Journal of the Korea Academia-Industrial http://dx.doi.org/10.5762/KAIS.2016.17.8.527

cooperation Society ISSN 1975-4701 / eISSN 2288-4688
Vol. 17, No. 8 pp. 527-535, 2016

HEX 2R A3 HrE By WHE el 2% A7

i
to .
z
O
ol
El
I o

B & 2| o}

Development of Methodology for Evaluation Performance Model of
Information Systems

Changkyu Kim", Wonhee Park’

'Department of business and administration, Kwnagwoon University,
’Department of Intermet Information, Osan University

R o Ful JuAlsY BAANE 394 PSRl et At A9l gk wheba] ek PRssh Zguse] 1,
% 09gE B YA TAAR AL g QAo AVEe A3 Boks Suke ARRYe A4S o B,
VoA BAe ¥UNQ) BY naw wedH st G4 Eo el 58] olshela ke A % AN PEES A
28] 7} ofell Hg ek Aoleh ela ARALY A3t Wl tie FHH AXE LT 5 Y SHHE RS A
She Aol olsh 2 BAE SetuA Tt 2e APAAL FASAT. WA, Anshabel A3k 2913 43t Bt
B8 714 ol g3) A9 A7 BHe Auskeich el Ausag Ao W PANES B Y 2 B AEe
918 A2 (Guideline) & F3e] ARSAIG A3 Bl S SHLE BHA FANE 2 A TYNES ARk, of
of wel, AAH O FANFE SukeA] A % BRsel, FF AT Jushe] 43t Bk PN uke PN

FEAIT 5 AR gk

Abstract In the information systems literature from Korea, there has not been much research on formative constructs.
It is crucial to establish a proper relationship between constructs and indicators. In other words, it is fundamental to
specify reflective or formative constructs in evaluating performance as closely as possible to reality, and in testing
the appropriateness of a proper causal model. One purpose of this study is that, through a comprehensive literature
review, reflective and formative indicators are accurately understood, and a proper specification and development
methodology is applied to the information system evaluation field. In addition, this study provides a useful guideline
for developing formative indicators for performance evaluation of informatization programs. The following activities
were undertaken to achieve the aforementioned purposes. First, the basic theories and preceding study models on
successful factors of informatization programs and performance evaluations were reviewed, and a comprehensive
interdisciplinary literature review was conducted to better understand the formative constructs. Lastly, we provide a
construct for performance evaluation of informatization programs and evaluation indicators, as well as guidelines for
specifying them. Therefore, by systematically specifying proper constructs, future domestic researchers can develop
better constructs for performance evaluation of informatization programs.
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Table 1. Specifying Guideline for Formative Constructs

Phase 1. previous stage of data collection ‘
Step 1. Specifying formative constructs
1) Do latent variables essentially exist independently from|<D1>

indicators?
2) Do latent variables predict indicators? <D2>
3) Do indicators have a common subject? <D3>

4) Do latent variables have a different causal relationship? | <D4>
If they have nothing applicable to the criteria above, they are
regarded as formative constructs, and they can be otherwise
regarded as reflective constructs.

#Extracted and quoted from Kim & Kim[30].
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Table 2. Result of Specifying

Construct

Dimensions

Results

Decision Rules

Indicators

[To what degree you can use the system

Degree of appropriateness of system response time

Degree of easily doing system maintenance

Sys. Qual.

Degree of easily expanding the system capacity

Degree of stably operating the system without any system failure

Degree of good system protection from illegal access and/or destruction

=== ===

1|3 || [ oo

= (= ||| =l

I I B[ ES

Global

Degree of overall system capacity and function

Degree of stably operating the system without any system failure

Degree of good system protection from illegal access and/or destruction

Degree of overall system capacity and function

info. Qual.

Degree of proper timing for proving necessary information

Degree of sufficiency of necessary information provision

Degree of constructing the provided information with the most recently updated data

=== |=]=]=

||| ==

e = o

Il

Global indicators

IDegree of accuracy of the provided information

Reliability

[To what degree the provided information are helpful for job performance and/or decision making

Degree of appropriateness of information provision type and method

Serv. Qual.

Professional

Degree of quality of information provided by the information system

Degree of reliability of IS service agents’ task performance towards your employees

Degree of IS service agents’ endeavors to have cooperative relationship with your employees

Degree of IS service agents” swifiness in providing necessary services for your employees

| | | |

| | | e |

| | | S

| | |

Global indicators

Degree of IS service agents’ effectiveness in providing your employees with
leducation and training required for information system operation and utilization

Degree of IS service agents’ literacy of appropriate professional knowledge

Degree of IS service agents’ understanding of your employees’ specific inquiries

(=

~|=

eol leo]

(=

User
Satisfaction

Degree of IS service agents’ support service related with the information system
operation and maintenance

1

1

)

)

Global indicators

Degree of complying with the requests of your employees who are actually using
the information system

Degree of improvement of job environment and conditions through the information system

Degree of improvement in satisfaction level for your job due to the information system

System

Degree of overall satisfaction for the information system

Utilization

Degree of frequency of use of the information system when doing work tasks

===

===

===

Gl

Global indicators

Degree of dependency upon the information system In doing work tasks

Technical

Degree of easiness of doing work tasks due to the use of the information system

Degree of improvement of work performance method and procedure due to the use
of the information system

ICT

Managerial

IDegree of utilization and dependency on the information system in doing work tasks

Degree of improvement in utilization skills of information technologies

competence|

Mind

Degree of improvement of professional knowledge retention level of information technology

Degree of improvement of information classification and management ability

Degree of improvement of information utilization ability for decision making

Degree of improvement of sharing will of private information

| | |

| | | |

|| | | T |

esllest st ieotleol lesl Miles M fes|

Global indicators

Degree of improvement of capacity in informatization promotion targets and
direction establishment

Time Reduction

Degree of improvement of participation will in promoting informatization

High Qual.

Degree of improvement of perception level for necessity of informatization

Operational

High Flexibility

Degree of improvement of overall understanding, utilization ability and

linformatization mind about the information technology

contributions|

Low Cost

[Time reduction

Decision making

[Raising quality (Error reduction)

Customers

[Increasing flexibility

Cost_reduction

[Improvement of decision making ability

Strategic
Contribution

Supplier

Degree of improvement in customer satisfaction

Degree of improvement in customer service

Degree of improvement of customer repurchase rate

Competitors

IDegree of improvement in provider satisfaction

IDegree of improvement in smooth cooperation and mediation task performance with provider

Degree of increase of suppliers

e ol ot e el ot ot e o] Y Y S R R P

e ol ot e el T o e o] Y ot I R R

|| o | | [ | [ S| = (==

|| o | | [ | [ S | = [

Global indicators

Degree of increase of market share rate

Trust

Degree of time reduction for new product development and launch

Political

Additional
Applications

Degree of improvement of corporate recognition

IDegree of enforcement of overall organizational external competitiveness

Degree of credibility of supported informatization support projects

Contributions

Recommendation

Degree of intention to apply for informatization support projects even if matching
ffund (the cost to be borne by your company) is rather big

s Bl eol ket lesl fes!

oo Bl sl ket lesl fes!

||

s B ol koot sl o]

Global indicators

Degree of priority intention to apply for informatization support projects when you
company considers informatization
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