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Effect of PMIS Quality on Intention to Use and User Satisfaction
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Abstract

Establishing a success model of a specific information system is critical to understanding the mechanism of IS
success, the various dimensions of IS performance, and the factors and their causal relations in IS success. As one of
the key IT applications, the project management information system (PMIS), particularly the web-based PMIS
(Web-PMIS), has played a significant role in construction management processes in Korea. However, there have been
few research attempts made to construct a Web-PMIS success model. This study primarily aims to propose a
Web-PMIS success model based on DelLone and McLean's IS success model, and to discuss whether or not the D&M
IS success model can be applied to the construction Web-PMIS. A questionnaire was sent out to Web-PMIS users
(construction managers and constructors), and 253 completed questionnaires were received. Through multi-regression
analysis, it was confirmed that it is statistically acceptable to apply the D&M IS success model to the Web-PMIS.
However, the explanatory power of the model is not sufficient, and some of the model factors are not statistically
significant enough. Relying on the statistical analysis results, this study also discusses the development direction for

the Web-PMIS success model.
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1) '... the stated purpose of the IS success model is to be
a generalized framework that describes success
dimensions for which researchers can adapt and define
specific contexts of success (DeLone and McLean
2003).’

2) .. a systematic combination of individual measures
from IS success categories can create a comprehensive
measurement instrument (Heo and Han 2003).’
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processing system itself

@ Information Quality: Measures of information
system output

® (Information) Use: Recipient consumption of
the output of an information system

@ User Satisfaction: Recipient response to the use
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of the output of an information system

(® Individual Impact: The effect of information on
the behavior of the recipient

(6 Organizational Impact: The effect of information
on organizational performance
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Figure 1. DeLone & MclLean IS Success Model (1992)
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Figure 2. DelLone & MclLean IS Success Model (2003)
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Table 1. Success Factor of ASP-PMIS

Individual Success Factor Items
PMIS should be compatible  with other softwares
(e.g., such as Excel, P3, CAD)
PMIS should connect to other IT tools (e.g., such as
PDA, RFID, USN)
Data input/output functions should be operated easily
(e.g., up/download,  printing)
Access to system should be not difficult
System should maintain the stable state
System functions and configuration should be
related to required information

System screen configuration or document formats
should be suitable for information use

Search of information should be easy

PMIS should offer information to users on real time

Information in system should be reliable

Information in system could be used without correction
Information in system should be sufficient

Information in system should be related to user’s task
Information in system should be related to project
characteristics and  user's role

Options  for information usage should be various
depending on the user's  task

Reaction of PMIS service  provider should be quick
in the situation

Factors

System
Quality
®)

o~ W

Information
Quality
(10

© oo N o~ wWw N

S

Technical support of PMIS service provider for
maintenance and repair  should be quick.
Education for PMIS users should be provided
adequately

User's manual and advice should be provided
adequately during use

PMIS service provider should possess knowledge of
construction field

User should feel safe regarding data security
User should trust capability of PMIS service provider
PMIS service provider should be faithful
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Table 2. Assessment ltems of Intention to Use

Factor Assessment ltems
Intention 1 I'll recommend this system to others

to Use 2 Ill use this system again on a next project
ShH, AREAR TSl tfsf Ives 91291 HHAIAE]

AR AHETE FEAATE A 2 4 st
[36]. kb AP BESTEE AMSAPH ALTES AG3
2 L7l W 52 ol 53 A SRR
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HIAZ R F, 1 2] sl Bk g0z 74
Hh, B Ao AR WEE 0l PMISS) A

ol WiEE, AN WEE, AFPHY BEHE 5
& Tle] BIRYES Table 39 Lol EEcY

Table 3. Assessment Items of User Satisfaction

Factor Assessment Items
1 I'm totally satisfied with the quality of this system,
its information and services
User 2 I'm satisfied with the cost of this system
Satisfaction The information of output from this system is

w

useful.

I'm satisfied with this system as | expected.
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Table 4. Characteristics of the respondents (n=253) Table 6. Result of Correlation Analysis

Measures Frequency % System Quality Information Quality Service Quality
Public Project 113 44.7% .
Project Type System Quality 1,000 0.800 0.668
Private Project 140 55.3%
rivate Frojec Information Quality - 1.000 0.775
CM 140 55.3% ) )
User Type Service Quality 1.000
Contractors 113 44.7%
Less than 2 years 42 16.60% Z‘gﬁ}\é% 7&/\]_-@; 7&3,’}_1_‘__._ 14‘195 Table 734_ é-_(_j_tq A=
Experience 85 years 4 16:21% E =5 3P (tolerance) 7 0,18 23312 &
Const'?uonon 5710 years 53 20.95% AV AS(variance inflation factor; VIF)= 10 o|sk=
10715 years 27 1067% Lebgtom] Zdf Atei4xcondition index) F4%= 30 ]yt
More than 15years 90 35.57% = L}E]—l,} —TO’—/;j/g] T’u:;ql% %}3; Q‘ﬂﬁ}%‘iﬁk E??_} ﬂ?‘]

27 0] 7124131 72l Tl residual)ofl et = A
TRE 253709] ] 57 8919 Ve BARES S AAR A3 HRI-SK(Durbin—Watson)gte] 291
Table 53+ 2t Suse =g4 Mol z3Edy @ 4
[37,38,38]7),
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics

Table 7. Diagnosis of Multicollinearity

Average Standard Deviation N
Systern Quality 3.8055 1.07251 253 Condition Index Tolerance VIF
Information Quality 39292 1.10314 253 System Quality 9072 0.354 2825
Senvice Quality 38053 110539 253 Information Quality 12.467 0.255 3.920
Intention to Use 40257 1.56485 253 Service Quality 17.721 0.393 2546
User Satisfaction 36018 1.22384 253
ole] thgdlTEA A o RE Wt ths, o
13 29 #= 73 FAEAE ANsiglon 1 Aake The Table 83 L.
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Table 8. Result of Multi Regression Analysis

Unstandardized Coefficients

Model Stahdgrdized t p-value
B standard error Coefficients ()

System Quality 0.115 0.120 0.079 0.958 0.339

Intention to Use Information Quality 0.557 0.138 0.392 4,038 0.000%++
Service Quality 0.293 0.111 0.207 2642 0.009

R® = 0.393, F=55.407, p.=0.000

System Quality 0.153 0.083 0.134 1.854 0.065+

User Satisfaction Information Quality 0.357 0.09%5 0.322 3.770 0.000%*
Service Quality 0.337 0.076 0.341 4.954 0.000%

R? = 0532, F=96.504, p.=0.000

EE3

Significance Level : * : significant at 90% level (p<0.10),

gaFelo] & Z10E et
Hla— AJAEIERL AMgolsof| 00792 Fe u]2|H,
FolHo)A] ¢dt. (p—value=0,339)
H2a— AEZALS R8Ozl 0,3929] 3RS u|x|H,
Frefaferet, (p-value=0,000)
H3a— ABIAZAL AR20)wo]| 0,2072] SRS
FolFolt}. (p-value=0.009)

A,

3.3.2 PMISe] #2893 w5 (Hlb, H2b, H3b)

ASP-PMIS®| &4 QR13} v5=te] JgaAE Ve
U= slAeEe Fglo] 96,5040 % G-0J43 0,0104 3
el slfmdao] FAKOR FofehH, R2gk> 05328
37§9] ASP-PMIS F28%1E0| V=S oF 53.2% A9
Sh= AR YeRt

71 A% Anl= ASP-PMISO] £490] & AR F4,
AH|A F-o] ThEof ARl kS mA|H, BED
A(p )] Hdigto] 7Fg & AuAEH] WSk 71
o] & AoE Yepit

Hib— A|ARIEAS ARAL TR0 0.1349] 93k

o], fofFolx] A}, (p—value=0,065)

Hob— ARZAL AR} kLT 0,3229] ¥ v
A, FoHolct (p—value=0.000)
H3b— AH|AFES AREAL W50 0.3419] F3Fs

|, frelZolet. (p—value=0.000)

. significant at 95% level (p{0,05), *** :
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significant at 99% level (p<0.01)
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