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Abstract 

Project management information systems (PMIS) usually acquired by organizations as software 
packages are meant to provide managers with the decision-making support needed in planning, 
organizing and controlling projects. However, the actual contribution of PMIS to project success or 
performance is still unknown. The purpose of this study is to empirically assess the quality of the 
PMIS presently used in organizations and to examine their impact on project managers and project 
performance, based on a model of PMIS success model. This model is composed of five constructs: 
the quality of the PMIS, the quality of the PMIS information output, the use of the PMIS, the 
individual impacts of the PMIS and the impacts of the PMIS on project success. Analysis of 
questionnaire data obtained from 39 project managers confirms the significant contribution of PMIS to 
successful project management. Improvements in effectiveness and efficiency in managerial tasks 
were observed here in terms of better project planning, scheduling, monitoring, and control. 
Improvements were also observed in terms of timelier decision-making. Advantages obtained from 
PMIS use are not limited to individual performance but also include project performance. These 
systems were found to have direct impacts on project success, as they contribute to improving budget 
control and meeting project deadlines as well as fulfilling technical specifications. 

 

Keywords: PMIS, project management information system, project manager, IS success, IS impacts, 
project success. 
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PROJECT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY 
OF THEIR IMPACT ON PROJECT MANAGERS AND PROJECT SUCCESS 

Abstract 

Project management information systems (PMIS) usually acquired by organizations as software 
packages are meant to provide managers with the decision-making support needed in planning, 
organizing and controlling projects. However, the actual contribution of PMIS to project success or 
performance is still unknown. The purpose of this study is to empirically assess the quality of the 
PMIS presently used in organizations and to examine their impact on project managers and project 
performance, based on a model of PMIS success model. This model is composed of five constructs: 
the quality of the PMIS, the quality of the PMIS information output, the use of the PMIS, the 
individual impacts of the PMIS and the impacts of the PMIS on project success. Analysis of 
questionnaire data obtained from 39 project managers confirms the significant contribution of PMIS to 
successful project management. Improvements in effectiveness and efficiency in managerial tasks 
were observed here in terms of better project planning, scheduling, monitoring, and control. 
Improvements were also observed in terms of timelier decision-making.  Advantages obtained from 
PMIS use are not limited to individual performance but also include project performance. These 
systems were found to have direct impacts on project success, as they contribute to improving budget 
control and meeting project deadlines as well as fulfilling technical specifications. 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 Globalization and the internationalization of markets have increased competitiveness 

pressures on business enterprises. This has led companies to engage in projects that are critical to their 

performance, if not their survival. These projects, common in industries such as engineering services, 

information technology, construction, and pharmaceutical have one thing in common: they need to be 

managed, that is, they need to be planned, staffed, organized, monitored, controlled and evaluated 

(Liberatore and Pollack-Johnson, 2003). In order to succeed, companies must deliver projects on time 

and within budget, and meet specifications while managing project risk. While large amounts of time 

and resources are dedicated to selecting and designing projects, it remains of paramount importance 

that projects be adequately managed in organizations if they are to achieve their performance 

objectives. In this regard, what are we to think of the management of the Athens Olympic Games, first 

estimated at a cost of 3 billion €, that finally ended costing 12 billion € (Scotsman.com, 2005)?  Of the 

Canadian Arm Registry, an information system first estimated at “no more than 2 million dollars a 

year” in 1995, that finally cost close to one billion $ (CAN) ten years later (CTV.ca News Staff, 

2006)? Or of the 275 % cost overrun in Boston's Big Dig (Central Artery/Tunnel Project), totaling 11 

billion $ (US) as of 2006 (Wikipedia, 2007)? Thus, “project management remains a highly 

problematical endeavour” (White and Fortune, 2002).  

 In the information technology (IT) industry, Gartner Research estimates that 75 % of large IT 

projects managed with the support of a project management information system (PMIS) will succeed, 

while 75 % of projects without such support will fail (Light et al., 2005). Using PMIS to manage 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Big_Dig
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projects, while not sufficient to insure project success, has thus become a necessity. Project 

management, which has long been considered an important characteristic of successful companies 

(Peters and Waterman, 1982), is more than ever necessary to efficiently and effectively manage these 

projects and to support project managers in their decision-making. As powerful project management 

software has been developed and diffused in all types of organizations, be they large or small, private 

or public, they are meant to make a significant contribution to project management. 

 Similar to other information systems (IS), a successful PMIS should have individual impacts 

in terms of satisfied users and effective use. But a successful PMIS should also have organizational 

impacts, that is, impacts on project success in terms of respecting budget, schedule and specifications. 

While PMIS are increasingly used by project managers in all types of industry, not much is known on 

the characteristics of these systems that contribute to project success. Thus the purpose of this study is 

first, to empirically assess the quality of the PMIS presently used in organizations and second, to 

examine their impact on project managers and project performance. 

   

2  RESEARCH BACKGROUND AND MODEL 

 In the project management literature, IT-based information systems were deemed early on to 

be essential to project managers in support of their planning, organizing, control, reporting and 

decision making tasks. As defined by Cleland and King (1983), the basic function of a PMIS was to 

provide managers with “essential information on the cost-time performance parameters of a project 

and on the interrelationship of these parameters”. The nature and role of a PMIS within a project 

management system, as presented in Figure 1, have been characterized as fundamentally “subservient 

to the attainment of project goals and the implementation of project strategies” (Raymond, 1987). 

 Notwithstanding the theoretical and practical importance of PMIS to the project management 

field, there have been as of yet few studies on the actual use and impacts of these systems, thus 

highlighting the need to extend project management theory in relation to the developing practice in 

this regard (Winter et al., 2006). Empirical studies of PMIS have been mostly limited to describing the 

demographics of project management software usage (Liberatore and Pollack-Johnson, 2003) and to 

evaluating specific applications of these systems or software modules to support project management 

tasks such as planning (Amami et al., 1993), communicating and reporting (Brackett and Isbell, 1989), 

managing risks (Jaafari, 1996), scheduling (Herroelen, 2005), estimating costs (Love and Irani, 2003), 

and managing documents (Amami and Beghini, 2000). Project management software usage has also 

been found to have many drawbacks and limitations, both in theory when compared to an ideal PMIS 

by researchers (Jaafari and Manivong, 1998) and in practice as perceived by project managers (White 

and Fortune, 2002).  
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Figure 1. The PMIS within the project management system (adapted from Raymond, 1987). 
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 An IS-based conceptualisation and definition of project management software facilitates the 

import of knowledge from the IS field or discipline, knowledge that can provide a deeper 

understanding of the PMIS usage phenomenon and help in answering questions on the factors that 

explain the use and non use of PMIS, and on the actual impacts of these systems on project managers 

and project performance. This study will thus be founded on the recurrent constructs of antecedents 

and consequences of IS use developed in DeLone and McLean's (1992) IS success model (ISSM), 

later updated (DeLone and McLean, 2003), and in Davis' (1989) technology acceptance model (TAM) 

(Davis et al., 1989). These models stand out by the continuance of their constructs, after a review of 

theories and models of IS use that focused on their chronological examination and their cross-

influences and convergences. The ISSM incorporates information quality and system quality as 

antecedents of IS use, leading to individual IS impacts, that is, on users and their work (e.g., in regard 

to their effectiveness), and in turn to organizational impacts (e.g., in regard to business strategy and 

performance). While the TAM explains IS use in a similar manner by the system’s perceived 

usefulness and perceived ease of use. Both the ISSM and the TAM offer widely accepted and 

validated representations and explanations of the IS use phenomenon (Larsen, 2003; Lee et al., 2003; 

Rai, 2002).  
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 Our objective is thus to improve our understanding of the impacts of PMIS on project 

managers and on project performance. More specifically, one intends to ascertain the success of these 

systems, i.e., their level of use by project managers, as determined by the quality of PMIS and of the 

information they provide. One will also ascertain to what extent PMIS contribute to the successful 

completion of projects through their individual and organizational impacts. Indeed, one aims to verify 

if the use of a PMIS is related to efficiency, productivity and effectiveness of a project manager, and to 

the performance of the project itself. Thus, the following research questions: What are the main 

determinants of the success of the PMIS currently used? Does the use of PMIS increase the efficiency, 

productivity and effectiveness of project managers? And what is the contribution of the PMIS to 

project success? 

 

Figure 2. Research model on project management IS success. 
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Given the research questions, an adaptation to - and specification for - project management of the 

ISSM and the TAM was deemed to be most appropriate. As presented in Figure 2, the model as 

adapted and specified is composed of five constructs, namely the quality of the PMIS, the quality of 

the PMIS information output, the use of the PMIS, the individual impacts of the PMIS and the impacts 

of the PMIS on project success, linked through research hypotheses that follow. 

 Hypothesis 1: Greater PMIS quality is associated to greater quality of information output by 

the system. This first hypothesis is based on empirical evidence linking the technical and service 

aspects of an information system (e.g., ease of use, response time) to the user’s satisfaction with the 
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information output by the system (e.g., perceived usefulness, timeliness of the information) (Igbaria et 

al., 1995). 

 Hypothesis 2: Greater PMIS quality is associated to greater system use (H2a) and greater 

system impacts on the project manager (H2b). In applying IS theory and results to project 

management, one finds that previous empirical tests of the ISSM and the TAM have shown system 

quality to positively influence system use and positively affect individual user performance in terms of 

job effectiveness, quality of work and decision-making (Bergeron et al., 1995; Igbaria et al., 1997; 

Taylor and Todd, 1995; Weill and Vitale; 1999). 

 Hypothesis 3: Greater quality of the information output by the PMIS is associated to greater 

system use (H3a) and greater system impacts on the project manager (H3b). The third hypothesis 

extends to project management the notion that the managers’ use of IT-based information systems and 

their performance are dependent upon the quality of information provided to them by these systems 

(Bergeron et al., 1995; Etezadi-Amoli and Farhoomand, 1996; Teng and Calhoun, 1996; Wixom and 

Watson, 2001). 

 Hypothesis 4: Greater use of the PMIS is associated to greater system impacts on the project 

manager. A number of IS studies have demonstrated that the depth and breadth of IS use (e.g., usage 

dependency, pattern and frequency), if voluntary and appropriate to the task, has positive impacts on 

users in terms of job performance and decision-making performance (Igbaria and Tan, 1997; Seddon 

and Kiew, 1994; Torkzadeh and Doll, 1999; Yuthas and Young, 1998). 

 Hypothesis 5: Greater use of the PMIS is associated to greater impacts of the PMIS on project 

success. A number of IS researchers believe that the quality and intensity of information system use, 

and the “full functionality” of this use in particular, are essential to the achievement of desired 

organizational results or to the realization of anticipated organizational benefits (DeLone and McLean, 

2003: 16; van der Meijden et al., 2003). 

 Hypothesis 6: Greater impacts of the PMIS on the project manager are associated to greater 

impacts of the PMIS on project success. This last hypothesis is based on IS theory and evidence that 

the organizational impacts results not only from IS use but also from the individual impacts of the 

system (Jurison, 1996; Teo and Wong, 1998), i.e. that projects led by more efficient and effective 

managers, due to their use of a PMIS, tend to be more successful in terms of meeting project 

schedules, budgets and specifications. 

 

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 To test the research model, a survey of 224 project managers and project management 

consultants was conducted, identified from a list of participants to a project management national 

conference held in Canada. The questionnaire was sent by e-mail, as electronic surveys allow the 
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transmission of more information, they support a better interaction between the researchers and the 

respondents, and they contribute to a better quality of information, to a faster response cycle and to a 

reduction in research costs (Tse, 1998; Klassen and Jacobs, 2001). Forty five questionnaires were 

received, out of which 39 were considered valid, thus a 17.4 % final response rate. Information on the 

respondent organizations and on the respondents’ demographics is presented in Table1. 

 

Table 1. Characteristics of the sample. 

Characterization of the respondents 
(n = 39) 

% of 
sample 

Sector of respondents’ organization 
     services 
     manufacturing 
     public sector 
     construction 

 
   74 % 
   13 % 
     8 % 
     5 % 

Function 
     project manager/director/coordinator 
     proj. manag. consultant/senior advisor 
     top-manager (gen. manag., pres., v.-p.) 
     project engineer/analyst 

 
   51 % 
   23 % 
   13 % 
   13 % 

Membership in a professional association 
     yes (Project Management Institute mostly) 
     no 

 
   85 % 
   15 % 

Education level 
     master’s degree 
     bachelor’s degree 
     college degree 

 
   43 % 
   41 % 
   16 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Characterization of the respondents 
(n = 39) 

% of 
sample 

Project management experience 
     more than 30 years 
     20 to 30 years 
     10 to 20 years 
     less than 10 years 

 
   25 % 
   41 % 
   31 % 
     3 % 

Specialization domain 
     information technology 
     engineering 
     business 
     other 

 
   46 % 
   21 % 
   18 % 
   15 % 

Gender 
     male 
     female 

 
   79 % 
   21 % 

PMIS software used  (38 % use more than 1) 

     MS Project 
     Work Bench 
     Primavera 

 
   90 % 
   15 % 
   10 % 
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 The information quality, system quality and system use constructs were measured by adapting 

to the specific PMIS context instruments previously developed and validated in a general IS context 

(Bergeron et al., 1995; Wang and Strong, 1996). The quality of the PMIS was measured with eight 

items: accessibility, response time, flexibility, ease of use, querying ease, learning ease, systems 

integration and multi-project capability. Each of items was measured on a five-point scale varying 

from 1 (low quality) to 5 (high quality). The quality of information was measured with six items: 

availability, relevance, reliability, precision, comprehensiveness, and security. Each of these items was 

measured on a five-point scale varying from 1 (low quality) to 5 (high quality). 

 The use of the PMIS was measured by ascertaining the extent to which various system 

functions and their associated tools were actually used by project managers. The PMIS functions were 

divided into five categories. The planning function tools aim at preparing the overall project plan; they 

include work breakdown structure, resource estimation, overall schedule, Gantt, PERT and CPM. The 

monitoring function tools are used to regularly assess project progress; they are used for progress 

reports and curves, and to update operational reports such as completed tasks, percent project 

completed, effective schedule, remaining tasks and remaining days to complete. The controlling 

function tools are used to make specific changes to the project; they allow the project manager to fine-

tune forecasts, modify tasks, reassign resources to lower the costs, cancel tasks, and modify the cost of 

resources. The evaluating function tools are targeted toward project auditing; these tools allow the 

identification of cost and schedule variations, and tracking the use of resources. The reporting function 

tools give information on the most basic aspects of the project; they include an overview of the project 

as well as reports on work-in-progress, budget overruns and task and schedule slippages. A score for 

each category was obtained by averaging the project managers’ use of specific tools. The five 

categories and their specific number of number of tools are : planning (6), monitoring (7), controlling 

(6), evaluating (2) and reporting (9). Five-point scales were employed: 1 (never used), 2 (rarely used), 

3 (occasionally used), 4 (often used), and 5 (very often used). Five-point scales were employed: 1 

(never used), 2 (rarely used), 3 (occasionally used), 4 (often used), and 5 (very often used).  

 Impacts on the project managers were measured by the perceived effect of the PMIS on the  

following ten items: improvement of productivity at work, increase in the quality of decisions, 

reduction of the time required for decision-making, reduction of the time required to complete a task, 

improved control of activity costs, better management of budgets, improved planning of activities, 

better monitoring of activities, more efficient resource allocation, and better monitoring of the project 

schedule (Lalonde and St-Pierre, 2000). A five-point Likert scale was used, varying from 1 

(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). The impacts of the PMIS on project success was based 

on the perceived contribution of the PMIS with regard to three performance criteria: respecting 
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deadlines, respecting budgets, and respecting quality specifications (Shenhar et al., 1997), using a five-

point scale varying from 1 (null contribution) to 5 (very high contribution). 

 

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 Descriptive results on the antecedents, consequences and nature of PMIS use by the 

respondents are presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Characteristics of the respondents’ use of PMIS. 

Respondents’ characterization of PMIS 

(n = 39) 

% of 

sample 

Experience in the use of PMIS 
     more than 6 years 
     3 to 6 years 
     1 to 3 years 
     less than 1 year 

 
   36 % 
   54 % 
     8 % 
     2 % 

Most important indicator of PMIS Quality 
     ease of use 
     flexibility 
     accessibility 
     learning capability 

 
   33 % 
   23 % 
   23 % 
   18 % 

Satisfaction with PMIS Quality 
     very high 
     high 

 
   13 % 
   48 % 

Project Manager work indicator most 
impacted by PMIS 
     better monitoring of activities 
     better planning of activities 
     increase in productivity at work 
     improvement in the quality of decisions 
     better control of activity costs 
     better allocation of resources     

 
 
   46 % 
   41 % 
   39 % 
   20 % 
   18 % 
   15 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Respondents’ characterization of PMIS 

(n = 39) 

% of 

sample 

Project phase in which PMIS use is high 
     initiation 
     planning 
     realization 
     termination 

 
   36 % 
   72 % 
   67 % 
   28 % 

Most important indicator of Info. Quality 
     reliability 
     relevance 
     accuracy 
     availability 

 
   44 % 
   21 % 
   18 % 
   18 % 

Satisfaction with Information Quality 
     very high 
     high 

 
   18 % 
   48 % 

Impact of PMIS on project manager’s work 
      very high 
      high 

 
   13 % 
   51 % 

Project Success indicator most impacted by 
PMIS 

     meeting deadlines 
     respecting budgets 
     meeting project specifications 

 
 
   59 % 
   41 % 
   10 % 
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4.1 Test of the measurement model 

 To test the multivariate relationships hypothesised by the research model, structural equation 

modelling was used. The partial-least-squares (PLS) method was chosen for its robustness as it does 

not require a large sample or normally distributed multivariate data in comparison to covariance 

structure methods such as LISREL and EQS (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Figure 3 summarizes the 

results obtained. The PLS method simultaneously assesses the theoretical propositions and the 

properties of the underlying measurement model. Note that PLS does not provide goodness-of-fit 

indices; model fit is rather assessed by the reliability of each construct, the significance of the path 

coefficients, and the percentage of variance explained (R
2
) for each dependent construct (Gefen et al., 

2000). 

 

Figure 3. Results of evaluating the research model with PLS (n= 39). 
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 Internal consistency of measures, i.e., their unidimensionality and their reliability must be 

verified first. The observable variables measuring a non-observable construct (or latent variable) must 

be unidimensional to be considered unique values.  Unidimensionality is usually satisfied by retaining 

variables whose loadings (λ) are above 0.5, indicating that they share sufficient variance with their 
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related construct. The unidimensionality criteria are thus met. Reliability can be verified by 

considering the value of the rho (ρ) coefficient, defined as the ratio between the square of the sum of 

the loadings plus the sum of the errors due to construct variance.  A ρ greater than 0.7 indicates that 

the variance of a given construct explains at least 70 percent of the variance of the corresponding 

measure, as is the case in Table 3 for all constructs in the research model. 

 

Table 3. Reliability and discriminant validity of the research constructs. 

    variable ρ
a
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

1. PMIS Quality .96  .74
b
     

2. PMIS Information Quality .97 .69 .83    
3. PMIS Use .95 .37 .49 .77   
4. Impacts on Project Manager .96 .71 .72 .66 .72  
5. Impacts on Project Success .92 .46 .41 .48 .71 .79 

 

a
reliability coefficient = (i)

2
/((i)

2
+(1-i

2
)) 

b
diagonal: average variance extracted = (i

2
/n) 

  sub-diagonals: shared variance = (correlation)
2 

 

 There is also evidence in Table 3 of the convergent validity of the constructs, as their average 

variance extracted ranges from 0.72 to 0.83 in value. The last property to be verified is discriminant 

validity.  It shows the extent to which each construct in the research model is unique and different 

from the others. The shared variance between a construct and other constructs (i.e., the squared 

correlation between two constructs) must be less than the average variance extracted (i.e., the average 

variance shared between a construct and its measures). Table 3 shows this to be the case for all 

constructs. 

4.2 Test of the theoretical model 

 The research hypotheses are tested by analyzing the direction, the value and the level of 

significance of the path coefficients (gammas) estimated by the PLS method, as presented in Figure 3. 

The high percentage of variance explained in each dependent construct, varying from 0.49 to 0.83, is 

indicative of model fit.  

 H1 - A positive and highly significant path coefficient (= 0.83) confirms that the quality of 

information output by a PMIS is strongly associated to the technical and service aspects of the system, 

that is, to system quality. From the project manager’s point of view, the PMIS can not be considered 

simply as a “black box” but must be evaluated for its level of sophistication and support provided by 

the organization’s IS function and by the system providers, be they inside or outside the organization. 

 H2 - The second hypothesis could not be confirmed as PMIS quality was not found to directly 

influence the use of the system (= 0.09), nor to its impacts on the project manager (= 0.20). There 
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are however a significant indirect effect of system quality on system use (equal to 0.83 X 0.62) and on 

impacts on the project manager (equal to 0.83 X 0.40), that is, through the mediating influence of 

information quality.  

 H3 - The third hypothesis, presuming a positive influence of the quality of information 

provided by the PMIS upon the use of the system and its impacts on the project manager is confirmed. 

Indeed, the quality of information output is significantly related to the use of the PMIS by project 

managers (H3a ,  = 0.62). Path analysis also confirms the existence of a significant relation between 

the quality of information output and the system’s impacts on project managers (H3b, =0.40). Hence 

a PMIS must provide information on project costs, resources and milestones that is perceived to be 

relevant, reliable and accurate by project managers if they are to use these systems in their planning, 

controlling, monitoring and reporting tasks and if they are to be more efficient and effective in 

accomplishing these tasks.  

 H4 - Testing the fourth hypothesis confirmed that the use of a PMIS is positively related to its 

impacts on the project manager (= 0.42).  In other words, the use of a PMIS by project managers 

increases their productivity, effectiveness and efficiency in decision-making due to the quality of the 

information output by the PMIS.  Therefore, using project management software tools that enhance 

their capacity to plan, control, monitor, audit and report provides tangible benefits to project managers 

and improves the quality of their work.  

 H5 - The fifth hypothesis could not be confirmed as no direct relationship was found between 

PMIS use and the system’s impacts on project success (= 0.00). Significant improvements in project 

performance in terms of meeting deadlines, respecting budgets and meeting specifications can be 

obtained indirectly however, through the system’s impacts on project managers. 

 H6 - Results confirmed the positive association between the impact of PMIS on the project 

manager and the impact of PMIS on project success (= 0.84). Hence, the more project managers 

perceive their task to be positively impacted by their use of project management software, greater is 

their belief in the positive contribution of this software to the attainment of their projects’ performance 

objectives.  

4.3 Discussion 

 The objective of this research is to have a better understanding of the elements that contribute 

to the impact of a PMIS on project success. The study results are discussed in terms of direct and 

indirect effects on PMIS project success. To ease the discussion, the elements are grouped in three 

dimensions: technical (PMIS quality and quality of information), managerial (PMIS use and impact on 

project manager), and organizational (PMIS impact on project success). 
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 At the technical level, the first element indirectly influencing the impact of a PMIS on project 

success is PMIS quality. The system’s ease of use, flexibility, response time, learning ease and system 

integration play an important role in producing quality information, as perceived by the project 

manager. Indeed, PMIS quality is a strong predictor of the quality of information to be obtained from 

the system. In the case of a higher-quality PMIS, the information output is more available, reliable, 

precise, comprehensive and secure. Conversely, a PMIS that produce information of poor quality 

would be a system that is more difficult to use, less flexible, and less integrated to other organizational 

information systems used by the project manager and other managers or employees. This means that 

project information quality requires sophisticated, well-serviced information systems.  

 The quality of information is directly and strongly related to PMIS use and to the system’s 

impacts on the project manager. Information quality is not an end by itself however, as it leads only 

indirectly to project success. At the managerial level, it is only through the actual use of the PMIS by - 

and the system’s impacts on - the project manager that the quality of information can influence project 

success. Better quality of information output increases the opportunity of the PMIS being used, which 

in turn allows the system to have a positive impact on the project manager. As such, the quality of 

information output by the PMIS leverages the project manager’s work as a professional. The latter will 

feel more professional at work if he or she disposes has access to project information of high quality 

and uses the system more intensively and more extensively for the planning, control, monitoring and 

reporting activities. This combination of quality information and extensive use of the system allows 

the project manager to feel more productive at work and provides improved support for decision-

making. 

 This leads us to the final relationship, at the organizational level, specifically the impacts of 

the PMIS on project success. First, the PMIS itself has no direct influence upon project success; it is 

only through higher-quality information, extensive use of the system, and individual impacts on the 

project manager that the system has an effect on project success. While a positive impact on 

managerial work is essential to project success, greater use of a PMIS does not lead per se to greater 

impacts on project performance. It is only indirectly, through its contribution to managerial work that 

this use contributes to project success. In summary, if it is to make a significant contribution to the 

attainment of project objectives, i.e. to make an impact in terms of project budget, schedule and 

specifications, a PMIS must first be sufficiently sophisticated and serviced and produce information of 

sufficient quality. It must then be used with sufficient depth and breadth by project managers and it 

must have a sufficiently beneficial impact on their work. 

 It is also worth noting that among the managers who participated in the study, a number 

indicated strong impacts of the PMIS upon the successful completion of their projects, while others 

did not. The results indicate that, in general, the latter depended upon a PMIS of lower quality that 

produced lower quality information; hence they used their system less and were less supported in their 

project management task.  Whereas generally speaking, the former were those for whom the sufficient 
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conditions were met, that is, PMIS quality, information output quality, PMIS use and positive impacts 

on managerial work.  

 Additional comments can be made in explaining these relationships. First, it is worth noting 

that a reverse or “feedback” relationship is possible between individual impacts of a PMIS and its use 

(DeLone and McLean, 2003). As project managers perceive the PMIS to be beneficial to them, it is 

likely that they will increase their use of the system. Second, other dimensions of project management, 

related to the organizational environment, evidently play a role in explaining project performance; thus 

the managers’ authority on project activities, their involvement in project design, and their 

accountability in meeting project objectives are potential success factors other than the PMIS 

(Bergeron, 1986). Third, another interesting aspect to consider is the possible reluctance of project 

managers to report “bad news” on a project, and the subsequent effect it could have on the accuracy of 

project reports and on the assessment of project success (Keil et al., 2007). Finally, as suggested by 

Shenhar et al. (1997), future studies of PMIS success could evaluate project success or performance 

from the client’s perspective, that is, evaluate if the impacts of the PMIS on project outcomes provide 

an adequate solution to the client’s problem, bring true advantages to the organization in terms of 

quality of product/services offered, greater output volume, quicker delivery and better strategic 

positioning, and provide tangible benefits such as increased sales and revenues. 

4.4 Limitations 

 This research has limitations however. First, the convenient rather than random nature of the 

sample and its small size impose care in the generalizing the results of this study to all project 

managers. Second, an electronic questionnaire limits the number of questions and variables that can be 

addressed and, being self-administered, is subject to respondent bias. While the items measuring PMIS 

quality, information quality, PMIS use, PMIS impacts on the project manager and PMIS impacts on 

project success were placed in separate parts of the questionnaire to mitigate autocorrelation effects, 

other sources of common method or mono-method biases may yet remain in the survey instrument 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003).Third, to lessen this bias, one could have used additional objective rather than 

perceptual  measures of the impact of the PMIS on project success; this would have been particularly 

interesting for the productivity measures. Finally, as the nature of the study is cross-sectional rather 

than longitudinal, causality cannot be inferred.  

 

5 CONCLUSION 

 The research aim of this study was to determine the actual impacts of IT-based project 

management information systems upon project managers and project performance. More specifically, 
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one objective was to identify the main determinants of PMIS and determine the extent to which these 

systems assist project managers in terms of increased efficiency, productivity and efficiency. Another 

objective was to get a better understanding of the contribution of these systems to the success of 

projects.  

 Following the conclusions of previous research that PMIS success models should continue to 

be validated and challenged, the results of this research show that the use of a project management 

information system is in fact advantageous to project managers. Improvements in effectiveness and 

efficiency in managerial tasks were observed here in terms of better project planning, scheduling, 

monitoring, and control. Improvements in productivity were also observed in terms of timelier 

decision-making. Advantages obtained from PMIS use are not limited to individual performance but 

also include project performance. These systems were found to have direct impacts on project success, 

as they contribute to improving budget control and meeting project deadlines as well as fulfilling 

technical specifications. One can therefore conclude that PMIS make a significant contribution to 

project success and should continue to be the object of project management research. 
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