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The use of Project Management Information System (PMIS) is increasing in project management industries such as construction,
defense, manufacturing, software development, telecommunication, etc. It is generally known that PMIS helps to improve the
quality of decision making in project management, and consequently improves the project performance. However, how much
and which parts of project management performance are affected by PMIS still need to be studied further. The purpose of this
study is to investigate the impact of PMIS quality on project management performance. We collected data from various project
based industries such as construction, defense, manufacturing, software development and telecommunication by using survey
questionnaire. PMIS quality was measured in three dimensions. They are system quality, information quality and service quality.
Project management performance was measured in nine variables such as time reduction, work accuracy, cost management, etc.
Statistical analyses such as multiple regression were used to analyze the data. The results showed that PMIS quality had significant
impacts on the project management performance and user satisfaction. It was notable that only two dimensions out of the three
PMIS quality dimensions, system quality and information quality, affected the project management performance. Also, it was
found that PM performance played a mediating role between PMIS and user satisfaction, and between PMIS and reuse intention.
The contribution of this research is that it helps to clarify what aspects of PMIS affect the project management performance
and user satisfaction.
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<Table 1> 3 Dimensions and Metrics of IS Quality

Dimension Metrics

Ease of use, System reliability, Ease of learning, System
features of intuitiveness, Sophistication, Flexibility, Response
System | times, Functionality, Portability, Integration, Usability,
Quality | Availability, Adaptability, User friendliness, Convenience
of access, Interoperability, Quick error recovery, Security,
Correct operation and computation, Connectivity

Accuracy, Timeliness, Completeness, Relevance,

Information Consistency, Understandability, Currency, Usability,

Quality Personalization, simplicity

Service Responsiveness, Accuracy, Reliability, Technical

Qualit competence, Empathy of the personnel staff, Supportability,

¥ Reactivity, faithful, Capability of service provider
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<Table 2> Definition of Variables

Variables Items Sub-Items

usability, reliability, response time, functionality, security, fool proof,

System Quality(11) interface design, easy to input, easy to search, easy to leamn, interoperability

PMIS . . accuracy, contemporariness, timeliness, sufficiency, adequacy of
Quality Information Quality(7) format, usefulness, readability
Service Quality(6) responsiveness, fal}hful, trammg provided, user manual, technical
competence, supplier reputation
- time reduction - decision making
M PM Performance(9) - work accuracy - risk management
represents the performance by the - cost management - progress management
Performance . -
project management team. - team communication - overall control
- stakeholder communication
User User Satisfaction(1)

Satisfaction | indicates the degree of satisfaction recognized by the PMIS users. user satisfaction

Reuse Intention(2)

InI::II:tSign represents the intention to reuse the PMIS by the users, and/or izlcl(s)?n;l;?l?; others
the intention to recommend the PMIS to other people.
3.2 B0 RN Ho| 4. A1ZAH BN
2 Afold PMIS F43 ZRAE wega, uat 41 EE2Q M
ZE 0 ANEIRE 4ot AgE AF FEe
M AT, 8, 24, 25, 26]9 4] A1EH WFES suko A AFRE 1427) 2] Vs AA S A
= PEEQTh PMIS FHL Alaw B2, AW FA, 4 2¥ <Table 3>3% @t
Hl 2 FA o) 37 A9 2470 o] ALEE o, X
2AE A ate 97 g5 o] &ste] AU 7 <Table 3> Characteristics of Respondents(N = 142)
G0l FA = ufg- I3 [(HA)FH wg- = Item Range Frequency
o 5(Hy7kA 574 BAE HZ(Likert Scale)S AM&-3} Construction 61
. = - Manufacturing/Defense 31
Ak ARG AHEE WFES] o= <Table 2>9 Industry Information & Communication Tech. 36
71:_1—1:} types Research & Development 9
Others 5
Total 142
3.3 xI‘---E-—'Jlﬁjlg £ _E_&I“:CIJ-I:II:-! O~6months 19
7~12months 36
_ 13~24months 26
A golEE AES B3 2017d Fubrle] 4 Project | 25~36months 20
el HEe 2 AE Ao EAbeH PMISE o] & duration | 37~48months 15
B . - 49+months 22
3 i ARAE Qe E AlgE AT Z2AE Abgolt no response 4
24, AAYol, AU, AxEdo] A, AT, Tou 142
AE 5 ZRAE Mo 77 AYHE S O-1opersons 7
_ ~20persons
Lot) AE ZARE 2 2812, ovlY, JIAE 58 F 21~30persons 11
d Anelgor] Fegel ASAE AAY Fo 1y | Projeet ) Fpenons i
part]mpants 5 INIOOPGISOHS 11
7} AT B0 AL2EH Y AR A 00l= SPSS #7] 101+persons 19
A ol g8 EARAC 4EHAEE 4 el T no response 5
N Total 142
A B7kskr] flal E4A e S AAsksieH, & O~1million 42
49 Az AHY F0E 9a AR A4E ol § {1-20millon 23
- - - — . 21~30million 12
st AEA A4S st 7R S-S flek 2 Aol | Project budget | 31 5omillion 19
~ = - 5 in USD, N ap
GO 7 ol gagon dEse] S4e 9 | U0 | Si-ioimilion ’
3l Baron and Kenny “A=H3]9} Sobel goodman mediation 10 response 7
test[10, 28]7} A& AT} Total 142
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{Table 4> Exploratory Factor Analysis

Elements ltem

Loading

1 2 3

easy to input

75

interface design

726

easy to search

692

System interoperability

652

ualit
Quality functionality

633

easy to learn,

618

fool proof

559

response time

S16

adequacy of format

784

sufficiency

729

usefulness

729

Information [ 1 iy

722

Quality —
timeliness

714

accuracy

.650

contemporariness

.629

technical competence

765

training provided

753

Service supplier reputation

753

Quality user manual

732

faithful

716

responsiveness

701

<Table 5> Regression Results for PMIS Quality

Model B SE B t P-value
(Const) 816 206 - 3.966 .000
PMIS Quality 777 061 733 | 12769 000"
F = 133.122(p = .000) Adjusted R? = 484
Dependent Variable : PM Performance, “p < .05, mp < .01.
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<Table 6> Result of Regression for H1

(o1 Xe)

Model B SE B t P-value Multicollinearity Statistics
(Const) 731 205 - 3.567 .000 Tolerance VIF
System Quality 348 111 335 3.137 002" 279 3.590
Information Quality A73 104 473 4,540 000" 293 3412
Service Quality -.020 .099 -0.22 -.205 .838 274 .3655
F = 58.773(p = .000) Adjusted R? = .551
Dependent Variable : PM Performance, **p < .05, ***p < .01
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<Table 7> Result of Regression for H2
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{Table 9> Result of Regression for H3

Model B SE B t P-value
(Const) 058 | 235 - -248 .805*** Model B SE B t P-value
PM Performance 932 .068 758 13.764 .000 (Const) 1.950 205 - 9.528 .000
F = 189.445(p = .000) Adjusted R? = .572 User Satisfaction | .585 | .063 | .617 | 9.265 000"
Dependent Variable : User Satisfaction, **p < .05, M*p < .0l. F = 85.849(p = .000) Adjusted R* = 0.376
Dependent Variable : Reuse Intention, Mp < .05, M*p < .0l

zz2 4

_lN

7"4"*1}9} PMIS AREAF FE5=9] 7
o7 A3t} <Table 7>0llA B A A %
7"4"* Hof AREAF bS] A A FE
9.445(p = 0.000)2 L2 AE P THE A}

18
Zol] ol () 1%l S mx= AS

1=
o
Z_1

sz

5] 7
T2
#

>‘1~

°]

hus

f
12 oo b O

¢

2L ol [E tow

facs

<Table 8> Stepwise Regression Results for H2 Tests by Indi-
vidual Performance Variables

Model | R® [ F | B | t | P-vale

Step 1

Reduction in work 5| 56001 | 727 | 12527 | 000"
processing time

Step 2

Reductlpn in work 500 6.991 000"
processing time

C ot 593 | 101.116

ommunication *hk
within PM team 340 4679 000
Step 3

Reductlpn in work 407 5263 000"
processing time

Communication 617 74.181 .
within PM _team 290 3.999 .000
Cost management 205 2.978 000"
Dependent Variable : User Satisfaction, **p < .05, M*p < .0l

F7tdog Z2AE BT 97 MFIFEET} ALE
2w oko] JFRAZ A 3] 74 (stepwise regres-
sion) 0. & 5kl Mg AYS FoFT(a) 5% E 7]
Fo 7 3o A3 An= Bwl <Table 8>9 97] &
Zoll A <QRFANTE @53 W 7ke] oAaT A,

74 3 AFEAF W) AJALE o % 7o) BAES 3
AEA o2 AZET) <Table 9>0lA B F SA 2 3t
o] 85.849(p = 0.000)% 1} PMIS AF&AF WHE71 ZJA}
4 gmol FFE() 1% FTFE A= S Il

=l. >~
g 4 9l

434 713 49 7%
a

M4 ZRAE BETe A 9Rd T4
G2 A Zolr}

<Table 10> Result of Regression for H3

Model B SE B t P-value

(Const) 1.009 245 - 4.123 .000

PM Performance | .814 071 698 | 11.583 000"
F = 133.122(p = .000)  Adjusted R? = 484
Dependent Variable : Reuse Intention, **p < .05, ***p < .01.

M g Z2AE B Aol AAFE 9% 7H9
HAE ARA SR HAFett 224 E #e1d3 9
A FEe] A FS AHE3E 21, <Table 10>¢]4 X
W F SA% gtol 133.122(p = 0.000) 2 o} Z2AE 3
23 27F ARG el fFofg s mAE= A QOJ

S itk e o4 BB b 29 b 32 B
zeAE P A BEE NS 9% T

FUAZE WF folsirhe Ane dgonz s
Zuok 94l o) 48 S b 48 ARE 5

-
o weA olg AZa] 8 e

5} o] #7184
EREE

mio 2 2 o2 :.°=
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<Table 11> Regression Results for Mediating Effect of User
Satisfaction between PM Performance and Reuse

435 714 59 A=
74 5 PMIS F2 2 AFEAF o] A A o7 o
a5 vz Folt}

<Table 13> Regression Results for Mediating Effect of PM
Performance between PMIS Quality and User
Satisfaction

Intention
Model B SE B t P-value
Model 2(Const) | 1.020 | .241 - 4228 .000
PM Performance | .632 107 543 | 5.930 000"
User Satisfaction | .194 087 205 | 2.240 07"
Model 2 : F = 70.981(p = .000)  Adjusted R? = 498
Dependent Variable : Reuse Intention, Mp < .05, mp < .01.

{(Table 12> Stepwise Regression Results for H3 tests by Indi-
vidual Performance Variables

Model B SE B t P-value
Model 1(Const) | -0.24 256 - -0.93 .926
PMIS Quality 944 076 726 12.476 .000
Model 2 (Const) | -.514 237 - -2.169 .032
PMIS Quality A7 .098 367 4.876 .000
PM Performance .601 .092 489 6.511 .000

Model 1 : F = 155.644(p = .000) Adjusted R* = .523

Model 2 : F = 122.024(p = .000) Adjusted R? = .632

Model | R® [ F | B | t | P-vale

Step 1
fmprove in work | 44y | 110757 | 665 | 10524 | 000"
accuracy
Step 2
Improve in work 454 553 00"
accuracy - . .
C icati 494 | 67.877

ommunication "
within PM team 311 3.794 .000
Step 3
Improve in work 160 1525 00"
accuracy . . .
Communication N
within PM _team 5100 | 47918 | 222 2437 016
Improve in progress 189 2 131 035"
management : . .

Dependent Variable : Reuse Intention, Mp < .05, mp < .0l

<Table 11>¢] AHE FFF(0) 5% 7ITodlA HH,
<Table 10>2] BZto] 0.698 = <Table 11>2] B3k 0.543%}
020532t} AA YERth 3 <Table 11>0]4 A&}
VL] povalueZ} 93 AN Z2AE #ejA vt
p-value®= Folgro = ¢bd wizi7h opd R wisf &
b Aes & F drh wivle] oS Sobel testEE
A A o] 22002 IRl 196K T =
uhskom FZAAZ 0,028 p < 0.0557F04 Folat
U= A&o|tt. ofo we} 714 45 Aol

ol el A¥E st AREA7E PMISel gtk AjAL
SRE 7] fElME Z2AE A g U
o] WMEAl MgEojobgt st F2 ofyu} o] WL
7b o= AR S e AeE Hojxin

Z2AE AT 97 AHFET AARE-o] Eefe]
TAE o= dAA 37EAE AAIgH A= <Table
12>9} 2},

AAE AWE B SAHoR Qi A A,
‘W 7 A JataT,

Dependent Variable : User Satisfaction, **p < .05, mp < .01.

7 5o A= PMIS F& 0] AREA} wETof A5 A ]]
F S v X =4 1538k <Table 13>2] Model 1 A3}
AR A FoFEa) %4 M 55 FEAE 3ol
644(p = 0.000)0]3L A= 523%= FodS &
ATt

7Hd 19] HFA PMIS 4o ZEAE
Froet g Frhs A2S AU E3
7 ZRAE g art A}%Z} ﬂ&é.‘iﬂl RS RSN ?‘%}
S T, 75 AFE ¢ A
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e S & g 9ok ol 37 W ke IAE A
at7] 93l PMIS #& 3 AFEA} v X
E #dH7t v g S kA *E‘ﬁm%} HJOE, =]
AE #d 7t & vz eEs &

b4 gl7] wiitolth <Table 5><F <Table 13>4 Model 1,
Model 28 v & A¥ 22 AE #E| gt )
HeS k= Ao E wHow Sobel testo] A3} FE:E 5.813
(p < 0.001) o= wi7j g3} frofsivhe A8 AU =,
AREAE RSO PMIS FH o] G3ks FeH Qlo] X2
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HEg 7 AARE o] ol IS T o=
UEhdon 2 pMISO] AHEH fi-8 &

7HEA o] dasltt o] & f1&l PMIS F43 =
Qe SHHUTE, AL YEE TEHUTE 3 o5
AT S *—4*16“4 B2 A3l= <Table 14>9] Model

i ek

k

<Table 14> Regression Results for Mediating Effect of PM
Performance between PMIS Quality and Reuse

Intention
Model B SE B t P-value
Model 1(Const) | 1.517 294 - 5.153 .000
PMIS Quality .680 .087 .550 7.800 .000
Model 2(Const) 911 266 - 3.420 .001
PMIS Quality 102 110 .083 0930 354
PM Performance 743 104 637 7.156 .000

Model 1 : F = 60.834(p = .000) Adjusted R*> = 298
Model 2 : F = 66.930(p = .000) Adjusted R* = 483
Dependent Variable : Reuse Intention, Mp < .05, mp < .0l

Model 261141 PMIS F40] AAH- ool ARl &
& 37 gor, ZeAE BT BEo R Yol
] ,]§1— 01]6]:_9— _%_]’4_}_:%4 ANs ﬂolzsl_/i\_o/l\giq_'
ThA e, PMIS E43 AAE O Alolo A ZRAE
A7t A vl Wg d8S a Aok AS &

_>’,

T Ak WS oS ﬂol 317] 913l Sobel testE 2
3t Ay} 71 gho] 62302 19680 A Yo} p < 0.0017
FolA W EATE AN SR Felsithe ARS AU
utebA] PMIS o] PMISO gk AAHE =5 2H7] 9]
sAE Z2AE AT} HEEA] A Eojof sl Ao
2 ERIth of e A AR JHd 62 717t

1

437 7M1 A% A7 A
74 15EH 6717 A& E HE: A9E
<Table 15> % <Figure 2>9} it}

des) 2H

<Table 15> Summary of the Hypothesis Tests

Content Results
Hypo 1 | PMIS Quality — PM Performance Accepted
Hypo 2 | PM Performance — User Satisfaction Accepted
Hypo 3 | User Satisfaction — Reuse Intention Accepted
Hvpo 4 PM Performance — Reuse Intention Accepted
P (User Satisfaction = Partial Mediation) P
PMIS Quality — User Satisfaction
Hypo 3 (PM Performance = Partial Mediation) Accepted
PMIS Quality — Reuse Intention .
Hypo 6 (PM Performance = Full Mediation) Rejected

H5 : Accepted 0.726(.000)

!

PM Performance(9var) H2
Accepted User
- time reduction N Satisfaction
PMIS Quality H1 - work accuracy (060’“)
Accepted| - cost management .

0617 |H3
(.000™)| Accepted
]

- System Quality

0733 7| team communication
- Information Quality | ( gno™

- stakeholder comm.
- decision making

- risk management
- progress management | 0.698
- averall contral (-000™)

H4
Accepted

Reuse Intention

HE : Rejected

<Figure 2> Results of the Regression Analyses
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