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Abstract

Since the outbreak of Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) disease began, there has been
fierce debate about human health measures. Most enterprises were able to manage
their employee health conditions through physical data collection. Although this kind
of service can potentially reduce operating costs in the short term, the investment of
new technology for health monitoring and tracking system capability is unknown in
future. Thus, the novel methodology through which the Expectation Disconfirmation
Theory (EDT) has been developed. Understanding the role of various types for
enterprise decision-making on using the health monitoring and tracking system
through wearable devices is critical. Finally, a Partial Least Square-Structural
Equation Model (PLS-SEM) is proposed to assess and measure the questionnaire data
sets feedback by the firm’s IT experts. This study is conducted to determine how the
expectations of firm’s employee may affect the wearable and health monitoring

system project development.

Key Words : Wearable wireless device, Health monitoring system,
Expectation Disconfirmation Theory, Structural Equation Modeling with

Partial Least Squares (PLS-SEM)
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