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Abstract

Even though there are growing numbers of IT utilization in many organizations, they are required to use
only constrained amount of resources due to the decrease in IT Investment, following economic recession.
Besides, the CEOs in those organizations are required to assess how IT Investment, which has been gradually
increased during the industrial growth, affects their organizational performances. Thus, they began to enforce
IT governance so as to measure IT efficiency and minimize business risks. As a result, they improved the
decision making process of IT Investment, enforced IT value assessment, and established the IT
Investment-performance evaluation process as well. In this article, I aimed to make it clear how IT
Investment affects the IT Performance by analyzing the effects of the factors constituting the IT Investment
managing system and the Process Maturity on the User Satisfaction. This analysis can suggest a
practical IT Investment-performance model, which can increase organizational performances.

» Keyword : IT FXHIT Investment), IT MZKIT Performance), Z2MA MsT (Process Maturity),
AR BEEE (User Satisfaction)
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Figure 3. Regression Coefficients of Model
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