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Purpose: We evaluated the psychometric properties of a questionnaire on the acceptance of the quality improvement
information system (QIIS) among long-term care workers (mostly nurses). Methods: The questionnaire composes
of 21 preliminary questions with 5 domains based on the Technology Acceptance Model and related literature
reviews. We developed a prototype web-based comprehensive resident assessment system, and collected data
from 126 subjects at 75 long-term care facilities and hospitals, who used the system and responded to the
questionnaire. A priori factor structure was developed using an exploratory factor analysis and validated by a con-
firmatory factor analysis; its reliability was also evaluated. Results: A total of 16 items were yielded, and 5 factors
were extracted from the explanatory factor analysis: Usage Intention, Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use,
Social Influence, and Innovative Characteristics. The five-factor structure model had a good fit (Tucker-Lewis index
[TLI]=.976; comparative fit index [CFI]=.969; standardized root mean squared residual [SRMR]=.052; root mean
square error of approximation [RMSEA]=.048), and the items were internally consistent(Cronbach’s o =.91).
Conclusion: The questionnaire was valid and reliable to measure the technology acceptance of QIIS among
long-term care workers, using the prototype.
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Figure 1. A snapshot of the prototype web-based comprehensive resident assessment system used in this study.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Subjects (N=126)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Age (year) <29 5(3.97)

30~39 1(32.54)
40~49 6 (44.44)
>50 4 (19.05)
Occupation Nurse 0 (71.43)
Nurse assistant 5 (11.90)
Social worker 1 (16.67)
Position Charge/head 8 (30.16)
Staff 8 (69.84)
Career (year) <2 25 (19.84)
PE5) 2 (41.27)
>6 9 (38.89)
Education <Diploma 0 (55.56)
Bachelor 7 (29.37)
> Master 9 (15.08)
Computer skills Low 7 (21.43)
Moderate 8 (61.90)
High 1 (16.67)
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Ul=usage intention; PU=perceived usefulness;
PEU=perceived ease of use; SI=social influence;
IC=innovative characteristics.

Figure 2. Measurement model.
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Table 2. Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) Results (N=126)
Factor Items MzSD  Loading
Intrinsic Factor 1. Usage intention (UI) (Cronbach’s a =92, k=2)

factor 1. Iintend to use the system when it becomes available 3.27+0.83 .80
2. lintend to keep on using the system in the future 3.20£0.84 .64
Factor 2. Perceived usefulness (PU) (Cronbach’s & =.83, k=3)
3. The use of the system could help me to give care more efficiently 3.28+0.78 .69
4. The use of the system could improve the process and the contents of services 3.34£0.69 .69
5. The use of the system could enable more accurate administration of services 3.27+0.79 .67
Factor 3. Perceived ease of use (PEU) (Cronbach’s a=.92, k=5)
6. The system is easy to access and operate 3.23£0.76 .75
7. The layout and interface of the system is easy to use 3.19£0.75 81
8.1find it easy to use the system 3.19£0.80 .86
9. It is generally easy to switch between service screens 3.2440.81 72
10. The output of the system is clear and understandable 3.21£0.80 .75
Extrinsic Factor 4. Social influence (SI) (Cronbach’s a =.75, k=3)
factor 11. If my coworkers or related people prefer to use the system, I would use the system  3.75+0.59 .63
12. By using the system, I can get more recognition in my field 3.42+0.66 .63
13. The use of the system helps my care task and communication with coworkers and ~ 3.61%0.68 .60
related people
Factor 5. Innovative characteristics (IC) (Cronbach’s a=.72, k=3)
14. I like doing something new 3.28+0.56 .57
15. I tend to work voluntarily 3.81%0.61 .70
16. Among peers, I am usually the first to try out new methods or services 3.37£0.57 .78

Table 3. Pearson's Correlations of Each Factors
Variables Ul PU PEU SI IC
Ul 1
PU 70 (<.001) 1
PEU .56 (<.001) .58 (<.001) 1
SI 57 (<.001) .54 (<.001) 44 (<.001) 1
IC .24 (.008) 13 (.160) .23 (.010) .33 (<.001) 1

Ul=usage intention; PU=perceived usefulness; PEU=perceived ease of use; SI=social influence; IC=innovative characteristics.
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Table 4. CFA Results of the Measurement Model

2|EtE = FIt

(N=126)

Factor Item No. Unstandardized estimate SE CR Standardized estimate
Usage intention (UI) 1 1 - - .89
2 1.08 0.07 14.79*** .95
Perceived usefulness (PU) 3 1 - - 81
4 0.79 0.09 8.38*** 72
5 1.05 0.11 9.87%** .83
Perceived ease of use (PEU) 6 1 - - 77
7 1.07 0.10 10.26*** 84
8 1.21 0.11 10.94%+* 90
9 1.15 0.11 10.04*** .83
10 1.10 0.11 9.68*** .80
Social influence (SI) 11 1 - - .65
12 1.26 0.19 6.48*+* 73
13 1.33 0.21 6.23*+* .75
Innovative characteristics (IC) 14 1 - - .58
15 0.96 0.20 4.86%** 73
16 1.09 0.22 5.03*** 72

x°=121.165, df=94, TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index)=.976, CFI (Comparative Fit Index)=.969,
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean squared Residual)=.052, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)=.048

***p <.001; SE=standard error; CR=critical ratio (=estimates/SE).
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