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Abstract

This research aims at exploring the effect of organizational culture, especially
clan culture, toward the success of information system implementation. A
conceptual model of information system success had been developed by integrating
DeLone-McLean model, technology acceptance model (TAM), unified theory of
acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT). Competing values model (CVM) is
being used for organizational model, as such the assessment for organizational
culture is using organizational culture assessment instrument (OCAI). To test the
proposed conceptual model, empirical study was conducted at a IT-based company
using questionnaire and gave the total of 319 usable data samples. The data analysis

is using SmartPLS3 due to the abnormality of data distribution. The OCAI
assessment shows that the company has a tendency toward clan culture which is
quite unexpected for an IT-based company. However, further analysis shows that
the company has successfully mixed clan culture with the less-dominant types of
culture to create a conducive culture for the success of information system
implementation. This study sheds light on IT implementation for business
organizations especially the ones which have clan culture as a dominant culture
embedded in their organizations.

User acceptance

1. INTRODUCTION

Companies today are being forced to use information systems to support their day-to-day business operations to
reach the highest potential and excellence. However, there are considerable numbers of information systems failure
in organizations that entailed in disruption of their business activities. Unfortunately, the report of information
systems failures in organizations mostly can only be founded in non-scientific publications. At some organizations
and companies, the case of information systems failure is quite prevalent. Since building information systems need
variably high investments therefore companies need to be aware of the factors that could affect the success of the
information system.

There are some dominant factors affecting information success. One of them is the organizational culture
ingrained in the organization [1] [2] [3]. This is not the organizational culture that is dictated by management, rather
it is an organizational culture that embedded in the people in organization that “guide and constraint behavior”[4].
Since organizational culture is capable of guiding or constraining certain behavior, some researchers believe that
organizational culture is also capable of steering the behavior of employees toward technology implemented in the
organization, including information system[5] [6]. This behavior is expressed through employees’ perception toward
information system whether the information system they use is giving benefit or satisfaction. Even though the
relationship between organizational culture and employees’ perception toward information system has been
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Acknowledged, however the empirical researches for proofing such relationship are still limited. For that reason,
this study aims at conducting an empirical research to find the impact of organizational culture toward information
system success, especially for a company in Indonesia.

There are some the prominent papers proposing the models for information system success, including [7] [8] [9]
[10] [11][12] [13] however only few have included organizational culture in their models, such as [14] [15]. One of
the challenges on integrating organizational culture in the information system success model is that the definition of
organizational culture itself quite diverse. Organizational culture might include “organization’s customary dress,
language, behavior, beliefs, values, assumptions, symbols of status and authority, myths, ceremonies and rituals, and
modes of deference and subversion” [16]. Such very broad scope of organizational culture makes it hard to assess.
One of organizational frameworks that being used often in information system research is Competing Values
Framework (CVF) that is founded by [17] [18]. CVF is organizational culture framework that offers some
advantages which are important for information system research, especially in relation with research in information
technology and organizational context, that are : 1) enables changing in organizational culture to suite the changing
in software process improvement, 2) contains four different types of culture that can be used for analyzing the
underlying values, artifacts, and challenges in organization, 3) is suitable for software process improvement
research, and 4) equipped with the measurement instruments [19]. Even though not all of four aforementioned
advantages are directly corresponded with the topic of this research, however, the similarity of research inquiry can
be drawn that is about the relationship of information technology in organization and organizational culture. More
important [20] stated that CVF is the most organizational culture used in research and practice. That gives a general
conclusion that CVF is the most establish organizational culture framework.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. The proposed information system success model

It has been acknowledged in the information system research that DeLone-McLean model [7] [8] is the most
information system success model being used in information system research[21]. Since DeLone-McLean model is
considered as an established model therefore this study is taking DeLone-McLean model as the base for the
proposed conceptual model. Even though DeLone-McLean model is relatively robust model, however there are
some theoretical flaws about the model. For example [8] them selves stated that the behavior aspect in their model
“are notoriously difficult to measure”. To overcome this particular problem, technology acceptance model (TAM) is
integrated into the proposed model because TAM is proven to be a good model for explaining behavioral aspect of
user in relation with technology. However [22] stated that TAM can only explain up to 40% of the variance in
behavioral intention while its counterpart, unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (UTAUT), can explain
up to 70% [23].UTAUT is another popular technology acceptance model in information system research [24].
UTAUT is filling some “gaps” that left by TAM, such as the role of social influence and the presence of moderator
variables. In UTAUT, the moderator variables are gender, age, experience, and voluntariness of use. The similarities
between TAM and UTAUT are that both models predict behavioral intention and use of the technology. Since
UTAUT is capable of explaining higher variance in behavioral intention, therefore integrating UTAUT into
DeLone-McLean model gives the expectation that the model will have higher predicting power.
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Fig. 1 The integration of TAM and UTAUT into Delone-McLean model [25]
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B. The revision of [25] ’s information system success model

The realization of integrating TAM and UTAUT into DeLone-McLean model had been published in [25].
Themodel is shown in Fig 1. However, the model in the aforementioned publication needs some revisions based on
arigorous literature review process. There are some changes on the model that need to be applied.

Thereverse relationships (as part of reciprocal relationship) will not be tested in this study because such
relationships are better to be assessed in a longitudinal study [26] while this study is cross-sectional. Those
relationships are User satisfaction = Intention to use, Net benefits > User satisfaction, and Net benefits >
Intention to Use. As a consequence, those relationships will be removed from the model.
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Fig. 2 The proposed conceptual model

Net Benefits

There are abundant literature in information system and psychology research that provide findings on the
significance of attitude for predicting behavioral intention such as [26] [27] [28]. Four meta-analysis studies on
TAM [29] [30] [31] [32] also give the conclusion that relationship between Attitude and Behavioral intention is
strong. In TAM, the variable Attitude is preceded by Perceived usefulness and Perceived ease of use. Since Attitude
is preceded by Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use, therefore variable Effort Expectancy is removed
from the model because Perceived Ease of Use and Effort Expectancy basically are measuring the same construct
(some researchers use them interchangeably such as in [33] and [34]). Besides, Perceived Ease of Use is an
“indigenous” variable of TAM. The updated proposed model is depicted in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 3 The integration of organizational culture on the proposed conceptual model
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C. The integration of organizational culture into the proposed information system success model

Culture in organization affect employees on their attitude and behavior [35], as such it could impact the attitude
toward information system implemented in organization. Based on that assumption, this study proposed a hypothesis
that organizational culture could affect the success of information system. To test that hypothesis, an organizational
variable is added into the model. The addition of organizational culture construct into the conceptual model follows
the positioning of moderator variables (such as gender, age, experience, voluntariness of use) in UTAUT. That
means the organizational culture type is expected to moderate the relationship among variables in the information
system success model. It is mentioned in the introduction that organization culture framework used in this study is
competing values framework (CVF) which is established by [17] [18].

III. METHODS

The empirical study for this research is using quantitative method. Questionnaires were distributed to the
employees of an IT-based company in Indonesia. Questionnaire was distributed in two types: online and paper-
based. The questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part is for mapping the current organizational culture of
the employees. The second part is data collection for information system success constructs with the human resource
(HR) system as the research object (the questions in the questionnaire were asking about the employee’s experience
toward HR system which is mandatory for all employees). The data for information system success constructs will
be processed and analyzed using statistical method, while data for organizational culture will be processed and
analyzed according to OCAI [18]’s instruction. There were 398 questionnaires returned, but after data cleaning
process, only 319 samples can be used for data analysis. SPSS is being used to test the normality of data distribution.
Shapiro-Wilk test provides the best result for testing non-normal data distribution when the sample size is below
2000 [36]. The result of Shapiro-Wilk test for the data of this study showed that the p-value < 0.000 for all variables.
P-value < 0.000 means that the null hypotheses are rejected, hence the data is deemed to be not normally distributed.
Based on that result therefore partial least square for structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) is being used for data
analysis since PLS does not need the data to be normally distributed [37]. The tool for analysis is using SmartPLS3
[38].

IV. RESULT

A. Organizational culture mapping using OCAI

It has been stated earlier that this study is using the theory of organizational culture based on competing values
framework (CVF)which was established by [17] [18], therefore the assessment for organizational culture will use
organizational culture assessment instrument (OCAI) which was developed by Cameron and Quinn [18].CVF
divides organizational culture into four distinct culture types: clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy. Clan culture is
characterized by close-knit relationship among member of the organization. The organization values teamwork and
empowers their employees. Adhocracy culture gives regards to innovativeness and willingness of employees to take
risks. They focus on long term growth and are leading in offering new products or services. Market culture focuses
on competitiveness and goal oriented. They define success as representation of high proportion on the market share.
Hierarchy culture is focusing on control, smoothness, and efficiency in day-to-day organizational operation,
therefore they prefer activities that are predictable. As such, people in hierarchy culture tend to be resistant toward
changes.

TABLE 1

FREQUENCY OF CULTURE TYPES IN COMPANY
No Organizational Culture Frequency
1 Clan 169
2 Adhocracy 44
3 Market 84
4 Hierarchy 22
Total 319

Organizational culture mapping is an activity to assess the perception of each respondent regarding the daily
practice of their company which relate to certain culture type (clan, adhocracy, market, or hierarchy). Since this
study only needs the current status of organizational culture, therefore only the “Now” part of OCAI was used
without the “Preferred” part. Each respondent was given an OCAI questionnaire to be filled out. The result of
organizational culture mapping is shown in Table I and the diagram is depicted in Fig. 4. Considering the company
is an IT-based, the result is somewhat surprising since the shape of organizational culture profiles is having a
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tendency toward clan culture. It can be seen in Fig 4 that the aggregate score of clan culture is 40.3, adhocracy is
19.5, market is 26.0, and hierarchy is 14.1. With those results, it can be concluded that the dominant organizational
culture in the company is clan culture, followed by market, adhocracy, and hierarchy.

Hierarchy Adhocracy

Market

Fig. 4 Organizational culture profile of the company based on employees’ perspectives

B. Data analysis for information system success

Data analysis using PLS-SEM involves two processes [39].First is assessing the measurements model to evaluate
its reliability and validity, and second is assessing the structural model. To evaluate the measurement model, there
are some parameters that need to be reported when data analysis is conducted using PLS-SEM. The first parameter
is the score of internal consistency reliability which is supposed to be above 0.70. In SmartPLS3, the score of
internal consistency reliability can be found in the composite reliability values. The result of composite reliability
for this study is shown in Table 2. Since all variables have composite reliability above 0.70 therefore the
requirement for internal consistency reliability is fulfilled.

TABLE 2
COMPOSITE RELIABILITY
Variable Composite reliability
Perceive Ease of Use 0,906
Information Quality 0,916
Intention to Use 0,904
Use 0,900
Perceive Usefulness 0,888
Performance Expectancy 0,940
Service Quality 0,952
Social Influence 0,897
System Quality 0,848
Attitude 0,938
Net Benefits 0,890
User Satisfaction 0,922
TABLE 3
CONVERGENT RELIABILITY (AVE SCORES)

Variable Average Variance Extracted

Perceive Ease of Use 0,763

Information Quality 0,578

Intention to Use 0,760

Use 0,693

Perceive Usefulness 0,726

Performance Expectancy 0,838

Service Quality 0,604

Social Influence 0,744

System Quality 0,584

Attitude 0,834

Net Benefits 0,730

User Satisfaction 0,747
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The second parameter that has to be reported for PLS-SEM is indicator reliability or indicator loading which has
to be above 0.70. Due to the limitation of the number of the page, the loadings for all indicators will not be shown in
this paper. It can be reported that most indicators have loadings above 0.70. Even though some indicators have
loadings below 0.70 but they are above 0.60 which is acceptable according to [40]. The third parameter has to be
checked is the convergent validity which can be found in the average variance extracted (AVE) values. The AVE
has to be higher than 0.50 to fulfill the requirement as a good model. It can be seen in Table 3 that the score of AVE
for all variables are higher than 0.50.

The fourth parameter that has to be reported is discriminant validity. J. Henseler [41] provides new guidelines for
establishing discriminant validity which is using heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio instead of Fornell-Larcker
criterion and cross-loadings. J. Henseler [41] stated that HTMT ratio with a threshold of 0.90 is acceptable for most
cases. In SmartPLS3, HTMT scores can be found in the discriminant validity report section. The HTMT ratio is
shown in Table 4 on the next page. Since all of the ratio values are below 0.90 therefore the discriminant validity is
established. However, some of the HTMT have scores that are very close to 0.90 (for example the scores that higher
than 0.86). This score can be used as a caution that variables with high HTMT score might measure similar
substances or properties.

TABLE 4
HETEROTRAIT-MONOTRAIT (HTMT) RATIO
Perceive
Ease of Information  Intention Perceive Performance Service Social  System Net
Use Quality to Use Use  Usefulness Expectancy Quality  Influence  Quality  Attitude  Benefits
Perceive Ease of Use
Information Quality 0,741
Intention to Use 0,776 0,681
Use 0,577 0,727 0,769
Perceive Usefulness 0,658 0,751 0,730 0,830
Performance Expectancy 0,486 0,603 0,618 0,779 0,899
Service Quality 0,658 0,779 0,599 0,634 0,749 0,619
Social Influence 0,452 0,527 0,695 0,788 0,728 0,705 0,543
System Quality 0,698 0,861 0,680 0,802 0,853 0,728 0,852 0,581
Attitude 0,610 0,754 0,771 0,825 0,713 0,670 0,636 0,672 0,798
Net Benefits 0,562 0,704 0,732 0,873 0,816 0,851 0,636 0,823 0,774 0,358
User Satisfaction 0,749 0,815 0,814 0,842 0,770 0,068 0,717 0,677 0,834 0,859 0,859

To assess the structural model in PLS-SEM [42] define four parameters that have to be examined: coefficient of
determination (R?), path coefficient, cross-validated redundancy (Q?), and effect size. The value of R?>=0.75 is
considered “substantial”, 0.5 is considered “moderate”, and 0.25 is weak. Table 5 shows the R? and adjusted R? for
the model. J. F. J. Hair [43] suggests to use adjusted R? rather than R2. The adjusted R? for variable Use, which is
0.429, is the least among all endogenous variables. That means there are other factors besides Intention to Use that
urge the employees for using the system since Intention to Use only explains 42.9% of Use. The adjusted R? for user
satisfaction (User Satisfaction) and user benefits (Net Benefits) are nearly substantial, 0.687 and 0.667 respectively.
It is quite satisfying that User Benefits (benefits perceived by the users after using the information system) holds a
quite high adjusted R? since User Benefits is the very goal of information system success.

TABLE 5
THE R? FOR ENDOGENOUS VARIABLES
Endogenous variables R Square R Square Adjusted
Intention to Use 0,550 0,542
Use 0,431 0,429
Attitude 0,434 0,430
Net Benefits 0,689 0,687
User Satisfaction 0,671 0,667

The path coefficients for the model can be seen in Table 6. If alpha=0.05 then the threshold for T statistics is 1.96
for P values to be significant [39]. If alpha=0.10 then the threshold for T statistic =1.62 for P values to be
significant. Table 6 shows the result of all path coefficients for alpha=0.05. There are four relationships which have
T statistics < 1.96 (in Table 6 written in bold).That means those four relationships are considered not significant:
Performance Expectancy = Intention to Use, Service Quality = Intention to Use, System Quality = Intention to
Use, and System Quality = User Satisfaction. The result of path coefficients is depicted in Fig 5. The arrows with
solid line are showing the relationships that are significant, and the dashed arrows are showing the relationships that
are not significant.
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TABLE 6
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RELATIONSHIPS IN THE MODEL
Relationships (S)érilr%:pnlil S&nelfrlle S?/I;:taif)i (E)/Sst?[tlljsggz ) Valf; os”
(0) M) (STDEV)

Perceive Ease of Use ->Attitude 0,286 0,288 0,058 4,907 0,000
Information Quality ->Intention to Use 0,175 0,174 0,072 2,434 0,015
Information Quality ->User Satisfaction 0,299 0,294 0,076 3,924 0,000
Intention to Use ->Use 0,657 0,658 0,039 17,054 0,000
Use ->Net Benefits 0,463 0,461 0,061 7,576 0,000
Use ->User Satisfaction 0,405 0,400 0,068 5,936 0,000
Perceive Usefulness ->Attitude 0,455 0,455 0,056 8,058 0,000
Performance Expectancy -> Intention to Use 0,052 0,053 0,058 0,893 0,372
Service Quality -> Intention to Use 0,065 0,068 0,072 0,905 0,366
Service Quality ->User Satisfaction 0,167 0,177 0,068 2,474 0,013
Social Influence ->Intention to Use 0,263 0,263 0,061 4,302 0,000
System Quality -> Intention to Use -0,008 -0,005 0,076 0,107 0,915
System Quality -> User Satisfaction 0,065 0,066 0,072 0,904 0,366
Attitude ->Intention to Use 0,337 0,331 0,075 4,488 0,000
User Satisfaction ->Net Benefits 0,428 0,430 0,059 7,207 0,000

*alpha=0.05

Another parameter that has to be reported in construct evaluation is cross-validated redundancy (Q?). Q?basically
is assessing the “model’s predictive accuracy” [42]. A value of Q? above zero for an endogenous variable means that
the particular endogenous variable can be predicted quite good in the model. In SmartPLS3, the cross-validated
redundancy is the result from blindfolding process with certain omission distant value. SmartPLS3 suggests the
omission distance=7 while [44] suggest to use the omission distance value between 5-10. According to cross-
validated redundancy principle, the number of sample divides by omission distance has to give result a non integer
value, therefore this study follows SmartPLS advice to set omission distance as 7. Table 7 shows the result for Q2. It
can be seen that the cross-validated redundancy values for all endogenous variables are above zero. This result
means that, in the proposed model, all of endogenous variables can be predicted quite good.
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Fig. 5 The result of path coefficients analysis without culture as control variable

The last parameter that needs to be reported for model evaluation is effect size (f2). Effect size is “the increase in
R2 relative to the proportion of variance of the endogenous latent variable that remains unexplained” [45]. In other
words, basically, effect size shows the strength of a predictor variable toward an endogenous variable. The effect
size (f2) of 0.02 is considered weak, while >=0.15 is medium, and {>=0.35 is strong. The effect size of the model is
showed in Table 8. It can be seen that Performance Expectancy, Service Quality, and System Quality have a very
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weak effect size toward Intention to Use, which are below 0.02. The score of Information Quality toward Intention
to Use is exactly at 0.02, stronger than the previous three variables. That result is consistent with the result of path
coefficients of the three relationships: Performance Expectancy—>Intention to Use, Service Quality—>Intention to
Use, and System Quality—=>Intention to Use are not significant with alpha = 0.05 (see Table 6). System Quality is
having a very weak effect size toward both Intention to Use and User Satisfaction. This result is consistent with the
result of path coefficient analysis shown in Table 6. A very low 2 score is corresponding with a non-significant path
coefficient. It can be seen in Table 8 that the highest effect size holds by Intention to Use - Use. That means that
this relationship is the strongest among all of the relationship in the model.

TABLE 7
PREDICTIVE RELEVANCE (CROSS-VALIDATED REDUNDANCY)

Latent Variables SSO SSE Q? (=1-SSE/SS0O)

Intention to Use 957,000 594,887 0,378

Use 1.276,000 925,115 0,275

Attitude 957,000 638,199 0,333

Net Benefits 957,000 512,433 0,465

User Satisfaction 1.276,000 690,258 0,459

TABLE 8
EFFECT SIZE (F?) OF PREDICTOR VARIABLES
Intention to Use Use Attitude Net Benefits User Satisfaction

Perceive Ease of Use 0,100
Information Quality 0,020 0,083
Intention to Use 0,758
Use 0,317 0,266
Perceive Usefulness 0,252
Performance Expectancy 0,003
Service Quality 0,004 0,036
Social Influence 0,081
System Quality 0,000 0,004
Attitude 0,103
User Satisfaction 0,270

C. The effect of organizational culture type toward information system success model

The effect of organizational culture type on the relationships in the model of information system success is
analyzed using multi-group analysis (MGA). As reported in the section A that, in this study, employees were being
mapped based on their perception on the culture of the company. As consequence there are four groups of
employees which have clan, adhocracy, market, or hierarchy dominant type of culture. The focus of analysis is to
examine the effect of employees’ culture type on the relationships between latent variables in the model of
information system success. The result of multi-group analysis using SmartPLS3 is shown in Table 10. The P-value
< 0.05 (or T statistics > 1.96) is considered significant. It can be seen that some relationships have different
significance based on the culture type. Clan culture has the least number of significant relationships (4 out of 12
relationships are not significant), while hierarchy culture is the type of culture which has the most number of non-
significant relationship (9 out of 12 relationships are not significant). There are two relationships that are significant
across culture: Use = Net Benefits and Perceive Usefulness = Attitude. There are three relationships that are not
significant across culture: Performance Expectancy = Intention to Use, System Quality—>Intention to Use, and
System Quality = User Satisfaction. The rest of the relationships have different status of significance depending on
the type of organizational culture.

V. DISCUSSION

It is very interesting to see that in an IT-based company, the majority of employees portrait their company as
having a clan culture as their embedded organizational culture. It seems contradict with common stereotype that
technology correlates with adhocracy culture since adhocracy is believed to be the type of culture that surrogate the
innovation, including the easiness for adoption of technology [46], [47]. Furthermore, an information technology
company is better managed in a culture that surrogate innovation [48], and a culture that promotes innovation is
adhocracy culture [49].Clan culture is a culture of teamwork and collaboration, and the company is a friendly place
to work where everybody is like a family. A company which has a core business in information technology that
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encourage creative and innovative works from the employees will be less likely to survive in clan culture. However,
looking deeper into their company culture, it shows that clan culture is not the only culture exist in the company.
There are other cultures that also play an important role as a supporting culture. For example, the company defines
one of their values as “Integrity, Enthusiasm, Totality”. Integrity is a characteristic brought by clan culture.
Enthusiasm is a property of adhocracy culture. Totality is similar to commitment and loyalty, values that are
originated in clan culture. Another set of values that is promoted by the management of the company is “Solid,
Speed, Smart”. Solid is definitely a value of clan culture. Speed stems from market culture where one of its
characteristics is “outpacing the competition” [49], while smart is the nature of adhocracy culture. It also can be seen
on the result of organizational mapping (Table 1) that almost half of the respondents perceived that their company
has other culture than clan culture. That means the other three cultures (adhocracy, market, and hierarchy) also give
colors into the holistic organizational culture of the company. From that discussion, it is clear that even though clan
is the dominant culture, however, other cultures coexist in the company and they are affecting the employees in their
workplace, including their behavior toward information system implemented in the company.

TABLE 9
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RELATIONSHIPS IN THE MODEL BASED ON CULTURE TYPE
P-values
Without
Path Relationships organizational Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy
culture’s effect
Perceive Ease of Use—> Attitude 0,000 0,000 0,226 0,000 0,762
Information Quality—> Intention to Use 0,015 0,037 0,958 0,047 0,750
Information Quality-> User Satisfaction 0,000 0,000 0,040 0,362 0,935
Intention to Use> Use 0,000 0,000 0,022 0,000 0,060
Use—>Net Benefits 0,000 0,000 0,011 0,000 0,043
Use—> User Satisfaction 0,000 0,000 0,418 0,000 0,685
Perceive Usefulness=> Attitude 0,000 0,000 0,001 0,003 0,002
Performance Expectancy-> Intention to Use 0,372 0,769 0,150 0,122 0,165
Service Quality—> Intention to Use 0,366 0,002 0,803 0,083 0,753
Service Quality—> User Satisfaction 0,013 0,000 0,006 0,637 0,043
Social Influence-> Intention to Use 0,000 0,001 0,291 0,002 0,498
System Quality-> Intention to Use 0,915 0,558 0,595 0,506 0,453
System Quality-> User Satisfaction 0,366 0,466 0,663 0,526 0,964
Attitude~> Intention to Use 0,000 0,007 0,048 0,032 0,639
User Satisfaction=>Net Benefits 0,000 0,000 0,268 0,000 0,090

Another interesting result from the study is the emergence of three insignificant relationships across culture types:
Performance expectancy = Intention to Use, System Quality-> Intention to Use and System Quality = User
Satisfaction. The possible explanation about this result is because the system that was used in the study is a
mandatory system (it was mentioned in the Method section that the HR system is the object of the study and it is a
mandatory for the employees to use it). This result confirms the finding of [50] that system quality does not affect
Intention to Use if the use is mandatory. The mandatory use also is the culprit on the insignificant relationship
between System Quality and User Satisfaction. The descriptive statistic of System Quality data showed that the
mean of the data has negative skewness. That means the employees gave a relatively high score on System Quality
(the majority of the respondent agree that the quality of the system is good). However, that does not affect the
satisfaction of users. Users are satisfied toward HR system because of other factors that are Information Quality,
Service Quality, and the experience after using the system (Use). Employees also see that the HR system does not
have direct correlation with their performance; therefore the relationship between Performance Expectancy and
Intention to Use is not significant.

Benefits (Net Benefits) those users will get after using the system is proven to be a strong dependent variable in
information system success model. Benefits can be accrued either from using the system or from user satisfaction.
However, it can be seen in Table 8 that the effect size (f2) of Use (system use) is bigger than User Satisfaction.
Therefore, using the system continuously is perceived to give bigger benefit compare to just satisfy by using the
system. Again, this situation is caused by mandatory usage.

It is important to point out that clan culture has the least number of insignificant relationships compared to other
type of culture. The relationship between Service Quality and Intention to Use that was not significant in the original
model (Table 9 column 2) became significant under clan culture. It is not surprising that in clan culture, services
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from other members of the group (in this case is the staffs from IT Department of the company) are greatly
appreciated. Furthermore, clan culture turned out to be very friendly toward innovation and technology. A. Chan
[51] argued that clan culture is a safe harbor for uncertainty environment as technology often viewed as disruptive,
hence creating uncertainty. Further, [51] stated that in a turbulence environment, many organizations survive
because they hold on clan culture. In organizational control context, clan culture diminish the differences among
individuals that are not in compliance with the organizational missions [52].

VI. CONCLUSION

There are some highlighted findings that can be drawn from this research. First, clan culture can be a dominant
culture in IT-based Company even though generally IT-based Company have tendency toward adhocracy or market
culture. Second, in the research of information system success and the like (technology acceptance/technology
diffusion), the choice of information system to be studied affects the result of the study. If the information system is
not crucial for the users on doing their tasks then some relationships might give a non-significant result, as the
relationship between Performance Expectancy and Intention to Use. Third, the circumstance of the system usage
(mandatory vs. voluntary) also affects the result of the research. Fourth, clan culture, combined with other
subculture and with clan organizational control, can drive the company to survive during turbulence, hence enabling
company to sustain in almost every situation.

Further research needs to be conducted to get a greater clarity on the impact of organizational culture on the
success of information system implemented in organization. Since information technology is a relatively high
investment therefore a suitable organizational culture is needed to ensure its success. Different type of information
system might have a different impact toward employees therefore the employees will respond accordingly. For
example, in mandatory setting where the use of information system is a must, employees will act based on the rules
of the organization and set aside their own perspectives. In such circumstances, a specific treatment has to be
conducted to get the real picture of user behavior. Further research also needs to involve qualitative study to get a
deeper understanding on the impact of culture toward employees’ perception on information system.
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