CHAPTER 6
EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF DATA MART IMPLEMENTATION

In this chapter, the evalu ation offe @SS Data Mart Implementation is
presented. It based on the 3 6 questionnaire as a tool to

evaluate user satisfaction b he perceived performance

of the IS (Information Sy swof IS. The questionnaire
comprises of 32 questiong fe adapted fi  bot e Miller-Doyle Approach and A

Multiple Gap Approach. The sfioé Are divide i groups; system performance, the

ability of the system to develog'thgfor@afisationy ‘
which those are not included in jirst three ST

and procedure of collecting data are

ality. O e project team, and others

e 1o ol of evaluation is described.

presented. Next, the questionnaire res re sho aliy, conclusion and suggestion of
evaluation are presented. The Data Mart implementation spent

8 weeks started from 15/0#2003=.31/08/2003lt-was-conducted-aiter Data Mart had been

used in AAA 3 months.

oW E INENTNENT

In this thesis, the questionnaire ig'used to evaluate the effectivendss of Data Mart

mptmenr) {re] @k uiredis b Wb Vedbad &) olod [ orgnal

questionnairg is shown in Appendix D)

Part 1: Respondents’ personal information. This part consists of 5 questions.
The questions in this part refer to respondents’ personal information; level of

respondents in organization, department of respondents in organization, frequency of using
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Data Mart of respondents, familiar with using PC (Personal Computer) of respondents,

behavior of respondents in accessing Data Mart.

Part 2: The expectation of respondents on each attribute of system. This part consists of 32

questions.

The questions in this part re of the system, which respondents

believe are important to the effe Data Mart project. Scale was

used in the questions in this nd of scale is divided rating

into 5 scales which name o \ \-\\ bJectlve of questions. The
question in this part, the scaleg idec |n \\ 18 lmportant Fairly important,
Neutral, Not so important, and mportant wh _ e is scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and

1 respectively.
The questions in pag?2 &
2.1 System performa
This group consists of 1 u.. e
2.2 The ability of the system g geveio o the erganization

Al

This group consists of

2.3 The quality 8 iE projectieam ™
This group consists jof 6 quest Pz -25@
2.4 Others

e a0 Y A o o

group conSists of 7 questions (Questlon no. 26- 32)

o RN SANUATNEISY

Thg questions in this part are generally similar to part 2 but it is referred to how the
Data Mart project is performed in term of each attribute.

Scale was used in the questions in this part also referred to Likert Scale. The scale
in this part is divided into 5 scales; Very good, Good, Neutral, Poor, and Not good at all

which each scale is scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively.
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The questions in part 3 are divided into 4 groups as same as part 2;
3.1 System performance
This group consists of 11 questions (Question no. 1-11)
3.2 The ability of the system to develop the organization.

This group consists of 8 question nno. 12-19)

3.3 The quality of the proje /}//
z ’

This group consists of

o
3.4 Others — o |
The questions in thi 3 ¥ " to 3 groups above. This

Mart. This part consists of 2

group consists of 7

Part 4: Respondents’ satisfacti
sub-questions. : '

In this part, the resp jdi e the level of satisfaction to the
report proceed by Data Mart, a } art concerned to the respondent’s
department. There are 2 sub-questionsin

For the first sublqiiestion, the resg —— . way that they use to
construct the report. In V ki

LY
ey<Can go directly to sub-
question number 2 but in m

e the respondents don't use the Data Mart, they skip to the
next questions.

e BB DA AN T oo

toward the report prg@/ided by Data Mart. Scale was useﬁn the questions,jm,this part also

referred tQilW‘%IM ﬁ@{%oﬁ % g}%e%ﬂ g‘iﬁi,&')me what

satisfied, Fdif, Some what dissatisfied, and Very dissatisfied at all which eéch scale is

scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively.

Part 5: Overall performance of Data Mart implementation. This part consists of 2 questions.
The first question, the respondents are required to rate overall performance of

implementing the Data Mart. Scale was used in the questions in this part referred to Likert
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Scale. The respondents are required to rate their believe on 5 scales; Very successful,
Successful, Neither successful nor failed, Failed, and Completely failed which each scale is
scored 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively.

The second question is the open-ended question in which respondents can give

' ’T!E own experience from the Data Mart

any comments and suggestions concemi

project.

6.2 Target Population of

The target population j epa artments of AAA company
which concern using the D ‘Business Department, Steel Products
Department, General Mer . tment Jing' Ma Department, Aluminum
Department, Industrial pro snt.- Energy Department, International Sourcing

Department, Pulp and Paper D Plastic and Chemiical Department.

95 questionnaires were se —'---* -target ‘population and received back 84

: : i WA TS
questionnaires or 88.42 %.of targ yputation. ¢ -

e ——

Y P

6.3 Duration and Procey re of Collectmg the Data

The evalu s Cross-Sectional
Approach, using t ﬂaﬂﬂ?ﬂﬁﬂ?ﬁmﬂcﬁmd back on one
period. T on,.takes tot aja i§patch sm] to target
populauorﬁu ﬁuﬁg&ﬁ?ﬁs kﬁlﬂllj ﬁ/ﬁﬂﬁ okdispatching
the questlonnalre to respondents and receiving back and 4 weeks was spent for analyzing

and concluding the results of questionnaire.
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6.4 Questionnaire Results
The presentation of questionnaire results is divided into 4 parts as follows.
6.4.1 The personal information of respondents
6.4.2 The expectation and performance perceptions of respondents on

implementation effectiveness of Da a M

In this part, the re Sstionnaire,, pe he personal information of
respondents, are present J: J ) \
6.4.1.1 The Levgl of e?ﬁ ; s4n the anization
According to the questionfai ,,-t».f.‘: of 2 espondents in the organization,

respondents are in level of man -------- ‘0~ persons, supervisor 63 persons, and
coordinator 11 persons o 1,8 5.00 %, and espondents respectively as
s —————

shown in Table 6.1. f )

0

- ARNTU I N R EF

Total 84 100
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13.10% 11.90%

(1 Management
B Supervisor
[ coordinator

respondents, is in level of : b ts, 10 persons or 11.90 % of

all respondents, is in level

| l\-‘.d'ri ‘r!'l ¥ o -
Department, Steel Prod’-ﬁts Depalﬁ\eﬁf gpartment, Plastics and

Products Department, Erﬁgy '
17,8,8,14,6,5,4,10,6,and 6 pe§ons respectively or 20.24%, 9.52%, 9.52%, 16.67%, 7.14%,

e UMY
ARIANTUNMTNINY

atlorﬂ Sourcing Department,
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Table 6.2: The number and percentage by department of respondents in the organization

Department of respondents in the organization Number Percentage
Cement Business Department 17 20.24
General Merchandize Department 8 9.52

Steel Products Department

- 8 9.52

Building Material Department &’I/// : 14 16.67

Plastic and Chemical Department ‘ / 6 7.14
é

Aluminum Department 5.95

Pulp and Paper Department f— 4.76
Industrial Product Department 11.90
Energy Department ‘ -ﬁ 3_ 7.14
International Sourcing Departme ‘ 7.14
100.00

Total l ’ 84

BUEL

Cement Business Division

: Geperal Merchandize Department
7.14% 20249 0 -

€l Product Department
o
11.90% -

Jﬁ iiding Material Department

Plastics and Chemical Department

‘ [ Aluminum Department
; | ] eﬂ‘} ‘ﬂ%pﬁ Department

9.52% [ Industrial Product Department

4.76%

5.95%
7.14% 0.67%

ARAINTUNR) BT TR

Figu?e 6.2: The percentage by department of respondents in the organization
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From data in Table 6.2, the most of respondents, 17 persons or 20.24 % of all
respondents, is in Cement Business department and the least of respondents, 4 persons or

4.76 % of all respondents, is in Pulp and Paper Department.

6.4.1.3 Frequency of Using Dat

According to the questio aire w ggquency of using Data Mart of

s a week, 2-3 times a month,

7%0% respectively or 2.38%,

rt of Respondents

Less than 1 time a month, and nev P, 1

26.19%, 38.10%, 20.24%, and.#8"10% .0f | respondents-re pectively as shown in Table
6.3. / \

Table 6.3: The number and'perge : efr ne\ '-- Data Mart of respondents

Frequency of using Data M J ?spp I5=s, ‘ Percentage

Every Day - ; 2.38

2-3 times a week 26.19

2-3 times a month 38.10

Less than 1 time a month ),— St 20.24
Never = 13.10

Total 100.00

AUANYNTNYINT

L1 Every day

VIR EL

[ Less than 1 time a month

20.24%

M Never

38.10%

Figure 6.3: The percentage by the frequency of using Data Mart of respondents
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From data in Table 6.3, the most of respondents, 32 persons or 38.10 % of all
respondents, uses Data Mart 2-3 times a month and the least of respondents, 2 persons or

2.38% of all respondents, uses Data Mart every day.

6.4.1.4 Familiar of Resp sing PC (Personal Computer)

According to the gquestio N of respondents with using PC,

respondents are familiar wﬁhum Ie\d of move average, average, below

%0, 54.76%, 30.95%, 1.19%,

average, and poor, 11,46,267%,

and 0% of all respondents réSpegciive!

Table 6.4: The number and p cejitage of the -' ar 0 rp&; with using PC

Familiar of respo ﬂ ﬁ M“ umber Percentage

Expert & 1 13.10
Above average 46 54.76
Average 26 30.95
Below average 1.19
Poor 0.00
Total 100.00

B Above average

/s
ﬁBgijwﬂrage

B Poor

5476%

Figure 6.4: The percentage of the familiar of respondents with using PC
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From data in Table 6.4, the most of respondents, 46 persons or 54.76 % of all
respondents, are familiar with using PC in level of above average and no respondents who

are familiar with using PC in level of poor.

6.4.1.5 Behavior of Respondents in Accessing Data Mart

According to the questionnai ior or respondents in accessing

Data Mart, respondents access

. X —
occasionally access by their ow: othe or them, 21, 31, and 32

ccess for them, and

persons or 25%, 36.90%, an in Table 6.5.

Table 6.5: The number and pe
Mart

ents in accessing Data

Behavior of responde Number Percentage
Accessing by their own 21 25.00
Others access for them 31 36.90
Occasionally access by their own, occa_s_i_g_# Iy 2 f_j.’ ss for tt 38.10

Total 100.00

38.10%

[ Occasionally access by their
own, occasionally others

36.90%

access for them

Figure 6.5: The percentage by the behavior of respondents in accessing Data Mart
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From data in Table 6.5, the most respondents, 32 persons or 38.10 % of all
respondents, occasionally access by their own, occasionally others access for them and the

least respondents, 21 persons or 25% of all respondents, access Data Mart by their own.

6.4.2 The Expectation and Perfor nc$ Pafce tions of Respondents on
» 1]
Implementation Effectiveness of Data.l\ oject ‘..Ji

In this part the resu 6 questionnaire, part_2ana part 3, are presented by

comparison between the expeg

perceptions of respondents on
implementation effectiveness oifDaié etween ¢ PeC tation and perceptions is

also shown so that see the size afeatbetwe xpectation and actual performance

AULINENTNEINS
RN TUAMINYAE
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6.4.2.1 The Expectation and Performance Perceptions Arranged in Order of

Expectation from The High to Low of The Mean Score ( X )

Table 6.6: The Mean score of expectation and performance perceptions of Data Mart's

users arranged in order of expectation from the high to low of the mean score

No. of Question |" i Rank| Performance
10. The ability of the system to generate the report acca ""?‘He e target ar M 6 3.70
6. The precision of the data generated by the systah___d __._‘ . 5 3.70
27. The training before using the system - : 3t 2.68
5. The completeness of the data generated b SN o 11 3.52
4. The simplicity of the system to access ﬂ”f ““ 26 3.12
20. The staffs’ effort to develop the system ﬂll . ‘\“ 1 4.20
14. The ability of the system to provide the ImpORaNt | | j’ J’ m ‘T&W : 14 3.49
2. The ability of the system 10 change the format @ ﬁ?’ i l M““ 3 3.86
28. The completeness of the working manual 4 ’ ’ ﬁ n‘m 30 2,76
8. The ability of the system o secure and correct EF J e “ i 22 3125
21. The good attitude of the project staffs towaid the E’ . 4.15
22. The technical capabllmes ofthe IT staffs in the g ﬁ' LT ; 4 3.85
17. The ability of the system to collect and maintain the ganlzaﬂh -"' ed . 15 3.45
15. The ability of the system to reduce the working pefiod P i i . 10 3.55
31. Your understanding toward the way to use the system — 28 2.96
7. The low level of the system’s downtime e ‘_,-, e/ A ; e 17 3.38
9. The sufficiency of the hardware and soﬂjre to access to the systerﬁ 32 2.61
18. The abtllty of the system to reduce the-overalloiganizational.cos! 25 313
71, The ability of the system to extend the ope and support the up 12 3.50
12. The ability of the system to response to tr]g rga:niz ors need a { - Hon: olf: : 18 3.36
3. The quickness of the system to change théformat of the report 19 3.36
1. Up-to-datedness of Software (Microsoft Excel)i = o/ 8 3.61
30. Your understanding toward 1 Ines§oMtheE syst g mqg 29 2.87
76. The ability of the system to explare rtunitiesto gehesat e giganizationakf 27 3.08
23.The abmty of the staffs to coor&te and communicate with yc? 3.65
24. The appropriaten: roject imple nt ‘n P ? ; 3.60
13. The abllrty of the e cre :‘ 23 3.24
26. Your involvement toqhare and present the ideas towards the pro;ect implementation 16 343
32. Your feeling to use the system 21 327
29. Your confidence toward the systems 20 827
25. The project can be finished on time 13 3.50
19.The abﬁﬁf the system to support CRM (Customer Relationship Management) 24 3.18
All attributes average 3.38
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According to Table6.6, all attributes average in term of expectation is 4.16 and all
attributes average in term of performance perception is 3.38. Gap between all attributes

average in term of expectation and performance perception is 0.78.

a The top five rank of high score in term of expectation

The top five rank of high score in temm ) tation of users can be arranged in

order of mean score; “ The ability.of 't Syst ate the report according to the

target and user requirement” ise 1 erated by the system”, “ The
training before using the syste ‘ 1oldtene ,, S ta generated by the system”,

and” The simplicity of the sys 2 3, 4, and 5 respectively

with the mean score of 4.6

Q The comparison 0

nance perceptions on each
attribute
From data in Table 6.6, expected from users but they are

low performed on performance as beI —
.w‘a,;-:lr

=

“ The training b re d infterm of expectation but

thirty-first on performanc ‘, iR Spectively.

“The completenesﬁf the wo ad ninmin term of expectation but
thirtieth on performance with th mean score of 4. 29 and 2.76 respectively.

e AR AR s s v

fifteenth in term of @kpectation but twenty—elghth on performance with the mean score of

IR IUNIANAIGE. ...

seventeenth in term of expectation but thirty-second on performance with the mean score of
4.10 and 2.61 respectively.
There are 26 attributes which the mean score in term of expectation more than 4.00

and only 6 attributes which the mean score in term of expectation less than 4.00.



129

6.4.2.2 The Expectation and Performance Perceptions Arranged in Order of
Performance Perceptions from The High to Low of The Mean Score.

Table 6.7: The Mean score of expectation and performance perceptions of Data Mart’s users

arranged in order of performance perceptions from,the high to low of the mean score

Rank

20. The staffs’ effort to develop the system

21. The good attitude of the project staffs toward th

2. The ability of the system to change the format®

22. The technical capabilities of the IT staffs inthe proje

6. The precision of the data generated by the l’[/]f ‘\
10. The ability of the system to generate the repg W J J’ ga‘ ¢

23. The ablhty of the staffs to coordinate angieo I -

1. Up-to-datedness of Software (Microsoft Excg ’ l l -——_-.ﬁ \L \ \‘i\

24. The appropriateness of the project implementati ﬁ

15. The ability of the system to reduce the worki ﬁ' J m ““
5. The completeness of the data generated by'the ﬁ' m-‘

11. The abnhty of the system to extend the scope. ﬁ’

25. The project can be finished on time # 31
14. The ability of the system to provide the importa form o Pmn j"' :q 2 S i 7
17. The ability of the system to collect and maintain the o 13
26. Your involvement to share and present the ideas toward 28
7. The low level of the system 's downtl 16
12. The ability of the system to respon . \Cakiviial Sk 20
3. The quickness of the system to changethe 21
29. Your confidence toward the systems |_1 30
32. Your feeling to use the system - 29
8. The ability of the system to secure and corrft &data effectively [ W) 10

S ationship Management LI L 2
18. The abvhty of the system to rﬁce the overall organizationa jst 18
4. The simplicity oe system to.acc e ' P ‘5

o pRortunities t ra I anizational profi 2

31. Your understandiv toward the way to use the system 15
30. Your understanding toward the usefulness of the system 23

28. The completeness of the working manual

27. The training before using the system

9. The sufficiency of the hardware and software to access to the system 17
All attributes average
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@ The top five rank of high score in term of performance perceptions

According to Table6.7, the top five rank of high score in term of performance
perceptions of users can be arranged in order of mean score; “ The staffs’ effort to develop
the system”, ” The good attitude of the project staffs toward the users”, ” The ability of the

system to change the format of the report®, ’ chnical capabilities of the IT staffs in the

projects”, and " The precise of the system” ranked number 1, 2, 3, 4,

and 5 respectively with the mea 2094 5, and 3.70 respectively.

o The top five rank( e perceptions

The top five rank of lo infterm of performa erceptlons of users can be
arranged in order of scor software to access to the
systems”, “ The trainin pleteness of the working
manual”, " The understandi W s of the system”, and” The
understanding of the users tow, }“ X 16 Sysite anked number 32, 31, 30, 29,

and 28 respectively with the meanfScorsof2:61, 2:68,2.76, 2,87, and 2.96 respectively.

Q There are 2 attributes wi g | erm of performance perceptions
more than 4.00; “ The Sfai »—T—=TT-Tm4—-—-—J‘ e good attitude of the
project staffs toward the u and-4.15 respectively and there
are 5 attributes which the v ean score in term of performance Perceptions less than 3.00;
“The sufficiency o ﬁ ﬁ “ < The training before
using the system"ﬁt(ﬂﬂye mﬂmo Wﬂﬁ derstandmg of the
users toward the usefulness of the s stem“and " The und@sstanding of the lisers toward the

verovseRpet G &0 4oy b 2 ofA ko specvey



131

6.4.2.3 Gap Between Expectation and Performance Perceptions Arranged in

Order of Size of Difference from Small to Big

Table 6.8: Gap between expectation and performance perceptions arranged in order of size of

difference from small to big

Expectation | Performance |

21. The good attitude of the project staffs toward the users 4.25 4.15
25. The project can be finished on time , 3.70 3.50
20. The staffs’ effort to develop the system 4.45 4.20
23. The ability of the staffs to coordinate and co i 4.00 3.65
22. The technical capabilities of the IT staffs in the 4.25 3.85
24. The appropriateness of the project implementati 4.00 3.60
1. Up-to-datedness of Software (Microsoft Ex: 4.04 3.61
26. Your involvement to share and present the idea 3.90 3.43
2. The ability of the system to change the for: 4.35 3.86
19. The ability of the system to support CRM (Cu 3.69 3.18
11. The ability of the system to extend the scop 4.05 3.50
29. Your confidence toward the systems 3.86 3.27
32. Your feeling to use the system 3.88 3.27
15. The ability of the system to reduce the working peri ;‘_;_,T._-_; 7% 4.19 3.55
12. The ability of the system to response to the organization’s an 4.05 3.36
3. The quickness of the system to change the format of the ;jpep.-' 4.05 3.36
13. The ability of the system to increase tEe ployees® produchvrty \ 3.98 3.24
17. The ability of the system to collect an 1 420 3.45
7. The low level of the system’s downtime ™ . | 4.13 3.38
16. The ability of the system to explore more _ rtur;ities rofit ji 4.00 3.08
18. The ability of the system to reduce the overall organizational cost - 4.06 3.13
6. The precision of the data generated by the sysﬁna 4.63 3.70
14. The ability of the system to pﬁ 'i F 43 3.49
10. The ability of the system to &nd‘at T requirements LB LI G5 3.70
8. The ability of the system to secd'l!and correct the data eﬁectrvely{ o 4.27 & 3.25
5. The completene ~y 7 5 3.52

d 2.87
31. Your understandinqmward the way to use the sys(em 4.13 2.96
4. The simplicity of the system to access 4.45 3.12
9. The sufficiency of the hardware and software to access to the system 4.10 2.61
28. The completeness of the working manual 4.29 2.76
27. The training before using the system 4.56 2.68
ATl attributes average 116 3.38
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According to table 6.8, gap is determined by subtracting the mean score of
performance from the mean score of expectation, smaller gap implies that more users’

satisfaction of effectiveness in implementing Data Mart.

@ The top five rank of small gap

The top five rank of small ga in order of size of gap; " The good

attitude of the project staffs to war [ can be finished on time”, " The
staffs effort to develop th staffs to coordinate and
communicate with users, an staff in the project” ranked
number 1,2,34,and 5 respeci f fize) of\gep: 0. 0;.02.0, 0.25, 0.35, and 0.40
respectively. Obviously, all'gap are in the group of

quality of project team or

The top five rank of big g arral - Jer of size of gap;” The training
before using the system, " The ; ‘- s ing manual, " The sufficiency of the
hardware and software to acce . ,-, mplicity of the system to access”,
and” The understanding-6f_the users peway to usethel system” ranked number
32,31,30,29,and 28 respesiive 57149, 1.33, and 1.17

respectively.

To vssuallzﬂe gaps b;Jve en thaexpe gon angglafﬂ] ormance, a modified snake
oo LAY L4 36 (Vi Ihi a0}
sets of me I ﬁ:p 0 g S -

‘a s



5
4
3
2

In order to compare
performance in this part is
To visualize the data |

radar charts are shown.

performance

of Attribute
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CJGap

—— Performance

—&— Expectation

uestion, the mean score of

dified snake diagrams and

Question aJ Expectation |Performance | Gap
1. Up-to-dateness of Softwa I Fa X =& q4.04 3.61 0.43
2. The ability of the system 0 adap I f@m‘ 4.35 3.86 0.49
3. The quickness of the systﬂo adapt  /change the format of the report 4.05 3.36 0.69
4. The simplicity of the system to access ¥ 4450 3.12 1.33
5. The compléteriesstfthe da rated byth RILE & "V ; ﬂ 3.52 1.04
6. The precise ofthe data genérated by the syst b k¥ 370 0.93
7. The low level oqdownume of the system 4.13 3.38 0.75
8. The ability of the system to secure and correct the data effectively 4.27 3.26 1.02
9. The sufficiency of the hardware and software to access to the system 4.10 2.61 1.49
10. The ability of the system to generate the report according to the target and user requirements 4.65 3.70 0.95
11. The ability of the system to extend the scope and support the upcoming system in the future 4.05 3.50 0.55
All attributes average 4.30 3.42 0.88
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5
4
s CGap
~ ~—#— Performance

’ —&— Expectation
1

_—-—-—/
0 T

—&— Expectation

~—#— Performance

—&— Gap

» R S - o ———————————

Y X

DNl

Figure 6.8: The radar chart of tge gean score of exwtatxon and performance in the group

of system performﬂ u E]’.] ‘Vl Hﬂjw EJ"] ﬂ i

The all attrlbutes average of ex| ftatxon an ance in the of system
performana Wr(l ﬁ JJM EIII-J' é]verage of
expectation and performance of the group is 0.88. The all attributes average of expectation

of this group, 4.30, is highest comparing with other groups.

“The ability of the system to change the format of the report” is highest mean score

on performance in this group, 3.86 with gap of 0.49 and “The sufficiency of hardware and
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software to access to the system” is lowest mean score on performance in this group, 2.61,

with gap of 1.49.

0 Group 2: The Ability of The System to Develop The Organization

Table 6.10: the mean score of expecta

\“ % e in the group of the ability of the
system to develop the organizatio .,‘_ﬁ.

_—y m ExpeclationIPerformanceI Gap

12. The ability of the system to response to the o J /m rhx lizational strategies 4.05 3.36 0.69
13. The ability of the system to increasghi l‘ 1 ﬂ ‘\“\\ . 3.98 3.24 0.74
14. The system can provide the importan f ¥ E a \\\:\ 4.43 3.49 0.94
15. The ability of the system to reduce the wa l i “1 mr l‘ \\“\ 4.19 355 |0.64
16. The ability of the system to explore i ﬂ i m @t\x\’k ofit 4.00 308 |092
17. The ability of the system to collect and ﬁ F 162 v T‘ \\ 4.20 3.45 0.75
18. The ability of the system to reduce t W m ‘ 4.06 313  [o093
19. Th: :b:hty :fth: :z:t:: t: :p::t CRM f !gl hip o-Manag ’k\\\\i} 3.69 318 | 0.51
Total m "\ 32.60 26.48 |6.12
All attributes Average A 4.07 331 ]0.76

5

4

._\./.,.—‘-,————I\-/d\.—_. —&— Expectation
3 F - : =
g ‘ 19 } —#— Performance
. ) —&— Gap

12 q 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Figure 6.9: The modified snake diagram of the mean score of expectation and performance

in the group of the ability of the system to develop the organization
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—&— Expectation

18 14 —#— Performance

—&— Gap

Figure 6.10: The radar chart 0 MECRSCOore expe ..,\: performance in the group

The all attributes avej 3xXpe ;,‘.- N and ‘perfe \ Ice in the group of the ability
. S ctively and gap between all

attributes average of expectatio .Pg formar of the t&‘o. is 0.76. The all attributes

“The ability of the system to ﬁ" ; < ing period” is highest mean score on

performance in this group, ' 3_9. the system to explore

-
more opportunities to -_ﬁ:"_. S, "|dwest mean score on

AULINENTNEINS
IR TUNN NGNS Y




a Group 3: The Quality of Project’s Staffs
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Table 6.11: the mean score of expectation and performance in the group of the quality of

projects staffs

Question Expectation | Performance | Gap
20. The staffseffort to develop the system 4.45 4.20 0.25
21. The good attitude of the project staffs rs 425 4.15 0.10
22. The technical capabilities of the | ojec o 425 3.85 0.40
23. The ability of the staffs to coordi catag wi .00 3.65 0.35
24. The appropriateness of the proj e 00 3.60 0.40
25. The project can be finished on ti - 70 3.50 0.20
Total - .65 22.95 1.70
All attributes average = 11 3.83 0.28
i
Mg :
P
5 .‘.—_,
4 L
| —&— Expectation
z —#— Performance
1 3 =
0 A— — - & &
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Figure 6.11: The mOdIerd snake diagram of the mean scopesof expectation ang performance
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—&— Expectation
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Figure 6.12: The radar chart of the Mean-score of expectation and performance in the group
of the quality of project’s staffs

The all attributes aver. '~ in the group of the quality
tween all attributes average of

The @ -'\o s average of performance

of project's staffs is 4.11
expectation and performan
in this group is highest comp s, 3.88 and gap between all attributes
average of expectation and perf is also lowest comparing the other

groups, 0.28.

vore on performance in

“The staffs’ effor ;;"'"'"“"S"?"" i

this group, 4.20 with gap °‘-_||' st Bt on time” is lowest mean
1 i
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a Group 4: Others
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Table 6.12: the mean score of expectation and performance in the group of others

Question Expectation| Performance| Gap

26. The involvement of the users to share and present their ideas towards the project 3.90 3.43 0.48
27. The training before using the system 7 4.56 2.68 1.88
28. The completeness of the working manual - 4.29 276 1.52
29. The confident of the users toward the sy : 3.86 3.27 0.58
30. The understanding of the users towa 4.01 2.87 1.14
31. The understanding of the users toWa T;m t‘{:l\ 4.13 2.96 14T
32. The feeling of the users to use agiy //(/f . ‘\\‘\\\ o 3.88 3.27 061
Total I I / I E l‘\\\\ 2863 21.25 7.38
All attributes average l l l‘m .1\ \‘\\.\‘\ 4.09 3.04 1.05

5

4 - —&— Expectation

3 .\

3 —— Performance

1 = ~+—Gap

26

Figure 6.13: The ﬂl%é@%ﬁWrﬂ %ﬂaﬁ, and performance

in the group of othefél
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—&— Expectation

—— Performance

—4— Gap

group of others

The all attributes | pgctation an \\\v in the group of others is
4.09 and 3.04 respectivel | "e all_atiributes average of expectation and
performance of the group is of performance of the group is

lowest comparing with other gr

“The involvement of the "?’» o afic nt their ideas toward the project” is

3 i

highest mean score on performa ﬁ&*- u___.:_i j ith gap of 0.48 and “The training
before using the systemizis lowest mean score on performance-inithis group, 2.68, with gap

S v

of 1.05. m p m
LU NUNIHUINT

In this part,qﬂwe results of questioginaire, part 4,'&sers' satisfactiown the reports
proceed Q War‘llﬁ m& ﬂe%nm ﬂd wu’lq % WOH ’t-r}am&}r of both
respondent§l that use Traditional way and the Data Mart to create the report and also mean
score of satisfaction that is rated from only respondents who use the Data Mart to create the
reports. The results are presented separately by department. Not all respondents do this
part, some of them skip this part so the number of respondents in this part don't come from

all respondents as following below.
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o Cement department

Users’ satisfaction of cement business department on the report format is shown as

table 6.13

Table 6.13: The mean score of users’ satisfa tion in Cement department

Report \Ll i ” , / respondents | Traditional way Data Mart
1. Cement export statics ~ Nﬂ 0 10
5 5

2. Monthly sales performance Eﬂl

3. Top ten cement customer /m |m 0 10

4. Cement budget //’ ‘y ﬁ ‘\\\\ 4 6

CLIGAANNNS - o

5. Cement export statistic by regi

VI EZ PN 0 1

6. A/R, inventory value by month

7. Monthly report l l ‘aﬁ' rﬂ\t\‘\ 7 3

1.|.r'l Fir
. .'If'g'fﬂ J
According to Table 6.13, .-.a-ﬁ'r.,w ré ers’ satisfaction on report format in

_ATRIAY

All average l ﬂ" m\\\

e
e

Cement department is 3.82.

13

The mean scoré. of u
Monthly sales performancm. “Top e ustomer”, “ @ment budget”, “ Cement
export statistic by region”, “ &/Rsinventory value Ryymonth”, and * Monthly report” is 4.10,

sﬁw'}owa%wmn'ﬁ
.. m ANHsHR T

satisfaction of report provided by Data Mart with a mean score of 3.10.

-
" Cament export statistics”,

“ Monthly report” is the report that the most of users uses the traditional way to

create the report, 7 persons from total respondents of 10 persons. “ Monthly sales
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performance” is the report that the second most of users uses the traditional way to create

the report, 5 persons from total respondents of 10 persons.

All of 10 respondents use Data Mart to create “ Cement export statistics”, “ Top ten

cement customer”, Cement export statistic by region, and “ A/R inventory value by month”.

Users’ satisfaction of handize Q the report format is
shown as table 6.14 / |

Table 6.14: The mean sc ¥ dize department

Report 1 : M Traditional way Data Mart
1. Sales performance 3 5 2 3
2. Sales Performance of specific product in i g n 7 F, ‘ 0 5
3. Sales turnover performance .n#.t’ﬁ' - ; 0 5
4. Income performance @ T:; 0 5
5. Sales budget _.r’;?:"_: ’. 5 3 2
All average :

J 7

According to Table 6,44 the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in
oe &)

oo ft) ] NENINEINT
ﬂm“ﬁ TR A

Income performance”, and “ Sales budget” is 3.67, 3.40, 3.20, 3.00, and 3.50 respectively.
“Sales performance” is the highest users’ satisfaction of report provided by Data Mart, with a
mean score of 3.67 and “Income performance” is the lowest users’ satisfaction of report

provided by Data Mart with a mean score of 3.00.
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“ Sales budget” is the report that the most of users uses the traditional way to create
the report, 3 persons from total respondents of 5 persons. “ Sales performance” is the report
that the second most of users uses the traditional way to create the report, 2 persons from

total respondents of 5 persons.

les performance of specific product

in specific country”, “ Sales tumovet per ormz me performance”.

0 Building M '
Users’ satisfaction® ent \ report format is shown as
Table 6.15

Table 6.15: The mean score o | nal department

Report Traditional way Data Mart
1. Sale performance by product 0 9
2. Sale performance by country 1 8
3. Gypsum sales volume by country 4 5
4. Analytical report N 1 8
5. Monthly sales report to supplie _ 0 9
6. Gypsum board export sale 4 5
7. Monthly export sales report by country by size 0 9
o

AR YN
ARINIAT UNAI REAG B e

Building ma?erial department is 3.71.
The mean score of users' satisfaction on the report of “ Sales performance by
product”,” Sales performance by country”,” Gypsum sales volume by country”, “ Analytical

report”, “ Monthly sales report to supplier”, “ Gypsum board export sale”, “ Monthly export
sales report by size” is 3.44, 3.75, 3.40, 3.88, 3.89, 3.80, and 3.78 respectively.
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“Monthly sales report to supplier” is the highest users’ satisfaction of report provided
by Data Mart, with a mean score of 3.89 and “Gypsum sales volume by country” is the
lowest users’ satisfaction of report provided by Data Mart with a mean score of 3.40.

“Gypsum sales volume by country” and “ Gypsum board export sale” are the report

that the most of users uses the tradition to create the report, 4 persons from total

respondents of 9 persons. “ Sales " and “ Analytical report” are the

report that the second most of : *to create the report, 1 persons

All of 9 respondents Déts lért 1§ cre erformance by product”, *

y country by size”.

Users’ satisfaction of In iaf Proc

a Industrial Pgoducts depa

n the report format is shown

as Table 6.16

Table 6.16: The mean scoige 0 “satistacton inr odycts department

dor # Traditional way | Data Mart
1. Sales commission 8 g 0 8
2. Purchase order conclude 3.50 8 0 8
3. Sales performance r - : 8 5 3
- | - "
4. Sales performance of non =SC ’ 0 ﬂ [ i ﬁ 0 8
5. Sales performance of spgﬁc product in specific countrw 3.63 8 &J 8
=

6. Sales bu [ flf;ﬂ!lzl : gl 3
All average q 4 -

According to Table 6.16, the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in

Building material department is 3.49.
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The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “Sales commission”,
Purchase order conclude”, “ Sales performance”, “ Sales performance on non-SCG
product”, “ Sales performance of specific product in specific country”, and “ Sales budget”

is 3.25, 3.50, 3.67, 2.88, 3.63, and 4.00 respectively.

“Cement budget” is the highest us ion of report provided by Data Mart,

with a mean score of 4.00 and “Sales perfc CG product” is the lowest users’

Users’ satisfaction of Pulp _._ﬁni _ t on the report format is shown as

Table 6.17 e DY,

Table 6.17: The mean sc s""o users’ = epartment
Report .1]] » Traditional way Data Mart

1. Sales turnover performance ‘

2. Turnover by product f I 1!' 2
3. Order conclude by cust f

4. Order conclude by supplier | 400 22 Qs 2

5. Conclude qua Ni’j w%@m rc duct ‘ 2 ‘ ! 2

6. Sales budget q 3.00 2 0 2

All average 3.42

According to Table 6.17, the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in

Pulp and Paper department is 3.42.
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The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “ Sales turnover performance”,
“ Turnover by product”, “ Order conclude by customer”, Order concludes by supplier”,
Conclude guantity and shipped quantity by product”, and “ Sales budget” is 3.00, 3.50,
3.50, 4.00, 3.50, and 3.00 respectively.

“Order conclude by supplier” i the hi sers’ satisfaction of report provided by

Data Mart, with a mean score of 4:00.and “Sales rformance” and “ Sales budget”

-—‘_

are the lowest users’ satisfactior provi with a mean score of 3.00.

ate the reports.
Users’ satisfaction of andize ¢ ention the report format is
shown as Table 6.18 |

Table 6.18: The mean score of users ™ ral Merchandize department

Report_ J..l'«':"' AR T ndents | Traditional way Data Mart
1. Sales performance _, — ‘ 0 4
2. Sales turnover performance - - 2 2
3. Income performance o 4 0 4
4. Pet Coke volume shipped to specific phﬂtgstomer " 3 1
All average uﬂqm j

o TR TR O T T

The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “Monthly report to business
division manager- Sales performance”, “ Sales turnover performance”, “ Income
performance”, and “Pet coke volume shipped to specific plant/customer” is 3.25, 4.00, 3.50,

and 3.00 respectively.
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“Sales turnover performance” is the highest users’ satisfaction of report provided by
Data Mart, with a mean score of 4.00 and “Pet coke volume shipped to specific
plant/customer” is the lowest users’ satisfaction of report provided by Data Mart with a mean

score of 3.00.

“Pet coke volume shipped to sp tomer” is the report that the most of

users uses the traditional way to create the ns from total respondents of 4

persons. “ Sale turnover performez the"second most of users uses the

traditional way to create the repo reor fiio nts of 4 persons.

All of 4 responde ) create les performance” and “ Turnover
performance”.
a Plastic an
Users” satisfaction of Hemic? menton the report format is

shown as Table 6.19

% P "
Repo! = ondghts | Traditional way | Data Mart

J

1. Sales by grade 2 2
2. Sales by grade in specific country 4 - 3.25 4 0 4
a1 Y N cé ﬂ'ﬁ'
3. Sales by budget P p 3 } 1 <}
4. Export volume of speciﬁ@roduct to specific country 3.50 4 ] 0 4
o

5. Export volume

6. Sales budg

U

All average 3.39

According to Table 6.19, the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in

Plastic and chemical department is 3.39.
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The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “Sales by grade”, “ Sales by
grade in specific country”, “ sales by budget”, “ Export volume of specific product to
specific country”, “ Export volume by customer”, and “ Sales budget” is 3.00, 3.25, 3.33,
3.50, 3.50, and 3.75 respectively.

“Sales budget” is the highest usars isfaction of report provided by Data Mart,

with a mean score of 3.75 and “Salé by @ ac west users’ satisfaction of report

provided by Data Mart with a meamss Q0. S —

“ Sale by grade” is the uses the traditional way to create

the report, 2 persons from to ales by budget” is the report
that the second most of user. =1 ;__ ay to.create the report, 1 persons from

total respondents of 4 per:

All of 4 respondents us grade in specific country”, “

Export volume of specific produc scific country’, “ Export volume by customer”, and *
T \
Sales budget”.
D Alun'" S 2"‘
Users” satisfactio of Al oo rmat is shown as Table
6.20 ’
Table 6.20: The mﬁll' uﬂ gr wagjayc]wj m rglflllnj

Report Mean Totanespondants TradltloMay

1. Sales perfdimea

2. Sales perforn‘nce of specific product by business practical 3.20 5
3. Sales performance 3.33 5 2 3
4. Sales budget 3.50 5 3 2
All average 3.26
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According to Table 6.20, the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in

Aluminum department is 3.26.

The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “ Sales performance”, “ Sales

performance of specific product by business practical”, “ Sales performance”, and “ Sales

budget” is 3.00, 3.20, 3.33, and 3.50 n

“Sales budget” is the hi f report provided by Data Mart,

Orme ce’d&t users’ satisfaction of report

with a mean score of 3.50 a

provided by Data Mart with

“ Sales budget” is™ e traditional way to create

the report, 3 persons from performance” is the report
that the second most of uses§ ugé: iditional way'to ereate the report, 2 persons from

total respondents of 5 persons

All of 5 respondents use Dat5 5% p Sales by grade” and “ Sales by grade

in specific country”.

0 Steel V ‘
Users’ satisfactio ““

Table 6.21

Steel Products dEpartment on the mor‘t format is shown as

ﬂumwﬂmwmm

Table 6.21: The mean score of users” satigfaction in Steelgroducts department

o A PRIN ]9 618 4 d=H e I pgle ] [ oo

1. Overdue A/R‘ging analysis by SCG customer 3.40 5 0 5

2. Sales budget 3.00 5 3 2

All average 3.20
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According to Table 6.21, the all average of users' satisfaction on report format in

Steel products department is 3.20.

The mean score of users’ satisfaction on the report of “ Overdue A/R aging analysis

by SCG customer” and “ Sales budget” is 3.4

and 3.00 respectively.

ent Group)” is the highest users’

J
a @3.40.

“ Sales budget” is e traditional way to create

the report, 3 persons from

All of 5 responden cat ging analysis by SCG.
a Intemational (v

Users’ satisfaction of Int j ‘ _ _ 1ent on the report format is
shown as Table 6.22 3 7
Table 6.22: The mean sco ing department

Report . ndents Traditional way Data Mart
1. Montyly sales department 3.50 4 0 4
£
e L L
3. Monthly highlight ﬂ ; # I 4
All average 850 N QS
. , ATy Q AEAR A
AW TANTTIHNATINY T

Acc%rding to Table 6.22, the all average of users’ satisfaction on report format in

International sourcing department is 3.50.
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The mean score of users' satisfaction on the report of “Monthly sales report”,
“Monthly performance by customer”, and “ Monthly highlight” is 3.50, 3.75, and 3.25

respectively.

“Monthly performance by customer” is the highest users' satisfaction of report

ness of Data Mart Project

e

The result of first qu all \ ;° attitude on implementation

effectiveness of Data Mart projget i 68/ 15 4 _ average of overall performance of

6.4.5 COMMENtS AR E-SHOAAESHOME e ™

% A A
In this part, comments a "r? at collected from second

| 4
question of part 5 are uped to Table 6.23. There are 4

oo 07110 (12| 111011 r e
RINNINUNIININY



Table 6.23: The summary of comments and suggestions of respondents

162

Comments and suggestions Rank | Number of comments
1. Should have periodic training of using the Data Mart to users 1 16
2. Should increase more facilities and computers to access the Data Mart 2 8
3. Many users have not understood using Data Mart; as a result, traditional way has still been
used to create reports 3 7
4. Don't know what is usefulness of Data Mart an " [ ‘ art can do 3 7
5. Should have a manual that contains a lot o A d ¢ y e existing one 3 7
6. Should have good announcement to p“‘to uséData Martinstead'of traditional way 6 6
:such as, SAP : AN .
7. Should create the ready format of aiifépo 7 3
8. Should periodically review the outco W 'Ir' J@ﬁ\%‘* 7 3
9. Update the requirements of users perig I Im\\\\ 9 2
10. Improve processes of using the Pata I i m\\\\ A 9 2
11. Should periodically check and test tj @ ﬁ mﬁm ers' 14 1
confidence on the Data Mart ‘ m “‘
12. Should have a center to help the usef$ to solve the pfgglbm ": 1 1
13, Should inform the users in case that DatalMart. hasth SS =y | 11 1
Total | - 64

According to

respondents, is on topic

s St and suggestions, 16
usﬁ Data Mart to user”. The

second most of number ?comments and suggestlons 8 respondents, is on the topic
“Should increase The third most of
number of commﬂﬁgﬁmrﬂ:ﬂrﬁ uﬁﬂjm “ Many users have
not under tli aﬁ( n used to
create th(ﬁ wﬂiﬁ ﬁﬁﬁmﬂmﬁ mrﬂs ’1 EI/ what the

Data Mart can do”, and “Should have a manual that contains a lot of details and examples

more than the existing one”.
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6.5 The Conclusion of Evaluation

Q The results of questionnaire in part1
According to the results of questionnaire in part1, the most of respondents is in the

level of Supervisor with number of 63 persons o 75 % of all respondents and 48.81% of all

respondents are in Cement busine ‘ ing material department, Industrial
product department with number of17p d 10 person respectively. The

most of respondents, 32 persons Q81! [ Pata Mart 2-3 times a month and 22

wx\“

using Personal Computer in AVers \ nly 1 person or 1.19% of

1. persons or 20.24% use the

of respondents are familiar with

pondents, 32 persons or
38.10% of all respondents, lonail . s¢ 2 2 by their own, occasionally
others access for them and the'se nd C f ents, 31 persons or 36.90%, others

access the Data Mart for them.

I 2
0 The results o haire in part:

According to the *J -------------------------------- »:’g ibutes average in term
of expectation is 4.16. The 5 COfé on expectation more than
4.00 and only 6 attributes whi ‘ph the mean score on expectaﬂon less than 4.00 that shows

the level of expeﬁyy W\Erj Wﬂrﬂ?e effectiveness of
ributes average in term of pe

implementation. A rformance perceptions is 3.38 that show

oo d DS TLA b mmmmm
expectatlon rformance
perceptlons there is no attribute that performance is more than expectation so it shows that

all of attributes are underperformed. It may be concluded from this study that considerable

amount of attention and funds need to allocate to this Data Mart project. However, as
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noticed from the results of the questionnaire, users may have too high expectation on the

project ‘s implementation effectiveness.

There are some attributes that the users expect on high level but performance

perceptions are quite low. Firstly the trainin before using the system was ranked third in

term of expectation but thirtieth on perfo the mean score of 4.56 and 2.68
respectively. Obviously the users-at > ot s2 ' |n|ng course of the project. This
art 5 of the questionnaire.

The most of respondents, Iments mng of using the Data Mart

Secondly the com ’ ki anuial 'was ranked ninth in term of
expectation but thirtieth on pe ; : IV 7 nes A \ .29 and 2.76 respectively.
Thirdly, the understanding™ of fow ' g use the system was ranked
fifteenth in term of expectatio sight 3 18 with the mean score of 4.13
and 2.96 respectively. These b 4 B the reasonsidhat make some users would not use
the Data Mart because they dor : : e the Data Mart and don’t know
what it can do for them ":—‘"“'—_“_—“'""mk ‘ d suggestions in part 5

of questionnaire. There are-3 o 7 respondents; Many users

have not understand using he Data Mart, they don’t know what is usefulness of the Data

) ﬁwmﬂm‘l r M
F@Wﬂmﬁﬁmmfw&}ﬂ ahﬁivstem

ranked sev@nteenth in term of expectation but thirty-second on performance with the mean
score of 410 and 2.61 respectively. According to the data, users want the project to
increase more hardware and software to access the Data Mart since at the present there are
not enough computers to access the Data Mart so some users who are inconvenient to use

the Data Mart by other computers still create the reports by traditional way. This also is
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supported with comments and suggestions from part 5 of questionnaire. There are 8
respondents comment that should increase more facilities and computers to access the

Data Mart.

Al top five ranks of high score in term

of performance perceptions of users are in the

group of the quality of project's staffs C ': in this group are also the top five
rank of small gap are “The good attitude of the p toward the users”, “ The project
q-‘,

can be finished on time”, “ The"staff's effc e@ “ The ability of the staffs

to coordinate and communica e technical capabilities of the IT staff in

the project”. The clause make because not only users are not

N

quit high expect on ther Dut alSothg\ oerformance. It shows project’s

staffs are very high quality on"tg ;.. ies of coordination and
0 ‘\o ject implementation, attitude

communication with users d ingk lementation, eff

l Wl
toward the users, and time man@ge eﬁlq;]; ¥ 4

S ‘:;
When attributes are con “L:','E: groups ound that the attributes in group of
AT
System performance are expected-fror users atthe est expectation and the attributes

in group of The ability 0 a:EﬂTTS?J_-vF”?T;E‘ ected from users at the
T .

lowest expectation when cempe attributes mean score of 4.30

and 4.07 respectively. It sf ows that most of users want the project have good performance
of system and thi it i . t({ ' t they think that the
ability of the systeﬂznﬁmamis ﬁiﬁ»ﬂ‘lﬁo effectiveness of the
project. ¢ =Y /s
YRIANNIUNRTINETINE

It isffound that the attributes in the group of Others are performed at the lowest
performance with the mean score of 3.04. This group performs the lowest performance
because most of attributes in this group are very low performance. There are 4 attributes of
all 6 attributes that the mean score are lower than 3.00; The training before using the

system, The completeness of the working manual, The understanding of the users toward
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the usefulness of the system, and The understanding of the users toward the way to use the

system with the mean score of 2.68, 2.76, 2.87, and 2.96 respectively.

Q The results of questionnaire in part 4

According to the results of questionnaire

in part 4, all average score of the users’
hifls between 3.00-4.00. It shows that the
level of satisfaction of users in eagh departme ‘ n Fair and Satisfied. There are
many users don’t want to use"the"Data Mart {¢ because they have still not
understood the using the Data ) & taink is too complicate and not
convenient to create the rép at ifesg reasans like as. . comments in the part 5 of the
. ill use SAP to create the
report since they feel mor i Sing AE ‘ ability of SAP can create
these kind of report as samefés Da ., 1o I ¢ lles performance and Sales

budgets report.

ﬂ‘UEI’J‘VIW’IiWEI’ﬂ‘i
QW’]Nﬂ‘iﬂJNWI’JT N
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