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Abstract

Although the diffusion of information technologies has been widely considered in the Australian context, very few studies
seem to have focus on the adoption and diffusion of information systems among individual accountants. This research
investigates factors affecting the use of Accounting Information Systems (AIS) by Australian accounting practitioners. The
Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology model by Venkatesh et al. (2003) is adopted to investigate this issue.
The model is extended by integrating the national culture theory by Hall (1973), with an emphasis on culture and
communication. Data were collected from 190 accountants in Australia. The data collected were analysed using Structural
Equation Modeling in association with the Partial Least Squares technique. The results show that performance expectancy,
effort expectancy, facilitating condition and low context communication characterising the Australian culture positively
influence behavioral intention and utilisation of AlS.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the 1990s, firms worldwide have invested heavily on Accounting Information Systems (AIS) implementation. AlS
technologies have been introduced to accountants, and gained its significance in the accounting discipline (Ho et al. 2008).
For example, accountants use AlS applications such as QuickBooks and MYOB to aid in processing financial transactions in
Small and Medium Enterprises (SMES). In large organizations, the Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems such as SAP
have become a dominant business information systems application to assist accountants in improving real-time transaction
processing and reporting systems for management decision making. Nevertheless, only a few pieces of research conducted to
investigate the use of AIS among Australian accountants (Booth et al. 2000; Fink 1996; Ho et al. 2008). This study
investigates factors affecting the use of AIS by accounting practitioners in Australia, encompassing the role of low context of
communication characterising the Australian culture plays in AIS acceptance and utilisation.
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The primary motivator for us is a theoretical gap in the AIS acceptance and utilisation research. While researchers have
attempted to address the implications of AIS on accounting practice, the focuses on these research are on understanding
factors influencing technology adoption decisions and technical aspects of technology implementation (Anderson and Lanen,
2002; Booth et al., 2000; Choe, 1996; Debreceny et al., 2005; Venkatesh and Zhang, 2010; Verdaasdonk and Wouters, 2001).
However, implementing AIS technologies do not necessary imply that firms will have better efficiency and effectiveness in
accounting operations (Booth et al. 2000). Currently, many firms have adopted AIS and they have entered the post-
implementation stage. Consequently, issues on the use of AIS have become more crucial (Schwarz and Chin 2007).
Nevertheless, relatively few studies conducted to investigate accountants’ perceptions on the use of AIS (Sutton, 2005).

To address the above knowledge gap, we pose the following research question: ‘What factors affect the use of Accounting
Information Systems by Australian accounting practitioners?’ This research adopts the Unified Theory of Acceptance and
Use of Technology (UTAUT) by Venkatesh et al. (2003), which was first published in the Management Information Systems
Quarterly journal. The UTAUT was introduced to assist in analysis on issues affecting IS acceptance and utilisation. In
addition, we extend the model by integrating the national culture theory by Hall (1973), with an emphasis on culture and
communication.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follow. The next section presents a review of the UTAUT model and addresses
the need for incorporating the cultural related communication factor. The development of research model and hypotheses are
proposed. Then, the results are presented and followed by the discussion, conclusion, limitation and suggestion for future
research.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)

Venkatesh et al (2003) develops the model based on a review and consolidation of the earlier eight Information Technology
(IT) adoption models including the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA), the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), the
Motivational model, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), a combined TOB and TAM, the model of Personal Computer
utilisation, the Diffusion of Innovation Theory (DOI), and the Social Cognitive theory. The UTAUT aims to explain users’
intention to use information systems and subsequent use behaviour. The results of ensuing validation of the UTAUT in a
longitudinal study show that the model accounts for 70 percent of the variance in usage intention and it outperforms these
eight IT adoption models (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

As shown in Figure 1, the model identifies three direct determinants of behavioral intention to use behaviour, namely
performance expectancy, effort expectancy and social influence. In addition, two direct determinants of use behavior are
behavior of intention and facilitating conditions. Four contingencies factors including gender, age, experience and
voluntariness of use are posited to mediate the impact of these variables on behavioural intention and use behaviour.
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Figure 1: The Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology

The UTAUT has been further tested by IS researchers in various contexts (Anderson et al., 2004; Garfield, 2005; Li and
Kishore, 2006; Louho et al., 2006; Rosen et al., 2004). It is worth noting that the empirical tests of the UTAUT have been



21% Australasian Conference on Information Systems AIS in Australia
1-3 Dec 2010, Brishane Aoun, Vatanasakdakul and Li

primarily conducted in the United States (US) context (Venkatesh and Zhang 2010), for example a study by Anderson and
Schwager (2004) in the US SMEs and Anderson et al. (2006) in the US higher education. Although a few studies have
conducted outside the US, but testing the UTAUT in cultural research is still very limited (Alawadhi and Morris 2008;
Venkatesh and Zhang 2010). A study by Oshlyansky et al. (2007) is conducted in an attempt to validate the UTAUT over
eleven culturally-diverse countries. These are Czech Republic, France, Greece, India, Malaysia, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Saudi Arabia, South Africa, the United Kingdom, and the US. They found that the UTAUT model is robust when testing in
different cultural contexts, outside its original country and language of origin.

In a more recent study, Venkatesh and Zhang (2010) attempt to compare the use of UTAUT model in the US and China.
They conduct a comparative study on a single organisation operated in both countries and collect longitudinal data from over
300 employees. They address a need to incorporate national culture factor to the UTAUT model. Without incorporating the
cultural factor, the UTAUT has limitation in further exploring cultural implications to IS acceptance and utilisation
(Oshlyansky et al. 2007).

Extended the Research Model

Responding to the research question, this study adopts the UTAUT model to investigate the use of AIS by accounting
professionals in Australia context. In addition, this study will further test the UTAUT model by incorporating a cultural factor
on communication aspect to the model. This will help researchers to better understanding the factors affecting the use of AIS
among Australian accountants as well as further test the robustness of the extended UTAUT model in cultural research, an
area of growing interest and significance among IS researchers (Huang et al. 2010).

The importance of understanding the influence of national culture on communication can be addressed by consideration of
the characteristics of AIS technology as a communication medium. The relationship between culture and communication has
been emphasised in cross-cultural communication research (Hall 1973). Culture is “the structure through which
communication is formulated and interpreted” (Chaney and Martin 2000, p.5). Triandis (2000) assert that western
individualist cultures are mostly concerned with the content of communications, whereas eastern collectivist cultures are
mostly concerned with the context of communication.

This study introduces a cultural related communication factor by Hall’s (1973) national cultural theory to the UTAUT. The
anthropologist, Edward Hall (1973), points to the interrelationship between culture and communication. He distinguishes
cultures on the basis of their ways of communicating, and distinguishes between high context communication (HC) and low
context communication (LC). In HC societies such as Thailand, China and Japan, little has to be said or written because most
of the information is either in the physical context or is internalised in the person. In contrast, in LC societies such as
Australia, the US and the United Kingdom, the mass of information is vested in an explicit code. Although people in LC
societies recoginise the non-verbal message, they tend to focus more on the verbal message. Thus, we seek to understand the
impact of LC characterising Australian culture on the AIS acceptance and usage.
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Figure 2: The research model
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The proposed model is shown in Figure 2. The four contingency variables, namely gender, age, experience and voluntariness
are included to the model as control variables in this study. In addition, due to the use of AIS in organizational environment,
we introduce the organizational size factor as control variable in the model. The development of the research hypotheses are
presented in the following sub-sections.

Performance expectancy

Performance expectancy is defined as the degree to which an individual believes that using the systems will help him or her
to achieve in higher job performance (Venkatesh et al., 2003). The five items to measure performance expectancy are
perceived usefulness (Davis, 1989), extrinsic motivation (Davis et al., 1992), job-fit (Thompson et al. 1991), relative
advantage (Moore and Benbasat, 1991), and outcome expectations (Compeau and Higgins, 1995). Similar to the original
UTAUT model, we hypothesise that:

Hi: There will be a positive relationship between performance expectancy of Australian accounting practitioners and their
behavioural intentions to use AlS.

Effort expectancy

Effort expectancy is defined as the degree of ease associated with the use of the systems (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Several
pieces of studies find that IS application perceived to be easier to use than others is more likely to be accepted by users
(Davis, 1989). This construct is measured by perceived ease of use (Davis et al., 1992), complexity (Thompson et al. 1991),
and ease of use (Moore and Benbasat, 1991). Consistent with prior research, effort expectancy is expected to have a positive
influence on behavioural intention. It is hypothesised that:

H,: There will be a positive relationship between effort expectancy of Australian accounting practitioners and their
behavioural intentions to use AlS.

Social influence

Saocial influence is defined as the degree to which extend the influence by other individuals impacts on a person’s decision
whether to accept or reject the systems (Venkatesh et al., 2003). According to Fishbein and Azjen (1975), a person’s
subjective norm may be influenced by other individuals, for example when referents tell a person that they think he or she
should use the system. The social influence is represented as subjective norm in the TRA (Davis et al., 1989) and the TPB
(Ajzen, 1991), social factors in the model of personal computer utilisation (Thompson et al., 1991), and image in the DOI
(Moore and Benbasat, 1991). In addition, previous studies in organisational settings have found subjective norm to be an
important determinant factor to behavioral intention of IS acceptance (Hartwick and Barki 1994; Taylor and Todd 1995).
Consequently, we hypothesise that:

Hs: There will be a positive relationship between social influence on Australian accounting practitioners and their
behavioural intentions to use AlS.

Perspective on communication

This study proposes that Australian culture and its’ orientation to communication may influence the use of AIS in Australia.
According to Hall (1973), Australia is categorised as a LC culture. Individuals from LC cultures prefer more objective and
“fact-based” information and are more likely to consider the factual message as sufficient. In addition, Hofstede (1991) points
out that Australian is an individualist culture which people prefer an explicit discourse in communication. He asserts that an
individualist society is often associated with LC culture. The items to measure this construct are adapted from Aoun et al.
(2009). This study hypothesises that:

H,: There will be a positive relationship between LC of communication of Australian culture and behavioural intentions to
use AlS.

Facilitating conditions

Facilitating conditions are defined as the degree to which an individual believes that an organisational and technical
infrastructure exist to support the use of systems (Venkatesh et al., 2003). This construct consists of perceived behavioural
control (Ajzen, 1991; Taylor and Todd, 1995), facilitating conditions (Thompson et al. 1991), and compatibility (Moore and
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Benbasat, 1991). These items reflect aspects of the technological and organisational environment that are designed to remove
barriers to the use of IS (Venkatesh et al., 2003). The empirical results of Venkatesh et al. (2003)’s study indicate that
facilitating conditions have a direct influence on AIS usage. Therefore, it is hypothesised that:

Hs: There will be a positive relationship between facilitating conditions and the usage of AIS by Australian accounting
practitioners.

Behavioural intention and Use behaviour

The role of intention as a predictor of behaviour is critical and has been well-established in IS research (Ajzen 1991; Taylor
and Todd 1995). Consistent with the UTAUT, behavioral intention is expected to have a positive influence on AIS usage.
While the constructs in the UTAUT are designed to measure users’ attitudes toward AIS acceptance and use by using a
seven-point Likert scale of 1.strongly disagree to 7.strongly agree, the use behaviour construct, in the UTAUT, is measured
by self-reported frequency of technology usage such as an average number of hours per day. In order to improve the
consistency of measure items, this study further develops questions to measure the frequency of usage by using the Likert
scale. Examples of questions are | often use AIS to perform my job; I frequently use AIS; I use AIS on a regular basis; Most
of my tasks involve in using AlS.

He: There will be a positive significant relationship between behaviour intention of Australian accounting practitioners and
the usage of AlS.

METHODOLOGY

Quantitative empirical data were collected through survey questionnaire between August and September 2009. The paper-
based surveys were sent to 600 accounting practitioners from 600 companies across Australia. The participants were
randomly selected from the purchased database of Kompass Australia. In order to confirm participants’ employment status in
their companies and increase response rate, telephone calls were subsequently made to each of the companies selected. This
provided the opportunity to confirm each participant’s title and contact detail. The surveys were addressed to a combination
of accountants, finance/accounting managers, and CFO/Finance Director/Financial controller. A seven-point Likert scale was
used to measure their attitudes toward AIS acceptance and utilisation. A total of 208 questionnaires (34.7% response rate)
were returned. Of these, 15 questionnaires were invalid and this resulted in 192 valid responses (32% response rate).

Data collected were analysed using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with Partial Least Squares (PLS) technique. The
model was operationalised and analysed in the SmartPLS 2.0. The PLS approach was preferable for this study because it
provides a better prediction capability and it is effective in the analysis of a high complexity model with small sample size
compared to a large number of independent variables. In addition, it imposes no requirement of a normal distribution
assumption which suits the nature of the data collected.

In term of demographic data of the respondents, 69.3% is male and 30.7% is female. 38.5% of the respondents has
postgraduate degree, followed by undergraduate degree (32.8%), TAFE certificate (16.1%) and High school certificate
(10.4%). About of the respondents (51%) hold senior managerial positions such as CFO/Financial controller/Finance
director, while the rest are accountants and finance/accounting managers. 69.1% of the respondents are from organisations
with 200 employees or less (Small 22.4%, Medium 46.9%), while 30.7% are from large organisations. The respondents have
an average of 18 years experiences of using AlIS with a minimum of 3 and a maximum of 25 years. The average of AlS usage
per day is 4.41 hours. The next section presents the results of data analysis by the SmartPLS.

RESULTS

Evaluation of Measurement Model

To ensure the accuracy of the structural model analysis, the validity and reliability of the scale developed need to be tested.
Table 1 presents the results obtained via the bootstrapping procedure including PLS loadings, T-statistics, Significance level,
Composite Reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). The results suggest that our measurement model
demonstrates sufficient discriminant validity and internal consistency. Chin (1998) suggests that the loading should be greater
than 0.707. All the reflective scales demonstrated acceptable performance above the minimum value of composite reliability,
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which is greater than 0.7. Overall the condition of the loading scores was met in this study and the T-statistics revealed that
all the items were at a significant level of 99 percent. Additionally, composite reliability calculated by PLS is suitable for
assessing internal consistency (Chin 1998). All the reflective scales demonstrated acceptable performance above the
minimum value of composite reliability, which is greater than 0.7. Additionally, the standard for reliability dictates that the
AVE scales should exceed 0.5, indicating that “50 percent or more variance of the indicators should be accounted for” (Chin
1998, p.321). All the scales performed acceptably on this standard.

PLS T-statistics | Significance ggﬂ]a%()ilsiltt; AVE
Constructs and ltems loadings level
Performance expectancy 0.9573 0.8819
PE1 0.9141 26.8227 0.01
PE2 0.9557 51.3715 0.01
PE3 0.9354 43.3312 0.01
Effort Expectancy 0.9394 0.7951
EE1 0.8481 20.2323 0.01
EE2 0.8902 23.9747 0.01
EE3 0.9252 51.196 0.01
EE4 0.8963 26.8707 0.01
Perspective on communication 0.8884 0.7267
POC1 0.8165 13.654 0.01
POC2 0.9116 35.3514 0.01
POC3 0.8143 11.2386 0.01
Social influence 0.8704 0.6274
Si1 0.7086 7.1187 0.01
SI2 0.7818 8.859 0.01
SI3 0.8074 15.9392 0.01
Sl4 0.8278 16.4199 0.01
Facilitating conditions 0.8009 0.5798
FC1 0.8937 26.5113 0.01
FC2 0.7699 7.0053 0.01
FC3 0.5437 3.4477 0.01
Behavioural intention 0.9593 0.8549
Bl1l 0.9343 27.6546 0.01
BI2 0.9376 22.4395 0.01
BI3 0.9540 24.752 0.01
Use Behaviour 0.9330 0.7774
UAG1 0.9202 26.6772 0.01
UAG2 0.8833 14.4797 0.01
UAG3 0.9220 33.7307 0.01
UAG4 0.7917 15.4692 0.01

Table 1: Statistical outcomes for the measurement model

Furthermore, the discriminant validity can be evaluated by comparing the AVE of the latent variables and the correlations
among the Latent Variables (LVs). While the correlations are not shown because of space limitations, the square roots of
AVEs are all larger than their corresponding correlations. This confirms that indicators measuring a particular LV do not
improperly overlap with other LVs’ concepts and the discriminant validity has been met.

Structural Model Results

Figure 3 presents the results of the structural model. The predictiveness of the model can be assessed by the R? of the
dependent constructs. The results show that R? of the use behaviour is 0.477, which indicates that behavioural intention and
facilitating conditions accounted for 47.7 percent of the variance of the construct. Interestingly, behavioural intention and
facilitating conditions contributes almost equally to the use behaviour of 0.389 and 0.394 of path coefficient respectively.
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In addition, the R? of the behavioural intention is 0.415, which indicates that performance expectancy, effort expectancy,
social influence and perspective on communication accounted for 41.5 percent of the variance of the construct. Among these
factors performance expectancy contributes the highest score to the behaviour intention (0.299 of path coefficient), followed
by perspective on communication (0.221) and effort expectancy (0.190).

Performance
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Expectancy
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Behaviour

Behavioural
Intention

Social Influence

Perspective on
Communication

0.394*

Facilitating

conditions ** = Significant level at 0.01

* = Significant level at 0.05

Figure 3: Structural model results

Table 2 presents the statistical outcome obtained through the bootstrapping procedure (that is actual effect, path coefficient,
T-statistics, and significance level). The results reveal that performance expectancy, effort expectancy and perspective on
communication have significant positive influence on the behavioural intention of using AIS, with path coefficients 0.299,
0.190, and 0.221 respectively. Thus, hypotheses 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 are supported. However, no significant relationship was
found between social influence and behavioural intention, which leads to the rejection of hypothesis 3. In addition, the results
supported hypotheses 5 and 6 that the behavioural intention and facilitating conditions have significant positive influence on
AIS usage, with path coefficients 0.389 and 0.394 respectively.

Construct Actual Path coefficient Observgd Significance level
effect T-statistics

Utilisation

(R? = 0.447)
Behavioural intention + 0.389 3.244 0.01
Facilitating conditions + 0.394 3.508 0.01

Behavioural intention

(R?=0.415)
Performance expectancy + 0.299 1.978 0.01
Effort expectancy + 0.190 1.680 0.05
Social influence + 0.081 0.884 Not significant
Perspective on + 0.221 1.754 0.05
communication

Table 2: Summary of path coefficient test results
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Additionally, the structural model with control variables reveals that all the control variables had no effect on behavioural
intention and use behaviour. Therefore, including the control variables does not alter any of the significance levels of the path
coefficient in the structural model.

DISCUSSION AND CONCULSION

This research adopts the UTAUT model to investigate the use of AIS by accounting practitioners in Australia. The research
model extends the UTAUT model by integrating the perspective of communication factor, which is derived from the national
cultural theory by Hall (1973). The results show that in the context of Australia, the use of AIS is affected by behavioural
intention and facilitating conditions. This finding is consistent with prior studies of the UTAUT model (Garfield, 2005;
Oshlyansky et al. 2007; Louho et al. 2006). In addition, we found that performance expectancy, effort expectancy and
perspective on communication, with an exception of social influence, have significant impact behavioural intention.

To our knowledge, this is the first study that incorporates the cultural related communication factor to the UTAUT. This
study has demonstrated empirically that the LC characterising Australian culture has positive relationship to the use of AlS.
This implies that the LC cultures encourage the use of AIS in Australia. This result inlines with the findings from a study by
Thatcher et al. (2004) on the adoption B2B e-commerce in Taiwan. They found that textile managers believe that B2B cannot
support high context communication and relationship in their business culture. VVan Everdingen and Waarts (2003) found that
countries with LC cultures have significantly higher ERP adoption rates than countries with HC cultures. In HC cultures,
message about innovations may be managed effectively through transformational communications e.g. testimonials, good
practice examples and industry group meeting, while in LC cultures, informational communication via brochures, the Internet
and company visit could be the best way of promoting innovation diffusion.

Performance expectancy is found to have the most significant impact to the use of AIS. The results indicate that the more
Australian accounting practitioners perceive AIS as useful and easy to use, the more likely they are to use it. This finding is
consistent with the results from previous studies of the UTAUT model (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Oshlyansky et al., 2007; Erin
and Rajiv, 2006). In addition, the result of this study also indicates that the path coefficient of performance expectancy
(0.299) to behavioural intention is higher than effort expectancy (0.190). This is consistent to several prior studies that
perceived usefulness is more important than perceived ease of use in determining whether to use a technology (Venkatesh et
al., 2003; Chau, 1996; Keil et al., 1995). Some researchers suggest that effort expectancy is expected to become less
significant over periods of extended and sustained technology usage (Agarwal and Prasad, 1997; Thompson et al. 1991;
Thompson et al. 1994). In this research, the respondents indicate that they already have experiences in using AIS at a
minimum of 3 years.

Interestingly, in this study, social influence does not have significant impact on the use of AIS in Australia. This may be
explained by the characteristic of Australian culture. Australians place greater importance on individualism and independence
(Patel, 2003). The ties between individuals are loose in the individualist society of Australia. Unlike the collectivist society,
members of the society are concerned with a group interest rather than individual interest. In addition, the Australian society
is categorised as a low power distance culture (Hofstede, 1991). In a low power distance society, there is less hierarchical
structure in family as well as workplace. In contrast to a high power distance society, the hierarchical relations are also a
feature of the workplace where bosses or superiors have absolute power. There is a big gap between bosses and subordinates,
where subordinates are afraid to propose new ideas if they are likely to be different from what their boss is thinking
(Hofstede 1991). Thus, the individualistic and low powder distance of the Australian culture may imply the non-significant
impact of social influence on the use of AlS.

In summary, this study serves as a preliminary step toward the investigation of the factors affecting the use of AIS in
Australia. In this research, the results are largely consistent with the results in Venkatesh et al. (2003) that all factors were
found to be significant except social influence. In addition, the perspective on communication was incorporated into the
research model in order to gain a better understanding of AIS utilisation by Australian accounting practitioners. The results
show that the characteristic of LC communication in Australian culture encourages the use of AlS.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This study is limited by concentrating only on the use of AIS by the Australian accounting professionals. In doing so, this
study may restrict its findings to this particular industry context. Caution, therefore, should be taken when generalising the
robustness of the UTAUT in Australia. Hence, future research may extend this study by using a larger sample size and a
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variety of industrial and national contexts. In addition, given that cross-sectional data were collected, representing a snapshot
in time, researchers may consider conducting a longitudinal analysis, which may incorporate qualitative method, to further
explore the findings of this study.
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Information Systems: Defining and Establishing a High Impact Discipline

Important Dates

19 July 2010 |
INotification of paper acceptance: 17 September 2010 |
|Ear|y Bird Extended to: Sunday 31 October 2010 |

ACIS 2010 Conference: 1-3 December 2010

[[Paper submission deadline:

UPDATE
Information on Keynote Speakers now available

Robert D (Bob) Galliers
Bentley University

Brian Prentice

Research Vice President
Emerging Trends and
Technologies

Gartner

* A record number of 289 submissions was received
|Accepted Panels, tutorial and workshops are now listed on the program page

Dean Kingsley
National Lead Partner
Technology Assurance
Deloitte Australia

All papers will be published within the electronic library of the Association of
Information Systems - http://aisel.aisnet.org/

The Australasian Conference on Information Systems (ACIS) is the premier conference in
Australasia for Information Systems academics and professionals, covering technical,
organisational, business and social issues in the application of Information Technology.

In 2010, the ACIS Conference will be jointly organised by:

e Information Systems Program, Faculty of Science and Technology, Queensland
University of Technology

e UQ Business School, Faculty of Business, Economics and Law,
The University of Queensland

ACIS 2010 will be dedicated to the definition and establishment of Information Systems as a
discipline of high impact for the scientific community and IS professionals. The focus will be
on approaches that facilitate the identification of research questions of significant relevance
that are studied following sound research methodologies and lead to results of measureable
impact

OTHER SPONSORS

Cocktail Reception Sponsor

Follow ACIS'10 on Twitter

Twitter -
http://twitter.com/ACIS2010
The tag #ACIS2010 is being

used in any discussions.

MAIN SPONSORS

el

Queensland University of
Technology

THE UNIVERSITY
VOF QUEENSLAND

AUSTRALIA

The University of Queensland

SAP University Alliances

Doctoral Consortium Sponsor

ACPHIS

Australian Council of Professors

Australian Association for
Information Systems

Australian Computer Society

o

The ARC Research Network in Enterprise Information
Infrastructure (EIl)

http://conferenceit.com.au/acis2010/

and Heads of Information Systems

J\ceed

inking SR wih industry

Corporation Technologies

Deloitte
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Conference Program

Call for Papers Tuesday, 30 November
Submission Details
Call for Tutorials, Full Day Workshops
Workshops & Panels Service Management, Software
Conference Tracks 9.00am and Service Ecosystems 9.00am |[Business Transformation Management
X i Presenter: Axel Korthaus
Registration i 10.30am Morning Tea 9.30am Morning Tea
Delegate Information Service Management, Software
Previous Conferences 11.00am and Servicge Ecos;/stems 10.00am Business Transformation Management
ACIS 2.0 continued continued
Contact Us 12.30pm Lunch 12.00pm Lunch
PROGRAM Service Management, Software ; :
Conference Program 2.00pm and Service Ecosystems 2.00pm Business Transcfgnrt?:‘iggn Management
continued
Workshops
Presentation Guideline 3.30pm : Afternoon Tea 3.30pm Afternoon Tea
Doctoral Consortium 4.00pm Ser;:]%eS'\g?cii%egilt)’,sslgm\s’are 4.00pm Business Transformatlon Management
Keynote Speakers continued continued
Social Events 6.00pm Cocktail Reception at Government House for all ACIS delegates
Prizes
Proceedings
Sponsors & Exhibitors WedneSday’ 1 December
VENUE 9.00am Opening Ceremony
i Keynote:
Accommodation 9.30am Brian Preri,tice, Gartner
Conference Venue .
AFFILIATED EVENTS 10.30am _ : : Morning Tea _ :
QuallT Sessmn_ 1 Session 2 Sess_lon 3 Se55|qn 4 Session 5 Session 6
(IT Creative (IS Management (Business (Mobile (General (s
Environments) and Process Business Track) Education
Business Value) Management) and and Training)
Services)
Anne Rouse: A Mazen Ali, Sherah  Jan vom Brocke Balsam Al- Jebrin Al- Felix Ter Chian
Taxonomy of  Kurnia ad Graeme and Theresa Sinnl: Dabbagh, Sharawneh and Tan and
Crowdsourcing Shanks: The role of Applying the Eusebio Mary-Anne Darshana
relationships in BPM-Culture- Scornavacca  Williams: Sedera:
the adoption of Framework - The and Hartmut Credibility-based Introducing a
Interorganisational Case of Hilti Hoehle: User  Social Network Small and
Information Perceived Recommendation: Medium
11.00am Systems (I0S) Requirements Follow the Leader Enterprises
for a Mobile Syllabi
Accounting Design: An
Information Enterprise
System Systems
Hands-On
Approach
Stefan Ahmad A. Rabaa'i: Rui Bi, Booi Kam  Saif Dewan: JooHee Song, Alexander
Cronholm, A Framework for  and Kosmas X. Past, Present  Ying Zhou, Serenko, Brian
Hannes Gobel, Successful Smyrnios: E- and Future of Hyiungsoo Jung Detlor, Heidi
Mikael Lind and Enterprise Supply Chain M-Banking and Joseph Davis: Julien and
Daniel Systems Capability: Research: A Adding context to Lorne Book: panel 1:
Rudmark: The Implementation: Theoretical Literature social tagging An Empirical pak Yoor{g
Need for Preliminary Perspectives and Review systems Investigation (Chair), Brian
Systems Findings from a Empirical of Student Corbitt'Steve
11.30am Develo_pm(—.jnt Case Study Operationalization Learning EIIi’ot
Capability in Outcomes of Helen Ha’san
Design Information Jocelyn ’
Science Literacy Cranefield:
Research - Instructionin o505
Investigating a Business S ’
the role_of an School as a driver of
g‘sng;'ﬁ“(gnﬂl;:b sustainability
academy
Jan vom Brocke Haslinda Hassan, = Houra Delavari, Markus Nicole Howard, Amy Chan
and Sonia Alexei Tretiakov Wasana Bandara, Haushahn, Peter Marshall and Peter Capﬁti
Lippe: Towards and Dick Whiddett: = Olivera Marjanovic Michael Paul Swatman: Suzanne !
Creativity- Extent of Adoption and Paul Amberg, Reconceptualising Hilellis. Zi
B . . A N Pl ilellis, Zi Zhu
aware Project as Opposed to Mathiesen: Michael Lider Motivation in
o= h " and Rohan
Management — Adoption: Case of Business Process and Krzysztof Adoption and Ja .
e > yasuriya:
An Initial Study E-Procurement Management Malowaniec: Acceptance Applying a
on Creativity in education in Acceptance Research: Back to s
o ) ; preadsheet
12.00pm Research Australia: a Analysis of Basics Error
Projects critical review RFID in Law
based on content Firms Taxonomy to
lysis Exar_mne
analy Novice
Spreadsheet
Users’
Planning and
Execution
Errors
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12.30pm Lunch Break
Session 7 Session 8 Session 9 Session 10 Session 11 Session 12
(IS Leadership (IS Management (Business (Mobile (General Track) (IS Education
and the and Business Process Business and and Training)
Management Value) Management) Services)
of Knowledge)
Nor Zakaria and Arisa Shollo and Jorg Becker, Julian Lin: Xiaoxia Duan, Christopher
Darshana Karlheinz Kautz: Dominic Breuker,  Single, Multi, Hepu Deng and Cheong,
Sedera: Towards an Burkhard Weif? and and Uni- Brian Corbitt: An Raghav
Developinga Understanding of Axel Winkelmann: Dimensional  Empirical Tandon and
Knowledge Business Exploring the Perspectives  Investigation of France
Base for Intelligence status quo of ina the Critical Cheong: The
2.00pm Enterprise business process Multifunctional Determinants for  Effects of
’ Systems modelling Device: A the Adoption of E- Project-based
Success: The languages in the Comparison of Market in Learning
Roles of financial sector — Three Models Australian Small- Environments
Management An empirical and-Medium Sized on Social
and insight into the Enterprises Networking
Operational usage of methods Site Usage: A
Staff in banks Case Study
Catherine Lang, Paul Hawking and  David Piessens, Yousuf Salim Al Kai Riemer and Rachelle Panel 2:
Annemieke Carmine Sellitto: Moe Wynn, Hinai, Sherah  Alexander Richter: Bosua and Sharman
Craig, Julie Business Michael Adams Kurnia and Social Software:  Antonette Lichtenstein
Fisher, Kathleen Intelligence and Boudewijn van Stephen Smith: Agents for Mendoza: The (Chair),
Bennetts and Critical Success Dongen: The adoption Change or Role of Social Eusebio
Helen Forgasz: Factors Performance of mobile Platforms for Networks and Scornavacca,
2.30pm Dualisms: what Analysis of commerce Social Artefacts in Judy McKay,
) women say Business Process services by Reproduction? Technology Val Hooper,
about working Models with individuals: A A Case Study on  Appropriation Mark Toleman:
inICT Advanced Current State  Enterprise Fostering the
Constructs of the Microblogging next
Literature generation
of IS
researchers
Debbie Graeme Shanks, Michael zur Yeah Teck Suku Sinnappan, Dirk S
Richards, Peter Rajeev Sharma, Muehlen, Dennis  Chen and Gaye Cathy Farrelland  Hovorka,
Busch and Peter Seddon, Wisnosky and Jim  Lewis: IBA Elizabeth Stewart:  Michael Rees
Krishna Peter Reynolds and Kindrick: Performance Priceless Tweets! and Amjad
Venkitachalam: llona Jagielska: The Primitives: and Usability A study on twitter Alkilani: A
An analysis by Impact of Strategy Design Guidelines for Mobile messages posted Design
3.00pm gender of and Maturity on and Architecture  Phones during crisis: Framework
’ differences in  Business for BPMN Models Black Saturday for
responses to  Analytics and Firm Researching
workplace Performance: A Collaborative
scenarios in Review and Learning
the Australian Research Agenda Environments
ICT sector
3.30pm Afternoon Tea
Keynote 2:
4.00pm Dean Kingsley, Deloitte
5.00pm AAIS Meeting
Thursday, 2 December
Keynote 3:
1/9.00am Bob Galliers
Crispian Tan:
10.00am SAP University Alliance Program
10.30am Morning Tea
Session 13 Session 16 Session 18 Session 14 Session 17 Session 15
(Service (Information (Business (Information (IS Collaboration || (Governance,
Management Systems Process Systems for Complex Risk and
and Management | Management) || Development) Problems) Compliance)
Engineering) || and Business
Value)
Lam-Son Lé, Chadi Aoun, Lawrence Yao [Sharmistha Dey [|Shirlee-ann Knight ||Nicolas Racz,
Khanh Hoa Dam |Savanid and Fethi Rabhi: |and Darshana and Georgia Johannes
and Aditya Vatanasakdakul |[Modelling Sedera: Halkett: Living Christian
Ghose: On and Yanning Li: [Exploratory Identifying Systems, Panitz, Michael
Business AIS in IAnalysis Experts in Complexity & Amberg and
Services Australia: Processes for |Information Information Andreas
Representation |UTAUT eResearch Systems for Systems Science |[Seufert:
11.00am|> The3x3x 3 [application & System Governance,
: Approach cultural Evaluations Risk &
implication Compliance
(GRC)
Software Use: _Panel 3:
Results from a|| Aileen Cater-
Survey among || Steel (Chair),
Large Lutz Kolbe, Iris
Enterprises Vessey, Ernie
= = = = Jordan:
Alexander Noreen Arshad, |[Susanne Rajiv Vashist, Indrit Troshani, Mark Van der Effective
Herzfeldt, Rachelle Bosua ||Altendorfer, Judith McKay and (|Cate Jerram and klei, Ulrich Supervision of
Michael and Simon Wolfgang Pree, |[Peter Marshall: Michael Gerrard: Remus, Trevor Doctoral
Schermann and ||Milton: Thomas The Roles and  |Exploring the Nesbit and Students
Helmut Kremar: ||Facilitating Aschauer and ||Practices of organizational Martin Wiener:
Towards a set ||Information Gerd Business adoption of Controls for
of Sharing in Dauenhauer: Analysts: A Human Resources ||managing
11.30am|[requirements [|Organizations [[Alignment:a [[Boundary Information risks across
for a holistic IT ||using new software [|Practice Systems (HRIS) in |[different
solution Electronic architecture Perspective the Australian stages of ERP
engineering Content approach to public sector projects
approach Management ([support
Systems streamlining
(ECMS): business
Towards a processes
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||Model ||
Michael Leyer ||Kanishka Chun Ouyang, ||[Kemas Wiharja, |[|Phuong-Thao Trinh, |[Harminder
and Jurgen Karunasena and |Moe Thandar Insap Santosa Alemayehu Molla Singh:
Moormann: Hepu Deng: \Wynn, Colin and Ari Cahyono: [|land Konrad Selecting IT
Facilitating Testing and Fidge, Arthur Extending the Peszynski: Control
operational Validating a H.M. ter Chin and Lee’s |[Enterprise Objectives and
control of Conceptual Hofstede and  ||End User Systems and Measuring IT
business Framework for |Jan-Christian Computing Organisational Control Capital
12.00pm||services: A Evaluating the |Kuhr: Modelling||Satisfaction Agility:
method for Public Value of [Complex Model with The ||Conceptualizing
analysing and |le-Government |Resource Task the Link
structuring using Requirements [[Technology Fit
customer Structural in Business Model
integration Equation Process
Modelling Management
Systems
12.30pm Lunch ACPHIS
Session 19 Session 22 Session 24 Session 20 Session 23 Session 21
(Service (Information (ICT for (Information (IS Collaboration || (Governance,
Management Systems Improved Systems for Complex Risk and
and Management Health Care) Development) Problems) Compliance)
Engineering) || and Business
Value)
Sam Solaimani, ||Fei Peng, Lemai Nguyen, (Jason Cohen: Siti Hajar Othman  |[Riitta Hekkala,
Harry Bouwman [|Sherah Kurnia, [Shaheen Evans, |Cognitive, and Ghassan Cathy Urquhart,
and Mark De Rajeev Sharma, |Wilde David and |Affective and Beydoun: Ari Heiskanen
Reuver: Smart  ([Reeva Graeme Shanks:|Behavioural Metamodelling and Michael
Homes: Lederman and [Supporting Responses to an |[Approach Newman:
Aligning Suelette Information ERP Towards Understanding
Business Dreyfus: Needs of Implementation: ||Managing Disaster [[Governance
1.30pm Models and Organisational |Senior Citizens [A Dual Management issues in an
’ Providers Culture and in Community |Perspective of Knowledge Inter-
Processes; A |[Organisational |Aged Care Technology Organizational
case survey Impacts of Acceptance and IS project
Information Organisational
Systems: A Change
Review of the
Empirical
Literature
Manning Li and |[Tim Kraemer, |[Peter Summons |[Leon Kok Yang ||Shah Miah, Justin ||Sneza
Shirley Gregor: ||Oliver Hinz and ||and Isabel Teo and Say Yen ||Debuse, Don Kerr |[Dojkovski, Panel 4:
IT Bernd Skiera: ||Higgins: Teoh: ES and Valerie Sharman Mar Taté
Empowerment ||Return on IT Targeting Implementations ||Debuse: A Lichtenstein (Chair)ySid Huff
or Exclusion? ||Investments in [[Older Patient’s |- A Model of Practitioner- and Matthew Kate Lazarenko.
A Dilemma Two-Sided Pain within the [[Panoptical Oriented Decision [[Warren: Felix Tan Ter !
about Online Markets Acute Care Empowerment |[Support Process ||[Enabling Chian: Movin
2.00pm ||Government Setting: for Forestry Pest ||Information the olal ostsg7
Advisory Development Management Security Preg aril? and
Services and Culture: Iauachmg an
Organisational Influences and d 9
Aspects of challenges for academic
Health Australian SM Inighef;tllgn
Innovation
Systems
Kai Wing Ho and |Simon Milton, |[Kieren Diment, ||Antonette Jenine Beekhuyzen, [Moritz Riesner
Wing Kuen See- [Christopher Ping Yu and Mendoza, Jennie [[Liisa von Hellens and Gunther
t and Xin Xuo: Keen and Karin Garrety: |[Carroll and Linda [jand Sue Nielsen: Pernul:
The Impacts of [Sherah Kurnia: |[Electronic Stern. Support  |[Collaboration in Supporting
Information Understanding [[documentation ||mechanisms for [|Online Compliance
Privacy, the benefits of [|in residential [learly, medium Communities: through
Monetary ontology use |laged care and longer-term [|Reconceptualising [Enhancing
Reward, and for Australian |[facilities —a use of the Complex Internal
2.30pm ||Buyers’ industry: A review of the ([technologies Problem of Control
Protection conceptual literature on Unauthorised Systems by
Excess on study organisational Music File Sharing [Conceptual
Consumers’ issues and Business
Utility Using E- findings on Process
payment initial Security
Gateways: A conditions Modeling
Conjoint from a case
Analysis study
3.00pm Afternoon Tea
Session 25 Session 28 Session 30 Session 26 Session 29 Session 27
(Service (Green IT/IS) (ICT for (Information (IS Collaboration || (Governance,
Management Improved Systems for Complex Risk and
and Health Care) Development) Problems) Compliance)
Engineering)
Thimo Schulze, ||Stan Hanmei Fan, Judy McKay, Nick |[Dilal Saundage and ||Anthony Griffith
Christian Thum ||Karanasios, Stephen Smith, [Grainger, Peter [|[Rodney Carr: and Dennis
and Markus Vanessa Reeva Marshall and Effective Viehland:
Klems: Towards [|Cooper, Hepu ([Lederman and |Rudy Hirschheim: |coordination of Perceived Risk
Providing Deng, Shanton Chang: [Artefaction as vertical IS and Risk
Lightweight Alemayehu Why People Communication: [|standardisation Relievers
Access to Molla and Trust in Health |Redesigning initiatives Associated
3.30pm Legacy Siddhi Online Communication with Online
: Applications as ([Pittayachawan: |[Communities: [Models Shopping
Cloud-Based Antecedents to|An Integrated
Services Greening Data ||Approach
Centres: A
conceptual
framework and
exploratory
case study
Ahmad A. Maija Tenhunen||Kate Lazarenko, |Arthur Glenn Richard Kim and Peter
Rabaa'i: and Esko Frada Burstein  [Maail, Sherah Simon Kaplan: Clutterbuck,
Cultural Penttinen: and Julie Fisher: [Kurnia and Preparing for Terry Rowlands Panel 5:
Influences on [|[Assessing the |[Exploring Shanton Research and Murray John Lamp
IS Service carbon Personalised |Chang. A Assessment: Co- ||Stubbs: A (Chair), Shirley
Quality footprint of Features of Framework for |levolution and Security Gregor, Andrew
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Perceptions paper vs. Health Exploring Gamesmanship Framework for || Calder, Julie
electronic Information Conditional Managing the Fisher:
invoicing Websites —an |[Factors Host-based Scholarly

4.00pm Empirical Affecting User Collection of ||[Communication
) Review Participation in End-User in our ERA
Information Information
Systems
Development

Huairen Lin, Alan Sixsmith  |[Wei Wang, Sophie Cockcroft |[Luba Torlina, Ross ||Nurul Nuha

Joseph Davis and Amaya Steve Elliot and |[and Hanna Smith and Gerlinde ([Abdul Molok,

and Ying Zhou: ||Booker: Vendor ||Mary-Anne Stelmaszewska: |[Koeglreiter: Atif Ahmad and

Ontological Transition and |[Williams: An IS ||Can Semantic Methodology Shanton

Services Using |[the Impact on ([contribution to ||mapping be Pursuit for Chang:

Crowdsourcing ||In-flight the UN used to model Complex Project: [[Understanding
Projects Millennium information Applying the Factors of

4.30pm Development |[seeking Structured Case Information
Goals: Next behaviour in with Action Leakage
Generation resource Interventions through Online
Vaccination discovery Social
Management in|[systems? Networking to
the Developing Safeguard
World Organizational
Information
6.30pm Bus departs for Social Event (Hillstone, St Lucia)
7.00pm Drinks at Hillstone
7.45pm Dinner starts
118.15pm ACIS 2010 Awards
|[11.00pm End of social event
Friday, 3 December
Session 31 Session 32 Session 33 Session 34 Session 35
(Service (Business (ICT for Improved (General Track) (General Track)
Management Process Health Care)
and Management)
Engineering)
Christian Peter Busch: Michelle Soakell and Christy Cheung, [|Christian
Janiesch and Business Michael Myers: Bo Xiao and Messerschmidt,
Axel Korthaus: |[Process Knowledge Dimple Ramesh ||Markus Lilienthal and
\Validation of a |[Management, [[Management Thadani: Bernd Skiera: The
Generic Social Network ||Challenges for Assessing the [[Utility of TAM-
Service Analysis and Nongovernment Quality and Perceptions:
9.00am ||Governance Knowledge Organizations: The Knowledge Integration of
Meta Model Management: |[Health and Disability Contribution of |[Technology
based on the ||A Triangulation||Sector in New Zealand ||MIS Quarterly: ||Perceptions into
Comparison of ||of Sorts? A Citation Choice-Based
Major Analysis Conjoint Analysis
Governance
Frameworks
Simone Krug, Eduardo Jacqueline Blake, Don Kevin Daniel Mazen Ali, Sherah Tutorial:
Axel Korthaus, |[Ramos, Flavia |[[Kerr and Raj Gururajan: |land Andre Kurnia and Talib Juli -
L L | - ulia Cretchley:
Erwin Fielt and ||Santoro and Development of Carillo: Janahi: Exploring Lexi i
. . . . ot eximancer:
Michael Leyer: |[Fernanda Baiao:||knowledge Introspection ||Interorganizational From Words
Co-Creation in |[Process management support ||\within the IS Systems (I0S) to Meaning. to
Business Improvement ||for the sleep disorder ||discipline - adoption in Bahrain Insight! Ag'in-
9.30am ([Service Based on diagnosis process Social de gth I-ook at
Lifecycle External Cognitive L P )
eximancer's
Management ([Knowledge Theory as a research
Context Reference O
Theory for applications
(short
Future P
description
Research below)
Thomas Chia Yao Lee, |[[layla soroush, Abdul Darryl Coulthard ||Anna Sell, Pirkko
Kohlborn, Dilal Saundage |[Hafeez-Baig and Raj and Keller Walden and Christer
Simon Weiss, |land Craig Gururajan. Clinicians’  ||Susan: A social |[Carlsson: An
Jens Parker: Helping |[perception of using ecological Exploratory Three
PoppelbuB, Axel||Businesses digital stethoscopes in ||model of ICT ||Year Segmentation
Korthaus and Leverage Web ||telehealth platform: surveillance of Finnish Mobile
10.00am Erwin Fielt: 2.0 to Generate ||Queensland telehealth ||creep in the Service Users
: Online Service (|Social Capital ||preliminary study information
Delivery age
Models — An
International
Comparison in
the Public
Sector
10.30am Morning Tea
Keynote 4:
11.00am Panel Discussion: Impact of IS - Lessons Learnt from ACIS 2010
12.30pm Lunch incl. ACIS 2011/ Closing Ceremony

Tutorial

Leximancer: From Words, to Meaning, to Insight! An in-depth look atLeximancer’s research applications.
Join us for this interactive session to see the Leximancer text analytics software in action. See how we turn words into meaning

land extract insight from text in real time. With your help, we will analyse some text to produce concept maps and other reports to
summarise the data.

ISenior Consultant
Leximancer Pty Ltd
(+61) 400 813 824

w.leximancer.com

Jindalee, Queensland, Australia, 4074
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ACIS 2010

Submission Details

Language
The language of the conference is English. All submissions must therefore be in English.

Originality
Submissions to ACIS2010 should not have been published previously in a journal or conference proceedings, nor presented at
another conference, nor currently under review or consideration for publication or presentation elsewhere.

Length and format

The maximum length for all paper submissions is 10 A4 pages (Times Roman 10pt), including references and appendices. All
submissions must be in .DOC format and must use the ACIS 2010 submission template provided. This document also contains the
general guidelines for formatting of paper submissions. Additional guidelines are also provided for:

RESEARCH PAPERS
TEACHING CASES
INDUSTRY SUBMISSIONS

How to Submit
All submissions must be made via the ACIS2010 submission system at http://www.easychair.org/conferences/?conf=acis2010.

Uploading and Submitting files

Author information, abstract, keywords and the main body of the submission will be uploaded seperatelyseparately in the review
system. Authors can upload a manuscript which that can be altered, re-uploaded or deleted. However, once an author "submits" a
manuscript to the Easy Chair system, it can no longer be changed, edited, or revised.

Anonymizing for Initial Review

For the initial review, author name(s) must not appear in the abstract or in the body of the paper. You should also remove references
to your institution, sponsors, published or unpublished work if these identify you as the author - these can be replaced with the tag
<removed for reviewing> for the initial review. You should also leave the Acknowledgements section blank until the final version is
prepared for the proceedings.

Review Process

All paper submissions will be pre-screened for conformity with the submission guidelines and overall appropriateness for the
conference. Paper submissions that pass the initial screening will be evaluated in a double-blind peer review process. These include
research papers, teaching cases and industry submissions. Each conference track is chaired by IS academics with research
expertise in the respective area. The track chairs will supervise the review process, involving selected reviewers from the IS research
community. Acceptance and rejection decisions are will be finalized by the program committee.

Review Criteria

In general, the review criteria will be those typically used by major journals and conferences (e.g. relevance of the topic, quality of the
research process, contribution etc). The results of the review process will be communicated to the author(s) by the specified date.
The author(s) will be responsible for making the revisions recommended by the reviewers, and for submitting the final version of their
paper by the appropriate deadline.

Commitment to participate in the conference
At least one author of each accepted papers and all the members of accepted panels must register for the conference by 22 October
2010.

Further information about research papers, teaching cases, industry submissions and panel, workshop and tutorial proposals are
provided below. If you have any questions about the program and/or the paper submission process, please contact the Program
Chairs, Peter Green, Fiona Rhode or Michael Rosemann (info@acis2010.org)

RESEARCH PAPERS

ACIS 2010 welcomes completed research or research-in-progress submissions on any topic that relevant to the IS community. These
may take the form of theoretical essays, formal analyses, technical discussions, and/or papers reporting on quantitative or qualitative
empirical research. It is expected that completed research papers will include finalised data analyses and documentation of results.
Completed research should be similar to journal submissions, but shorter (i.e. 10 A4 pages). Research-in-progress papers typically
represent work that is incomplete, yet promising.

Submission. Completed research and research in progress papers must be submitted to the conference track that best fits the topic
area. ACIS2010 recognises that the list of tracks is not an exhaustive one — nonetheless, ACIS 2010 asks that authors select the
track that best fits the topic area. The Program Co-Chairs may then shift a submission from one track to another, as they deem
appropriate.

Review Process. All research paper submissions will be pre-screened for conformity with the submission guidelines and overall
appropriateness for the conference. Submissions that pass the initial screening processes will be evaluated in a double-blind peer
review process.

TEACHING CASES

ACIS 2010 invites teaching cases that would be useful to the field as pedagogical materials that students would find exciting and
thoughtful.

Submission. Teaching cases should be submitted to the conference track that is best aligned with the topic of the paper. The defining
characteristics of a good quality IS teaching case are that it describes an interesting, challenging IS issue or set of issues, is based
on a real organizational setting and features real individuals (which could be camouflaged).

Submissions should include two distinct components:

(i) the teaching case itself and,
(i) the teaching note with an accompanying case analysis.
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Review Process. All research paper submissions will be pre-screened for conformity with the submission guidelines and overall
appropriateness for the conference. Submissions that pass the initial screening processes will be evaluated in a double-blind peer
review process.

INDUSTRY SUBMISSIONS

The purpose of the industry case submission is to provide a forum that encourages submissions from industry that report on current
and innovative practices in the design and application of information systems and technology, and provide valuable lessons and
insights. These papers should be aligned to the conference theme and focus on reports of high impact achievements.

The defining characteristics of a good quality industry case submission are that it describes an interesting, challenging IS issue or set
of issues, is based on a real organizational setting and features real individuals. Industry case studies should be based on first-hand
accounts from the author’s own original experience and/or research. They may address any aspect of information systems, although
managerial issues in IS typically comprise the most common domain.

This industry track will provide practitioners with the opportunity to present insight gained through IS projects. We are particularly
interested in case studies from the perspective of user organizations. While contributions from consultants and vendors are
appreciated, pure product demonstrations, method tutorials, or vendor showcases will not be accepted in the industry track. All
contributions to the industry track have to describe experiences with IS methods and/or technologies from the viewpoint of the
adopting organization.

Review Process. All research paper submissions will be pre-screened for conformity with the guidelines above and overall
appropriateness for the conference. Submissions that pass the initial screening processes will be evaluated in a double-blind peer
review process that considers the nature of these submissions and will not apply the same principles as for academic submissions.
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