HE AFEEREE WG e
$114% $4%, 2006. 9. 2006-11-4-3-5

THIY MHAE Y3t SEHPAAHD ChEEE Majof

i
ret
2
oA
re
at

Empirical study of Integrated IS for Mobile Service with
University Performance
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Abstract

Major telecommunication companies are leading on providing mobile contents service to
customers. With changes in technology and social areas, most organizations are struggling
to achieve the competitive edge over other organizations. Like others, university has the
same problems to meet clients’ needs to become being competitive. The research is to
provide meaningful thoughts by analyzing empirical data and provide meaning information
for University being competitive with IS and Mobile campus related decisions.
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Fig.1 Directions for Mobile campus service
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