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Introduction 
 

 In the context of an ever increasing interest in the information technology and 
especially in its application in the organizational field, this study proposes to analyze the 
characteristics, the challenges and the dynamics of users experience development in relation 
with intranet technology interactions within organizations. The investigative steps of this 
study root from an analysis of the Romanian scientific research on human – computer 
interaction. Further on, it focuses on investigating the ability of the user experience model to 
explain the psychological mechanisms involved in building evaluations and behaviour 
patterns towards technology, through comparison with other theoretical constructs, as well as 
through relating to specific organizational factors. The results revealed not only the user 
experience model adjustment to the organizational context and the intranet technology, but 
also raised new research questions intended to develop and deepen the model functioning 
within organizational context. 
 
Chapter 1 
 
Research on Intranet technology in organizational context.     
Conceptual approaches. 
 

This chapter focuses on a close analysis of the existing studies. It reveals that the main 
studies that have tackled the subject of Intranet technology in an organizational context have 
concentrated on the implementation process of this technology. 

Four major approaches are highlighted: contextual approaches, social phenomena 
approaches, approaches based on specific processes of technology implementation and 
individualistic approaches. 
 
Preliminary study 
 

Considering that taking sides with one approach or another is not recommended in the 
incipient phases of our research, and keeping in mind the complexity, the emergent and 
interactive character of Intranet technology, the solution presented in the beginning was to 
use multiple perspectives as analysis grids applied over the same reality. Starting with an 
analysis of the strong and weak points for each conceptual approach, but also of their 
contradictory parts, we have suggested a multi-levelled analysis frame for guiding our 
exploratory venture. 
 
Method 
 

The method we selected for this study was the exploratory case study (Yin, 1989; 
Walsham, 1993). 

Participants 
18 employees of a commercial bank branch in Cluj-Napoca participated to this study. 

They were representing all the departments under observation. 
Data collection instruments 
The case study herein meant applying multiple methods: 

1.        an analysis of organizational documents 
2.        participatory observation 



3.        semi-structured interview 
 

Results and implications 
 

According to the acquired results of this first investigation, the main identified 
challenges in studying the use of the Intranet in organizational context are related to: 

a.        Identifying the existing approaches regarding the shaping of perception over 
the information technology on an individual level. 

b.        Identifying a model to explain the mechanism of perception formation and the 
mechanisms through which the contextual factors can contribute to forming the 
perceptions and the behavior of use. 

 
Chapter 2 
 
Study perspectives on user perception regarding interactive technologies 
 

Inside the field of research of the interaction processes, people or users’ perceptions 
of the interactive systems play a key role. Classically speaking, these perceptions were 
extensively studied by two paradigms: the usability (or satisfaction) paradigm and the 
acceptance of the technology paradigm (Wixom & Todd, 2005). The two are related to each 
other, most of the times the classic models of the acceptance of the technology asserting a 
linear relation between user satisfaction and technology acceptance (Davis, 1986). Recently, 
another imposing line of research has started to develop, mainly focusing on aspects related 
to the entire user experience of the technology (Hassenzahl, 2008; Hassenzahl, 2004; 
Hassenzahl, 2002; Draper, 1999; Gaver & Martin, 2000; Jordan, 2000; Monk & Frohlich, 
1999) and concentrating on some aspects of this experience that go further than simply 
solving tasks with the help of interactive technology. 
 
Usability, satisfaction and Intranet use. Lessons learned from adaptation of scales 
(Preliminary study 2) 
 

One of the main issues identified during the first preliminary study was the one 
related to difficulties in accepting and using the new Intranet technology. The studies 
specialised in the HCI field indicate an important connection between the usability level and 
the acceptance of a technology/system (van Welie, 2000; Benyon et al., 2005). And the TAM 
model implies the existence of certain technology features (usability) that substantiate the 
perceptions of utility and easy use. As a result, usability becomes a key concept in 
understanding the acceptance of the Intranet technology in organizational context. 

The analysis of specialised studies revealed the existence of various definitions of 
system usability, so satisfaction refers exactly to a subjective systems evaluation and is 
directly related to comfort and acceptance of technology use by the end users. 

One of the preliminary goals at this stage was adapting a satisfaction questionnaire 
“Intranet Satisfaction Questionnaire” (ISQ) and a usability questionnaire “Software Usability 
Measurement Instrument” (SUMI), especially designed for the Intranet, to Romanian. The 
main goal was to later use these measurements inside an extended model of technology 
acceptance in order to investigate the way in which the Intranet features, the user perceptions 
and behaviour explain the acceptance of technology in an organizational environment. Due to 



difficulties raised in the adaptation process, the second objective was dropped. The results 
indicated the need of a shift of the research interests towards clarifying the research models 
offered by this field and also to conceptually clarifying the constructs which form the basis 
for these instruments. 
 
Method 
 

Participants 
66 bank employees with an average age of 32 participated in this study. 
Instruments 

 
Chestionarul de satisfacţie faţă de tehnologia intranet – represents the Romanian 

adaptation of the Intranet Satisfaction Questionnaire (ISQ). 
Chestionarul de evaluare a utilizabilităţii tehnologiei intranet – is an instrument 

especially developed for measuring the Intranet software usability, starting from one of the 
best known instruments for usability evaluation, the Software Usability Measurement 
Inventory (Kirakowski & Corbett, 1993) and was tested on a pilot sample group (Hodorog, 
2006). 
 
Results and conclusions 
 

In regards to the internal consistency of the scale, the obtained value (α = 0,89) is 
almost identical withthe onesobtained by Bargas-Avila and Lotscher (2006): α = 0,89, N=881 
and α = 0,84, N=127. Thus we can safely say that the translation did not affect the way of 
interpreting the items which consistently measure the same construct – user satisfaction with 
the Intranet. 

From a validity perspective, the construct validity test was chosen. A way of 
investigating this type of validity is represented by the convergent and discriminatory validity 
coefficients. 

The analysis of the results indicates a strong convergent validity (r=0,76**) but also a 
poor discriminatory validity (correlations between 0,65** and 0,82** with scales designed to 
measure aspects of technology competency). 

An exploratory factorial analysis was performed through the extraction of main 
components method, to see if the Intranet technology satisfaction is a one-dimensional 
construct.   

A factorial analysis on main components was effectuated. Only factors with an 
Eigenvalue over 1 were kept. The factors’ orthogonal rotation determined the factorial 
structure presented in table 4. The first factor explains 35% of the variation and the second 
one 29%. The first factor seems to be built out of those items which reflect satisfaction owed 
to the ease of use of the Intranet, and the second one the satisfaction owed to efficiency. 

Thus, we can say that the scale validity remains to be investigated in future studies, a 
straight conclusion could not be drawn from these data. 

However, exactly these coefficients of convergent and discriminatory validity which, 
together with the results from the exploratory factorial analysis which missed to confirm the 
one-factorial structure of the original scale, leave the validity issue of the scale construct 
unsolved, may become very useful in a critical analysis of this undertaking. The starting point 
for this critical analysis is the very clear specification of the term: validity of construct. 
 



A critical reconsideration of the usability concept starting from the convergent and 
discriminatory validity results. 
 

Starting from the meaning of the validity of construct and from the highlighted issues 
connected to it, in this section we brought forward the reasons found at the basis of these 
coefficients. We showed at the same time that these results even challenge the measured core 
concepts – satisfaction and usability, making their reconsideration necessary. 

An idea regarding possible solutions in this transition raises from abandoning the term 
of usability and moving towards the user experience one (Hassenzahl, 2002). This concept 
shifts the attention from the results of technology appreciation so far discussed on a usability 
level to the psychological mechanisms that can justify the appearance of these results. 
 
A synthesis of the main objectives of research after considering and incorporating the 
preliminary study results. 
 

Starting with a wish to investigate the challenges associated with the implementation 
of the Intranet information technologies in a Romanian organizational context, the 
preparation and specification of the research tasks led to results which came to modify the 
initial coordinates of the proposed subject. 

The accordance between preliminary results and the observations present in scholarly 
literature which confirm the suspicions related to the validity of construct (Gray & Salzman, 
19981, Hornbᴂk, 2006), but also a certain tradition in not respecting the scientific rigors 
regarding the foundation of conceptualization and measurement in previous contributions and 
also in the correctness of reporting data related to the faithfulness and the validity of 
measurements  (Hornbᴂk, 2006) raised question marks regarding the scientific research 
conduct that defines the HCI field. Making use of the incipient phase of Romanian research 
in human – computer interaction field and its following of international standards, we 
considered that a critic analysis of its results will increase our understanding of the way in 
which some of conceptual ambiguities and deficiencies of the measurement models emerged 
in the national and international scientific communities.    

As a result, a prime objective of this study is a critic analysis of the directions, of the 
general methodological approaches and of the usability concept approach in human – 
computer interaction field in Romanian scientific research between 2004 and 2009. 

Beyond the scientific research attitude that defines this field, the issues reported on 
the validity of content level led to a critic analysis of the manner of construction of measuring 
instruments for usability and satisfaction and of the conceptual content of items. 

In consequence, a second objective of the study is the examination of the relation 
between the main constructs which investigates the user perceptions regarding interactive 
technologies (usability, user satisfaction and user experience). Within this, a specific 
objective is testing the explanatory and integrative potential of user experience model in 
connection with the constructs of usability and satisfaction. 

Last but not least, our critical analysis has highlighted the user experience model’s 
ability to explain interactions with the interactive technology even in an organisational 
environment, where we expect that the aspects related to tasks to be most relevant. At the 
same time, based on the model, mechanisms can be derived. Through these mechanisms 
organisation specific factors, like those related to organisational culture can intervene in the 
formation of perceptions and the consequences of these perceptions on a cognitive, emotional 
and behavioural level. 



Based on these arguments, a final core objective of the study consisted in 
investigating the validity of the user experience model in an organisational context. More 
specifically, we wanted to check whether the model’s predictions in terms of forming 
evaluations in regards to technology but also to behaviour of use are supported in the case of 
Intranet technology in organisational context, too. We also wanted to verify the moderating 
role of organisational culture variables in the relation between the perceptions on Intranet and 
the results on an cognitive and behavioural level. 

Each of the three main research objectives is followed through in the next three 
chapters of the study. Each provides a more detailed conceptual support of the objectives, but 
also the hypothesis and specific secondary objectives associated to each major objective, as 
well as the research results and their implications on a theoretical, empirical and practical 
level. 
 
Chapter 3 
 
An analysis of the Romanian research in the field of human-computer interaction in the 
2004-2009 period. Trends, methodological approaches and development directions. 
 
 Objectives 

• Investigation of topics, scientific research type and the method of approach of 
usability promoted in the Romanian scientific comunity in the HCI field in the 2004-
2009 period. 

• Comparative analysis of the topics and type of research promoted in the Romanian 
scientific comunity  and of the ones identified in the international comunity. 

 
Method 
 

Our research included a number of 274 articles, processed through the content 
analysis method based on multiple coding criteria which will be described in the following 
sections. 

Coding schemes 
Coding scheme of article topic 
To ensure a systematic analysis of the studied articles, we have used as coding 

scheme the conceptual framework of the HCI discipline proposed in the Special Interest 
Group on Computer Human Interaction – SIGCHI for the orientation of education and 
research in this field. 

Coding scheme of research type 
In order to asses the types of research, we have used the types of research framework 

proposed by Alavi & Carlson (1992). 
Coding of data connected to the usability study 
The studies that have dealt with the issue of usability have been identified and we 

have registered the work definition of usability, measurement instruments of usability, data 
processing techniques, the number of users included in evaluation and the conclusions 
extracted from the data. 

Other analysis criteria 
In the end, we have used data related to the authors of each article in order to 

determine their affiliation and their basic field of training. As coding criteria we have used 
the academic - non-academic criterion and the one about the basic training in the technical or 



social sciences fields. Subsequently, based on these last criteria we could also evaluate the 
interdisciplinary degree of the research colectivities represented by each of the considered 
articles. 

Procedure 
The coding process and the evaluation of the agreement between the inter-evaluators 
The general agreement coefficient between inter-evaluators was 0,73 which represents 

an acceptable value. All disagreements highlighted by evaluating the agreement degree 
between inter-evaluators have been solved through discussions. 

 
Results 
 

The results revealed the fact that most of the published articles in Romania in the field 
of human-computer interaction rather cover topics related to design, the information systems 
and the human-computer interface architecture. Overall, the gathered and analysed data 
indicate a prevalence of the contributions coming from the technical field to the field of 
human-computer interaction. 

 

 
Image 3.2. The results of the distribution analysis by fields and years. 

 
Predominant types of research 
 

It can be noted that the number of empirical studies is much higher than the one of 
non-empirical approaches. At the same time, we can see that the most part of empirical 
approaches is represented by researches focused on objects, descriptions of technical systems 
and solutions in this case, and less focused on events or processes (which usually makes a 
scientific research). It can also be observed that the number of empirical research focused on 
process is constantly less even than the number of non-empirical research, which is rarely the 
case in a scientific field. 

 
Image 3. The evolution in time of the research types prevalence. 

  
 



Author affiliation 
 

 
 

Image 3.4. Author affiliation based on academic vs. non-academic and basic training 
(technical, social sciences and interdisciplinary coverage) criteria 

 
The usability concept approach in Romanian research 
 

A 17,15% percentage of the analysed articles have usability as topic of interest. Their 
numbers more or less remained the same over the years, with the exception of 2008 when the 
interest for this concept spiked. What is noticeable, is the fact that not all the articles draw 
conclusions over usability (11,76%), which indicates that in some articles, usability is used as 
a side concept. In a following stage we investigated the definitions given for usability. 17 of 
the articles (36,17%) which tackle the usability concept do not actually offer a definition for 
this concept that underlies their approach. What can be noticed here is that most contributions 
are based on a definition originated in the quality standards of technology and less on 
definitions derived from a careful research of the concept.  

Also, out of the total number of articles dealing with the usability concept, 24 articles 
(51.06%) do not measure in any way or do not specify the way of measuring usability. In 
terms of data analysis methods resulting from the evaluation of usability, 29 articles (61.70%) 
do not report the methods used for data analysis. 
 
Discussion and conclusions 
 

What can be seen overall based on our results is that over the years since the 
emergence of the community of interest in the human-computer interaction and of the 
publications meant to disseminate the scientific efforts, the scientific contributions and the 
activity of this community have been constant. Also, our data do not show a clear direction of 
evolution in this field, but rather a tendency to maintain the initial configuration of this 
domain. We consider that our results, which indicate in more that one way an immature state 
and a slow emergence of this field, can stimulate a reflective reconsideration  of the field and 
an active attempt to redirect the field and draw it closer to the configuration promoted 
internationally and to the trans-disciplinary standards in scientific research. 
 
 
 
 



Relating the Romanian HCI field to international trends 
 

A first observation that could be revealed was that a strong focus on the subjects 
connected to design is present also in the international scholarly reviews in the HCI field 
(Norman, 1994; Shackel, 2009).  

Even internationally, the focus of the research lies on presenting new technologies or 
new applications on existing technologies (Wittacker et al., 2000). Furthermore, the analysis 
of content carried by Newman (1994) showed that unlike other disciplines where there is a 
similar direction (fields of engineering research such as thermodynamics or aerodynamics), 
the HCI field shows a particular feature. In the case of HCI, only a small part of the articles 
focusing on technology were based on previous discoveries and research. Most part of the 
articles were reporting radical or innovating solutions or describing experiences and 
heuristics related to these radical solutions. Wittacker et al. (2000) interpret the results of 
Newman (1994) as signalling a major issue for HCI:  the hindering of the development of a 
HCI science. As a result, although radical inventions are necessary for the evolution of a very 
dynamic discipline, the basic research which allows the construction on the fundaments of 
what other authors had done is as essential for the maturation of the discipline. 
 
Chapter 4 
 
Usability, satisfaction and user experience. Different paradigmes or elements of the 
same phenomenon?  
 

Our endeavour aims to contribute especially to the reflective analysis of the relation 
between these concepts so popular in the HCI field. The main purpose is to identify the 
degree in which these concepts concern different phenomena and represent distinctive 
elements within the same phenomenon.  

To answer these questions we designed a comparative study in two stages.  
The main objective for study 2A was the translation and adaptation in Romanian of 

the AttrakDiff 2.0 questionnaire and of the SUMI and QUIS inventories, as well as verifying 
the psychometric qualities and their factorial structure. In the second stage (study 2B) we 
have targeted the testing of causal structure validity introduced by the user experience model 
by using two sets of data (Attrakdiff 2.0 vs. SUMI & QUIS). 
 
 
Romanian adaptation of instrumets of evaluation for user usability, satisfaction and 
experience  (Study 2A) 
 
Participants 

213 regular students or master students at the Faculty of Psychology and Educational 
Sciences participated in this study and had repetitive interactions with the interactive product 
under evaluation - the Psychology department’s web site (www.psychology.ro). Due to the 
sensitivity of the modelling procedures into structural equations, when incomplete data 
occured, we eliminated incomplete protocols, and were left with a sample group of 152 
processed responses. 
 
 
 



Instruments 
In this study, we have achieved the process of translation and adaptation for three 

instruments present in the scholarly literature, meant to measure the investigated concepts - 
user experience, user satisfaction and usability. 

User experience 
For measuring user experience, we chose the validation instrument AttrakDiff 2.0 

(Hassenzahl, Burmester, & Koller, 2003). 
Usability 
For measuring usability, the SUMI instrument was translated and adapted (HFRG 

1994, MUSiC project). 
User satisfaction 
For evaluating user satisfaction, we translated and adapted the QUIS instrument 

(Questionnaire for User Interaction Satisfaction) (Chin, Diehl, & Norman, 1988). 
 
Results 
 
User experience evaluation 
 

From evaluating the descriptive statistics we saw that the www.psychology.ro site is 
rather perceived as a site with hedonic features of identification, these representing the 
highest average. 
 
 

Table 4.2. Reliability indicators for AttrakDiff scale. 
 

Attrakdiff 2.0 
dimensions 

Cronbach’s alpha 
Romanian sample 
group 

(N=152) 

Cronbach’s alpha 
(Hassenzahl, 
Burmester & 
Koller, 2001) 

Cronbach’s alpha 
(Hassenzahl, Kekez 
& Burmester, 2002) 
(N=46) 

Cronbach’s alpha 
(Hassenzahl, 2004) 
(N=33) 

PQ 0,79 0,83-0,85 0,89 0,90 

HQI 0,83 0,73-0,83 0,88 0,85 

HQs 0,85 0,76-0,90 0,88 0,95 

ATT 0,88 - 0,91 - 

 
  From the analysis of the results about reliability, we can state that the translated and 

adapted instrument has good validity indicators, close to values from other versions of the 
scales in German. 

To check the configuration of the factors in the translated and adapted version of the 
scale, we resorted to a exploratory factorial analysis. 

4 factors (Eigenvalue>1) were extracted from the analysis which altogether explain 
60,54% of the total variation. Thus, the first factor appears to be saturated with items which 
evaluate the pragmatic qualities of technology (PQ) and is also the factor which explains the 
most part of the total variation (39,40%).  



The second factor is saturated with items that evaluate the hedonic quality-stimulation (HQS) 
and explains 10,73% of the total variation. The third factor is saturated in items which 
evaluate identification as a hedonic quality (HQI) and explains 5,60% of the total variation. 
 
QUIS 
  

The analysis of averages shows that the general evaluations for www.psychology.ro 
site are around the average, the most positively perceived aspects being the ones related to the 
ease of learning to use the site  (M=5,06, AS=1,18), while the most negatively perceived are 
the ones connected to the web page structure (M=3,72, AS=0,91). The second type of 
investigated indicators was Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency indicators. 
 

Table 5. Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency indicators. 
 

 

QUIS 5 Dimentions 

Cronbach’s alpha Romanian 
sample group 

(N=152) 

Cronbach’s alpha - Chin et al., 
1988 (N=150) 

General 0,87 0,93 

Screen 0,78 0,933-0,939 

Terminology 0,78 

Learning 0,81 

Abilities 0,80 

 
The results exhibit a good internal consistency for all subscales of the analysed 

instrument. An exploratory factorial analysis was the means to verify the configuration of 
factors for the translated and adapted version of the scale. 

The next step was the analysis of data which resulted from the factorial analysis. 4 
factors (Eigenvalue>1) were extracted. Altogether they explain 64,55% of the total variation. 

Thus, the first factor appears saturated with items which belong to the content and 
structure of the web page. The second factor is saturated with items that evaluate the site’s 
capacities/features. This factor explains 7,98% of the total variation of data. The third factor 
brings together items that measure the ease of site use learning and includes an item related to 
intuitive terminology and explains 6,76% of the total variation.  

So we notice that out of the 4 dimensions of satisfaction evaluation, only 3 can be 
kept following the exploratory factorial analysis.  
 
SUMI 
 

The analysis of descriptive data shows that all 5 dimensions of the scale are situated 
around the averages reported by the initial authors (Porteous, Kirakowski, & Corbett, 1993). 
At the same time, the skew and arch indicators reflect normal distributions. 
 

 
 



Table 8. SUMI scale reliability 
 

 

SUMI dimensions 

Cronbach’s alpha 
Romanian sample group 

(N=152) 

Cronbach’s alpha 
Kirakowski, 1994 
(N=143) 

Cronbach’s alpha 
Kirakowski, 1994 
(N=1100) 

effectiveness 0,81 0,77 0,81 

help 0,87 0,80 0,83 

affect 0,77 0,80 0,85 

control 0,70 0,65 0,71 

learning 0,83 0,77 0,82 

general 0,91 0,90 0,92 

 
  
The results indicate a good internal consistency for all the subscales of the analysed 

instrument. 
Our values are similar to the values drawn from the studies of instrument development.  

For the SUMI usability questionnaire, the adjustment indicators of data for the 
factorial analysis showed that these data, in their current structure, are not suitable for the 
factorial analysis due to the multicolineary aspect of the manifest variables. Running the 
exploratory factorial analysis even in these conditions led to extracting a factorial structure 
impossible to interpret, which does not come closer to the one suggested by the empirical 
contributions which support the development of the test (Kelly, 1994; Kirakowski, 1994). 
This situation raises question marks regarding the accuracy of the factorial analyses on which 
these contributions rely, never presented in detail, with all the data it entails. In its current 
form, the SUMI instrument appears to exhibit serious deficits in respect to construct validity. 
By comparison with the other two instruments, the latter presents the most serious issues in 
this respect, the reported subscales not being even partially present in the data structure. 

Inter-scale correlations 
The results (r between 0.39 ** and 0.91 **) reveal one more time the deficiencies of 

the construct validity reflected by reduced coefficients of discriminative validity. Again, 
although the scholarly literature reports low correlations between scales, our data show high 
and medium positive correlations, constant between most subscales of these instruments. 
 
Discussion and conclusions 
 

Overall, our data seem to align to the existing studies of the scholarly literature which 
give arguments to the persistence of some deficiencies in instruments validation and in 
methods of usability and user satisfaction measurement (Hornbaek, 2006; Gray & Salzman, 
1998a, Gray & Salzman, 1998b, Hartson et al., 2000; Melone, 1990). 
 
 
 
 



The investigation of the conceptual structure undelying the usability, user satisfaction 
and user experience concepts(Studiu 2B) 
 
 

Although developed under different paradigms, both satisfaction and usability 
concepts seem to be based on the same psychological construction mechanism of the 
perceived product character (the cognitive schema that gathers the  users' representations 
concerning the attributes of products) based on which, according to context and product, 
various cognitive (evaluation), emotional (pleasure, satisfaction) and behavioural (avoidance, 
approach) consequences are formed. 

Starting with these observations, the hypothesis that are at the base of this study are 
the following: 

H1: The empirical data obtained through the application of the AttrackDiff instrument 
validate the causal structure conveyed by the user experience model.  

H2: The empirical data obtained through the application of the QUIS and SUMI 
instruments validate the causal structure conveyed by the user experience model.  

H3a: In both cases of data sets, only the hedonic-identification attributes will make a 
significant contribution in explaining aesthetic evaluations. 

H3b: All types of attributes will significantly contribute to explaining the utility 
evaluations, the pragmatic attributes weighing the most in the balance, in both cases of data 
sets. 
 
Method 
 

Participants 
213 regular or master students of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences 

participated in the study and a number of 152 complete protocols were included in the 
analysis. 

Instruments 
The 3 instruments used were AttrakDiff 2.0 for measuring user experience 

(Hassenzahl, Burmester, & Koller, 2003), SUMI for evaluating usability (Kirakowski, 1994) 
and QUIS for evaluating user satisfaction (Chin, Diehl, & Norman, 1988). 

Procedure 
The procedure of item selection 
The procedure of selecting the model for measuring the causal structure conveyed by 

the model of user experience through indicators of usability and user satisfaction instruments 
had at its foundation an approach based on experts. 

The procedure of testing the validity 
  

Our testing procedure consisted of two steps. 
1. The evaluation of the validity of models through procedures of confirmational 

factorial analysis. 
2. The evaluation of the predicted structural model. 

 
Results 
 

The evaluation of the validity of models through procedures of confirmational 
factorial analysis 



Testing these initials models resulted in inadequate matching indicators. 
 
 
 

  
Table 4. 10. Matching indicators for initial models. 

 
Matching 
indicators 

χ2 GFI CFI RMSEA PCLOSE 

Attrakdiff 140,638 

df= 74 

p=.000 

0,884 0,924 0,077 0,014 

Usability 

Satisfaction 

142,184 

df=41 

p=,000 

0,851 0,847 0,082 0,000 

 
  

Because in certain cases (content overlapping, error resulting from the same 
measurement methods) it can be justified (Byrne, 2010), we resorted to specifying 2 
correlations between errors for each of the two measurement methods. 

  
Table 4. 11. The evaluation of the validity of models through procedures of 

confirmational factorial analysis. 
  
Matching 
indicators 

χ2 GFI CFI RMSEA PCLOSE 

Attrakdiff 121,641 

df= 72 

p=.000 

0,901 0,944 0,062 0,582 

Usability 

Satisfaction 

88,441 

Df=38 

p=,000 

0,909 0,924 0,068 0,489 

 
  

The obtained indicators reveal an adequate matching of data, thus indicating the 
validity of measurement models specified in this second step. 
  
Evaluation of the structural model proposed 
  



Table 12. Matching indicators for testing the causal structure proposed with the help of two 
sets of data. 

 
Matching 
indicators 

χ2 GFI CFI RMSEA ECVI 

Attrakdiff 290,645 

Df=159 

P=,000 

0,893 0,921 0,064 2,600 

Usability 

Satisfaction 

176,612 

Df= 95 

P=,000 

0,875 0,930 0,065 258,71 

 
  

Their analysis indicates an adequate fit of both sets of data on the tested structure, 
which leads to the validation of the first two hypotheses set for this study. 

 
 

Table 4. 13. Unstandardised estimations. Regression coeficients (Structural Paths) for the 
AttrackDiff 2.0 instrument. 

 
    Estimations S.E. C.R. P 

Attr <--- HQI .646 .122 5.280 *** 

Attr <--- PQ .108 .091 1.194 .232 

Attr <--- HQS .053 .176 .301 .763 

Good <--- PQ .522 .106 3.787 *** 

Good <--- HQS .403 .205 2.546 .011 

Good <--- HQI .263 .113 2.329 .020 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



Table 4.14. Unstandardised estimations. Regression coeficients (Structural Paths) for the 
usability and satisfaction items 2.0. 

 
    Estimations S.E. C.R. P 

Attr <--- HQI .596 .220 2.702 .007 

Attr <--- PQ .090 .103 .872 .383 

Attr <--- HQS .016 .178 .088 .930 

Good <---   PQ .672 .128 5.236 *** 

Good <--- HQS .326 .117 2.788 .005 

Good <--- HQI .197 .121 1.630 .103 

 
In accordance with the predictions of the theoretical model, the product’s attributes 

weigh differently when they explain the formation of some different general evaluations 
(Tables 4.13, 4.14). 
 
Discussion and conclusions 
 

The results of this study bring a major contribution to the theoretical clarification of 
some constructs intensely mentioned in the human-computer interaction field: usability, 
satisfaction and user experience. Although the relation between these concepts has been of 
intense interest in the scientific community of this field (see Bevan, 2008, Petrie & Bevan, 
2009, Hornbaek, 2006, Hassenzahl 2004, Hassenzahl, 2008, Stewart, 2008) no solution has 
been presented for this dilemma. 

The results reveal the fact that in classical forms of measurement, the concepts of 
usability and user satisfaction overlap conceptually with the user experience one. In 
conclusion there is a false differentiation between user satisfaction, usability and user 
experience. All these three constructs represent no more than stages and different factors 
which contribute with certain products to the building of user experience and can be 
integrated within the same psychological mechanism. 
 
 
Chapter 5 
 
The experience of the intranet technology user in organisational context. Investigation 
on the role of organisational culture. 
 
Objectives 
 

Starting with the aspects revealed so far, this study has two main objectives. First, we 
want to investigate the explanatory value of the user experience model in an organisational 
context by considering a type of interactive technology which supports and calls for both 
needs related to tasks and needs related to self, i.e. technology of intranet type. Furthermore, 
we want to investigate the role played by organisational culture in building the user’s 
experience with the interactive technology in organisational context. 



The second main objective is connected to investigating the way in which the user 
experience paradigm can be used in order to comprehend the results on the level of use 
behaviours supported by intranet technology. More specifically, we want to investigate the 
predictive value of the perceived traits in technology over the intranet use behaviours, both 
the ones supported by outer motivation (execution) and the ones supported by inner 
motivation (commitment, development, expansion). At the same time our goal is to test the 
moderating role of the cultural dimensions in the relation between perceived traits and 
intranet supported behaviours. 
 
The verification of the explanatory power of the user experience in the organisational 
context. The impact of organisational culture (Study 3A). 
 

H1. Hedonic-identification attributes will explain in most part the formation of 
evaluation in regards to intranet appeal. 

H2. Pragmatic attributes together with the hedonic ones will explain the formation of 
general evaluation of utility (good), the most explanatory weight being that of the pragmatic 
attributes, followed by that of hedonic-identification attributes. 

H3. Pragmatic attributes together with the hedonic ones will explain the formation of 
general evaluation of intranet quality, the most explanatory weight being that of the 
pragmatic attributes, followed by that of hedonic-identification attributes. 

H4a. In a culture dominated by orientation towards people and the valorisation of 
social support, the weight of the hedonic traits in explaining the global evaluations of 
product quality, will be more substantial than that of the pragmatic traits. The hedonic-
identification trait is the one that contributes most in explaining these evaluations. 

H4b: In a culture dominated by orientation towards objectives and results, the weight 
of the pragmatic traits in explaining the global evaluations of product quality will be more 
substantial than that of the hedonic traits. 
 
Method 
 

Participants 
84 employees from 2 organisations with different profiles took part in the study. Both 

organisations had implemented an intranet system used by the employees in their everyday 
activity. 

Instruments 
In order to measure the user experience, we chose the AttrakDiff 2.0 instrument 

(Hassenzahl, Burmester, & Koller, 2003). To measure the specific organisational culture, the 
FOCUS-93 questionnaire was used (De Cock, 1991; Muijen, Koopman, Dondeyne, De Cock, 
& DeWitte, 1992). 
  
  
Results 
 

From the results analysis one could observe that the largest weight in predicting 
evaluations of beauty is given by the hedonic-identification trait (β =0,485, t=6,14, p=0,000). 
The contribution of the other variables is also substantial, even if not as much. 

In respect to explaining the formation of general evaluations on utility (good), the 
results show that the weight of the 3 variables are modified when it comes to prediction. 



Thus, in this case, the largest weight in prediction belongs to pragmatic traits (β =0,498 
t=5,62, p=0.000). At the same time the contribution of the hedonic-identification is important 
(β =0,236, t=2,480, p=0,015) while the one of the hedonic-stimulation becomes unimportant 
(β =0,132, t=1,37, p=0,172) thus confirming the second hypothesis of the study. 

The last type of evaluation considered was the general evaluation of the intranet 
quality (Appeal).  Here, all 3 types of perceived attributes (pragmatic, identification, 
stimulation) contribute significantly to the prediction of the global evaluation of intranet 
quality (hypothesis 3). 

 
The impact of organisational cullture 
  

Table 10. Culture A. 
 

Model   Independent 
variables 

β t p Semipartial 
correlations 
(control of 
remaining 
variables) 

Adjusted R2  0,383 C. 
Pragmatic 

0,430 3,53 0,001 0,418 

F (3,44) 9,09 C. Hedonic 
Identification 

0,292 2,35 0,023 0,279 

p 0,000 

  

C. Hedonic 
Stimulation 

0,303 2,47 0,017 0,293 

 
- Dependant variable: general evaluation of intranet quality 
 
 

Table 10. Culture B 
 

Model   Independent 
variables 

β t p Semipartial 
correlations 
(control of 
remaining 
variables)

Adjusted R2 0,706 C. Pragmatic 0,332 3,36 0,002 0,323 
F (3,32) 25,58 C. Hedonic 

Identification 
0,591 5,41 0,000 0,520 

p 0,000 
  

C. Hedonic 
Stimulation 

0,195 1,80 0,081 0,173 

 
- Dependant variable: general evaluation of intranet quality 
 

  
 
 



Table 11. Models of multilinear explanatory regression for the dependent variable – 
Beauty , for cultures A and B. 

 
Model   Independent 

variables 
β t p Semipartial 

correlations 
(control of 
remaining 
variables)

R2 A=,588 C. Pragmatic 0,343 3,45 0,001 0,334 
  B=,496   0,285 2,21 0,034 0,278 
F (3;44) A=20,91 C. Hedonic 

Identification
0,358 4,52 0,000 0,438 

F (3;32) B=10,47   0,552 3,86 0,001 0,485 
P A=0,000 

  
C. Hedonic 
Stimulation 

0,444 4,43 0,000 0,429 

  B=0,000   0,065 0,46 0,649 0,058 
 
  
So we notice again that for the two companies the contribution of hedonic traits to the 

prediction of beauty evaluations is modified. For company A, the contribution of hedonic-
stimulation traits is a significant one, while for company B the contribution is insignificant. 

In respects to the utility (good) evaluation, the regression model for company A has 
highlighted the fact that the highest predictive value comes from the pragmatic traits followed 
by hedonic-stimulation traits, and the identification variable brings an insignificant 
contribution. 

The regression model for company B highlighted the fact that the highest predictive 
value is brought in by the hedonic-identification traits, followed by pragmatic traits, while 
hedonic-stimulation traits have a insignificant contribution to the prediction (Table 12). 
 

Table 12. Models of multilinear explanatory regression for the dependent variable – 
Good , for cultures A and B. 

 
Model   Independent 

variables 
β t p Semipartial 

correlations 
(control of 
remaining 
variables)

R2 A=,482 C. Pragmatic 0,632 5,67 0,000 0,493 
  B=,374   0,344 2,39 0,023 0,335 
F (3;44) A=13,66 C. Hedonic 

Identification 
-0,082 -0,72 0,471 -0,147 

F (3;32) B=6,36   0,469 2,94 0,006 0,413 
P A=0,000 

  
C. Hedonic 
Stimulation 

0,197 1,75 0,086 0,297 

  B=0,002   -0,69 -0,436 0,666 -0,061 
 
  

None of these moderation relations was empirically supported moderation in our 
group sample. On the other hand, a direct relationship could be highlighted: when the 
perceived traits effect is controlled (ΔR2 = 0.024, Fchange = 5.06, p = 0.027), the individual 
contribution of the support variable to the global evaluation prediction is statistically 
significant (rsp = 0.155). 



Discussion and conclusions 
 

The results of this study reveal the fact that the user experience model is a model 
which works and allows for predictions regarding the way in which cognitive evaluations 
regarding technology are formed, even when the considered environment is an organisational 
one, which tends to relate rather with tasks and fulfilling these, and less with the pleasure of 
use and other hedonic results more frequently associated with this model (Monk & Frohlich, 
1999; Draper, 1999, Glass, 1997, Jordan, 2000, Hassenzahl, 2002; 2003; 2004; 2008, Gaver 
& Martin, 2000). 

Regarding the role of organizational culture, we could only reveal changes in the 
explanatory power of the traits perceived in the two companies where different dimensions of 
the organizational culture are predominantly valorified. These differences, however, cannot 
be directly associated with certain dimensions of organizational culture; other intra-
organizational factors, such as the practice of using the intranet or the different functions of 
the intranet in the two organizations, could be related to these changes. 
 
A model of user experience in work environment focused on behavioural resultants. The 
role of organisational culture. 
 

Although situated among the consequences side of the user experience model, so far 
the relation between their behaviours with the perceived qualities of the product has not been 
investigated, only the relation to consequences on a cognitive level has been emphasised 
(Harbich & Hassenzahl, 2008; Harbich, Hassenzahl, & Kinzel, 2007). The main objective of 
the study is to investigate this relation. A second objective is to verify the permanence of the 
relations between the behavioural consequences and cognitive ones, and also to investigate 
the relations between the perceived traits of the product and the behavioural resultants. 
 
Method 
 

Participants 
84 employees from 2 organisations different in profile took part in the study. Both 

organisations implemented an intranet system built on a Microsoft Sharepoint platform, 
which the employees use in their everyday activities. 
 

Instruments 
We used two instruments of measuring user experience (AttrakDiff 2.0 - Hassenzahl, 

Burmester, & Koller, 2003) and the organisational culture specific to the organisations 
participating in the study (FOCUS 93 - De Cock, 1991; Muijen, et al., 1992). These were 
used for study 3A. Instrument e4 was added (Harbich, Hassenzahl, & Kinzel, 2007) in order 
to measure the behavioural resultants of the user experience in interactive technology in an 
organisational environment. 
 
Results 
 

The first step in our analysis is verifying the quality in the Romanian translation of the 
E4 instrument. Based on the analysis 5 factors were extracted (Eigenvalue>1); they explain 
together 71% of the total variation. The results, with the exception of item 5 which is a 
separate factor in itself, are identical with the ones from the original scale. 



In the same sense of verifying construct validity of the instrument we also analyzed 
the inter-dimensions correlations. The results indicate that the dimension connected to 
solving execution tasks does not correlate with any of the other dimensions of the scales, and 
the commitment dimension correlated with both hedonic dimensions: development and 
expansion. Correlations, although significant, are moderate, and even more reduced than 
those obtained by the authors of the scale. 

The Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency indicators have shown a good reliability of 
the instrument e4 scales, being comparable with the ones obtained by the authors of the scale. 

In order to verify the first hypothesis of the study we used an analysis of multilinear 
hierarchical regression. Its results can be analysed in table 7. 
 
Table 7. The results of the multilinear regression analysis on the dependant variable – Good. 

 
Mode
l 

  Independent variables β t p Semi partial 
correlations 
(control of 
remaining 
variables) 

1 R2  0,201 Execution 0,418 4,80 0,000  
 F (1,82) 17,36      
 P 0,000      
2 ∆R2  0,184*** Execution 0,468 4,80 0,000 0,433 
 F (4,79) 11,02 Expansion 0,105 1,05 0,295 0,095 
 p 0,000 Commitment 0,429 4,14 0,000 0,374 
   Development -0,167 -1,59 0,114 -0,144 

 
‐ Dependant variable: Good 

 
Based on the analysis of the presented data we see that utility assessments are mostly 

explained by facilitating execution behavior, but adding hedonic behaviors to this adds a 
significant boost in prediction, due to the commitment variable which is the only one of these 
three types of behaviors related to self which significantly explains this type of evaluation; 
the explanatory power is even close to that of solving type behaviors. But when we take into 
account the assessment of the desirable-motivational trait of the intranet, we can see that 
when introducing the hedonic behaviors in the regression model, the significant contribution 
in the first model of the execution variable now becomes insignificant, while hedonic 
behaviors contributions all become significant. 
 

Table 8. The results of the multilinear regression analysis on the dependant variable – 
Motivational 

 
Mode
l 

  Independent 
variables 

β t p Semi partial 
correlations (control 
of remaining 
variables) 

1 R2  0,054 
 

Execution 0,232 2,15 0,034  

 F (1,82) 4,06      
 P 0,034      
2 ∆R2  0,261*** Execution 0,086 0,82 0,397 0,079 
 F (4,79) 9,06 Expansion -

0,237 
-2,31 0,023 -0,215 

 p 0,000 Commitment 0,359 3,35 0,001 0,313 
   Development 0,305 2,82 0,006 0,263 



 
For explaining each category of behaviors based on the perceived technology traits we 

resorted also to the multilinear regression analysis. We also investigated the explanatory 
power of the cultural dimensions over technology use behaviors. The results are shown in the 
table below. 
 
Table 9. The results of multilinear regression analysis for predicting behaviours based on the 

perceived product traits and based on cultural dimensions. 
 

Dependent 
variables 

  Independent 
variables 

β t p Semi partial 
correlations (control 
of remaining 
variables) 

Execution 1 R2  0,168 
 

C. Pragmatic 0,152 1,46 0,146 0,150 

 F (3,80) 5,40 C.H. Identification -0,026 -0,23 0,815 -0,024 
 P 0,002 C.H. Stimulation 0,369 3,30 0,001 0,337 
Execution 2 ∆R2  0,052*

* 
 

C. Pragmatic 0,068 0,63 0,527 0,063 

 F (4,79) 5,59 C.H. Identification -0,72 -0,65 0,515 -0,065 
 P 0,001 C.H. Stimulation 0,381 3,50 0,001 0,348 
   INNOVATION  0,248 2,30 0,024 0,229 
Commitment R2  0,204 

 
C. Pragmatic 0,218 2,16 0,034 0,215 

 F (3,80) 6,82 C.H. Identification 0,365 3,35 0,001 0,335 
 P 0,000 C.H. Stimulation 0,019 0,17 0,866 0,017 
Commitment ∆R2  0,194*

** 
 

C. Pragmatic 0,209 2,08 0,041 0,190 

 F (5,78) 7,90 C.H. Identification 0,244 2,34 0,021 0,214 
 P 0,000 C.H. Stimulation 0,034 0,34 0,735 0,031 
   SUPPORT 0,393 3,91 0,000 0,357 
   RULES -0,226 2,28 0,025 -0,208 
Development R2  0,204 

 
Experience 0,267 2,54 0,013 0,264 

 F (4,78)n 4,75 C. Pragmatic 0,017 0,15 0,874 0,017 
 P 0,002 C.H. Identification 0,373 3,34 0,001 0,346 
   C.H. Stimulation -0,039 -0,34 0,731 -0,036 
Development ∆R2  0,113*

* 
 

Experience 0,148 1,42 0,158 0,138 

 F (5,77)n 6,70 C. Pragmatic -0,091 -0,87 0,383 -0,085 
 P 0,000 C.H. Identification 0,253 2,30 0,024 0,223 
   C.H. Stimulation -0,003 -0,02 0,977 -0,003 
   OBJECTIVES 0,391 3,47 0,001 0,336 
        
Expansion 1 Insignific

ant  
 C. Pragmatic     

   C.H. Identification     
   C.H. Stimulation     
Expansion 2 R2  0,186 

 
     

 F (2,82) 3,84 INNOVATION 0,296 1,82 0,071 0,193 
 P 0,025 OBJECTIVES 0,445 2,74 0,007 0,290 
 

 



Results analysis shows that, contrary to the formed hypothesis number 2, the 
execution behaviours within our group sample are best explained by hedonic-stimulation 
traits. 

In what the commitment behaviours are concerned, the results confirm hypothesis 3a, 
revealing the fact that the hedonic-identification traits contribute the most in explaining the 
emergence of this behaviour. 

In accordance with the Job Resources Job Demands model (Bakker & Demeroutti, 
2008), an antecedent of commitment was accounted for by social support at work. Thus, the 
orientation toward support and rules contribute to explaining commitment, innovation 
contributes to explaining execution and expansion, and the orientation towards objectives 
contributes to explaining development and work expansion behaviors. We can say that 
hypothesis 5 is partially confirmed, while the specific effect of each cultural variable over the 
technology use behaviours would require further investigations. 

The results for testing the 4th hypothesis led to its rejection. Thus, by performing 
multilinear hierarchical regressions on the four behavioral resultants, a significant increase of 
the weight of identification trait in explaining the behaviors could not be revealed, as it was 
observed in the first study. 

Conclusions 

This study joins recent efforts, however small in number, to address the issue of 
technology user experience in an organizational environment, and especially those focused on 
studying the consequences of user experience regarding technology supported behaviours 
(Harbich et al., 2007, Harbich & Hassenzahl, 2008). Our efforts have not only converged 
with the existing ones by successfully adapting and using the instruments proposed by the 
user experience in the organizational environment paradigm,  but also by addressing certain 
relations which had not been tested in previous works. 
 

Chapter 6 

Final conclusions 

The studies presented here served several purposes meant to push forward the 
research and understanding of psychological phenomena associated with the implementation 
and use of interactive technologies in various contexts, with focus on using them in 
organisational context. Our work incorporated two preliminary studies and three other, the 
last two, in turn, being made out of two related research approaches. 

Contributions of the conducted studies 

Summarizing the results of conducted studies of this paper, we can summarize the 
contributions of this work, both on the general area of human-computer interaction, and also 
on the more specifically area of investigating user experience on intranet technology in an 
organizational context. 

  
Table 6.1. Study contributions on a theoretical, empirical and practical level. 

 
LEVEL Type A summary of the contributions of the 5 studies conducted here 
THEORETI Critical analysis of -Testing the conceptual models and the models of measurement of the three core 



CAL the used constructs  constructs for the study of the perception of quality  in interaction with technology  
-Highlighting the tradition of concepts crystallization starting with measurement models 

Constructs 
integration 

-Differentiating and defining user satisfaction and usability constructs 
-Using the conceptual framework of user experience model to integrate these constructs 
-Empirical testing to confirm the proposed integrative solution 

Development of the 
user experience 
model 

-Investigating the role organisational culture dimensions as contextual factors, while the 
only contextual factors investigated so far are the ones connected to use situations 
(directed towards goal vs. activity). 
-Extending the model specifications to the level of behavioural results by 
operationalisation of use behaviours in the light of their motivational value. 

EMPIRICAL Empirical support for 
the theoretical 
analysis of the HCI 
field 

-The study of research trends in the HCI field in Romania (study 1) is the first one of its 
kind in the HCI scientific community in the country and one of the few systematic 
studies conducted internationally. 

Testing of 
measurement 
instruments for 
experience, 
satisfaction 

-Study 2A provides proofs regarding the unsuitability of some well known scales for the 
measuring of usability and user experience 
-Study 2A provides data which supports the adaptation of the instrument of user 
experience evaluation with little modifications on some items 
-Study 3A supports the adaptation of the instrument of user experience evaluation even 
when the context is organisational and the interactive technology is of intranet type 

Testing of the user 
experience model 

- Study 2B is the first study which tests the causal structure of the user experience model 
with the help of shaping into structural equations; so far testing has been done only with 
the help of regression models 
-Study 2B provides data which support the validity of the causal structure described by 
the user experience model even when measurements from instruments of user 
satisfaction and usability are being used 
-Study 3A provides data which support the adaptation of the user experience model also 
in an organisational context, taking into consideration the intranet type of technology, a 
context and a type of technology that have not been investigated before inside this 
model. 
-Study 3B investigates the adaptation of the user experience model when the considered 
results are use behaviours, an aspect which was not tested before 
-Studies 3A and 3B investigate the role of cultural dimensions in explaining evaluations 
and behaviours supported by technology and provide data which support a direct effect 
of these variables, and not a moderating effect, especially over behavioural results 

PRACTICA
L 

Adaptation of 4 
instruments in 
Romanian 

-Studies 2A and 2B can formulate recommendations in regards to using certain 
instruments in practice (Attrackdiff 2.0 and QUIS) or in regards to the unsuitability of 
other instruments for their use in practice (SUMI) 
-Study 3A confirms the adaptation of AttrackDiff 2.0 instrument also in an 
organisational context in relation to intranet technology 
-Study 3A confirms the adaptation of e4 instrument of evaluating the behaviours 
supported by technology in organisational context 

Support for the 
necessity of 
considering hedonic 
qualities in the 
formation of 
evaluations and 
behaviours supported 
by intranet 

-Studies 3A and 3B show that even when the center of interest is a technology of support 
for organizational processes, hedonic characters are significant predictors of evaluations 
but also of work behaviour technologically supported. Therefore, design and 
implementation efforts should aim at technology features which meet the needs of 
employees beyond simply solving tasks, such as the need for networking / identification 
or the need for self development/ stimulation. 

Support for the 
necessity of 
considering elements 
of organisational 
culture in 
consideration of a 
successful 
implementation  

-Studies 3Aand 3B highlight the explanatory power of the organisational culture 
dimensions, especially in regards to the results on a behavioural level. 
-Use behaviours: behaviours that go beyond the simple execution of the task (such as 
commitment, development and expansion) are heavily influenced also by the type of 
organisational culture, and the contribution of the perceived attributes of technology is 
more reduced. 
-When it comes to processes of intranet implementation, the companies should pay 
attention also to the elements of the organisational culture which can support certain use 
behaviours to a greater extent than the perceived attributes of technology (e.g. 
commitment behaviours supported by technology).  



 
 
Aside from the contributions highlighted in the previous sections, it is important to 

also mention the limits that restrict the general dimension of the results. Beyond these limits, 
however, and the need to go deeper with the research of certain aspects related with the used 
model and the particular context and technology under study, we are convinced that our 
research represent and evolution in this field, both from the perspective of the results which 
support the importance of the holistic consideration of the use experience, even when the 
context is organisational and the technology has the main purpose supporting organisational 
processes and operational tasks completion. 
 
 
Bibliography 
 
Aguinis, H., Henle, C. A., & Ostroff, C. (2001). Measurement in work and organizational psychology. In N. Anderson, D. S. Ones, H. K. 
Sinangil, & C. Viswesvaran (Eds.), Handbook of industrial, work and organizational psychology (Vol. 1, pp. 27–50). London: Sage. 
Alavi, M., & Carlson, P. (1992). A review of MIS research and disciplinary development. Journal of Management Information Systems, 
8(4), 45–62. 
Albu, M., Pitariu H.D. (2000),.O analiză a validităţii relative la construct a scalelor din chestionarul FOCUS-93 referitoare la climatul 
organizaţional, Studii de psihologie, 4(3-4), 53-61.  
Amoako-Gyampah, K, & Salam, A.F. (2004). An extension of the Technology Acceptance Model in an ERP implementation environment. 
Information and Management, 41, 731-745. 
Andrei, D.M. (2009). Particularități ale procesului de implementare a tehnologiei intranet în contextul culturii organizaționale românești – 
date preliminare. Referat doctorat nepublicat, Cluj-Napoca: Universitatea Babeș-Bolyai. 
Applegate, L.M. (1994). Managing in an information age: transforming the organization for the 1990s. In: Transforming organizations with 
Information technology, (pp 15-94). North-Holland, B.V: Elsevier Science. 
Argyris C. & D. Schon. (1978). Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective. Reading UK: Addison-Wesley Publishers.  
Ashforth, B., & Humphrey, R. (1995). Emotion in the workplace: A reappraisal. Human Relations, 48 (2), 97 – 125 
Attewell, P. (1992). Technology diffusion and organizational learning: the case of business computing. Organization Science, 3(1), 1-19. 
Baard, P.P., Deci, E.L., & Ryan, R.M. (2004). Intrinsic Need Satisfaction: A Motivational Basis of Performance and Well-Being in Two 
Work Settings. Journal of Applied Social Psychology 34(10), 2045–2068. 
Bacon, L. D. (1997). Using Amos for structural equation modeling în market research. Lynd. Bacon & Associates, SPSS Inc. 
Baecker, R., Booth, K., Jovicic, S., McGrenere, J., & Moore, G.(2000). Reducing the gap between what users know and what they need to 
know. In: Proceedings on the 2000 conference on Universal Usability, Arlington, Virginia, US (pp. 17–23). New York: ACM Press. 
Bailey, J., McKnight, L., & Bosco, P. (1995). The economics of advanced services in an open communications infrastructure: transaction 
costs, production costs, and network externalities. Information Infrastructure and Policy, 4, 255-77. 
Bakker, A.B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career Development International, 13, 209-223. 
Bannon, L. (1991). From Human Factors to Human Actors. The Role of Psychology and Human Computer Interaction Studies in System 
Design. In: J. Greenbaum & M. Kyng (Eds.). Design at Work. Cooperative design of computer systems (pp. 25-44). New-Jersey: Laurence 
Erlbaum Associates.  
Bargas-Avila J., & Jonas Lotscher, J (2006). Intranet Satisfaction Questionnaire.   Acesat online în 11.012006 la: 
http://www.intranetsatisfaction.com/index_html?content=fragebogen  
Batra, R., & Ahtola, O.T. (1990). Measuring the hedonic and utilitarian sources of consumer attitudes. Marketing Letters, 2, 159-170.  
Beath, C.M. (1991). Supporting the information technology champion. MIS Quarterly, September, 355-371. 
Benbasat, I., Goldstein, D.K. & Mead, M. (1987). The case study research strategy in studies of information systems, MIS Quarterly, 11, 
369-86. 
Benda, M. (1997). Data, data everywhere, IEEE Internet Computing, September-October, 72-75. 
Benyon, D., Turner, P. & Turner, S., (2005). Designing Interactive Systems, People, Activities, Context and Technology. Addison-Wesley, 
Edinburgh. 
Bernard, R. (1996). The Corporate Intranet, New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons 
Bevan, N. (2008). A framework for selecting the most appropriate usability measures. In COST 294-MAUSE Workshop: Critiquing 
Automated Usability Evaluation Methods. March. 
Bevan, N. (2008). UX, usability and ISO standards. Now let's do it in practice: User experience evaluation methods in product development. 
Proceedings of the workshop on CHI 2008 Accesat Online în data de 20.05.2010 la: 
www.cs.tut.fi/ihte/CHI08_workshop/papers/Bevan_UXEM_CHI08_06April08.pdf 
Boros, S. (2007). Facets and dimensions of organizational identification. Cluj-Napoca: ASCR Press.  
Brinck, T., Gergle, D., & Wood, S.D. (2002). Usability for the Web: Designing Web Sites that Work. San Francisco: Morgan Kaufmann 
Publishers. 
Byrne, B.M. (2010). Structural Equation  Modelling with AMOS: basic concepts, applications, and programming (2nd Edition). New York: 
Taylor & Francis Group.  



Caglayan, A. K. & Harrison, C. G. (1997). Agent Sourcebook. New York: Wiley Computer Publishing. 
Carroll, J.M. (1997). Human computer interaction: psychology as a science of design. Annual Review of Psychology, 48, 61-83. 
Cascio, W. F., & Aguinis, H. (2008). Industrial and Organizational Psychology 1963-2007: Changes, choices, and trends. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 93, 1062-1081. 
Chellapa, R., Barua, A., & Whinston, A. B. (1997). Intranets: looking beyond internal corporate web servers. In R. Kalakota, & A.B., 
Whinston (Eds.), Readings in Electronic Commerce, (pp. 311-321). Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley. 
Chin, J. P, Diehl, V. A., & Norman, K. (1988). Development of an instrument measuring user satisfaction of the human-computer interface. 
In Proceedings of CHI '88 Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 213-218. 
Chirică, S. (1996). Psihologie organizațională. Modele de Diagnoză și Intervenție. Cluj-Napoca: Editura Studiul Organizării. 
Ciborra, C.U. (1996). Introduction: what does groupware mean for organizations hosting it? In: C.U Ciborra (Ed.). Groupware & 
Teamwork, (pp. 1-19). New York: John Wiley & Sons.   
Codoban, I., & Chisăliță, C. (2005). Dincolo de utilizabilitatea sistemelor complexe. În: H.D.,Pitariu (Ed.), Ergonomie cognitivă – teorii, 
modele, aplicaţii (pp. 25-37). Bucureşti: Editura Matrix Rom 
Coleman, D. (1997). Collaboration on the Internet and intranets. Proceedings of the 30th Hawaii International Conference on System 
Sciences, 7-10 January, Maui, HI. 
Cook, T.D. & Campbell, D.T. (1979). Quasi-Experimentation: Design and Analysis Issuesfor Field Settings. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.  
Cooper, R.B. & Zmud, R.W. (1990). Information technology implementation research: a technological diffusion approach. Management 
Science, 36, 123-39. 
Cooper, R.B. (1994). The inertial impact of culture on IT implementation. Information & Management, 27, 17-31. 
Davis, F. D., Bagozzi, R. P., & Warshaw, P. R. (1992). Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation to Use Computers in the Workplace. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology, 22, 1111-1132. 
Davis, F.D., Bagozzi, R.P., & Warshaw, P.R. (1989). User acceptance of computer technology: A comparison of two theoretical models. 
Management Science, 35, 982-1003.  
Deci EL, & Ryan RM. 2000. The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: human needs and the self-determination of behavior. Psychol. 
Inq.11:227–68. 
Delobbe, N., Haccoun, R. R., & Vandenberghe, C. (2002). Measuring core dimensions of organizational culture: A review of research and 
development of a new instrument. Unpublished manuscript, Universite catholique de Louvain, Belgium.  
Delone, W., & McLean, E. (1992). Information Systems Success: The Quest for the Dependent Variable. Information Systems Research 3, 
60-95. 
Dennis, A.R. (1996). Information exchange and use in group decision making: you can lead a group to information, but you can’t make it 
think. MIS Quarterly, December, 433-455.  
Diener, E., Sandvik, E. & Pavot, W. 1991 Happiness is the frequency, not the intensity, of positive versus negative affect. In F. Strack (Ed.), 
Subjective well-being: an interdisciplinary perspective (pp. 119–139). Oxford: Pergamon Press. 
Dillon, A., 2001. Beyond usability: process, outcome and affect in human computer interactions. Canadian Journal of  information Science 
26, 57–69. 
Dix, A., Finlay, J. E., Abowd, G. D., & Beale, R. (2004). Human-Computer Interaction. Harlow: Pearson Education Limited. 
Draper, S.W. (1999). Analyzing fun as a candidate software requirement. Personal Technology, 3, 1–6. 
Dube, L., Robey, D., Pare, G., & Elam, J.J. (1993). Organizational culture and the use, availability and attitudes towards microcomputers. 
Proceedings of Administration Sciences Association Canada 14, 122–132. 
Duriau, V. J., Reger, R. K., & Pfarrer, M. D. (2007). A content analysis of the content analysis literature in organization studies: Research 
themes, data sources, and methodological refinements. Organizational Research Methods, 10, 5–34. 
Dyson, P., Coleman, P. & Gilbert, L. (1997). The ABCs of Intranets, Alameda, CA: Sybex.  
Dzida, W., S. Herda, and W. D. Itzfeldt. 1978. User perceived quality of interactive systems. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering 4, 
270–276. 
Eason, K. D. (1991). Ergonomic perspective on advances in human–computer interaction. Ergonomics, 34(6), 721–741. 
Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management Review, 14, 532-550. 
Field, A. (2000). Discovering statistics using SPSS for Windows. London: Sage. 
Fredrickson, B. L. (1998) What good are positive emotions? Rev. Gen. Psychol. 2, 300–319.  
Fredrickson, B. L. (2000). Cultivating positive emotions to optimize health and well-being. Prevention and Treatment 3. 
http://journals.apa.org/prevention/volume3/pre0030001a.html. Accesat la 07.04.2007. 
Fredrickson, B.L. (2002). Positive emotions trigger upward spirals topward emotional well-being. Psychological Science, 13, 172-175. 
Fredrickson, B.L. (2003). The value of positive emotions: the emerging science of positive psychology is coming to understand why it is 
good to feel bad. American Scientist, 91, 330-336. 
Frøkjᴂr E., Hertzum, M., & Hornbᴂk, K (2000). Measuring usability: are effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction really correlated. In: 
Proceedings of ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computer Systems (pp. 345–352). New York, NY: ACM Press. 
Gagné, M., Deci, E. L. (2005): Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 331-362. 
Gaver, W. W., & Martin, H. (2000). Alternatives. Exploring information appliances through conceptual design proposals. In Proceedings of 
the CHI 2000 Conference on Human Factors in Computing. New York: ACM. 
Gaver, W. W., & Martin, H. (2000). Alternatives. Exploring information appliances through conceptual design proposals. Proceedings of 
the CHI 2000 Conference on Human Factors in Computing. New York: ACM 
Giddens, A. (1979). Central Problems in Social Theory: Action, Structure and Contradiction in Social Analysis. Berkeley, CA: University 
of California Press. 



Giddens, A. (1981). Agency, institution and time-space analysis. Advances in Social Theory and Methodology, Boston, MA:  Routledge & 
Kegan.  
Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: outline of the theory of structuration. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Glass, B. (1997). Swept away in a sea of evolution: new challenges and opportunities for usability professionals. In R. Liskowsky, B. M. 
Velichkovsky, & W. Wünschmann (Eds.), Software-Ergonomie '97. Usability Engineering: Integration von Mensch-Computer-Interaktion 
und Software-Entwicklung (pp. 17-26). Stuttgart: B.G. Teubner.  
Goodhue, D. L. (1988). IS attitudes: toward theoretical and definitional clarity. Data Base, 19, 6-15.   
Gray, W. D. & Salzman, M. C. (1998a). Damaged merchandise? A review of experiments that compare usability evaluation methods. 
Human-Computer Interaction 13, 203-261. 
Gray, W. D. & Salzman, M. C. (1998b) “Repairing damaged merchandise: A rejoinder,” Human-Computer Interaction 13, 325-335. 
Greenbaum, J., & Kyng, M. (1991). Introduction: Situated Design. In: J. Greenbaum & M. Kyng (Eds.). Design at Work. Cooperative 
design of computer systems (pp. 1-24). New-Jersey: Laurence Erlbaum Associates.  
Grudin, J. & Palen, L. (1995). Why Groupware Succeeds: Discretion or Mandate? În: H. Marmolin, Y. Sundblad, K. Schmidt (Eds.), 
Proceedings of European CSCW (ECSCW’SS), (pp. 263-278), Kluwer Academic Publishers.  
Hacker, W. (1986). Arbeitspsychologie. Psychische Regulation von Arbeitstätigkeiten, Stuttgart: Huber.  
Harbich, S., & Hassenzahl, M. (2008). Beyond task completion in the Workplace: Execute, Engage, Evolve, Expand. Affect and Emotion in 
Human Computer Interaction, 4868, 154-162. 
Harbich, S., Hassenzahl, M., Kinzel, K. (2007). e4 – Ein neuer Ansatz zur Messung der Qualität interaktiver Produkte für den 
Arbeitskontext. In: T.Gross, (Ed.) Mensch & Computer (pp. 39–48), München: Oldenbourg Wissenschaftsverlag. 
Harper, B. D. & Norman, K. L. (1993). Improving User Satisfaction: The Questionnaire for User Interaction Satisfaction Version 5.5. In 
Proceedings of the 1st Annual Mid-Atlantic Human Factors Conference, Virginia Beach, VA, 224-228. 
Hartson, H. R., Andre, T. S. & Williges, R. C., (2001). Criteria for evaluating usability evaluation methods. International Journal of Human 
Computer Interaction, 13,  373-410. 
Hartwick, J. & Barki, H. (1994). Explaining the role of user participation in information system use. Management Science, 40, 440-465.  
Hassenzahl, M. & Tractinsky, N. (2006). User Experience - a research agenda [Editorial]. Behavior & Information Technology, 25, 91-97. 
Hassenzahl, M. (2002). The effect of perceived hedonic quality on product appealingness. International Journal of Human–Computer 
Interaction, 13, 479–497. 
Hassenzahl, M. (2003). The thing and I: understanding the relationship between user and product. In M. Blythe, C. Overbeeke, A. F. Monk, 
& P. C. Wright (Eds.), Funology: From usability to enjoyment (pp. 31–42). Dordrecht: Kluwer. 
Hassenzahl, M. (2004). The Interplay of Beauty, Goodness, and Usability in Interactive Products. Human Computer Interaction, 19, 319-
349. 
Hassenzahl, M. (2008). User experience (UX): towards an experiential perspective on product quality. In Proceedings of the 20th French-
speaking Conference on Human Computer Interaction IHM '08, 11-15.  
Hassenzahl, M., Burmester, M., & Koller, F. (2003). AttrakDiff: Ein Fragebogen zur Messung wahrgenommener hedonischer und 
pragmatischer Qualität [AttracDiff: A questionnaire to measure perceived hedonic and pragmatic quality]. In J. Ziegler & G. Szwillus 
(Eds.), Mensch&Computer 2003. Interaktion in Bewegung (pp. 187–196). Stuttgart, Leipzig: B. G. Teubner. 
Hassenzahl, M., Kekez, R., & Burmester, M. (2002). The importance of a software’s pragmatic quality depends on usage modes. In H. 
Luczak, A. E. Cakir, & G. Cakir (Eds.), Proceedings of the 6th international conference on Work With Display Units (WWDU 2002; pp. 
275–276). Berlin: ERGONOMIC Institut für Arbeits- und Sozialforschung. 
Hassenzahl, M., Platz, A., Burmester, M., & Lehner, K. (2000). Hedonic and ergonomic quality aspects determine a software’s appeal. 
Proceedings of the CHI 2000 Conference on Human Factors in Computing. New York: CM. 
Heckhausen, H. (1978). Entwurf einer Psychologie des Spielens. In: A. Flitner, (Ed.), Das Kinderspiel (pp. 138–155). , München: Piper. 
Hedberg, B., Dahlgrenm, G., Hansson, J., & Olve, N-G. (1997). Virtual organizations and beyond. New York: John Wiley & Sons.   
Hertzberg, F. (1968). One More Time: How do you Motivate Employees? Harvard Business  
Hewett, T., Baecker, R., Card, S., Carey, T., Gasen, J., Mantei, M., Perlman, G., Strong, G., & Verplank, W. (1992). ACM SIHCHI 
curricula for human–computer interaction. New York, NY: ACM Press. 
Hills, M. (1997). Intranet Business Strategies, New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 
Hirschheim, R.A. (1986). Office Automation: A social and organizational Perspective. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 
Hoffman, D. L. & Novak, T. P. (1996). Marketing in Hypermedia Computer-Mediated Environments: Conceptual Foundations, Journal of 
Marketing, 60, 50-68. 
Holtzblatt, K., & Jones, S. (1993). Contextual inquiry: A participatory technique for system design. In D. Schuler, & A. Namioka (Eds.), 
Participatory Design: Perspectives on Systems Design (pp. 177-210). Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
Hornbæk, K. (2006). Current Practice in Measuring Usability: Challenges to Usability Studies and Research. International Journal of 
Human–Computer Studies, 64, 79–102. 
Huang, M-H. (2003). Designing Website Attributes to Induce Experiential Encounters. Computers in Human Behavior, 19, 425-442. 
Humphrey, W.S. (1995). Introducing the personal software process. Annals of Software Engineering, 1, 311-325. 
Hutchins, E. (1991). Organizing work by adaptation. Organization Sciences, 2(1), 14-39.  
Igbaria, M., Schiffman, S.J., & Wieckowski, T.J.(1994). The respective roles of perceived usefulness and perceived fun in the acceptance of 
microcomputer technology. Behaviour & Information Technology 13(6), 349–361. 
Isen, A. M. (1990). The influence of positive and negative affect on cognitive organization: some implications for development. In N. Stein, 
B. Leventhal & T. Trabasso (Eds.). Psychological and biological approaches to emotion (pp. 75–94). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Isen, A. M. (2000). Positive affect and decision making. In M. Lewis & J. M. Haviland-Jones (Eds.), Handbook of emotions, 2nd Edn (pp. 
417–435). New York: Guilford. 



Isen, A.M. (1987). Positive affect, cognitive processes and social behavior. Advances In Experimental Social Psychology, 20, 203-253.  
Isen, A.M., Rosenzweig, A.S., & Young, M.J.(1991). The Influence of Positive Affect on Clinical Problem Solving. Medical Decision 
Making 11, 221–227. 
ISO 9241-11 (1998). Ergonomic requirements for office work with visual display terminals (VDTs), (Part 11: Guidance on usability). 
NewYork: ISO 
ISO FDIS 9241-210 (2008). Human-centred design process for interactive systems. New-York: ISO. 
Ives, B., Olson, M. H., & Baroudi J. J. (1983). The Measurement of User Information Satisfaction. Communications of the ACM, 26, 785-
793. 
Jarvenpaa, S.L., & Ives, B. (1996). The global network organization of the future: information management opportunities and challanges. 
Journal of Management Information Systems, 10, 25-57. 
Jokela, T. (2008). Characterizations, Requirements, and Activities of User-Centered Design - the KESSU 2.2 Model. In E. L-C. Law, E.T. 
Hvannberg & G. Cockton, (Eds.), Maturing Usability. Quality in interaction, software and value (pp. 168-196). London: Springer-Verlag 
Limited. 
Jordan, P. (2000). Designing pleasurable products: An introduction to the new human factors. London: Taylor & Francis Group. 
Kahn, W. (1990). Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work. Academy of Management Journal, 4, 692-
724. 
Keen, P.G.W. (1981). Information systems and organizational change. Communications of the ACM, 24(1), 24-33. 
Keen, P.G.W. (1991). Shaping the future: business design through information technology. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 
Kelly, M. (1994). MUSiC Final Report Parts 1 and 2: the MUSiC Project. Hampshire, UK: Brameur Ltd,  
Kirakowski, J. (1987). The Computer User Satisfaction Inventory. IEE Colloquium on Evaluation Techniques for Interactive System Design, 
II, London. 
Kirakowski, J. (1994). The use of questionnaire methods for usability assessment. Accesat electronic în data de 15.03.2009 la: 
http://sumi.ucc.ie/sumipapp.html 
Kirakowski, J. (1998). SUMI user handbook. York University College: Human Factors Research Group. 
Kirakowski, J., & Corbett, M. (1988). Measuring User Satisfaction. In D. M. Jones & R. Winder (Eds.), People and Computers IV. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Kling, R., & Scacchi, W. (1982). The web of computing: computer technology as social organization. Advances in Computers, 21, 1-90. 
Kuniavsky, M. (2003). Observing the user experience. A practitioner’s guide to user research. San Francisco: Elsevier. 
Kunze, E. -N. (2001). How to get rid of boredom in waiting-time-gaps of terminal-systems. In M. G. Helander, H. M. Khalid, & T. Ming Po 
(Eds.), Proceedings of The International Conference on Affective Human Factors Design. London: Asean Academic Press. 
Law, E. L-C., Hvannberg, E.T., & Cockton, G. (2008). A Green Paper on Usability Maturation In E. L-C., Law, E.T., Hvannberg, & G., 
Cockton (Eds). Maturing Usability. Quality in interaction, software and value. London: Springer-Verlag Limited. 
Leavitt, H.J. (1964). Applied organizational change in industry: structural, technical and human approaches. In: W.W., Cooper, H.J., Leavitt, 
M.W., Shelly, (Eds.), New Perspectives in Organization Research, (IInd Edition). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 
Legris, P., Ingham, J., & Collerette, P. (2001). Why do people use information technology? A critical review of the technology acceptance 
model, Information and Management 40, 191–204. 
Logan, R.J. (1994). Behavioral and emotional usability: Thomson Consumer Electronics. In M. Wiklund (Ed.), Usability in Practice. 
Cambridge, MA: Academic Press.;  
Lucas, H.C. (1994). Information systems concepts for management (Fifth Edition). New-York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
Lyytinen, K. (1991). Penetration of information technology in organizations. A comparative study using stage models and transaction costs. 
Scandinavian Journal of Information Systems, 3, 87-109. 
Lyytinen, K., & Damsgaard, J. (1998). What's wrong with the diffusion of innovation theory? The case of networked and complex 
technologies. Working Paper R-98-5010, Department of Computer Science, Aalborg, Denmark. 
Lyytinen, K., Rose, G., & Welke, R. (1998). The brave new world of development in the internet work computing architecture (InterNCA): 
or how distributed computing platforms will change systems development. Information Systems Journal, 8, 241-53. 
Malone, T. W. (1982): Heuristics for Designing Enjoyable User Interfaces: Lessons from Computer Games. In: J. C., Thomas, M. L. 
Schneider, (Eds.): Human Factors in Computer Systems (pp. 1-12). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.  
Mankoff, J., Dey, A.K., Hsieh, G., Kientz, J., Ames, M., & Lederer, S. (2003). Heuristic evaluation of ambient displays. In: Proceedings of 
ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, (pp. 169-176), New York: ACM Press. 
Markus, M.L. (1987). Toward a “critical mass” theory of interactive media: universal access, interdependence and diffusion. 
Communication Research, 14, 205-227. 
Markusen, A. (2003). Fuzzy concepts, scanty evidence, policy distance: the case for rigour and policy relevance in critical regional studies. 
Regional Studies, 37, 701-717.  
Martinsons, M.G. (1993). Cultivating the champions for strategic information systems. Journal of Systems Management. August, 31-34.  
McNaughton, R.B., Quickenden, P., Matear, S., & Gray, B. (1999). Intranet adoption and interfunctional coordination. Journal of Marketing 
and Management, 15, 387-403.  
Melone, N.P. (1990). A theoretical assessment of the user-satisfaction construct in information system research. Management Science, 36, 
76-91.  
Miclea, M. (1999). Psihologie Cognitivă. Modele Teoretico-Experimentale. Iași: Editura Polirom.  
Monk, A. F., & Frohlich, D. (1999). Computers and fun. Personal Technology, 3, 91  
Monk, A., 2002. Noddy’s guide to usability. Interfaces, 50, 31–33. 
Myers, B., Hollan, J., Cruz, I., Bryson, S., Bulterman, D., Catarci, T., Citrin, W., Glinert, E., Grudin, J., & Ioannidis, Y. (1996). Strategic 
directions in human-computer interaction. ACM Computing Surveys, 28 (4), 794–809. 



Myers, B., Hollan, J., Cruz, I., Bryson, S., Bulterman, D., Catarci, T., Citrin, W., Glinert, E., Grudin, J., & Ioannidis, Y. (1996). Strategic 
directions in human-computer interaction. ACM Computing Surveys, 28, 794–809. 
Myers, M.D. (1997). Qualitative research in information systems. Accesat în 03.03.2006 la: http://www.auckland.ac.nz/msis/isworld  
Newell S, Scarbrough H, Swan J, & Hislop D. (1999). Intranets and knowledge management: complex processes and ironic outcomes. In 
Proceedings of HICSS-32. Maui: IEEE Press. 
Newman, W., & Taylor, A. (1999). Towards a methodology employing critical parameters to deliver performance improvements in 
interactive systems. In: Proceedings of IFIP TC.13 International Conference on Human–Computer Interaction (pp. 605-612). Amsterdam: 
IOS Press. 
Newman,W. (1994). A preliminary analysis of the products of HCI research, using pro forma abstracts. Proceedings of the CHI’94 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, 278–284. New York: ACM. 
Newman,W. (1997). Better or just different? On the benefits of designing interactive systems in terms of critical parameters. Proceedings of 
DIS’97 Designing Interactive Systems, 239–246. New York: ACM. 
Nielsen, J. (1993). Usability Engineering. San Francisco: Morgan Kaufmann Elsevier. 
Nielsen, J., & Levy, J. (1994). Measuring usability: preference vs. performance. Communications of the ACM,  37, 66–75. 
Nolan, R.L. (1979). Managing the crisis in data processing, Harvard Business Review, Martie - Aprilie, 115-26. 
Norman, D.A. (2002). The design of every day things. New York: Basic Books. 
Oliva, T. A. (1994). Technological choice under conditions of changing network externality, The Journal of High Technology Management 
Research, 5, 279-98. 
Olson, G.M. & Moran, T.P. (1998). Commentary on „Damaged Marchandise?”. Human-Computer Interaction, 13, 263-323. 
Oppliger, R. (1997). Internet security: firewalls and beyond. Communications of the ACM, 49 92-102. 
Orlikowski, W.J. & Gash, D.C. (1994). Technological frames – Making sense of information technology in organizations. ACM 
Transforming Informational Systems, 2, 174-207.  
Orlikowski, W.J. (1992). The duality of technology: Rethinking the concept of technology in organizations. Organization Science, 3(3), 
398-427.  
Orlikowski, W.J. (2000). Using technology and constituting structures: A practice lens for studying technology in organizations. 
Organization Science, 11, 404-428 
Orlikowski, W.J. (2000). Using technology and constituting structures: A practice lens for studying technology in organizations. 
Organization Science, 11(4), 404-428.   
Orlikowski, W.J., Yates, J., Okamura, K., & Fujimoto, M. (1995). Shaping electronic communication: the metastructuring of technology in 
the context of use. Organization Science, 6(4), 423-444.  
Paul, H.(1995). Exploratives Agieren. Ein Beitrag zur ergonomischen Gestaltung interaktiver Systeme. Frankfurt am Main: Verlag Peter 
Lang. 
Pervan, G. P. (1998). A review of research in Group Support Systems: leaders, approaches and directions. Decision Support Systems, 23, 
149–159. 
Petrie, H. & Bevan, N. (2009). The evaluation of accessibility, usability and user experience. In C. Stephanidis (Ed.), The Universal Access 
Handbook. CRC Press 
Pettigrew, A.M. (1985). Contextualist research and the study of organizational change processes. Amsterdam: Elsever Science Publishers. 
Pitariu, H.D. (2003). The influence of personality traits upon human computer interaction. Cognition, Brain, Behavior, 7 (3).  
Pitariu, HD., Andrei, D., Guran, M. A. (2009). Social research methods used in moving the traditional usability approach towards a user-
centered design approach. Journal of information technology and web engineering, 4, 36-53. 
Pliskin, N., Romm, T., Lee, A.S., & Weber, Y. (1993). Presumed versus organizational culture: managerial implications for implementation 
of information systems. The Computer Journal, 36(2), 143-152.  
Porteous M., Kirakowski, J., & Corbett, M. (1993). SUMI User Handbook. Human Factors 
Preece, J., Rogers, Y., Sharp, H., Benyon, D., Holland, S., & Carey, T. (1994). Human–computer interaction. Addison-Wesley. 
Ressler, S. & Trefzger, B. (1997). The development of the NIST virtual library. IEEE Internet Computing, September-October, 35-41. 
Review, 46, 53-62. 
Riketta, M., & Van Dick, R. (2005). Foci of attachment in organizations: A meta-analytic comparison of the strength and correlates of 
workgroup versus organizational identification and commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 67, 490–510. 
Roberts, K.H., & Grabowski, M. (1995). Organizations, technology and structuring. In: R.S., Clegg, C., Hardy, W.R., Nord, (Eds.) 
Handbook of organization studies, (pp. 406-423). Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.   
Robey, D., & Boudreau, M-C. (1999). Accounting for the contradictory organizational consequences of information technology: theoretical 
directions and methodological implications. Information Systems Research, 10(2). 
Robey, D., & Newman, M. (1996). Sequential patterns in information systems development: an application of a social process model. ACM 
Transactions on Information Systems, 14, 30-63. 
Rogers, E.M. (1995). Diffusion of Innovations (Forth Edition). New York: The Free Press. 
Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York: Free Press. 
Romano, N. C., & Fjermestad, J. (2001). Electronic commerce customer relationship management: an assessment of research. International 
Journal of Electronic Commerce, 6(2), 61–113. 
Romm, C.T. & Wong, J. (1998). The dynamics of establishing organizational web sites: some puzzling findings. Australian Journal of 
Information Systems, 5 (2), 60-68. 
Rubin, J. (1994). Handbook of usability testing. How to plan, design and conduct effective tests. Canada: John Wiley and Sons. 
Ryan, R. M. & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development,and well-being. 
American Psychologist, 55, 68-78. 



Ryan, R. M., Deci, E. L. (2000): Self-Determination Theory and the Facilitation of Intrinsic Motivation, Social Development, and Well-
Being. American Psychologist, 55, 68-78. 
Sabherwal, R., & Robey, D. (1993). An empirical taxonomy of implementation for processes based on sequences of events in information 
systems development. Organization Science, 4(4), 548-576.  
Scacchi, W. & Noll, J. (1997). Process-driven intranets: life-cycle support for process reengineering. IEEE Internet Computing, September-
October, 42-9.  
Scheepers, R. & Damsgaard, J. (1997). Using Internet technology within the organization: a structurational analysis of intranets. In: S.C. 
Hayne, & W. Prinz, (Eds), Proceedings of the International ACM SIGGROUP Conference of Supporting Group Work, (pp. 9-18), 16-19 
November, Phoenix, AZ. 
Scheepers, R. (1999). Intranet Implementation: Influences, Challenges and Role Players. PhD Thesis in Computer Science and Engineering, 
Aalborg University, Denmark, webb.informatik.gu.se/~dixi/BISON/resources/damsgaard-scheepers-1999.pdf   
Schein, E.H. (1992), Organizational Culture and Leadership, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA. 
Scherer, A. (1997). Supporting concurrent engineering using an intranet approach, Proceedings of the 30th Hawaii International Conference 
on System Sciences, 7-10 January, Maui, HI. 
Shackel, B. (1991). Usability-Context, framework, definition, design and evaluation. In B. Shackel & S. J. Richardson (Eds.), Human 
factors for informatics usability (pp. 21-37), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Shackel, B. (2009). Human-computer interaction – Whence and whither? Interacting with computers, 21, 353-366.  
Shapiro, G., & Markoff, G. (1997). A matter of definition. In C. W. Roberts (Ed.), Text analysis for the social sciences (pp. 9–31). Mahwah, 
NJ: Erlbaum. 
Sheldon, K. M., Elliot, A. J., Kim, Y., & Kasser, T. (2001). What is satisfying about satisfying events? Testing 10 candidate psychological 
needs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80, 325-339. 
Soloway, E., Guzdial, M., & Hay, K.E. (1994). Learner-centered design, Interactions, April, 36–48. 
Staw, B. M., & S. G. Barsade (1993). Affect and managerial performance: A test of the sadder- but-wiser vs. happier-andsmarter 
hypotheses. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38,  304–331. 
Staw, B. M., R. I. Sutton, & L. H. Pelled (1994). Employee positive emotion and favorable outcomes at the workplace. Organization 
Science, 5, 51–71.  
Stewart, T. (2008). Usability or user experience - what's the difference? System concepts. Document Online, accesat la data de 3.04.2010 la: 
http://www.system-concepts.com/articles/usability%20&%20hci/usability% 20or%20user%20experience%20%11%20what's%20 
the%20difference?/ 
Strong, G. B., Gasen, J.B., Hewett, T., Hix, D., Morris, J., Muller M. J., & Novick. D. G. (1994). A Report: New Directions in Human-
Computer Interaction Education, Research and Practice. Sponsored by: NSF Interactive Systems Program, NSF Applications of Advanced 
Technology Program and Advanced Research Projects Agency Software and Intelligent Systems Technology Office. 
Swanson, E.B. (1987). Information systems in organization theory: a review. In: R.J. Boland, & R.A. Hirschheim, (Eds), Critical Issues in 
Information Systems Research, (pp. 181-204). New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 
Tractinsky, N. (1997). Aesthetics and apparent usability: empirically assessing cultural and methodological issues. In: Proceedings of ACM 
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 115–122). New York, NY: ACM Press. 
Trochim, W., & Donnelly, J.P. (2006). Reasearch Methods Knowledge Base (3rd Edition). Cengage Learning  
Tullis, T.S., & Stetson, J.N. (2004). A comparison of questionnaires for assessing website usability. In Usability Professionals’ Association 
Conference, Minneapolis, Minnesota (June 2004). 
Van der Ven, A.H., & Rogers, E.M. (1988). Innovations and organizations: critical perspectives. Communication Research, 15(5), 632-651.  
Van Muijen, J., J., Koopman, P., De Witte, K., De Cock, G., Susanj, Z., Lemoine, C., Bourantas, D., Papalexandris, N., Branyicski, I., 
Spaltro, E., Jesuino, J., Gonzalves Das Neves, J., Pitariu, H., Konrad, E., Peiro, J., Gonzales-Roma, V., & Turnipseed, D. (1999). 
Organizational culture: The Focus Questionnaire. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 8, 551-568. 
Van Welie, M. (2001). Task-Based user interface design. Amsterdam, NL: SIKS.  
Venkatesh, V. (1999). Creation of favorable user perceptions: exploring the role of intrinsic motivation. MIS Quarterly, 23, 239-260. 
Walsham, G. (1993). Interpreting information systems in organizations. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.  
Weick, K. (1990). Technology as equivoque. In: P.S., Goodman & L.S., Sproull, (Eds.) Technology and Organizations, (pp. 1-44). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Weick, K.E. (1993). The collapse of sensemaking in organizations: The Mann Gulch disaster. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38, 628-
652.   
Whittaker, S., Terveen, L., & Nardi, B. A. (2000). Let’s stop pushing the envelope and start addressing it: A reference task agenda for HCI. 
Human–Computer Interaction, 15, 75–106. 
Wiklund-Engblom, A., Hassenzahl, M., Bengs, A., & Sperring, S. (2009). What needs tell us about user experience. In Proceedings of the 
12th INTERACT conference on Human-Computer Interaction.  
Wixom, B.H. and Todd, P.A. (2005). A theoretical integration of user satisfaction and technology acceptance. Information Systems 
Research, 16, 85-102. 
Wright, T. A., & B. M. Staw (1994).  In search of the happy/productive worker: A longitudinal study of affect and performance. 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Management Meetings: 274–278. 
Yin, R.K. (1989). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., & Holbek, J. (1973). Innovations and organizations. New York: Wiley & Sons. 
Zhang, P., & Dillon, A. (2003). HCI and MIS: Shared Concerns, Editorial Introduction. International Journal of Human–Computer Studies, 
59(4), 397–402. 
Zhang, P., & Li, N. (2004). An assessment of human-computer interaction research in management information systems: topics and 
methods. Computers in Human Behavior, 20, 125-147. 



Zhang, P., Benbasat, I., Carey, J., Davis, F., Galletta, D., & Strong, D. (2002). Human–computer interaction research in the MISdiscipline. 
Communications of the AIS, 9(20), 334-355. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


