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Abstract 
The aim of this research project was to find out why the employees in the 
Middle East region, as a part of a large global company, did not use the 
project tracking information system tool SiteHandler. The poor usage of 
SiteHandler results in difficulties to follow-up the projects in a consistent 
way and to address the right issues in the overall work to decrease lead times. 
 The research was conducted with a mixed method, starting with a 
qualitative study in order to gain an understanding of the problem and the 
current setting. Thereafter, hypotheses were tested with an e-survey sent out 
to the entire user group, which were around 350 persons. The outcome of the 
survey was surprisingly that the hypotheses, which were based on the United 
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT), were rejected.  

The findings in this study showed that if the user experiences a relative 
advantage with the system it has a positive effect on use as well as good data 
quality. This study has found that the opinions of colleagues and managers 
play a role on use and also the lack of integration. This research will serve as 
a base for future studies to investigate how the system is used and how it 
supports the business process. Furthermore, these findings contribute to the 
criticism on Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and its successor. 
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1. Introduction 
After working more than ten years in the Information Technology (IT) industry, I 
am still amazed by the amount of money and energy that is put into the technical 
solution in relation to the investment in change management and leadership. I am 
interested in finding out more why an organization does not get the calculated 
return on an IT-investment. I have a bachelor degree in business administration 
with an interest in leadership and change management; as well as international 
culture, information, communication and learning, which influence my research 
study together with the fact that I am currently living in Cairo, Egypt. 
 
1.1 Background and Problem Area 
A Swedish global company operating in the Middle East is facing a problem with 
poor usage of an internal IT-system. The system, called SiteHandler, is a project 
management tracking system used for measuring cycle times, lead times etc. The 
system was first deployed in the region in 2005, but not to all countries as there 
was no requirements from the business but also that the projects had other tools, 
such as Excel, to track their progress. 

Since mid 2012, the region has a focus on reducing lead times as way to 
decrease the working capital and since 1st of January 2013 there is a global 
operational improvement program running. As SiteHandler is a tool to measure 
lead times in a unified way, the system has got attention and been deployed to more 
countries in the region. There has been resistance among the users in the new 
countries to adapt to SiteHandler and it has also been identified that countries that 
have used the system for a longer period of time does not track all necessary data in 
the database. When all data is not found in the database it results in problems for 
reporting and controlling. 
 Other regions use the system successfully, but there is also a project in another 
region that has abandoned the system in favor for another to better fulfill their 
needs. Although, the perception is that the overall importance is that the business 
requirements are met. Hence, employees in the region are not forced to use the 
system as of today. 

The problem is that when the employees enter the data in Excel or similar 
instead of SiteHandler, the system shows unreliable data, which creates extra work 
and inefficiency for those looking at the reports. Furthermore, it makes the 
improvement work on lead-time reduction and addressing the right issues difficult. 
 
1.2 Topic Justification 
According to the Standish Report (2011), only 37% of all IT implementation 
projects were successful, which implied they were delivered on time, on budget and 
with the required features and functions. There is more than a successful project to 
make a profitable implementation: the users have to use the system in the intended 
way.  
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 Job-related information systems are designed to improve task performance and 
efficiency (Hsiaoa and Yang, 2011) and besides contributing to the bottom-line and 
generate economic value, it should also generate personal value such as satisfaction 
(Ayyagari et al., 2011). Studies (Ayyagari et al., 2011; Tarafdar et al., 2010) show 
that when there is no ease of use or perceived benefits, to mention a few of the 
negative effects information and communications technology (ICT) can have on 
individuals, it can lead to technostress and other negative aspects. 

Several studies have been done on why IT-implementations do not meet the 
targets (Brown et al, 2002; Cooper and Zmud, 1990), but there are still numerous 
unsuccessful IT-investments. Regarding technology adoption many studies have 
been conducted with the support from the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), 
but most of them have had students as samples and involved office automation 
software or system development application, which calls for more studies in a 
business environment and also of business process applications (Legris et al., 
2003). In a more recent study (Hsiaoa and Yang, 2011), the authors state that 
technology acceptance in task-related information systems is a trend and should be 
further investigated. Additionally, research on user satisfaction tends to examine 
the attitude towards the Information System (IS) system, rather than the actual 
using of the system (Brown et al., 2002). 

The majority of studies within IT adoption are made with qualitative research 
and Wu (2012) calls for more mixed methods to further add valuable knowledge to 
the area. Moreover, most studies are conducted in the USA (Al-Gahtani et al., 
2007). There are a few studies (Abdul-Gader, 1997; Al-Turkia, 2011) conducted in 
the Middle East region. The researcher has used neglect spotting (Sandberg and 
Alvesson, 2011) to find out that the Middle East region is under-researched, rather 
than using problematization, since the researcher has no intention of creating a new 
interesting theory and also the fact that gap-spotting is rather easy in comparison.  

This study contributes to the research area within IT acceptance in the Middle 
East region. Moreover, it gives knowledge and business research to the organi-
zation, and other companies facing similar problems. 

 
1.3 Purpose and Research Question 
Based on the discussion above, the purpose of this study is to explore why the 
employees do not use the project management application or why there is a poor 
usage. This study is based on the perception that the employees do not properly use 
the system SiteHandler. 

It is not an intervention study, but the findings could result in suggestions on 
how to address the problem and improve the situation.  
The research question this study addresses is: 

Why do the employees not use the IT business application tool?  
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1.4 Scope and Limitations 
This study focuses on the use of the business application system SiteHandler in the 
company’s Middle East region and does not involve any other IS tools. It examines 
the use of the system, which is deployed in 12 out of the 22 countries in the region. 
Although one can argue that it would be interesting with a comparing study 
between different regions, it has not be done due to lack of contacts within the 
organization. 
 The case study only investigates the chosen IT-system, i.e. SiteHandler and the 
employees who are users of the system, which are around 350 people in the region. 
It focuses on internal users and does not include customers or service providers. 
The main motive for not including external users is that it is a requirement by the 
company, but it has practical implications to expand the research to users outside 
the organization. 
 The study is conducted in English, which is the working language in the 
company, although most of the employees have Arabic as mother tongue. The unit 
of analysis is mainly end-users, but in order to get a better picture of the problem, 
some local managers are interviewed. System reports are also used, but as a 
reference rather than data that is deeply analyzed since the focus of the study is to 
understand the users and their situation. 
 The literature review is concentrating on the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM) and its relating theories. Although, culture is an interesting aspect, the study 
does not try to examine the culture differences that could occur in the region as the 
scope of the study would be too broad and previous studies (Al-Turkia, 2011) has 
found out that success factors in IT implementations in the region are the same as 
they are in the rest of the world.  
 
1.5 Disposition 
The overall structure of the study takes the form of six chapters, including this 
introductory chapter that gives a background to the problem area, purpose of the 
study and its limitations. Chapter two gives a review of the literature and is rather 
broad in its presentation. The third chapter is concerned with the methodology used 
in this thesis. The fourth chapter presents the findings from the interviews and the 
survey together with an analysis. Chapter five discusses the result and the method, 
as well as implications in research and business. The final chapter includes a 
conclusion of the study and suggestions to future research into this area. 
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2. Literature Review 
This chapter presents the literature and theories reviewed. Since the study 
examines many variables a funnel format is used, where the discussion of the topic 
starts out in general terms, and then gradually narrow to become closer and closer 
to the purpose of the study. The review of literature generates a theoretical 
framework that guides the data collection and analysis.  

 
2.1 Information System Implementation and Acceptance 
Information systems count for large investments in today’s organizations, but close 
to three quarters of the implementation projects do not manage to meet budget or 
functional expectations and are delayed (Hsiao and Yang, 2011; Legris et al, 2003). 
Decades of research have came up with success factors on implementation IS into 
the business, where one is Bailey and Pearson’s (1983) list of 39 factors affecting 
IS satisfaction (see Appendix A).  
 Brown et al. (2007) carried out a comprehensive literature review on the topic 
and identified the most factors associated with implementation success and failure 
are: commitment, knowledge, communication, planning, and infra-structure. Not 
surprisingly is management commitment at the top, something that also change 
management gurus such as Kotter (1996; 2002) praise. It has also been reported 
that when the implementation project comes to the last process stage: acceptance, 
the relative importance of management commitment increases (Brown et al., 2007).  
 An IS system does not generate value itself, it is has to be used. Therefore, it is 
vital that the system is accepted and used by the employees and below is a 
discussion on theories in the area.  
 
2.2 Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 
The theory of reasoned action is explaining a person’s behavior. It has its 
background in the social psychology field, where a person’s behavior is based on 
the behavior intention, which is determined by her attitude and the subjective norm 
(Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). 
 

 
Figure 1: Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) 
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TRA has proven successful in predicting and explaining behavior, but on volitional 
choices such as brushing your teeth (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). The model has 
been used in a wide variety of domains, where computer usage is one among others 
(David, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989). 
 
2.3 Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 
Theory of planned behavior is based on theory of reasoned action. The theory is 
developed by physiologist Ajzen (1985) and claims that behavioral achievement 
depends jointly on motivation (intention) and ability (behavioral control). 

Attitude towards the Act or Behavior is how the person believes the action will 
have a negative or positive impact on the action (Ajzen, 1991; Matiesen 1991), for 
example if the end-user thinks that the system will support her in her work.  

Subjective Norm is the belief of others, which are important to the person, for 
example if others belief it is important to use the system and the person care what 
the others think; it will have an impact on the behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Matiesen, 
1991).  

Perceived Behavioral Control can be situational, such as having access to the IS 
system and also personal, which could be being able to use the system (Matiesen, 
1991).  
 

 
Figure 2: Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) 

 
2.4 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 
Fred Davis (1989; 1993) presented the technology acceptance model based on 
theory of reasoned action to better explore acceptance of information science (IS). 
Davis claims perceived usefulness is one of the reasons a user will accept or reject 
a system and the other is perceived ease of use, which is the easiness or free of 
effort the user interpret the system. Mathiesen (1991) compares the TAM with TPB 
and concludes that TAM better explains the attitude towards IS than TPB, and that 
it is easier to apply. 
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Figure 3: Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, 1989; 1993) 

 
Davis’s article on TAM from 1989 is considered to be the most influential and 

valid model for explaining an individual’s acceptance of an information system and 
in 2006 the article had been cited in nearly 2000 journals (Hsiaoa and Yang, 2011). 
One can claim that it is a rather old theory in a rapid change area as information 
technology, but it is still used and valid, although there are trends in to diversify the 
research where task-related information system is one and the other two are e-
commerce and hedonic IS, for example online gaming and surfing (Hsiao and 
Yang, 2011).  

The model has also been subject to many comparisons and critics. Legris et al. 
(2003) investigated 22 articles in the high ranked academic journal within 
Information Science and found out that TAM only explains 40% of the system use. 
They also stated three limits with TAM: 

1) 41% of the studies in their research involved students (they were not 
conducted in a business environment). 

2) Most studies had looked upon office automation software or system 
development application, such as Excel and Word (and not business 
process applications). 

3) The studies did not measure the system use, but self-reported use, which 
cannot be granted as a precise measure.  

A later meta-analysis study by King and He (2006) demonstrated that TAM is 
reliable and robust model, but one has to take into consideration that they also had 
students as population.  

TAM has been used to explain the behavior of IS systems that are voluntary and 
the same goes for TRA, which focus on volitional behavior such as loosing weight 
or participate in an election (Ajzen, 1991). Brown et al. (2002) is trying to explain 
the user’s behavior when the system is mandatory to perform one’s job and found 
out that TAM does not generalize directly to mandatory use situations. They 
classify that a system is mandatory when the options are to use the system or leave 
the work place. 
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Legris et al. (2003) pointed out that TAM studies in general are considering an 
application or system to be an independent issue rather than putting it into the 
context of organizational dynamics, and suggest that the model should be put into a 
broader perspective including organizational and social factors. Amoako-Gyampah 
and Salam (2004) analyzed an ERP implementation in a large organization and 
found out that the role of IT implementation factors such as training, project 
communication and shared beliefs influenced the TAM variables.  

In order to further explain the usage of a system, the model was enhanced to 
also include subjective norms among others and TAM2 was developed (Venkatesh 
and Davis, 2000). 

 

 
Figure 4: Technology Acceptance Model 2 (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000) 

 
2.5 Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) 
TAM2 is an extended version of TAM, but the most notable of the extended 
models is the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (Venkatesh et 
al., 2003). The theory is developed out of TAM, but also based on TRA and TRB 
along with other theories not discussed in this study such as: 

• Model of PC utilization (MPCU) 
• Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) 
• Motivation Model (MM) 
• Diffusion of Innovation Theory (IDT) 
• Combined Theory of Planned Behavior/Technology Acceptance  

(C-TAM-TPB) 
A detailed list of the theories, references and root constructs, can be found in 

Appendix B. 
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The theory has four key hypotheses (Venkatesh et al., 2003), which are direct 
factors of usage intention and behavior:  
 
Performance Expectancy, which defines the user’s belief on how useful the 
system is and how it will enhance the performance. The factors are related to: 

• Perceived Usefulness (PU), as discussed earlier in TAM  
• Extrinsic Motivation such as improved job performance, pay or promotion. 
• Relative Advantage (RA) of using the system, i.e. using the new system is 

better than the previous system/way of working 
• Job-fit (JF), i.e. how the system will enhance the job performance. 
• Outcome Expectations (OE), which is related to the consequences of the 

behavior. It includes both job-related issues such as pay rise and 
personal/individual goals such as quality of work or perception from 
colleagues.  

Performance expectancy is the strongest predictor of intention of use in both 
voluntary and mandatory settings and all the underlying five constructs have many 
similarities (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Mao et al. (2005) conducted a comparability 
study between USA and Turkey and came to the conclusion that perceived 
usefulness was less important in non-Western countries. 
 
Effort Expectancy, correlates to the degree of ease to use the system: 

• Perceived Ease of Use (PEU), which is from the TAM/TAM2 and defines 
which degree of effort the system will require. 

• Complexity (CO) refers to how difficult/easy the system is perceived to be, 
for example that it is believed to take too long time to learn. 

• Ease of Use (EU) measures the level to which using the application is 
perceived as being difficult to use. 

It is interesting to notice that Venkatesh et al. (2003) could only verify that this 
variable was significant during the first phases of the implementation and over 
periods of extended and sustained usage it became non-significant. A study 
undertaken in China found no significance between perceived ease of use and 
behavioral intention to use (Srite, 2006). However, one has to take into 
consideration that the sample size in that study was rather limited and the 
respondents were students. A cross-country analysis (Mao et al., 2005) reported 
that the ease of use was more important in non-Western countries than in the 
Western world.  
 
Social Influence, looks upon how important it is what the people around believe; 

• Subjective Norm (SN) is based on TRA, TPB and TAM/TAM2 and is 
defined as people, who are important to the person, such as the manager, 
think the individual should use the system.  
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• Social Factors (SF) originates in the model of PC utilization and takes into 
account if the coworkers use the system, if the management is helpful and 
supportive.  

• Image refers to if the application enhances one's image or status in the 
organization. 

Venkatesh and his colleagues (2003) point out that this construct was also more 
significant in the beginning of the system use and that the opinions of others are 
applicable in mandatory settings, for example the opinion of the supervisor at a 
work place. Hartwick and Barki (1994) highlight that subjective norm are more 
important in an early stage and in a recent study by Schepers and Wetzel (2007) 
showed that a competent system user is less open to social aspects.  
 

Facilitating Conditions are the degree to which the person believes that there is 
organizational and technical support of the system.  

• Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC), from TBP and refers to for example if 
the individual believes she has control over the system usage.  

• Facilitating Conditions (FC), such as support and introduction to the 
application. 

• Compatibility (C) refers to which degree the system is compliant with 
existing needs, values and experience. 

According to the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003), the facilitating conditions do 
not influence the behavioral intention but the use behavior, where experience plays 
a role, as the need for support goes down when the experience of the system goes 
up. 
 
In addition to the above-mentioned constructs, there are four variables that have 
moderate impact of the four key hypotheses according to Venkatesh et al. (2003): 

• Gender, for example that women in general emphasize ease of use more 
important than men do. 

• Age, in general older end-users find it harder to adapt to the use of a new 
system. 

• Experience, the researchers reported that when the users gained experienced 
for example, ease of use is over shaded by other factors.  

• Voluntariness is to which degree the system is used voluntarily.  
 
Several studies (Bhattacherjee and Premkumar, 2004; Taylor and Todd, 1995) 

have identified that user’s beliefs and attitudes change as they gain experience. A 
study conducted in Saudi Arabia (Al-Gahtani et al., 2007) demonstrated that gender 
and age had no interaction effect with performance expectancy. Computer usage is 
so common today (Schepers and Wetzel, 2007), which makes one question the 
importance of gender and age today. Kim and Malhotra (2005) draw our attention 
regarding users’ evaluation of the system as they gain experience and 
Bhattacherjee’s (2001) developed a post-acceptance model of IS continuance, 
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where he stated that post–use perceived usefulness is determined by pre-use 
perceived usefulness. Bhattacherjee and Premkumar (2004) argue that it is 
important to invest in end-user training to gain a positive user experience that will 
later on increase satisfaction and acceptance.  

Venkatesh et al. (2003) contended that the model explained up to 70% of the use 
of behavior and that perceived usefulness is the strongest determinant of intention 
and use. The questionnaire used in the study can be by found in Appendix C. 
 

 
Figure 5: Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (Venkatesh et al., 2003) 

 
Although UTAUT has been cited in many journals, Williams et al. (2011) 

showed that out of the 450 times the theory had been cited, it had only been utilized 
43 times in empirical research for examining IS/IT related issues. Out of the 43 
times it was just one study, which was about desktop computer application and i.e. 
Al-Gahtani et al. (2007) that examined IT acceptance in Saudi Arabia. In 2011, 
Williams and co workers reported that in the articles that used UTAUT, only 3.6% 
used the full theory, including the intended method and not a qualitative study or 
another statistical method. The authors draw the conclusion that there is a trend of 
using external variables and external theories together with UTAUT to better 
explain and identify factors likely to influence adoption of technology. 

Straub (2009) argued that a simple model such as TAM or even its successor 
UTAUT, does not give the full picture whether an individual will adopt a particular 
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technology or not. He claims that; “technology adoption is a complex, inherently 
social, developmental process” (p. 645) and therefore to successfully facilitate an 
adoption, an organization has to be able to address individuals’ cognitive, affective 
and contextual interests and concerns. Moreover, he stressed that UTAUT is a 
relatively new model and that it needs further validation. 

 
2.6 Cultural Dimensions 
Abdul-Gader published a paper in 1997 in which he described the business culture 
in the Arab Gulf countries as being characterized by centralization, autocratic 
leadership, low cooperation, low appreciation of independence, low appreciation of 
good performance, frequency of nepotism, resistance to innovation and resistance 
to change. In 2011, Al-Turkia demonstrated that the success factors for IS 
implementations in the Middle East the same as in other regions around the world, 
where commitment, communication, knowledge and clear objectives and planning 
are the most important factors. 

Im and colleagues (2011) examined if the constructs in UTAUT were affected 
by culture and showed that effort expectancy has a larger impact on intention to use 
in the U.S. than in South Korea and that the Asians are higher influenced by others 
than the Americans. Bandyopadhyay and Fraccastoro (2007) investigated the effect 
of culture through the social influence variable of the UTAUT and found that social 
influence is based on culture. Rose and Straub (1998) carried out a study on 
technology acceptance in Egypt, Sudan, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Lebanon, in 
which they found out that perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness were 
significant to influence actual system use. The authors suggested that TAM is 
supported in the Arab World without making any comparisons between the cultures 
in the region.  
 
2.7 Other Theories 
One has to take into account that the design of the system might not suite the users 
and not fit the needs and processes. Stolterman and Wiberg (2010) argue for a 
concept-driven interaction design research to further understand users’ needs and 
desires on a detailed level that could improve the interaction between humans and 
computers.  

A study by Kaasboll, Braa and Bratteteig (1993) pointed out that lack of 
functional integration is a problem for the end-users, and also insufficient training 
and manuals, which are relevant for this problem as well. Brown et al. (2002) 
argues that training plays a role as it increases the users confidence or self-efficacy 
when using a new system. 
 
2.8 Outcome of Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 
With the above literature review, UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) was deemed to 
be appropriate, but with a few adjustments due to the nature of the problem and 
used as theoretical framework. As can be seen in Figure 5, Venkatesh and co-
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workers (2003) theorized that four constructs had a significant role to determine 
user acceptance and usage behavior:    

1. Performance expectancy 
2. Effort expectancy 
3. Social influence related 
4. Facilitating conditions  

 
 The variables on behavioral intention to use the system and use the system will 
be combined and replaced with “Use of SiteHandler”, as intention to use has a 
direct influence on usage. Moreover, questions on if the users intend to use the 
system seem inadequate in this case, as the users should use it. 
 UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) has four moderating variables; gender, age, 
experience and voluntariness of use. Since the system is mandatory, the variable 
voluntariness in the original theory is dropped. Moreover, the moderating variables 
gender and age are not included, since all employees are treated equal and it is of 
no interest to the researcher. The fact that cultural aspects are a large and complex 
research area, the study will not try to understand and explore the cultural 
differences. However, country of position is used as a moderating variable as it is 
of interest for the company to know since it is in relation to the year of 
implementation. Furthermore, experience, as a moderating variable is applicable.  
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3. Methods 
This chapter discusses the research methods, which have been thoroughly reviewed 
with representatives from the company including a member of the research 
department and also members of staff at Linnaeus University.  
 
3.1 Research Design and Strategy of Inquiry  
The researcher’s worldview is originated from previous studies in Business 
Administration as well as work experience from areas within management, sales, 
marketing and communication. It is a social constructivism worldview (Creswell, 
2009), as the study tries to understand how the individuals use a system and the 
researcher looks upon knowledge that it is not an absolute true. 

This study has a mixed method strategy and by combining qualitative and 
quantitative research the aim is to gain more insight and to expand the under-
standing of the problem (Creswell, 2009). It is a sequential mixed method 
beginning with qualitative interviews to investigate the problem and following up 
with a survey to the entire population of end-users. Wu (2012) proposes a mixed 
research method, giving the opportunity to move beyond the imprecise concept-
ualizations of the usefulness and ease of use in IS and to improve the understanding 
of user acceptance of technology, as traditionally IT adoption has been assessed by 
surveys. Furthermore, he highlights that few of the many TAM-based studies have 
included qualitative investigations to understand the local meanings of usefulness 
and ease of use prior to the constructs in hypotheses formulation and testing. 

It would have been interesting to start the research with long observation of the 
end-users to understand their behavior and to get a subjective understanding of the 
situation (Wu, 2012), but that is not recommended and accepted by the company. 
On the other hand a pure qualitative study, where hypotheses are tested, which is 
the most common form of study in the IT adoption (Wu, 2012) could give an 
incorrect answer, not taken into account the aspect of this unique case, but rather 
make a generalization with support from the literature.  

Benbasat and colleagues (1987) argue that when the aim of the study is to 
understand the nature and the complication of a process that takes place, a case 
study is appropriate. They claim that case strategy is well suited for a research in 
the IS area, since the interest has changed from technology to organizational issues. 
Moreover, they state that case research strategy has mainly been used for 
qualitative studies but at the same time argue that it works fine for providing 
explanation and testing hypotheses. Baxter and Jack (2008) suggest a case study 
when the researcher cannot influence the behavior of the persons involved in the 
study, which is the case with the employees of the company. Multiple methods of 
data collection are suitable for a case study (Benbasat et al., 1987), supporting the 
mixed method of both qualitative and quantitative research.  
3.2 Units of Analysis 
The unit of analysis was mainly the group of users, i.e. a unique case within the 
particular region and the traditional phase of knowledge accrual is exploration 
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leading to a single case (Benbasat et al., 1987). The system has around 350 
employee end-users located in more than ten countries, which was the site 
selection. The study concentrated only on the usage of SiteHandler at a given time 
(i.e. March 2013), since the data was collected at one point in time and not over 
time. The reason for binding the study is to keep it reasonable in scope (Baxter and 
Jack, 2008). 

Other sources of evidence that was used were documentation and archival 
records such as system reports from the IT department. 

 
3.3 Data Collection Methods 
As shown in Figure 6, the data collection started with a qualitative research by 
conducting semi-structured interview, to explore the problem. To start the research 
with interviews was highly recommended by the company’s research department. 
Four interviews were conducted with the persons working on regional level with 
the process based in Egypt. The researcher wanted to have face-to-face meetings to 
minimize the level of misunderstanding and also get a feeling for the individuals 
and their workplace. 

Three out of four interviews were conducted in English. One of the interviews 
was done in Swedish and using Skype, as this person was on a business trip. The 
researcher judged that since the communication would be in Swedish, between two 
Swedish persons, it would be OK to use Skype. The lengths of the interviews 
varied from 30 to 60 minutes and were recorded with the application Quick Voice 
on the I-Phone.  

The interview instrument (see Appendix D) was used as a guideline for 
conversation rather than as a rigid questioning protocol and the questions was 
developed by the researcher to gain more knowledge about the system use. The 
open-ended inquiry was used to elicit responses in a non-leading, natural manner 
(Kvale, 1996; Rubin and Rubin, 2005, cited in Wu, 2012).  

 

Figure 6: Sequential Exploratory Design (Based on Kettles et al., 2011) 

3.4 Hypothesis Development and Building of Questionnaire 
Figure 6 shows that the second step in the data collection is a quantitative study. 
The literature review generated a high-level research model based on UTAUT 
(Venkatesh et al., 2003) that was further developed after conducting interviews. 

The following hypotheses were believed to be the most relevant to test: 
H1: Performance Expectancy of SiteHandler will have a direct, positive effect on 
use of SiteHandler. The influence will be moderated by Role such that the effect 
will be stronger for managers.  
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Some questions related to the root constructs Perceived Usefulness are more or 
less the same as Extrinsic Motivation (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and as the other root 
constructs related to Performance Expectancy are similar, no detailed hypothesis is 
identified. 
 
H2: Effort Expectancy of SiteHandler will have a direct, positive effect on the use 
of SiteHandler. The influence of Effort Expectancy on Use of SiteHandler will be 
moderated by experience and country, such that the effect will be stronger for 
countries that have had the system implemented for a shorter period of time and 
have less experience. 
 The questions regarding Effort Expectancy have their root construct in three 
theories, but they are be merged to one hypothesis.  
 
H3: Social Influence to SiteHandler will have a direct, positive effect on the use of 
SiteHandler. The influence of Social Influence on Use of SiteHandler will be 
moderated by experience and country, such that the effect will be stronger for 
countries that have had the system implemented for a shorter period of time and 
have less experience. 
 As mentioned in the end of the Literature Review chapter, the root construct 
Image was removed, as it was not suitable for the business setting.  
 It could be of interest to look into the details as there are three independent 
variables corresponding to the dependent variable (Social Influence): 

• Manager’s influence 
• Colleagues’ influence 
• Management’s influence 

 
H4: Facilitating Conditions related to SiteHandler will have a direct, positive effect 
on the use of SiteHandler. The influence of Social Influence on Use of SiteHandler 
will be moderated by experience and country, such that the effect will be stronger 
for countries that have had the system implemented for a shorter period of time and 
have less experience. 
 As there are independent variables corresponding to the dependent variable 
(Facilitating Conditions) it could be of interest to, in detail, look at: 

• SiteHandler training positively affects SiteHandler facilitating conditions. 
• SiteHandler support positively affects SiteHandler facilitating conditions. 
• Integration with other systems positively affects SiteHandler facilitating 

conditions. 
 

The questionnaire consisted of 24 questions. Each section also included an 
optional open question and room for comments (total seven). The company’s 
research department suggested that the survey should include space for making 
own comments and according to Creswell (2009) a space for making comments 
give the respondents room to expand the area and further explain the situation.  
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The four opening questions were regarding role, country and experience and 
related to the moderating variables. There was also a question on what the person 
did in the system, as it was deemed in the interviews that people were not doing 
what they were supposed to do in relation to the role. Table 2 shows a detailed list 
of the next 20 questions and their relating variables.  

The originating variable Intention to Use has been changed to Use of System 
and that data was collected from system reports, since the interpretation from the 
interviews was that users said they would use the system, but it was unclear if they 
actually did. Furthermore, critics (Legris et al., 2003) has pointed out that studies 
based on the TAM are based on self-reported use, which includes a risk that it does 
not reflect the true reality. As mentioned earlier, the moderating variables gender, 
age and voluntariness of use have been removed as these are considered not to be 
applicable in this setting. 
 The aim was to send out a short and concise survey to the end-users and 
therefore the original UTAUT survey (see Appendix C) was shortened. Some 
questions were also re-phrased by the researcher to better suite the setting and 
based on feedback from the supervisor at the University, tutor at the company and 
the interviewees. Scalable data on the questionnaire can be found in Appendix E. 

The tutor at the company, who is a member of the leadership team, sent out the 
link to the questionnaire, since is has to be done by an internal. The survey 
instrument includes Likert-scale items, where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 
and 5 = Strongly Agree. The reason for using a five-point scale compared to a 
seven was the design of the web-poll, where there was a text to each box to tick. 
The researcher together with the tutor at the company thought it was too much text 
with seven boxes. It was mandatory to answer every question. A copy of the 
questionnaire sent out can be found in Appendix F. 
 
3.5 Research Setting 
The study was undertaken at the company’s Middle East region. The region has 
about 4000 employees, which counts for less than 4% of the total number of 
employees within the global organization. The net sales in the region was around 
15 BSEK during 2012, which is 6,8% of the global organization’s total net sales, 
and the region had roughly the same revenue during 2011. It is noticeable that 
several countries in the Middle East have been politically and economically 
unstable since the Arab Spring, which began in Tunisia in December 2010 and then 
spread to several other countries in North Africa and the Arabian Peninsula.  
 The users are all knowledge workers. According to the company policy, the 
employees are fluent in English, are experienced computer users and have a good 
knowledge of IS tools in general. Some of the users enter data into the system; 
while others run reports, analyze data or control and guide activities.  
 The users are spread out in 12 of the 22 countries in the region; Lebanon, Iran, 
Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, UEA, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Sudan, and 
Djibouti. The IS application was first implemented in 2005 in Egypt and Iran and 
2009 in Saudi Arabia. One of the reasons for not having deployed the application to 
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all countries in region is that there is no need due to no or little business; another 
reason was that other tools such as Excel are used. Although it is a mandatory 
system, the management is not forcing the employees to use it as long as they have 
the necessary control over the projects and meet the business requirements.  

SiteHandler has got more attention since mid 2012, since it measures lead times 
in roll-out projects and the region identified the tool to support the work of 
reducing lead times. During 2012 the application was deployed in Iraq, Kuwait, 
Oman, Qatar, Sudan and UAE. At the beginning of 2013, a global program to 
reduce working capital was launched, where lead times have been identified to 
have an impact, which gave SiteHandler even more attention.  

According to global standards, SiteHandler should be used when the company is 
responsible for project management. It is applicable for projects dealing with large 
supply and installation services with a contract value above 10 MUSD, but some 
projects are also quite complex and can have a contract value of more than 100 
MUSD. The guidelines states that project management and adherent project 
execution requires project planning and control, and the major benefits from using 
the system are: 

• Control progress of activities in large projects with many activities 
• Support efficient way of working and actively share information 
• Global processes and tools creates company wide synergies  
• Security and access control of project status and project information 
• Provide important status for invoicing from sub-contractors 

 

 
Figure 7: SiteHandler User Interface. Font, color and style can be adjusted (blue and grey in standard 
lay-out) 

 
SiteHandler is an internal enterprise web-application database system. It is 

developed with IS Tools, which is an end-to-end Platform as a Service (PaaS) 
solution including a set of application building blocks that are assembled without 
programming to an enterprise IT applications (IS Tools, 2012). The database 
application is configured and run by using a web browser. The company IS Tools 
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was founded in 1999 by the Swede Johan Barrebo, who launched the application 
development platform as a service in 2003.  

The SiteHandler administrator or super user configures the system according to 
the requirements from the project manager and is also responsible for setting up the 
roles and access in the system. The administrator can also change the application 
along the way if the project management will make changes to the set-up. It is a 
stand-alone system and has no integration with other systems. 

SiteHandler is accessed by project members within the company via Intranet and 
by customer and service providers via Extranet. Upon completion of the customer 
contract, i.e. the project, the SiteHandler usage is terminated. Support for setting up 
the system, project closure and other types of support is given by the local 
SiteHandler administrator or from local IT Service Desk. Next level of support is 
on global level and in order to get help from Global IT, the super user has to raise a 
ticket. If the project needs to train administrators and/or users it could be requested 
for creation on the internal Training Server. 
 
3.6 Data Analysis Methods  
The sequential exploratory strategy (Creswell, 2009) was used, as the aim was to 
develop a better instrument to use in the quantitative research with support from the 
qualitative study. The data analysis of the qualitative study was based on 
Creswell’s (2009) model: 

1. Organize and prepare the data for analysis. 
2. Listen through the interviews three times. 
3. Transcribe the important part of the interviews. 
4. Generate themes and group the data. 
5. Interconnect themes into a story line. 
6. Make an interpretation of the data and thereafter input to the questionnaire. 

 
The story line as a summary of the interview and the written presentations of the 

interviewees were sent to the participants for their approval and possibility to make 
corrections and comments. Moreover, the proposed questionnaire was sent to them 
to get their feedback.  

Creswell’s (2009) model for data analysis in quantitative research was used to 
analyze the data collected in the survey: 

1. Report on the number of surveys that were returned respectively not 
returned. 

2. Discuss response bias, i.e. the effect of non-responses.  
3. Discuss a plan to provide a descriptive analysis for independent and 

dependent variables in the study. 
4. Use the statistical program Minitab for analyzing the data. 
5. Identify the statistics for hypothesis testing.  
6. Present the results in tables and interpret them from statistical test. 
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The company’s own developed tool was used to create the web poll, as it was 
most convenient and the employees are used to the tool. The statistical software 
Minitab, also provided by the company, was used to make statistical reports and 
analysis. 
 
3.7 Risk Analysis 
The participants took part in the study of their own free will, and it was a risk that 
they were not honest when responding, just answering what they think is expected. 
In order to mitigate that, the respondents were anonymous. A member of the 
leadership team sent out the survey, which involved a risk that the participants felt 
pushed by the management that could influence their answers. To minimize that 
risk, there was an introduction to the survey, which pointed out that it is a study for 
academic purpose and that participants would be unidentified and the same was 
told in the beginning of the interviews. 

There was risk that the data from the survey would be difficult to use due to 
skewed information. Regarding the participants in the survey, it was a chance that 
they would neglect the survey, but in order to avoid that, the questionnaires are sent 
out by a senior manger to stress the importance and their involvement. 
Furthermore, the survey is sent out to the entire user group and not to a sample 
since the company stated that is was likely with a high drop out rate. The rather low 
response rate was taken into consideration when analyzing the data and making 
conclusions.  
 It was also a possibility that the respondents perceived the questionnaire as time 
and energy consuming, and not answered for that reason or just ticked a box “to get 
over with it”. To overcome that risk, the survey was judged to take a maximum ten 
minutes to answer and Likert five-point scale was used instead of a seven. It was a 
requirement from the company to keep the questionnaire short in order to not take 
too much time from their normal duties. Moreover, one has to take into 
consideration that an employee of a company of this dignity receives surveys on 
regular basis.  
 
3.8 Validity and Reliability 
To check if the approach was consistent across the study, Gibb’s reliability 
procedure (2007, cited in Creswell, 2009, p. 190) was followed: 

1. Check transcripts to make sure they do not contain mistakes. 
2. Make sure there is not a drift in the definition of codes. 

 
 Reliability refers to consistency and stability of results (Creswell, 2009) and in 
order to achieve a solid reliability this study is based on a well-discussed theory 
(UTAUT), which in turn is based on a validated model (TAM). The process of first 
conducting interviews to get a good understanding of what to measure in the survey 
contributes to the reliability. Additionally, the researcher has an objective role at 
the company, as not being employed, nor conducting the study as a consultant, 
which is a contributor to the reliability.  
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 Validity refers to accuracy and there are two types of threats (Creswell, 2009): 
• Internal validity threats, that the study does not measure what it is 

suppose to measure. 
• External validity threats, that the results of the research cannot be 

applied across other situations since the sample data was incorrect.  
 
This study has threats to internal validity such as mortality, i.e. that participants 

drop out due to lack of interest or time, and to address that issue the survey was 
sent out to the entire user group rather than a sample selection. This also eliminated 
the threats involved with selection. Although, the survey was sent out to the entire 
user group, it was clear from the system report that the distribution of users 
between the countries in the region was uneven, for example as Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia had 55% of the users (detailed information, see Table 1). Moreover, the 
system report showed that some challenges that were identified by the interviewees 
were related to countries that did not have any users set up in the system at the time 
being. This was taken into consideration when drawing the conclusions from the 
findings.  

Another threat to internal validity has to do with the fact that time passes during 
the experiment and to minimize that risk, interviews and surveys are conducted in 
the same month. However, one has to be aware that IT adaption is an on-going 
process and this research gives a snap-shot of the organization at a given time. 

There could be a threat of external validity, such as interaction of history and 
treatment as the research is time-bound, which was reflected upon when making 
the analysis.  

The data from the systems report triangulated the information from the 
interviews and used to double check and confirm the use of the system. The fact 
that interviews where conducted with persons holding different positions 
contributed to the validity. The different sources of information build a coherent 
justification (Creswell, 2009). Furthermore, the fact that it was a mixed method 
study, using both surveys and interviews, contributed to the triangulation.  

Member checking was used as the outcome of the interviews was sent to the 
interviewees for comments and approval. The interviewees also read through and 
commented on the questionnaire. Moreover, the supervisor at the company read 
through the summary from the interview as well as the proposed survey.  
 
3.9 Ethical Consideration 
Pimple (2002) raises three questions concerning ethical considerations for a 
research: 

1) Is it true?  
2) Is it fair?  
3) Is it wise? 
Trueness is important all through the study. This study should give a true 

picture of the situation. The data and the conclusions reflect the reality (Pimple, 
2002), using the appropriate tools and research design.  
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Fairness is imperative. This study deals with people and their opinions, which 
calls for respect and integrity (Creswell, 2009). None of the participants, or the 
company is mentioned by name and all participation is voluntary. 

Wisdom, this study’s aim is to solve a problem and benefit both users and 
management at the research site, and also add knowledge to research area of IT 
adoption. The risks involved in this study are considered to be low, as the 
participants are anonymous and the topic itself is not risky as such.  
 The financial controller is the sponsor of this study, as he gives the researcher 
access to its premises and personnel, but there is no financial sponsoring. The 
company owns the data collected and it was stressed that the gathered data will not 
be used for commercial purposes by the researcher. There could be a potential 
conflict of interest between the sponsor, who is on management level, and the end-
users conducting the survey (Pimple, 2002). Therefore, it is crucial not to take sides 
in the role of researcher.  
 Ethical issues in the data collection include informed consent (Creswell, 2009), 
such as a presentation of the researcher and the fact that the aim of the study is 
academic. Moreover, it was mentioned to all participants that they could withdraw 
at any time, anonymity is guaranteed and that the results of the study would be 
presented to the leadership team and the company’s research department.  

Analyzing and interpreting the data also included ethical issues, where an 
example was to ask for permission to contact the interviewee again if anything is 
unclear or the possibility to make a debriefing (Pimple, 2002). The interviews were 
recorded and stored as audio files. The data from the survey was stored in a 
personal file owned by the manager, who sent out the questionnaire and the same 
goes for the statistical analysis. The questionnaire was created with a tool provided 
by the company, which included a mandatory question if the data would be public 
or not, and the results of this survey were not public.  

The findings from this study were presented to the Order to Cash Program, 
which was communicated to all participants in the interviews and surveys. It was 
also out spoken that the internal research department was aware and involved of 
this study, as well as the fact that the findings would be presented as a part of a 
Master Thesis at Linnaeus University.  
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4. Empirical Findings and Analysis  
This chapter gives a presentation of the interviews conducted and the findings, as 
well as the creation of the questionnaire and analysis of the surveys.  
 
The empirical study started out with four interviews. As discussed earlier, the 
interviews were conducted as rather open discussions, which were face-to-face 
meetings at the company’s office. The interview with person C was a Skype-
meeting, as the person was away on a longer business trip.  
 
4.1 Interviewees 

1) A, Program Manager, responsible for the Order to Cash (O2C) trans-
formation program, with the aim to improve operational efficiency, both 
regarding speed and quality. The manager has previous been working in the 
USA where SiteHandler was implemented. Since the beginning of 2013, the 
person is back with its home organization in Egypt.  
 

2) B, Operations Performance Manager, is working on the O2C (Order to 
Cash) program to reduce the working capital and is a driver for the Service 
Delivery work stream with the aim to reduce lead times for implementation, 
documentation and acceptance. The manager has conducted workshops 
with some rollout projects where SiteHandler has been discussed among 
others.  

 
3) C, Improvement Specialist, is in the region on a short-term contract from 

Sweden working on the same work stream as person B, with the aim to 
share knowledge regarding tools and methodologies for operational 
development. The specialist has also conducted workshops and inter-views 
with users of SiteHandler. 

 
4) D, SiteHandler Administrator, is super-user for one of the four sub-regions 

and used to be only responsible for one country, but as the interest for the 
system increased the role was expanded to involve more countries. The role 
implies the responsibility to deploy and implement SiteHandler, configure 
the system according to the stakeholders within the project and be available 
for support and training. 
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4.2 Summary of the Interviews 
 
Benefits and Needs of SiteHandler 
All interviewees’ call SiteHandler a reporting tool, and some also call it a tool for 
controlling. “SiteHandler is an essential tool in the roll-out projects, to extract data 
on cycle times, lead times etc. and telling us how are we doing, if we are doing it 
with the correct speed and the correct quality”, A explains; “SiteHandler should 
give an overview of the performance and progress in the project.” 
 According to A SiteHandler brings value for reporting “But we have to see how 
we can bring value to the people doing the job, not only controlling them”. He 
believes it should be a workflow engine, to move the work from one person to the 
other and claims it would also make it easier to know where the bottlenecks are and 
to plan the job accordingly.  
 “SiteHandler is good for the project, so they can keep track of all activities and 
have control of the project. One problem is that there are backlog activities, such as 
customer acceptance that nobody is aware of, which translates into money”, B says. 
However, according to C there are a lot of open activities in the system, but it is not 
sure that they reflect the reality.  
 “I just found out that we could add user field, which will benefit in the 
communication to the customer”, says B and continues to explain that it is possible 
to extract data as charts and graphs, which can increase the value and benefit, but 
that is not done today. “Our region does not have sufficient knowledge about the 
system and what can be done with it.” 
 
Possible reasons behind poor usage of SiteHandler 
“It is perceived as a management tool, and not an operational tool that support the 
job, they need to rely on other systems to do their job”, says A. “They have three 
systems that track their job”, says C. “The users do not think of SiteHandler as a 
benefit for them”, says A and claims that it does not suite their way of working; 
“They just think of it as another tool that they have to go in to when they’re done 
with the work”. 

“SiteHandler is not meeting our requirements”, says A and explains that the 
system does not take the job from start to end, moving it from one responsible 
person to the other, until the activity is ended. “Today, that work has to be done via 
mail and imagine you are an engineer doing 300 scripts on a monthly basis, you 
have to send 300 mails and also receive 300 mails in a month just to do your work. 
That is not efficient” and he adds; “It is a stand-alone tool mainly for certain layers 
of managers in the organization.” 

“The users perceive SiteHandler as an extra administrative work”, explains B. 
“The projects have their own Excel sheets where they track every single activity 
and they believe they work fine and measure what they want”. C says that although 
they might have control of their part of the project, it might not be good enough 
when you are looking at it from another angle, “…there must be a difference 
between need to know and nice to know”.  
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C claims that the users he has talked to feel it is a management tool and they are 
forced to enter the data because someone higher up in the organization tells them 
to. This is also the way that that D has told me that they work; that they start from 
the top, convincing the managers to take project tracking reports out of the system, 
they should then push the project management to use the system, who will then 
convince his/her subordinates and so on.  
 D tells me that the usage of SiteHandler depends on the level of maturity, some 
have used the system for a longer period of time and use it very well and some are 
in the denial phase and do not use it at all. Later on when I speak to C, who says 
that although some projects have used SiteHandler for a longer period of time, all 
data is not accurate and reflect the reality. According to D, the projects are not 
aware that management tracks their performance via SiteHandler and that they 
should use the system as their own track tool.  
 “It takes time to change the old culture”, says D. “It is difficult to get them to 
enter the data into the database instead of the Excel sheet, but with a good Internet 
connection, it should not be any differences”. “I communicate the benefits with the 
system when I implement it”, continues D, “but there should be someone making 
follow-up, is fully aware of the project progress and also why the project managers 
should use the system”. C says; “They say they will use it but nothing happens”. 
Moreover, C tells me that what his experience with the system was that is was not 
very user-friendly. 
 “They are new to the system, they are not aware of the system and the benefits 
of the system”, says B and tells me that they have not had enough training; “They 
only got the system installed”. I get told that it is extra work since to start working 
with SiteHandler since they have to be in contact with the administrator and ask 
him/her to customize the system for their specific project. “They do not consider 
themselves having time for that and the project leader does not give it high 
priority”. B also claims that the super users do not have enough knowledge of the 
functions and features in the system. “It would be good if the super users could go 
to Sweden to learn or if someone from Sweden could come here”; B says and ends; 
“It is all about competence”. 
 “They are very resistant to Change”; says B and C tells me that he feels that 
change management is much harder in this region compared to previous work he 
has done in other parts of the world. “There I was able to have an open discussion 
on how to solve the problem and the users could confess that they lack of 
knowledge, but that is not the case here” and continues “I often here they say that it 
was a problem, but now we have started something”. Further-more, he 
communicates that there is a perception that the tool is addressing an unnecessary 
problem and that there are other areas that they believe are much bigger and could 
give higher impact. According to B there are no incentives to use SiteHandler as 
such, but believes that more of less everybody has a KPI (Key Performance 
Indicator) on O2C (Order to Cash). 
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The intended way to use SiteHandler 
It is clear through the interviews that SiteHandler should be used to track activities 
and to conduct follow-ups. It should be a tool measuring and visualizing lead times, 
which should be a support in analyzing the data in order to find ways to improve 
quality and speed in the process. SiteHandler should track progress for those using 
it, but it should also be a system that it is easy to take out reports that could be 
communicated up in the organization. All interviewees claim that SiteHandler 
should be the unified tool that is used and that the data should reflect the reality. 
 Depending on type of project and also on maturity, i.e. how long they have used 
the application, the usage differs; some are using it as a database system, some use 
only notification and some use several functions. “Some are not using all features 
yet, but we are trying to get them up to speed”, says D. 
 The project manager defines how the system should be set up depending on the 
project and C says; “You can get whatever report you like, but you have to enter 
the data”. Customers and Service Providers can have limited credential to the 
system and there is also a possibility of sending notifications to the customers. “It 
is mandatory to use the system according to Global, however, we are not forcing 
them. We start in a friendly way”; says D. 

The intended way to use SiteHandler is that the person doing the job should also 
update the system, which could be more or less on a daily basis. At some projects 
there is one person who is updating the system. It could be a SiteHandler 
administrator within the project or the super user. C tells me; “They told me they 
send the data to the super user on a weekly basis, but when I asked the super user, 
he had not received anything”.  

According to C, there is a notification service via mail, used by some projects, 
where a mail is triggered in the system to the next person in the value chain. One of 
the issues is that if it is not the person doing the job that is updating the system but 
instead a central person doing it once a week, the notification service has no 
function as the mail will come from the incorrect person and also it will be obsolete 
by the time it is sent.  

A says the ideal situation would be if the user could receive the work through 
the system and get a list of jobs that have do be done. “It would also be better for 
the project manager, who can then see the work queues and the work can be 
redistributed to be overall more efficient and quicker. It would also give a more 
objective hand-over from one person to another”, A continues and adds; “We had 
to change systems and implement another system for a large account in the US, 
since SiteHandler did not meet our requirements.” 

B says that although some projects have been using the system for a long time 
they have cleanup work that must be done.  



 

  30 (66) 
 

 
Figure 8: Outcome of the Interview – Factors that can influence the poor usage of SiteHandler.  
No mutual relationship between the factors 

4.3 System Reports 
To validate the outcome of the interviews and to get an understanding of where the 
users where located, the researcher analyzed a system report. As Table 1 shows 
there is an uneven distribution between the countries. Although, countries with 
very few users, such as UAE, had some external users, the country still had much 
fewer users than for example Saudi Arabia. It was also clear that some countries 
that had been discussed during the interviews, such as Jordan, did not have any 
users at that time. They were going to get the system within a few weeks and 
workshops had been conducted with the potential users.  

 
Country	   Number	  of	  Users	   Year	  of	  Implementation	  
Bahrain	   5 2010 
Egypt	   94 2005 
Iran	   25 2005 
Iraq	   5 2012 
Kuwait	   4 2012 
Lebanon	   2 2011 
Oman	   13 2012 
Qatar	   1 2012 
Sudan	   15 2012 
Saudi	  Arabia	   199 2009 
UAE	   1 2012 
Total	  number	  of	  users	   364  

Table 1: Number of internal SiteHandler users in the region February 2013, where they are  
located and year of implementation 

Non-‐
beneficial	  

Lack	  of	  
Knowledge	  

No	  Mgmt	  
A8en9on	  

Time	  
Consuming	  

Not	  User	  
Friendly	  

No	  
Integra9on	  
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4.4 Findings from the Surveys 
The link to the questionnaire was sent out via email to 364 persons and 13 mails 
bounced back, as they were incorrect and most likely belonged to former 
employees. The response rate at the first day was 9% and 20% at the end of day 
seven after a reminder was sent out. After two weeks the poll was closed and 
totally 78 persons had answered, which corresponded to 22%.  

The rather low respondent rate was expected, since the company had flagged up 
for that. Looking at the answers in details there was no clear correlation between 
the people who answered in the beginning of the period compared to those who 
answered at the end of the period. A possible explanation for the poor response rate 
might be that people are tired of surveys and found no incentive to answer. Another 
possible explanation for this is that those who do not like the system did not want 
take time to answer questions about it.   
 
Country	   Users	  

according	  
to	  the	  
system	  

Old/Dead	  
email	  
addresses	  

Users	  
according	  
excl.	  
old/dead	  
users	  

Number	  of	  
answers	  

Percent	  
answered	  
excl.	  
old/dead	  
users	  

Bahrain	   5 0 5 2 40% 
Egypt	   94 7 87 9 10% 
Iran	   25 1 24 6 25% 
Iraq	   5 0 5 1 20% 
Kuwait	   4 0 4 2 50% 
Lebanon	   2 0 2 0 0% 
Oman	   13 0 13 3 23% 
Qatar	   1 0 1 0 0% 
Sudan	   15 0 15 1 7% 
Saudi	  Arabia	   199 5 194 53 27% 
UAE	   1 0 1 1 100% 
Total	   364 13 351 78 22% 

Table 2: Response Rate Questionnaire 

As can be seen from the table above, Egypt and Sudan had the lowest response 
rate, if Lebanon and Qatar are deducted, which had no respondents at all but on the 
other hand the number of users were very low. Egypt represents 26% of the 
population according to the system report, but only 12% of the answers. Iran 
represents 8% of the responses, which is about the same as in the system reports. 
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4.5 Reliability Analysis 
 

UTAUT	  Construct	   Cronbach’s	  Alpha	   Number	  of	  Items	  

Performance	  Expectancy	  
	  

0,86 
 

7 

Effort	  Expectancy	  
	  

0,68 
 

5 

Social	  Influence	  
	  

0,70 
 

3 

Facilitating	  Conditions	  
	  

0,54 5 
 

Total	   0,89 20 
 

Table 3: Internal Consistency 

To measure the internal consistency of the questions, Cronbach Analysis is 
used; where the alpha assesses how reliably the survey measures the constructs.  In 
general the Cronbach’s Alpha is: 

• <0.35 = low reliability 
• 0.35< <0.7 = acceptable 
• >0.7 = high reliability 

 
 As Table 3 shows, the overall internal consistency is good, which indicates that 
in general all 20 items that propose to measure the same general construct produce 
do so. From this data it is apparent that the questions measuring Performance 
Expectancy, have the highest reliability.  

The questionnaire had four negative questions (Q08, Q14, Q15, Q24) and when 
looking at the results of the negative questions in relation to the positive, there is a 
possibility that some respondents have just ticked a box, rather than reading the 
question truly. It might also be a possibility that the individuals got confused by the 
negative questions and misunderstood them. Effort Expectancy has a low alpha 
value, but also includes of two negative questions and when those two are excluded 
the value increases to 0,77. 

Social Influence has an acceptable reliability and when excluding question 19; 
“The management provides the necessary resources to enable me to work with 
SH”, the alpha goes up to 0,81.  

As can be seen from Table 3, Facilitating Conditions have the lowest internal 
consistency, but when the negative question (Q24) is removed the value increases 
to 0,69. However, the explanation might be that it is a negative question as it could 
be the question itself; “SH is not compatible with other systems I use”, which gave 
room for own interpretations.  
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4.6 Descriptive Analysis 
 

 
Figure 9: Respondents per Country 

From the data in Figure 9, it is apparent that Saudi Arabia represents the majority 
of the respondents, i.e. 68%, but they are also the country that has the most users 
(55%). Most of the respondents (87%) are working in countries that have had the 
system implemented for more than three years, which are Egypt, Iran and Saudi 
Arabia. It is evident that it is same distribution between the countries in the system 
report where 87% of the users are from Egypt, Iran and Saudi Arabia. 
 
 

 
Figure 10: Respondents per Role 
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The roles originate from the company’s standard model and might not be 
applicable to all countries due to size and set-up. There were none of the 
respondents who were Commissioning Engineer or Installation Technician. As 
shown in Figure 10, the role Customer Project Manager represents the majority of 
the answers. The position includes the overall responsibility of the project and its 
activities. The managerial roles; Customer Operations Manager, Customer Project 
Manager and Implementation Manger count for 42% of the respondents. 

In an ideal situation, Question 4; “What do you do in SiteHandler?” would be 
superfluous as it would be related to the role, but since it was noticeable that it was 
not the situation, the question was added. Many respondents indicated that they do 
different things in the system, such as enter data, run reports and analyze data. The 
role Document Controller and Site Engineer are the only consistent roles regarding 
tasks, i.e. Enter Data, but some of them also indicated that they did more than just 
entered data.  

The survey tool limited the possibility to enter more than one duty, but there was 
room for comments and some participants did more or less everything in the 
system; “I can't choose more than one in previous question so I will list them here: 
Enter data Look at/run reports Plan and forecast work Analyze data Control and 
guide activities” or “I would like to add some: Look at/run report, Plan and 
Forecast, Analyze data, Site Inventory material and Communication to others 
departments/team by using automatic sent email”. In overall context the data from 
Question 4 did not add much value. 
 
 

 
Figure 11: Respondents’ Experience with SiteHandler 

 It is apparent from this figure that very few of the respondents were new to the 
system. 47% of the respondents have used SiteHandler more than three years, 
which demonstrates a solid experience of the population. There are 23% who have 
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less than a year’s practice including the one and only respondent that had less than 
three months of practice. It is noticeable that there are experienced users in 
countries that have implemented the system lately, which is probably due to change 
of locations. 
 
 
Construct	   Variable	   Question	   Total	  

Count	  
Mean	   StDev	   ICR	  

Performance	  
Expectancy	  
	  

PU1 Q05 I find SH useful 
in my job  

78 4,47 0,64 0,86 

RA1 Q06 Using SH helps 
me to do my 
tasks more 
quickly  

78 4,18 0,80 

RA2 Q07 SH has 
improved the 
quality of the 
work I do  

78 4,14 0,75 

PU2 Q08 SH makes it 
harder for me to 
do my job  

78 2,38 1,05 

JF1 Q09 SH provides 
accurate 
information  

78 3,85 0,72 

RA3 Q10 SH makes data 
analysis easier 

78 4,13 0,65 

OE1 Q11 SH gives me 
greater control 
over my job  

78 4,06 0,61 

Table 4: Descriptive Analysis Performance Expectancy 
The scale is from 1 to 5: 1=Strongly Disagree, 3= Neither Agree nor Disagree, 5= Strongly Agree 
SH=SiteHandler, StDev= Standard Deviation, ICR= Internal Consistency Reliability 

As presented in Table 4, the majority of respondents (78%) felt that Site-
Handler was useful in their job and none of them reported that the system was 
unusable. Only a small number of respondents (7%) indicated that they were 
neutral, i.e. either agree or disagree. One customer project manager stated; “A 
perfect tool for tracking the projects” and another commented; “Well what and how 
to start with, the data available in Site Handler is not accurate, and hard to trust”. 

In response to Question 2, most of the respondents (81%) thought that the 
system supported them in doing their tasks more quickly, but there were two 
participants who did not agree to that statement. One Customer Operations 
Manager indicated; “If the intranet/internet access speed and quality is good, this 
will speed up my work” and another; “Creating automated reports using visual 
basic is very helpful to the organization. It simplify and speed-up the day-to-day 
requirements both external and internal customers”. 

The overall response to Question 9, if the system had improved the data quality, 
was lower than former questions, with a mean of 3,85, which still is a positive 
answer. However, several participants expressed the belief that if the data in the 
system is more accurate, the system would be more useful such as; “If all discipline 
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are accurate and diligent in updating their field then SH is really useful” and “SH 
provides me accurate info if it had been updated by my team or myself to my 
project” and “Very supportive tool when assuming data are fully uploaded and 
accurate in which it is not the case in some situations”. 

Almost one third of those surveyed commented on the daily support the system 
gave them in their work. An Implementation Coordinator stated; “Sometimes I 
think it's useless because I have to send my reports manually to each department” 
and another expressed; “Information is not complete. Technical information is 
none”. A comment from a Customer Project Manager was; “Not linked with other 
tools”. There was also positive comments such as; “Tracking is very easy, using a 
report you can know all what's pending…” and “As all work related data is saved 
on SH you can easily get any info you need directly without searching in many 
Excel sheets”. 
 
 
Construct	   Variable	   Question	   Total	  

Count	  
Mean	   StDev	   ICR	  

Effort	  
Expectancy	  
	  

EU1 Q12 I find SH easy to 
use 

78 4,09 0,76 0,68 

PEU1 Q13 Learning to 
operate SH is/was 
easy for me 

78 4,13 0,71 

CO1 Q14 Using SH takes 
too much time 
from my normal 
duties 

78 2,85 1,07 

CO2 Q15 Interacting with 
SH is often 
frustrating 

78 2,58 0,92 

EU2 Q16 I am comfortable 
with using SH 

78 3,96 0,71 

Table 5: Descriptive Analysis Effort Expectancy 

The table above presents the descriptive analysis of Effort Expectancy, and as 
can be seen from the data, the respondents find SiteHandler quite easy to use. One 
individual from Saudi Arabia stated: “Much Better than Previous system” and 
another from the same country commented: “SH is a user friendly tool”. Some 
comments from respondents in Bahrain and Kuwait were: “It’s not easy as we 
don’t have anyone to support with small queries…” and “Easy for data entry, 
difficult as the extracted data is in Excel (old versions) format only” 

The overall response to Question 14 and 15 are negative, which still is a positive 
response since these are negative questions. Those two questions also have the 
highest standard deviation in the group and when looking at the data in detail, a 
possible explanation for this is that some respondents did misunderstand the 
questions or just ticked the boxes as discussed earlier.  

In response to Question 16, if the individuals were comfortable with using 
SiteHandler, the mean was lower than in other questions measuring the construct 
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Effort Expectancy. Some comments from respondents in Saudi Arabia were: 
“Resources handling SH customization and administration are over-loaded” and 
“Very fast when generating reports. Otherwise if issue is Internet speed.” One 
comment from an individual in a less experienced country was “Most of the users 
are not aware how much this tool is important, easier, better then the other ways for 
handling the project…they put the blame on the administrator” and another 
commented: “If data entry is maintained accurate and enter on-time, this is the 
key”. 
 
Construct	   Variable	   Question	   Total	  

Count	  
Mean	   StDev	   ICR	  

Social	  
Influence	  
	  

SN1 Q17 My manager thinks 
I should use SH  

78 4,23 0,82 0,70 

SN2 Q18 My colleagues think 
I should use SH 

78 3,96 0,84 

SF1 Q19 Mgmt provides the 
necessary resources 
to enable me to 
work with SH 

78 3,65 0,94 

Table 6: Descriptive Analysis Social Influence 

Table 6 shows a high reliability between the questions measuring Social 
Influence. In answers to Question 17, three respondents answered that their 
manager did not think they should use the system and eleven indicated that their 
manager were neutral. In response to the comment on how others influence the 
usage of Site-Handler, one experienced user expressed: “Instruction to use SH 
should be more strict from management” and another stated: “They don’t even 
know or aware of using it by me”. 
 
Construct	   Variable	   Question	   Total	  

Count	  
Mean	   StDev	   ICR	  

Facilitating	  
Conditions	  
	  

PBC1 Q20 I have the know-
ledge necessary to 
use SH in my role 

78 4,06 0,86 0,54 

FC1 Q21 Training concerning 
SH was available to 
me 

78 2,79 1,16 

FC2 Q22 A specific person is 
available for 
assistance with SH 
difficulties 

78 3,87 0,86 

C1 Q23 Using SH fits well 
with the way I work 

78 4,08 0,66 

PBC2 Q24 SH is not 
compatible with 
other systems I use 

78 2,76 1,02 

Table 7: Descriptive Analysis Facilitating Conditions 

As can be seen in Table 7, the overall response to Question 21 was negative 
response and has a relatively high spread, indicating that the users did not think 
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training was available to them. An explanation from an experienced user was: 
“Actually I didn't get any official training…” Another experienced user wrote; 
“Since this tool is very easy to handle, only few sessions of training are enough”. 

Although, the majority did not think they had enough training, only five 
respondents admitted that they did not have enough knowledge. This could be a 
possible reason behind the low internal consistency reliability for the questions 
measuring Facilitating Conditions. 

Table 8 also shows that the respondents are positive with the support, although it 
is obvious in the field for comments that the meaning of support differs as one 
individual stated: “I have someone to upload the monthly data” and another 
commented; “We have an expert in our team so no issues regarding support”. 

The majority of respondents indicated that the system fits well with the way they 
work (Questions 23) and the rather low mean on Question 24 shows that the users 
believe SiteHandler is compatible with other systems. However, there were several 
remarks on the lack of integration with other systems. An experienced user from 
Saudi Arabia expressed; “SH is a useful tool in Projects. If we can include 
Financial data not only statistical then we can have all a package tool which can 
generates both reports” and another stated; “Link with Clarity and SAP are highly 
required for consistency of data reporting and follow up as complete set”. 

At the end of the survey there was room for general comments and 15 out of the 
78 respondents took their time to add additional statements. It is notable that none 
of the respondents from Egypt had written any comments. All other countries were 
represented. Some of the comments are listed below: 

• “Very good tool that can help show progress in different milestones of 
all running projects that can help monitor and track KPIs, lead-times, 
etc., but the main concern is the accuracy and completeness of data in 
which in some cases I came over is not reflecting reality... “. 

• “Provide manual to all users” 
• “I hope to address using only old Excel versions because most of the 

provided sheets by customer or project in new versions and that takes 
long time to convert data form new to old…” 

• “Solve the slow processing of some applications specially the upload” 
• “Training in SH would be necessary to be able to know how to navigate 

and make work easier.” 
• “It would be good if Site Handler can be integrated with other system 

such as…” 
• “…Force all users TO PUT right data on time, it will be one of the best 

system for every one.” 
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Figure 12: Mean Use per Individual per Month 

The interval plot of timestamp (Figure 12) provides data on the usage of 
SiteHandler and is based on system reports from January – March 2013 and 
translated into a mean per month per user (indicated as a circle). Timestamp is 
equivalent to log-ins and above 30 hits per month is considered to be good as it is 
more than once a day. Most of the countries have an average between 10 to 20 hits 
per month and are regarded as OK, whereas Bahrain and Qatar is bad. Djibouti and 
Oman are very bad, with a less than five logins per month.  

As some of the criticism against studies made with TAM (Legris et al., 2003) 
was that the use of the system had been self-reported, this survey has measured use 
by using system reports. However, the mean is different to the median, indicated as 
a grey number in the figure above, especially for Saudi Arabia and Egypt which 
indicates that a few persons are very active in the system and are believed to be 
super users working full-time with SiteHandler. A detailed figure on the use plotted 
per person is found in Appendix G.  
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4.7 Correlation Analysis 
 
Construct	   Variable	   Question	   Total	  

Count	  
P-‐Value	   Correlation	  

Experience	    Q03 78 0,038 0,24 
 

Performance	  
Expectancy	  
	  

PU1 Q05 78 0,218 0,14 

RA1 Q06 78 0,041 0,23 

RA2 Q07 78 0,061 0,21 

PU2 Q08 78 0,597 0,06 

JF1 Q09 78 0,615 0,06 

RA3 Q10 78 0,066 0,21 

OE1 Q11 78 0,084 0,20 

Effort	  
Expectancy	  
	  

EU1 Q12 78 0,054 0,22 
PEU1 Q13 78 0,093 0,19 

CO1 Q14 78 0,113 - 
CO2 Q15 78 0,087 - 

EU2 Q16 78 0,007 0,30 

Social	  
Influence	  
	  

SN1 Q17 78 0,077 0,20 

SN2 Q18 78 0,046 0,23 

SF1 Q19 78 0,227 0,14 
Facilitating	  
Conditions	  
	  

PBC1 Q20 78 0,148 0,17 

FC1 Q21 78 0,744 -0,04 

FC2 Q22 78 0,366 -0,10 

C1 Q23 78 0,324 0,11 

PBC2 Q24 78 0,021 - 
Table 8: Simple Regression Analysis 

Table 8 shows that there is little or no correlation between the variables and use 
of the system. It is apparent from this table that very few variables have a 
correlation with use, only Q03, Q06, Q16, Q18 and Q24. However, a regression 
analysis could be misleading, as the answers to the questions are discrete data. 
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4.8 Hypothesis Testing 
 
Hypothesis	   R-‐Square	   R-‐Square	  

Adjusted	  
P-‐Value	   Result	  

H1	   Performance Expectancy of SH will 
have a direct, positive effect on use of 
SH. 

8,6% 0,0% 0,479 Rejected 

H2	   Effort Expectancy of SH will have a 
direct, positive effect on the use of SH. 

11,2% 5,1% 0,120 Rejected 

H3	   Social Influence to SH will have a 
direct, positive effect on the use of SH. 

5,8% 2,0% 0,215 Rejected 

H4	   Facilitating Conditions related to SH 
will have a direct, positive effect on the 
use of SH. 

11,1% 4,9% 0,126 Rejected 

Table 9: Regression Analysis and Hypothesis Testing 

The hypotheses testing, as shown in Table 9, indicates that there is no positive 
correlation between use and none of the four hypotheses, since the p-values are too 
high and the R-squares too low. Since the answers are discrete data a one-way 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to test each question against use. The 
test showed a positive difference in mean between five of the variables and use as 
shown in Table 10. The distribution of answers is limited in some questions (Q10, 
Q16, Q19, Q20, Q22 and Q23), since the data does not provide sufficient evidence 
to conclude that there are differences among the means. This implies that is it 
impossible to statistically determine any correlation, for example as in Question 3, 
between use and experience illustrated in the figure below. This is also true for the 
other moderating variables. 

 

 
Figure 13: Distribution of Answers in Question 3 
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Construct	   Variable	   Question	   P-‐Value	   Diff.	  in	  
Mean?	  

Performance	  
Expectancy	  
	  

PU1 Q05 I find SH useful in my job  0,522 No 

RA1 Q06 Using SH helps me to do my tasks more 
quickly  

0,000 Yes 

RA2 Q07 SH has improved the quality of the 
work I do  

0,000 Yes 

PU2 Q08 SH makes it harder for me to do my job  0,427 No 

JF1 Q09 SH provides accurate information  0,000 Yes 

RA3 Q10 SH makes data analysis easier - - 
OE1 Q11 SH gives me greater control over my 

job  
0,183 No 

Effort	  
Expectancy	  
	  

EU1 Q12 I find SH easy to use 0,061 No 
PEU1 Q13 Learning to operate SH is/was easy for 

me 
0,272 No 

CO1 Q14 Using SH takes too much time from my 
normal duties 

0,078 No 

CO2 Q15 Interacting with SH is often frustrating 0,010 Yes 

EU2 Q16 I am comfortable with using SH - - 

Social	  
Influence	  
	  

SN1 Q17 My manager thinks I should use SH  0,090 No 

SN2 Q18 My colleagues think I should use SH 0,033 Yes 

SF1 Q19 Management provides the necessary 
resources to enable me to work with SH 

- - 

Facilitating	  
Conditions	  
	  

PBC1 Q20 I have the knowledge necessary to use 
SH in my role 

- - 

FC1 Q21 Training concerning SH was available 
to me 

0,718 No 

FC2 Q22 A specific person is available for 
assistance with SH difficulties 

- - 

C1 Q23 Using SH fits well with the way I work - - 

PBC2 Q24 SH is not compatible with other 
systems I use 

0,056 No 

Table 10: One-Way ANOVA Test 

As Table 10 shows, there is a positive correlation between relative advantage 
and use (Q06 and Q07, see Appendix H for details) and between accurate 
information (Q09) and use. The result of Question 15 indicates a correlation, but 
the other question measuring complexity did not find that. The low p-value in 
Question 18 denotes that the influence from co-workers will have an affect on use.  
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5. Discussions 
This section discusses the results of the qualitative and quantitative studies and 
makes relevant references to the literature review. This chapter also presents the 
implications to research and practice. 
 
5.1 Discussion of Result 
The aim of this study was to investigate why the employees do not use Site-
Handler, but unexpectedly the survey found that the personnel do use the system. 
Surprisingly, the survey also showed that the end users were happy with 
SiteHandler and in general found the system useful and easy to use, which was not 
an outcome from the interviews.  

The results of this study did not support the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) 
and all hypothesis tested were rejected. Prior studies have noted the importance of 
usefulness (Davis, 1989; 1993; Venkatesh and Davis, 2000, Venkatesh et al., 
2003), but this survey could not find a relationship between Use and Perceived 
Usefulness. This finding is in agreement with Mao's et al. (2005) study, which 
showed that Perceived Usefulness was less important in non-Western countries. 
Unfortunately, the sample size was too small to stratify the effect on Role. The 
outcome in the interviews was that the tool was more useful for managers than end-
users, but that could not be verified by the survey. Nevertheless, the current study 
found a positive relationship between Relative Advantage and Use. There were 
comments in the survey supporting that correlation also discussions during the 
interviews regarding use of Excel instead of SiteHandler and interpret the results, 
as when the user perceives a relative advantage with SiteHandler, she is more likely 
to use the system. The ANOVA also showed a positive correlation accurate 
information and use, indicating that how the tool will enhance job performance 
plays a role. 

In general, these findings corroborate with some of the findings of Al-Gahtani et 
al. (2007), who showed that the following two assumptions were rejected in Saudi 
Arabia: 

• H2: Effort Expectancy will have a positive influence on behavior intention 
to use. 

• H4: Facilitating conditions will have a positive influence on use. 
 

The hypothesis on Effort Expectancy was not supported in this study. However 
Question 15 (Interacting with SH is often frustrating) showed a relation-ship with 
Use, but Question 16 (Using SH takes too much time from my normal duties) 
relating to the same root construct, Complexity, did not detect any evidence for a 
relationship. Those two questions are negative and have to be interpreted with 
caution, since it is likely that some respondents had misunderstood those questions 
as discussed earlier. Hence, it is difficult to make a conclusion that there is a 
correlation between Complexity and Use in this study. On the other hand, the 
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results from the qualitative study indicated that Site-Handler was a time consuming 
tool.  

One of the outcomes from the interviews was that the system was not user 
friendly, it was not confirmed by the quantitative study, rather the opposite. 
Venkatesh and colleagues (2003) reported that the effect of Effort Expectancy 
decrease with experience and as the population in this survey was rather 
experienced that could explain part of the result. 

Several studies (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Hartwick and Barki, 1994; Schepers 
and Wetzel, 2007) have pointed out that Social Influence is more significant in the 
beginning of the system use. Although in this study the observed difference 
between Social Influence and Use was not significant, one has to take into account 
that the population was mainly experienced users. There was only one variable in 
the root construct Social Influence that had a positive effect on Use and that was 
colleagues. This could indicate that a user in a country with many co-workers that 
use the system, such as Saudi Arabia, is more likely to use the system than a user in 
a country with very few users, such as Qatar or UAE. It is possible that a 
connection exists between the opinions of the manager and the use of the system, 
although the one-way ANOVA on Question 17 showed that these results were not 
statistically significant (p-value 0,090). A 5% risk is typical threshold for the risk 
one should be willing to take when making decisions utilizing statistical tests. 
However, the consequences of making a wrong conclusion related to this variable 
are not considered to be significant neither to business nor people. 

The third question in this construct was trying to measure the support from 
management and resulted in a low mean in relation to other questions. This could 
have a background in the complaints on data accuracy, which was found in both the 
interviews and the comments in the survey, as one can believe that governance, 
communication and clear instructions on how to use the system is in the 
responsibility of the management. Poor management was also an explanation in the 
interviews for issues with the system use.  

On the construct of Facilitating Conditions, this study has been unable to 
demonstrate evidence that it has a positive effect on Use. Although this study does 
not support the UTAUT, Venkatesh and co-workers (2003) found out that 
experienced user are less likely to be influenced by Facilitating Conditions. 
However, there were several negative comments in the survey on slow response 
time and lack of integration, which indicates that those are issues and the ANOVA 
showed that there is a possible correlation between use and “…compatible with 
other systems…” (Question 24) since the p-value is 0,056. These findings are 
similar to the attitudes expressed by the interviewees and in line with Kaasboll et 
al. (1993) who showed that lack of functional integration is a problem for end-
users.  

On Question 21 regarding training (root construct Facilitating Conditions) this 
survey indicated that the respondents did not perceive that they have had enough 
education, but since the users in general were happy with the system, it cannot 
support the findings of Bhattacherjee and Premkumar (2004), who argued that is it 
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important to invest in end-user training to gain a positive user experience that will 
later on increase satisfaction and acceptance. The response to the question if the 
individual had enough knowledge, was overall positive. A possible explanation 
could be the well-known Dunning-Kruger effect, the less you know the more you 
think you know. Some individuals could be happily unaware that they lack skills 
and keep on working, but in an inefficient and incorrect way since they did not 
receive sufficient training.  

It is possible that the amount of incorrect data and individuals complaining on 
SiteHandler could be tackled with more knowledge and best practice on how to 
customize the system. During the interviews the lack of knowledge was discussed 
and it is likely that not all super users, who set up the system for each project, has 
enough expertise. It could also be lack of knowledge or unawareness of advantages 
with the system from the business owner, i.e. usually the Customer Project 
Manager. However, it is not only skills that are needed but also resources. As one 
of the interviewees commented, the project owners are busy with customer’s 
demands, they do not have the time to prioritize the system.  

It was hypothesized that experienced users should use the system more, but that 
could not be statistically tested as the data did not provide sufficient evidence to 
conclude that there are differences. Kim and Malhotra (2005) stated that TAM was 
not good on experienced users and the same was true for the UTAUT, which could 
be supported by this study.  

The discrepancy between the outcome of the interviews with representatives on 
management level and the outcome of the surveys with users on operational level 
may be due to different opinions on how the system should be used and different 
needs. A possible explanation for this might be that the end-users find the system 
useful and understand the data, but when the data is aggregated up in the 
organization it does not make sense as individuals are using the system in different 
ways. Another possible explanation for the discrepancy is that management might 
analyze data involving the entire process, which is not done by the end-users.  

The inconsistency between the qualitative and quantitative research in this study 
could also be due to that two-thirds of the survey respondents are working in Saudi 
Arabia, but in the interviews the entire region was discussed including countries 
that were going to get the system implemented. The outcome from the interviews 
was that Saudi Arabia was using the system well, but in the survey there were 
several remarks from users in that country that the data was not reliable.  

It is difficult to explain this result, but it might be related to the fact that only 
22% of the respondents in the survey answered and the majority of those who 
answered where experienced users. Therefore caution must be applied, as the 
findings might not be transferable to the entire population. As mentioned earlier, it 
is likely that those who chose to participate in the survey are more positive to 
SiteHandler than the general population. There is also a risk of social desirability 
bias, where the respondents answered what they thought was expected from them 
or viewed as favorable. This could be supported by the interviews, where one 
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individual shared the experience; “They told me they send the data to the super user 
on a weekly basis, but when I asked the super user, he had received nothing”.  

 
5.2 Discussion of Method 
A mixed method was used in this study to improve the understanding of the user 
acceptance as recommended by Wu (2012). It is believed that this method gave 
more information than a purely quantitative study, which is most common in the IT 
adoption research area. Wu (2012) suggested including investigations of local 
meaning to usefulness and it could have been helpful to expand the qualitative part 
to also include interviews with some of the end-users on operational level. 
However, it is unlikely that the result had been different if the research had been a 
pure qualitative one. 

One source of weakness in this study, which could have affected the 
measurements, was that the questionnaire was not tried on a smaller sample before 
it was sent out to the entire user population. As mentioned in the Research Setting, 
the official language at the company is English but it is obvious from the comments 
in the survey that some respondents had some challenges with English. Hence, one 
can wonder if the result had been different if the survey had been in Arabic. 
Furthermore, one can reflect upon if the validity had been improved if negative 
questions had been excluded and also if the number of questions had been less. On 
the positive side was the comments people took the time to write down. Another 
reflection done in retro perspective was the order of the questions, which was in 
line with the model used. Had the result been different if the rather important and 
powerful question (Question 5); I find SiteHandler useful in my job, had been the 
last question? 

The unit of analysis was the region Middle East and as mentioned in the Method 
chapter, it would have been interesting to compare the use of Site-Handler in this 
region with another region within the global organization.  

 
5.3 Implications in Research  
The present study provides additional evidence with respect to IT implementation 
success, where Brown et al. (2007) stated that the top three success factors where 
management commitment, knowledge and communication. In respect to IT 
adoption research, these findings contributed to the critics (Legris et al., 2003; 
Straub, 2009; Williams et al., 2011) of TAM and its successor UTAUT, who argue 
that more variables and theories should be used in order to put IT acceptance into a 
broader perspective. The empirical findings in this study also contribute to those 
(Kim and Malhotra, 2005) who argue that the TAM and UTAUT do not explain 
continued use.  
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5.4 Implications for Business  
The evidence from this study suggests that in order to improve system use, a 
company in this situation should communicate the relative advantage with the 
system as it has a proven positive effect on use. Bhattacherjee (2001) suggests in 
his implications “inform new (potential) users of the benefits of IS use and educate 
old (continued) users on how to use IS effectively so as to maximize their 
confirmation and satisfaction with IS use” (p. 364). 

The survey showed positive correlation between use and accurate information, 
and in both the quantitative and qualitative study there were remarks on the poor 
data quality. A reasonable approach to tackle this issue could be with 
communication and training, which should have management attention to stress the 
importance (Brown et al., 2007; Kotter, 1996; 2002). In the findings from the 
interviews one reason to poor usage was lack of management attention. Although 
the survey could not confirm that, there were indications that the opinion of the 
managers played a role on use. There was a positive correlation between the 
opinion of colleagues and use, which could indicate that if a country achieves a 
critical mass, and not only have one or two users as today, the average use will 
increase.  

The result from the survey indicates that there is a possible relationship between 
use and if the system is compatible with others. There were also several statements 
on the lack of integration, which likewise was found in the qualitative study. It is 
therefore possible that if SiteHandler could be integrated with other relevant 
systems, the system use would increase. One respondent wrote that the system was 
useless since one has to send the reports via email, which supports the findings in 
the qualitative study where one interviewee claimed that if the SiteHandler had a 
workflow system the usefulness and advantage of the system would improve 
tremendously.  

The findings of this study suggest that improving system performance and ways 
of merging data from other sources, will have a positive effect on use. It is an 
underlying sentiment that the system is not used in a unified way, which suggests 
that governance, communication and training, as mentioned above could improve 
the data quality of the system and also the relative advantage. A statement from one 
of the interviewees was that SiteHandler was perceived like just another tool to 
enter data into, rather than something that supported the individual in his daily 
work. Although, the answers from the questionnaire could not support that, there 
were comments like “I have someone to upload the monthly data”, which is likely 
to be a work-around. Furthermore, the system reports showed an uneven 
distribution of usage, where a few users were logged into the system more than 100 
times in a month while others used it less than once a week. Since the system is 
customized for each project it might leave room for creating own ways of using the 
system. Then one can wonder if SiteHandler is an optimal tool for aggregating data 
and take out reports on a regional level.  
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5.5 Research Limitation  
The project was limited in several ways. First, this study only examined the 
organization in February and March 2013 and one has to take into consideration 
that conducting the same study six months later might give another result as the 
users gain more experience and also new users will be added.  

Secondly, the study based the system use on a mean in a country rather than the 
actual use corresponding to each respondent, as they were anonymous. The reports 
showed a big spread (high standard deviation) on usage in countries with high 
usage, such as Saudi Arabia, which makes the reliability of use low.  

Thirdly, this study was based on the UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) and as all 
hypotheses were rejected, that suggests that another model should have been used. 
Although, the literature review was rich it could have been even broader and not 
focusing on TAM and its related theories.  

Shortcomings with the method were discussed earlier, in the chapter Discussion 
of Method. The main weakness of this study was that it was not specifically 
designed to investigate the usage of the system in detail, but rather assumed that 
under usage was the problem. This study had a pure top-down approach and did not 
investigate how SiteHandler supported the business process. 
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6. Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to determine why the employees did not use the 
project management system SiteHandler in the company’s Middle East Region. 
The organization had problems with trusting the data in the system and getting a 
good picture of the situation to be able to address the right issues in the overall 
work in reducing lead times.   

This work contributed to the existing knowledge of Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) and its successor Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of 
Technology (UTAUT) by providing a study including both interviews and a survey 
in a business environment. Furthermore, it examined a business application and to 
measure the use, system reports were used and not self-reported by the respondents, 
which is most common in this area. However, this study did not contribute to 
validate UTAUT, but rather the opposite since the hypotheses were rejected. 

The research included interviews with representatives from the regional level 
followed by a survey to the users. The most obvious finding to emerge from this 
study is that the findings from the interviews differed from the findings in the 
survey. Surprisingly, the end-users used the system and thought it was useful and 
easy to use. Although all hypotheses tested in the survey were rejected the 
following conclusions can be drawn from the present study: 

When the users do not experience or perceive a relative advantage with 
SiteHandler, they are less likely to use it. Another variable influencing the usage is 
if the system provides accurate information. In order to reap the benefits of the tool 
and increase the use, it is believed that training on how to customize the system, as 
well as both training and communication on how and why to use it will have a 
positive effect. Furthermore, if the lack of integration could be addressed as well as 
the slow response time, it would improve the usage. Lastly, but not least this study 
has shown that the opinions of colleagues and managers have an impact on usage 
and it is believed that the overall management attention should be enhanced.  
 
6.1 Future Research 
It would be interesting to compare experiences from the Middle East Region with 
experiences from another region within the same organization. It would also be 
interesting to conduct an ethnographical study by collecting observational and 
interview data over a prolonged time and include focus on behavior based on 
cultural aspects to further explain the situation. The findings in this study provide 
insights for future research regarding the use of SiteHandler in detail. It is 
suggested that the system use should be investigated in future studies, preferably 
with a bottom-up approach which also examines how and if the tool supports the 
business process and the overall work in reducing working capital. 

This research has supported the critics of TAM and its successor, and more 
research is needed to better understand the rather complex technology adoption 
process, where the individuals’ cognitive and contextual issues should be put 
forward.  
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Appendices 
 
Appendix A. Factors affecting information system satisfaction  
 
Following are factors affects IS satisfaction (Bailey and Pearson, 1983): 
1. Top management involvement  
2. Organisational competition with the EDP unit  
3. Priorities determination  
4. Charge-back method of payment for services  
5. Relationship with the EDP staff  
6. Communication with the EDP staff  
7. Technical competence of the EDP staff  
8. Attitude of the EDP staff  
9. Schedule of products and services 
10. Time required for new development  
11. Processing of change requests  
12. Vendor support  
13. Response/turnaround time 
14. Means of input/output with EDP centre  
15. Convenience of access  
16. Accuracy  
17. Timeliness 
18. Precision  
19. Reliability  
20. Currency  
21. Completeness  
22. Format of input  
23. Language 
24. Volume of output  
25. Relevancy  
26. Error recovery  
27. Security of data  
28. Documentation  
29. Expectations 
30. Understanding of systems  
31. Perceived utility  
32. Confidence in systems  
33. Feeling of participation  
34. Feeling of control 
35. Degree of training  
36. Job effects  
37. Organisational position of the EDP function  
38. Flexibility of systems  
39. Integration of systems 
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Appendix B. UTAUT Constructs 
UTAUT Constructs, Root Constructs, Relevant Models and References  
(Venkatesh et al, 2003) 
 
UTAUT 
Constructs 

Root Constructs 
 

Models 
 

References 
 

Performance 
Expectancy 
 
 

Perceived 
Usefulness 
 

TAM 
 

Davis, 1989; 
Davis, Baggozzi, 
and Warshaw, 
1989 

 Extrinsic 
Motivation 
 

MM 
 

Davis, Baggozzi, 
and Warshaw, 
1992 

 Job-fit 
 

MPCU 
 

Thompson, 
Higgins, and 
Howell, 1991 

 Relative 
Advantage 

IDT 
 

Moore and 
Benbasat, 1991 

 Outcome  
Expectations 

SCT 
 

Compeau and 
Higgins, 1995; 
Compeau, Higgins, 
and Huff, 1999 

Effort Expectancy 
 

Perceived Ease of 
Use 
 

TAM 
 

Davis, 1989; 
Davis, Baggozzi, 
and Warshaw, 
1989 

 Complexity 
 

MPCU 
 

Thompson, 
Higgins, and 
Howell, 1991 

 Ease of Use 
 

IDT 
 

Moore and 
Benbasat, 1991 

Social Influence 
 

Subjective Norm 
 

TRA, TPB, C-
TAM-TPB 
 

Ajzen, 1991; 
Fishbein and 
Azjen, 1975; 
Matheison, 1991; 
Taylor and Todd, 
1995 

 Social Factors 
 

MPCU 
 

Thompson, 
Higgins, and 
Howell, 1991 

 Image 
 

IDT 
 

Moore and 
Benbasat, 1991 

Facilitating 
Conditions 
 

Perceived 
Behavioral Control 
 

TPB, C-TAM-
TPB 
 

Ajzen, 1991; 
Taylor and Todd, 
1995 

 Facilitating 
Conditions 
 

MPCU 
 

Thompson, 
Higgins, and 
Howell, 1991 

 Compatibility IDT Moore and 
Benbasat, 1991 
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Appendix C. Items Used in Estimating UTAUT  
(Venkatesh et al, 2003) 
 
Performance expectancy  
U6: I would find the system useful in my job.  
RA1: Using the system enables me to accomplish tasks more quickly. 
RA5: Using the system increases my productivity.  
OE7: If I use the system, I will increase my chances of getting a raise. 
 
Effort expectancy  
EOU3: My interaction with the system would be clear and understandable. 
EOU5: It would be easy for me to become skillful at using the system  
EOU6: I would find the system easy to use  
EU4: Learning to operate the system is easy for me. 
 
Attitude toward using technology 
Al: Using the system is a bad/good idea. 
AF1: The system makes work more interesting. 
AF2: Working with the system is fun. 
Affect1: I like working with the system. 
 
Social influence 
SN1: People who influence my behavior think that I should use the system.  
SN2: People who are important to me think that I should use the system.  
SF2: The senior management of this business has been helpful in the use of the 
system.  
SF4: In general, the organization has supported the use of the system. 
 
Facilitating conditions  
PBC2: I have the resources necessary to use the system. 
PBC3: I have the knowledge necessary to use the system.  
PBC5: The system is not compatible with other systems I use.  
FC3: A specific person (or group) is available for assistance with system 
difficulties. 
 
Self-efficacy 
I could complete a job or task using the system: 
SE1: If there was no one around to tell me what to do as I go.  
SE4: If I could call someone for help if I got stuck.  
SE6: If I had a lot of time to complete the job for which the software was provided.  
SE7: If I had just the built-in help facility for assistance. 
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Anxiety  
ANX1: I feel apprehensive about using the system.  
ANX2: It scares me to think that I could lose a lot of information using the system 
by hitting the wrong key.  
ANX3: I hesitate to use the system for fear of making mistakes I cannot correct. 
ANX4: The system is somewhat intimidating to me. 
 
Behavioral intention to use the system 
BI1: I intend to use the system in the next <n> months.  
B12: I predict I would use the system in the next<n>months. 
B13: I plan to use the system in the next<n>months. 
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Appendix D. Interview Questions in Qualitative Study 
 
Quotation of the e-mail sent out: 
 
This is part of a formal research study at the University she is enrolled in. A person 
from X Research has advised her to, before conducting the e-survey, to get the 
opinion from some people that are involved in the program. This is to improve 
quality/precision in the questions to be asked. The opinions shall be gathered 
through interviews, approximately 30 minutes each (individual). The people I have 
highlighted/recommended are you. She prefers to have these meetings face to face, 
at the X office in Smart Village. 
 
The background to these interviews, i.e. the reason for them, has been presented in 
the following way in her study. 
 
“Due to the poor usage of the IS tool SiteHandler in the region, and the fact that the 
region is requested by the CFO of X to shorten the lead times, we are planning to 
conduct an e-survey to the end-users in the region. In order to have an efficient 
survey addressing the correct issues, we would like to get your opinion as to why 
the system is not used in the intended way. Please note that your input will be 
treated with confidentiality.” 
 
Questions asked during the interview: 
 
What do you think are the reasons behind the employees poor usage of the IS tool 
SiteHandler?  
 
What factors do you think are behind the non-usage (limited usage) of the system?  
 
How do you believe SiteHandler should be used? 
 
Who do you think the usage of SiteHandler benefit? 
 
What need do you believe SiteHandler addresses?  
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Appendix E. Scalable Data on the Questionnaire 
UTAUT	  
Construct	  

Root	  
Constructs	  

Variable	   Number	   Question	  

Performance	  
Expectancy	  
	  

Perceived 
Usefulness 
 

PU1 Q05 I find SH useful in my job  

PU2 Q08 SH makes it harder for me to do 
my job  

Extrinsic 
Motivation  

   

Relative 
Advantage 
 

RA1 Q06 Using SH helps me to do my 
tasks more quickly  

RA2 Q07 SH has improved the quality of 
the work I do  

RA3 Q10 SH makes data analysis easier 

Job-fit 
 

JF1 Q09 SH provides accurate information  

Outcome 
Expectations 

OE1 Q11 SH gives me greater control over 
my job  

Effort	  
Expectancy	  
	  

Perceived 
Ease of Use 

PEU1 Q13 Learning to operate SH is/was 
easy for me 

Ease of Use 
 

EU1 Q12 I find SH easy to use 
EU2 Q16 I am comfortable with using SH 

Complexity 
 
 
 

CO1 Q14 Using SH takes too much time 
from my normal duties 

CO2 Q15 Interacting with SH is often 
frustrating 

Social	  
Influence	  
	  

Subjective 
Norm 
 

SN1 
 

Q17 My manager thinks I should use 
SH  

SN2 Q18 My colleagues think I should use 
SH 

Social Factors 
 

SF1 Q19 The management provides the 
necessary resources to enable me 
to work with SH 

Facilitating	  
Conditions	  
	  

Perceived 
Behavioral 
Control 

PBC1 
 

Q20 I have the knowledge necessary to 
use SH in my role 

PBC2 Q24 SH is not compatible with other 
systems I use 

Facilitating 
Conditions 

FC1 
 

Q21 Training concerning SH was 
available to me 

FC2 Q22 A specific person is available for 
assistance with SH difficulties 

Compatibility C1 Q23 Using SH fits well with the way I 
work 
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Appendix F. Questionnaire 
 
I am doing a study on the usage of SiteHandler in the RMEA region. This survey is 
a part of my Master Thesis in Information Systems and is conducted with advice 
from XX Global Services Research. I would very much appreciate if you could take 
your time to answer the questions below and also make additional comments. It 
should take you no more than ten minutes to complete it. 
 Hopefully this research will be able to benefit users on all levels in the 
organization. The results will be presented to the Order To Cash Program, besides 
the Linnaeus University. Your answers will be confidential.  
Thank You for taking your time! 
 Åsa Jonsson, BSc Business Administration 
 
Q01. Which country are you currently working in? 

• Bahrain 
• Djibouti 
• Egypt 
• Iran 
• Iraq 
• Kuwait 
• Lebanon 
• Oman 
• Qatar 
• Sudan 
• Saudi Arabia 
• UAE 
• Other 

 
Q02. What is your role in the project?  

• Acceptance Manager 
• Commissioning Engineer 
• Customer Operations Manager 
• Customer Project Manager 
• Deployment Supervisor 
• Document Controller 
• Implementation Coordinator 
• Implementation Manager 
• Installation Technician 
• Integration Engineer 
• Network Engineer 
• Site Engineer 

 



 

  62 (66) 
 

Q03. For how long have you been using SiteHandler? 
• Less than 3 months 
• 3-11 months 
• 1-3 years 
• More than 3 years 

 
Q04. What do you do in SiteHandler? 

• Enter data 
• Look at/run reports 
• Plan and forecast work 
• Analyze data 
• Control and guide activities 
• Others, please indicate… 

 
Performance Expectancy 
Q05. I find SiteHandler useful in my job.  
Q06. Using SiteHandler helps me to do my tasks more quickly.  
Q07. SiteHandler has improved the quality of the work I do.  
Q08. SiteHandler makes it harder for me to do my job. 
 
Please comment on the relative advantage/disadvantage using SiteHandler gives 
you in your work. 
 
Q09. SiteHandler provides accurate information. 
Q10. SiteHandler makes data analysis easier. 
Q11. SiteHandler gives me greater control over my job. 
 
Please comment on how you think SiteHandler supports you in doing your work. 
 
Effort Expectancy 
Q12. I find SiteHandler easy to use.  
Q13. Learning to operate SiteHandler is/was easy for me. 
 
Please comment on how easy/difficult you find SiteHandler is to use. 
 
Q14. Using SiteHandler takes too much time from my normal duties. 
Q15. Interacting with SiteHandler is often frustrating. 
Q16. I am comfortable with using SiteHandler. 
 
Please comment on your user experience with SiteHandler. 
 
 
Social Influence 
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Q17. My manager thinks that I should use SiteHandler.  
Q18. My colleagues think that I should use SiteHandler.  
Q19. The management provides the necessary resources to enable me to work with 
SiteHandler. 
 
Please comment on how others influence your usage of SiteHandler. 
 
Facilitating Conditions  
Q20. I have the knowledge necessary to use SiteHandler in my role. 
Q21. Training concerning SiteHandler was available to me.  
Q22. A specific person is available for assistance with SiteHandler difficulties. 
 
Please comment on the training, support and facilities you have in regards to 
SiteHandler. 
 
Q23. Using SiteHandler fits well with the way I work. 
Q24. SiteHandler is not compatible with other systems I use 
 
Please add your comments on SiteHandler and how it can be enhanced. 
 
Thank You for your participation! 
 
 
Measured on a five-point Likert scale: 

1. Strongly disagree 
2. Disagree  
3. Neither agree or disagree 
4. Agree  
5. Strongly agree 
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Appendix G. Use of SiteHandler divided by Country 
Time Period January to March 2013 
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Appendix H. One-way ANOVA for Question 6 
Using SiteHandler (SH) helps me do my tasks more quickly and the Use of SH. 
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