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Abstract

The purpose of this article is to anlayze
some relationship b/w measures and objectives
on evaluating Management Information Systems

(MIS) and to introduce new approach for
evaluating MIS.

In spite of many research results, MIS
evaluation is too difficult to apply in field. It is

due to its qualitative and quntitative aspects, and
various viewpoint of evaluating MIS. Many
research of MIS evaluation are based on
bi-dimensional approach which consist of process
-oriented and result-oriented viewpoint. But,
those have critical problem that cannot cover the
change of organization, emerging Information
Technology (IT), environment. To overcome this
problem, this study proposes change-oriented
approach which composed of covering the change
of IT, organization, industry environment, etc.

Ideal MIS evaluation methodology have to
include all three approaches with characteristic of
each organization. The survey of 3 Korean
System Integration (SI) companies show that all
of companies use process—oriented and result
-oriented approach. It is also found various
evaluation measures by culture
of MIS and information maturity of each
company. Finally, limitation of this study and
future research directions are suggested.
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