@ 4Bk 2tk K¥eol A o] MISFHE; B,
BEKER & MLy pALE, BREE ’i}al
3 Ax, AL FIAE o REE, 2328

.-..-|‘r



7] 8k o 2N &

a2 KRRl MISFHEE MIS ME %#&
(EDP Audit)zghe olEo g 4353 glor (&
1)¢] B4 BE uls} 7ol EDPZHAbel= 4
7t Hold 9ol what AL FEFEH Y-
¥ ZetsEae Qo FHEEMNE A nes
A k3 ek =3 & FHEEB O HI A
ol FHEHEY ML= v F& Aefolch =g FF
He aames $ia R FEANAEZA
H#& Audassist, Audiditape, Auditpak, Auditro
onic~ 16, Strata, EDP — Auditor, S/2170 Z¢|
ot FHERRC 33 Aoy BHEHEHE
o) Egtels ge FA7 Qich

MIS §¥ffiol] BAZE ol &=l RSl UolA=
ol 4] o F3F FHMMEELLS FHERE o SRS
ol A=lzl £33t ola 453 FEERSR ol =
= MISAE (Performance)ol] 33 &2 ({8
R ) I MISHR o 43S F+ FEBRER K
3 5 (s ol s FEEA Esla
FEgol] HolghRo g mejsln e A7t ¥
o} ZRAQ MISFH:T o SEM FHEEE S +
2ol B3 d7A74e FEM (Significance) ©]
aA BRI U

Li ks zol A B = MISFHE Hukol
1} o] &4 gl MIS FHH#E o lojAle F-A14d-&
757 slode & Hrlkdol A3t Hot
F5-o A4 olo I FAlF el FEHIQL

(E 1) MIS FMIDEE B
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FmifEkol Aslojor & A”lul, & fRelAe
SA A 2B BlEol Y £tk A K A
o] MIS & FHfi®fr 2 3 &= G ARMHEE A 4]
o} & FHEEB ) HE o] 2H ez v A
% $#2F{t (Operationalization) H%E % &4 7|
% (Measurement)& 2Astal 3w o] 2 H¥
BEM MISFHER % SBIL S A48l
32 ok, o714 MIS %7k 23 AA %
olm 2 FHEMAC] MISZ2AE e, ZFE
g +F, AL Y] FHHHEAE o
PAAHe g vE GEHoz IRHTE
f-olsioF 3zt

o
A2

I. JEEmAILE (MIS) ol
FASH MR

MIS ol Bg 71&9) A58 F¥d=
Az st 274 FEH (Objective) /FHAY (Sub-
jective )3, #5E+H.08 (Result or Goal Ori-
ented) / BEALH (Process or Means Ori-
ented) 3, B4-H9 (Partial) / £ (Toial)
FHE S 37HA FlEes = A F deH
% H#EGle Bl e dTES TR A
Hyw o33 2o

1. TN 5@ % 80
MIS ol 3t AT+ FEAY g K3

Equipment Performance
« Machine Utilization
« CPU Downtime

« Peripherals Downtime

» Computer hour/Operator hour
« Service level objective

Computer Operation Performance

* Number of reruns due to
Machine error
Operator error
Program error

Software error

¢ Overtime

e Sick days

* Program Turnaround Time

¢ Operating System Restarts

* No. of forms changes

* Quality of output

e Nnmber of customer complaints

e Number of required operator
interactions

« Standards /procedures exist ?
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Systems & Programming * Personnel
¢ Sick days Turnover and absenteeism
¢ Projects completed on schedule Job descriptions
* Problems corrected in 90 days Employee appraisals
* Projects within $ Estimate Training
Systems Skills inventory
Programming Career paths
Operating oost ¢ Standards
¢ Does Cost Benefit Analysis exist ? Do they exist ?
¢ Do Standard methods exist ? Operating
* Are Standards followed ? Documentation
« Documentation Quality . Plahning
+ Job Description Long range of strategic
* User progress reports Equipment
» Agreement between User and EDP on Software
work and service level Personnel skills
Information needs
Overall Management New technology
e Does budget control exist ? Cost/benefit analysis
* Quality of product User involvement
How does it run? * User Satisfaction
Meets specs ? Surveys
Within budge Meeting schedules
Done according to standards Production
Controls in place Systems development
Post implementation reviews Corrections of errors
Program improvements
* EDP Audit Program cost within estimate
Financial controls in place Progress Reporting
Methods and standards being followed Meeting committee service
Quality of code levels
* Security and backup e Program Contents
Backup plan Auditors approve financial controls
Access to facilities Adequate edits
Plan to prevent unauthorized access Clear messages for errors
to computer vis terminals Data integrity
Vandalism prevention * Site in general
Prevention of disruption by External price comparisons
disgruntled employees Transaction pricing

Benchmark price comparisons

(At2.9 : Sutton, R.H & R. L. Mathis, “Performance
Appraisal“Journal of Systems Management,” July 1979, P. 11)




ST o EBY O K3 R JHY A A
ol KAlol =l gl MIS FHi7} o] 44 o)

Astede B RESL FASojof & Ae
A gt Aol MISFHMI Sl #e2ktE, 3, AA
MIS 9] A (Costs)el} Fll& (Benefits) o] &

oAl Hfre B 7 AL 0% oy$
v (Ives & Olsen 1983)

A, BEP AsAr) ohd BeEHel &
BRES 72 FFMEER (Unstructured )ol = @
AU (Disparate) .2 Ff == MIS 9 7ol
o|Z H¥ L= FIKS SH@st: A HE
E Ae R 2 ohue}(Lucas 1978)

AA, Alxee Hol 33 Agst 849 4+
NE ALA s BEMLR oo A% 715&
A = 747t df - Rolol A BFREA/YC o
&5 717} v o] ¢ (Unavailable) Ef52l B
(Ives & Olsen 1983), Zeo 2 Q3 E#M
i) B AFE oo} no)d £E& %ol
W2 93 ololwet oA 7kAl o BRE F2 &
By Pl A<M ghew] FHM FHEE
Aol RiME FHfliFE#EC] XA A AjHA
woliieh MIS o) #ir0el e e
AZ2H QA AzD e Hh Sl B
fREE 2] (S8 (Reliability v} %45 (Validity)
T 4537 o8& A7 Kyl

(DB FHifiol BHEE P

FHEY B 23 MISEHTio) B3 7|9
ATES A (& 2)lA B ulel 2ol
PreRAEREQ AgolA B ol e FAAH
de AE o4+ deo AF FzaA A
L2 2+ FHrkx] PFEE (Jenkins & Ricketts 1979;
Larcker & Lessig 1880; Bailey & Pearson 19
83; Ives, Olsen & Baroudi 1983) #}of o33
o A7t EsKel A4 o flEHEC) BB
o2 Hh=lx] ot BRAYQ (a priori)
geoll oJ3f o] o} A x glchE Bhold),

=3 BHFWo 2 BMKE B ATFE ol
A= EB FHicl Aol A ZHE WAl A
Q1 ¥ 42| SHE (Reliability )2} %% (Validity)
7b 458 d57F A9 Qe Aol ofat Ba-
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iley & Pearson (1983)2] -+ & Ives, Olsen &
Baroudi (1983)2] of FollA] vl wtE3l =hgh
KEES EHE o ZUES 2= AIEBEE A
AletaL 9+ v}, o]2{ gk Bholl 4| Bailey & Pear-
son (1983) % Ives., Olsen & Baroudi(1983)
Aol A o HIERH ] #E{k (Operationalza-
tion) W ZF o] o}&l7kx] o] MISe| o3t
FEN FHEEEE A 7P o RASG Aoz
Balrh,

e EEW FEicl AdME BECL T
Moz HH - WiEL iy dho) el FPfiE o 2
el (Cognitive Style) = ool ulZ ;EIRHY
3% (Selective Perception)®] ¢ 8ko 2 9l 5o
FHEiRE R A ol MG (Bias)7F WA & 4= Qi)
Z, Blaylock & Rees (1984)2] #f%goll o k=
BRREEY Famselde 471x BR (@
Sensing plus Thinking @ Sensing plus Feel-
ing @ Intuition plus Thinking @) Intuition plus
Feeling)o 2 %2 4 3low % HAR= B
BREE 9 Fifol B EEE HMREE Per-
ceived Importance of Information) & & x.of
3 HHE RHBAE (Perceived Usableness
of Information)7} 7+7] 2o+ A& BEEFH L
2 98 gl

uhela fEe WA g BA 7} A= MISo) of
g EHH FEA JAME ol 7 FHEE Q R
mmaeldol w2 of gk who] kg Zoly| wiE
off BEHMETTEE o BIE(LA oA ofol S
T 4 Qe HEol AkElolol & Holr} o}
72 o] BgEel U A& o) =k dl Fir) Qe
HtE o)}

(2) ZBH FFffio) BES P

Al2H o] KB (Performance)oll t3dl =
EBPHA 5 vl sl A= qt MIS 9] #tko g
oldt Al olzlgoz Wl (% 3)dA Be
ukel ol 7|Ee] BHFEE- o X& MIS BiZiol
A B o 53] JRHol o’ FHlE A S 5
flistel e 25 et A BHE 2ol of
& PESEAE FA7 gol AR Ros)
717} o & 797} gi o)

%, Swanson (1974), Schewe (1976), King
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& Rodriguez(1978), Lucas (1978) % 2] ofFol
A Al&H FIFE (System Usage)?] & fIE
ohS FHrldA ez Ax glew Borovits &
Ein - Dor (1977)2] Aol 5 AJAH Fl= 9]o]
WP BoERE A= iR s stz 9
o}

%3} Hurtado (1978)2] Aol A& MIS F¥Hfi

I 971e sk 7 Wl dld flEel AluhA|
Al 2 HQl wo] wopA AF EEiM ) M
A7}y Aeds] Ze] A28 o) BEMK (Effective-
ness)S £47 Y8 A=z 9+ K (form-
ula)= REHIQ] FAH YodA FAA g
ol FHH FEHEozAY EE8ES A
o] e Aoz #I=F,

o 3 slojo} & MWHE

o] XPAo g 35

(F2) WA FfHol B2 HRHD

R I K BITES ]
Gallagher o 471 MEB| MHE o 1580 BEE ) Bl | « A @—4@ o] 37}
(1974) (A2 EHY) O vaxel gt <=l | Ao} el e 43
® B4 (detail) B.2A {iES H#EE S| st A ey,
@ E# (summary) ~ AEI « HeE E JelffiE et WS
B 4tk (variance) ~ (® semantic differential ee){ffiE S AA = A9
@ B4+ (exception) ~ BIERE (7T RRE)Z HEHol 99l
B7AsHA| Bk ol & SR 5% 3042
Fake W=l i o B3l
SEEA ol
Swanson « appreciation (16'EH ) « Al A8 FIRE 374 S s AHEES EHE
(1974) 8HA @ A& EHMol | Aoz 16HHA o #al (clustered) 21 -& 7|0 2
{ &} appreciction| 7 BREZ HrletA T3k “appreciative”
S8IHE : Ali® Ao]v}A 3lod SE Y 2} “unappreciative”
o) &k apprecict Al&aEl o g v
apprecition
Boland DA xslEH B « E-S A3 &
(1978) AEE HE Tk
o|ZhE Al 28 EH
BERGHliE S 3
@A~ EHY ) T o % B N Eslkod
3% AEtE el F
9 RRE 2 FHfi 51 A
3 o] o) FHEES
ol BHFHEE 2 3.
King & AgA el 2 (7 38 o Al AR AL g-FHe=) 7 * D @ol Hsled= MIS
Rodriguez PRE = FHEE AL Kiaan A, MISAA 9
(1978) Fy3k AN rekA, MISKES
@A BB (58 . no Al A XA 2 kol
R ERRE BE o BRRREY BERE S Qo] oA Btz e 7HE
Ao mEEE 3499 A5 3 glon] Qo #
HFAL7M ()5 dted | dhod= MISK KRG Al o
stod 2 7 B REE = F¥AH 3k S ol uF A 83k
A 5t o] & FHE, A5
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BRHL BIERE BIE S B i %
King & DA 2= #E : 63EA o FAA ol FHE-E KHER | o HIEBEES o] £ MIS
Schrems (263+4 35-) ol Bfr 2 kst B4 - BERS
(1978) @Al &8 ) (FAA $47)F Btk B2kl A o BA -
4758 (243)1982) #oRetd) Roll B3 AE S
A28 o] AR (PV) | ol F-Ro]m 2|1} A
& 7FilzolE Al 28 o T A ] B S A
nﬂs&ﬂﬁﬁi‘ﬁ Elo] 91 7] w ol 2k
MISel| o 3Fof = Z #=q]
s (1 d)' SEEi 7 Qb Se st o
Bt t fol Ao #E T4 FHEE Sz
-1 ;g:_]-/\‘l. o].._ 2L /«Llﬂ-ql-
Ct: t oA o BH 5Eql,
BE
d:E5{®
Lucas OFERE g2 o 7EBIRE R S
(1978) @ » H"H=
(@O, 25 =] &%)
Jenkins D A1 28 o) 7"l ¢ 1978 9] Al A8 (FREE | » AIEBK Ao 71&
& Ricketts BIH| H FHE Heoz THRE:R Aol 3l 3 x*P-r
(1979) uEx  (5EKE 18 | FHE MIS 79 A=
HH) EE o mHkS ;Eaﬂ
« ATBR o] 2 oA,
o A AR $-o 7} (s BERCRE 0] REY fE9ERE o 5ER ALgA} a9}
(processing) (Z2ulst & AlF)E Al A8 i oll B3l AL-& 2}
s X34 NA 0.852 Vel ulZ < ol BHE HB
o X 34 oA 2o} BR S Fiactor #E&o) N FH 24
o ¥ A fifE anclysis)o] R = A Az 5 ERF o 30%
@ A2 ol #3 S5ERS TSRSy | o AYHE Ve
A% EE D (2HA)| =e) Jeby) o 2 Al A8 2ol
Ha atE el 5 ER
ol g Brst
FE§ol o] Foiz] 3 ¢l 7]
wl ol BB R (Halo
effect)?] $-2] & wj 4
Bhx] 23
Maish QAL 1Z==: *MIS& RS st gl « e 44 o)
(1979) (5 EHR 30HH) BEE LS ALz | GEHR 715 o)
- MISH A HB B TE o] F-o} 2] 2| £3}2 =1} A
s MIS2¥] Al o] 244 REz 2432 Q& | £RWY.
c ANERAE @ = AHEsH o] &
e batch th 7&K < B FHE M= 3
*On—line K&K &
@ EB% 755 (behavior)
L (55HA)
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o

o e 3935 o)

fus

aHE
w3k ok BFgel A
& Aol A oted 474
SRS Sodsho &
ol 25 51 S
HEE.
@) e/ FEL
LT
T ok /s
S5 1AH
E /B
EE/RE
@9 17122 B3
$tkol we) g
240175 AHg 2 o}l

2713 BE g5l

271%_‘-{

F R 4B (predichive

validity) A58 A% A

WEHRL IE B RITE ST 1 x
Larcker OB EEE . o SRHE SR MIS (K 3 o Jl5E R ) ATE o] MIS
& Lessig (31AB) A= EA-FH 4 £ A3 249
(1980} Q@xBm HAE : A7 A 28| B3} AN E S oz
(318) AEHY AA S 2D 3wk A o)) o)af o) F-0f
D& @ & HH ol #3lq AE 2940 B Y oet A w2 FH
HEY YL oS Aoz sl F TE B o] Aol 642
3 7}R) 7ol v} REZ ZAR3A & At FAL YRR
37128 AT S AR | (emEiEY A EEES | & 59 o] Fol H I Tl
o Y == AR R ERE o) R FUE | B ARH 4K
o AR w= IEMB (construct validity )+ (Content Validity )7}
&8 dFHLAE. ) Ao wAgl.
o WHP = FJHH o v} & Bl A
1GE e ojok ¥ A EI
A2 A Apekslo] Y
w3 g o] BB E I
HizE o] ol 1=l A3l
(Setting) Foll 4 o]F 7]
wl ol TRy R
(predictive validity )] =
A7} E.
Bailey fERFE SR ! + 2042 MISE FIBI 5= | « B %8 )55 (measurement) :
& Pearson (39EAH ) BejAEdader 78 (SEHE
(1983) (Z1E A ol g T2 | REZ & 5% NEH) L
% 3449 MIS AErtebe) | FHilishA) 313 o) F B ZME
cl

FHIE ZLE L 2
HEY 2 4 F 2 el
c BEK 24 S

A A5 gl ek

KAFe Pl

T AEo] 23 (29%)

@ SuAe 2%
R utoll dboldl Alate
A3 #[Mol7)

) -F-ol] {7 (bias)
2217} 9120}

@ 6 FHE 7] 5ol FIEF
ZA 5 7] ol -Fol
Bz ) Sa 4 o)
573517 Eohol
AHEN A
BXFRBCE (Halo
Effect) 7} -2 5| o
o) ala) o4l
4B (Predictive
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loading) 7t 345} 2 ¢
F5 6705 A 2lAA
HAgAo2 3352
°ol&#)

o =3 SRV (58 %
g E (R5)FEE
S

A} 7hA B FL
kol 3718 7 $-o)
-2 5l R R

(Halo Effect) & u}x|5}7)
A AEz=ALE
1.2k 2 oy AR5
1Kol 3974 3+ 5-&
H71eA 3ka 2%kl
LR R % a5 E o
471 35§ FHE 5HA 3

BT pa TR 7E B BlIE K L]

(F,4715%00 23 validity) ¢ - #| 7t

e & el et/ Bk Sl g,

&%) &te] AgAs

T3

s BE/AE V| FS B

W (Construct

validity) & 7 &3} 7]

g A4

(& EE/RETE

}FA 2 47 F0 93

ZHel &5 AAFA e

471F 238 3o

&9 A BA ual)
Ives, o FH K uEE; 99 o BH # 200452 tJALe & | « Bailey & Pearson
Olsen & Bailey & Pearson (1983) 3 Bailey & Pearson o) AT HiHE
Baroudi 22 e AL (1983)7 e updo g sted B& Po} 39
(1983) (el & FRAXE FHE FUEE UdS59S.

BEBRGHE A A 8l o that $ o] AFol A Al | o gAUEE L] o]
ERAFE (factor gk &-5-of] 5l glo] 359 49} 77}

chE 4401 Aol %
CHEEDRES S
A4 deeral.
(%ﬂ@%~%ﬂ@%
19711 F 2977 %

(&3 ) TR FHHol M MARR

(1977)

B HIEEH BT %
Swanson s Al 2R AEHE « FRelel A gAY | o MIS AHS-o] 74| 3} o]
(1974) BOAHA A AAE | 9l A (MIS A<

W ebet -5t e) shalol Aoz A T2 e
715%) At A3 A%
Schewe s A& ARSlE - AR HHLT S H g A Aol &3
(1976) ) Alan
B 4elol
AT S 57t
et
Borovits @uIg/S = BER(F) | Al TALLFZ | ovlaHd FBie] £
& Ein- Dor * F = 3 Piui SEs2, P oI MIS 3l=dlo]

B N A o] KAt
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@ Al 2w it
BRI (S)

@ Al ER
BURE (U)

'{J—:‘A\t]p *’+7¢]

R:ze wAag

U: A9y 5+
FimeE

AR

CEHBER E

CEFE Bl s

P F¥E Alel A2

DR ERE S8

RH EHE olEx

PES B2 H
ol 5

@S=(4M+6¢) x

[I+E+D—3
27(1+FT)

DA 2w R B

T A AE ARG E

T Al A RAE

DA AR R

ERYER

DAl AR A S
3717k

Tr MmN

SQmom =2

a(E+70)(P- C+11)
® bA+3a

a I BUEFIA A28
b RBpal A28 K
E: BA & Fi571A

PR L JITE SR BIE FH ik
Pi: A 29 pi: TALLi v S EEETEEET D
( iFA LA UL A 28 A A v] &
Ui : A28 X100 (%)
it gz o)gx]| UilTFAsLid
@ T4 241 FHE (B) He# (%)
*B=2[z@uUWmT
King & « A2 AL E - g ¥l g9 « MIS A8 o] 74 4]
Rodriguez A R 4 (—5EER) 737} 7&okol ab=la
(1978) 9l MIS &} =] -] Al
Lucas o A2 AL g el E . { B A K 24 S
(1978) f£M Displary o 3}od ot FEE 7}
05014,
Hurtado DEFE &9
(1978) BRH (C) ®C=£r@_m+

MIS 33 7H8§, 2] 8 of
2 S B ELE
233m g BAL
glovt & Wl A&
Z3upg o) vk A
22} 7l Fol BpobA]
T (Validity) o]
A7 A 7o

K L A8 TR
el ERRELE

A3 Y5
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A REAZR Fi1571A|

A 228 FUREE
DA 2E e BAE

2. BRPUL FE H BEPOK FFE

A28 o] B (Effectiveness) S 3 7} 3] 9)
ofA sistel BBl olel BESOH B
(Goal—centered View)oll4] Al=®l Efko] H
Bl Aot A 5 =] E i sl RO
#J (Result or Goal oriented) FHfi&} A28 &
iy BB (System — Resource View )oll A ¥
3 BEES dAM s A AF #EERC Al
v olabAQl Al 7S P e AR PO8
{Process or Means Oriented) 5Efliz F&5
o] 4 9J+& 4}, (Seashore & Yuchtman 1967)

Hamilton & Chervany (1981)o] 2]3}w MIS
FHillioN Ao BREOLH Fopde MIS 8
fko] BEHE (Task Objective )2} MISE o] &
s A FE 2 dEeme 535 443
2 —Eg 715 A, mEe FFE vl

Aolm ABHPLHY FHEH S MIS Bl
B A8 B B (Resources)o] vhahz]
Aed7HE JIEShs Aoz flE 54 A/
el A%, MISHE L FR%E Mol JAbd=
4%, FHE FERLE, R 25K %
o] PIEBE oI BMTERS] AS, A49 B
B Aoju| & K FS FE RIEMHE ¥ 03]
c},

MIS il B 71€ AFE2 KR AT
BfEk 2 Ao ol)¢ Boz WM (F4)
o Bx ule} o] 22 ATt BEPLH
M-S BEE St ot FHAY M 9§
ATE rrollA= FHRBOH FEES 342

i Qg

50| A= #3] Jenkins & Ricketts (1979),

Bailey & Pearson (1983), Ives, Olsen &Bar-
oudi (1983) %o} A= FRPLAY FHERER S
4537 s FMA 2 Aok ay o] St
F Aoz BRPLH FMES 3 ATES =

B SBBPOH H7bA s} REReP L TS
2 sl YA e MISHRR W FImE
= s FAEE o Aok

3. B8 VA ¥ 264680 FE

MIS3¥fii= FHfi¥% e LdHHNE 7E22
Ty SIS 248 iz F5E 4 U
o2 g FEL gAY AdAHA  FEolH
Ao Aol £4H Fiic B8 Aol
olg{dt K43 B+ MISFHE S d & ul3
7] A& BFEA L s e Aol
o|2] 3t EiBhol A MISFRMiel Z 4w 95 2
e Aol M/ £EM MK S EAR
< A3 FAlsojof & AQl wl, olef Faid A
& A2l Zmud (1978)= H#H S KT (Di-
mensions )&
@ B8 o) FHE (applicable, helpful needed,
significant, useful)
@ fE#R o PRI ER
o [EREME (accurate, believable)
* HE: (factual, true)
o @ (current, timely)
* B (complete, effective, matrial, sufficient)
@ HEREE: X B
o BFIHE (Orderly, precise)
« BRAR B E (Clear, convenient,readable,
simple)
@ HHmHAS B
o &EM (logical, sensible)d] 4 7}x & EH
Bl HH-E stoled o] A7+ MISEHM(HE
H)oll N Hotoll olA Lasfiof T AR S
A3 FAT 71FE AAstn doy
MIS o} B fIE o1 AR eEay] EHEhlA 2
i 7F A me A ek ot
Knutsen & Nolan (1974 )= MIS3HfiEsoll o}-&

ms

Ll
v
A
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(#®4) BRPOMN/BEDLY REER

B R P 0B F R

B 8 P O B F R

EB FRE

\
=B ¥R

(Boland
(King & Rodriguez 1978)

(Jenkins

(Gallagher 1974)
(Swanson 1974)
1978)

(King & Schrems 1978)
(Lucas 1978)

& Ricketts 1979)
(Maish 1979)

(Bailey 1& Pearson 1983)
(Ives, Olsen & Baroudi 1983)

(Larcker & Lessig 1980)
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