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Abstract 

The debate on how to measure the value of IT is an ongoing debate within the IT evaluation 

research. Research about the value of IT tends to focus on formal aspects and ignore 

informal aspects such as the subjective perceptions of individuals and researchers 

acknowledge a lack of informal evaluation methods used in practice. This study aims to 

answer two research questions:  How can informal value of IS be evaluated? and What are 

the benefits and drawbacks of relying on informal value when assessing IS? To answer 

these questions a qualitative case study have been conducted using the DeLone & McLean IS 

Success Model as a theoretical framework. The results show that using the model was 

successful however we argue that important aspects were missing in the model. The 

benefits of relying on informal value showed to be the possibilities of discovering aspects of 

value that are not visible in formal evaluation. The drawbacks of performing an informal 

evaluation are that they are complicated and time-consuming and do not promise useful 

results.  

 

Keywords: The value of IT, Informal Evaluation, The DeLone & McLean IS Success Model 

1. Introduction 

Many organizations tend to enthusiastically invest in new technology, however not as many 

prioritize or even consider reviewing whether the investment achieved the expected value 

(Tiernan & Peppard, 2004). One reason for why many organizations ignore to measure the 

value of their Information Technology (IT) investments are the difficulties of defining the 

term value (Lech, 2007). To make matters even more complicated the term value has 

different dimensions to consider (Cronk & Fitzgerald, 1999). Due to the difficulties in 

defining the term value and considering different dimensions value becomes complicated to 

measure (Jones & Hughes, 2001; Stockdale & Standing, 2005)    

 Research on the relationship between IT and organizational performance is termed IT 

evaluation research. This research stream should be prioritized within the IT research field 

because of how it investigates whether IT creates value as well as how, when and why (Kohli 

& Grover, 2008).     

 The IT evaluation research tends to focus on what value IT provides using formal and 

often quantitative measures (Chan, 2000; Hallikainen & Chen, 2005; Jones & Hughes, 2001; 

Kohli & Grover, 2008), however research tends to ignore to address why, where, when, how, 

and to whom IT brings value (Chan, 2000; Kohli & Grover, 2008).  

 Jones and Hughes (2001) argue that when evaluating IT an interpretive approach should 

be used to study the subjective views of relevant actors in order to access different 

perspectives of value. Stockdale and Standing (2005) agree with this argument and further 

claim that when evaluating IT an interpretive approach can work as a lens to discover 

structures within the organization that impact how individuals perceive value. Furthermore 

Sun, Liu, Jambari and Michell (2014) argue the importance of acknowledging the users 
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perceptions of IT since these perceptions contribute to their productivity. Lagsten and 

Goldkuhl (2008) emphasize that the interpretive IT evaluation approach is well founded 

academically, yet there does not seem to be any extensive use of the approach in practice.  

 We agree with the authors mentioned above that the matter of measuring the informal 

value of IT should be prioritized in research as well as in practice and that there is a need to 

further explore the value of investigating the subjective perceptions of individuals.  

 This study aims to contribute to the research of IT evaluation by investigating the 

subjective perception of value in practice. The study focus on informal evaluation of an 

Information System (IS) where an interpretive approach is applied to analyze the subjective 

views of multiple actors.  The research questions that this study aim to address are: How can 

informal value of IS be evaluated? and What are the benefits and drawbacks of relying on 

informal value when assessing IS? 

 Due to the lack of methods for evaluating the informal value of an IS (Lagsten & Goldkuhl, 

2008) we use the DeLone and McLean IS Success Model as a theoretical framework. The 

model is a causal model where different constructs of an IS are identified and the 

interrelationships between them are explained (DeLone & McLean, 1992; DeLone & McLean, 

2003). The object of study is an IS used at a Swedish county council where an ongoing debate 

is preventing a decision making regarding the future of the IS. Performing an informal 

evaluation of the IS will allow us to experience informal evaluation in practice, investigate the 

use of the DeLone & McLean IS Success Model as a theoretical framework for the evaluation 

as well as analyzing the meaning of conducting informal evaluation.  

 In order to answer our research questions we performed a qualitative case study where we 

interviewed different actors within a county council. Before conducting the interviews we 

performed a review of current research that focuses on the term value in relation to IT, 

subjective value, and evaluation methods for determining that value. The results of the review 

are presented in the coming section. 

2. Evaluating the value of IT 
IT has a major part in today's society and enables business processes that would not have 

been possible without it (Lech, 2007). “Today, most organizations in all sectors of industry, 

commerce, and government are fundamentally dependent on their information systems 

(IS) and would quickly cease to function should the technology that underpins their 

activities ever come to a halt” (Peppard & Ward, 2004 p. 168). The growth and advancement 

of IT have resulted in an increasing demand of approaches to measure the business value of 

IT (Cronk & Fitzgerald, 1999), however the relationship between IT and business 

performance is complicated due to difficulties in determine what should be measured and 

how (Costello, Sloane & Moreton, 2007).  

2.1 The value of IT 
When an organization is investing in IT this means economical expenses as well as the 

consumption of time, therefore it is crucial for the organization that the investment delivers 

profit (Carr, 2003). The concern that IT investments do not deliver value and contribute to 
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productivity growth has been framed in terms such as the productivity paradox, a concept 

established by Brynjolfsson in 1993 (Brynjolfsson, 1993; Brynjolfsson & Hitt, 1998; Jones & 

Hughes, 2001). The productivity paradox refers to investments in IT without an increased 

result in productivity statistics, in other words there is a gap between investment and 

productivity improvement (Remenyi, Money & Bannister, 2007). This productivity paradox 

has been widely discussed (Chan, 2000) and has resulted in increased research analyzing the 

relationship between IT and productivity (Dedrick, Gurbaxani & Kraemer, 2003). 

 Tiernan and Peppard (2004) argue that many business managers do not know what kind 

of value they should expect from IT, how IT can either create or destroy value or how value is 

to be measured.  Moreover they argue that there is an assumption that technology will bring a 

flow of benefits once implemented, Tiernan and Peppard (2004) problematize this logic by 

claiming that this is main reason why many IT-investments fail (ibid.). Marthandan and Tang 

(2010) on the other hand argue that organizations tend to define IT in different ways, these 

definitions often cover all aspects of IT. When different definitions of IT is being grouped 

together the valuable aspects of an IT-investment are difficult to separate from the less 

valuable (ibid.). For example organizations often use various IS for different purposes, yet 

still define all IS as IT and without separating different systems when measuring value it is 

impossible to determine which IS that delivers value. 

 Furthermore IT-investments consist of more than technology, other aspects of IT-

investments include organizational changes as well as educating the staff in how to use the 

technology (Brynjolfsson & Hitt, 1998).   

 Tiernan and Peppard (2004) acknowledge that the debate concerning whether IT is an 

investment or a cost continues to rage. In 2003 Carr wrote an article about the value of IT 

and how IT no longer contributes long-term value to organizations (Carr, 2003). In the 

article titled IT doesn’t matter Carr (2003) claims that the strategic value of IT has decreased 

due to the growth in power and ubiquity. Carr’s key argument is that organizations invest too 

much in IT and fail to collect profit and that even the most advanced IT is now accessible and 

affordable for everybody, making the advancement of owning these technologies disappear. 

“When a resource becomes essential to competition but inconsequential to strategy, the risks 

it creates become more important than the advantages it provides” (Carr, 2003 p. 48). 

Carr’s article received a lot of attention and got both positive and negative remarks 

(Bannister & Remenyi, 2005). 

 One main argument against Carr’s view is that investments in IT are not always made with 

the purpose of strategic and competitive advantages, IT-investments can also be made for 

efficiency and effectiveness reasons (Peppard & Ward, 2004). Another argument against 

Carr’s case is the latency effect that often occurs when IT is implemented, this makes the 

value of the IT-investment distinguishable years after the adoption (Kohli & Grover, 2008; 

Marthandan & Tang, 2010). In other words the issue of measuring value is not only about 

how to measure but when. Kohli and Grover (2008) note that “the whether of IT value 

research lies in the past” (p. 26) and continue by claiming that the relationship between IT 

and value is demonstrated by a decisive mass of studies. To confirm this relationship 

research focuses on what value IT provides, but vital is also to adequately address why, 

where, when, how, and to whom it is valuable (Chan, 2000; Kohli & Grover, 2008). This is a 
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main reason to why measuring the value of IT is such a complicated issue, there are many 

different factors to consider. One is that the definition of value differs individually due to 

opinions, views, and backgrounds (Marthandan & Tang, 2010; DeLone & McLean, 2003), 

another is that value may manifest itself on various levels or in different processes, for 

example: economic level, individual level, organizational goals, strategies, structure, culture 

and environment (Chan, 2000; Cronk & Fitzgerald, 1999; Hallikainen & Chen, 2005; Kohli & 

Grover, 2008; Marthandan & Tang, 2010). 

 As demonstrated in this section the term value has many dimensions which have changed 

over time, this affects the matter of evaluating IT. Evaluating the value of IT is a complicated 

process with various aspects to acknowledge and to determine what kind of value IT provides 

the questions of why, where, when, how and to whom should be considered. It is also 

essential to pay attention to the fact that the perception of value may differ between 

individuals and groups due to different backgrounds and perspectives. In the section below a 

presentation of different perspectives of evaluating the value of IT is made.  

2.2 Evaluating IT 
Marthandan and Tang (2010) argue that advancement in IT has brought a paradigm change 

in how the value of IT-investments are measured, the operational-centered view has shifted 

to a strategic-focused view, therefore intangible benefits of IT-investments have come to be 

considered as a complement to tangible benefits. The advancement in IT that Marthandan 

and Tang (2010) mention is clearly connected with more complex and interconnected IS that 

exist today, which in turn increase the need for evaluation processes that recognize the true 

contribution of IS (Stockdale & Standing, 2005). Despite of the increasing need, evaluation of 

IS is often overlooked and given a low level of importance for various reasons including 

arguments blaming time, cost, necessity, and difficulty (Jones & Hughes, 2001). 

 Researchers have in their quest to justify IT investments tried a variety of evaluation 

measures and thereby demonstrated that existing evaluation measures contain various 

deficiencies (Marthandan & Tang, 2010; Brown, 2005; Seddon, Graeser & Willcocks, 2002). 

This has resulted in an evident evolution of methodologies, tools and measures for estimating 

IS value (Cronk & Fitzgerald, 1999; Brown, 2005; Stockdale & Standing, 2005). Costello et al. 

(2007) talk about the “plethora of IT evaluation frameworks available” (p. 62), however it is 

important to emphasize the fact that there is no one model or approach that cover all aspects 

of value (Costello, et al., 2007; Marthandan & Tang, 2010) and in some cases a combination 

of frameworks may be better (Costello et al., 2007). Marthandan and Tang (2010) give an 

explanation for why there is no one-for-all framework when arguing that there is a 

complexity added to IS evaluation by different dimensions and perspectives; different 

stakeholders have different perspectives which results in different dimensions to evaluate.  

 Jones and Hughes (2001) also point at the extreme complexity and difficulty in evaluating 

IS and Stockdale and Standing (2005) confirm that in IS evaluation literature “the single 

most important point that arises is the complexity of an effective evaluation process” (p. 

1096).  According to Cronk and Fitzgerald (1999) it is vital to be able to isolate the 

contributions from the IS with other organizational and external factors in order to succeed 

in evaluating IS and measuring its value. They also reveal a number of other problems with 
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methodologies trying to measure IS value which include “the limited perspective on value, 

the difficulty in comparing evaluation methods due to differing levels of complexity and 

differing issues being addressed by the methodologies, lack of construct validity, and 

definitional inconsistency” (p. 40).  

 When evaluating the value of IT, intangible benefits are difficult to measure and 

evaluation methods created to measure tangible benefits can be misleading (Bernroider, 

Koch & Stix, 2013; Marthandan & Tang, 2010) Another challenge is identifying the various 

objectives of different IT investments, furthermore the implementation of IT investments 

often results in changes in business processes which makes it difficult to separate the total 

value from the IT value (Marthandan & Tang, 2010).    

 Jones and Hughes (2001) argue that IS evaluation too often is focused on technical 

aspects (does it work?) instead of the social and business aspects (is it used successfully and 

does it deliver value?), which is supported by Chan (2000) who clarifies that the human and 

strategic contexts are important to make accurate evaluations. Evaluation frameworks 

including technology, human, and organizational aspects would adequately address the 

questions of why, who, when, what, and how when evaluating (Marthandan & Tang, 2010). 

Despite this most attention is given to formal, overt, and quantitative methods measuring 

cost and benefits, however there is a disagreement concerning the usefulness of formal 

methods (Jones & Hughes, 2001) and some researchers argue that formal evaluation is 

unnecessary in some cases, for example when gaining experience about an IS (Hallikainen & 

Chen, 2005). Jones and Hughes (2001) further argue that an interpretive approach should be 

used when evaluating IS since “... IS evaluation is a socially embedded process in which 

formal procedures entwine with the informal assessments by which actors make sense of 

their situation” (p. 192). According to Jones and Hughes (2001) these actors are best suited to 

determine the value of an IS. Furthermore they argue that an interpretive approach is 

therefore favorable when evaluating an IS since it acknowledges that individuals and groups 

form their own context based on social and political constructs. The interpretive evaluation 

process aims to understand assumptions and views of multiple stakeholders (Jones & 

Hughes, 2001; Lagsten & Goldkuhl, 2008; Stockdale & Standing, 2005). Lagsten and 

Goldkuhl (2008) emphasize the fact that even though interpretive IS evaluation is expanding 

most of the work on interpretive IS evaluation interpret empirical studies, however studies 

using interpretation in practice are less common.     

 When looking at the related research you can see that there are many different types of 

value and focus has been on defining what value IT offers, but to measure that value is 

difficult and depends on multiple aspects. Mainly it depends on one’s definition of the term 

value but also the fact that value exists on multiple levels. When measuring value it is 

therefore vital to not only look at what, but also to remember why, where, when, how and for 

whom it is valuable. Research on measuring value and evaluating IT provide many methods, 

however most of these methods are formal focusing on what value there is. Because of this we 

want to use an informal method with an interpretive approach that allows us to consider 

different perspectives of value. We wish to investigate the benefits and drawbacks of relying 

on informal value and focus on the subjective perceptions of the individuals using an IS when 

evaluating its value.  
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3. The DeLone and McLean IS Success Model  

The use of interpretive evaluation approaches in practice are scarce and evaluation methods 

are few (Lagsten, 2011), a fact we experienced when reviewing the IS evaluation literature. 

Furthermore IS evaluation is limited in explaining how to perform IS evaluation as 

interpretation (Lagsten & Goldkuhl, 2008). We therefore chose to use the DeLone and 

McLean IS Success Model (hereafter referred to as the “D&M IS Success Model”) as a 

theoretical framework as well as a practical guidance for an informal evaluation. The model is 

a taxonomy and an interactive causal model where the different constructs of an IS 

interrelate with and influence each other. The objective of the model is to “synthesize 

previous research involving IS success into a more coherent body of knowledge and to 

provide guidance to future researchers” (DeLone & McLean, 2003 p. 10). The D&M IS 

Success Model is a well-established framework for measuring IS success, it is well suited to 

use in IS evaluation because of how the model categorizes IS success into different 

constructs, as well as acknowledging the causal interdependency between these constructs 

(Hsu, Chang, Chu & Lee, 2014; Bernroider et al., 2013; Marthandan & Tang, 2010; Stockdale 

& Standing, 2005; Wang & Liao, 2008).  

 DeLone and McLean (2003) emphasize the crucial importance of measuring the success of 

an IS in order to understand its value and efficiency, in other words the authors are not 

concerned with success as a matter of economic or competitive success. Therefore we argue 

that the name IS Success Model could easily have been IS Value Model since the aim of the 

model is to measure and investigate how dimensions of an IS interrelate and create value.   

 What is especially interesting in regard to this study is DeLone and McLean’s discussion of 

benefits, the authors highlight the issue of benefits for whom and claim that what constitute 

as value differ between different actors and the success of an IS is therefore dependent on 

which actor’s opinions that is used. Finally DeLone and McLean (2003) address the matter of 

which level of benefits that are to be evaluated and stress that the benefits of an IS can be 

measured from the individual's perspective as well as an organizational perspective.  

3.1 The constructs 
The D&M IS Success Model originally consisted of six constructs of success: System Quality, 

Information Quality, Use, User Satisfaction, Individual Impact and Organizational impact 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992). In 2003 the D&M IS Success Model was updated (Figure 1) and 

the constructs of Service Quality and Intention to Use were added to the model and the 

constructs of Individual impact and Organizational impact were merged into a joint 

construct: Net benefits. Petter and McLean (2009, p. 161) summarize the definitions of all the 

constructs of the D&M IS Success Model (See Table 1). 
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Figure 1. Updated D&M IS Success Model (DeLone & McLean, 2003 p. 24) 

 

Construct Description 

System Quality Performance of the IS in terms of reliability, convenience, ease of use, 

functionality, and other system metrics 

Information 

Quality 

Characteristics of the output offered by the IS, such as accuracy, 

timeliness, and completeness 

Service Quality Support of users by the IS department, often measured by the 

responsiveness, reliability, and empathy of the support organization 

Intention to Use Expected future consumption of an IS or its output 

Use Consumption of an IS or its output described in terms of actual or self-

reported usage 

User 

Satisfaction 

Approval or likeability of an IS and its output 

Net Benefits  The effect an IS has on an individual, group, organization, industry, 

society, etc., which is often measured in terms of organizational 

performance, perceived usefulness, and affect on work practices 

Table 1. The M&D IS Success Model constructs (Petter & McLean, 2009 p. 161) 

 

The interrelations between the different constructs of an IS are illustrated by arrows (Figure 

1), for example the three constructs of Quality affect User satisfaction, Intention to use and 

Use which in turn impact the perceived value (Net benefits). The perceived value of an IS will 

in turn affect the User’s satisfaction, Intention to use and Use. 

 The D&M IS Success Model offers distinct recommendations on what aspects of an IS that 

should be evaluated but do not offer any guidance about how the evaluation should be 

conducted (Bernroider, 2008; Stockdale & Standing, 2005). When using the D&M IS Success 

Model as a theoretical lens we use the constructs of the model as measures for our 

interpretive evaluation. The constructs will assist us in restricting our focus and also play a 

crucial part in our data analysis. 
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4. Design of study 

Considering our research questions the choice of a qualitative research approach felt rather 

natural since this approach is particularly suited to capture individuals’ subjective 

interpretations and investigate how they perceive their social reality (Bryman, 2008). In the 

field of IT evaluation research quantitative measures are more common than qualitative 

measures (Chan, 2000) and Marthandan and Tang (2010) argue that qualitative measures 

have not received enough attention in IT evaluation research.  

 To answer our research questions we performed a qualitative case study, “a case study is 

an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real life 

context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 

evident” (Yin, 1994, p. 13). The case study research might be used when the research question 

is asking how or why, furthermore the case study research has a given place in evaluation 

(Yin, 2009). The choice of performing a qualitative case study was motivated by the fact that 

we wished to conduct an informal evaluation with the focus of actors’ subjective perceptions 

regarding an IS.  

4.1 The research case - The system 
The research case of this study is a Swedish county council and their internal debate whether 

or not to spend millions of Swedish crowns to invest in a new communication system. On one 

side of the debate is the opinion that a new communication system might increase efficiency, 

on the other side is the opinion that the current communication system fulfill its purpose and 

the strong belief that the investment in a direct way would steal money from health care, 

which is the county council’s primary concern. What the two sides agree on is that it is a 

complicated decision which will impact the county council in various ways and that the 

decision needs to be well informed as well as motivated.  

 The internal communication system (hereafter referred to as The system) include email, 

calendar, chat, databases, blogs, wikis, platforms for sharing documents, a case management 

system and a collaboration platform for tacit knowledge, some of these applications can be 

used in mobile devices such as cell phones and tablets. The system has been used by the 

county council since 1995 and is used by thousands of users.  

 We were interested in exploring the potential of informal evaluation in general and the 

potential of adopting the D&M IS Success Model in particular in order to investigate 

subjective perceptions of value. By evaluating this we aimed to provide the county council 

with an understanding of how different actors perceive The system. This knowledge is an 

important part in the decision making. Performing our evaluation we listened to the opinions 

and perceptions of users with different perspectives, backgrounds and professional positions.  

4.3 Data collection 
Collecting data for our study we performed ten interviews, these interviews were semi-

structured in their nature to allow flexibility, detail, and focus on our respondents’ 

perspectives, feelings, and experiences (Bryman, 2008). Our respondents were selected 

through a goal-oriented sampling strategy where key actors relevant to our study were chosen 

in order to get a broad as well as a detailed result (ibid.). These key actors were operations 
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manager, system administrator, system owner, business developer and system users from an 

administrative department (Human Resources) at the county council (see table 2). The 

system has thousands of users, however a majority of these users are doctors, dentists, 

nurses, nurse assistants, and other healthcare related professions. These people rarely use 

the system, therefore we chose respondents from an administrative department where the 

users use The system more frequently.  

 The key actors were divided into two groups; System users and System regulators. When 

formulating our interview guides we used the constructs of the D&M IS Success Model to lead 

and restrict the scope of our interview guide. To protect the integrity of our respondents we 

have acknowledged the ethical principles of scientific research published by the Swedish 

research council; the information demand, the consent demand, the confidentiality demand 

and the usage demand (Vetenskapsrådet, n.d.). Prior to each interview we informed our 

respondents about the ethical principles and their meaning and with the respondent's 

approval the interviews where recorded and transcribed. Each interview were performed at 

the respondent's own workplace and lasted between 20 and 50 minutes.   

 

Professional position Role Age Respondents 

Human resource specialist  System user 34 Respondent A  

Human resource specialist  System user 32 Respondent B 

Human resource specialist  System user 51 Respondent C  

Human resource specialist  System user 57 Respondent D  

Human resource specialist  System user 35 Respondent E  

Human resource specialist  System user 37 Respondent F  

Operations developer System user 42 Respondent G  

System owner System regulator 48 Respondent H  

Systems administrator System regulator 49 Respondent I  

Head of operations System regulator 61 Respondent J  

Table 2. List of respondents 

4.4 Data analysis 
When analyzing our data we used Qualitative content analysis, a research method that focus 

on analyzing and interpreting different levels of texts (Lundman & Hällgren-Graneheim, 

2012). Qualitative content analysis is well suited for analyzing transcribed interviews since 

they are small enough to be seen in a context and large enough to be seen as a whole 

(Graneheim & Lundman, 2004; Elo & Kyngäs, 2008). When conducting Qualitative content 

analysis the focus lies on identifying similarities and differences within a collection of texts 

and identifying themes and categories in order to analyze the material on different 

interpretation levels (Lundman & Hällgren-Graneheim, 2012). 

 The first step of data analysis was to transcribe the audio recordings of our interviews in 

order to make the data available for analysis (Miles, Huberman & Saldaña, 2014).  

 In the second step all of the transcribed texts were carefully read and units of meaning 

were identified. Lundman and Hällgren-Graneheim (2012) define a unit of meaning as a 
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meaning bearing part of a text that are concerning a single context. In the third step of 

analysis all the units of meaning were condensed and the quotes were shortened in order to 

make them easier to manage, however the essential meaning of the quotes were kept. In the 

fourth step we abstracted the condensed meanings by giving them a code, the code is a label 

that describes the content of the units of meaning. (ibid.).  

 In the fifth step of data analysis the codes were merged into categories. Since we are using 

the D&M IS Success Model as a theoretical framework a deductive approach of analysis was 

conducted and our categories were based on the seven constructs of the model (Elo & Kyngäs, 

2008; Lundman & Hällgren-Graneheim, 2012). The codes that did not fit into any 

predetermined categories were categorized according to an inductive approach where fitting 

categories were created based on the content of the codes (Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Lundman & 

Hällgren-Graneheim, 2012).  

 Finally all the categories were divided into themes to connect the underlying message as 

well as to create a line of argument (Lundman & Hällgren-Graneheim, 2012), see Table 3 for 

a compilation of the themes and categories. When analyzing the themes and categories 

attention was paid to the context of the study; knowledge about the respondents’ 

backgrounds is crucial since aspect such as age, education, professional position et cetera 

might be of importance to the scope of the study (ibid.). 

 

Theme  Categories  

Quality System Quality 

Service Quality 

Information Quality 

Use of the system Use 

Intention to use 

User opinions User satisfaction 

Net benefits 

Surrounding aspects Training 

Communication culture 

Table 3. Compilation of themes and categories  

4.5 Method discussion/ Methodological limitations  
The major concern against using case study research is the complaint that the results of a 

case study research cannot be generalized. It is true that case studies cannot be statistically 

generalized to populations, however they are generalizable to theoretical propositions (Yin, 

2009). As mentioned in a section above, we made a goal-oriented sampling strategy when 

choosing our respondents and six system users from the Human Resources department were 

selected. We are aware that our results cannot be generalized to the whole department or 

other administrative departments, this however was never our intention, rather than aiming 

for statistical generalization we aim for theoretical generalization.   

 Qualitative content analysis is an interpretive process which means that the result of the 

analysis depends on how the researcher interpret the meaning of the data, the analytic 

competence of the researcher, and the style of analysis the researcher chooses to use 
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(Bryman, 2008; Elo & Kyngäs, 2008; Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). An important factor in 

our study was the choice of language when conducting our interviews, to prevent our 

respondents to feel insecure or restricted due to language barriers we chose to ask our 

questions in Swedish. We then translated the respondents’ answers to English during our 

data analysis, this choice gave us an enriched data. 

5. Individual perceptions of The system 
When performing an informal evaluation of The system ten semi-structured interviews were 

conducted where various aspects of The system were discussed. As presented in a previous 

section the data material were divided into the seven categories of the D&M IS Success Model 

and the codes that did not fit into any of these categories were divided into two additional 

categories: Training and Communication culture. In order to create a line of argument the 

categories were divided into four themes: Quality, Use of The system, User opinions and 

Surrounding aspects. In this section we present the results of our study and illustrate the 

respondents’ subjective perspectives by presenting quotes on different aspects of The system. 

As described in section 3.1 the constructs of the D&M IS Success Model interrelate and 

impact each other, when analyzing the data these interrelationships have been investigated, 

we ask the reader to keep this in mind when reading this section. A discussion about the 

interrelationship between constructs will be held in section 6.   

5.1 Quality 
In this section the aim is to illustrate how the respondents perceive the quality of The system 

based on their individual experiences. During the interviews the respondents received 

questions about different aspects of quality regarding The system. By investigating how the 

respondents perceive The System’s quality the underlying causes of User satisfaction and Use 

of The system can be interpreted.  

5.1.1 System quality 
When the respondents talked about the system quality of The system the majority expressed 

negative opinions. The criticism were mostly aimed toward the fact that The system were 

perceived as difficult to use and understand, Respondent G described it as “having rough 

edges and feeling aged” while Respondent A call it “not user friendly at all”. Respondents 

also criticized the functionality of The system when arguing that “I think it takes me an extra 

push of a button to get where I want” (Respondent A). There was also a dissatisfaction aimed 

towards The system’s integration functionalities, both in terms of how The system 

synchronized data between different devices and how the system communicated with other 

products.  

 When it comes to the reliability of The system most respondents expressed positive 

opinions and Respondent H explained that “it is pretty high” and Respondent I said that “it is 

stable, extremely stable”. The respondents trusted that the information they shared in The 

system were safe and said that operational disturbance were rare.   
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5.1.2 Service quality 
Most of the respondents expressed a positive attitude towards the service quality agreeing 

that it “is very good” (Respondent A, C, D, and E). The staff of The system’s technical support 

were considered helpful with good technical competence and the waiting time to receive 

service were considered acceptable. A couple of respondents expressed uncertainty about 

where to turn to receive formal technical support, many respondents admitted that they 

preferred to ask a colleague for help rather than contacting the technical support when the 

issue regarded uncertainties about functionalities in The system. Respondent A explained: “I 

ask colleagues first to see if I missed anything, if not I call support”. When the issue 

regarded operational disturbance or technical errors the choice to contact the technical 

support was more common.   

5.1.3 Information quality 
When talking about the information quality of The system many respondents complained 

about difficulties in synchronizing data from The system to mobile devices. Respondents 

mentioned email history and calendar activities not being the same in the cell phone as in the 

computer, errors that resulted in information loss, “sometimes when I post something on the 

computer it won’t show on the phone, or if I posted something on the phone it won’t show on 

the computer which at times made me miss a meeting” (Respondent E). 

 The concerns mentioned above are directly connected to The system, however the 

respondents emphasized that the major concern about information quality is not The system 

itself but how the users use The system. These concerns will be further presented and 

illustrated in the theme of Use of The system as well as the category of Communication 

culture.  

5.2 Use of The system 
This theme consists of two categories; Use and Intention to use, which show how The system 

is used and what intentions its users have to continue using it. According to the D&M IS 

Success Model the constructs of Use and Intention to use interrelate with the constructs of 

User satisfaction and Net benefits. Investigating the Use of The system and the Intention to 

use The system show connections between the User satisfaction and the perceived value of 

The system. 

5.2.1 Use 
Asking about the use of The system revealed that all of the user's preferred e-mail as a mean 

of communication, with the argument that “I know that my colleagues have a lot to do, and I 

have a lot to do (...) I’ll get an answer when they have time and the other way around” 

(Respondent E) or that it provides a sense of security to have the information in written form. 

It was also pointed out that e-mail often is combined with other means of communication 

depending on the situation, due to the type of communication or the receiver's knowledge 

about the different types of communication. The system owner (Respondent H) confirmed 

that e-mail is the primary tool for communication and therefore is used the most. The 

respondent also expressed a concern about the extensive use of e-mail and said that: 
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… there are probably quite many that are stuck in the e-mail and can’t get out, 
and when the day has passed you only reacted to questions instead of acting 
and taking initiative. That is a risk when you work the way we work, within 
administration, that you somehow become a slave to the e-mail. (Respondent H) 

5.2.2 Intention to use 
All of the users in the study viewed The system as mainly a system for e-mailing, while 

pointing out that there probably were more to it, and many users (Respondent A, B, C and D) 

described their use as restricted saying that “you keep to what you know” (Respondent C) 

and “do the basics” (Respondent D). One reason for this was argued to be that some 

functionalities are hard to understand, another reason was that the need for learning more 

than the essential is redundant as long as system updates do not interfere with the daily 

routines. The operation developer (Respondent G) believed that the main reason for the 

restricted use is “that a certain group thinks that it’s hard to learn new things”, which leads 

to excuses for not using The system more. Despite of this restricted use, most users also 

explained that the low degree of use lead to deficiency. This frustration was evident from half 

of the respondents, they emphasized the need to use the whole system which could enhance 

the value of The system a great deal. Respondent F argued that a low degree of use leads to 

“dead systems with no function that only costs money”, the respondent also explained the 

great value that The system could create if all its functionality would be used. Two out of 

three system regulators also pointed out the poor use of The system saying it is a good 

platform for communication that is not taken advantage of. The system owner (Respondent 

H) argued that it might be that preconceived views of The system as only an e-mail platform 

“hinder seeing other possibilities in it”.  

 Another argument concerning the low degree of use that surfaced during the interviews 

involved the issue of generation, it was pointed out that “there is a certain unfamiliarity 

when it comes to computers in the older generation” (Respondent D) where “some might not 

see the benefit” (Respondent A). One respondent (Respondent F) emphasized the need to 

find a “bridge” for those who did not keep up with the development of IT.  

5.3 User opinions 
The categories of User satisfaction and Net benefits are divided into the theme of User 

opinions. This theme represents the core of our research since the opinions of value are 

presented and illustrated in this section. When asking our respondents about value and how 

they perceived it the focus were directed on how The system created value, when it did and to 

whom. The questions about value were framed around terms such as advantages, 

disadvantages, meaning, and impact in order to access different aspects and levels of 

perceptive value.      

5.3.1 User satisfaction 
When discussing their own satisfaction towards The system both positive and negative 

opinions were expressed. The respondents that expressed satisfaction towards The system 

valued the calendar functions, chat functions and the use of The system in mobile devices. 

The negative opinions aimed at The system were primarily concerning the design which was 
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said to be ”very outdated and aged” (Respondent A) and respondent E said “not so sexy, it’s 

boring”. Moreover some respondents linked the design of The system to its ease of use, 

emphasizing that the design of The system made it difficult to maneuver.  

 However the most common attitude toward The system was an expression of neutrality. 

Many respondents explained that despite their negative opinions regarding The system’s 

functionality or design they still felt that The system “works okay” (Respondent D), “is a 

relatively good system” (Respondent E), and “is off course good (...) it is equal with other 

systems” (Respondent I). Many respondents compared The system to other communication 

systems when describing their satisfaction, others expressed unwillingness to talk about their 

satisfaction towards The system with the motivation that since they did not have any 

experience of any other communication systems it was impossible for them to judge The 

system.    

 All of the system regulators explained that The system often received misdirected 

dissatisfaction from system users, for example the system users tended to blame The system 

when software and hardware connected to The system would malfunction. The head of 

operations (Respondent J) also expressed that there was a misdirected dissatisfaction 

towards The system, this occurred because of disapproval toward the structure within The 

system built by system developers. According to Respondent J this was a human error and 

not a technical.     

5.3.2 Net benefits  
When asking the respondent how they perceived the value of The system, what benefits or 

assets they could see, the results were mixed. A majority of the users could see that The 

system helped in their daily work and said that it “provides a more simplistic way to work” 

(Respondent B), “serves my needs perfectly” (Respondent E), and “contributes with better 

conditions for work” (Respondent D). Two of the users (Respondent E & F) pinpointed how 

The system helped and argued that it made it easier to sort information, to get a good 

overview, to build daily structure, and to prioritize. It was also pointed out by Respondent E 

that The system provided a “good psychosocial work environment” if used in a good way and 

“creates less stress along with that I think there’s a security to have it in writing”. 

Respondent F saw a great value in being able to sync the work e-mail with the private e-mail 

to keep track of the respondents “24-hour person”. The respondents also expressed negative 

opinions concerning The systems value. Respondents felt that The system was “hard to 

communicate with” (Respondent G) and if not used the right way “restricts work in a way” 

(Respondent H) due to unstructured information and stress. Respondent G said that there 

was “no added value” from The system, while Respondent A argued that “it creates a huge 

value” although not specifically due to The system.  

 Asking the respondents about the organizational value of The system also resulted in 

mixed answers, some users did not see any value or just a small value for the organization 

while some users emphasized that “e-mail has revolutionized the world within our 

organization” (Respondent D). Furthermore it was argued that the value of The system is in 

communication itself and that The system “is vital for communication within the 

organization as well as for communication externally” (Respondent J). It was agreed among 
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all of the respondents that a communication system is essential for the organization and 

provides a great value. The system owner (Respondent H) talked about The system as a 

nervous system, a necessity for surviving, but argued that without this system there would be 

another system. The respondent explained what is important with any communication 

system:  

 
What’s important with a communication platform is that it isn’t perceived as an 
obstacle, it’s supposed to be something I use to be able to quickly collect 
information and to act as a support in the workday. When it works as that 
support and I can quickly get answers to my questions, and when we can work 
together in teams, then we will contribute to a higher productivity. (...) no 
matter what the name of the platform is we have to get better at working 
together and we have to make the information more accessible for each other. 
(Respondent H) 

 

The operation developer (Respondent G) pointed out that The system “is well established 

and that there would be added value if its users where better informed about the 

functionality”. One valuable functionality that was brought up by several of the respondents 

was the calendar, which was said to provide a transparency and appreciation to the 

individuals’ workdays. 

 As mentioned before the design of The system was criticized and seen as important by 

most users, the system regulators on the other hand valued functionality and logistics over 

design.  

5.4 Surrounding aspects 
When categorizing the data material not everything had a natural fit in the D&M IS Success 

Model. The data not fitting were further analyzed and categorized into two remaining 

categories; Training and Communication culture. These categories contain opinions and 

perceptions about The system that did not concern the seven categories of the D&M IS 

Success Model, yet the two categories concerned surrounding aspects that in a direct way 

affected the seven categories and how value was perceived.    

5.4.1 Training  
When asking about formal introduction to The system many of the respondents fail to 

remember the routines used for newly employees due to a long time of employment, 

respondents that were recently employed declared that they did not receive any formal 

introduction. When beginning their employment the newly recruited respondents either 

asked their predecessor or colleagues for guidance in how to use The system or learned 

through trial and error. The systems administrator (Respondent I) informed that there is a 

wiki published in The system “where we work to instruct users in learning self-help”. The 

system owner (Respondent H) explained that the “training could become better”, but that an 

information system should not demand training, the user should be able to easily teach him 

or herself how to use it, “it should be that simple”. However two respondents, a system user 
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(Respondent F) and the head of operations (Respondent J) expressed a concern about the 

lack of formal training in how to use The system:  

 
The work procedures could be more effective if everyone learned how to use it 
[The system] (...) I think it has a lot to do with lack of knowledge and fear of IT-
usage in general but also how we work on training to use the system. (...) If you 
have a fear or lack of knowledge towards new technology and it isn’t even 
acknowledged that this is okay then you consolidate this attitude and you 
become even more resistant. (Respondent F) 
 
It is very important that you get that [training in all Information Systems] from 
the beginning, when you come here you should get a package - this is what you 
should learn from the beginning, I miss that today. (Respondent J) 

 

The head of operations (Respondent J) further explained that there is a tight time schedule 

within the county council and every time a member of staff has to stop his or her tasks in 

order to ask a colleague for help regarding Information Systems two work tasks are 

interrupted. The head of operation further claimed that these incidents are “time thieves”.     

5.4.2 Communication culture 
As mentioned in the sections about Information quality and Intention to use there is a 

restricted use of The system. An argument brought up by one system user and two system 

regulators concerning the restricted use of The system is that the communication culture in 

the organization might be the reason. The respondents F, G and H said that there is a bad 

communication culture and that the lack of routine and misuse of e-mail lead to 

inefficiency.  The system owner (Respondent H) argued why the use of e-mail is an ineffective 

communication solution; 

 

… because the information that we mediate to each other is not available for the 
one who needs it the most, we send an e-mail between you and me and maybe 
someone gets a copy. We should be able to use this information in a completely 
different way, we should instead be able to use a blog or... to make the 
information more public so to say. We choke each other with a lot of 
unnecessary information which makes our effectiveness and productivity 
decrease, we are focusing on the wrong things. And I think this is a flaw with e-
mail generally too, there simply has got to be a better way of doing this. 
(Respondent H) 

 

It was also argued that communication is affected by norms and therefore a communication 

policy could assist the employees in using The system more effectively, “to get certain people 

to understand which communication space is good for what purpose” (Respondent F). 

Furthermore all respondents mentioned receiving a heavy load of emails each day, some 

respondents expressed difficulties and concern about managing and structuring all incoming 

information. Respondent G and Respondent I expressed concern about system users using 
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The system’s email inbox as a storage for information, they claimed that this habit creates 

problems when an employee resign, making it difficult for others to access that information.   

 
In my world the inbox is where information dies (...) if we only email each other 
and you resign then all this information is buried there and the poor one having 
to take over after you will have to go through all of your emails to get this 
information. (Respondent I) 

5.5 Summary 
The results showed that the respondents had divided views of The system’s quality, regarding 

the system quality many respondents expressed dissatisfaction about The system’s 

functionality. When it comes to service quality most of the respondents were pleased with the 

offered technical support but chose to use it mainly for malfunctions and errors and not when 

the concern was insecurities about certain functions. When talking to the respondents about 

Information quality the problem of information disappearing from mobile devices was 

emphasized. However the main concern turned out to be about how the users chose to use 

the system.  

 The result concerning how The system is used along with the intention to use it show that 

The system is being perceived and used mainly as an e-mail platform, although users where 

aware that there might be more to it. The restricted use of The system were believed to have 

many reasons and it became evident that there is a frustration among the respondents 

because of this.  

 Asking about the user satisfaction of The system revealed both positive and negative 

opinions although the most common opinions were neutral. System users felt a need to 

compare The system with another system in order to evaluate their satisfaction, while system 

regulators explained that the users often expressed misdirected dissatisfaction blaming The 

system for malfunction due to other problems. 

 Opinions about The system’s value were also mixed, the greatest value associated with The 

system by its users was that it helped with the daily work in a number of ways. However it 

was also pointed out that the value was not specifically linked to The system, rather it was 

linked to the value of being able to communicate.  

 The respondents expressed that formal training in how to use The system is inadequate, 

the majority of the respondents had not received any formal training in how to use The 

system and described being instructed by colleagues or teaching themselves. It was suggested 

that the lack of formal training is one of the reasons for the restricted use of The system, 

another reason was the bad communication culture in the organization. Furthermore the bad 

communication culture contributed to an overload of e-mails and situations where important 

information were hidden in the users’ inboxes.   
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6. Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to investigate if and how informal value can be evaluated and 

also to explore the process of informal evaluation. Relevant research (Chan, 2000; Kohli & 

Grover, 2008) stress the need to address not only what value there is, but also why it is 

valuable, where the value lies, when it is valuable, how it is valuable, and to whom it is 

valuable. Consequently this study set out to evaluate the value of an IS with these aspects in 

mind. The research questions that this study aim to address are: How can informal value of 

an IS be evaluated? and What are the benefits and drawbacks of relying on informal value 

when assessing IS? 

 In order to answer the first research question we chose to review current research on IT 

evaluation and methods for evaluating informal value. The interpretive approach was 

recommended by researchers (Lagsten, 2011; Lagsten & Goldkuhl, 2008; Jones & Hughes, 

2001). However, as noted by Lagsten (2011), there is a lack of methods for conducting 

interpretive IT evaluation in practice. This led us to explore methods based on other 

approaches. We chose to use the D&M IS Success Model as a theoretical framework, the 

model is well established in the IT evaluation field (Hsu et al., 2014; Bernroider et al., 2013; 

Marthandan & Tang, 2010; Stockdale & Standing, 2005; Wang & Liao, 2008) due to how the 

model define different constructs of an IS as well as how it explains the causal connection 

between these constructs. When choosing the D&M IS Success Model we were always 

attentive to the fact that the choice of framework might turn out to be ill fitting for this study. 

However we experienced that the D&M IS Success Model turned out to serve well as a 

theoretical framework. When evaluating the respondents subjective views on The system’s 

value the D&M IS Success Model provided us with a theoretical framing on the different 

constructs of an IS and how these interrelate with each other. This outset made it possible for 

us to structure our interviews in order to access various dimensions of value to investigate 

while still managing to restrict our study.  

 The major discovery concerning the D&M IS Success Model was that the interrelations 

between the constructs of the models were sometimes complicated. As illustrated in previous 

sections some respondents expressed negative feelings toward the quality and use of The 

system yet claimed that The system gave benefits and that they were satisfied. This indicates 

that the constructs of quality and usage are not the only constructs of an IS that affects User 

satisfaction and Net benefits, constructs that we associate with value. This finding suggest 

that there might be constructs missing in the D&M IS Success Model since the interrelations 

between the constructs were not always logical. We further discovered that social and 

political aspects such as Training and Communication culture were not acknowledged in the 

model. We experienced that these aspects had a direct impact on the respondents’ 

perceptions of The system’s value as well as their use of The system, this will be further 

discussed below. This finding stands in contrast to Cronk and Fitzgerald’s (1999) claim that 

contributions from an IS must be isolated from other organizational and external factors in 

order to measure value. Our results indicate that technology is embedded in all ongoing 

processes within an organization and that separating them are impossible when evaluating 

the value of an IS. 
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 Furthermore our results indicate that the User satisfaction and the perceived value of an 

IS also depend on how the users prioritize the IS. In the specific research case of this study 

the IS investigated is used by staff at a county council, the county council's primary concern is 

health care. Therefore many respondents expressed an indifference about whether The 

system created value or not since this did not affect the quality of the health care provided by 

the county council. This attitude affected User satisfaction and Net benefits in a direct way 

since even though many respondents expressed wishes of improvements in The system as 

well as the use of The system, they also said that they were satisfied with The system, that it 

was good enough and fulfilled its purpose.  

 Regarding the use of The system the results illustrate how respondents due to their 

restricted use fail to take advantage of all its functionality which affect the value they see in 

The system. It is interesting that despite of this respondents agree on the fact that The system 

should be used more and in a better way to increase productivity and efficiency. Some 

respondents indicated both a resistance to use The system and a frustration over restricted 

use along with a wish to use The system in a better and more extensive way. Thus, many 

respondents expressed conflicting and at times contradictory views on the capability and use 

of the system.  

 When analyzing the data it also became apparent that the restricted use could be a result 

following the lack of formal training, only one respondent could recall getting some sort of 

training in how to use The system. We argue that formal training could solve one part of the 

problem with the restricted use of The system, if The system’s users had more knowledge 

about its functions and how to actually use them The system could create more value. As 

already mentioned the restricted use of The system might moreover be affected by the 

organization's Communication culture. Several respondents expressed a concern over the 

extensive e-mail usage and how this culture decreased productivity and efficiency. We argue 

that this aspect is vital for the organization as well as our study since the Communication 

culture impacts a majority of the employees in how they use The system, which in turn affect 

how they value The system. One of the system users pointed out that the organization can 

buy how many systems they want, but if no one is using them then they are just dead 

systems, which agrees with the arguments of Brown (2005) and Kohli and Grover (2005) that 

IT does not create value in isolation, it only becomes valuable and meaningful when people 

use it. The added value to The system through usage can be explained by the term network 

effects, Lee and Mendelson (2007) describe that “the benefits to technology users often 

increase with the number of other users. From the perspective of using and managing 

information systems, there are many advantages to standardization, both in the usage and 

support of IT” (p. 395). This means that the more users who actually use The system and its 

functions, the greater the value, and this indicates that learning and culture in an 

organization are vital for an IS to be valuable.  

 The results also highlight the complexity of the value concept and show that the perceived 

value depends on various aspects; it depend on who answers the question along with how the 

question is asked. Interpreting our data confirm Marthandan and Tang (2010) and DeLone 

and McLean (2003) that argue that individual aspects such as age, professional position, 

training and knowledge of the IS affects how valuable an IS is perceived to be. For example 
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several respondents talked about the restricted use of The system as a matter of generation 

where older users were representing a group more reluctant and unfamiliar to IT. Sun et al. 

(2014) describe this kind of resistance as not wanting to accept that IT is embedded in their 

job function, further they argue that “such a resistance may promote a fear that IT may 

control their actions more than they control the technology” (p. 3).  Another aspect that was 

raised by the respondents were the aspect of professional position. When it comes to 

professional positions the system regulators had access to an overview of external processes 

that affected The system, the system users did not have this kind of insight. This 

phenomenon can be explained by the term bounded rationality, a term that explains how 

individuals are limited when making rational decisions due to the boundaries of the 

individuals own perceptions (Gounaris & Koritos, 2012). Bounded rationality explains how 

individuals create their own value based on their own restrictions. Each actor in this study 

was focused on their work tasks and it is based on these premises that they evaluate whether, 

what, why, where, when, how and to whom The system is valuable. This may be a part of why 

different professional positions see different values in The system. This phenomenon was 

evident in all of our respondents, system users as well as system regulators, and illustrates 

how individuals prioritize according to the framings of their own bounded rationality. This 

finding is crucial to acknowledge since it is only by accessing the subjective perspectives of 

individuals outside one’s own bounded rationality the multiple dimensions of value can be 

evaluated.  

 With this in mind informal evaluation of IS is a complicated process where the researcher 

needs to evaluate the perception of multiple individuals with various perspectives in order to 

get passed the restrictions of bounded rationality. We are aware that the number of 

individuals in this study are limited due to time constraint, however we argue that our sample 

of respondents are relevant within the scope of this study. What is important to acknowledge 

is that despite of the small sample of respondents the results clearly indicated a need to 

recognize social and political processes and how these in a direct way affected the use of The 

system. This knowledge is crucial since it might impact both productivity and efficiency. We 

are confident that these results would have been even more apparent if including even more 

individuals with other backgrounds.     

 However, the drawbacks of performing informal evaluation of an IS are that an extensive 

informal evaluation is time consuming and do not promise useful results concerning the 

value that the IS creates. Furthermore the informal evaluation is dependent on the researches 

ability to formulate the right questions in a suitable way in order to access nuanced aspects of 

the respondents’ subjective perceptions. Our major drawback during the data collection was 

the attitude of some of our respondents who expressed an incomprehension of the purpose of 

our study. These respondents did not estimate their own opinions and perspectives as 

interesting or important to evaluate and therefore expressed a reluctance to answer our 

questions. One respondent particularly expressed a belief that her contribution during the 

interview could not possibly be of relevance in an academic research paper on a master’s 

level. This attitude aligns with the arguments of Jones and Hughes (2001) who argue that: 

“With regard to IS evaluation as a complex social process evaluation, these opinions should 

also be of major importance to an organization. Yet they are rarely, if at all, requested or 
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valued“ (p. 193). Furthermore Jones and Hughes (2001) argue that informal evaluation is 

often criticized as being too difficult, too time consuming, too costly and not necessary. Chan 

(2000) names these argument as unfortunate as many organizations tend to invest large 

sums on technology itself but are reluctant to spend small sums on ensuring that the 

expected outcomes are reached. Based on our results we agree with Chan that the negative 

attitudes toward informal evaluations are unfortunate, the results of our study demonstrate 

the advantages of evaluating value based on an informal approach. The informal evaluation 

of users’ subjective perceptions of The system contributes to the debate whether to keep The 

system by exposing new aspects of the situation. These aspects are social and political 

elements that might not have been exposed in a formal evaluation (Jones & Hughes, 2001).  

 Based on the findings in this study we recommend any organization facing this kind of 

situation to have informal evaluation in mind. In this particular case aspects surrounding the 

IS seem to be directly connected to the value of the system, these aspects might not have 

appeared in a formal and quantitative evaluation. These insights are further explained in the 

next section were the conclusions of this study is presented. 

7. Conclusion 

The main contributions of this study are summarized in following conclusions: The D&M IS 

Success Model proved to be well fitting when performing an informal evaluation of an IS, 

however the interrelations between different constructs proved to be more complicated than 

the model implied. Furthermore social and political aspects such as Training and 

Communication culture proved to be important factors that were not mentioned in the 

model. Lack of Training and the existing Communication culture restricted the use of The 

system which affected the perceived value of The system. This aspect can be explained by the 

term Network effects; the more users using a system in the right way, the greater the value. 

Individuals background affect the perceived value of an IS, aspects such as age, professional 

position and knowledge of IT create boundaries that can be explained by the term Bounded 

rationality; how individuals create their own value based on their restrictions.  

 To summarize there are disadvantages as well as advantages with informal evaluation. The 

drawbacks of performing an informal evaluation are that they are complicated and time-

consuming and do not promise useful results. Yet the benefit of using informal evaluation are 

the possibilities of discovering aspects of value that are not visible in formal evaluation. 

 Regarding future research when evaluating an IS it is important to remember that a single 

study will not be able to investigate and analyze a complete sociotechnical system and the 

environment that surrounds it (Chan, 2000). Due to the complexity of IS evaluation this 

study has not covered all surrounding aspects of individuals subjective perceptions of an IS. 

This study was restricted to the constructs of the D&M IS Success Model, by using another 

theoretical framework other aspects would have been prioritized and different results might 

have occurred.  

 An interesting aspect about The system that was outside of the scope of this study was that 

the respondent's perception of The system’s value seemed to be affected by their attitudes 

towards replacing The system. Many respondents expressed a concern about the economic 
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costs of replacing The system and the difficulties in learning how to use a new 

communication system, therefore the perceived value of The system seemed to be based on 

the respondents reluctance of exchanging The system. We regard this as an interesting aspect 

to investigate further by studying if a change of IS is linked to a feeling of pressure, insecurity 

and more unnecessary work. In other words, it might feel harder having to change IS than to 

keep the current one, making the current IS more valuable. 
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