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Abstract 
The following is an essay that has analysed the dimensions of DeLone & McLean’s model of success in order 

to apply them when measuring the information success in a crises management system. The essay presents 

DeLone & McLean’s model of success alongside with what the aims and goal are for a crises management 

system. 

The literature shows that many studies have been conducted where DeLone & McLean’s model of success 

and alterations of the model has been empirically tested. Most of the time there has been positive outcomes 

and the model has been praised, and sometimes the one testing the models have made some alterations. 

Due to the fact that I could not find any study that has empirically tested the model on crises management 

systems I decided to research it. 

The empirical study was performed by interviewing two people that work with the same crises management 

system, one that work in the fire station and one that work at the SOS centre. They were asked questions 

based on the model. 

The results showed that the worker at the SOS centre perceived the system as more successful than the 

people at the fire station. These results showed this outcome because the workers at the SOS centre 

perceived the system, information and service quality better than the people working at the fire station. This 

is due to the fact that when designing the system the programmers probably kept the SOS centre’s 

personnel in mind more than others. 
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Introduction  

Background 
As an accident takes place, those involved usually start to panic; some may be chocked to the extent that 

they are not able to do anything, whether it is to talk, move, walk etc. Others may do whatever comes to 

their mind, which might not necessarily be the smartest thing, and had they only thought through the case 

systematically regarding what they should do it might have led to a smarter action, but can they really be 

blamed?  

A person that is involved in an accident, the injured or a witness, normally calls 112, the number for the 

Swedish SOS-alarm centre. There his/her message is received by people that handle crimes and accidents on 

daily bases and are well prepared to give advice and send enforcement. 

To speed up this whole process and make it more efficient IS systems are usually involved in crisis 

management. At first Information Systems were mainly used to preform calculations/automate calculation 

and individuals that did not have any IT background used to find it hard to understand and maintain these 

systems. As the IT branch started to expand the information systems developed and soon they were used to 

save and organize different kind of data. Throughout history companies and individuals have always used 

different types of manual system to organize data in order to make data accessible. When Information 

systems were introduced these manual work became automated, leading to effectiveness. Hence, one of the 

main goals of a system is to contribute to effectiveness in an organization which in turn will lead to increased 

benefits (Saracevic, 1997) 

An information system aids an organization in fulfilling its goals. Therefore, usually, when designing an IS all 

tasks within an organization are identified and after that, system developers try to find the best way to 

computerize these tasks and make it as effective as possible by trying to eliminate all manual task that can 

be automated (Marks & Bell, 2006). Thereby, the goal of an IS is more or less the same or at least very 

similar to all organizations, except organizations with special needs, or special tasks. Different kind of 

organizations and companies has started using systems, to the extent that one can rarely find a company 

that does not use an IS.  

After roughly defining what an IS does and what its purpose is, the next question arises, namely, how do we 

measure its success?   

Organizations are pressured to cut cost, which makes them question their expenditure and profit, and how 

much they are actually gaining from the used IT system. A measurement tool is needed to conclude whether 

an IS system is successful or not. There have been attempts to measure IS success, and amongst these 

models DeLone and McLeans model is a famous and widely used (DeLone & McLean, 2002). 

Due to the IS ability to efficiently calculate, organize and present data, organizations that handle crises has 

been using IS systems for a while now. These uses IS as described above with the exception that empathies 

might be given to other factors, hence, the main purpose of a system that handles crises is to minimize 

casualties, by using the most appropriate methods to handle a crisis. 
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Purpose 
The Swedish Crises management system that is used today is called CoordCom. It has been in use for some 

years and operators and the people working at the fire rescue station have been utilizing it for some time 

now. I would like to study how these end users perceive their system and how well they feel that the system 

aids them to complete their task in a proper way. As the system is integrated with the fire rescue team 

station I would like to study how well it is integrated and how well the information travels between these 

actors and if right information reaches the right person at the right time. I would like to know what makes 

the system successful and why. 

Research question 
How successful do end users find the crises management system they operate and why do they perceive it 

that way?  

Delimitations 
I will only analyse the part of an IS system that is used by the operator and the ones handling fire crises. This 

is due to that the numerous of groups of people working in a crises management will be hard to study 

therefore I have narrowed it down to these two groups. Also these two groups both use the same 

information system when working, other groups of people e.g. the economical unit uses a program designed 

for economical purposes. There is another group of people that uses the same system as the operator and 

the fire men, which is the medical unit, but due to sensitive data and involvement with hospitals I chose to 

leave them out in this study. 
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Theory  

Information System Success Models 

DeLone and McLean model 1992 

Initially, DeLone and McLean presented their model for measuring IS success in 1992. They state that “In 
1992, we published a paper (DeLone & McLean 1992) in which we attempted to bring some awareness and 
structure to the “dependent variable” – information systems success – in IS research. “We proposed a 
taxonomy and an interactive model as frameworks for conceptualizing and operationalizing IS success, 
hereafter referred to as the D&M IS Success Model.” (DeLone & McLean, 2002) p. 1). This model was based 
on theoretical and empirical IS research conducted by different researchers during the time period between 
1970s and 1980s (DeLone & McLean, 2002). Hence, the model was based of literature studies and was not 
empirically tested (Sabherwal, et al., 2006). Ever since the model was presented to researcher it has been 
empirically tested. In 2002 DeLone and McLean claimed that they found that their model was sited in 144 
articles from various scientific journals. They analysed the researches opinions and criticism regarding their 
model, and later launched a new, modified model in 2002 (DeLone & McLean, 2002). 
 

 
The figure above depicts D&M first model. (Source: (DeLone & McLean, 2002) p2) 
 
The model states that system quality and information quality effects user and user satisfaction, if the quality 
of the system and information is increased so are the use of the system and user satisfaction. Use and user 
satisfaction are correlated; as an individual is comfortable using the system, the use will eventually increase, 
this leads us to the last dimensions: individual impact; as the use and user satisfaction will increase the 
individual impact will rise, and as each individual impact rises the organizational impact rises as well.  
 

System Quality 

System Quality is the measurement of the information processing system, when doing their research DeLone 

and McLean found that information success has been measured by measuring the computer performance, 

resource utilization, response time, data accuracy and the like. These categories were put under system 

quality (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Information Quality 

Information Quality is the measurement of the information system output. As some researchers where 

measuring IS success in terms of system quality others focused on the output which were mostly in the form 
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of reports. When measuring information quality researchers looked at factors like information accuracy, 

relevance, precision. This dimension is closely linked to user satisfaction and has sometimes seen as a part of 

it, as this dimension relies on the perspective of the user (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Use 

Information use is the “Recipient Consumption of the Output of an Information System” (DeLone & McLean, 

1992 p.66). DeLone and McLean said that the measurement is of the use of information system reports. 

They also made clear that in order for this dimension to be a measurement of IS success it needs to be the 

measurement of volunteer use. Another question that arouse was the use of whom? Some considered the 

use of company controllers while other looked at the chief executive use of information system (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992). 

User satisfaction 

User satisfaction is the “Recipient Response to the Use of the Output of an Information System” (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992 p. 68). Again as in the previous dimension the question arouse; the user satisfaction according 

to whom? Some considered chief executive’s satisfaction whereas other considered others. DeLone and 

McLean also found that user satisfaction is strongly linked to user attitudes toward the system, therefore 

their attitudes should also be considered when measuring this dimension so that the measurement may not 

be biased (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Individual Impact 

Individual impact is “The Effect of information on the Behavior of the Recipient Of all the measures of I/S 

success” (DeLone & McLean, 1992, p. 69). Where DeLone and McLean states that impact can be defined in 

various ways, but they chose to say that by impact is closely related to performance, and therefore it has to 

do with the individual performance, but later then also say that it is connected to decision making, since the 

system provide with information that helps one take the right decision (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Organizational Impact 

Organizational Impact is “The Effect of Information on Organizational Performance” (DeLone & McLean, 

1992 p. 74). This dimension has further been defined as information system effectiveness, and performance, 

researchers have back then not been able to measure organizational performance except in labs. Others 

have looked at the cost reductions (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 
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DeLone and McLean’s dimensions categories 

 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992, p.84-85) 

Criticism of the model 

DeLone and McLean (2002) state that their model is a causal model as well as a process model. They 

describe the properties of a process model by given the example; factor A is follows by factor B, whereas a 

causal model is where an increase/decrease in factor A will lead to an increase/decrease in factor B, as I have 

described the figure above. Seddon, criticized the model for having assimilated both causal flow and process 

flow in one model, arguing that it leads to confusion and suggest creating two models, one for each kind of 

flow (causal and process). DeLone and McLean defend their model and claim that two models will 

complicate the success model even more, and decided to keep one model. (DeLone & McLean, 2002) 

Seddon also criticized the dimension ‘system usage’ claiming that usage is a behaviour which follows 

individual impact but does not cause it. Among those arguments that stand pro Seddon are that in some 

cases usage is mandatory.  Again DeLone and McLean disagree and argue that it causes individual impact, 
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however they do point out that “Researchers must also consider the extent, nature, quality, and 

appropriateness of the system use. Is the full functionality of a system being used for the intended 

purposes? Is it being used to the fullest extent? Simply measuring the amount of time a system is used does 

not properly capture the relationship between usage and the realization of expected results.” (DeLone & 

McLean, 2002, p. 16) 

Some researches argued that the dimensions used to measure IS success does not include a dimension for 

measuring Service Quality, which can cause misleading figures for success, therefore DeLone and McLean 

added this to their model, mentioning that the IT world has expanded and the need for the dimension 

Service Quality has risen and does not fall under System Quality. (DeLone & McLean, 2002) 

The model was also criticized for consisting of only two impacts; individual and organizational, researchers 

claimed that more impacts needs to be integrated in the model e.g. industrial impact, consumer impact, 

societal impact etc. Therefore they chose to remove the two impacts and replace it by NET benefit, thereby 

the researcher who uses the model can him/herself decide what impacts they wish to include under NET 

benefit. (DeLone & McLean, 2002) 

DeLone and McLean model 2002 

After these adjustments the new model consisted of a new dimension service quality and removal of 

individual and organizational impact which was replaced by net benefits, so in other words; 

Service quality, system quality and information quality effects user and user satisfaction, if the quality of the 
system and information is increased so is the use of the system and user satisfaction. Use and user 
satisfaction are correlated, as an individual is comfortable using the system, the use will eventually increase, 
this leads us to NET benefits, and net benefits in turn will lead to increased intention to use and user 
satisfaction. (DeLone & McLean, 2002) 
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The two new dimensions 

Service Quality 

As the IT world grew it became more apparent that the IT organizations provide information as well as 

service, where more important was given to the information provided. Hence, DeLone and McLean realized 

after studying other researches that this is a factor that should be enlightened and given a place in their 

model of success. With service “support for end user developers” is intended, and when measuring it the 

following are some categories that are considered:  

 “IS has up-to-date hardware and software” (tangible); 

 “IS is dependable” (reliability); 

 “IS employees give prompt service to users” (responsiveness); 

 “IS employees have the knowledge to do their job well” (assurance); and 

 “IS has users’ best interests at heart” (empathy). 

(DeLone & McLean, 2002, p. 18) 

However they further state that the equipment for measuring Service Quality needs to be refined, and that 

some may argue that service quality is just a part of system quality, yet they add it to their model convinced 

that as time goes by the importance of it will emerge more and more. They also mentioned in their article 

that this dimension may be important when measuring success in an IS department while in measuring 

success in a single IS system information and system quality may be given more importance (DeLone & 

McLean, 2002). 

I chose to disregard most of this dimension when conducting my research because I only measured success 

in one single IS, however, I will asked them how they found the service provided by the IS developers. 
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Net benefits 

Net benefits is a dimension that covers, or includes individual impact and organizational impact. When using 

the word impact the reader may interpret it as both negative and positive impacts, therefore the word 

benefits was chosen. Also when analysing the studies that measured success many researchers proposed 

different impacts e.g. industry impacts, consumer impacts etc. Instead of addressing every possible impact 

DeLone and McLean choose to include all these in one new dimension, as they stated that this dimension 

does not disregard all of these impacts rather they chose to add it under a broader dimension.  When 

measuring the net benefits the researcher should decide the benefits for whom? And the level of analysis 

(DeLone & McLean, 2002). As for the level of analysis DeLone and McLean intend answering questions like 

“Are the benefits to be measured from the individual’s perspective, his or her employer, or that of the 

industry or of the nation?” (DeLone & McLean, 2002, p.23) 

Measuring the dimensions of IS Success 

Different tools are used to measure different dimensions.  

System Quality: Some use the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) designed by Davis, to measure system 

Quality, however, it may be argued that technology acceptance in its own does not suffice as a tool to 

measure System Quality, rather it just captures a part of the System Quality measurement. Other researcher 

has developed their own instrument to measure System Quality, one of which measures reliability, 

portability, user friendliness, understandability, effectiveness, maintainability, economy, and verifiability. 

(Petter, et al., 2008) 

Information Quality: This is usually strongly connected with user satisfaction; hence, it deals with the output 

of the system. As a result of this, very commonly information quality is measured together with user 

satisfaction instead of being measured as a single standing dimension. Though, there are some researchers 

that have developed methods to measure Information Quality. (Petter, et al., 2008) 

Service Quality: SERVQUAL is a tool developed to measure Service Quality, it measures Service Quality of the 

IT department and it is widely used a known, though it has received some criticism. (Petter, et al., 2008) 

Use: There have been different methods measuring use, of being self-reported use, where the individuals 

reports how much they use the system, but this method has shown that users that tends to utilize the 

system to a higher degree underestimate their use, while those who do not use the system as much tend to 

overestimate their use. Other methods have been used and tools have been developed to measure 

frequency of use. (Petter, et al., 2008) 

User Satisfaction: Two known tools have been developed to measure User Satisfaction: End-User Computing 

Support (EUCS) and User Information Satisfaction (UIS). These tools also measures other dimensions such as 

system quality, therefore, it is used to measure IS success as a whole instead. (Petter, et al., 2008) 
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Emergency Management System 
Turoff, 2002, states “The objective of the system is to allow the distributed and probably dispersed group of 

people to track and coordinate their activities as needed.” (Turoff, 2002) p.31 

Emergency management staff 

People working with emergency management are often presented with incomplete information or too much 

information in a situation where they need to make a quick decision.  Thereby, these people need to absorb 

information quickly, and judge the information; understand it, decide whether it is useful and reliable, and 

decide what actions should be taken. They can easily get stressed because that they feel that they have lost 

control over the situation or that they have reduced information and therefore cannot understand the 

reality. This in turn may lead to fall backs in the fixed plans, and knowing that decisions not made in time 

may worsen the situation, and feeling that helpful information is available but they won’t be able to achieve 

it in time may lead to a feeling that there is little effective control. Hence, the management system needs to 

provide with accurate and timely observations through communication with the people at the crises site, the 

trained observers and the victims.  Therefore one of the main visions is “the right information at the right 

time in the right format to the right person”. (Carver & Turoff, 2007, p. 34.) 

Decision support 

Systems have been proposed that aid decision making in emergency events, however, it’s success lies in that 

the interface takes user requirement into account, also, the system should be able to provide conversation 

between the computer and the user, it should be transparent. Suggested tools for these systems are 

information prioritization, decision support and modelling tool and representation of a common operating 

picture. Where information prioritization aids to decide what rules are used to prioritize the situational 

information, and who sets these rules, e.g. the sender, the user or is it relational to time and context etc., 

and decision support and modelling tool which helps make a decision, analysis the impact and once the 

decision is made there should be support for that specific decision where it addresses how the decision can 

be put in to practice. E.g.  “the decision to ‘evacuate those at risk’ must be supported with how many are at 

risk, where should they be evacuated to, … Where are shelters? Which hospitals have beds? How will 

casualties be transported, and how can the process be managed, and who needs to know?” p 35. And 

representation of a common operating picture, meaning a virtualization of the crises scene, the events 

taking place there and the resources being used. (Carver & Turoff, 2007) 

 

 Role and event 

 When planning, training, responding and evaluating emergencies the two concepts, role and event, is widely 

used. An event should have fields specifying information relating to the event e.g. location, resources and 

reports. A role that is active in the event should be able to click on a meaningful field and then be presented 

with its latest information relevant to the role. Thereby, contextual information needs to be added to every 

information in order for its identification. (Carver & Turoff, 2007) 
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Integrating DeLone & McLean’s model with the Emergency management system  
 

Information Quality 

I first looked over what information quality is by looking at its definition which is the measurement of the 

information system output.  Which can be found in my theory, and then I went through the theory regarding 

a successful emergency management system to map where the importance of information quality is 

mentioned, if it is mentioned at all, and to what degree, and to assist me I used the constructs in page. 11. 

Amongst them I have chosen Importance, Availability, Usability, Understandability, Relevance, Format, 

Content accuracy, Conciseness, Timeliness, Uniqueness. I have used these constructs in the frame of 

reference and made them bold.  

Information Quality is the measurement of the information system output 

“People working with emergency management are often presented with incomplete information or too 

much information in a situation where they need to make a quick decision.  Thereby, these people need to 

absorb information quickly, and judge the information; understand it, decide whether it is useful and 

reliable, and decide what actions should be taken.” (Citation from the theory regarding emergency 

management system) 

The above shows the importance of user being able to extract, important, concise and relevant information 

regarding the incidence, minimizing the rescue team facing with a lot of information that is not useful or 

structured at a time of crisis.   

“They (the staff) can easily get stressed because that they feel that they have lost control over the situation 

or that they have reduced information and therefore cannot understand the reality. This in turn may lead to 

fall backs in the fixed plans, and knowing that decisions not made in time may worsen the situation, and 

feeling that helpful information is available but they won’t be able to achieve it in time may lead to a feeling 

that there is little effective control. Hence, the management system needs to provide with accurate and 

timely observations through communication with the people at the crises site, the trained observers and the 

victims. “(Citation from the theory regarding emergency management system) 

The above states the system should also make the important data available at the time (when) it is needed 

in a good format so that the user understands and can extract information from data, e.g. not a list of 

number without anything defining what they stand for.  The data should also be presented according to its 

content, e.g. the one handling the medical assistance in a car crash should not be presented with 

information regarding. ( (DeLone & McLean, 1992) and (Carver & Turoff, 2007)).  

System Quality 

I first looked over what information quality is by looking at its definition which is the measurement of the 

information processing system, which can be found in my theory, and then I went through the theory 

regarding a successful emergency management system to map where the importance of information quality 

is mention, if it is mentioned at all, and to what degree, and to assist me I used the constructs in page. 9. 

Amongst them I have chosen data accuracy, Data currency, Database contents, Ease of use, Ease of learning, 

Access, User requirements, System features, System accuracy, Flexibility, Reliability, Efficiency, 

Sophistication, Integration. 



Measuring crises-handling system success – Ana Faizi 

 
14 

The characteristics; availability, persistence, real time, security, mobility and safety falls under the construct 

system features, and the characteristic adaptively falls under flexibility, the characteristic statistical logging 

falls into database contents, and the characteristic accuracy falls under system accuracy, the characteristic 

reliability falls under reliability, and the characteristic multi access falls under access. 

 “The management system needs to provide with accurate and timely observations through communication 

with the people at the crises site, the trained observers and the victims”  (Citation of theory of emergency 

management) 

The above shows the importance of accurate data 

“Interface should take user requirement into account, it should be easy for the user to learn and use the 

system, also, the system should be able to provide conversation between the computer and the user, it 

should be transparent. Suggested tools for these systems are information prioritization, decision support 

and modelling tool and representation of a common operating picture. (Carver & Turoff, 2007)” (Citation of 

theory of emergency management which is also quoted in the frame of reference) 

The above stresses the importance of integrating user requirements in the system, and the importance of 

ease of learning the system.  

Service Quality 

In the theory I stated the following 

With service “support for end user developers” is intended…I will chose to disregard most of this dimension 

when conducting my research because I will only measure success in one single IS, however, I will ask them 

how they find the service provided by the IS developers. 

From the crises management part of the theory I could not find the researchers pointing out the importance 

of service quality still I find it important to measure the above stated. 

Use 

From the theory the definition of use is :” “Recipient Consumption of the Output of an Information System” 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992) p.66.  ”  

There are no categories for Use, but in the theory it was pointed out that volunteer use should be measured 

and the question use of whom should be cleared out before conducting the research. 

In the theory the volunteer use is not mentioned directly but there are parts that suggest volunteer use, i.e. 

under decision support “Systems have been proposed that aid decision making in emergency events, 

however, it’s success lies in that the interface takes user requirement into account, also, the system should 

be able to provide conversation between the computer and the user, it should be transparent. Suggested 

tools for these systems are information prioritization, decision support and modelling tool and 

representation of a common operating picture”.  According to my understanding the use of the words aid 

and conversation suggest that the use is voluntarily.   

I will chose to highlight the use of the two operators I have chosen to interview. 
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User Satisfaction 

From the theory the definition of user satisfaction is “Recipient Response to the Use of the Output of an 

Information System” (DeLone & McLean, 1992) p. 68. 

In the theory user satisfaction is mentioned indirectly, e.g. it is mentioned that “Interface should take user 

requirement into account, it should be easy for the user to learn” which I perceive as something that 

contributes to user satisfaction. The theory mentions “They (the staff) can easily get stressed because that 

they feel that they have lost control over the situation or that they have reduced information and therefore 

cannot understand the reality. This in turn may lead to fall backs in the fixed plans, and knowing that 

decisions not made in time may worsen the situation, and feeling that helpful information is available but 

they won’t be able to achieve it in time may lead to a feeling that there is little effective control” this case is 

mentioned in a negative way indicating the importance of user satisfaction.  

Thereby, I arrived at the conclusion that user satisfaction is very important for emergency management 

systems. 

Individual impact 

Individual impact is “The Effect of information on the Behavior of the Recipient Of all the measures of I/S 

success” (DeLone & McLean, 1992) p. 69.  

How and to what extent the system helps them to accomplish their task more quickly, improves their job 

performance, increases their productivity, and assists them to make the right decisions. (Rai, et al., 2002) 

and  (Kaataja & Kouri, 2008). 

This is one of the main goals of the system, and this is what the system quality and information quality leads 

to, it can be rephrased by saying what impact did the system quality and information quality had on the 

individual person (as Gable et al. indicates).  

Also, goal of the system is “the right information at the right time in the right format to the right person” and 

“The objective of the system is to allow the distributed and probably dispersed group of people to track and 

coordinate their activities as needed.” (Turoff, 2002), and individual impact is a result of this.  

Therefore I perceived it as the theory of emergency management indirectly states an importance of 

individual impact, and hence it arrived in my theory of frame.  

Frame of reference 
To measure the dimensions I will firstly have to find out what information is relevant to what roll by asking 

finding out how the system and the users handles a typical crises incident, and after that ask the roll-person 

to what degree of importance, understandability etc. the person is presented with.  

Information Quality 

Information quality measures the output of the information system (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

The system should assist the user to extract the important, concise and relevant information regarding the 

incidence, minimizing the rescue team facing with a lot of information that is not useful or structured at a 

time of crisis. The system should also make the important data available at the time (when) it is needed in a 

good format so that the user understands and can extract information from data, e.g. not a list of number 

without anything defining what they stand for.  The data should also be presented according to its content, 
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e.g. the one handling the medical assistance in a car crash should not be presented with information 

regarding. ( (DeLone & McLean, 1992) and (Carver & Turoff, 2007)) 

System Quality 

System quality measures the information process system itself (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

The management system needs to provide with accurate and timely observations through communication 

with the people at the crises site, the trained observers and the victims 

Interface should take user requirement into account, it should be easy for the user to learn and use the 

system, also, the system should be able to provide conversation between the computer and the user, it 

should be transparent. Suggested tools for these systems are information prioritization, decision support and 

modeling tool and representation of a common operating picture. (Carver & Turoff, 2007) 

Service Quality 

With service “support for end user developers” is intended. I will chose to disregard most of this dimension 

when conducting my research because I will only measure success in one single IS, however, I will ask them 

how they find the service provided by the IS developers. 

Use 

The definition of use is :” “Recipient Consumption of the Output of an Information System” (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992) p.66. 

I will try to find out if there is any voluntarily use by the two people I will interview. 

User Satisfaction 

User satisfaction measures “the recipient response to the use of the output of an information system” 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

To what extent is the user satisfied with the information provided, the system itself, what is the overall 

satisfaction, and to what extent does the user feel a sense of enjoyment using the system. (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992). 

Individual impact 

“Individual Impact: measure of the effect of information on the recipient” (DeLone & McLean, 1992) . 

How and to what extent the system helps them to accomplish their task more quickly, improves their job 

performance, increases their productivity, and assists them to make the right decisions. (Rai, et al., 2002) 

and  (Kaataja & Kouri, 2008)) These questions will be asked each roll, e.g. the operator, the fire alarm 

director, the rescue team. 
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Method 

Research approach 
Deductive  

Saunders et al state that when using the deductive research approach, firstly a hypothesis is formulated 

from the theory then the hypothesis is tested in the empirical study. I did not formulate a hypothesis in the 

beginning which I wished to empirically test, yet I still choose a deductive approach because I based my 

study on previous theories since there is a lot of theory available on the subject I wished to study. From my 

theory I formed a reference frame that proceeded in the chapter “theory” this reference frame serves as a 

guide throughout my research.  Saunders et al state that it is important that the method is structured and 

the variables that are going to be dependent and independent are clearly declared so that they can be 

measured correctly. I have tried to achieve this through my reference frame where I identified the 

dependent variables (Saunders, et al., 2007). 

Qualitative studies 
I wished to focus more on values and strategies that are used when gathering data which differs from those 

used in quantitative studies. In qualitative studies the researcher aims to explore a phenomena or a problem 

in more depth, and gain a broader understanding of the subject being studied ( (Saunders, et al., 2007)) 

which I intended to do therefore I found it more befitting to choose a qualitative approach for data 

gathering. 

Research Method  
Different research methods are used for different types of researches. Yin (2009) defines the characteristics 

a research should have in order to resort to what type of method. 

Research Method Type of research 
question 

Requires control over 
what is happening 

Focuses on present time 

Case study How, why? No Yes 

 

He further explains that ”how” and “why” questions require explainations and therefore suits the research 

methods; experiment, historical study and case study, where the focus is not put on the number of 

occurances of a matter. 

Yin states that historical studies and case studies are very alike because they both analyses events without 

having control of the actual happening of the event. Though, case studies have two other sources of 

information; direct observation of the event and the opportunity to interview people that are involved in the 

event. 

My study did not require control over the event, it focused on the present time and my research question is 

a “how” question, hence I have chosen to use the method, case study.   

Case Study 
According to Yin (2009) the first matter that must be decided before gathering data is if the research 

question is going to investigate one case of several cases. I choose to investigate only one case. 

Yin (2009) argues that single-case study can be considered if the case is: 
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· Critical examination of a theory 

· Extreme or unique 

· Representive or typical 

·  Discovering or revealing 

· Longitudinal, repeats itself several times 

I chose a single-case study, partially because the study is typical for all systems that handles crises (they all 

follow the same pattern, a witness calls the station, or the station is alarmed in another way then a force is 

sent out to handle the crises) and partially because Sweden only have one national crises handling station 

(SOS alarm, the number 112). 

A single-case study can either have several analyse units or be holistic, meaning, having a single analyse unit. 

Several analyse units are used when logical subunits can be identified. 

 

I choose a single-case design with four analyse units; Information Quality, System Quality, Individual and 

use/user satisfaction. 

Method analysis 
I compared the data with my frame of reference, this process is called pattern matching as stated by 

Saunders, et al., 2007, p. 489 “Pattern matching involves predicting a pattern of outcomes based on 

theoretical propositions to explain what you expect to find” where I developed a frame of reference 

mentioning the different dimensions and stating that the fulfilment of every construct in these dimensions 

will lead to the fulfilment of a the success in a crises handling information system. I therefore stated my 

findings (results), the theory and then the analysis, matched the findings with the theory, explaining why and 

how the outcomes were as they were, and what caused the outcome to be as they were and what impact 

this outcome had on the overall success of the system.  

 

Research quality 
According to (Yin 2009) there are four criteria used when judging the quality of a social scientific study. 

1. Construct Validity: accurate measurements of what is studied. 

2. Internal Validity: establish a causal relationship that shows that certain conditions leads to other 

conditions.  
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3. External validity: establish to what extent can a generalization be made to other environments and 

situations. 

4. Reability: establish to what extent a study can be repeated. 

The table below illustrated how the four categories can be used and in what phase of the study it is 

appropriate to apply them. 

 

 

Criteria Case Study Application The research phase where the 
application becomes current 

Construct Validity Use several sources for data and 
evidence 

Data gathering 

 Formulate a source for evidence Data gathering  

 Let key informants read through 
the draft of the report  

Compilation of the report 

Internal Validity Pattern matching Analyses of the data 

 Build up the explanation Analyses of the data 

 Mention other opposing 
explanations 

Analyses of the data 

 Use logical models Analyses of the data 

External Validity  Use theory in case of single-case 
studies 

Research design 

 Use replication logic in case of 
multi-case studies 

Research design 

Reability Use regulations for case-studies Data gathering 

 Develop a database for case-
studies 

Data gathering 

 

I tried my best to meet the above stated criteria, however, I found construct validity hard to meet because I 

conducted a single case study where I did not use several sources of evidence. 

As for internal validity I planned to do a pattern matching, build an explanation and mention other opposing 

explanations in the analysis part of the essay, how well this validity was then met will be discussed under 

method discussion at the end of the essay. 

I have tried to meet the criteria external validity by forming a reference frame that is based on the theory. 
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I do believe that my study met the criteria Reability because in my reference frame I have clearly stated my 

dependent variables and the interview questions were designed after the reference frame, so if anyone 

wants to repeat my study they are likely to be able to do so (more of this will be discussed at the end of the 

paper under method discussion). 

(Yin, 2009) gives example of six main data sources with different strengths and weaknesses, he does not 

consider any of these sources as being better than the other, rather he means that they supplement each 

other. The six main data sources he states are: documentation, archive material, interview, direct 

observation, participation observation and physical artefacts.  

I interviewed people, therefore the table below only describes this data source. 

 

Data source Strengths Weaknesses 

Interviews  Targeted – focuses directly on 
the case studies questions 

Defects because of bad 
formulated questions and/or 
responses 

 Gives insights and experienced 
causal connections 

The respondent answer what he 
thinks the researcher is 
searching for 

 

As can be seen in the table Yin find two weaknesses with interviews, I tried to overcome the first one 

“Defects because of bad formulated questions and/or responses” by trying to formulate my questions in a 

proper and clear manner, and if I found the response bad I rephrased the question until the response was 

clearly understood. As for the other weakness “The respondent answer what he thinks the researcher is 

searching for” there is no right or wrong in what I asked, I just explored which I made clear in the beginning 

of the interview, I asked about their personal experiences and opinions on the system, in hope that I 

overcome this weakness. 
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Results 

SOS alarm 

SOS alarm utilises different kind of systems to increase the quality and the effectivity in their work. One of 

the systems they use is called Zenit, which in reality consists of different systems integrated with each 

other. CoordCom is a system that is a part of Zenit, which is used by the SOS operators, SOS nurses, those 

who sit at the fire alarm table and production leaders. 

When a witness calls the SOS number (112) he/she is allocated a SOS operator that askes him/her 

questions, the operator is aided by the system and the system helps him/her categorize the case, if needed 

the system has a function that integrates the people at the fire alarm table so that they can listen to the 

call. After that action is taken and it is decided whether or not to send fire forces to the crises scene and 

what resources are needed. 

 

Interviews 
Two interviews were conducted asking the interviewed question related to DeLone and McLeans model of 

Success. The Interviewed were an operator from SOS that handles 112 calls, and one from the fire unit that 

calls out to the fire station. 
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SOS-operator 
 

Eva-Lotta Eriksson was interviewed; she answers 112 calls and is stationed in Luleå. She has been working 

since 2004 January. CoordCom was implemented around 2006. 

INFORMATION QUALITY 

Eva-Lotta find the system helpful and states that she uses tools to input data while she listens to the witness, 

she usually tries  to track the individual down by asking his/her location, this is done using CoordCom’s 

geographical map tools. She finds that all the tools that she works with are available when needed. 

Sometimes the witness that calls in does not know his/her location, then questions are asked regarding 

his/her surrounding in attempt to find out where he/she is, but she has never experiences that the 

witness/injured have not been found.  

She finds the tools sufficient and does not feel that more tools are needed nor do they need improvements, 

except for the map tool, which is sometimes not up to date. The map is updated regularly but the time 

between the updates is extended, they e.g. not updated daily.  She would like more updates regarding 

construction work, if new building are being built, streets, traffic circles etc. 

She works with indexation, where the crises are categorized into indexes. There is a possibility to ask 

questions in accordance with a questionnaire integrated with the system, this can guide the interviewer to 

ask correct question when he/she is stuck, when filled in, the questionnaire suggests appropriate indexation 

of the case. This questionnaire is an option for aid, however, it does not have to be used, the user can 

choose to ask questions on his/her own, as Eva-Lotta usually does, which is not so surprisingly strange since 

she has been working with crises- handling for a while now. 

The tools for categorizing the event are relevant and concise, but it happens that someone may call in and 

the type of crises the witness is indicating is not on the list of categorization, at that situation the category 

which is closest to the event is chosen. 

If a person is new to the work, he/she may find that there are too many categories for indexing the case, 

however, Eva-Lotta does not perceive the system presenting too many categories as she has work for a 

couple of years. She believes that she has used all the categories when indexing an event during her years as 

working as an operator. 

The system does not present information that is not relevant. The tools are presented in a well manner, and 

she knows the how they are to be used and how they work.  

SYSTEM QUALITY 

The interface is understandable and in accordance with Eva-Lotta’s demands, and there is an opportunity for 

the user to design the interface suitable for him/her. The system is easy to learn specially in comparison to 

the previous system as this system is based on windows.  

When asked regarding system transparency, and if the system is able to answer questions as if one is having 

a conversation with the system she said that this does not exist and there is not a search motor to ask and 

search for answers regarding what she should do. 

The system has a good response time; it is very fast unless there is some kind of technical problem. There 

have been some technical problems but this is not something common, it might happen when something 

has been updated. In those cases an alternative system is used. 
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The system is well integrated with the people and features needed. There are no error messages if wrong 

data or wrong type of date in input, e.g. 0,3 people are injured. 

USE 

Eva Lotta believes that she has used all the features that are designed to help her in her work at any point of 

her work. Some are not used on daily bases however, and since she has worked for a long period of time, 

many times she feels that she does not have to use some available help features as she usually knows how 

to handle the work. Also to be noted, their work is dependent on the system so they have to use the system 

in order to get their work done. 

SERVICE QUALITY 

There is system support available 24/7, the support is stationed in Stockholm, but they are able to enter the 

users interface from their workplace and provide them with the aid needed. She feels that they are well 

qualified they know about the system and how crises are handled. 

USER SATISFACTION 

She is satisfied with the system overall, however, she has not used other crises management systems up to 

date to compare with. She states that there are developments all the time therefore there are continuous 

changes. But today the system is in agreement with her demands, and she is not demanding something 

outside the scope of the system. 

INDIVIDUAL IMPACT 

The system helps her completely to reach her goals with her work faster; otherwise she won’t be able to 

work. It helps her to improve her job performance without doubt and has increased her productivity. The 

system helps her take the right decisions. It is almost impossible to work without the system.  
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Fire rescue service centre 

Göran Norman works at the fire rescue service centre and alerts fire rescue station regarding fire outbreaks, 

he works in Stockholm and has worked at the fire rescue centre since 2000.  

INFORMATION QUALITY 

The rescue team works with the data they have been provided from the SOS operator, they listen and read 

the information from the SOS operator and then they call out to units in the fire station in accordance with 

their experience and knowledge. They get a plan presented on what to do depending on how the SOS 

operator indexes the case, as they have decided that “in these cases of events we need these resources”. It 

happens daily that they do not receive enough information because the operator has not typed in everything 

correctly. If the operator does not filling the plans the rescue team have made then the fire rescue service 

centre personnel have to fill in them. He believes that this happens repeatedly because of the time pressure 

the SOS operator carries. However, this causes them to loose time. It happens that they call out to the 

rescue team with not enough time and data. The functions the system provides with are available as long as 

the system is available. He feels that sometimes the questions that the system provides the SOS operator is 

not relevant which leads to that the information they are provided with is not always relevant and concise. A 

part in the system shows what resources are available, and whenever a resource is shown they are always 

available. Depending on where the event has taken place the closes resource to that event is chosen, 

however, sometimes the operator does not type in the right geographical area. When they notice that this 

error has happened they have to enter the system and change to the right location. 

SYSTEM QUALITY 

There are possibilities to improve CoordCom’s interface according to Göran. What he doesn’t like so much 

with the interface is the overviews and the lack of a search function and detailed overview on the resources. 

Göran means that the system is complicated and for some it may be harder to learn. It is easy to call out 

rescue team from CoordCom. The systems response time can be prolonged sometimes. There is integration 

with people and features they use, but he would like more integrations specific to fire cases.  

USE 

He uses all the functions designed to perform his work every now and then. If there are simple events then 

they follow their routine otherwise for complicated events support from CoordCom is used, in order for all 

details to be collected so that nothing is forgotten, these events may take place 2-3 per year, so they are not 

memorized like to others. Sometimes he does not have any choice but to use their system to complete their 

task. 

SERVICE QUALITY 

They don’t have any technical support, and they can feel the absence of it as they sometimes are in need of 

it. 

USER SATISFACTION 

He knows that there are some negative parts in the functions provided by the system as mentioned before, 

but since he has not worked with many other systems he doesn’t know if there are better systems, and 

therefore feels a bit unsure when answering if he is satisfied with the system as a whole. As for the output of 

the system he stresses that it is not they who have decided how they wanted it to be presented, so it is not 

the system that is adjusted after their requirement rather they have to adjust to the system. The map 

system does not have all the features required, there is another system which the fire rescue service centre 
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used which is better, but it is not integrated with CoordCom. He would like CoordCom to provide 

information in the map regarding e.g. if there is gas close by, 

INDIVIDUAL IMPACT 

The system would help him more to accomplish his task faster if the operator filled in the information 

correctly, but the system does help him accomplish his task faster in either case. It helps improve his job 

performance and increases his productivity but not the extent he believes it could have. It also aids him to 

take the right decisions to a certain level. 
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Analysis  
Here I will compare the data with my frame of reference, this process is called pattern matching as stated by 

Saunders, et al., 2007, p. 489 “Pattern matching involves predicting a pattern of outcomes based on 

theoretical propositions to explain what you expect to find” where I developed a frame of reference 

mentioning the different dimensions and stating that the fulfilment of every construct in these dimensions 

will lead to the fulfilment of a the success in a crises handling information system. I will therefore now state 

my findings (results), the theory and then the analysis, matching the findings with the theory, explaining why 

and how the outcomes were as they were, and what caused the outcome to be as they were and what 

impact this outcome has on the overall success of the system.  

Information Quality 
Information quality measures the output of the information system (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Findings 

The SOS operator perceived that the system assisted her in extracting important, concise and relevant 

information by using the help questionnaire, however, she herself did not use the system to input the 

information, rather she used her knowledge and experience. Important tools like integrating others into the 

call and locating the witness in a map are available when needed, and the format of the functions are 

understandable, however the map is not always updated. It never happens that the data is presented 

completely out of context like the example mentioned in the frame of reference. 

The personal from the fire rescue team perceived the system to assist him in extracting important 

information. Though, sometimes the information was not concise and relevant, and sometimes he is 

presented with too much information which is not relevant, and sometimes the information was not 

enough, so he himself had to search and fill in data that should have been done, which in turn is time 

consuming. Important and needed tools were not integrated that well, as he wanted a better map not only 

updated also with more functions, mapping resources. The data was presented in its context. 

Theory 

The system should assist the user to extract the important, concise and relevant information regarding the 

incidence, minimizing the rescue team facing with a lot of information that is not useful  or structured at a 

time of crisis. The system should also make the important data available at the time (when) it is needed in a 

good format so that the user understands and can extract information from data, e.g. not a list of number 

without anything defining what they stand for.  The data should also be presented according to its content, 

e.g. the one handling the medical assistance in a car crash should not be presented with information 

regarding. ( (DeLone & McLean, 1992) and (Carver & Turoff, 2007)) 

Analysis 

The system is designed in such a matter that the output of the information is presented in an adequate 

manner for the SOS-operator but not as well designed for the fire rescue team personnel. The SOS operator 

is able to extract important concise and relevant information because he/she is presented with an interface 

that suits his/her needs well. Also he/she may use a questionnaire when asking questions, this makes it 

easier for the operator to extract important information from the witness and leave out the less 

important/relevant information. It appears that when the system was designed, it was focused more on the 

SOS-operator as an end user than the fire rescue team. This is because the fire rescue team does not have 

the same positive opinions regarding the system as the SOS-personnel. The fire-team was not able to extract 
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important, concise and relevant data from the system. Rather sometimes, he was presented with too much 

data, some of it being irrelevant, or he was not provided with enough data, and the map was not well 

enough. The impact of this is that the fire rescue team have to spend more time filling out the data needed.  

The dimension information quality is more fulfilled according to the SOS operator than the fire rescue team 

personnel, which in theory should lead to more IS success for the SOS operator than the fire rescue 

personnel, where the success is “track and coordinate … activities as needed” and “the right information at 

the right time in the right format to the right person” (Carver & Turoff, 2007) which is the case of my 

findings. 

System Quality 
System quality measures the information process system itself, (DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

Findings 

The SOS operator perceived the interface as good and it was in accordance with her demands as she was 

able to design it herself. She thought that the system was easy to learn but it can seem complicated at a first 

glance. There are no alternative to make a conversation with the system, but if one uses the systems 

questionnaire tool one is provided with decision support depending on what the user input. The suggested 

tools by Carver & Turoff are not available in the system. 

The fire rescue personnel did not perceive the interface as that good and believes that it can be improved. 

He disliked the lack of transparency and that the system was not able to answer question by a search motor. 

As for the level of complication, he believed that it was an individual question, and that some may find it 

hard to use while other my not. 

 

Theory 

The management system needs to provide with accurate and timely observations through communication 

with the people at the crises site, the trained observers and the victims 

Interface should take user requirement into account, it should be easy for the user to learn and use the 

system, also, the system should be able to provide conversation between the computer and the user, it 

Turoff, 2002, states “The objective of the system is to allow the distributed and probably dispersed group of 

people to track and coordinate their activities as needed.”p.31 

The suggested tools by Carver and Turoff are information prioritization, decision support and modelling tool 

and representation of a common operating picture. 

Analysis 

 A suitable interface facilitates the end users work experience which increases the workers prestige, as could 

been seen in the case of the SOS operator who could design the interface after her demands, hence, was 

very pleased with the interface. On the other hand the fire rescue personnel was not as pleased with the 

interface, and to point out, he was not able to design it his way. So the design is clearly a factor that 

contributed to user satisfaction.  Carver and Turoffs tools are not used in their system, which are information 

prioritization, decision support and modeling tool and representation of a common operating picture. The 

fact that these does not exist does not affect the SOS operator that only writes down what is important in 

terms of her understand of the case, however, what the SOS operators do not realize is that very seldom do 
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they write the precise, concise and relevant data needed by the fire rescue team, hence the implementation 

of an information prioritization tool may be something that could solve this problem, and in this particular 

tool from the theory my finding have deviated from. There is a form of decision support but it is not 

integrated with a modelling tool as suggested by Carver and Turoff, 2007. The form of decision support is the 

questionnaire, which does not always answer the questions the fire rescue team needs to know. There is not 

a virtualization of the crises scene, which is obvious since even their map is not up to date. A virtualization of 

the crises scene would be very useful since the fire rescue team would know the places where the resources 

are being used, and could in time, call for more resources when needed, by regular updates related to each 

place. Today there are just general updates, not related to the place. Meaning, the fire men would say we 

need more resources here and there, where the place where they need the resources cannot be seen 

virtually in the system, rather there is a map, which is not always reliable. There is another system the fire 

rescue team uses, that has a more updated map. Using two systems for one case is not practical and time 

consuming, and clearly shows the lack of the first system because it need another system to complement it, 

which in turn leads to that the main goal of the crises management system cannot not fully be reached “the 

right information at the right time in the right format to the right person”.  

 

Service Quality 

Findings 

The SOS operator have technical support available 24/7 through shared interface, as for the fire rescue 

personnel then there is no available technical support provided. 

Theory 

With service “support for end user developers” is intended. I will chose to disregard most of this dimension 

when conducting my research because I will only measure success in one single IS, however, I will ask them 

how they find the service provided by the IS developers. 

Analysis 

The SOS operator found full available technical support as for the fire rescue personnel did not have any 

technical support. This is probably because the system is mainly designed for the SOS operator and they only 

work with this system as for the fire rescue personnel they have another system at their station that they 

work with. This has an impact on the overall success of the system in the long run as it is very likely that at a 

point in time technical support will be required.  

 

Use 

Findings 

The SOS operator does not use all the features that are there to aid her because she does not consider 

herself to be in need of them, however, some of the features are used, and all of the features have been 

used by her at a point. 

The fire rescue personnel uses all the functions designed to perform his work every now and then. If there 

are simple events then they follow their routine and not the aid functions in the system. Sometimes they 

have no choice but to use their system to complete their task. 
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Theory 

The definition of use is:” “Recipient Consumption of the Output of an Information System” (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992 p.66). 

I will try to find out if there is any voluntarily use by the two people I will interview. 

Analysis 

Both the SOS operator and the fire rescue personnel uses the system and it functions on daily bases but 

mostly because their task cannot be completed without the use. As for voluntary use, then it seems as if the 

system is mostly used when needed and not for voluntary use. The level of voluntary use is probably low 

because the user probably does not perceive the system to have features that can improve their work within 

the task rather the system just consist of enough features just to complete the task. This outcome is as 

preceded either because the system is only designed to complete the task or that the user does not know of 

the features that are there to improve their task and if they are aware of them they either do not know how 

to use them or they do not feel that these features that are there to improve their task will actually do so. 

This has an impact on the overall success of the system, as a truly successful system does not only help the 

user to complete the task it also helps the user to improve his or her performance. 

 

User Satisfaction 

Findings 

The SOS operator was satisfied with the system as a whole and did not mention much more than that. 

The fire rescue personnel was partially satisfied and it sounded that he could sometimes get annoyed when 

the system did not provide the information at right time but with some delay, and that he had to do some 

work that was a part of the operators work. 

Theory  

User satisfaction measures “the recipient response to the use of the output of an information system” 

(DeLone & McLean, 1992). 

To what extent is the user satisfied with the information provided, the system itself, what is the overall 

satisfaction, and to what extent does the user feel a sense of enjoyment using the system. (DeLone & 

McLean, 1992) 

Analysis 

Not surprisingly the SOS operator was satisfied with the system, though, she is probably not aware that her 

work does not always meet the needs of the fire rescue personnel who later have to do the work that was 

expected by her to be done. She cannot be held blamed for this thought, since this is something she is 

unaware of, and the system does not provide her with the information that enough data has not been 

written down. Both of them, as mentioned in the previous section were not happy were the mapping 

system, but this affected the fire rescue team more than the SOS operator, and this contributes to the fire 

rescue team not receiving the right information at the right time, as well as he had to do work outside his 

scope. But overall he was satisfied, and it is clear that the system does facilitate his work, but the question is, 

to the right extent? Which will be mentioned in next section. 
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Individual impact 

Findings 

The operator said that the system helps her a lot in her work and that she is dependent on it and would not 

be able to work without it. The manual work would take a lot of time. So it did improve her performance and 

increase her productivity and help her make right decisions. 

The fire rescue personnel also realized that the system does have a good impact on him, as it helped him 

take right decisions and improve his performance and increase his productivity. But it did not reach the 

extent to what it could have. He indicated that having a system is far better than not having one, but having 

a better system would have increased his individual impact. 

Theory 

“Individual Impact: measure of the effect of information on the recipient” (DeLone & McLean, 1992) 

How and to what extent the system helps them to accomplish their task more quickly, improves their job 

performance, increases their productivity, and assists them to make the right decisions. (Rai et al 2002 and  

(Kaataja & Kouri, 2008)) 

Analysis 

The questions mentioned in the theory “How and to what extent the system helps them to accomplish their 

task more quickly, improves their job performance, increases their productivity, and assists them to make 

the right decisions” should be answered to maximum extent according to the theory of information success, 

meaning that the more “the extent” the system aids in accomplishing ones task etc. the more there will be 

overall system success. We can see that the SOS operator felt that the system helps her accomplish her task 

more quickly to a very high extent as well as the job performance, productivity. It may be questioned as 

slightly mentioned earlier, is the task really accomplished when the fire rescue team is not receiving the 

information he needs, which according to me is “NO”, but certainly it helps the task to be accomplished but 

not to a full extent. The fire rescue personnel mentioned that the individual impact was not as great as it 

could be but it is existent and having a system is better than not having a system, therefore there is some 

success in the system, but it could be increased if more of the above was fulfilled. Individual impact is a very 

important factor, and it reflects all the other dimensions, some even use the individual impact as a tool of 

measuring the success, hence it is very dependent on the information success. As seen, the fire rescue team 

was critical to the previous dimensions and it is rubbed on to the individual impact, whereas the SOS 

operator has been more positive to the other dimensions and this dimension follows that. 
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Discussion 
My research question was “How successful do end users perceive the crises management system they 

operate?” and I had and underlying question which was “And why do they find it successful or unsuccessful”. 

Where I found that one end user, the SOS operator, found the system very successful whereas the other 

user, the person from the fire alarm table, did not find the system as successful as the other. The SOS 

operator believes that her the system helps her to extract all information needed to the make the right 

decision and sends this information to the fire table, as for the person at the fire rescue table does not find 

the information sufficient and have to complete the information by searching for it himself, which initially 

should have been done by the SOS operator. Therefore, when designing a system, one should consider all 

the stakeholder, all the end users, where clearly from this essay one can see that the system matches the 

SOS operator’s demands much more than the fire rescue service personals demand, where the rescue 

personnel have to adjust themselves to the system, whereas the SOS operators demands are presented 

within the system. For example the lack of well integrated maps may cause problems when handling fires, 

which does deal with life and death situations.  

As the theory suggest if the dimensions are met and measured highly the system is likely to be successful. 

The SOS Operator perceived all dimensions as highly met as opposed to the person working at the fire 

rescue station who did not believe that the dimensions information quality, system quality, user satisfaction 

and service quality were highly met. As for the dimension use, many times he felt that he did not have a 

choice but to use the system. 

Method discussion 
In my research there were some categories of validly that managed to attain to a high extent and some to a 

lesser. When it comes to construct validity I believe that the study don’t have a great extent of it, since I only 

used one case, and interviewed two people, however, since I interviewed two people I was able to see the 

individual impact from two different angels, though there were no key informants to review the draft. As for 

internal validly and external validity I believe that they were attained to a higher extent, because I used the 

theory as the base of my study and later I did a pattern matching in my data analysis and also an explanation 

building, though, I did not address rival explanations in depth. I do believe that the study is relatively 

reliable, if the study was to be reconstructed I do predict the same outcomes, with minor changes, hence I 

based my studies on individuals and each individual is special and have different ways of understanding a 

system, but, I used my interviewees as represented for those who work in the same field, and in the 

interviews it appeared to me that their colleagues perceived the system more or less the same as them.  

Criticism to the frame of reference 

By taking the most important characters expected from a crises management system and integrating it with 

DeLone and McLeans model and then implementing it on a case it’s IS success can be measured, however, 

the integration part may be hard to design, and leaving out important characters expected from the system 

could change the results dramatically, I tried my best to integrate the characteristics expected from a crises 

management system and then integrating it with DeLone and McLeans model, and thereby to some extent I 

answered the research question, I do believe that the research question could be answered more fully by 

taking into consideration more characteristics expected from a crises management system than what I did, 

this would be a deeper study and world give a more precise answer, this does not mean that I have not 

answered the question it rather arguments the limitations and what the outcomes of the limitation is. 
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Further studies 
 This branch of studies is very wide and available all over the world since there is always a crises 

management system in every country, how well they work is be arguable.  

Since, Sweden is a relatively small country, and is therefore likely to have less crises, one may want to do the 

same research in a larger country and see how they manage to balance their systems with the crises and 

how successful they really are.  

The crises management system I studied is very cost full, therefore it may not be used in poor countries 

where the number of crises are more likely to be higher, therefore one may do a study researching what 

methods a system can use to gain maximum success in their crises management system using freeware’s or 

other mediums that cost less. 

In my studies I only interviewed two categories of people, whereas the system includes many more 

characters, like the medical unit, economical unit, product unit etc. these can also be researched to gain 

knowledge about how successful the systems are in their  perspective. 
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Interview Questions 
These questions were asked in Swedish below the questions are translated to English alongside with the 

original stated questions, these were just lead questions. 

Information Quality 
What is your name 

What do you work with 

How long he/she has been working 

Is there supporting tools to aid you input the data from what you hear the witness saying? 

Finns det verktyg som hjälper dig att inmata data medan du lyssnar på vittnet? 

Are the supporting tools available when you need it, or do you have to tell the witness or talk slowly so that 

you can extract the data from his/her answers? 

Finns verktygen tillgängliga när du behöver dem, eller måste du be vittnet att stanna eller tala saktare så att 

du ska kunna få ut all information du behöver? 

Are the tools to aid you categories the event concise and relevant? Or do you feel that you may be m -

presented with too many fields to fill in or too less? 

Är verktygen för att kategorisera händelsen koncisa och relevanta? Eller känner du att du presenteras med 

för många eller för få kategorier som du måste välja bland? 

Are you sometimes presented with supporting tools out of its content, e.g. you are dealing with a medical 

crises but being presented with fields telling you to fill in fire rescue issues? 

Händer det att du presenteras med verktyg som är irrelevanta och utanför sammanhanget t.ex. att du 

hanterar ett ärende inom branden men presenteras massor av frågor gällande medicinska sammanhag? 

Is the format the supporting fools presented suitable, so that you understand how this particular tool can aid 

you? 

Är verktygen presenterade på ett bra sätt, så att du förstår hur varje specifik verktyg kan hjälpa dig? 

Are you able to virtualize the event scene using the system?  

Finns det något verktyg för att visualisera händelseplatsen? 

System Quality 
Is the interface of the system understandable?  

Gränssnitt 

Is the interface in accordance with your requirements? Stämmer gränssnittet överens med dina krav 
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Is the system easy to learn? Är systemet lättlärt? 

Is the system transparent, can you have a conversation with the system? (If you make a decision regarding 

an event does it aid you in that decision, e.g. ) Är systemet transparent, känns det som om du kan ha en 

konversation med systemet, ex. att du tar ett beslut, hjälper systemet dig I det beslutet. 

Does it have a fast response time? Har systemet snabb responstid eller känner du att det kan dröja ibland? 

Is it integrated with all the function, features and people you need? Är systemet integrerat med alla 

funktioner, och personer du behöver? 

Specific for the operator:  

If you accidently input strange, or wrong data, e.g. How many are injured estimated, and you 

answer 0,07 or the sky, does the system question your input? (what this person inputs will be 

presented to the rescue team so it is important he he/she inputs right data) 

Specific for the alarm table personnel:  

Is the data provided for you coming from the operator reliable? When searching for 

resources/backup tools; are you given the information in right time when needed? Are you 

given the right information (not being told that there are backup resources available when 

there aren’t)?  

 

Do you find the system flexible and efficient?   

USE  
(the use of the system is a part of the work, so you can’t escape the use however, the use of individual 

functions and features is up to the user to decide whether or not he/she want to use them or not) Do you 

use all the features designed to help you in your task performance? If yes, then how often? And when/if you 

do not use it, what is the reason?  If some, which one do you not use, and why? 

Använder du alla funktioner som är designade för att hjälpa dig I dina uppgifter? Om ja hur ofta? och när du 

inte använder dem, varför? Om vissa, så vilka? 

Service Quality 
Do you receive the help from the IT support when needed? Får du den hjälpen av It supporten som du är I 

behov av? 

Are they well qualified and do you perceive then as helpful aid, do they know about the IT system as well as 

how a crises is handled? Är de välkvalificerade? Och ser du dem som hjälpsamma, känner de till it systemet 

och även hur kriser hanteras 

Are they reliable? Är de trovärdiga? 

User satisfaction 
Are you satisfied with the features you are provided with? Är du nöjd med de funktionerna du förutsetts? 
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Are you satisfied with the outputs the system provides you with? Är du nöjd med outputen systemet ger 

dig? 

As a whole are you satisfied with the system? Är du nöjd med systemet I helhet? 

Individual Impact 
How and to what extent does the system help you to accomplish their task more quickly? Hur och till vilken 
grad hjälper systemet dig att nå ditt mål I dina arbetsuppgifter snabbare? 
 
Does it improve your job performance? Förbättrar den din arbestsprestanda? 
 
Does it Increase your productivity? Ökar den din poduktivitet? 
 
Does it assist you to make the right decisions? Hjälper den dig att ta rätt beslut? 
 
 


